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Background: This meta-research study examined how protocol registration
information is reported in evidence syntheses published from 2020 to 2025 and
registered in PROSPERO, INPLASY, OSF, the Research Registry, or protocols.io.
Methods: We analyzed 4,750 studies covering various evidence synthesis
types. Data were collected on registry use, reporting transparency, and
accessibility features. Statistical comparisons included effect sizes with 95%
confidence intervals.

Results: PROSPERO remained the most widely used, with registrations from
70 countries. Among studies registered on non-PROSPERO platforms, more
than 90% were found in INPLASY and OSF. Compared with PROSPERQO, both
registries demonstrated stronger reporting practices, with higher protocol status
updates in INPLASY and more hyperlinks in OSF. However, a hyperlink did
not always ensure public availability, as several OSF protocols required author
authorization. Protocols in PROSPERO were associated with multiple publishers.
In contrast, INPLASY protocols were more frequently linked to open-access
journals, particularly those published by Frontiers and MDPI.

Conclusion: Although PROSPERO remains the reference registry, INPLASY and
OSF are playing an increasingly important role in promoting openness and
accessibility. Researchers are encouraged to search multiple registries, especially
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PROSPERO, INPLASY, and OSF, before starting a new study to minimize the
duplication of efforts.

Systematic review registration:

https://www.doi.org/10.37766/inplasy2025.6.

0114, identifier INPLASY202560114.

KEYWORDS

evidence synthesis,

INPLASY, Open Science Framework, PROSPERO, protocol,

registration, scoping review, systematic review

1 Introduction

The first platform specifically created for the prospective
registration of systematic review protocols was the International
Prospective Register of Systematic Review (PROSPERO),
maintained by the National Institute for Health Research (NITHR)
in the United Kingdom (Booth et al., 2012). Since its launch in
2011, PROSPERO has become the leading international repository
for systematic review protocols, particularly in the health sciences.
However, prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, the rapid growth in
the number of evidence syntheses led to unprecedented submission
volumes and considerable delays in registration processing (Puljak,
2021).

Although PROSPERO remains the most widely used and
recognized registry, it has some limitations. Funded by the
United Kingdom (UK) government, submissions from the UK
have historically been prioritized, with protocols from this region
published earlier than those from other countries (Puljak, 2021).
Furthermore, not all types of evidence syntheses are eligible
for PROSPERO registration, and the registry does not prevent
duplicate registrations on the same topic (Solla et al, 2021).
Moreover, reliance on government funding raises questions about
its long-term sustainability and operational capacity (Pieper and
Rombey, 2022).

In response, alternative platforms have emerged, including
INPLASY (Canellas et al., 2023), Open Science Framework (OSF)
(Nosek et al., 2018), the Research Registry (Agha and Rosin, 2015),
and protocols.io (Teytelman et al., 2016). With the emergence
of these platforms, it has become possible to register additional
types of studies and evidence syntheses that are not eligible for
registration in PROSPERO.

Despite their growing adoption, little is known about the nature
and scope of protocols registered in these platforms, including
aspects such as thematic area, protocol status (e.g., ongoing,
completed, or published), the method by which authors report their
registration identifiers in resulting publications, and the journals in
which the evidence syntheses are ultimately disseminated. This lack
of information creates uncertainty regarding which repository is
most appropriate for registering a given type of evidence synthesis
and limits researchers’ ability to identify ongoing or potentially
overlapping studies.

Evidence syntheses are widely used by clinicians, policymakers,
and the general public to inform healthcare and research decisions.
To ensure their trustworthiness, methods must be transparent
and reproducible, enabling readers to understand what was
planned, what was conducted, and whether deviations occurred.
Replicability is essential because undisclosed methodological
changes, such as modifications to eligibility criteria, outcomes,
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or data synthesis strategies, can substantially affect conclusions
and mislead decision-making. Accordingly, current best practices
recommend the prospective development and public registration
of protocols, together with clear documentation of amendments.
Protocol registries support this process by providing time-stamped
methodological records and facilitating the identification of
ongoing or overlapping evidence syntheses. However, registries
differ in scope, accessibility, and transparency features, and how
these differences are reflected in published reporting remains
uncertain. Clarifying these practices is therefore essential to
strengthen reproducibility standards and reduce research waste.

This study provides new insights into the transparency and
reporting practices of evidence syntheses published across scientific
journals. By examining how information related to protocol
registration is presented, this study contributes to a clearer
understanding of the current level of adherence to best practices in
evidence synthesis. The findings can inform editors, reviewers, and
researchers about existing gaps in registration reporting, support
improvements in editorial and methodological standards, and
ultimately promote greater transparency and reproducibility in
scientific research.

