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2 Division of Reproduction, Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU), 75 007 Uppsala, Sweden
3 Quality Genetics, Hörby, Sweden

Correspondence should be addressed to Heriberto Rodriguez-Martinez, heriberto.rodriguez-martinez@liu.se

Received 4 May 2010; Accepted 1 July 2010

Academic Editor: Nam-Hyung Kim

Copyright © 2011 H. Rodriguez-Martinez and M. Wallgren. This is an open access article distributed under the Creative
Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the
original work is properly cited.

The present paper highlights aspects of the cryopreservation of boar semen, a species with particular large, fractionated ejaculates,
and a cumbersome cryotechnology that had prevented its commercial application. With the dramatic increase of use of liquid
pig semen for artificial breeding over the past decade, developments on cryopreservation alongside the routine use of stud boar
semen for AI had been promoted. Recent advances in our laboratory, accommodating the best use of portions of the sperm-rich
fraction of the ejaculate for cryopreservation of the sperm-peak portion (P1) and parallel use of the rest of the collected ejaculated
spermatozoa, appears as a suitable commercial alternative.

1. Introduction

Freezing of boar spermatozoa started already by the 1960’s
and their fertility was reassured using cervical artificial
insemination (AI) by 1971 [1].We made the hltd change
in the second address. Still, despite documented efforts to
reach acceptable fertility and prolificacy after AI, overall
boar sperm cryosurvival is consistently low in comparison
to other species, owing to damage during a processing
that is time consuming, costly and yields few doses per
ejaculate. Here we succinctly describe major advancements
of boar semen cryopreservation, relevant for research but,
particularly, for pig breeding. Selected results had been
presented elsewhere (APVS, Japan, 2009).

2. What Happens during Cryopreservation of
Boar Spermatozoa?

The biophysical changes brought about by the transition
of liquid water to ice during the relatively slow cooling
most often used, are the assumed main causes for sperm
damage. If spermatozoa are solely frozen in seminal plasma
(neat semen) or simply extended with a buffer, such “unpro-
tected freezing” is basically lethal, since ice is formed both

outside and inside the cell, damaging essential structures,
particularly the plasma membrane and the mitochondria.
Even when the extender contains a proper Cryo-Protectant
Agent (CPA), damage occurs; but many cells survive the
process. Under these conditions, ice is formed in the aqueous
extender medium surrounding the spermatozoa and, as ice
crystals grow in the free water that builds the bulk of
this extracellular milieu, the amount of solvent decreases
while the solute becomes more and more concentrated.
Spermatozoa loose intracellular water in order to com-
pensate for this effective osmotic stress, leading to freeze
dehydration of the cells. Eventually, when temperatures are
below ∼−80◦C, the highly concentrated, highly viscous
solution within and outside the spermatozoa turns into
a metastable glassy matrix, which is basically maintained
when spermatozoa are stored at −196◦C (LN2). The imaging
(using a Cryo-Scanning Electron Microscope, Cryo-SEM [2],
Figure 1) of the concentrated medium where spermatozoa
are embedded (the so-called veins, arrows in Figures 1(a) and
1(b)) contrasts with the frozen free water (so-called lakes,
∗in Figures 1(a) and 1(b)). Most spermatozoa in the veins
appear intact (Figure 1(b)), that is, they seem to survive
the process of cooling. Interesting enough, intracellular
ice is rarely formed here, since the speed of cooling is
usually low and the presence of the CPA increases viscosity,
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Figure 1: Cryo-Scanning Electron microscopy (Cryo-SEM) micrographs of boar semen conventionally frozen in Flat-Pack, showing the
frozen extender (arrows), containing spermatozoa (spz and small arrows) and the areas of frozen free water (∗ = lakes), Bars: (a) 10 μm,
(b)1 μm (Photo: H Ekwall, Uppsala).

enhancing the phenomenon of cell dehydration [3]. So,
when are cells damaged? Most of them during thawing,
with membranes and axonemes deteriorating by the osmotic
imbalance created during cooling [4, 5].

