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Abstract
The scientific world became enthusiastic to develop the concept of ‘gut health’, ‘intestinal health’, and ‘enteric health’
specially after the banning of antibiotic growth promoter by European Union in poultry diet. The composition and
functionality of the gut microbiome is crucial for the health of livestock and poultry as it helps in the development of
intestinal epithelium and modulation of the physiological functions. Thus the intestinal homeostasis i.e. immunity, nutrient
digestion, intestinal barrier integrity is maintained. The overall composition of microorganisms dwelling in the
gastrointestinal tract is termed as ‘microbiome’ and due to its beneficial effects on health and well-being of host it has
gained lot of attention in recent years. The present review describes gut microbiome composition in livestock and wild
animals, effect of host genotype, human interference, environment on the composition of gut microbiome, detection
techniques of gut microbiome composition, and implication and use of probiotics improving health and production in
domestic animals.
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Introduction
During last decade the scientific world became
enthusiastic to develop the concept of ‘gut
health’, ‘intestinal health’, and ‘enteric health’
especially after the banning of antibiotic growth
promoter (AGP) by European Union in poultry
diet (Castanon, 2007). Hippocrates (400 B.C.)
was the first person to believe that ‘all disease
begins in the gut’ and ‘death sits in the bowel’.
Gut health is difficult to define precisely. It is

considered as the ability of the gut to perform
normal physiological functions and to maintain
homeostasis, thereby supporting its ability to
withstand infectious and non-infectious
stressors (Kogut et al., 2017). It is a holistic
approach associated with nutrition,  gut
physiology, microbiology and immunology.
The composition and functionality of the gut
microbiome is crucial for the health of livestock



and poultry as it helps in the development of
intestinal epithelium and modulation of the
physiological functions (Diaz Carrasco et al.,
2019). Thus the intestinal homeostasis i.e.
immunity, nutrient digestion, and intestinal
barrier integrity is maintained. Like other
animals, the livestock and poultry also naturally
exposed to the ocean of microbes through air,
feed and water after birth. A ‘healthy’ animal
or bird can be defined as the animals which
can meet the performance standard with normal
physiological  functions but essentially not
‘germ-free’ (Broom, 2011). The genome of all
microbes inhabiting in the gut is termed as ‘gut
microbiome’ and due to its beneficial effect on
health and well-being of host it has gained lot
of attention in recent years (Kogut, 2019). The
present review describes gut microbiome
composition in livestock and wild animals,
effect of host genotype, human interference,
environmental stress on the composition of gut
microbiome,  detection techniques of gut
microbiome composition, and implication and
use of probiotics improving health and
production in domestic animals.

General overview of microbiome composition
of domestics and wild animals
The diverse population of gut microbiota has
important role in host metabolism, immunity,
production, and prevention of infections. Host-
gut microbiota is a complex system and
numerous studies showed imbalance of gut
microbiome is often associated with metabolic
disorders and pathogen resistance. With the
modern standards of living most population in
the developed countries of the world showed
lower gut microbial diversity compared with
population living in simple life style such as
eastern Africa or Amazonian forest, who have
not been exposed to antibiotics and modern
lifestyles (Fan and Pedersen, 2020). The gradual
decline in the Bacteroides,  Prevotella,
Desulfovibrio, Lactobacillus and Oxalobacteris
among the gut microbiota often associated with

chronic metabolic disorder in urban population.
Studies showed that germ-free mice have
thinner intestinal lining and underdeveloped
lymphoid tissue, less nutrient absorption
capability as well as low immune response
compared to wild mice (Round and Mazmanian,
2009). The diverse range of gut microbiota
creates a complex host microbiome relationship
in animals impacting metabolic and immune
response of the host (Xu et al., 2013). The
factors influencing gut microbial diversity
depends on complex web of factors, such as,
species, age, geographical distribution,
nutritional recourses, environmental  and
anthropogenic factors, which can be
summarised into two major categories as
endogenous and exogenous factors (Wang
et al., 2018). The factors related to host genetics
considered as endogenous, whereas factor
related to difference in feed composition and
environmental factors are major exogenous
factors regulating gut microbial diversity
(Knowles et al. ,  2019). Understanding of
complex gut microbiome relationship and
underlying causes of diversity of microbiome
among domestic and wild animal would be
important for animal production, immunity,
maintenance of health and conservation of wild
animal.

