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	No.
	Item
	Where addressed
	Page

	1a
	Study design in title or abstract
	Title states “a retrospective cohort study”
	1

	1b
	Informative and balanced abstract
	Structured abstract: Background, Methods, Results, Conclusions
	1–2

	2
	Background and rationale
	Background, paragraphs 1–4
	2–3

	3
	Objectives and pre-specified hypotheses
	Background, final paragraph: three stated questions
	3

	4
	Study design
	Methods, “Design and setting”
	3

	5
	Setting, locations, dates of recruitment, exposure and follow-up
	Methods, “Design and setting”: Karaganda region, 1 January 2017 to 31 December 2022
	3

	6a
	Eligibility criteria, sources and methods of selection
	Methods, “Participants”
	3

	6b
	Matching criteria and number exposed and unexposed
	Not applicable; unmatched cohort. Group sizes in Results and Fig. 1
	6

	7
	Outcomes, exposures, predictors, confounders, effect modifiers
	Methods, “Exposure and outcomes” and “Separating determinants of the offer from consequences of it”
	3–4

	8
	Sources of data and details of measurement
	Methods, “Exposure and outcomes”: routine perinatal records; intended mode of birth from the antenatal plan
	3

	9
	Efforts to address potential sources of bias
	Methods: exclusion of post-decision variables (p 3–4); δ sensitivity analysis (p 5); E-values (p 5)
	3–5

	10
	Study size
	Full eligible cohort, n = 1020; no sampling. Methods, “Participants”
	3

	11
	Handling of quantitative variables and groupings
	Methods, “Antenatal favourability strata”; thresholds pre-specified from guidelines
	4

	12a
	Statistical methods, including control of confounding
	Methods, “Statistical analysis”
	5

	12b
	Methods for subgroups and interactions
	Methods, “Antenatal favourability strata” and “Allocation analysis”
	4–5

	12c
	Handling of missing data
	Methods, “Statistical analysis”: no missing values in any analysis variable; complete-case analysis of all 1020 records
	5

	12d
	Loss to follow-up
	Not applicable; outcome ascertained at delivery for every participant
	3

	12e
	Sensitivity analyses
	Methods, “Allocation analysis” (δ from 1.0 to 0.15) and “Statistical analysis” (E-values); Results, Table 6 and Fig. 7
	5, 16–17

	13a
	Numbers at each stage of the study
	Results, “Uptake”; Fig. 1
	6

	13b
	Reasons for non-participation
	Methods, “Participants”: exclusion criteria; no eligible woman was excluded for non-participation
	3

	13c
	Flow diagram
	Fig. 1
	6

	14a
	Characteristics of participants and information on exposures and confounders
	Table 1
	6–7

	14b
	Number of participants with missing data for each variable
	None; stated in Methods, “Statistical analysis”
	5

	14c
	Follow-up time
	Not applicable; single delivery episode
	3

	15
	Numbers of outcome events or summary measures over time
	Table 4
	11–12

	16a
	Unadjusted and confounder-adjusted estimates with confidence intervals
	Table 2 (offer and vaginal birth models); Table 4 (outcome comparisons)
	8, 12

	16b
	Category boundaries when continuous variables were categorised
	Methods, “Antenatal favourability strata”; Table 1 and Table 3 footnotes
	4, 7, 10

	16c
	Translation of relative risk into absolute risk
	Table 5: expected vaginal births and resulting cohort caesarean rates
	13–14

	17
	Other analyses performed
	Results: bootstrap comparison of model weights (p 8); allocation counterfactuals (p 13); sensitivity analysis (p 16)
	8, 13, 16

	18
	Key results with reference to study objectives
	Discussion, “Main findings”
	17

	19
	Limitations, direction and magnitude of potential bias
	Discussion, “What the counterfactuals can and cannot support” and “Strengths and limitations”
	19

	20
	Overall interpretation, considering objectives, limitations and other evidence
	Discussion, “Comparison with other settings”; Conclusions
	18, 20

	21
	Generalisability
	Discussion, “Comparison with other settings” and “Implications”; Conclusions
	18–20

	22
	Funding and role of the funders
	Declarations, “Funding”
	21


The checklist follows von Elm E, Altman DG, Egger M, Pocock SJ, Gøtzsche PC, Vandenbroucke JP. The Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology (STROBE) statement: guidelines for reporting observational studies. Lancet. 2007;370(9596):1453–7, and the STROBE Initiative (https://www.strobe-statement.org).