3. Old and New CPA’s: Any Improvement?

Accidentally, the apparently first recorded occasion when
a CPA was added to a semen extender was the addition
of glycerol, a small, polyhydroxylated solute. Glycerol is
highly soluble in water through interaction by hydrogen
bonding, and can permeate across the plasma membrane,
but at a low rate. Since glycerol disturbs cell metabolism
at body temperature, boar spermatozoa are usually exposed
to this CPA at ∼5◦C, which; unfortunately; further slows
membrane permeation. Mixed with the other solutes of
the extender in solution, glycerol depresses their freezing
point and ameliorates the rise in sodium chloride con-
centration during dehydration. Moreover, this simple CPA
increases viscosity with cooling (>100,000 cP by −55◦C)
[6], leading to a retardation of both ice crystal growth
and on dehydration speed on a kinetic basis. Moreover,
glycerol eliminates eutectic phase changes of the extender
[7], making it a very suitable CPA when added at 2%-
3% rates. While such interval does not affect cryosurvival
in “good-freezer” boars, those considered moderate or bad
freezers benefit from a minimum of 3% glycerol [8]. A
broad range of other solutes (mostly alcohols, sugars, diols,
and amides) have also been tested for CPA capacity [9],
but boar spermatozoa react variably. While alcohols and
diols can induce membrane blebbing, sugars (such as the
disacharides sucrose, raffinose or trehalose which both
increase viscosity and stabilise the membrane by interacting
with phospholipids) are not better than glycerol, regarding
cryosurvival [10]. On the other hand, replacing glycerol
with amides (formamide; methyl- or dimethylformamide,
MF-DMF; acetamide; methyl- or dimethylacetamide (MA-
DMA) at ∼5% concentration has proven beneficial for cryo-
susceptible boars, probably because the amide permeates

the plasma membrane more effectively than glycerol, thus
causing less osmotic damage during thawing [11].

4. Do Other Additives than CPA’s
Increase Cryosurvival?

Some do, such as the use of N-acetyl-D-glucosamine which,
at very low rates (<0.1%) has enhanced cryosurvival of
boar spermatozoa [12], possibly by interaction with the
surfactant Orvus Es Paste (OEP) [13]. Use of OEP or
other surfactants [14] are of value when interacting with
egg yolk and the plasma membrane [15] (albeit details are
still unexplained). Use of low-density lipoproteins (LDLs),
most often isolated from egg-yolk from different species
[16], has proven beneficial for sperm function post-thaw,
particularly for DNA-integrity. Similarly, sperm cryosurvival
has been enhanced by the addition of antioxidants [17–
19], hyaluronan [20], or platelet-activating factor (PAF)
[21], although the beneficial effects vary, particularly when
different sperm sub-populations are used.

5. Does Controlled Freezing
Improve Cryosurvival?

Yes, it does. This matter has been tested when rates of
cooling (and of thawing) could be controlled by use of
programmable freezers, and where “optimal” cooling rates
were those that substantially diminished the period during
which heat was released in the sample during the change
of phases of water (i.e., ice was formed). Interestingly
enough, experimentally established (yet often empirically)
optimal rates of the range 30–50◦C/min [22] have been
theoretically predicted [23, 24] and confirmed by use of novel
procedures, such as equilibrium freezing [25]. In sum, boar
spermatozoa are still being “best” cryopreserved (in terms
of cryosurvival) in standard lactose-egg yolk (or LDL)-based
cooling and freezing media, the latter including a surfactant
(often OEP) and glycerol (2%-3% final concentration),
cooled at 30 to 50◦C/min and rapidly (1,000–1, 800◦C/min)
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Table 1: Cryosurvival (examined using Computer-Assisted Sperm Analysis, CASA) mean ± SEM percentages of total motile spermatozoa,
30 min post-thaw at 38◦C) of boar spermatozoa from P1 (1st 10 mL of the sperm-rich fraction, SRF) or the entire SRF when subjected to a
simplified (SF, 3.5 h) or a conventional freezing (CF, 8 h) and an equal thawing (35◦C for 20 s).

Simplified freezing (SF, 3.5 h) Conventional freezing (CF, 8-9 h)

P1-spermatozoa SRF-spermatozoa P1-spermatozoa SRF-spermatozoa

62.9± 3.13a 54.2± 3.50a 70.0± 4.40a 64.0± 2.60a

aP > .05.

thawed. As cited earlier, this protocol would serve most boars
while for those with suboptimal sperm freezability, it must
be modified, particularly regarding glycerol concentration
and warming rates [8]. The entire procedure usually takes
between 8 and 9 hours from collection to storage of the
frozen doses in liquid nitrogen (LN2), being still tedious
(many different steps) and, inconvenient, producing few
AI-doses per ejaculate. Moreover, there is a large variation
between ejaculates and —particularly— among boars, for
their capacity to sustain cryopreservation [26].

