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1. Supplementary Figures
1.1.Overall and by disorder
1.1.1. Figure e-1. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all epilepsy studies
(adjusted)

Study TE seTE Proportion 95%-Cl '
Shellhaas et al., 2017 0.64 0.4122 —— 0.65 [0.46; 0.81]
Palmer et al., 2018 0.13 0.3660 P —i— 0.53 [0.36; 0.70]
Tumiené et al., 2017 0.05 0.2157 - 0.51 [0.41;0.62]
Lemke et al., 2012 -0.06 0.3483 —— 0.48 [0.32; 0.65]
Routier et al., 2019 -0.37 0.3917 —— 0.41 [0.24;0.60]
Gokben et al., 2016 -0.41 0.3727 —— 0.40 [0.24;0.58]
Long et al., 2019 -0.43 0.2621 s 0.39 [0.28;0.52]
Lee etal., 2018 -0.46 0.2721 - 0.39 [0.27;0.52]
Kwong et al., 2015 -0.47 0.4031 —— 0.38 [0.22; 0.58]
Helbig et al., 2016 -0.48 0.1202 | ] 0.38 [0.33; 0.44]
Rim etal., 2018 -0.50 0.2397 - 0.38 [0.28; 0.49]
Zhou et al., 2018 -0.65 0.2518 E = 0.34 [0.24; 0.46]
Thevenon et al., 2016 -0.73 0.3254 —— 0.33 [0.20; 0.48]
Yang et al., 2018 -0.75 0.0791 0.32 [0.29; 0.36]
Papuc et al., 2018 -0.77 0.2707 s o 0.32 [0.21; 0.44]
Zhang et al., 2016 -0.77 0.1630 = 0.32 [0.25; 0.39]
Muona et al., 2014 -0.80 0.2360 E 0.31 [0.22; 0.42]
Aspromonte et al., 2019 -0.80 0.2918 - 0.31 [0.20; 0.44]
Fung et al., 2018 -0.89 0.3957 —— 0.29 [0.16; 0.47]
Wirrell et al., 2015 -0.90 0.3577 —_— 0.29 [0.17; 0.45]
Yamamoto et al., 2019 -0.90 0.3289 — 0.29 [0.18; 0.44]
Halvardson et al., 2016 -0.93 0.3558 i 0.28 [0.16; 0.44]
Tonduti et al., 2018 -0.94 0.3150 . 0.28 [0.17;0.42]
Stanék et al., 2018 -0.95 0.1816 = 0.28 [0.21;0.35]
Miao et al., 2018 -0.96 0.1883 3 0.28 [0.21; 0.36]
Hamdan et al., 2017 -1.00 0.1607 = 0.27 [0.21; 0.34]
Snoeijen-Schouwenaars et al., 2018 -1.10 0.2309 = 0.25 [0.17; 0.34]
Liu et al., 2018 -1.19 0.1805 E 0.23 [0.18;0.30]
Mgller et al., 2016 -1.23 0.1625 = 0.23 [0.18; 0.29]
Allen et al., 2015 -1.27 0.3414 - 0.22 [0.13; 0.36]
Balciuniene et al., 2019 -1.27 0.1969 = 0.22 [0.16; 0.29]
Wang et al., 2014 -1.30 0.4606 - 0.21 [0.10; 0.40]
Berkovic et al., 2019 -1.32 0.1903 = 0.21 [0.16; 0.28]
Kodera et al., 2013 -1.34 0.3387 - 0.21 [0.12; 0.34]
Parrini et al., 2016 -1.36 0.1330 0.20 [0.16; 0.25]
Oates et al., 2018 -1.40 0.2562 o 0.20 [0.13;0.29]
Ortega-Moreno et al., 2017 -1.42 0.2704 = 0.20 [0.13;0.29]