Understanding how registration practices are reported in
published studies is essential. Therefore, this meta-research aimed
to evaluate how protocol registration information is presented in
evidence syntheses registered in PROSPERO, INPLASY, OSEF, the
Research Registry, and protocols.io. In addition, we compared
evidence syntheses registered in PROSPERO with the other
registries, considering factors such as journal impact factor,
thematic area, and citation patterns, and using a large sample of
articles published between 2020 and 2025.

2 Materials and methods

This was a methodological meta-research study designed
prospectively and registered in the International Platform of
Registered Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis Protocols
(INPLASY) under the registration code INPLASY202560114.

We included articles that (1) are classified as a systematic
review, scoping review, mapping review, umbrella review,
meta-research, integrative review, and narrative review; (2)
mention protocol registration in PROSPERO, INPLASY, OSE
the Research Registry, or protocols.io; and (3) are published
between June 2020 and June 2025. No language restrictions
were applied to the inclusion of evidence syntheses. Conference
abstracts, preprints, expert opinions, and Cochrane reviews
were excluded.
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We conducted a systematic search using different electronic
databases and other sources. MEDLINE via PubMed, Embase,
and Web of Science databases were searched. In addition,
a manual page-by-page examination was performed in the
following  websites:  journals.sagepub.com, frontiersin.org,
onlinelibrary.wiley.com, Iww.com, nature.com, sciencedirect.com,
tandfonline.com, www.mdpi.com, and inplasy.com. The detailed
search strategy used for screening published evidence syntheses
registered in the five major registries is available in the protocol
available on http://doi.org/10.37766/inplasy2025.6.0114.

Two reviewers independently screened the retrieved articles at
the title and abstract stage and subsequently at full-text review.
Any discrepancies were resolved through discussion with a third
reviewer. Information was extracted from the published articles
and their corresponding protocols. Each included publication
corresponded to a single registry protocol. When multiple
publications referenced the same protocol ID, only the primary
article was included to maintain a one-to-one correspondence
between studies and protocols. All records were exported into
EndNote 2025, where duplicates were first removed automatically
by the software and then verified manually to ensure complete
deduplication. We prespecified that if more than 1,800 records
were retrieved from a single registry, simple random sampling
would be applied at the title/abstract stage. This situation occurred
only for PROSPERO. We calculated the sample size required for
a representative random sample from 31,960, assuming a 95%
confidence level, a conservative proportion of 0.5, and a 2.5%
margin of error. After applying the finite population correction,
we obtained an adjusted estimate of approximately 1,470 records.
The final sample of 1,495 records, therefore, exceeded the minimum
requirement for representativeness. All PROSPERO-linked records
were numbered, and a random number table was used to select
records for screening until the target sample size (approximately
1,800 records) was reached. For INPLASY, OSE the Research
Registry, and protocols.io, the total number of records did not
exceed this threshold.

Data extracted from the included studies included the following
information: title of the article; type of evidence synthesis (e.g.,
systematic review, scoping review, umbrella review, etc.); journal of
publication (including the most recent Journal Impact Factor and
the publisher name); journal categories; date of final publication
as reported in the article or automatically indexed by EndNote;
country of the corresponding author; name of the registry where
the protocol was registered; registration ID; source of funding
(Yes/No); existence of a peer-reviewed version of the protocol
(Yes/No); if yes, the name of the journal; and hyperlink to the
registration report (Yes/No, protocol url or DOI). The journal
impact factor was extracted from Journal Citation Reports™
2025 (Clarivate Analytics). A preliminary calibration phase was
implemented before full data extraction to ensure consistent
extraction results among reviewers. Inter-rater reliability for
the primary categorical variables, including type of evidence
synthesis, funding status, hyperlink availability, and protocol status,
was measured using pairwise Cohen’s kappa. For continuous
variables, such as the journal impact factor and the registration-
to-publication interval, intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs)
were calculated.
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In addition, we accessed the protocols referred to in the
manuscripts to extract the following information: current protocol
status (i.e., whether the status was updated) and registration date
(used to calculate the mean time from registration to publication).

We categorized all data and tabulated them descriptively
to pinpoint similarities and differences between the evidence
syntheses registered in different platforms.

