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Objective Research design and methods from 2017 to 2019. Elsevier publications were available under a single licence similar to
Open access is key to improving the transparency and accessibility of research. Data were downloaded from the Good Pharma Scorecard public files for 2017 (5332 records) CC Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs (CC BY-NC-ND). The proportion of publications
Although the number of open access publications is increasing year on year, and 2019 (675 records) and screened for PubMed links. Each link was accessed manually and available open access varied between the 11 companies assessed, ranging from 0% to 100%.
the overall proportion of open access publications reporting pharma-funded any article that was free to read was scored as open access. Licence information was recorded Conclusions
research remains unknown.' Tools such as the Good Pharma Scorecard are when available. . , , , ,

. . : Open access publishing of pharma-funded research is slowly increasing, along with
useful for assessing the transparency of clinical trials. However, the scorecard , D , , , : .
. , : Results the proportion of publications with a CC BY licence, with wide variation seen between

does not reflect the accessibility of the corresponding peer-reviewed . . 0 L . . L , : .. : :

ublications.? The proportion of open access publications increased from 61% (159/260)? in the 2017 data companies. Licensing information is not widely available; however, this is also improving.
P ' set to 63% (153/244)% in the 2019 data set. Licensing information was available for 35%? and
This analysis aimed to assess the proportion of pharma-funded research that is 44%? of the publications from the 2017 and 2019 data sets, respectively. The proportion of ?During reanalysis of the data, these figures were adjusted to exclude duplicate PubMed links.
published open access, and the types of licences granted. manuscripts available under the most open Creative Commons (CC) licence, CC BY, doubled Keywords: Open access, Literature search, Original research
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INTRODUCTION

« Open access is key to improving research transparency and accessibility. - The Good Pharma Scorecard (GPS), developed by Bioethics . The aim of this study was to assess
e : International, is a bi-yearly ranking of pharma companies’ the proportion of pharma-funded
. ngeecrzlirsecclce)rs]fjryee?);sclzl?nr:i;n?iglarseg?’i e1 substantial improvements in transparency and data sharing practices. grticle.s published open access and to
' investigate the proportion and type
- The number of open access publications is also on the rise; - The GPS is a useful tool for assessing the transparency of clinical of Creative Commons licences
specifically, the proportion of pharma-funded open access trials;*> however, it does not reflect the accessibility of the granted to these articles.
publications increased from 20% in 2009 to 40% in 2016.%° corresponding peer-reviewed publications.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS

Study data .« GPS transparency scores represent an equal combination of public - Each link from the 2017 (n = 260) and 2019 (n = 244) data sets was
- Data were downloaded from the GPS public files for 2017 availability of trial results, compliance with legal transparency accessed manually, and any article that was free to read, either on
(533 records) and 2019 (675 records).*” requirements and patient-level data sharing. PubMed Central or on the journal’s website, was marked as open access.
- The 2017 data set covered clinical trials supporting 2014 US Food Study design « Of note, links to published Bristol-Myers Squibb trials in the 2019 data set
and Drug Administration (FDA)-approved new drug applications that .« Records from the 2017 and 2019 GPS were screened for PubMed were not available at the time of preparing this poster.
were sponsored by one of the 20 largest pharma and biotechnology links to full-text articles. Links to conference abstracts were L
: e . % - The percentages of open access publications, overall and for each
companies by market capitalization. excluded from the analyses.
company separately, were calculated and represent the open access score.
- The 2019 data set comprised phase 2 and phase 3 clinical trials . Articles uploaded to platforms such as ResearchGate were also : : . : :
. .. ) « Creative Commons licensing information was recorded when it
relating to new drug applications approved by the FDA in 2015, excluded from the analyses.

and was limited to the 20 largest companies in 2015. was available.
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Open access rates - The open access score for each company was - The most common type of Creative . ;
] i ) . i ] ) FIGURE 2. Proportion of open access articles from the 2017 (top)
« Of the articles with PubMed links in the not always reflective of the transparency score Commons licence was the Creative Commons and 2019 (bottom) Good Pharma Scorecard data sets with an
2017 data set, 61% (159/260) were available assigned to the company in the GPS (Figure 1). Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivs (CC BY- associated Creative Common:s licence.
open access. L ege . .. . NC-ND) licence in both the 2017 (25%) and
Availability of licensing information the 2019 (21%) data sets 49
- Inthe 2019 data set, 63% of articles (153/244) - The proportion of open access articles with ' 4%
with PubMed links were available open access. Creative Commons licensing information  Afurther 5% of articles, all published by
. Substantial variation in the oroportion of increased from 35% (56/159) in the 2017 data set Elsevier, were available under a single
L. ) Prop to 44% (68/153) in the 2019 data set (Figure 2). licensing agreement similar to CC BY-NC-ND in 25%
publications available open access was seen the 2019 data set
between the different pharma companies - The proportion of articles assigned the most open '
included in the 2017 (20-100%) and 2019 Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) licence S e
(0-100%) GPS (Figure 1). almost doubled between 2017 (4%) and 2019 (7%). (n = :sagise
FIGURE 1. Proportion of transparency scores and open access publications (open access scores) across the pharma companies included in the 2017 (left) and 2019 (right) 64%
Good Pharma Scorecard data sets. 0
2%
2017 2019 1%
Company Transparency OAscore  Number of publications Company Transparency ¥ OAscore  Number of publications
score (%) (%) (|) 2|0 4|o 6|O 8|O 1(|)o score (%) (%) (|) 2|0 4|0 6|O 8|O 1(|)o
Novartis AstraZeneca 7%
AbbVie Novo Nordisk 16%
Allergan 63 Pfizer
Genentech (Roche) @ Allergan 47 @
2019 data set
Celgene ‘ 69 Merck ‘ ‘
(95) (%3) 7 > (n=153)
Gilead @ 68 Johnson & Johnson/Janssen
51%
Johnson & Johnson/Janssen 61 Gilead 65 21%
AstraZeneca 53 Novartis 47
Merck 52 Amgen 56 41 5%
Sanofi/Genzyme 50 Genentech (Roche) 25
B ccey CC BY-NC-ND Other
. B oa . B oa
Bausch Health 50 20 B NooA Bausch Health 63 @ B NooA B ccsy-Ne CC BY-NC-SA B No licence available

BY, Attribution; CC, Creative Commons; NC, NonCommercial;
ND, NoDerivs; SA, ShareAlike.
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