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Introduction: Poultry vaccines are used to immunize chickens against different diseases.
Inactivated vaccines have been widely used to protect poultry against diseases such as
infectious bursal disease (IBD). IBD is one of the most important viral
immunosuppressive diseases in the poultry industry. This viral disease targets the immune
organs. This study was aimed to evaluate the effect of an inactivated IBDV antigen on
inducing the humoral immune response in Specific-Pathogen-Free (SPF) chickens.
Methods: An infectious strain of bursal disease virus (IBDV) was isolated from an
affected chicken bursa of Fabricius. Serological diagnostic tests and molecular
experiments were carried out to identify the isolate. Different concentrations of formalin,
beta propiolacton (BPL) and binary ethylenimine (BEI) were used for inactivation of
IBDV. The samples of IBDV antigen were adjuvanted separately with ISA-70. Three-
week-old SPF chickens were divided into four groups. Groups 1, 2, and 3 received 0.5 ml
of the adjuvanted antigens subcutaneously and group 4 received PBS as negative control.
Blood samples from each group were collected 4 weeks post-inoculation and the targets
were measured by ELISA and serum neutralization test (SNT). Results: The lowest
concentrations that could fully inactivate the infectivity of IBD virus were 2.5 mM for
BEI, 0.15% for BPL and 0.1% for formalin. Examination of the inactivated samples with
0.1% formalin showed a decrease in antigenicity after 12 months. Treatment with 2.5 mM
BEI and 0.15% BPL showed no apparent adverse effect on IBDV infectivity and showed
a reliable inactivation. In the SPF chickens of all experimental groups, the antibody titers
raised against IBDV were detected by ELISA. Conclusion: In the group which the virus
was inactivated using BEI, the antigenicity stability was much better than others. Hence,
BEl-inactivated IBDV is suggested for preparing more immunogenic, efficient and stable
vaccines against IBD.

Citation:

INTRODUCTION

Infectious bursal disease (IBD) is one of the acute and
highly contagious viral diseases in young birds. It leads to
immunosuppression, poor immune responses to other infections
and negative immunization interventions [1-4]. The IBD viral
agent (IBDV), belongs to the Avibirinavirus of Birnaviridae
family which is characterized by a double-stranded RNA
genome including small and large segments and a non-
enveloped icosahedral capsid [5, 6]. IBDV strains target
proliferating B lymphocytes of the bursa of Fabricius and cause
up to 20% mortality in chickens of 3 weeks of age or more [7].

Exposure of birds to the IBDV-contaminated farm causes
the rapid spread of the disease [8-10]. Due to the significant
economic impact of IBD on the poultry industry, traditional and
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next-generation vaccines including viral vectors, subunit and
genetically-engineered vaccines, have been developed to
prevent the disease [11-14].

Typically, primary protection of chickens against IBD is
achieved through maternal antibody, transmitted to the newly-
hatched chicks. These antibodies protect the offspring until the
adaptive immune response becomes activated. The active
immunity against IBDV involves a critical vaccination program
with live-attenuated and inactivated vaccines. Live IBDV
vaccines may exhibit inadequate efficacy in the presence of
maternal antibodies [15-17]. To gain full protection against
IBDV, chickens should be revaccinated with an inactivated
vaccine [13, 18]. It is expected that high levels of virus-
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neutralizing antibodies maintained through laying, protect the
young chickens against clinical or sub-clinical IBD [15].

Inactivated vaccines provide a high and uniform level of
protection, especially when administered after priming with a
live vaccine. This should be considered in the implementation
of vaccination programs for breeder and layer flocks due to the
fact that they require high and long-term immunity for the
protection during the laying period [19]. The aim of this study
was to prepare inactivated IBDV antigen and evaluate its
effects on the humoral immune response in Specific-Pathogen-
Free (SPF) chickens. In this regard, i) a local IBDV was
isolated and identified,; ii) the effects of different concentrations
of three chemicals were examined in different treatment times
on the inactivation procedure; iii) An adjuvanted (ISA-70)
IBDV antigen was injected to the SPF chicken groups
subcutaneously and the induction of immunity was assayed by
ELISA and serum neutralization test (SNT).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Ethical Statement
International and institutional guidelines for the care and
use of animals were performed in the study.