6. Are There Any Other Procedures That
Improve Cryosurvival?

Yes, the use of cryobiologically adequate packaging systems
for the extended spermatozoa has proven successful. Boar
semen has been processed in plastic straws of different vol-
umes (0.25 to 5 mL) [27], flattened 5 mL straws [28], metal
[29], or in plastic bags of various types and constitution
[14, 30–34]. The latter, denominated “FlatPacks” proven
equally good or better than 0.25 mL straws in terms of sperm
cryosurvival despite the fact that they held 5 mL of semen
(an entire dose for cervical AI, 5 billion spermatozoa), thus
waiving the need of pooling innumerable straws at thawing.
FlatPacks are considered as cryobiologically convenient (very
thin and with a large surface to dissipate heat during cooling
and warm rapidly during thawing), as those small containers
tested. Consequently, the FlatPack proved successful when
fertility was tested, with acceptable farrowing rates and litter
sizes [35]. However, doses with such large sperm numbers
conspire against the best use of the ejaculates and, with
the introduction of intrauterine deposition of semen, it
opened for the use of smaller containers with high numbers
of spermatozoa to contain a single AI-dose. Recently, boar
spermatozoa was frozen, highly concentrated, in small
volumes (0.5–0.7 mL) in novel containers, the so-called
“MiniFlatPack” (MFP), as 1-2 billion spermatozoa/mL [3].
Interestingly, not only the freezing was more homogeneous
in MFP than in medium straws [36], also cryosurvival [37]
and fertility when using deep-intrauterine AI [38], were
equal or higher than for 0.5 mL plastic straws. However,
processing semen in the current manner is still unpractical
and, therefore, unattractive for routine, commercial use.

7. New Handling of Boar Semen for Freezing

Boar seminal plasma (SP) is a composite, heterogeneous
fluid built up by fractionated secretions of the epididymal

caudae and the accessory sexual glands. In vivo, spermatozoa
contact some of these fractions but not necessarily others,
and different effects (sometimes deleterious, sometimes
advantageous) have been recorded in vitro when keeping
boar spermatozoa in its own SP, depending on the fraction
used [39]. The SP or the sperm-rich fraction (SRF) might not
be necessary for cryosurvival or fertility, since spermatozoa
from boars that were seminal-vesiculectomised were able to
sustain freezing and thawing equally well as spermatozoa
bathing in seminal vesicular proteins [40]. We have recently
determined that boar spermatozoa contained in the first
10 mL of the SRF (also called Portion 1 or P1, where
about 25% of all spermatozoa in the SRF are) were more
resilient to handling (from extension to cooling) and to
cryopreservation than those spermatozoa contained in the
rest of the ejaculate [17, 39, 41–43]. It appeared that it was
actually the SP in this sperm-peak P1 that was beneficial
for spermatozoa, either because of its higher contents of
cauda epididymal fluid and specific proteins, or its lower
amounts of seminal plasma spermadhesins, bicarbonate, or
zinc levels [39], compared to other fractions of the ejaculate
[44]. In any case, an attempt was very recently done to
simplify the cryopreservation protocol by freezing only the
P1-spermatozoa, in concentrated form, for eventual use
with deep-intrauterine AI. These spermatozoa were firstly
kept in their own SP for 30 min, and thereafter, without
centrifugation (i.e., without SP-removal) mixed with lactose-
egg yolk (LEY) extender and cooled down to +5◦C within
1.5 h, before being mixed with LEY + glycerol (3%) and OEP
and packed into MiniFlatPack for customary freezing, using
50◦C/min cooling rate. This “simplified” entire procedure
(SF), lasted 3.5 h compared to the “conventional freezing”
(CF) that was used as control procedure, which lasted 8
h. As controls, spermatozoa from the SRF were compared
to P1-spermatozoa. Cryosurvival was, as seen in Table 1,
equally good (above 60% of the processed cells) [44].
Moreover, recent studies (unpublished) have shown that
there are no major differences when “quickly” freezing the P1
compared to the rest of the SRF-spermatozoa, indicating that
the simplified freezing could be routinely applicable, using
MFPs.

