
Studied farms must minimize potential pathogen
introduction risks due to their crucial role in the system. 
Key biosecurity improvements include restricting clean
zone access, enforcing cleaning and disinfection protocols,
safer deadstock disposal, and better management of sick
animals.
Work in progress. Future research will explore the effect of
biosecurity on pathogens spread between farms.
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BACKGROUND

The first production stages, including farms
that supply animals to the rest of the system,
are crucial, as diseases introduced at this
point can spread downstream throughout
the entire system. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS

RESULTS

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Data collection: A risk-based scoring questionnaire (Biocheck.UGhent)
assessed biosecurity in 36 sow farms in Aragón, Spain. 
The questionnaire was completed face-to-face with farm veterinarians and/or farm
owners and managers.  

Type of farms included: 
Multiplier farms N=5
Sow farms N=31

Data processing and  descriptive 
analysis were performed using R.

Internal biosecurity
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Figure 1. Autonomous Community of Aragón. 

IDENTIFICATION OF CRITICAL POINTS

The present study was performed within
the framework of BIOTEGANIA, a
multidisciplinary project, aimed at
assessing sow farms' biosecurity to identify
key weaknesses.

Figure 4. External and Internal biosecurity scores. External biosecurity scores are higher in both
types of farms (multiplier and sow farms), specially in multipliers. Internal scores are similar in both. 

This research project was funded by BIOTEGANIA project (www.biotegania.eu) PLEC2023- 010275 financed by MCIN/AEI
/10.13039/501100011033. Attendance to the conference was founded by BETTER project (www.better-biosecurity.eu). 

External biosecurity

Figure 3. Internal biosecurity findings. Cleaning and disinfection phases weren’t respected (75%)
or checked (97%), no sanitary break was respected in 42%, sick animals weren’t manipulated after
healthy ones (69%), cross fostering more than once (58%). There was not protocol for material
cleaning (94%), and it was shared between batches in 36% of farms. 

Figure 2. External biosecurity findings. Rodents and birds were found in 53% of barns. Drivers
accessed barns in 33%, and 30% couldn’t fill silages externally. Handwashing wasn’t practiced in
28%. In 22%, trucks arrived carrying sows from other farms. Deadstock disposal was accessible to
other animals in 22%. 

Areas to improve

Overall biosecurity (Biocheck ® scores)
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