Sample Preparation

The samples were collected from 5 week-old Bovans pullet
farm which had suffered from hemorrhagic and edema of bursa
of Fabricius. The bursa was grinded in PBS, containing
penicillin (1000 units/ml) and streptomycin (1000 pg/ml),
homogenized with tissue blender and centrifuged for 20 min at
4000 rpm at 4°C. The supernatant was harvested and used for
the virus isolation.

Virus Isolation and Identification

The prepared sample (0.2 ml) was inoculated onto chorio-
allantoic membrane (CAM) of six 10-day-old SPF embryonated
eggs (Razi Vaccine and Serum Research Institute (RVSRI),
Iran). The eggs were incubated at 37°C and controlled daily up
to 7 days post-inoculation (PI) for IBD pathological lesions.
Serological and molecular tests were conducted for the
characterization of the isolated virus.

Agar Gel Precipitation (AGP) Test

The 1.2% noble agar plate containing 8% sodium chloride
and 0.5% phenol was prepared. The wells of 2.5 mm diameter
and 2.5 mm interspace were cut using a template and cutter
with wells in a circle around a center well. The peripheral wells
were spilled with the samples of prepared CAM and centralized
with positive serum. IBD positive and negative samples were
also added as controls. The plate was incubated in humid
chamber for 48 h at 37°C.

Immunofluorescence (IF) Assay

Cover-slips containing the collected allantoic fluids at 5
days PI were fixed in 4% paraformaldehyde in PBS for 30 min
at room temperature. They were then incubated with chicken
polyclonal anti-serum to IBDV at 4°C in a humidified chamber
overnight. The slides were washed three times with Tris-
buffered saline (TBS) and incubated with Fluorescein
isothiocyanate (FITC)-labeled secondary antibody for 30
minutes at 37°C. For the negative control, a sample with no
primary antibody was used under the same condition. The
slides were washed with TBS, mounted and examined with a B-
353FL confocal laser scanning microscope (Optika, Italy).
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Molecular Identification

High Pure RNA Extraction Kit (RNeasy Mini Kit, Qiagen,
Germany) was used to extract viral RNA. RT-PCR was
performed to amplify IBDV VP2 gene during ONE-STEP RT-
PCR PreMix Kit (iNtRON Biotechnology, South Korea) and
the following primers:

Forward: 5'-GAA TTC CCT GGA GAA GCA CAC TCT CAG-3’
Reverse: 5'-GGT ACC GTC TTT GAA GCC GAATGC TCC-3'

The reaction conditions were as follows: 1 cycle (50°C for
30 min), 35 cycles (94°C for 30 s, annealing at 61°C for 30 s,
and elongation at 72°C for 60 s), and final extension at 72°C for
10 min for one cycle. The PCR product was electrophoresed on
1% Safe-Red stained agarose gel (AMPLIQON, Denmark) and
sequenced in both directions by Metabion Company
(Germany).

Virus Titration

The isolated IBDV was injected into the allantoic cavity of
10-day-old SPF chicken embryonated eggs. The infective
embryos were harvested, pooled, and clarified. Serial dilutions
of IBDV suspension were performed from 10™ to 10”. Five
SPF eggs were inoculated on the CAMs with each dilution (0.1
ml/egg) and the eggs were incubated at 37°C up to 7 days. After
incubation, the pathological lesions were tested to confirm the
presence of IBDV. Infection titer was calculated with the
standard Reed & Muench formula [20].

Antigen Inactivation

The IBDVs were inactivated with three chemicals as
described below:

I) Formalin treatment: Formaldehyde solution (Merck,
Germany) was diluted 10 times (v:v) in double-distilled water
(DDW). The concentrations of 0.05%, 0.1%, 0.15, 0.2% and
0.25% were attained in the virus. The samples were incubated
for 16 h at 37°C on shaker.