There are several advantages of using this simplified,
shorter protocol, namely, the exclusion of the customary
primary extension and the following removal of this con-
spicuously beneficial SP-aliquot by centrifugation. As well,
it waives the need of expensive refrigerated centrifuges.
Moreover, interboar variation was minimised by use of P1-
spermatozoa which, not only were the “best” spermatozoa
to be cryopreserved, but uses a portion of the SRF where
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the documented “fertility-associated” proteins are present
[39]. Moreover, the procedure frees the rest of the collected
spermatozoa (75% of the total) for additional processing of
liquid semen AI-doses. This simpler protocol ought thus to
be an interesting alternative for AI-studs to—using one and
the same ejaculate-freeze boar semen (P1) for gene banking,
for repopulation or for commercial distribution, along with
the routine production of conventional liquid semen doses
for AI, using the rest of the ejaculate. Such procedures would
not disturb current handling of boars or their ejaculates. We
are at present awaiting the performance of a field trial using
such procedures.

Acknowledgments

The authors’ own studies have been funded by FORMAS and
the Swedish Farmers’ Foundation for Agricultural Research
(SLF), Stockholm, Sweden.

References

[1] C. O. Bwanga, “Cryopreservation of boar semen. I: a literature
review,” Acta Veterinaria Scandinavica, vol. 32, no. 4, pp. 431–
453, 1991.

[2] H. Ekwall, “Cryo-scanning electron microscopy discloses
differences in dehydration of frozen boar semen stored in large
containers,” Reproduction in Domestic Animals, vol. 44, no. 1,
pp. 62–68, 2009.

[3] C. O. Bwanga, H. Ekwall, and H. Rodriguez-Martinez, “Cry-
opreservation of boar semen. III: ultrastructure of boar sper-
matozoa frozen ultra-rapidly at various stages of conventional
freezing and thawing,” Acta Veterinaria Scandinavica, vol. 32,
no. 4, pp. 463–471, 1991.

[4] G. J. Morris, “Rapidly cooled human sperm: no evidence of
intracellular ice formation,” Human Reproduction, vol. 21, no.
8, pp. 2075–2083, 2006.

[5] G. J. Morris, K. Faszer, J. E. Green, D. Draper, B. W. W. Grout,
and F. Fonseca, “Rapidly cooled horse spermatozoa: loss of
viability is due to osmotic imbalance during thawing, not
intracellular ice formation,” Theriogenology, vol. 68, no. 5, pp.
804–812, 2007.

[6] G. J. Morris, M. Goodrich, E. Acton, and F. Fonseca, “The high
viscosity encountered during freezing in glycerol solutions:
effects on cryopreservation,” Cryobiology, vol. 52, no. 3, pp.
323–334, 2006.

[7] B. Han and J. C. Bischof, “Thermodynamic nonequilibrium
phase change behaviour and thermal properties of biological
solutions for cryobiology applications,” Biochemical Engineer-
ing Journal, vol. 126, pp. 196–203, 2004.

[8] M. Hernández, J. Roca, M. A. Gil, J. M. Vázquez, and E. A.
Martı́nez, “Adjustments on the cryopreservation conditions
reduce the incidence of boar ejaculates with poor sperm
freezability,” Theriogenology, vol. 67, no. 9, pp. 1436–1445,
2007.

[9] B. J. Fuller, “Cryoprotectants: the essential antifreezes to
protect life in the frozen state,” Cryo-Letters, vol. 25, no. 6, pp.
375–388, 2004.

[10] J.-H. Hu, Q.-W. Li, Z.-L. Jiang, and W.-Y. Li, “Effects of
different extenders on DNA integrity of boar spermatozoa
following freezing-thawing,” Cryobiology, vol. 57, no. 3, pp.
257–262, 2008.

[11] I. Bianchi, K. Calderam, E. F. Maschio et al., “Evaluation
of amides and centrifugation temperature in boar semen
cryopreservation,” Theriogenology, vol. 69, no. 5, pp. 632–638,
2008.

[12] Y. J. Yi, Y. M. Cheon, and C. S. Park, “Effect of N-acetyl-
d-glucosamine, and glycerol concentration and equilibration
time on acrosome morphology and motility of frozen-thawed
boar sperm,” Animal Reproduction Science, vol. 69, no. 1-2, pp.
91–97, 2002.

[13] Y. J. Yi, G. S. Im, and C. S. Park, “Lactose-egg yolk diluent
supplemented with N-acetyl-D-glucosamine affect acrosome
morphology and motility of frozen-thawed boar sperm,”
Animal Reproduction Science, vol. 74, no. 3-4, pp. 187–194,
2002.

