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Fig. S1. The baselines predicted by the CTGNet vs. those estimated by clinicians. (A-F) Bland-Altman plots for a comparison between automatic measurement and manual-measurement results about baselines on GMU_DB, JNU_DB, SMU_DB, LUC_DB, UHB_DB and ALL, respectively.
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Fig. S2. The most divergent examples in each database. (A) The maximum difference of 2.81 bpm on the FHR tracing from GMU_DB; (B) The maximum difference of 3.43 bpm on the FHR tracing from JNU_DB; (C) The maximum difference of 16.52 bpm on the FHR tracing from SMU_DB; (D) The maximum difference of 48.88 bpm on the FHR tracing from LUC_DB; (E) The maximum difference of 18.86 bpm on the FHR tracing from UHB_DB.
Table S1. Studies of comparison between baselines assigned by computer-assisted methods and those estimated by clinicians.
	Studies
	Dataset
	Signal loss
	Devices
	Metrics
	Values

	Arduini et al. (1994) [9]
	Antepartum
n =34
	-
	Hewlett-Packard® 8040A
	LoA
	-5.10-5.14

	Todros et al. (1996) [8]
	Antepartum
n =63
	-
	Hewlett-Packard® 8040
	Kappa
	0.18-0.48

	Mongelli et al. (1997) [10]
	Intrapartum
n =60
	-
	-
	ICC
	0.83-0.97

	Ayres-de-Campo(2004) [7]
	Antepartum
n =149
	<15%
	Sonicaid®Meridien 800
Hewlett-Packard®M1350B
Hewlett-Packard® M1351-3 
	Kappa
	0.97(0.90–1.00)

	
	
	
	
	LoA
	-3.22-5.22

	
	
	
	
	ICC
	0.98(0.97–0.99)

	
	Intrapartum
n =150
	<15%
	Sonicaid®Meridien 800
Hewlett-Packard®M1350B
Hewlett-Packard® M1351-3
	Kappa
	0.87(0.79–0.95)

	
	
	
	
	LoA
	-6.45-7.07

	
	
	
	
	ICC
	0.95(0.93–0.96)

	Pinto et al. (2014)[11]
	Intrapartum
n =40
	-
	STANs® 31
	Kappa
	0.83(0.71-0.94)

	Chen et al. (2014) [12]
	Intrapartum
n =62
	-
	GE® Healthcare system
	ICC
	0.91(0.88-0.94)

	Ours
	Intrapartum
n =1267
	<50%
	Edan® F15, Sanrui® SRF618B5, Lian-Med® F3, STAN® S21 and S31, Avalon® FM40 and FM50
	Kappa
	0.873(0.857- 0.889)

	
	
	
	
	ICC
	0.969(0.966-0.972)

	
	
	
	
	LoA
	-6.81-7.48


ICC: Intra-class correlation coefficient; LoA: Limits of agreement
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