I1) Beta ropiolacton treatment: Beta ropiolacton (BPL;
Sigma Aldrich, Germany) was diluted 1:10 in cold (4°C) DDW
immediately before use. The final concentration was attained by
making a 1:10 dilution into the virus solution. Concentrations
of 0.05%, 0.1%, 0.15%, 0.2% and 0.25% (v:v) of BPL were
evaluated. The samples were mixed by shaker, and incubated
for 120 min at 37°C.

I11) Binary ethylenimine treatment: Binary ethylenimine
(BEI) was prepared by cyclization of 0.1 M 2-bromoethylamine
hydrobromide (Fluka, Germany) as a 0.1 M solution in 0.2N
NaOH at 37°C for 30 min. The 1, 1.5, 2, 25 and 3 mM
concentrations of BEI were made in the test materials. The
treated material was incubated at 37°C up to 16 h.

Infectivity Assay

To confirm the inactivation of IBDV antigen, 0.2 ml of
each treatment was inoculated to 10-day-old SPF embryonated
eggs. For virus infectivity assay, 3 consequent inoculations
were applied. Each of the inactivated IBDV antigens was stored
at 4°C for up to 12 months.

Chicken Immunization

Each of the formalin-, BPL-, and BEl-inactivated IBDV
antigens was mixed with ISA-70 (SEPPIC Co., France)
adjuvant at the ratio of 30/70 (w/w). Three-week-old SPF
chickens were randomly divided into 4 equal groups (n = 20).
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Group A received 0.5 ml of the adjuvanted formalin-
inactivated antigen subcutaneously. Groups B and C received
the adjuvanted BPL-inactivated antigen and BEl-inactivated
antigen, respectively and group D was considered as a negative
control. Chickens were placed in the separate cages under the
controlled conditions. Blood samples were collected 4 weeks Pl
and induction of specific antibody titers against IBDV was
evaluated by SNT and ELISA (IDEXX, US). This procedure
was repeated five times at 3-month intervals using another SPF
chicken groups and the stored IBDV inactivated antigens up to
12 months.

ELISA

The negative and positive controls were dispensed (100
pl/each) undiluted in duplicate wells of a microtiter plate. The
diluted sera samples were dispensed into each well (100 pl of
1:500). The plate was incubated at room temperature for 30
min. The wells were washed 3 times with deionized water. This
was followed by the addition of 100 pl of conjugate into each
well. The plate was allowed for incubation at room temperature
for 30 min. After washing steps, TMB substrate was added into
each well and the plate was left at room temperature for 15 min.
The stop solution was added to each well. The absorbance value
was measured using ELISA reader (BioTek, US) at 650 nm.
The results were validated based on the manufacturer’s
recommendation that mean OD value of NCX must be <0.150,
and when it is subtracted from mean OD of PCX, the result
must be > 0.075. The endpoint titer of the samples was
calculated using Logl10 Titer = 1.09 (Logl0 S/P)+C formula
where, S/P (sample to positive ratio) = (Sample mean—NCX) /
(PCX-NCX) and C is 3.36 (relates S/P at a 1:500 dilution to an
endpoint titer). The presence of IBD antibody was reported as
positive when S/P ratio was > 0.2 and negative when S/P ratio
was < 0.2. Furthermore, the antilogarithm of Logl0 titer was
calculated (IDEXX® software) and recorded as the quantity of
IBD antibody in each sample.

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis of the data was done by t-test and
Pearson’s Chi-square using SPSS software ver. 22 (IBM, US).
The statements of statistical significance were based upon P <
0.05.

RESULTS

The Effects of IBDV Infection on the Birds and the
Embryos

The affected birds showed dehydration, and hemorrhages
in the thigh and pectoral muscles. The cloacal bursa had an
edema and hyperemia and gelatinous yellowish transudate
covering the cream color serosal surface. Longitudinal
striations on the surface became prominent. The infected bursa
often had ecchymotic hemorrhages on the mucosal surface and
extensive hemorrhage throughout the entire bursa (Fig. 1).

The lesions including  congestion, intracranial
hemorrhages, subcutaneous edema and abnormalities of internal
organs were observed in the embryos infected by IBDV (Fig.
2).

