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MORPHOLOGY OF OOCYTE-CUMUCUS COMPLEX AS INDICATOR

OF CONDITION OF MEIOTIC MATURATION

I.V. LOBACHOVA, Ph. D.

M.F. Ivanov Institute of Animal Breeding in Steppe Regions “Ascania-Nova”

NAAS – National Scientific Selection-Genetics Center of Sheep Breeding, Ukraine

It was analyzed the correlation of the developmental indexes of cultured mouse

oocytes with the morphological parameters of cumulus. In serum added and non-

serum condition a number of oocyte reached metaphase 2 (“M2”) positively

correlated with the growth degree (“GroCC”) and the ease of separation (“SepCC”)

but more significantly with the expansion (“ExpCC”) of cumulus. A number of

received embryos (“D+”) positively correlated with “SepCC” and “ExpCC” but

negatively with the “GroCC”. For “M2” coefficient of multiple correlation R with all

three parameters was moderate, for “D+” it approached to noticeable level. It made

a conclusion about a possibility of estimation of the meiotic maturation condition on

the basis of the researched morphological parameters only as supporting method. It

was assumed the expediency of estimation by ratio “GroCC”:”ExpCC”:”SepCC”.

Key words: oocyte; culture in vitro; meiotic maturation; morphological

estimation; cumulus; expansion; growth; ease of separation.
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