STROBE Statement—Checklist of items that should be included in reports of cohort studies 

	
	Item No
	Recommendation

	 Title and abstract
	1
	Case series are not directly supported by the Strobe guidelines. In many journals, including Brain, it is common to state gene and its main features in the title, as was done here. 

	
	
	(b) The abstract provides a clear and concise overview of the features of this novel gene, found in humans and in zebrafish. 

	Introduction

	Background/rationale
	2
	Summarizes known literature, including function of the gene, interaction with other genes and already published case reports. 

	Objectives
	3
	Ath the end of the introduction a clear statement about objectives is made: Despite these findings, the link between CMIP and NDD remained a matter of debate. In this study, we outline the pathogenicity of CMIP through a multicentre case series of 24 individuals with CMIP-related NDD, alongside functional assessment in a CMIP loss-of-function zebrafish mutant model.

	Methods

	Study design
	4
	The manuscript states: This multicentre, retrospective observational study aimed to describe the different clinical features in individuals with a CMIP-related neurodevelopmental disorder.

	Setting
	5
	Setting and period in which individuals were recruited is included. 

	Participants
	6
	(a) Give the eligibility criteria, and the sources and methods of selection of participants. Describe methods of follow-up

	
	
	Matched criteria were not applicable for this study

	Variables
	7
	All information collected is listed. 

	Data sources/ measurement
	8*
	 The information was collected for a clinical worksheet. Methods used in the zebrafish model is extensively described. 

	Bias
	9
	As this study is only descriptive, there was no description of potential bias. 

	Study size
	10
	Manuscript states that study size was obtained through international collaboration. 

	Quantitative variables
	11
	Explain how quantitative variables were handled in the analyses. If applicable, describe which groupings were chosen and why

	Statistical methods
	12
	Statistical methods are described: Clinical data were analysed using IBM SPSS Statistics software, version 29 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY, USA). Variants were tested for being normally   distributed using the Shapiro-Wilk      test. Normally distributed values were reported using means and standard deviations (SD), non-normally distributed values were represented by their median with quartile 1 (Q1) and 3 (Q3). For the zebrafish experiments, data are presented as mean ± standard error of the mean (SEM). For behavior and electrophysiological activity, statistical analysis was performed using one-way and two-way ANOVA with Dunnett’s multiple comparison test and non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test with Dunn’s multiple comparisons test. Outliers were identified via the ROUT test (Q = 0.5 %) and excluded in GraphPad Prism 10 (GraphPad Software, San Diego, CA, USA.

	
	
	No subgroups were defined. 

	
	
	Missing data were reported as such, and displayed in the table

	
	
	This is a descriptive study, so  loss to follow-up was not addressed

	
	
	(e) Describe any sensitivity analyses

	Results

	Participants
	13*
	(a) Participants were listed. 

	
	
	(b) There was no non-participation 

	
	
	(c) As this was a descriptive study, a flow chart for participation in the study was not considered useful. 

	Descriptive data
	14*
	(a) Characteristics of study participants was displayed a the table and described in the text

	
	
	(b) Missing data is addressed in the text if relevant

	
	
	(c) As this was a descriptive study, no follow-up period was provided, but age at last examination was reported. 

	Outcome data
	15*
	No outcomes were applicable here, but change in clinical phenotype was clearly described. 

	Main results
	16
	(a) Median were presented with range. 

	
	
	(b) There was no categorisation of variables

	
	
	(c) No relative or absolute risks were reported, as this was a descriptive study

	Other analyses
	17
	Analyses were clearly reported in the main manuscript or supplementary data

	Discussion

	Key results
	18
	The discussion addressed the main findings both for the humans as well as for the zebrafish 

	Limitations
	19
	The discussion contains a separate paragraph discussing limitations of the study 

	Interpretation
	20
	Clinical and animal findings were linked to the existing literature

	Generalisability
	21
	The manuscript mentioned: ‘More studies will be needed to define the clinical spectrum of this disease and the molecular pathways leading to the pathogenicity of the gene.  

	Other information

	Funding
	22
	A funding statement was made: ‘AJ received funding from Research Foundation Flanders. AD received funding from the KU Leuven Fund for Childhood Epilepsy (https://www.leuvenkinderepilepsiecentrum.be/en).’


*Give information separately for exposed and unexposed groups.
Note: An Explanation and Elaboration article discusses each checklist item and gives methodological background and published examples of transparent reporting. The STROBE checklist is best used in conjunction with this article (freely available on the Web sites of PLoS Medicine at http://www.plosmedicine.org/, Annals of Internal Medicine at http://www.annals.org/, and Epidemiology at http://www.epidem.com/). Information on the STROBE Initiative is available at http://www.strobe-statement.org.
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