Detection of IBDV Antigen in the Allantoic Fluid

In AGP test, the IBDV positive samples showed a line of
precipitation between the antigen and the serum wells while
negative samples had no precipitation line. The results of
immunofluorescent staining of the virus isolation showed the
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presence of cells displaying bright apple-green fluorescence
(Fig. 3) while no positive signal was detected in the negative
control.

7 ! 5 A :
= /‘ A, &\ "
Fig. 1. Infected bursa of Fabricius from the affected chicken.

The hemorrhages, creamish exudate and thickened longitudinal
laminae were seen.

Fig. 2. Chicken embryo at 14 days old. Up: normal, down:
infected with IBDV.

Fig. 3. The immunofluorescence detection of IBDV antigen
in the infected allantoic fluid (IFT, x 20). The positive
signals of the IBDV antigen with a wide distribution
appeared in green color.
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The Phylogenetic Relationship of IBDV VP2 Gene
Sequences

The VP2 gene of IBDV amplified at the corresponding
band (1244 bp) was sequenced at both directions and deposited
in GenBank under KT633995 accession number. The
phylogenetic relationship between the isolate and other IBDVs
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isolated from Iran and vaccine strains was determined using the
minimum evolution analysis with 1000 bootstrapping using
MEGAG software (US) (Fig. 4). Taken together, the serological
and molecular results indicated that the isolated virus was a
classic intermediate IBDV and the virus titer in the propagated
sample was calculated to be 10"  EIDsy/ml.
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Fig. 4. The phylogenetic relationship of IBDV VP2 gene sequences of vaccine strains and virus isolates deposited in GenBank. The
neighbor joining tree was constructed with 1000 replicates. The upper branch shows the low pathogenic or intermediate IBDVs and the
lower branch shows the very virulent IBDVs. 9: depicts the isolated virus in this study.

The Effects of Chemical Treatments on the Infectivity
of IBDV

The effects of chemical treatments with formalin, BPL and
BEI on infectivity of characterized virus are summarized in
Table 1.

The concentration 0.1% or more of formalin inactivated
the infected fluid. Examination of the stored inactivated

samples with <0.1% formalin showed a decrease in antigenicity
after 12 months. Treatment with 2.5 mM BEI and 0.15% BPL
showed no apparent adverse effect on IBDV infectivity and
showed a reliable inactivation. To ensure inactivation, no signs
and traces of the virus were observed after 3 passages.

Table 1. Effects of formalin, beta propiolactone (BPL) and binary ethylenimine (BEI) on infectivity of IBDV.

Formalin BPL BEI
Con.(%) Infectivity Con.(%) Infectivity Con.(mM) Infectivity

0 + 0 + 0 +
0.05 + 0.05 + 1 +
0.1 - 0.1 + 15 +
0.15 - 0.15 - 2 +
0.2 - 0.2 - 2.5 -
0.2.5 - 0.25 - 3 -

Con: concentration

Antibody Titers Against IBDV

In each trial, antibody titers against IBDV were raised in
all treated groups compared to the control group. The mean
serum antibody titers of chickens vaccinated with the
inactivated candidate vaccine increased 4 weeks after the

52

vaccination. The antibody titer in chickens that received BEI-
inactivated antigen was slightly higher than in chickens that
received BPL-inactivated antigen. Although the titer for
formalin group was significantly (P < 0.05) lower than the other
two treated groups (Fig. 5).
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Fig. 5. Chicken sera titers detected by ELISA. They were injected with inactivated IBDV up to 12 months after treatments
with different inactivating reagents as indicated.

DISCUSSION

Vaccination with live-attenuated and inactivated vaccines
remains the most effective strategy to control IBD in poultry
industry [21-23]. In order to induce the protective immunity in
chickens, the inactivated IBDV vaccines should have either a
high or an optimized antigenic content [15, 16, 13]. Thus, the
method used to inactivate the virus is an important factor
affecting the antigen quality. Formalin, a chemical that affects
protein structures is the most commonly used compound for
inactivation of viral vaccines; however, treatments with other
components with less destructive effects on the protein
structures are suggested [24-30]. Here, we determined the
effects of three chemicals on inactivation of IBDV antigen
using the same virus concentration to eliminate possible
variations. Subsequently, the immunogenicity of the inactivated
IBDV antigens was evaluated in chickens. At first, our results
showed that the virus was inactivated with 0.1%, 0.15% and 2.5
mM of formalin, BPL and BEI, respectively. Applying the high
concentrations of the chemicals caused a decrease in IBDV
infectivity titer. Up to the end of the experiment, the BEI-
inactivated virus retained its infectivity indicating that the
chemical did not adversely affect the induced immune
responses.

