
Human
Reproduction

European Society of Human
Reproduction and Embryology

Hybrid meeting
3-6 July 2022

www.humrep.oxfordjournals.org
Volume 37, Supp 1 2022

ESHRE 2022
Abstract book

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/hum

rep/issue/37/Supplem
ent_1 by guest on 30 June 2022



Abstracts
38th Hybrid Annual Meeting of the 

European Society of 
Human Reproduction and Embryology

3 July to 6 July 2022

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/hum

rep/issue/37/Supplem
ent_1 by guest on 30 June 2022



Abstracts

38th Hybrid Annual Meeting of  the

European Society of

Human Reproduction and Embryology,

Milan – Italy, 3-6 July 2022

The abstracts are available on-line to all Human Reproduction/Update/Molecular Human Reproduction 
subscribers and are also freely available to all visitors to the following website 
www.humrep.oxfordjournals.org, and on the ESHRE website: www.eshre.eu 

Copyright Notice:  All abstracts together with the programme, for presentation during the 37th Annual 
Meeting of  ESHRE are copyright of  ESHRE. These abstracts (or parts thereof ) may not be reproduced, stored, 
printed or transmitted in any form, or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopied, recording, or other-
wise without written permission of  ESHRE and the author of  the abstract.  

Note to the media:  All abstracts are strictly embargoed until the time and date of  presentation at the 
conference. 

The opinions or views expressed in this abstracts supplement are those of  the authors and do not necessar-
ily refl ect the opinions or recommendations of  ESHRE. The abstracts have been reviewed by the Congress 
Scientifi c Committee and revised accordingly by the authors. The selection of  abstracts is based on the scores 
given by an international panel of  peer reviewers.  

Dosages, indications and methods of  use for products that are referred to in the abstracts by the authors are 
not necessarily appropriate for clinical use and may refl ect the clinical experience of  the authors or may be 
derived from the professional literature of  other clinical sources. Because of  diff erences between in-vitro and 
in-vivo systems and between laboratory animal models and clinical data in humans, in-vitro and animal data 
may not necessarily correlate with clinical results. 

The investigators of  these abstracts have stated in their submission letter that prospective studies where 
patients are involved have institutional Ethics Committee approval and informed patient consent, and that the 
studies using experimental animals have institutional approval. The Publishers have endeavoured to reproduce 
faithfully all of  the abstracts as accepted by the Conference Organisers but can accept no responsibility for 
inaccuracies or omissions caused by the late receipt of  abstracts.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/hum

rep/issue/37/Supplem
ent_1 by guest on 30 June 2022



Editor-in-Chief
C.B. Lambalk (The Netherlands)

Deputy Editors
C. De Geyter (Switzerland)   D. Sakkas (USA)  R. Wang (Australia)

Managing Editors
K. Kirkegaard (Denmark)  A.C. Williams (United Kingdom)

Assistant Managing Editors
J.M. Hastings (United Kingdom)  E.J. Andrew (United Kingdom)

Editorial Administrator
L.J. Pearce (United Kingdom)

Associate Editors

human 
reproduction

Statistical Advisory Board
Olga Basso (Canada)  Stephen Roberts (United Kingdom)  Stacey Missmer (USA)  Christos Venetis (Greece)  Lauren Wise (USA)

Founding Editor
R.G. Edwards

Editors Emeriti
D.H. Barlow (EiC)  A. Van Steirteghem (EiC)  J.L.H. Evers (EiC)  P. Crosignani (DE)

R. Sharpe (DE)  E. Somigliana (DE)  M. Van Wely (DE)

Editorial Offi ce
ESHRE Journals, 5 Mill Yard, Childerley, Cambs CB23 8BA, United Kingdom

editorial@humanreproduction.co.uk

James Acierno (Switzerland & 

USA)

Lusine Aghajanova (USA)

John Aitken (Australia)

Alexander Beristain (Canada)

Pablo Bermejo-Alvarez (USA)

Alison Campbell (United 

Kingdom)

Ettore Caroppo (Italy)

Judit Castillo (Spain)

Dimitra Christopikou (Greece)

Lucia De Santis (Italy)

Michel De Vos (Belgium)

Antonio Diez-Juan (Spain)

Andrew Dwyer (USA)

Thomas Freour (France)

Sofi a Gameiro (United Kingdom)

Sonia Goedeke (New Zealand)

Patrick Henriet (Belgium)

Brian P Hermann (USA)

Anat Hershko-Klement (Israel)

Vasanti Jadva (United Kingdom)

