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Table S1. Quality assessment cohort studies included in systematic review and meta-analysis of effect of caesarean section on maternal and foetal

outcomes in AFLP.
Study Overal | Selection Comparability | Outcome
1 Representativenes | Selection of Ascertainmen | Demonstratio | Comparability | Assessment Was follow- Adequacy of
Qualit | sof Exposed Non-exposed t of Exposure | n that of Cohorts of of Outcome up long Follow-up of
y Cohort Cohort outcome of Design or enough for Cohorts
Assess interest was Analysis outcomes to
ment not present at occur
%= Representative | Y= Drawn %= Measured | startof study | %= Study %= Medical | %=selectan | %= Follow up
ofan average from the same * =yes controls for chart or adequate rate >90%, or
pregnant woman in | community as confounder(s) record follow up if >80%, those
a community the exposed (up to 2 stars if | linkage period for lost reported to
cohort >2 outcome of be similar to
confounders interest those followed
addressed)
(no points allocated | (no points (no points (no points (no points (no points (no points (no points
if >20% excluded allocated if allocated if allocated if no | allocated if allocated if allocated if no | allocated if
due to missing drawn from a self-reported description) study fails to self-reported | description) follow up
information or if no | different source | orno control for orno <90% with no
description of orif no description) confounders or | description) description of
derivation of description of no description) those lost, or
cohort) derivation of <80%, orno
cohort) description )
Castro 1999 9/9 * * * * * % * * *
Barber 2010 9/9 * * * * * % * * *
Gracia 2011 7/9 * * * * * * *
Cheng 2013 | 7/9 * * * * * * *
Wei 2010 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Dwived 2013 | 9/9 * * * * * ok * * *
Xiong 2015 | 7/9 * * * * * * *
Mellouli 7/9 * * * * * * *




2011

Martin Jr. 2/9 * * * * * * * *
2008

Mjahed 2006 | 7/9 * * * * * * *

Dekker 2011 | 9/9 * * * * %k * * *
Nelson 2013 | 5/9 * * * * *

Fesenmeier 7/9 * * * * * * *

2005

Lau 2010 5/9 * * * * *

Pockros 1984 | 9/9 * * * * %k * * *
Reyes 1994 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Riely 1987 9/9 * * * * %k * * *
Rolfes 1985 5/9 * * * * *

Usta 1994 5/9 * * * * *

Yang 2000 9/9 * * * * * * * *
Bahloula

2006 5/9 * * * * *

?;;rzoughs 9/9 * * * * * * * *
Zhou 2013 6/9 * * * * * *
Knight 2008 | 5/9 * * * * *

Guan 2004 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Xia 2004 9/9 * * * * * * * *
Pan 2002 9/9 * * * * * * * *
Wang 2013 9/9 * * * * * * * *
Yang 2008 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Chen 2001 9/9 * * * * * ok * * *
Chen 2007 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Zeng 2010 8/9 * * * * * * * *




Chen 2014 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Wu 2005 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Yu 2002 9/9 * * * * * * * *
Guo 2001 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Wang 2005 9/9 * * * * ok * * *
Yang 2012 9/9 * * * * %k * * *
Hao 2007 9/9 * * * * * k * * *
Su 2012 7/9 * * * * * * *

Chu 2007 9/9 * * * * >k * * *
Han 2012 9/9 * * * * * ok * * *
Hao 2004 9/9 * * * * * & * * *
Hao 2002 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Li 2005 7/9 * * * * * * *

Pan 2005 9/9 * * * * %k * * *
Zhang 2010 | 9/9 * * * * * ok * * *
Yu 2000 9/9 * * * * * * * *
Su 2004 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Wu 2011 7/9 * * * * * * *

Lv 2007 7/9 * * * * * * *

Ye 2004 8/9 * * * * * * *

Zeng 2013 5/9 * * * * *

Wang 2015 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Zhu 2010 9/9 * * * * * ok * * *
Liu 2010 7/9 * * * * * * *

Duan 2011 9/9 * * * * ok * * *
Xia 2012 7/9 * * * * * * *

Hou 2012 9/9 * * * * * K * * *
Wang 2012 5/9 * * * * *

Song 2011 6/9 * * * * * *




Li 2014 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Ding 2010 6/9 * * * * * *
Lin 2013 5/9 * * * * *

Li 2012 8/9 * * * * * k * *

Yang 2005 6/9 * * * * ok

Liu D. 2011 9/9 * * * * %k * * *
Liu ¥.2011 8/9 * * * * * * * *
Tang 2013 5/9 * * * * *