Arafat et al., 2017 -1.44 0.3084 - 0.19 [0.11; 0.30]
Wang et al., 2019 -1.49 0.2359 L 3 0.18 [0.12; 0.26]
Butler et al., 2017 -1.50 0.1405 0.18 [0.15; 0.23]
Zhang et al., 2015 -1.50 0.1630 0.18 [0.14; 0.23]
Trump et al., 2016 -1.53 0.1309 0.18 [0.14;0.22]
Michaud et al., 2014 -1.67 0.4122 - 0.16 [0.08; 0.30]
Symonds et al., 2019 -1.78 0.1560 0.14 [0.11;0.19]
Lindy et al., 2018 -1.71 0.0300 0.15 [0.15; 0.16]
Hesse et al., 2018 -1.73 0.1600 0.15 [0.11; 0.20]
Mercimek-Mahmutoglu et al., 2015 -1.73 0.2900 = 0.15 [0.09; 0.24]
Truty et al., 2019 -1.75 0.0284 0.15 [0.14; 0.16]
Segal et al., 2016 -1.79 0.4082 = 0.14 [0.07;0.27]
Perucca et al., 2017 -1.95 0.4781 . o 0.12 [0.05; 0.27]
Tsang et al., 2019 -1.99 0.4352 = 0.12 [0.05; 0.24]
Angione et al., 2019 -2.34 0.4682 Lad 0.09 [0.04;0.19]
Tsaietal., 2018 -3.97 0.3043 ] 0.02 [0.01; 0.03]
Hildebrand et al., 2016 -4.82 0.7099 : 0.01 [0.00; 0.03]
Filled: Wirrell et al., 2015 -2.42 0.3577 B 0.08 [0.04; 0.15]
Filled: Fung et al., 2018 -2.43 0.3957 | § 0.08 [0.04;0.16]
Filled: Aspromonte et al., 2019 -2.52 0.2918 _H 0.07 [0.04;0.13]
Filled: Muona et al., 2014 -2.52 0.2360 0.07 [0.05;0.11]
Filled: Zhang et al., 2016 -2.55 0.1630 : 0.07 [0.05; 0.10]
Filled: Papuc et al., 2018 -2.65 0.2707 0.07 [0.04;0.12]
Filled: Yang et al., 2018 -2.57 0.0791 3 0.07 [0.06; 0.08]
Filled: Thevenon et al., 2016 -2.59 0.3254 i 0.07 [0.04;0.12]
Filled: Zhou et al., 2018 -2.67 0.2518 | 0.06 [0.04;0.10]
Filled: Rim et al., 2018 -2.82 0.2397 : 0.06 [0.04;0.09]
Filled: Helbig et al., 2016 -2.84 0.1202 0.06 [0.04;0.07]
Filled: Kwong et al., 2015 -2.85 0.4031 8 0.05 [0.03;0.11]
Filled: Lee et al., 2018 -2.86 0.2721 ; 0.05 [0.03; 0.09]
Filled: Long et al., 2019 -2.89 0.2621 0.05 [0.03; 0.09]
Filled: Gokben et al., 2016 -2.91 0.3727 B 0.05 [0.03; 0.10]
Filled: Routier et al., 2019 -2.95 0.3917 = 0.05 [0.02;0.10]
Filled: Lemke et al., 2012 -3.26 0.3483 0.04 [0.02;0.07]
Filled: Tumiené et al., 2017 -3.37 0.2157 : 0.03 [0.02; 0.05]
Filled: Palmer et al., 2018 -3.45 0.3660 i 0.03 [0.02; 0.06]
Filled: Shellhaas et al., 2017 -3.96 0.4122 0.02 [0.01; 0.04]
Random effects model ¢ 0.17 [0.15; 0.19] *
Heterogeneity: P= 94%, = 0.3840, p <0.01