Classically, formalin has been used to inactivate viruses
[29, 31]. The electrophilic agent affects both genome and
proteins via nucleophilic addition, inter- and intra-molecularly
crosslinking, and their combination, which prevent the virus
genome transcription. The most problem in the application of
formalin is the incomplete inactivation of virus particles, which
can cause the outbreak of virus infection following vaccination
[32]. It has been shown that outbreaks of foot-and-mouth
disease in Western Europe [33] and Venezuelan equine
encephalitis in Central America [34] are due to remaining of
incomplete inactivated viruses in vaccines, possibly due to
alkylation of amino and sulphydrilic groups of the proteins and
purine bases and crosslinking with viral proteins following
formalin inactivation [31]. The RNA-protein crosslink, viral
proteins modification and change in the conformation of
epitopes have also been reported for viruses inactivated by
formalin and BPL. However, the role of pH, inactivation time
and temperature should not be ignored [35].
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The poor inductions of neutralizing antibody responses as
well as the formation of immune complexes between viruses
and antibodies have been reported in inactivation of viruses by
formalin. Treatment of virus antigen with this chemical also
results in weak and short immune responses in inactivated
vaccines. For this reason, the use of alkylating inactivating
agents such as BPL or BEI is recommended [36, 32]. These
chemicals mainly act on viral DNA or RNA through a
nucleophilic substitution mechanism. Although they display the
same mode of action, BPL is much more toxic than BEI. For
this reason, the use of alkylating inactivating agents such as
BPL and BEI is favorable. BPL activates viruses properly
which leads to the induction of neutralizing antibody and
protection upon a challenge [32].

To test whether inactivation with formalin, BPL, and BEI
interfered with the immunogenicity of IBDV, induction of
humoral immune responses was evaluated in chickens.
Compared to the control chickens, the specific IBDV antibodies
increased in all of the vaccinated groups while decrease in
antibody titer was detected in chickens that received the
formalin-inactivated antigen [37]. The viral protein
modification especially on Cysteine, Methionine, and Histidine
as the most reactive amino acid residues may affect the virus
infectivity. Such altering in the activity of proteins has been
demonstrated in the enveloped viruses. It seems that BPL has a
limited capacity to inactivate non-enveloped viruses which
possibly lead to denaturation of viral immunogens and
induction of short-time immunity [38]. Slightly reduction in the
immunogenicity of BPL-inactivated IBDV compared to the
BEl-inactivated virus may be due to their different inactivation
capacities on viruses because IBDV is a non-enveloped virus.
Despite formalin and BPL that alter the antigenic components
of the inactivated viruses, no change in the antigenicity has
been reported for both envelope and non-enveloped viruses
inactivated by BEI [39]. The inactivation of different viruses
such as Newcastle disease virus, avian influenza virus, foot-
and-mouth disease virus, vesicular stomatitis virus, swine
vesicular disease virus, sheep pox virus, hematopoietic necrosis
virus and blue tongue virus with BEI did not affect their
immunogenicity [24, 40-44]. Even in low concentration, BEI
passes through the virus capsid and reacts with the N7-guanine
of the genome then guanine becomes alkylated through the
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opening of the BEI ring. This reaction is faster in RNA
nucleosides than that in DNA nucleosides, therefore, BEI does
not interact with the proteins [32]. Considering the preservation
of the viral structure and neutralizing epitopes in the BEI-
treated viruses, the inactivated vaccines with BEI are suggested
to be used in design of more immunogenic, efficient, and stable
vaccines against IBD in future.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This work was supported by RVSRI. The authors thank
Razi chairman and vice-chairs, as well as Poultry Viral
Research and Vaccines Production Department manager and
staff.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

