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D i h H lth & DMKA1 N ti l C t t N ti l /Danish Health & 
Medicines Agency

DMKA1 National Competent 
Authority

National n/a Table 2 – Signal algorithms & definitions of statistics of dispMedicines Agency Authority
Uppsala Monitoring UMC International Drug International VigiBase
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defined?
IC025 0European Medicines 

Agency
EMA European 

Competent Authority
International Eudravigilance UMC IC IC025 >0

Agency Competent Authority
Medicines and MHRA National Competent National Sentinel EMA PRR N >2 and lower end of 95%CI on PRR 
Medicines and 
Healthcare products 

MHRA National Competent 
Authority (UK)

National Sentinel
MHRA EBGM EBGM ≥2.5, EB05 ≥1.8, N ≥3Regulatory Agency
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Agencia Espaniola de AEMPS National Competent National FEDRA

MHRA EBGM EBGM ≥2.5, EB05 ≥1.8, N ≥3

AEMPS IC ROR ROR L li it 95% CI 1 d NAgencia Espaniola de 
Medicamentos y 

AEMPS National Competent 
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IC: Lower limit 95% CI >0 and No. of ICy

Productos Sanitarios
Authority (Spain)

B H lth BSP2 Ph ti l I t ti l A

IC: Lower limit 95% CI 0 and No. of IC

BSP PRR PRR ≥2 Chi² ≥4 N ≥3Bayer Healthcare 
Pharmaceuticals

BSP2 Pharmaceutical 
company

International Argus BSP PRR PRR ≥2, Chi  ≥4, N ≥3

AZ EBGM EB05 ≥1 8 and/or +ve trend flag A trePharmaceuticals company
AstraZeneca AZ Pharmaceutical International Sapphire
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International Sapphire

• An EB05 based on current data is 
d e pair 52 weeks agoGlaxoSmithKline GSK Pharmaceutical International Oceans d-e pair 52 weeks ago

• An 50% increase in EBGM score w
company data are compared with the EBGM

k1 Since completing the survey The Danish Medicines Agency and Danish National Board of Health weeks ago
GSK EBGM EB05 >2 for non-serious unlisted adve

1. Since completing  the survey, The Danish Medicines Agency and Danish National Board of Health 
merged under the name Danish Health and Medicines Authority. Throughout this poster, the former GSK EBGM EB05 >2 for non-serious unlisted adve

event whose reporting rate has increas
g y g p ,

abbreviation is retained.
2 Si l ti th B S h i Ph AG (BSP) d B Ph compared to 6 months previously2. Since completing the survey, Bayer Schering Pharma AG (BSP) was renamed as Bayer Pharma

AG Throughout this poster the former abbreviation is retainedAG. Throughout this poster, the former abbreviation is retained.

Figure 3 SPONTANEOUS repoFigure 3 – SPONTANEOUS repo

Figure 2 –Number of SPONTANEOUS reports broken down by Seriousness UMC

GSK
UMC

AZ*

EMA

BSPBSP

GSK
AEMPS

GSK
AEMPS

MHRA*
BSP

MHRA*

MHRA DKMAMHRA

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

P f
AZ

Percentage of spontaneous rep
*counts of AE report for AZ and MHRA are not bacounts of AE report for AZ and MHRA are not ba

Physician Pharmacist Other health professioAEMPS Physician Pharmacist Other health professio

DKMA
Table 3 – Presence of demographic data in partner d

DKMA Millions of Spontaneous  Reports
Table 3  Presence of demographic data in partner d
 

R i t D t A /D B G0 1 2 3 4 5 6  Receipt Date Age/DoB Gen0 1 2 3 4 5 6

DKMA AEMPS AZ MHRA BSP GSK EMA UMC
DKMA 9 9(unk) 9(10

DKMA AEMPS AZ MHRA BSP GSK EMA UMC
Total Serious 18,737 38,758 112,577 381,317 157,000 361,606 1,564,981 1,058,090

UMC 9 9 (77%) 9 (9
Total Serious 18,737 38,758 112,577 381,317 157,000 361,606 1,564,981 1,058,090

SPONTANEOUS
50 398 104 951 359 045 251 431 490 000 1 061 856 396 127 752 842 ( ) (

EMA 9 9(unk) 9(uNon-serious
50,398 104,951 359,045 251,431 490,000 1,061,856 396,127 752,842

( ) (
MHRA 9 9 (80%) 9 (9

SPONTANEOUS
Unknown Seriousness

0 0 5,395 0 0 5,411 0 3,580,534 (80%) (9
AEMPS 9 9 (96%) 9 (9

Unknown Seriousness

 (96%)  (9
BSP 9 9 (74%) 9 (9  (74%)  (9
AZ 9 9 (73%) 9(9  (73%) (9
GSK 9 9 (79%) 9(89 9 (79%) 9(8

1 2 - not recorded; value present in ≤ 5% of reports1. 2 - not recorded; value present in ≤ 5% of reports 
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case onset  
00%) 2 9(100%) 9(unk) 2 MHRA 1,814 
94%) 9 (11%) 9(100%) 9 (>0%) 9 (54%) 

,
AEMPS 1 955) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

unk) 2 9(unk) 2 2 
AEMPS 1,955 
GSK 2 146) ( )

97%) 2 9(100%) 9 (57%) 9 (5%) 
GSK 2,146 
AZ 2 931

9 %) ( 00%) (5 %) (5%)
99%) 2 9(100%) 2 9 (59%) AZ 2,931 
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86%) 9 (10%) 9(96%) 9(59%) 9(32%)
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1 (Estimate based only on reports including IMEs)86%) 9 (10%) 9(96%) 9(59%) 9(32%) 
2 First dose to event first occurrence
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  2.   First dose to event first occurrence 
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