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, Filled: ... = study added by the trim and fill method, TE =

estimated treatment effect, TEse = standard error of estimated treatment effect, I? = estimated



proportion of the variance in study estimates that is due to heterogeneity, 72 = estimate of between-

study variance, to quantify heterogeneity, Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic

test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic variant.

1.1.2. Figure e-2. Funnel plot over all epilepsy studies (adjusted)
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Grey dots = Original studies, White dots = Filled in studies based on the trim and fill method by Duval

& Tweedie.



1.1.3. Figure e-3. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all ASD studies

(adjusted)

Study TE seTE Proportion 95%-Cl
Long et al., 2019 0.63 0.4378 P—E— 0.65 [0.44; 0.82]
Jietal., 2019 -0.42 0.1986 - 0.40 [0.31; 0.49]
Bietal., 2012 -0.62 0.4688 T 0.35 [0.18; 0.57]
Yamamoto et al., 2019 -0.78 0.2930 - 0.31 [0.21; 0.45]
Rossi et al., 2017 -1.06 0.1791 [ 0.26 [0.20; 0.33]
Codina-Sola et al., 2015 -1.42 0.4211 - 0.19 [0.10; 0.36]
Alvarez-Mora et al., 2016 -1.76 0.4419 = 0.15 [0.07; 0.29]
Zhou et al., 2019 -1.90 0.1281 : 0.13 [0.10; 0.16]
Duetal., 2018 -2.34 0.3957 -4 0.09 [0.04; 0.17]
Tammimies et al., 2015 -2.39 0.3695 B 0.08 [0.04; 0.16]
Callaghan etal., 2019  -3.13 0.4569 : 0.04 [0.02; 0.10]
Chérot et al., 2017 -3.26 0.7206 - 0.04 [0.01; 0.14]
Kalsner et al., 2017 -5.30 1.4177 i 0.00 [0.00; 0.07]
Filled: Chérot et al., 2017  0.49 0.7206 i —— 0.62 [0.28; 0.87]
Filled: Kalsner et al., 2017 2.54 1.4177 & 0.93 [0.44; 1.00]
Random effects model < 0.20 [0.13; 0.30]
Heterogeneity: /2 = 89%, v* = 0.8183, p < 0.01

-0.5 0 0.5

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study estimates
that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify heterogeneity,
Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic

variant.

1.1.4. Figure e-4. Funnel plot over all ASD studies (adjusted)
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1.1.5. Figure e-5. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all ID studies

(adjusted)
Study TE seTE Proportion 95%-ClI
Xiao et al., 2017 0.31 0.3522 P 0.58 [0.40; 0.73]
Gilissen et al., 2014 -0.32 0.2865 —— 0.42 [0.29; 0.56]
Kim et al., 2019 -0.34 0.1952 i B 0.42 [0.33; 0.51]
Srivastava et al., 2014 -0.36 0.2302 P 0.41 [0.31; 0.52]
Vrijenhoek et al., 2018 -0.64 0.1093 | 0.35 [0.30; 0.40]
Gieldon et al., 2018 -0.66 0.2051 s m 0.34 [0.26; 0.43]
Chérot et al., 2017 -0.74 0.1718 3 0.32 [0.25; 0.40]
Han et al., 2019 -0.92 0.3742 — 0.29 [0.16; 0.45]
Aspromonte et al., 2019  -0.94 0.1842 - 0.28 [0.21; 0.36]
Prasad et al., 2018 -1.23 0.3282 - 0.23 [0.13; 0.36]
Tan et al., 2015 -1.32 0.3396 . 0.21 [0.12; 0.34]
Han et al., 2018 -1.32 0.3979 -2 0.21 [0.11; 0.37]
Pekeles et al., 2018 -1.34 0.3554 - 0.21 [0.12; 0.35]
de Ligt et al., 2012 -1.66 0.2728 = 0.16 [0.10; 0.25]
Grozeva et al., 2015 -2.11 0.1024 0.11 [0.09; 0.13]
Morgan et al., 2015 -2.11 0.4001 = 0.11 [0.05; 0.21]
Filled: Gilissen et al., 2014 -1.96 0.2865 B 0.12 [0.07; 0.20]
Filled: Xiao et al., 2017 -2.59 0.3522 B 0.07 [0.04; 0.13]
Random effects model <> 0.25 [0.19; 0.32]

Heterogeneity: /% = 92%, t* = 0.5386,p <001 | T T T T T 1
-0.6-04-0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study estimates
that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify heterogeneity,
Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic

variant.



1.1.6. Figure e-6. Funnel plot over all ID studies (adjusted)
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1.1.7. Figure e-7. Error bar plot by disorder (adjusted)
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1.2. By epilepsy subtype
1.2.1. Figure e-8. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all GE studies

(adjusted)
Study TE seTE Proportion 95%-ClI
Lee et al., 2018 -0.46 0.2721 P 0.39 [0.27;0.52]
Hamdan et al., 2017 -1.00 0.1607 3 0.27 [0.21;0.34]
Parrini et al., 2016 -1.36 0.1330 B 0.20 [0.16; 0.25]
Hesse et al., 2018 -1.73 0.1600 . 0.15 [0.11; 0.20]
Angione et al., 2019 -2.34 0.4682 = 0.09 [0.04; 0.19]
Filled: Angione et al., 2019 -0.22 0.4682 —a— 0.44 [0.24;0.67]

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: /2 = 84%, t° = 0.2202, p < 0.01

0.23 [0.16; 0.32]

-06-04-02 0 02 04 06

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study estimates
that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify heterogeneity,
Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic

variant.