REFERENCES

1. Gimeno |, Schat K. Virus-induced immunosuppression in chickens.
Avian Diseases. 2018;62(3):272-85. doi: 10.1637/11841-041318-Review.1
2. Lupini C, Quaglia G, Mescolini G, Russo E, Salaroli R, Forni M et al.
Alteration of immunological parameters in infectious bronchitis
vaccinated—specific pathogen-free broilers after the use of different
infectious bursal disease vaccines. Poultry Science. 2020;99(9):4351-9. doi:
10.1016/j.psj.2020.05.054

3. Ranjbar VR, Mohammadi A, Dadras H. Infectious bursal disease virus
suppresses HIN2 avian influenza viral shedding in broiler chickens. British
Poultry Science. 2019;60(5):493-8. doi: 10.1080/00071668.2019.1621991
4. Spackman E, Stephens CB, Pantin-Jackwood MJ. The effect of infectious
bursal disease virus—induced immunosuppression on vaccination against
highly pathogenic avian influenza virus. Avian Diseases. 2018;62(1):36-44.
doi: 10.1637/11769-110717-Reg.1

5. Delmas B, Attoui H, Ghosh S, Malik YS, Mundt E, Vakharia VN. ICTV
virus taxonomy profile: Birnaviridae. Journal of General Virology.
2019;100(1):5-6. doi: 10.1099/jgv.0.001185

6. Michel LO, Jackwood DJ. Classification of infectious bursal disease
virus into genogroups. Archives of Virology. 2017;162(12):3661-70. doi:
10.1007/s00705-017-3500-4

7. Eterradossi N, Saif YM. Infectious bursal disease, p 257-83, Diseases of
Poultry. 14th ed. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., USA. 2020.

8. Aliyu HB, Sa’idu L, Jamilu A, Andamin AD, Akpavie SO. Outbreaks of
virulent infectious bursal disease in flocks of battery cage brooding system
of commercial chickens. Journal of Veterinary Medicine. 2016;2016. doi:
10.1155/2016/8182160

9. Orakpoghenor O, Oladele SB, Abdu PA. Infectious Bursal Disease:
Transmission, Pathogenesis, Pathology and Control-An Overview. World's
Poultry Science Journal. 2020:1-12. doi: 10.1080/00439339.2020.1716652
10. Van den Berg T, Eterradossi N, Toquin D, Meulemans G. Infectious
bursal disease (Gumboro disease). Revue Scientifique et Technique
(International Office of Epizootics). 2000;19(2):509-43.

11. Ebrahimi MM, Shahsavandi S, Shayan P, Goudarzi H, Masoudi S.
Recombinant VP2 expressed in baculovirus and adjuvanted with TIR-
TLR7: a vaccine candidate against infectious bursal disease virus.
Comparative Clinical Pathology. 2018;27(4):911-6. doi: 10.1007/s00580-
018-2681-x

12. Lucero MS, Richetta M, Zoth SC, Jaton J, Pinto S, Canet Z et al. Plant-
based vaccine candidate against Infectious bursal disease: an alternative to
inactivated vaccines for breeder hens. Vaccine. 2019;37(36):5203-10. doi:
10.1016/j.vaccine.2019.07.069

13. Mdiller H, Mundt E, Eterradossi N, Islam MR. Current status of
vaccines against infectious bursal disease. Avian Pathology.
2012;41(2):133-9. doi: 10.1080/03079457.2012.661403

14. Yang H, Ye C. Reverse genetics approaches for live-attenuated vaccine
development of infectious bursal disease virus. Current Opinion in
Virology. 2020;44:139-44. doi: 10.1016/j.coviro.2020.08.001

Characterization and Inactivation of Infectious Bursal Disease Virus...

