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Comparison ol mean endometiial thickness in

conception and nen-conception cveles.
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Farlyv repaorts obscrved a2 greater mean
eondometria thickness inconception cveles as compared
vathnon-conception avdles Dickev et al, 1993, Conen et
A sty & Shoham et al, T991)) Ouar results failed to
contirm this as the ditterence between the mean
codometral thickness i those two groups was not
frtstically signdicant as also observed by other autho <
morecent pablished literature (Coubun ot al, 1993 &
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