1.2.2. Figure e-9. Funnel plot over all GE studies (adjusted)
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1.2.3. Figure e-10. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all FE studies

(adjusted)

Study TE seTE Proportion
Shellhaas et al., 2017 0.64 0.4122 P — 0.65
Gokben et al., 2016 -0.41 0.3727 . 0.40
Miao et al., 2018 -0.96 0.1883 = 0.28
Mgller et al., 2016 -1.23 0.1625 _ 0.23
Allen et al., 2015 -1.27 0.3414 : m 0.22
Kodera et al., 2013 -1.34 0.3387 L 0.21
Segal et al., 2016 -1.79 0.4082 - 0.14
Perucca et al., 2017 -1.95 0.4781 —'— 0.12
Tsang et al., 2019 -1.99 0.4352 - 0.12
Tsai et al., 2018 -3.97 0.3043 ' 0.02
Hildebrand et al., 2016 -4.82 0.7099 ; 0.01
Filled: Hildebrand et al., 2016 2.09 0.7099 — 0.89
Random effects model <> 0.19
Heterogeneity: 12 = 93%, t° = 1.4165, p < 0.01

-0.5 0 0.5

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study estimates
that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify heterogeneity,

Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic

variant.

95%-Cl

[0.46; 0.81]
[0.24; 0.58]
[0.21; 0.36]
[0.18; 0.29]
[0.13; 0.36]
[0.12; 0.34]
[0.07; 0.27]
[0.05; 0.27]
[0.05; 0.24]
[0.01; 0.03]
[0.00; 0.03]
[0.67; 0.97]

[0.11; 0.33]

1.2.4. Figure e-11. Funnel plot over all FE studies (adjusted)
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1.2.5. Figure e-12. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all GE&FE studies

(adjusted)

Study

Allen et al., 2015
Arafat et al., 2017
Balciuniene et al., 2019
Berkovic et al., 2019
Butler et al., 2017
Fung et al., 2018
Gokben et al., 2016
Halvardson et al., 2016
Hamdan et al., 2017
Helbig et al., 2016
Hesse et al., 2018
Kodera et al., 2013
Kwong et al., 2015
Lemke et al., 2012
Lindy et al., 2018

Liu etal., 2018

Long et al., 2019

Mercimek-Mahmutoglu et al., 2015

Miao et al., 2018
Michaud et al., 2014
Mgller et al., 2016
Muona et al., 2014
Qates et al., 2018

Ortega-Moreno et al., 2017

Palmer et al., 2018
Papuc et al., 2018
Parrini et al., 2016
Rim et al., 2018
Routier et al., 2019
Segal et al., 2016
Shellhaas et al., 2017

Snoeijen-Schouwenaars et al., 2018

Symonds et al., 2019
Trump et al., 2016
Truty et al., 2019
Tsaietal., 2018
Tsang et al., 2019
Wang et al., 2019
Wirrell et al., 2015
Yang et al., 2018
Zhang et al., 2015
Zhang et al., 2016
Zhou et al., 2018
Filled: Miao et al., 2018

Filled: Halvardson et al., 2016
Filled: Wirrell et al., 2015

Filled: Fung et al., 2018

Filled: Muona et al., 2014
Filled: Zhang et al., 2016
Filled: Papuc et al., 2018

Filled: Yang et al., 2018
Filled: Zhou et al., 2018
Filled: Rim et al., 2018

Filled:
Filled:
Filled:
Filled:
Filled:
Filled:
Filled:

Filled

Helbig et al., 2016
Kwong et al., 2015
Gokben et al., 2016
Routier et al., 2019
Lemke et al., 2012
Long et al., 2019
Palmer et al., 2018

