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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

The author uses a mathematical approach to demonstrate existing concerns with meta-analyses
conducted with studies on ART. In general, the author applies the findings from the analyses to
support existing recommendations for “best practices” when performing a meta-analysis. The
concern about selecting the appropriate model used for the meta-analysis based on heterogeneity of
the studies included in the analysis is not new. Strategies proposed to address this concern and those
regarding the stability of the findings in a meta-analysis include performing a sensitivity analysis, use
a FM and RM in the meta-analysis, and provide a “level of confidence” for the finding based on the
risk for bias from the meta-analysis. As the author noted, multi-variate meta-analysis makes
presumptions about the selected studies and need additional information (see appendix). The
findings from the analyses conducted in the manuscript are most relevant to ART. Would this article
attract more readers in a journal on reproductive medicine than in this one? Please review use of
language for clarity. For example, “comparing the FM with two alternative models” in the abstract
and “general specific profile” in the materials (para one). Consider stating that the FM was compared
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with the RM, and the univariate model (RM) was compared with the multi-variate model (MM) in
the abstract because comparisons were limited to these variables (see para 4 in the discussion).

Specific How was the number of simulations determined for this analysis?