Linda Kahn (USA)

Keewan Kim (USA)

Stine Gry Kristensen (Denmark)

Triin Laisk-Podar (Estonia)

Geralyn Lambert-Messerlian (USA) 

Tea Lanisnik Rizner (Slovenia)

Karinna Lattes (Spain)

Sandra Laurentino (Germany)

William Ledger (Australia)

Sarah Lensen (Australia)

Hagai Levine (Israel)

Yanhe Liu (Australia)

Yvonne Louwers (The 

Netherlands)

Michael Lydic (USA)

Anna Mantzouratou (United 

Kingdom)

Wellington Martins (Brazil)

Sarah Martins da Silva (United 

Kingdom)

Maria Giulia Minasi (Italy)

Molly Moravek (USA)

Sezcan Mumusoglu (Turkey)

Malcolm Munro (USA)

Nina Neuhaus (Germany)

Heiner Niemann (Germany)

Cristian O’Flaherty (Canada)

Lærke Priskorn (Denmark)

Gwendolyn Quinn (USA)

Rodolfo Rey (Argentina)

Andrea Romano (The 

Netherlands)

Peter Ruane (United Kingdom)

Wael Salem (USA)

Samuel Santos-Ribeiro (Portugal)

Ioannis Sfontouris(Greece) 

Laurel Stadtmauer (USA)

Jessica Subirá (Spain)

Antoine Torre (United Kingdom)

Rik van Eekelen (The 

Netherlands)

Monica Vazquez-Levin 

(Argentina)

Paolo Vercellini (Italy)

Rui Wang (Australia)

Amelia Wesselink (USA)

Christine Wyns (Belgium)

Published for the
European Society of Human Reproduction and Embryology 

by Oxford University Press,
Oxford, UK

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/hum

rep/issue/37/Supplem
ent_1 by guest on 30 June 2022



ESHRE COMMITTEES

 Executive Committee (2021–2023) 
Chair 
Carlos Calhaz-Jorge (Portugal)

Chair-elect
Karen Sermon (Belgium)

Members 
Aisling Ahlstrom (Sweden)
Richard Anderson (United Kingdom)
Baris Ata (Turkey)
Valerie Blanchet De Mouzon (France)
Edith Coonen (The Netherlands)
Giovanni Coticchio (Italy)
Verena Nordhoff  (Germany)
Nikolaos P. Polyzos (Spain)
Ioana Adina Rugescu (Romania)
Kirsten Louise Tryde Macklon (Denmark)

Immediate Past Chair
Cristina Magli (Italy)

Special Interest Groups Chair
Willem Ombelet (Belgium)

Central Offi  ce 
Lieve Buggenhout
Andreas De Nutte
Veerle De Rijbel 
Veerle Goossens
Nathalie Le Clef
Karen Maris 
Saria Mcheik
Rebecca Nakalema
Catherine Plas 
Erika Mar Rodriguez Raes 
Heidi Roijemans
Laura Rossignoli
Johanna Tassot
Bruno Van den Eede 
Sarah Vandersteen
Titia Van Roy
Ine Van Wassenhove
Nathalie Vermeulen

Committee of National 
Representatives (2020–2023)
Petya Andreeva (Bulgaria)
Birol Aydin (Ukraine)
Tamar Barbakadze (Georgia)
Raminta Baušyte. (Lithuania)
Melihan Bechir (Romania) 
Wolfgang Biasio (Austria)
Gurkan Bozdag (Turkey)
Lotte Berdiin Colmorn (Denmark)
Arianna D’Angelo (United Kingdom)
Marga Esbert (Spain)
Peter Fancsovits (Hungary)
Patricia Fauque (France)
Peter Fedorcsak (Norway)
Necati Findikli (Turkey)
Mariette Goddijn (The Netherlands)
Georg Griesinger (Germany)
Antonino Guglielmino (Italy)
Alfredo Guillén Antón (Spain)
Bjorn Heindryckx (Belgium)
Asad Heric (Bosnia - Herzegovina)
Zuzana Holubcova (Czech Republic)
Andrijana Jovanovic (Montenegro)
Nino Kutchukhidze (Georgia)
Joyce Leyden (Ireland)
Dejan Ljiljak (Croatia)
Vanessa Lubin (France)
Krzysztof  Łukaszuk (Poland)
Stepan Machac (Czech Republic)
Åsa Magnusson (Sweden)
Sirpa Makinen (Finland)
Corina Manolea (Romania)
Laure C. Morin - Papunen (Finland)
Tatjana Motrenko Simic (Montenegro)
Verena Nordhoff  (Germany)
Diana Obidniak (Russia C.I.S.)
Dinka Pavicic Baldani (Croatia)
Michael Pelekanos (Greece)
Zoranco Petanovski (Macedonia)
Michał Radwan (Poland)
Liliana Ramos (The Netherlands)