Gut microbiome produces the large variety of
bioactive compounds by using host ingested
feed or interacting with host derived cells,
which plays an important role in host
metabolism (Tanca et al., 2017). The major
composition of gut microbiome in vertebrates
is dominated by bacterial phylum Firmicutes,
Bacteroidetes, Actinobacteria, Fusobacteria
although the distribution differs across the
species (Dearing and Kohl,  2017).  The
herbivore gastro intestinal (GI) tracts are mostly
dominated by Firmicutes and Bacteroidetes due
to their precise role in cellulose metabolism
(Muegge et al., 2011).
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Diverse population of gut microbial community
improves the digestive efficacy of complex
polysaccharides, which otherwise is inaccessible
to animal metabolism. Alteration in gut
microbiome may disturb the digestive
metabolite, which is beneficial to host. Many
studies showed that relative abundance of
bacterial operational taxonomic units (OTU) was
comparatively higher in wild animals than captive
or domestic animals (Kohl and Dearing, 2016;
McKenzie et al., 2017). The major bacterial
community depleted in domestic animals belong
to families such as Ruminococcaceae and
Lachnospiraceae. Both the bacteria have
glycoside hydrolase gene, known for metabolism
of complex plant components like cellulose,
hemicellulose and polysaccharides (Blank et al.,
2012).

Effect of host genetics in gut microbiome
composition
A significant variation can be observed on gut
microbial composition across the species.
Additionally, microbiota also showed variation
between individuals within the same group. The
large and small pig population have been
studied as a model of human microbiome and
in both the groups bacteria under phyla
Firmicutes and Bacteroides predominates in GI
tract (Lamendella et al., 2011; Pedersen et al.,
2013). Dogs also have gut microbiota similar
to humans, but diverge fundamentally in
specific genera and comparative abundance of
different phyla (Handl et al., 2011; Hoffmann
et al., 2016). In wild macaques, markedly
different gut microbiome compared to both the
human and mouse, including complete absence
of some major genera was detected (McKenna
et al., 2008; Yildirim et al., 2010). The gut
microbiota of black-and-white colobus monkey
and red-tailed guenon are predominantly under
phyla Firmicutes and Bacteroides (Barelli et al.,
2015). The gut microbiome of Udzungwa red
colobus monkey (Procolobus gordonorum)
includes very few (<0.01%) Fibrobacteres,

Actinobacteria and TM7 phylotypes, whereas
Verrucomicrobia, Spirochetes and Proteo-
bacteria were found significantly (Barelli et al.,
2015). Ruminococcaceae and Lachnospiraceae
families that are known to be highly specialized
in the degradation of plant polysaccharides
commonly consumed by ruminants are rich in
xylan, pectin, and cellulose (Flint and Bayer,
2008).

The predominant microbiota found in poultry
(chicken and turkey) are Firmicutes,
Bateroidetes and Proteobacteria,  which
constitutes more than 90% of the operational
taxonomic units (OTUs) (Wei et al., 2013). In
a recent study on migratory water birds such as
great cormorants (Phalacrocorax carbo), little
egrets (Egretta garzetta), black-crowned night
herons (Nycticorax nycticorax) and black-
headed gulls (Chroicocephalus ridibundus)
showed that Fusobacteria, Firmicutes and
Proteobacteria are dominant phyla among the
gut microbes (Laviad-Shitrit et al. , 2019).
Fusobacteria, an obligate anaerobic non-spore
forming Gram-negative bacilli, is considered as
one of the most dominant phylum (>34%) in
all wild water bird species compared to other
avian species (Laviad-Shitrit et al., 2019). In
black headed gulls, Catellicoccus (a facultative
anaerobic, Gram-positive bacteria) found to be
the most abundant genus (58.86%) (Lawson
et al. ,  2006; Laviad-Shitrit et al. ,  2019).
Interestingly, the study also showed that gut
microbiota of migratory water birds also act as
carrier of major human pathogens such as
F. Necrophorum (human oral infections) and
F. Nucleatum (human inflammatory bowel
disease, liver cirrhosis) (Qin et al., 2014). Some
other potential pathogenic bacteria found in gut
microbiota of water birds are Clostridium,
Helicobactor, Campylobactor, Arcobactor and
Vibrio (Laviad-Shitrit et al., 2019). The studies
thus indicate that migratory water birds can
disburse potentially pathogenic bacterial species
across intercontinental borders.
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Human interference impacting gut microbiota
of wild animals
Anthropogenic factors have pronounced effect
on the environment as well as other species on
earth. Due to increased demand for supply of
livestock, the number of domestic animals has
increased, which correlates with the
degradation of natural habitat and replacement
with agricultural lands (McDonald et al., 2019).
It directly creates scarcity of nutritional
recourses for wild animals and the wild animals
face higher selection pressure leading to
massive change in their feeding habit and gut
microbial diversity. Due to human interference
domestic animals are fed with higher quality
feed, which creates artificial scarcity of feed and
leads to diversity in gut microbiota in wild
animals particularly in a region, where wild
animal share the similar nutritional resources
with livestock (Li et al., 2013). For example,
Qaidam Basin is a deserted area with vegetation
coverage of less than 5% located at northern
Qinghai Province in China. Wild goitered
gazelles (Gazella subgutturosa) are main wild
habitat, whereas sheep (Ovis aries) are major
domestic animal of this land (Zhong et al.,
2014). Due to human interference sheep are fed
with higher quality of forage and goitered
gazelles became forced to change their  organ
size to adopt with food shortages (Blank et al.,
2015).  A recent gut microbial analysis between
wild goitered gazelles and domestic sheep
showed the presence of Firmicutes (76.40%;
71.03%) and Bacteroides (17.17%; 21.84%)
associated with cellulose and carbohydrate
digestion in both the goitered gazelles and
sheep (Qin  et al., 2020). The same study also
showed that Firmicutes/ Bacteroides ratio was
comparatively higher in goitered gazelles
than sheep. In addition Thaumarchaeota,
Synergistetes, Chlorobi, and TM6 were only
identified in goitered gazelles (Qin et al., 2020).
In comparison, pathogenic bacteria such as
Campylobacter, Helicobacter and Shigella spp.
in the sheep were significantly higher than that

