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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of prostaglandin bio-
synthesis pathways.
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Figure 2. Deferred embryo implantation leading to growth retardation and demise in cPLA, knock-out mice.
Blastocysts can initiate implantation on day 5 of pregnancy in cPLA, knock-out mice. Note various spectrum of embryo
growth retardation in cPLA; KO on day 12 of pregnancy. WT and KO indicate wildtype mice and knock-out mice,
respectively.
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Figure 3. Embryo implantation beyond optimal window of uterine receptivity. Bars indicate % implantation sites (IS)
or pups delivered at term after embryo transfer (ET). Note significantly higher and lower rates of retarded IS and live
pups at term, respectively, in recipients receiving embryos on day 5 of pseudopregnancy.
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