The selection process is illustrated using the PRISMA flow
diagram, while the characteristics of the included overviews are
summarized descriptively and presented narratively through tables
and figures. The data were descriptively analyzed. We quantitatively
compared continuous and dichotomous variables from evidence
syntheses registered in PROSPERO and in each of the other
platforms by calculating risk ratios (RRs) and standardized mean
differences (SMDs), each with corresponding 95% confidence
intervals. All analyses were conducted as pairwise comparisons,
with RRs and SMDs computed separately for each registry vs.
PROSPERO. No pooled “non-PROSPERO” comparator group
was created, and no aggregate effect size combining multiple
registries was used. The nominal variables representing the
nominal categories of the included studies were processed to
generate a treemap. All statistical analyses were performed using
the R software version 4.5.1 (2025-06-13) for the Mac OS X
computer system.

In response to peer-review comments, we conducted post-hoc
exploratory analyses to assess whether registry-related differences
were attributable to underlying study characteristics. We conducted
two post-hoc multivariable linear regression analyses. The first
model examined time from protocol registration to publication as
the dependent variable; the second model evaluated the journal
impact factor (JIF). In both models, registry served as the primary
exposure, and review type, country of origin, and funding status
were included as covariates. Adjusted marginal means and pairwise
contrasts vs. PROSPERO were obtained using the emmeans
package, with Dunnett correction for multiple comparisons. These
analyses aimed to quantify the independent contribution of registry
choice beyond major study-level characteristics.

3 Results

The electronic search identified 37,849 reports, of which 31,960
were from PROSPERO, 2,960 from OSE 2,370 from INPLASY,
349 from the Research Registry, and 210 from protocols.io at the
title and abstract screening stage. Owing to the large number of
studies registered in PROSPERO, a random sample of articles was
generated, resulting in the exclusion of 30,270 reports. Of the
7,579 reports reviewed in full text, 4,788 met the eligibility criteria
(Figure 1). Consequently, this meta-research included 4,750 articles
in the quantitative analysis and 4,533 in the qualitative analysis (See
Supplementary Tables 1, 2).

A total of nine types of evidence synthesis were reviewed and
included in this meta-research. The most frequent type was the
systematic review with meta-analysis, accounting for 48% of all
evidence syntheses. Table 1 presents the list of different types of
evidence syntheses by registry.
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FIGURE 1

protocols.

Flowchart illustrating the selection process of eligible studies. The final dataset comprises 4,750 unique evidence syntheses linked to 4,750 distinct

TABLE 1 Number of published and registered articles across platforms by type of evidence synthesis study (1 June 2020—-1 June 2025).

Type of evidence

synthesis study

PROSPERO
n(f)

INPLASY n(f)

OSF n(f)

The Research
Registry n(f)

protocols.io
n(f)

Systematic review

501 (33.51%)

274 (16.50%)

334 (26.59%)

92 (31.19%)

9 (20.45%)

Systematic Review + Meta-analysis

921 (61.60%)

1,171 (70.54%)

405 (32.24%)

168 (56.95%)

23 (52.27%)

Systematic review + network

meta-analysis

41 (2.74%)

125 (7.53%)

4(0.31%)

11 (3.73%)

1(2.27)

Total

Scoping review 8 (0.53%) 63 (3.79%) 492 (39.17%) 14 (4.75) 10 (22.73%)
Umbrella review 21 (1.40%) 20 (1.2%) 13 (1.03%) 2 (0.68%) 0 (0%)
Mapping review 0 (0%) 4(0.24%) 3(0.23%) 0 (0%) 0(0%)
Integrative review 1 (0.06) 1 (0.06%) 2 (0.15%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)
Metaresearch study 0 (0%) 1 (0.06%) 2(0.15%) 0 (0%) 1(2.27%)
Narrative review 2(0.13) 1 (0.06%) 1 (0.07%) 8(2.71) 0 (0%)
1,495 (100%) 1,660 (100%) 1,256 (100%) 295 (100%) 44 (100%)

n, number of studies; f, frequency.

came from 58 countries, with the majority from China (64%), while
the remaining articles were evenly distributed across continents.
Evidence syntheses registered in OSF originated from 68 countries,
primarily from Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, the

The evidence syntheses registered in PROSPERO originated
from 70 different countries, most of which were from China (25%),
followed by the United Kingdom (13%), Australia, Brazil, and the
United States (6% each). Evidence syntheses registered in INPLASY
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FIGURE 2
Choropleth map of the included article frequency by country.

United States, and Brazil (approximately 9% each). Submissions
to the Research Registry originated from 37 countries, most
frequently from China (26%), followed by the United Kingdom
and Ethiopia (11%). Finally, evidence syntheses registered in
protocols.io originated from 12 countries, predominantly from
Japan (46%), followed by the United Kingdom (16%). When
considering all registries, China emerged as the country with
the most evidence syntheses published in the last 5 years
(33%), followed by the United Kingdom (8%), the United States,
and Australia (5% each). A choropleth map illustrating the
frequency of evidence syntheses by country is presented in
Figure 2.

