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Figure S1. Adjusted ORs for sequential transfer group and control group. A. Ongoing pregnancy rate, B. Implantation rate.
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Figure S2. RCT subgroup analysis. A. Chemical pregnancy rate, B. Clinical pregnancy rate, C. Ongoing pregnancy rate, D. Multiple pregnancy rate, E. Miscarriage rate.
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Figure S3. Differences in assisted reproductive outcomes between sequential transfer group and cleavage embryo group. A. Chemical pregnancy rate, B. Clinical pregnancy rate, C. Ongoing pregnancy rate, D. Implantation rate, E. Multiple pregnancy rate, F. Miscarriage rate.
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Figure S4. Differences in assisted reproductive outcomes between sequential transfer group and blastocyst group. A. Chemical pregnancy rate, B. Clinical pregnancy rate, C. Ongoing pregnancy rate, D. Implantation rate, E. Multiple pregnancy rate, F. Miscarriage rate.
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Figure S5. Differences in assisted reproductive outcomes in RIF patients. A. Chemical pregnancy rate, B. Clinical pregnancy rate, C. Ongoing pregnancy rate, D. Implantation rate, E. Multiple pregnancy rate, F. Miscarriage rate.
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Mengxia Ji et al. (2022) 12 37 37 113 195% 0.99 [0.45, 2.18] —_
Ronit Machtinger et al. (2006) 10 20 2 20 5.2% 9.00 [1.64, 49.45] _
Saghar Salehpour et al. (2023) 7 43 326 7.0% 1.49 (0.35, 6.36] e
Soheila Arefi et al. (2022) 12 40 9 19 1L0% 0.48[0.15, 1.47] —T
Wael A. Ismail Madkour et al. (2015) 7 28 4 16 7.3% 1.00 [0.24, 4.13] —_—t
Total (95% CI) 288 467 100.0% 1.08 [0.72, 1.61] >
Total events 84 138
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.05; Chi® = 9.30, df = 8 (P = 0.32); I* = 14%
0.01 0.1 1 10 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 0.37 (P = 0.71) Favours Control Favours Sequential
Experimental  Control 0dds Ratio 0dds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
Cong Fang et al. (2013) 3 29 2 30 7.8% 1.620.25, 10.45]
Koichi Kyono et al. (2003) 12 42 46 207 29.8% 1.40 [0.66, 2.95] —t=—
Mengxia Ji et al. (2022) 12 37 14 113 24.4% 3.39[1.40, 8.24] —
Saghar Salehpour et al. (2023) 8 43 4 26 14.0% 1.26 [0.34, 4.67] S
Soheila Arefi et al. (2022) 4 40 3019 101% 0.59[0.12, 2.96] N
Wael A. Ismail Madkour et al. (2015) 7 28 6 16 13.8% 0.56 [0.15, 2.09] —_— 1
Total (95% CI) 219 411 100.0% 1.40 [0.80, 2.44] -
Total events 46 75
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.13; Chi® = 6.80, df = 5 (P = 0.24); I = 27% ot o1 T T 100

Test for overall effect: Z =

.17 (P = 0.24)

Favours Control Favours Sequential