[14] J. Karosas and H. Rodriguez-Martinez, “Use of two detergents
for freezing of boar semen in plastic bags,” Biomedical
Research, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 125–136, 1993.

[15] K. Buranaamnuay, P. Tummaruk, J. Singlor, H. Rodriguez-
Martinez, and M. Techakumphu, “Effects of straw volume and
equex-STM� on boar sperm quality after cryopreservation,”
Reproduction in Domestic Animals, vol. 44, no. 1, pp. 69–73,
2009.

[16] Z.-L. Jiang, Q.-W. Li, W.-Y. Li, J.-H. Hu, H.-W. Zhao, and S.-S.
Zhang, “Effect of low density lipoprotein on DNA integrity of
freezing-thawing boar sperm by neutral comet assay,” Animal
Reproduction Science, vol. 99, no. 3-4, pp. 401–407, 2007.

[17] F. J. Peña, A. Johannisson, M. Wallgren, and H. Rodriguez
Martinez, “Antioxidant supplementation in vitro improves
boar sperm motility and mitochondrial membrane potential
after cryopreservation of different fractions of the ejaculate,”
Animal Reproduction Science, vol. 78, no. 1-2, pp. 85–98, 2003.

[18] F. J. Peña, A. Johannisson, M. Wallgren, and H. Rodriguez
Martinez, “Antioxidant supplementation of boar spermatozoa
from different fractions of the ejaculate improves cryop-
reservation: changes in sperm membrane lipid architecture,”
Zygote, vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 117–124, 2004.

[19] J. Roca, M. J. Rodrı́guez, M. A. Gil et al., “Survival and in
vitro fertility of boar spermatozoa frozen in the presence of
superoxide dismutase and/or catalase,” Journal of Andrology,
vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 15–24, 2005.

[20] F. J. Peña, A. Johannisson, M. Wallgren, and H. Rodriguez-
Martinez, “Effect of hyaluronan supplementation on boar
sperm motility and membrane lipid architecture status after
cryopreservation,” Theriogenology, vol. 61, no. 1, pp. 63–70,
2004.

[21] R. Bathgate, W. M. C. Maxwell, and G. Evans, “Effects
of platelet-activating factor and platelet-activating factor:
acetylhydrolase on in vitro post-thaw boar sperm parameters,”
Theriogenology, vol. 67, no. 4, pp. 886–892, 2007.

[22] L. M. Thurston, W. V. Holt, and P. F. Watson, “Post-thaw
functional status of boar spermatozoa cryopreserved using
three controlled rate freezers: a comparison,” Theriogenology,
vol. 60, no. 1, pp. 101–113, 2003.

[23] R. V. Devireddy, B. Fahrig, R. A. Godke, and S. P. Leibo,
“Subzero water transport characteristics of boar spermatozoa
confirm observed optimal cooling rates,” Molecular Reproduc-
tion and Development, vol. 67, no. 4, pp. 446–457, 2004.

[24] H. Woelders and A. Chaveiro, “Theoretical prediction of
’optimal’ freezing programmes,” Cryobiology, vol. 49, no. 3,
pp. 258–271, 2004.

[25] H. Woelders, A. Matthijs, C. A. Zuidberg, and A. E. N.
Chaveiro, “Cryopreservation of boar semen: equilibrium
freezing in the cryomicroscope and in straws,” Theriogenology,
vol. 63, no. 2, pp. 383–395, 2005.



Veterinary Medicine International 5

[26] J. Roca, M. Hernández, G. Carvajal, J. M. Vázquez, and E.
A. Martı́nez, “Factors influencing boar sperm cryosurvival,”
Journal of Animal Science, vol. 84, no. 10, pp. 2692–2699, 2006.

[27] L. A. Johnson, K. F. Weitze, P. Fiser, and W. M. C. Maxwell,
“Storage of boar semen,” Animal Reproduction Science, vol. 62,
no. 1–3, pp. 143–172, 2000.

[28] K. F. Weitze, D. Rath, and G. Baron, “New aspects of
preservation of boar sperm by deep freezing in plastic tubes,”
Deutsche Tierarztliche Wochenschrift, vol. 94, no. 8, pp. 485–
488, 1987.

[29] L. Fraser and J. Strzezek, “Effect of different procedures of
ejaculate collection, extenders and packages on DNA integrity
of boar spermatozoa following freezing-thawing,” Animal
Reproduction Science, vol. 99, no. 3-4, pp. 317–329, 2007.