The evidence syntheses were published in journals classified
in 193 different categories. Medicine, General & Internal was the
most frequently represented category across all databases. Figure 3
presents a treemap illustrating the most frequent thematic areas
identified in each registry.

The dichotomous and continuous variables of reporting
characteristics of evidence syntheses registered in PROSPERO
were compared with those in other registries (INPLASY, OSE, the
Research Registry, and protocols.io) (Figures 4, 5).

For dichotomous variables, the pooled RR and their
95%
characteristics. Protocol status was significantly more frequently
reported in INPLASY (RR = 4.16, 95% CI 3.80-4.57) compared
with PROSPERO. Hyperlink availability was higher in other
registries, INPLASY (RR = 3.40, 95% CI 2.94-3.92), OSF

confidence intervals indicated marked variation across

Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics

(RR = 7.04, 95% CI 6.16-8.04), the Research Registry (RR =
1.44, 95% CI 1.10-1.90), and protocols.io (RR = 5.95, 95% CI
4.86-7.29), suggesting better accessibility of protocols registered
in non-PROSPERO
of peer-reviewed protocols was less frequent across other

registries. Conversely, the publication
platforms, but only INPLASY showed a statistically significant
reduction, RR = 0.49 (95% CI 0.27-0.90). Regarding funding
information, a small but significant difference is observed in
INPLASY (RR = 1.08, 95% CI 1.01-1.16), while other non-
PROSPERO registries showed similar reporting rates. Overall, six
reporting characteristics were statistically significantly better in
non-PROSPERO registries, and four reporting characteristics
in PROSPERO. The
remaining dichotomous reporting characteristics showed no
statistically significant differences between PROSPERO vs.
non-PROSPERO registries.

For continuous variables, the pooled SMD with 95% CI
showed that PROSPERO registrations are linked to higher journal
impact factors. However, they are also associated with longer

were statistically significantly better

publication timelines.

Finally, Figure 6 illustrates the distribution of evidence
synthesis publications across different publishers by the platform
where the study was registered. A distinct publishing pattern
among different registries is noted. INPLASY had the highest
concentration of publications in Frontiers, accounting for
the most significant volume among all registry-publisher
combinations. PROSPERO-registered studies were published
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FIGURE 3

Treemap of journal categories identified among 225 included categories. Larger cells represent categories with higher frequency across the platforms

PROSPERO, INPLASY, OSF, the Research Registry, and protocols.io.

across a more diverse set of publishers, including Cambridge
University Press, Springer Nature Group, Elsevier Group, and
BM]J Group. Evidence syntheses registered in OSF were frequently
published by Elsevier, Frontiers, BMC, and Wiley, whereas
those from the Research Registry showed a marked presence
in SAGE Publications and Wolters Kluwer Group. Publications
associated with protocols.io were minimal and spread among a
few publishers.

Finally, inter-rater reliability analysis indicated substantial
to almost perfect agreement for the categorical variables
assessed. Kappa coeflicients ranged from K = 0.653 to K =
0.840, and observed agreement between reviewers ranged
from 0.84 to 0.96.
strong  reproducibility;
excellent reliability (ICC =
to-publication

Continuous variables demonstrated

journal impact factor showed
0.999), and the

interval demonstrated good reliability (ICC

registration-
= 0.733). These findings indicate that data extraction was

consistent across reviewers and reinforce the robustness of the
final dataset.

Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics

3.1 Post-hoc exploratory analyses
3.1.1 Adjusted publication timelines

After adjusting for review type, country, and funding, registry-
related differences in time to publication persisted. Compared with
PROSPERO (adjusted mean = 513 days), INPLASY (286 days; =
—226.8,p < 0.0001), OSF (437 days; = —76.2, p = 0.0001), and
the Research Registry (262 days; = —251.1, p < 0.0001) showed
significantly shorter intervals. The difference for protocols.io (400

days; = —112.5) was not statistically significant (p = 0.1601).

3.1.2 Adjusted journal impact factor

After similar adjustment, differences in JIF across registries
were minimal. Relative to PROSPERO (adjusted mean = 4.33),
INPLASY showed a slightly lower adjusted JIF ( = —0.91,p <
0.0001), while OSF (= 0.22, p = 0.73) and protocols.io ( =

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2026.1738112
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/research-metrics-and-analytics
https://www.frontiersin.org

Ferreira et al.