of the goitered gazelles (Qin et al., 2020). It
indicates that due to shortage of nutritional
resources goitered gazelles might have adopted
microbial composition for effective metabolism
of poorer pasture, and the richness in the
diversity of gut microbiome also reduced the
pathogen load (Qin et al., 2020).

Many endangered species were introduced in
captivity for effective breeding and conservation.
Research on captive animals showed that during
captivity, gut microbiome shifts dramatically due
to limitation of geographical range, variation of
feeds and controlled social interaction during
captivity as compared to wild animals (Gibson
et al., 2019). Many studies have shown that
microbial diversity reduced in wild animal
during captivity (Borbon-Garcia et al., 2017;
McKenzie et al. , 2017). In a recent study
diversity of gut microbial composition of wild
Indian bison (Bos gaurus), captive bison and
domestic form of gour, known as Mithun (Bos
frontalis) was compared (Prabhu et al., 2020).
The study showed that the diversity of gut
microbiome is lower in domestic and captive
animals than wild animals. The study also
showed that the content of cyanobacterial
population, which ferments starch content of feed
into anoxic condition, is higher in domestic and
captive animals compared to the wild animals.
It indicates that due to co-habitation around
human vicinity, the gut microbial diversity of
domestic animals probably adopted with higher
cyanobacterial content to metabolise higher
starch based feed (Prabhu et al., 2020). Higher
cyanobacterial content was also observed in
domestic dogs (Axelsson et al., 2013). Similar
gut microbial difference was also detected in
rhinoceros (Rhinoceros unicornis), where
microbial richness was higher in wild rhino than
captive rhinoceros, and gut microbiome replaced
by microbe found in conventional domestic
animal such as higher contents of Bacteriodetes
and lower contents of Proteobacteria (Gibson
et al., 2019). Disturbance of gut microbiome
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could also be linked with application of
antibiotics and drugs, which is often associated
with imbalance of gut microbiota and
subsequent reduction of immunity in animals
(Park, 2018).

Role of animal feed in gut microbiome
composition
Impact of microbial communities on their host
has increased many folds in recent years. The
microbiome provides nutrition to the host and
helps in development of immunity and
metabolism (Backhed et al., 2005; Andreote and
Pereira, 2017). In cattle, the research has
conducted on microbiome manipulation to
reduce methane emission in the environment.
Digestion of plant materials (forage, fodder and
hay) by methanogenic bacteria in the ruminant’s
intestines emits methane, which is responsible
for climate change. Changing the microbiome
community of rumen through addition of
Methanobrevibacter  reduces the methane
emission (Danielsson et al., 2017). Microbial
community of calves’ changes rapidly after birth
and at 12th weeks of age Bacteroides prevotella,
Clostridium coccoide and Eubacterium rectale
predominates in the digestive system (Uyeno
et al., 2010a, 2010b). At weaning, Bacteroidetes
decreased, while Proteobacteria and Firmicutes
increased in calves (Meale et al., 2016).