[30] C. O. Bwanga, S. Einarsson, and H. Rodriguez-Martinez,
“Freezing of boar semen in plastic bags and straws,” Domestic
Animal Reproduction, vol. 26, pp. 117–125, 1991.

[31] A. Mwanza and H. Rodriguez-Martinez, “Post-thaw motility,
acrosome morphology and fertility of deep frozen boar semen
packaged in plastic PVC-bags,” Biomedical Research, vol. 4, pp.
21–29, 1993.

[32] K. Ortman and H. Rodriguez-Martinez, “Membrane damage
during dilution, cooling and freezing-thawing of boar sper-
matozoa packaged in plastic bags,” The Journal of Veterinary
Medical Science A, vol. 41, no. 1, pp. 37–47, 1994.

[33] B. M. Eriksson and H. Rodriguez-Martinez, “Deep-freezing of
boar semen in plastic film “Cochettes”,” Journal of Veterinary
Medicine Series A, vol. 47, no. 2, pp. 89–97, 2000.

[34] B. M. Eriksson and H. Rodriguez-Martinez, “Effect of freezing
and thawing rates on the post-thaw viability of boar sper-
matozoa frozen in large 5 ml packages (FlatPack),” Animal
Reproduction Science, vol. 63, no. 3-4, pp. 205–220, 2000.

[35] B. M. Eriksson, H. Petersson, and H. Rodriguez-Martinez,
“Field fertility with exported boar semen frozen in the new
FlatPack container,” Theriogenology, vol. 58, no. 6, pp. 1065–
1079, 2002.

[36] H. Ekwall, M. Hernández, F. Saravia, and H. Rodrı́guez-
Martı́nez, “Cryo-scanning electron microscopy (Cryo-SEM)
of boar semen frozen in medium-straws and MiniFlatPacks,”
Theriogenology, vol. 67, no. 9, pp. 1463–1472, 2007.

[37] F. Saravia, M. Wallgren, S. Nagy, A. Johannisson, and H.
Rodrı́guez-Martı́nez, “Deep freezing of concentrated boar
semen for intra-uterine insemination: effects on sperm viabil-
ity,” Theriogenology, vol. 63, no. 5, pp. 1320–1333, 2005.

[38] T. Wongtawan, F. Saravia, M. Wallgren, I. Caballero, and H.
Rodrı́guez-Martı́nez, “Fertility after deep intra-uterine arti-
ficial insemination of concentrated low-volume boar semen
doses,” Theriogenology, vol. 65, no. 4, pp. 773–787, 2006.

[39] H. Rodriguez-Martinez, U. Kvist, F. Saravia, et al., “The
physiological roles of the boar ejaculate,” in Control of Pig
Reproduction VIII, H. Rodriguez-Martinez, J. L. Vallet, and
A. J. Ziecik, Eds., pp. 1–21, Nottingham University Press,
Nottingham, UK, 2009.

[40] H. D. M. Moore and K. G. Hibbitt, “Fertility of boar
spermatozoa after freezing in the absence of seminal vesicular
proteins,” Journal of Reproduction and Fertility, vol. 50, no. 2,
pp. 349–350, 1977.

[41] F. Saravia, M. Hernández, M. Wallgren, A. Johannisson, and
H. Rodrı́guez-Martı́nez, “Controlled cooling during semen
cryopreservation does not induce capacitation of spermatozoa
from two portions of the boar ejaculate,” International Journal
of Andrology, vol. 30, no. 6, pp. 485–499, 2007.

[42] F. Saravia, M. Wallgren, A. Johannisson et al., “Exposure to
the seminal plasma of different portions of the boar ejaculate

modulates the survival of spermatozoa cryopreserved in
MiniFlatPacks,” Theriogenology, vol. 71, no. 4, pp. 662–675,
2009.

[43] H. Rodrı́guez-Martı́nez, F. Saravia, M. Wallgren, J. Roca, and
F. J. Peña, “Influence of seminal plasma on the kinematics of
boar spermatozoa during freezing,” Theriogenology, vol. 70,
no. 8, pp. 1242–1250, 2008.

[44] F. Saravia, M. Wallgren, and H. Rodrı́guez-Martı́nez, “Freez-
ing of boar semen can be simplified by handling a specific
portion of the ejaculate with a shorter procedure and Mini-
FlatPack packaging,” Animal Reproduction Science, vol. 117,
no. 3-4, pp. 279–287, 2010.