10.3389/frma.2026.1738112

FIGURE 4

Comparison of reporting characteristics between PROSPERO and other registries. Risk ratio with 95% confidence intervals for key reporting features,
including protocol status, hyperlink availability, peer review, and funding disclosure. Each line in the forest plot represents an independent pairwise
comparison between PROSPERO and non-PROSPERO registries. No combined analysis of non-PROSPERO registries was performed.

FIGURE 5

Standardized mean differences with 95% confidence intervals comparing journal impact factors and registration-to-publication intervals between

PROSPERO and other registries

—0.11, p = 1.00) did not differ significantly. The Research Registry
= 0.84, p = 0.03). Overall, no
substantial registry-driven variation in JIF was detected.

showed a modest increase (

4 Discussion

The
evaluation  of
PROSPERO,
protocols.io,

present meta-research provides a comprehensive
protocol  registration
INPLASY, OSE the

based on

practices  across
Research Registry, and
evidence syntheses published in
different journals and registered with these platforms. The
findings reveal insights into how these platforms register

evidence syntheses, their geographic reach, the types of

Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics

evidence syntheses they host, and, how the

registration information is reported in the published articles.

especially,

Although it is desirable, none of the existing protocol
registries provide methodological oversight or peer review of
submitted records.

From this perspective, Cochrane reviews were excluded because
they are subject to mandatory peer review and centralized editorial
oversight, in contrast to protocols registered in PROSPERO or
other evaluated registries, which do not include peer review in
their registration processes. Consequently, Cochrane reporting
practices reflect organizational standards rather than the authors’
engagement with registry features. Including Cochrane reviews
would artificially increase PROSPERO’s reporting performance and
introduce bias into cross-registry comparisons. Their exclusion
allows for more valid and comparable inferences across platforms.
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FIGURE 6

Distribution of evidence synthesis publications by publisher and registry platform. Each bar represents the number of evidence syntheses published by
a specific publisher, grouped by the registry in which their protocols were registered.

PROSPERO, launched in 2011 (Booth et al., 2011), remains
the most widely used platform for evidence synthesis registrations,
particularly systematic reviews, as demonstrated by the large
number of studies screened in the electronic databases. Its
leadership status is reflected in its greater authorship participation
worldwide, with protocols originating from 70 countries and
significant contributions from China, the United Kingdom,
Australia, and the United States. Unfortunately, PROSPERO does
not accept all types of evidence syntheses, excluding, in particular,
scoping reviews. Developing a scoping review protocol enhances
the quality, reproducibility, and trustworthiness of the review.

In this context, platforms such as INPLASY and OSF have
emerged as alternatives to scoping review registration. Our
study identified a large number of scoping reviews registered
in non-PROSPERO databases, especially in OSF. Additionally,
as studies without health-related outcomes are not eligible for
registration in PROSPERO, we identified numerous evidence
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syntheses measuring sports performance and other non-health-
related outcomes that were registered instead in OSF and INPLASY,
highlighting the contribution of non-PROSPERO registries to
various thematic areas.

Our study identified a longer publication interval between
registration and publication for PROSPERO-registered evidence
syntheses, which could be
PROSPERO’s status as the oldest and most recognized registry

explained by several factors.
may encourage authors to identify it as a higher-quality platform
and, consequently, more appropriate for complex and elaborated
studies. However, the methodological quality of the protocol
may not be influenced by the registry, since none of the
available platforms have conducted a peer review of submitted
protocols. A total of 81 studies reported a peer-reviewed protocol,
corresponding to only 1.7% of our sample. This finding indicated
that, although it is recommended to publish protocols in peer-
reviewed journals to increase elaboration and report quality
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(Allers et al., 2018), this practice is not widely used by the
scientific community.

Puljak (2021) reported delays in PROSPERO registration,
especially before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. The author
has suggested that a longer timeline between registration and
publication can reduce transparency. Our analysis revealed that
studies registered in PROSPERO took longer from registration
to publication. Although the fast processing times of emerging
platforms can affect timelines between registration and publication,
other factors, such as differences in the editorial practices of
scientific journals, should be more relevant. For instance, most
protocols registered in PROSPERO tend to be published in Elsevier
journals, which generally have longer editorial timelines than those
of the Frontiers group (Csomds and Farkas, 2023), where a higher
concentration of INPLASY protocols is observed.

Finally, an important structural factor influencing these
findings is that PROSPERO requires prospective registration,
whereas other platforms may allow retrospective submissions.
This can shorten the registration-to-publication interval in non-
PROSPERO registries, as some protocols may be registered only
after substantial progress, or even completion, of the evidence
synthesis. Because we could not determine retrospectiveness for
individual records, the magnitude of this effect remains uncertain,
and differences in timelines should therefore be interpreted
with caution.

