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The authors in the manuscript try to answer an important and biologically relevant question. The
manuscript is written well and the message is clearly explained. However, we have some
concerns and comments on the manuscript.

1. The presented method is conceptually equivalent to visualisation of hierarchical clustering,
only applicable to other clustering methods. This should be made more clear in the text.

2. We think more datasets should be considered in the study.

3. Clustertree considers cluster stability measured across ks. Cluster stability is not a novel
concept and the authors should include an brief overview of the existing literature on cluster
stability in the introduction (e.g. Ben-Hur et al. 2002, Luxburg 2010) and explain how their
method is different from the existing approaches.

4. In application to sScRNAseq the elements of the clustering tree are methodologically very
similar to the cluster stability index introduced in the SC3 package
(https://www.nature.com/articles/nmeth.4236). It would be good to have a comparison of the two
methods.

5. (major) It is not obvious (at least for us) to understand from the clustering tree which k is the
best. Even for a simple iris dataset it was hard for me to guess that k=3 is the right k. Maybe
there are too many colours in the tree picture. Could the authors provide an algorithmic approach
to suggest the appropriate k(s) based on the tree perhaps in conjunction with some kind of
metadata laid over the tree?
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