The digesta of foregut and hindgut in cattle mainly
comprises of Gram-negative Bacteroidetes and
the Gram-positive Firmicutes and together
represents 76-96.1% of total bacteria (Plaizier
et al., 2016). Feeding of high-grain diets may lead
to subacute ruminal acidosis (SARA), a reversible
metabolic disorder, characterized by lowering
rumen pH for a variable period in each day. If the
cattle consume high amount of grains in a short
period of time, the Bacteroidetes and Fibrobacter
group of bacteria decreases very rapidly and
Firmicutes and other opportunistic bacteria (Gram-
negative Proteobacteria) increases, resulting a
dysbiotic community with loss of rumen function

(Khafipour et al., 2009). Bacteroidetes and
Fibrobacter group of bacteria is the major
contributor of free lipopolysaccharide (LPS) in the
hindgut and rumen. The LPS acts as the potent
endotoxin and is highly immunogenic (Hurley,
1995). Feeding high-grain diets also decreases the
populations of ciliate protozoa (Khafipour  et al.,
2009; Plaizier et al., 2016). It seems that diet/food
is the main feature in shaping the rumen
microbiome (Henderson et al., 2015) and the
arrangement of the core members of this microbial
community is quite stable in adult animals (Petri
et al., 2012).

Ceca, an integral part of GI tract of poultry,
hold the highest microbial mass and
accomplish most of the fermentation activities.
Firmicutes, Bacteroides and Proteobacteria
(clostridial species) are mainly found in the
ceca of chicken (Oakley et al. ,  2014).
Supplementation of xylo-oligosaccharides,
degradation products of l ignocellulose
materials, soybean meal oligosaccharides,
Lactobacillus and Bifido-bacterium in the diet
increases the production of short chain fatty
acids (SCFAs), which improves the gut health
of poultry and nutritional quality of chickens
(Brugman et al., 2018).

Dog is the closest companion animals to humans
and in many parts of the world they are treated
as family members. Dogs are mostly raised on
natural food or commercial  food. Dogs
maintained on natural diet have 30-50% more
chance to get infected with Salmonella and
E. coli than that of commercial food (Kim
et al., 2017). Clostridium perfringens and Fuso-
bacterium varium are potent opportunistic
pathogens found more commonly in the faeces
of naturally maintained dogs and imposes
greater risk of zoonotic hazards (Kim et al.,
2017). However, large scale use of growth
promoters or antibiotics in food animals and
companion animals results dysbiotic
relationship between microbiome and the host.

Diversities of gut microbiota in wild and domestic animals 5



Role of environment in gut microbiome
composition
Environmental factors are one of the most
important exogenous factors for influencing gut
microbiome diversity. Various environmental
factors such as temperature, geographical location
affects gut microbiome of domestic and wild
inhabitants. The gut microbiome refers to the
particular population of microorganisms
inhabiting a well-defined environment throughout
the gastrointestinal tract, and includes bacteria,
fungi, protozoa, archaea, and yeasts. GI
microbiome is strongly influenced by micro and
major environment. The GI microbiome of
laboratory rodents changes, when exposed to
various chemicals, heavy metals and ionizing
radiation (Claus et al., 2016; Zhang and Steen,
2017). Few studies also reported how
anthropogenic habitat alterations affect
microbiome composition in wild animals
(Lavrinienko  et al., 2018). The difference of gut
microbiome of Udzungwa red colobus monkey
(Procolobus gordonorum) from other non-
human primates related to plant diversity,
degraded natural habitats and termite consumption
during rainy season (Barelli et al., 2015). The
relationship suggests a horizontal transfer of gut
microbiome between prey and predator.
Environmental parameters like temperature,
humidity or precipitation are probably the potential
causes for variation of gut microbiome in same
species of animals residing in two different
geographical locations (Barelli et al., 2015). Gut
microbiome also vary in its composition and
function, when animals placed in captive
condition and free ranging condition. In animals,
particularly in ruminants, wide variety of
microbiome and its complex relationship with
host coincides with environmental factors. The
enteric microbiota plays an important role in
digestion of nutrient and its assimilation,
synthesis of volatile fatty acids (VFA), vitamins
and amino acids (Turner, 2018). In animals, the
alternation of composition of gut microbiota have
related to different disease conditions and
surrounding environmental conditions.