Hu et al. (2021) identified significant inconsistencies between
the eligibility criteria reported in protocols and those described in
the final published systematic reviews. Based on these findings, it
could be suggested that access to registered protocols be improved
and facilitated to ensure greater transparency. Our findings
identify a significant variation in how the protocol registration
details are reported across platforms. Non-PROSPERO registries,
particularly INPLASY and OSE, showed higher rates of hyperlinks
and DOI availability in published articles, which can potentially
improve research transparency. However, these indicators must be
interpreted with caution. Several OSF-registered protocols were
not publicly accessible, as they required author authorization to
view the files. This limitation demonstrates that the presence of
a hyperlink does not guarantee meaningful transparency if the
underlying protocol cannot be accessed. In contrast, INPLASY’s
higher hyperlink rates correspond to consistently open and publicly
available records. Thus, while hyperlink availability is a useful
marker of reporting quality, actual accessibility ultimately depends
on the platform’s visibility settings and authors’ sharing practices.

The evidence syntheses’ geographical distribution confirms the
global status of the analyzed platforms, with China emerging
as the leading contributor. China’s predominance in INPLASY
registrations may be understood in light of several contextual
factors. First, the country has become one of the leading global
contributors to evidence synthesis. Many Chinese universities
and funding agencies strongly encourage the registration of
evidence synthesis protocols, which aligns with the high volume of
submissions observed in both PROSPERO and INPLASY. Second,
INPLASY offered a long-standing reduced-fee policy for authors
affiliated with Chinese institutions, a feature that likely further
incentivized uptake among researchers from that country. Finally,
during its first 3 years of operation, INPLASY implemented a set of
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targeted marketing actions aimed specifically at Chinese researchers
and academic institutions. Together, these factors help explain the
substantial proportion of protocol registrations originating from
China in the period analyzed. In this context, it is important to
highlight the need to support multiple registries to accommodate
diverse research groups worldwide.

The diversity of journal categories and publishers in which
registered evidence syntheses are published further reflects the
multidisciplinary and international nature of the registries.
Evidence syntheses registered in PROSPERO appear more broadly
dispersed across publishers. In contrast, evidence syntheses
registered in INPLASY are concentrated in journals such as
Frontiers and MDPI, suggesting a possible focus on open-access
journals. Additionally, it has been observed that INPLASY is
present in leading medical and scientific journals, reflecting their
recent growing recognition as a valid platform for evidence
synthesis registration (Greenhalgh and McKee, 2025; Wang et al.,
2025). Moreover, registrations in non-PROSPERO platforms have
increased, particularly in INPLASY and OSE indicating broader
adoption of these alternative databases.

The study also highlights ongoing challenges related to
duplication and overlap in systematic reviews. PROSPERO does
not currently prevent duplicate registrations on the same topic,
and this limitation likely applies to the other platforms as well.
Beresford et al. (2022) compared PROSPERO records using the
Population, Intervention/Exposure, Comparator, Outcome, Study
Design (PICOS) elements. They found that registration of similar
and duplicate COVID-19 systematic reviews occurred frequently.
Given the large number of evidence syntheses registered in
non-PROSPERO platforms, initial checks for similar studies in
other registries are strongly recommended to reduce unintended
duplication of research.

Contrarily, Banno et al. (2022) found a very low proportion
of systematic review protocols registered outside PROSPERO,
concluding that it might not be necessary to search non-
PROSPERO protocols to prevent duplicate effort. However, the
authors analyzed included protocols registered between 2011
and 2020. Our meta-research found a substantial number of
systematic reviews registered on non-PROSPERO platforms,
particularly between 2020 and 2025, following the launch of
INPLASY in 2020 and the growing popularity of OSF in
recent years. Therefore, it is recommended to search not only
the PROSPERO database but also non-PROSPERO databases,
such as INPLASY and OSE before starting a new evidence
synthesis. Additionally, our results highlight the critical need
for improved coordination among registries and for enhanced
mechanisms to identify overlapping studies, thereby minimizing
research waste.

Furthermore, PROSPERO’s reliance on government funding
raises concerns about sustainability and long-term operational
capacity, which may have catalyzed the emergence and growth of
alternative platforms. As a result of these concerns, it is possible
to find evidence syntheses that describe two different registries,
PROSPERO and one for-profit organization, such as INPLASY
(Park et al., 2025).