Milan Reljic (Slovenia)
Valentina Sotiroska (Macedonia)
Oliver Sterthaus (Switzerland)
Aleksej Stevanovic (Norway)
Martin Stimpfel (Slovenia)
Lela Surlan (Serbia)
Pavel Svitok (Slovakia)
Riccardo Talevi (Italy)
Ana Luisa Teixeira De Sousa Ramos 
(Portugal)
Carla Tomassetti (Belgium)
Bettina Toth (Austria)
Brigita Vaigauskaite (Lithuania)
Attila Vereczkey (Hungary)
Luis Vicente (Portugal)
Snezana Vidakovic (Serbia)
Ilya Volodyaev (Russia C.I.S.)
Michael von Wolff  (Switzerland)
Mary Wingfi eld (Ireland)

Current International Scientifi c 
Committee
María Isabel Acien (Spain)
Giuliana Baccino (Spain)
Carlos Calhaz-Jorge (Portugal)
Susana M. Chuva de Sousa Lopes 
 (The Netherlands)
Giovanni Coticchio (Italy)
Hilde Cotton (Norway)
Francesco Fiorentino (Italy)
Nicolás Garrido Puchalt (Spain)
Michaël Grynberg (France)
George Lainas (Greece)
Cristina Magli (Italy)
Heidi Mertes (Belgium)
Willem Ombelet (Belgium)
Carlos Plancha (Portugal)
Andrea Romano (The Netherlands)
Virginie Rozée (France)
Karen Sermon (Belgium)
Ioannis Sfontouris (Greece)
Bettina Toth (Austria)
Zdravka Veleva (Finland)

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/hum

rep/issue/37/Supplem
ent_1 by guest on 30 June 2022



J_ID: Customer A_ID: DEAC106 Copyedited by: Manuscript Category: Cadmus Art: OP-HURN220107 Date: 17-June-2

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..

..Summary answer: In Spain, 5% of frozen embryos are destined for dona-
tion to other patients, 17% are fated for research, 17,7% for destruction and
12% are abandoned
What is known already: According to the latest data from the Spanish
Fertility Society (SEF) registry, the total number of embryos stored in Spain in
2019, was 668.082. Clinics ask patients to specify their preferences for the
embryo’s destinations such as: save the embryos for the future, donation to
other patients, research, or discarding the embryos. Embryos were consid-
ered abandoned when a patient with frozen embryo/s stored failed to con-
tact the clinic for > 2 years and the patient could not be located. However, it
is not known how many embryos are assigned to each destination, neither in
Spain nor in any other country
Study design, size, duration: Reflecting concern about the accumulation of
frozen embryos in banks, SEF convened a focus group with key figures in
ethics, law, and reproductive medicine to identify possible solutions. The first
step was to carry out a questionnaire to all the reproduction centres in Spain
to know the number of frozen embryos stored and their destinations. A total
of 242 IVF units were contacted through SEF newsletter and participants an-
swered between April and July 2021
Participants/materials, setting, methods: Public and private IVF clinics
which had cryopreserved embryos were sent questionnaires with requests re-
garding the number of frozen embryos in each destination: keeping for
patients, donated to other patients who met donation criteria (same as for
gamete donors) and who did not meet criteria, research to a specific project
and without a project, destined for destruction that met the criteria estab-
lished by law, and that did not meet criteria, and number of embryos
abandoned.
Main results and the role of chance: A total of 71 filled-in questionnaires
from 242 IVF clinics were obtained. The response rate to the questionnaire
was 29%. Of the respondents, a total of 376.445 stored embryos were
reported. 46% of the total cryopreserved embryos were kept for later use by
patients. 3.7% were donated to other couples but did not meet the criteria
for donation: obtained from women over 35 years, or lack of any required
test. 1.4% of the embryos were donated fulfilling the criteria for donation to
other patients. 17% of the embryos were donated for research, but less than
1% had an assigned project. 17.7% of the frozen embryos were destined for
termination of their conservation, and 1.4% of them did not meet the criteria
established by law. A total of 46.046 embryos could be considered aban-
doned since the patients could not be contacted after more than two years
of storage. This represents 12.2% of embryos without a defined destination.
Limitations, reasons for caution: The main limitation of this study is the
low response rate, since out of 242 centres, which obligatory sent their data
to the National Registry in 2019, only 71 centres answered. This could be
due to the lack of data from some reproduction units
Wider implications of the findings: It is not known precisely how many
frozen embryos have been abandoned in Spain, or what are their other desti-
nations. Clinics are not required by authorities to report these number but to
have concrete data on the frozen embryos is crucial to solve the problem of
embryo accumulation in banks.
Trial registration number: Not applicable