Detection of gut microbiota composition
The autochthonous microflora of the
gastrointestinal tract is a rich ecosystem and it is a
cumbersome procedure to identify and determine
the variety of organisms. Traditional culture based
techniques and nucleic acid based methods are
the two major practices, which can provide a
comprehensive data on gut microbiota. Microbial
culture is considered to be gold standard as the
specificity of the culture is 100% but the sensitivity
remains low (Limmathurotsakul et al., 2010). The
major demerit of microbial culture technique is
its inability to detect many of the significant gut
microbiota due to the limitations of substrates,
media used for culture and a labour intensive
procedure. Only less than 30% bacteria could be
cultured till date and hence there is a need to
revolutionize the knowledge with wide
application of genome based techniques (Ignys
et al., 2014).

The faeces of animals and humans are the choice
of specimen for analysing the gut microflora. Both
longitudinal and cross sectional studies can be
done to assess the pathophysiology of gastric and
hepatic diseases using faeces as a specimen
(Allaband et al., 2019). The mucosal biopsy
samples can be used in conjunction with faecal
samples for a snapshot analysis of the gut
microflora as the faeces fails to recognise many
mucosal adherent floras (Eckburg  et al., 2005).

The outcome is favourable, when the culture-
dependent analyses and culture-independent,
nucleic acids-based techniques are done
simultaneously. Genomic analysis employing
polymerase chain reaction (PCR) for
amplification of the 16S rRNA can provide an
authentic representative data on gastrointestinal
microflora as it is highly conserved among the
bacterial species. The quantitative PCR can be
used for the amplification as well as
quantification of the 16S rRNA, which enables
phylogenetic identification. Fluorescence in situ
hybridization (FISH) and DNA microarray
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methods are employed for phylogenetic
identification of the microbiota. Although a
tedious process, DNA sequencing is considered
as the gold standard tool for diagnosis as it can
identify the species up to the taxonomical level.
Direct sequencing of 16S rRNA gene amplicons
using massive parallel sequencing incorporating
pyro sequencer can be done to detect the
microbiota at the phylogenetic level. It also helps
to quantify the microflora and enables the
identification of unknown bacteria (Fraher et al.,
2012). The pros and cons of molecular
techniques are described in Table 1.

Next-Generation Sequencing (NGS) is the latest
tool for molecular genomic analysis, which
allows the sequencing of whole microbial
genome. Microbiome shotgun sequencing and
metagenomics has revolutionized the field for
gut microbiota analyses by establishing a
correlation between clinical condition and the
pattern of gut microbiota. Microbiome shotgun
sequencing involves massive parallel
sequencing of the mixed DNA sample. Shotgun
sequencing employs random fragmentation of
DNA followed by sequencing the fragments
and reconstructing the overlapping sequences
in order to assemble them into a continuous
sequence (Jovel et al., 2016).

Implication and use of probiotics in improving
health and production in domestic animals
The gut microbiome forms a protective barrier
with the attachment of epithelial cells and thus
prevents the attachment of pathogenic bacteria
through ‘competitive exclusion’ (Yegani and
Korver, 2008). The bacterial  group can
synthesize vitamins (K and B complex), short
chain fatty acids (SCFA) from poly-
saccharides, organic acids (lactic acid),
antimicrobial compounds (bacteriocin) and
produce non-specific immunity offering
protection to the livestock and poultry
(Apajalahti, 2005). The SCFA are readily
absorbable form of polysaccharides generated
by the gut microbes. The poultry do not have
any metabolic cycle to generate such
absorbable form of nutrients. However the
microbiome present in caeca can breakdown
the carbohydrates with the enzymes normally
absent in chickens (Sergeant et al., 2014). The
SCFA can reduce pH of the intestine and inhibit
the growth of acid-sensitive bacteria, inhibit
bile catabolism with conversion to secondary
bile acids, improve mineral absorption, and
growth of epithelium and lamina propria
(Christl et al., 1997). Similarly the microbiota
also helps in digestion of proteins as the birds
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Table 1. Molecular approach for identification and characterization of gut microbiome

Molecular techniques

16S rRNA sequencing

Real-time PCR

Denaturing gradient gel electrophoresis
(DGGE), Temperature gradient gel
electrophoresis (TGGE), Temporal
temperature gradient gel electrophoresis
(TTGE), Terminal restriction fragment
length polymorphism (dT-RFLP),Single
strand conformation polymorphism
(SSCP)

Fluorescence in situ hybridization (Fish)