A key strength of this meta-research study is its large and
diverse sample, including data extracted from 4,750 articles, and
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incorporating a wide range of evidence synthesis types, such
as systematic and scoping reviews. This inclusiveness reflects
the evolving landscape of evidence synthesis methodologies
and the The
comprehensive search across multiple databases and manual

expanding scope of protocol registration.

screening of prominent journal platforms enhance the
robustness of the findings, including articles not identified in
the main databases.

The post-hoc analyses indicate that shorter publication
timelines observed for INPLASY, OSE and the Research Registry
persist even after accounting for major study-level characteristics,
suggesting that registry-specific operational factors may influence
the speed from registration to publication. The non-significant
difference for protocols.io likely reflects a limited sample size.
In contrast, adjusted analyses showed only small differences in
journal impact factor across registries, suggesting that JIF is largely
determined by the characteristics of the included studies rather
than the registry used. While residual confounding cannot be
fully excluded, the combined findings support the interpretation
that registry choice has a modest influence on journal impact
factor but a more pronounced independent association with
publication timelines.

Nevertheless, this study has some limitations. Our analysis
focused on reporting characteristics and publication metrics, but
did not assess the methodological quality of the protocols or the
evidence syntheses derived from them, which would be valuable for
future research. Additionally, the functionality of the platforms and
the total number of protocols registered in each of them were not
analyzed. Due to the large number of evidence syntheses published
in PROSPERO, our research team was unable to analyze all of
them; therefore, a representative random sample of the screened
articles was selected for comparison with studies registered in
other databases.

Furthermore, although one lead author had a declared
conflict of interest related to INPLASY, several safeguards were
implemented to minimize potential bias. All screening, eligibility
assessment, and data extraction procedures were carried out
independently by researchers with no affiliation to INPLASY,
using duplicate extraction and adjudication to ensure reliability.
The conflicted author did not participate in data extraction
or study selection, and all analyses adhered to a predefined
protocol, reducing the influence of subjective judgment on
the results.

Overall, we observed marked differences among the main
registries for evidence synthesis protocols. PROSPERO, in
particular, has remained the reference platform in this field, with
many of its registered studies appearing in journals published
by Springer Nature, Elsevier, and the BMJ Group. By contrast,
other registries, particularly OSF and INPLASY, perform better
in terms of transparency, as they more frequently include DOIs,
direct links, and updated protocol statuses. Given the small sample
size, the Research Registry and protocols.io appear to make a
smaller contribution in this field. Taken together, these findings
reinforce the need for better coordination among registries to
reduce duplication of projects. In practical terms, we suggest
that researchers search PROSPERO, INPLASY, and OSF before
initiating a new evidence synthesis to avoid overlap and duplication
of effort.

Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics

10.3389/frma.2026.1738112

Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are included
in the article/Supplementary material, further inquiries can be
directed to the corresponding author.

Author contributions

RF: Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing —
original draft. MR: Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation,
Writing - original draft. ML: Data curation, Formal analysis,
Investigation, Writing - original draft. MC: Data curation,
Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing — original draft. GS: Data
curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing — original draft.
AL: Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing -
original draft. DD: Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation,
Writing - original draft. MV: Data curation, Formal analysis,
Investigation, Writing - original draft. AS: Data curation,
Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing - original draft. AF: Data
curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing — original draft.
MP: Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation, Writing -
original draft. CS: Data curation, Formal analysis, Investigation,
Writing - original draft. KD: Data curation, Formal analysis,
Investigation, Writing - original draft. GF: Resources, Validation,
Visualization, Writing - review & editing. CF: Resources,
Validation, Visualization, Writing - review & editing. MV:
Resources, Validation, Visualization, Writing - original draft.
MA: Resources, Validation, Visualization, Writing - review
& editing. FR: Resources, Validation, Visualization, Writing
- review & editing. JC: Conceptualization, Data curation,
Formal analysis, Funding acquisition, Methodology, Project
administration, Software, Supervision, Validation, Writing -
original draft, Writing - review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declared that financial support was received
for this work and/or its publication. INPLASY Inc. provided
funding to publish this meta-research study in an open-access
journal (free and unlimited access). The funder had no role in
the study design, data collection, data analysis, data interpretation,
manuscript preparation, or the decision to submit the article for
publication.

Acknowledgments

We gratefully acknowledge INPLASY, Inc. for supporting the
open-access publication of this article.

Conflict of interest

JC founded the INPLASY registry and owns shares in INPLASY,
Inc. (a US company) and INPLASY Ltd. (a Brazilian company).

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2026.1738112
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/research-metrics-and-analytics
https://www.frontiersin.org

Ferreira et al.