Abstract citation ID: deac106.013
P-347 Gamete donation in Italy: Ethical and legal consideration
on the lack of specific regulation

T. Penna1

1University of Turin, Department of LAw, Torino, Italy

Study question: Given cross border reproductive care, is the lack of
specific regulation on egg and sperm donation in Italy ethically acceptable
nowadays?
Summary answer: Nowadays Italy has no national clear legal frame for
donors, recipients, and donor-conceived persons. This setting hinders an ethi-
cal protection of competing interests and rights.

What is known already: The Italian Law on ART (40/2004) has undergone
major changes; after sperm and egg donation ban lift, the Italian law n. 40 has
not been replaced. Gamete donation is therefore allowed, but without spe-
cific national regulation. Moreover, given the lack of public information on do-
nation and consequently the shortage of donors, many people still opt for
CBRC. In this context, the only legal certainty is that no filiation link arises be-
tween donor and donor-conceived children. Political and legal debate on the
right to know one’s origins is missing. Legally speaking, gamete donation in
Italy is actually in half-light.
Study design, size, duration: – –

Participants/materials, setting, methods: When it comes to ART, na-
tional legal frame has to be considered in a comparative view, since CBRC is
a fact. Therefore, questioning the lack of specific regulation on egg and sperm
donation in Italy has required a comparative analysis with other European le-
gal systems, such as France, Spain and United Kingdom.
Main results and the role of chance: – –

Limitations, reasons for caution: When advocating a legal change, it
should be considered the surrounding political environment; among Italian
institutions a growing mistrust of science might be spotted nowadays. This,
combined with the very well know Catholic heritage, is undoubtedly a reason
for caution
Wider implications of the findings: A legal change in Italy, backed by a
promotion of public information on gamete donation, might entail also an in-
crease in the number of donors and enabling many people to avoid CBRC.
The rights of donors, recipients and donor-conceived persons would be pro-
tected and more patients could be treated.
Trial registration number: not applicable

Abstract citation ID: deac106.014
P-348 Assisted Reproduction Legislation: Listening to the voice
of Health Care Professionals

L. Schaler1, G. Amy1, L. Glover2, M. Wingfield1

1Merrion Fertility Clinic/ National Maternity Hospital/ University College Dublin,
Reproductive Medicine/ Obstetrics and Gynaecology/ School of Medicine, Dublin,
Ireland
2Merrion Fertility Clinic/University College Dublin, Reproductive Medicine/School of
Medicine, Dublin, Ireland

Study question: To investigate the perceptions of health care practitioners
in Ireland to a draft Assisted Human Reproduction (AHR) Bill, currently being
assess by government.
Summary answer: There is strong support for AHR and for national legisla-
tion in this field among healthcare professionals working in Ireland.
What is known already: AHR legislation is essential to protect the rights of
those accessing, born from and providing AHR services. Ireland is one of the
only countries in the EU which lacks specific AHR legislation. The General
Scheme of an AHR Bill was published in 2017 and is currently awaiting review
and approval by government.
Study design, size, duration: An anonymous 25-item questionnaire was
distributed via secure email link. This was a detailed 5-point Likert Scale ques-
tionnaire based on clinically relevant aspects of the Irish draft AHR Bill.

Consultants and trainees in Obstetrics and Gynaecology were identified
through The Institute of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists. A snow balling ap-
proach was used to recruit General Practitioners and all Fertility Clinics in
Ireland were asked to distribute the questionnaire to their staff. The study
remained open for 28days.
Participants/materials, setting, methods: Participants included
Consultant and trainee Obstetrician Gynaecologists, general practitioners and
multidisciplinary staff at Irish fertility clinics. The questionnaire focused on six
key factors; a national AHR regulatory authority, AHR treatment type and
availability, age limits for AHR treatment, counselling prior to ART, posthu-
mous use of gametes and embryos and legislations surrounding surrogacy.
Main results and the role of chance: In total 245 responses were re-
ceived. The majority of respondents were female aged 31-59years. 42.2%
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