54

15. Dey S, Pathak DC, Ramamurthy N, Maity HK, Chellappa MM.
Infectious bursal disease virus in chickens: prevalence, impact, and
management strategies. Veterinary Medicine: Research and Reports.
2019;10:85. doi:10.2147/VMRR.S185159

16. Maas RA, Venema S, Oei HL, Pol JM, Claassen 1, ter Huurne AA.
Efficacy of inactivated infectious bursal disease (IBD) vaccines:
comparison of serology with protection of progeny chickens against IBD
virus strains of varying virulence. Avian Pathology. 2001;30(4):345-54.
doi: 10.1080/03079450120066359

17. Wyeth P, Chettle N, Mohepat A. Use of an inactivated infectious bursal
disease oil emulsion vaccine in commercial layer chicks. The Veterinary
Record. 1992;130(2):30-2. doi: 10.1136/vr.130.2.30

18. Saif Y. Control of infectious bursal disease virus by vaccination.
Developments in Biologicals. 2004;119:143-6.

19. Marangon S, Busani L. The use of vaccination in poultry production.
Revue Scientifiqgue et Technique-Office International des Epizooties.
2007;26(1):265. doi:10.20506/RST.26.1.1742

20. Ramakrishnan MA. Determination of 50% endpoint titer using a simple
formula.  World  Journal of  Virology. 2016;5(2):85. doi:
10.5501/wjv.v5.i2.85

21. Ebrahimi M, Yousefi A, Shahsavandi S, Zaghari M, Bassami M.
Comparison of the Immunogenicity of Four Infectious Bursal Disease
Intermediate Vaccines in Commercial Broiler Flocks in Iran: A Field Trial
Study.  Archives of Razi Institute. 2020;75(2):205-12.  doi:
10.22092/ari.2019.124890.1292

22. Rautenschlein S, Yeh H, Sharma J. Comparative immunopathogenesis
of mild, intermediate, and virulent strains of classic infectious bursal
disease virus. Avian Diseases. 2003;47(1):66-78. doi: 10.1637/0005-
2086(2003)047[0066:CIOMIA]2.0.CO;2

23. Zorman Rojs O, Krapez U, Slavec B, Jursi¢-Cizerl R, Poljanec T. Field
efficacy of different vaccines against infectious bursal disease in broiler
flocks. Acta  Veterinaria  Hungarica.  2011;59(3):385-98.  doi:
10.1556/avet.2011.016

24. Adi AAAM, Astawa INM, Putra IGAA. The efficacy of binary
ethylenimine-inactivated vaccines of Gianyar-1/AK/2014 virulent strain in
protecting chickens against Tabanan-1/ARP/2017 virulent Newcastle
disease  virus  isolates.  Veterinary = World.  2019;12(6):758.
doi:10.14202/vetworld.2019.758-764

25. Habib M, Hussain I, Fang W, Rajput Z, Yang Z, Irshad H. Inactivation
of infectious bursal disease virus by binary ethylenimine and formalin.

Journal of Zhejiang University Science B. 2006;7(4):320-3.
doi:10.1631/jzus.2006.B0320
26. Hanson C. Inactivation of viruses for use as vaccines and

immunodiagnostic reagents. Medical Virology Il Elsevier, New York.
1983:45-79. doi: 10.2307/1591214

27. King D. Evaluation of different methods of inactivation of Newcastle
disease virus and avian influenza virus in egg fluids and serum. Avian
Diseases. 1991:505-14. doi: 10.2307/1591214

28. Mowat N. Vaccine manual: the production and quality control of
veterinary vaccines for use in developing countries. Daya Books; 1999.

29. Palya V. Manual for the production of Marek's disease, Gumboro
disease and inactivated Newcastle disease vaccines. Food & Agriculture
Org.; 1991.

30. Zhao J, Yang H, Xu H, Ma Z, Zhang G. Efficacy of an inactivated
bivalent vaccine against the prevalent strains of Newcastle disease and
HIN2 avian influenza. Virology Journal. 2017;14(1):56. doi:
10.1186/512985-017-0723-7

31. Sanders B, Martin K, Schuitemaker H. Inactivated viral vaccines, p 45—
80. Vaccine analysis: strategies, principles, and control Springer, Geneva,
Switzerland. 2014.