Zhao 2011 5/9 * * * * *

Liu 2010 7/9 * * * * * * *

Wang 2012 9/9 * * * * * K * * *
Cao 2012 7/9 * * * * * * *

Zhang 2010 7/9 * * * * * * *

Li 2015 6/9 * * * * * *
Li 2010 7/9 * * * * * * *

Wang 2012 7/9 * * * * * * *

Chen 2011 9/9 * * * * * * * *




Table S2. Quality assessment case-control studies included in systematic review and meta-analysis of effect of caesarean section on maternal and

foetal outcomes in AFLP.
Study Overall Selection Comparability | Outcome
Quality Is the case Representativ | Selection of Demonstration | Comparability | Ascertainment | Same Non-Response
Assessm | definition eness of the Controls that outcome of Cohorts of of exposure method of rate
ent adequate? cases of interest was | Design or ascertainme
not presentat | Analysis nt for cases
start of study and controls
%= Yes, with * = * = *=yes % = Study %= Measured | %= Yes % = same rate for
independent Consecutive Community controls for both groups
validation (i.e., cases or controls (i.e., confounder(s)
medical chart appropriate same (up to 2 stars if
or record sample (e.g., community as > 2 confounders
linkage) random cases) addressed)
sample)
(no points (no points (no points (no points (no points (no points (no points (no points
allocated if allocated if allocated if allocated if allocated if allocated if allocated if allocated if non
self-reported or | potential for hospital “No” orno study fails to self-reported or | “No” orno respondents
no description) | selection bias controls orno description) control for no description) | description) described or if
or no description) confounders or rate different and
description) no description) no designation)
Pereira
1997 2/ * *
Westbrook 2/9 * *

2010




Study Risk Ratio RR 95%.-Cl

Omitting Barber 2010 —_— 0.53 [0.39; 0.73)
Omitting Cheng 2013 —_— 0.53 [0.38;0.74]
Omitting Dwivedi 2013 0.55 [0.40;0.75)
Omitting Mellouli 2011 0.56 [0.47;0.77]
Omitting Pockros 1984 0.55 [0.40;0.75]
Omitting Yang 2000 0.56 [0.41;0.786]
Omitting Burroughs 1982 0.57 [0.41;0.77]
Omitting Guan 2004 0.57 [0.42;0.78]
Omitting Xia 2004 0.56 [0.41,0.76)
Omitting Pan 2002 0.56 [0.41,0.76)
Omitting Wang 2013 0.56 [0.41;077)
Omitting Yang 2008 0.55 [0.40; 0.76]
Omitting Chen 2001 0.56 [0.41;0.77]
Omiting Chen 2007 0.56 [0.41;0.76]
Omitling Zeng 2010 0.57 [0.41;0.78]
Omitting Wu 2005 0.55 [0.40; 0.75)
Omitting Yu 2002 0.55 [0.40;0.76]
Omitting Wang 2005 0.57 [0.41;0.78]
Omitting Su 2012 0.56 [0.41.0.77)
Omitting Chu 2007 0.58 [0.42;0.79]
Omitting Han 2012 0.55 [0.40;0.75]
Omitting Hao 2004 0.55 [0.40; 0.76]
Omitting Li 2005 0.56 [0.41,0.77]
Omitting Pan 2005 0.54 [0.40;0.75]
Omitting Su 2004 0.56 [0.41;077)
Omitting Wu 2011 0.56 [0.41;0.76]
Omitting Liu 2010 0.57 [0.42;0.78]
Omitting Duan 2011 0.55 [0.40; 0.75]
Omitting Xia 2012 0.57 [0.42;0.78]
Omitting Hou 2012 0.56 [0.41;0.76]
Omitting Li 2012 0.55 [0.41;0.76]
Omitting Liu.D 2011 0.56 [0.40;0.77]
Omitting LiwY 2011 0.52 [0.38;0.71]
Omitting Liu 2010 0.58 [0.42;0.80]
Omitting Wang. H 2012 0.57 [0.41;0.78]
Omitting Zhang.Y 2010 0.58 [0.42;0.80]
Omitting Li 2010 0.55 [0.40;0.75)]
Omitting Wang.yY 2012 0.54 [0.39;0.73]
Omitting Chen 2011 0.56 [0.41;077]

Fixed effect model 0.56 [0.41; 0.76]
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Figure S1. Sensitive plot of the unadjusted risk of maternal death in AFLP patients with

caesarean section compared with vaginal delivery from cohort studies.