Advantages

It can identify single
molecule of rRNA
Quantification of
DNA
Amplicons are used
from sequencing

Highly sensitive

Disadvantages

Biasness occurred in primers,
costly and time consuming

Costly

Variations detected between
laboratories, data generated
are mostly qualitative

Laborious



are deficient in enzymes for complete nitrogen
metabolism although half of the nitrogen
sources are converted into ammonia and is
excreated. The microbiome has a definitive
role in development of gut immune system as
B and T lymphocytes and IgA is not detected
in germ-free birds of 28 days age (Tizard
2017). The segmented filamentous bacteria
and Bacteroides fragilis was detected to
promote Th17 and Treg cells in the intestine
(Caballero and Pamer, 2015). The diversity of
the gut bacteria also helps in development of
T-cell receptors in the gut and spleen (Mwangi
et al., 2010).

The zoonotic pathogens such as Cam-
pylobacter and Salmonella present as a part of
the microbiome can be transmitted into human
along with antibiotic resistance determinants
(Zhou et al., 2012). Moreover, presence of gut
microbiome can compromise the growth rate
due to competition with the host for energy and
protein, production of toxic metaboli tes,
catabolization of bile acids decreasing fat
digestibility of the birds (Gaskins et al., 2002).
The birds use a substantial amount of energy
to control the microbial population such as
secretion of mucin and IgA, which prevents
intestinal penetration of the microbes (Suzuki
and Nakajima, 2014).

The microbiome is changeable with diet, ingestion
of antibiotics, and infection by pathogens. The
supplementation of probiotics, prebiotics and
synbiotics in the diet can modulate the
microbiome (Pan and Yu, 2014). The effect of
feeding probiotics in performance of poultry
is extensively investigated. The dietary
supplementation of Lactobacillus, Bacillus subtilis,
Bacillus licheniformis and others effectively
decreased the population of pathogenic bacteria
such as Salmonella and  E. coli in chicken intestine
(Pan and Yu, 2014). Supplementation of prebiotics
can inhibit   the colonization of pathogenic
bacteria, produce  antimicrobial  peptides,  modify

the gut morphology and stimulate adaptive
immune system. Dietary intake of
fructooligosaccharide (FOS), mannan-
oligosaccharide (MOS), xylooligosacc-haride
(XOS), galactooli-gosaccharide (GOS) and
soybean meal oligosaccharide (SMO) increased
beneficial bacterial mass (Lactobacillus,
Bifidobacterium) with reduction of pathogen load
(Salmonella, E. coli), and up regulate ileal toll-
like receptor (TLR) 2b, TLR4, IL-12 and IFN-
in chicken (Pourabedin and Zhao, 2015).
Supplementation of yeast and yeast cell wall
products also reduced Salmonella and produced
better humoral immunity against Newcastle
disease (Ghosh et al., 2012). Dietary
supplementation of enzymes, plant-derived
compounds, organic acids including butyric acid
and mitigation of mycotoxin can also improve
the gut health. Currently application of
antimicrobial peptides (AMPs), antibodies (egg
yolk), pattern recognition receptor (PRR) ligands,
bacteriophages and vaccines are under
consideration for modulation of gut microbiome
(Kogut, 2019).

It can be prevented by application of in ovo
feeding or post-hatch diets composed of vitamins
(C and E), minerals, amino acids (L-arginine,
L-lysine, L-histidine, threonine) etc. In ovo
feeding is practiced by injection of the
supplements into amniotic cavity, yolk sac and
air sac (Jha et al., 2019). Nutritional supplements
injected into the amniotic cavity are deposited
in the lungs and intestine due to the rhythmic
respiratory movements of the late-term embryo.
Currently these routes are evaluated for
application of probiotics and prebiotics to
modulate the gut microbiome (Jha et al., 2019).

Conclusions
In livestock and poultry it is evident that gut
microbiome and immunity are two key
regulators for productivity. The immune system
remains functional on the basis of constant
sensing of the gut microbes, and any alteration
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in the microbial composition may have long-
term consequences as the host develops
inflammatory or immune conditions having
major impact on productivity. The composition
and function of the microbiome is influenced
by diets, environmental conditions, and use of
antibiotics. The knowledge of gut microbial
composition and the factors influencing the

composition in livestock and wild animals living
in the same interface is getting crucial day by
day. With the increasing evidence
demonstrating the importance of the microbiota
in maintaining intestinal homeostasis, it is likely
that  monitoring the composition of gut
microbiome could be routinely included in the
farms in the future.
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