
Supplementary Table S1: Association Between Pharmacovigilance System Domains and ADR Reporting Based on Key Informant Interviews
	Domain
	Ever Reported ADR (n)
	Never Reported ADR (n)
	χ²
	p-value

	Facility-level domains
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Knowledge and oversight of ADRs
	45
	37
	2.01
	0.156

	Support and supervision
	16
	3
	9.14
	0.003

	Barriers and challenges
	48
	38
	3.37
	0.066

	Health system–level domains
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Training and capacity building
	14
	1
	8.73
	0.003

	Data management and feedback
	13
	2
	6.41
	0.011

	Inter-agency collaboration
	15
	0
	12.52
	<0.001

	Improvement strategies
	14
	1
	8.73
	0.003


Note: χ² = Chi-square test


Supplementary Table S2: Qualitative Analysis Framework Based on Braun and Clarke’s Thematic Analysis Approach
	Step
	Description

	Familiarization
	Reading and re-reading transcripts to understand data.

	Initial Coding
	Assigning codes to meaningful segments of data.

	Theme Development
	Grouping related codes into broader themes.

	Theme Review
	Refining themes to ensure consistency and relevance.

	Theme Definition
	Clearly defining and naming final themes.

	Reporting
	Integrating themes into the qualitative findings narrative.



Supplementary Table S3: Hosmer–Lemeshow Goodness-of-Fit Test
	Test Statistic
	Value

	Chi-square (χ²)
	6.27

	Degrees of Freedom (df)
	8

	p-value
	0.617



Supplementary Table S4. Operationalization and Coding of KII Domains for Quantitative Analysis
	Domain
	Indicator
	Coding
	Interpretation

	Pharmacovigilance system
	Functional ADR reporting system exists
	Yes = 1, No = 0
	Presence of an established ADR reporting system

	Training & capacity building
	Regular PV/ADR training conducted
	Yes = 1, No = 0
	Availability of routine pharmacovigilance training

	Challenges
	Presence of reporting barriers
	Yes = 1, No = 0
	Existence of operational barriers to ADR reporting

	Data management & feedback
	Feedback provided to facilities
	Yes = 1, No = 0
	Availability of feedback mechanisms for submitted ADR reports

	Inter-agency collaboration
	Collaboration with NAFDAC/NMEP
	Yes = 1, No = 0
	Presence of coordination between pharmacovigilance stakeholders



Supplementary Table S5: Scoring Criteria for Assessing Healthcare Workers’ Knowledge of Adverse Drug Reaction Reporting
	Knowledge component
	Correct response
	Score

	ADR definition
	“Adverse Drug Reaction”
	1 = correct; 0 = incorrect/don’t know

	Description of ADR
	“An unexpected harm from normal drug use”
	1 = correct; 0 = incorrect/don’t know

	Awareness of the national PV system
	Yes
	1 = yes; 0 = no/don’t know

	PV coordinating organisation
	NAFDAC
	1 = correct; 0 = incorrect/don’t know

	ACTs associated with ADRs
	Yes
	1 = yes; 0 = no/not sure

	Common ADRs of ACTs
	Nausea, vomiting, dizziness, and rash
	Number correctly selected ÷ 4; range 0–1


Total knowledge score: sum of the six components; range 0–6.
Knowledge percentage: (total score ÷ 6) × 100.The knowledge score is 3.89 ± 1.45 (range: 0–6).
Supplementary Table S6: Scoring Criteria for Assessing Healthcare Workers’ Attitudes Towards Adverse Drug Reaction Reporting
	Attitude item
	Scoring

	ADR reporting is important
	Yes = 1; No = 0

	ADR reporting is the responsibility of all healthcare workers
	All healthcare workers = 1; any other response = 0

	ADR reporting discourages prescribing medications
	Reverse-coded: strongly agree = 1 to strongly disagree = 5

	I would report an ADR even when unsure it was caused by the drug
	Strongly disagree = 1 to strongly agree = 5

	Feedback from PV centres encourages more reporting
	Strongly disagree = 1 to strongly agree = 5


Total attitude score: sum of the five items; range 3–17; The attitude score is 13.35 ± 1.94 (range: 6–17);
Supplementary Table S7. Operationalization and Coding of KII Domains for Quantitative Analysis
	Domain
	Indicator
	Yes, n (%)
	No, n (%)
	Mean ± SD*

	Pharmacovigilance system
	Functional ADR reporting system exists
	23 (5.7)
	381 (94.3)
	0.057 ± 0.233

	Training & capacity building
	Received pharmacovigilance/ADR training
	101 (25.0)
	304 (75.2)
	0.250 ± 0.434

	Challenges
	Presence of reporting barriers
	398 (98.5)
	6 (1.5)
	0.985 ± 0.121

	Data management & feedback
	Feedback provided to facilities
	305 (75.5)
	99 (24.5)
	0.755 ± 0.430

	Inter-agency collaboration
	Collaboration with NAFDAC/NMEP
	23 (5.7)
	381 (94.3)
	0.057 ± 0.233






