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scientific significance and/or relevance to clinical practice sufficiently? yes 8
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asterisks etc., better legends?yes\no 9 Biostatistics. Does the manuscript meet the
requirements of biostatistics? yes 10 Units. Does the manuscript meet the requirements
of use of SI units? yes 11 References. Does the manuscript cite appropriately the latest,
important and authoritative references in the introduction and discussion sections? Does
the author self-cite, omit, incorrectly cite and/or over-cite references?
yes\yes-self-cite\no 12 Quality of manuscript organization and presentation. Is the
manuscript well, concisely and coherently organized and presented? Is the style,
language and grammar accurate and appropriate? yes\yes 13 Research methods and

reporting. Authors should have prepared their manuscripts according to manuscript
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1.Please supply the techinical detail of the routine conventional microscopic observation,
such as the magnification ratio , the standard of the blastocyst '"large enough" 2.
Given the data were obtained from sigle institution, did the author test the

generalization ability of the predition formula using external data?
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Dear Authors, Thank you for this piece of work. Clearly it is very interesting and
potentially helpful. I have only a few points to query. 1) The datasets used to train and
validate the machine learning algorithm seems to work better in certain age groups
compared to others. Is there any reason for selecting the said age groups? Eg, what was
the reason for the age cut offs selected? Is it a biological factor or simply a historical
dataset? Do you have the dataset raw numbers in terms of patients numbers? 2) This
algorith has been trained and validated on a certain patient cohort (Asian/Japanese/
certain treatment pathways such as only implanting 1 blastocyt per attempt etc).
Would the team be willing to share/release the anonymised datasets for others to
attempt to reproduce or validate it with other datasets (other regions, different treatment
practices ). Otherwise, the data and this research is very interesting. The issue is will
the algorithm be used to select blastocytes for implantation in future (this could lead to
other ethical implications which the authors have not addressed - is this ethical to be

used clinically, is it even accurate enough to be used ?) Thank you