Study Risk Ratio RR  95%Cl

Omitting Castro 1999 —'— 0.51 [0.37,0.70]
Omitting Barber 2010 —E 0.48 [0.35; 0.66]
Omitting Dwivedi 2013 - 052 [0.38,072]
Omitting Dekker 2011 . 0.53 [0.39;0.73]
Omitting Pockros 1984 —_— 052 [0.38:0.71]
Omitting Reyes 1994 —-'-— 0.53 [0.38,0.73]
Omitting Riely 1987 — e 0.52 [0.38,071]
Omitting Burroughs 1982 —-'4_--— 0.52 [0.38;0.71]
Omitting Guan 2004 — 0.53 [0.28,0.72]
Omitting Pan 2002 — 0.52 [0.38,0.72]
Omitling Wang 2013 —E 0.54 [0.39,0.73)
Omitting Yang 2008 —uE 0.54 [0.39:0.74]
Omitting Chen 2001 — 053 [0.38;0.73]
Omitting Chen 2007 —_== 054 [0.39:073]
Omitting Zeng 2010 . 0.54 [0.39,0.74]
Omitting Wu 2005 = 0.51 [0.37,070]
Omitting Yu 2002 — 0.51 [0.37,0.70]
Omitting Wang 2005 __'.__ 0.51 [0.37,070]
Omitling Yang 2012 —sm 0.51 [0.37;0.69]
Omitting Chu 2007 — 0.52 [0.38;0.71)]
Omitting Han 2012 e 0.51 [0.37,0.70]
Omitting Hao 2004 — 053 [0.39:072]
Omiftting Su 2004 — 0.51 [0.37,071]
Omitting Wang 2015 — 0.50 [0.37;0.69)]
Omitting Zhu 2010 —"'-'— 0.54 [0.40;0.75]
Omitting Duan 2011 —E 052 [0.38;0.71]
Omitting Hou 2012 — 0.51 [0.38;0.70]
Omitling Li 2014 — = 0.53 [0.38;0.72]
Omitting Liu.D 2011 — 0.47 [0.35; 0.65]
Omitting Wang.H 2012 —w 0.52 [0.38,0.72]
Omitting Chen 2011 — 0.51 [0.37,0.70]
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Fixed effect model -ﬂ?-':- 0.52 [0.38; 0.71]
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Figure S2. Sensitive plot of the unadjusted risk of perinatal death in AFLP patients with

caesarean section compared with vaginal delivery from cohort studies.



Study Risk Ratio RR  95%Cl

Omitting Castro 1999 + 093 [0.54; 1.60]
Omitting Barber 2010 * : 0.82 [0.47;1.43]
Omitting Dwivedi 2013 : * 1.00 [0.58;1.73]
Omifting Pockros 1984 ;=| 096 [056; 1.64]
Omitting Reyes 1994 ,',—-I— 099 [058;1.72]
Omitting Riely 1987 - 0.97 [0.56; 1.67]
Omitting Burroughs 1982 ~ 096 [0.55;1.68]
Omitting Guan 2004 —_— 0.88 [0.51;1.52]
Omitting Wang 2013 = 099 [0.57;1.70]
Omitting Yang 2008 + 093 [0.54;1.60]
Omitting Chen 2001 — e 0.96 [0.56; 1.66]
Omitting Zeng 2010 I 0.94 [0.55; 1.61)
Omitting Wu 2005 ’ 0.93 [0.54; 1.59]
Omitting Wang 2005 ~+ 0.88 [0.51;1.51]
Omitting Duan 2011 + 0.92 [0.53;1.57]
Omitting Li 2014 | 4 0.99 [0.57;1.71]
Omitting Liu.D 2011 N 1 0.84 [0.48; 1.45)
Omitting Wang.H 2012 —1 0.82 [0.47;1.41]
Omitting Chen 2011 . 0.97 [0.56; 1.68]

i

I
Fixed effect model —— T —— 0.93 [0.55; 1.58]
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Figure S3. Sensitive plot of the unadjusted risk of neonatal death in AFLP patients with

caesarean section compared with vaginal delivery from cohort studies.
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Figure S4. Funnel plot of the unadjusted risk of maternal death in AFLP patients with

caesarean section compared with vaginal delivery from cohort studies.
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Figure S5. Funnel plot of the unadjusted risk of perinatal death in AFLP patients with

caesarean section compared with vaginal delivery from cohort studies.
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Figure S6. Funnel plot of the unadjusted risk of neonatal death in AFLP patients with

caesarean section compared with vaginal delivery from cohort studies.