: Shellhaas et al., 2017

Random effects model
Heterogeneity: /% = 95%, t° = 0.3707, p < 0.01

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study estimates

that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify heterogeneity,

TE seTE

-1.27 0.3414
-1.44 0.3084
-1.27 0.1969
-1.32 0.1903
-1.50 0.1405
-0.89 0.3957
-0.41 0.3727
-0.93 0.3558
-1.00 0.1607
-0.48 0.1202
-1.73 0.1600
-1.34 0.3387
-0.47 0.4031
-0.06 0.3483
-1.71 0.0300
-1.19 0.1805
0.05 0.2133
-1.73 0.2900
-0.96 0.1883
-1.67 0.4122
-1.23 0.1625
-0.80 0.2360
-1.40 0.2562
-1.42 0.2704
0.13 0.3660
-0.77 0.2707
-1.36 0.1330
-0.50 0.2397
-0.37 0.3917
-1.79 0.4082
0.64 0.4122
-1.10 0.2309
-1.78 0.1560
-1.53 0.1309
-1.75 0.0284
-3.97 0.3043
-1.99 0.4352
-1.49 0.2359
-0.90 0.3577
-0.75 0.0791
-1.50 0.1630
-0.77 0.1630
-0.65 0.2518
-2.39 0.1883
-2.42 0.3558
-2.46 0.3577
-2.46 0.3957
-2.55 0.2360
-2.58 0.1630
-2.59 0.2707
-2.60 0.0791
-2.70 0.2518
-2.86 0.2397
-2.88 0.1202
-2.89 0.4031
-2.95 0.3727
-2.98 0.3917
-3.29 0.3483
-3.40 0.2133
-3.49 0.3660
-3.99 0.4122

L m
=
b
1 1
-0.5 0 0.5

Proportion

0.22
0.19
0.22
0.21
0.18
0.29
0.40
0.28
0.27
0.38
0.15
0.21
0.38
0.48
0.15
0.23
0.51
0.15
0.28
0.16
0.23
0.31
0.20
0.20
0.53
0.32
0.20
0.38
0.41
0.14
0.65
0.25
0.14
0.18
0.15
0.02
0.12
0.18
0.29
0.32
0.18
0.32
0.34
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.06
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.05
0.04
0.03
0.03
0.02

95%-ClI

[0.13; 0.36]
[0.11; 0.30]
[0.16; 0.29]
[0.16; 0.28]
[0.15; 0.23]
[0.16; 0.47]
[0.24; 0.58]
[0.16; 0.44]
[0.21; 0.34]
[0.33; 0.44]
[0.11; 0.20]
[0.12; 0.34]
[0.22; 0.58]
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[0.18; 0.29]
[0.22; 0.42]
[0.13; 0.29]
[0.13; 0.29]
[0.36; 0.70]
[0.21; 0.44]
[0.16; 0.25]
[0.28; 0.49]
[0.24; 0.60]
[0.07; 0.27]
[0.46; 0.81]
[0.17; 0.34]
[0.11;0.19]
[0.14; 0.22]
[0.14; 0.16]
[0.01; 0.03]
[0.05; 0.24]
[0.12; 0.26]
[0.17; 0.45]
[0.29; 0.36]
[0.14; 0.23]
[0.25; 0.39]
[0.24; 0.46]
[0.06; 0.12]
[0.04; 0.15]
[0.04; 0.15]
[0.04; 0.16]
[0.05; 0.11]
[0.05; 0.09]
[0.04; 0.11]
[0.06; 0.08]
[0.04; 0.10]
[0.03; 0.08]
[0.04; 0.07]
[0.02; 0.11]
[0.02; 0.10]
[0.02; 0.10]
[0.02; 0.07]
[0.02; 0.05]
[0.01; 0.06]
[0.01; 0.04]

0.16 [0.14; 0.19]
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Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic

variant.
1.2.6. Figure e-13. Funnel plot over all GE&FE studies (adjusted)
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1.3.By disorder subtype
1.3.1. Figure e-14. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all ASD with ID or

DD studies
Study TE seTE Proportion 95%-ClI
Gilissen et al., 2014 -0.41 0.2887 — 0.40 [0.27; 0.54]
Gieldon et al., 2018 -0.79 0.2412 - 0.31 [0.22; 0.42]
Rossi et al., 2017 -0.99 0.1830 = 0.27 [0.21; 0.35]
Aspromonte et al., 2019 -1.00 0.2339 o 0.27 [0.19; 0.37]
de Ligt et al., 2012 -1.66 0.2728 = 0.16 [0.10; 0.25]
Du et al., 2018 -2.20 0.4303 - 0.10 [0.05; 0.21]
Random effects model - 0.25 [0.18; 0.33]

Heterogeneity: /2 = 73%, v* = 0.1748, p < 0.01 ' ' ' '
04 02 0 02 04

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study estimates
that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify heterogeneity,
Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic

variant.



