Figure S1. Sensitivity analysis indicating that the pooled prevalence remains notably stable upon exclusion of each study.
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Figure S2. Sensitivity analysis to assess the impact of excluding studies that had a small sample size of prescriptions.
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Figure S3. Forest plot of prevalence of off-label and unlicensed prescriptions in a pediatric population after excluding studies that

had a small sample size of prescriptions.

Study ID Prevelence (95%Cl)  Weight, %
Berdkan et al, 2016 * 0.41(0.39,0.44) 7.38
Jong et al, 2002 i =+~ 0.72(0.66,0.77) 7.04
Aamir et al, 2018 | + 0.85(0.82,0.89) 7.14
Silva et al, 2015 - 0.32 (0.29,0.36) 7.14
Santos et al, 2008 P 0.43 (0.40,0.46) 7.16
Palgevski et al, 2012 | 0.25 (0.23,0.27) 7.19
Riou et al, 2015 ! 0.65 (0.63,0.66) 7.20
Jobanputra et al, 2015 : - 0.62 (0.59,0.66) 714
Garcia-Lépez et al, 2020 - 0.53 (0.48,0.57) 7.10
Oguz et al, 2012 e 0.62 (0.580.67) 7.10
Jong et al, 2004 | 0.37 (0.35,0.39) 7.19
Bajcetic et al, 2005 : 0.59 (0.56,0.62) 716
Costa et al, 2018 " 0.74 (0.71,077) 7.16
Landwehr et al, 2019 ™ 0.56(0.51,0.60) 7.10
-
Overall (1>=99.4%, P<0.001) <> 0.55 (0.45,0.64) 100.00

Weights are from random effects analysis .
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Figure S4. Regression-based Egger's test examining off-label
and unlicensed prescriptions.
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