32. Delrue 1, Verzele D, Madder A, Nauwynck HJ. Inactivated virus
vaccines from chemistry to prophylaxis: merits, risks and challenges.
Expert Review of Vaccines. 2012;11(6):695-719. doi: 10.1586/erv.12.38
33. Sobrino F, Domingo E. Foot- and- mouth disease in Europe. EMBO
Reports. 2001;2(6):459-61. doi:10.1093/embo-reports/kvel22

34. Weaver SC, Salas R, Rico-Hesse R, Ludwig GV, Oberste MS, Boshell J
et al. Re-emergence of epidemic Venezuelan equine encephalomyelitis in
South America. The Lancet. 1996;348(9025):436-40. doi: 10.1016/s0140-
6736(96)02275-1

35. Herrera-Rodriguez J, Signorazzi A, Holtrop M, de Vries-ldema J,
Huckriede A. Inactivated or damaged? Comparing the effect of inactivation
methods on influenza virions to optimize vaccine production. Vaccine.
2019;37(12):1630-7. doi: 10.1016/j.vaccine.2019.01.086

36. Brown F. Inactivation of viruses by aziridines. Vaccine. 2001;20(3-
4):322-7. doi: 10.1016/s0264-410x(01)00342-5

2020 Vol. 7 No. 2


http://dx.doi.org/10.52547/vacres.7.2.49
http://vacres.pasteur.ac.ir/article-1-225-en.html

[ Downloaded from vacres.pasteur.ac.ir on 2025-10-29 ]

[ DOI: 10.52547/vacres.7.2.49 ]

Ebrahimi et al

37. Habib M, Hussain I, Irshad H, Yang Z-z, Shuai J-b, Chen N.
Immunogenicity of formaldehyde and binary ethylenimine inactivated
infectious bursal disease virus in broiler chicks. Journal of Zhejiang
University Science B. 2006;7(8):660-4. doi: 10.1631/jzus.2006.B0660

38. Bonnafous P, Nicolai M-C, Taveau J-C, Chevalier M, Barriére F,
Medina J et al. Treatment of influenza virus with beta-propiolactone alters
viral membrane fusion. Biochimica et Biophysica Acta (BBA)-
Biomembranes. 2014, 1838 (1):355-63. doi:
10.1016/j.bbamem.2013.09.021

39. Brun A. Vaccine technologies for veterinary viral diseases. Springer;
2016.

40. Anderson E, Clouthier S, Shewmaker W, Weighall A, LaPatra S.
Inactivated infectious haematopoietic necrosis virus (IHNV) vaccines.
Journal of Fish Diseases. 2008;31(10):729-45. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-
2761.2008.00960.x

41. Boumart Z, Daouam S, Belkourati I, Rafi L, Tuppurainen E, Tadlaoui
KO et al. Comparative innocuity and efficacy of live and inactivated

2020 Vol. 7 No. 2

Characterization and Inactivation of Infectious Bursal Disease Virus...

55

sheeppox vaccines. BMC Veterinary Research. 2016;12(1):1-6. doi:
10.1186/s12917-016-0754-0

42. Ramakrishnan M, Pandey A, Singh K, Singh R, Nandi S, Mehrotra M.
Immune responses and protective efficacy of binary ethylenimine (BEI)-
inactivated bluetongue virus vaccines in sheep. Veterinary Research
Communications. 2006;30(8):873-80. doi: 10.1007/s11259-006-3313-5

43. Sarachai C, Sasipreeyajan J, Chansiripornchai N. Avian influenza virus
(H5N1) inactivation by binary ethylenimine. The Thai Journal of
Veterinary Medicine. 2010;40(1):41-6.

44. Wu P, Rodriguez YY, Hershey BJ, Tadassa Y, Dodd KA, Jia W.
Validation of a binary ethylenimine (BEI) inactivation procedure for
biosafety treatment of foot-and-mouth disease viruses (FMDV), vesicular
stomatitis viruses (VSV), and swine vesicular disease virus (SVDV).
Veterinary Microbiology. 2020;252:108928. doi:
10.1016/j.vetmic.2020.108928


http://dx.doi.org/10.52547/vacres.7.2.49
http://vacres.pasteur.ac.ir/article-1-225-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