1.3.2. Figure e-15. Funnel plot over all ASD with ID or DD studies
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1.3.3. Figure e-16. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all West syndrome

studies (adjusted)

Study TE
Helbig et al., 2016 -0.39
Wirrell et al., 2015 -0.74
Rim et al., 2018 -0.78
Zhang et al., 2017 -1.18
Oates et al., 2018 -1.61
Michaud et al., 2014 -2.05
Symonds et al., 2019 -2.08
Arafat et al., 2017 -2.30
Wang et al., 2019 -2.48
Parrini et al., 2016 -2.58
Kodera et al., 2013 -2.94

Filled: Arafat et al., 2017  0.22
Filled: Wang et al., 2019  0.40
Filled: Parrini et al., 2016  0.50
Filled: Kodera et al., 2013 0.86

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: /% = 76%, ©* = 0.6650, p < 0.01

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study estimates
that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify heterogeneity,

Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or likely pathogenic

variant.
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Proportion 95%-ClI
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5 0.09 [0.03;0.22]
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-l 0.07 [0.03;0.17]
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P —— 0.62 [0.37;0.82]
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1.3.4. Figure e-17. Funnel plot over all West syndrome studies (adjusted)

o |
o :
~ ?
o ' -
o, S
S : © .o
= <t . (@)
w o 7 :
go] © o :
S e e .- ; o O
gl © | - ,
C '
g © :
N o : 0
© | :
i :
o ]
- o o}
[ | | | |
-3 -2 -1 0 1

Logit Transformed Proportion

Grey dots = Original studies, White dots = Filled in studies based on the trim and fill method by Duval
& Tweedie.

1.3.5. Figure e-18. Error bar plot by subtype (adjusted)

40% 1
30% A

20% A

Diagnostic yield [%)]

10% 1
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GE&FE EE GE WS ASD with ID or DD
(N=43) (N=11) (N=5) (N=11) (N=6)

Abbreviations: GE&FE = combined generalized and focal epilepsy, FE = focal epilepsy, GE =
generalized epilepsy, WS = West syndrome, ASD with ID or DD = autism spectrum disorder with
intellectual disability or developmental delay.



1.4.1. Figure e-19. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all Panel studies

1.4.By technology
(adjusted)
Study TE seTE
Shellhaas et al., 2017 0.64 0.4122
Tumiené et al., 2017 0.05 0.2157
Lemke et al., 2012 -0.06 0.3483
Kim et al., 2019 -0.34 0.1952
Gokben et al., 2016 -0.41 0.3727
Leeetal., 2018 -0.46 0.2721
Kwong et al., 2015 -0.47 0.4031
Rim et al., 2018 -0.50 0.2397
Zhou et al., 2018 -0.65 0.2518
Gieldon et al., 2018 -0.66 0.2051
Zhang et al., 2016 -0.77 0.1630
Fung et al., 2018 -0.89 0.3957
Wirrell et al., 2015 -0.90 0.3577
Han et al., 2019 -0.92 0.3742
Tonduti et al., 2018 -0.94 0.3150
Stanék et al., 2018 -0.95 0.1816
Miao et al., 2018 -0.96 0.1883
Aspromonte et al., 2019 -0.98 0.1832
Yang et al., 2018 -1.01 0.1036
Snoeijen-Schouwenaars et al., 2018 -1.10 0.2309
Liu et al., 2018 -1.19 0.1805
Mgller et al., 2016 -1.23 0.1625
Yamamoto et al., 2019 -1.23 0.2075
Allen et al., 2015 -1.27 0.3414
Balciuniene et al., 2019 -1.27 0.1969
Wang et al., 2014 -1.30 0.4606
Tanetal., 2015 -1.32 0.3396
Han et al., 2018 -1.32 0.3979
Pekeles et al., 2018 -1.34 0.3554
Parrini et al., 2016 -1.36 0.1330
Oates et al., 2018 -1.40 0.2562
Ortega-Moreno et al., 2017 -1.42 0.2704
Arafat et al., 2017 -1.44 0.3084
Wang et al., 2019 -1.49 0.2359
Butler et al., 2017 -1.50 0.1405
Zhang et al., 2015 -1.50 0.1630
Trump et al., 2016 -1.53 0.1309
Michaud et al., 2014 -1.67 0.4122
Symonds et al., 2019 -1.78 0.1560
Lindy et al., 2018 -1.71 0.0300
Hesse et al., 2018 -1.73 0.1600
Mercimek-Mahmutoglu et al., 2015 -1.73 0.2900
Truty et al., 2019 -1.75 0.0284
Alvarez-Mora et al., 2016 -1.76 0.4419
Segal et al., 2016 -1.79 0.4082
Zhou et al., 2019 -1.90 0.1281
Perucca et al., 2017 -1.95 0.4781
Tsang et al., 2019 -1.99 0.4352
Grozeva et al., 2015 -2.11 0.1024
Morgan et al., 2015 -2.11 0.4001
Tsai et al., 2018 -3.97 0.3043
Hildebrand et al., 2016 -4.82 0.7099
Kalsner et al., 2017 -5.30 1.4177
Filled: Stanék et al., 2018 -2.39 0.1816
Filled: Tonduti et al., 2018 -2.40 0.3150
Filled: Han et al., 2019 -2.43 0.3742
Filled: Wirrell et al., 2015 -2.45 0.3577
Filled: Fung et al., 2018 -2.45 0.3957
Filled: Zhang et al., 2016 -2.57 0.1630
Filled: Gieldon et al., 2018 -2.68 0.2051
Filled: Zhou et al., 2018 -2.69 0.2518
Filled: Rim et al., 2018 -2.85 0.2397
Filled: Kwong et al., 2015 -2.87 0.4031
Filled: Lee et al., 2018 -2.88 0.2721
Filled: Gokben et al., 2016 -2.94 0.3727
Filled: Kim et al., 2019 -3.01 0.1952
Filled: Lemke et al., 2012 -3.28 0.3483
Filled: Tumiené et al., 2017 -3.39 0.2157
Filled: Shellhaas et al., 2017 -3.98 0.4122

Random effects model

Heterogeneity: 12 = 92%, t° = 0.2795, p < 0.01

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I’ = estimated proportion of the variance in study

estimates that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify
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heterogeneity, Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or

likely pathogenic variant.

Standard Error

1.4.2.
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1.4

Figure e-20. Funnel plot over all Panel studies (adjusted)
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Grey dots = Original studies, White dots = Filled in studies based on the trim and fill method by Duval

& Tweedie.



1.4.3. Figure e-21. Forest plot of meta-analysis of the diagnostic yield over all ES studies
(adjusted)
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Thevenon et al., 2016
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Halvardson et al., 2016
Hamdan et al., 2017
Chérot et al., 2017
Rossi et al., 2017
Prasad et al., 2018
Berkovic et al., 2019
Kodera et al., 2013
Codina-Sola et al., 2015
de Ligt et al., 2012
Angione et al., 2019
Du et al., 2018
Tammimies et al., 2015
Callaghan et al., 2019

Filled: de Ligt et al., 2012
Filled: Angione et al., 2019

Filled: Du et al., 2018
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-1.66 0.2728
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-2.34 0.3957
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-3.13 0.4569
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1.02 0.4682
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Filled: Tammimies et al., 2015 1.07 0.3695

Filled: Callaghan et al., 2019

Random effects model

1.81 0.4569

Heterogeneity: /12 = 88%, 1° = 0.4187, p < 0.01

Abbreviations: Cl = confidence interval, I° = estimated proportion of the variance in study
estimates that is due to heterogeneity, r 2 = estimate of between-study variance, to quantify

heterogeneity, Proportion = fraction of individuals with a positive genetic test, i.e. pathogenic or

likely pathogenic variant.
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1.4.4. Figure e-22. Funnel plot over all ES studies (adjusted)
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Grey dots = Original studies, White dots = Filled in studies based on the trim and fill method by Duval
& Tweedie.

Diagnostic yield [%]

1.4.5. Figure e-23. Error bar plot by technology (adjusted)
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The diagnostic yield across Panel and ES.

Abbreviations: Panel = targeted gene panel sequencing, ES = exome sequencing.
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1.5.Reported genes

1.5.1. Figure e-24. Total number and rate of reported genes with pathogenic variants

separated by disorder
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The bars represent the number of genes with pathogenic variants. The line represents the rate of
genes per month and year. The number of identified genes increased rapidly in recent years for
epilepsy. For ASD and ID the number of reported genes with pathogenic variants is low.
Abbreviations: ASD = autism spectrum disorder, ID = intellectual disability, * = Data were collected
until July 19, 2019.
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