The remaining author(s) declared that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial
relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict
of interest.

Generative Al statement

The author(s) declared that generative AI was used in the
creation of this manuscript. The author(s) declare that Gen AI
was used exclusively to improve the clarity and readability of
the manuscript. The tool helped identify grammatical errors,
refine phrasing, and ensure consistency in American English
usage. No content, data interpretation, or scientific conclusions
were generated or modified by the AI system. The author(s)
reviewed and approved all text revisions to ensure accuracy
and integrity.

Any alternative text (alt text) provided alongside figures in
this article has been generated by Frontiers with the support of
artificial intelligence and reasonable efforts have been made to

References

Agha, R, and Rosin, D. (2015). The Research Registry - Answering the call to
register every research study involving human participants. Ann. Med. Surg. 4, 95-97.
doi: 10.1016/j.amsu.2015.03.001

Allers, K., Hoffmann, F., Mathes, T., and Pieper, D. (2018). Systematic reviews with
published protocols compared to those without: more effort, older search. J. Clin.
Epidemiol. 95, 102-110. doi: 10.1016/j.jclinepi.2017.12.005

Banno, M., Tsujimoto, Y., and Kataoka, Y. (2022). Proportion of systematic
review protocols registered outside of the international prospective register of
systematic reviews (PROSPERO): a short report. Ann. Clin. Epidemiol. 4, 49-52.
doi: 10.37737/ace.22007

Beresford, L., Walker, R., and Stewart, L. (2022). Extent and nature of duplication in
PROSPERO using COVID-19-related registrations: a retrospective investigation and
survey. BMJ Open 12:¢061862. doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2022-061862

Booth, A., Clarke, M., Dooley, G., Ghersi, D., Moher, D., Petticrew, M., et al. (2012).
The nuts and bolts of PROSPERO: an international prospective register of systematic
reviews. Syst. Rev. 1:2. doi: 10.1186/2046-4053-2-4

Booth, A., Clarke, M., Ghersi, D., Moher, D., Petticrew, M., and Stewart, L.
(2011). An international registry of systematic-review protocols. Lancet 377, 108-109.
doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60903-8

Canellas, ], Ritto, F. G., Rodolico, A., Aguglia, E., Fernandes, G. V. O., Figueredo, C.,
and Vettore, M. V. (2023). The international platform of registered systematic review
and meta-analysis protocols (INPLASY) at 3 years: an analysis of 4,658 registered
protocols on inplasy.com, platform features, and website statistics. Front. Res. Metr.
Anal. 8:1135853. doi: 10.3389/frma.2023.1135853

Csomoés, G., and Farkas, J. Z. (2023). Understanding the increasing
market share of the academic publisher “Multidisciplinary  Digital
Publishing Institute” in the publication output of Central and Eastern

European countries: a case study of Hungary. Scientometrics 128, 803-824.
doi: 10.1007/s11192-022-04586-1

Frontiers in Research Metrics and Analytics

11

10.3389/frma.2026.1738112

ensure accuracy, including review by the authors wherever possible.
If you identify any issues, please contact us.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found
online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/frma.2026.
1738112/full#supplementary-material

Greenhalgh, T., and McKee, M. (2025). Physician associates and anaesthetic associates
in UK: rapid systematic review of recent UK based research. Bmj 388:e084613.
doi: 10.1136/bmj-2025-084613

Hu, K., Zhao, L., Zhou, Q., Mei, F., Gao, Q., Chen, F,, et al. (2021). Inconsistencies
in study eligibility criteria are common between non-Cochrane systematic reviews
and their protocols registered in PROSPERO. Res. Synth. Methods 12, 394-405.
doi: 10.1002/jrsm.1476

Nosek, B. A. Ebersole, C. R, DeHaven, A. C, and Mellor, D. T. (2018).
The preregistration revolution. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 115, 2600-2606.
doi: 10.1073/pnas.1708274114

Park, J. S., Alshehri, Y. F. A, Kruger, E., and Villata, L. (2025). Accuracy of digital versus
conventional implant impressions in partially dentate patients: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. J. Dent. 160:105918. doi: 10.1016/j.jdent.2025.105918

Pieper, D., and Rombey, T. (2022). Where to prospectively register a systematic review.
Syst. Rev. 11:8. doi: 10.1186/s13643-021-01877-1

Puljak, L. (2021). Delays in publishing systematic review registrations in PROSPERO
are hindering transparency and may lead to research waste. BMJ Evid. Based Med. 26:e4.
doi: 10.1136/bmjebm-2020-111474

Solla, F., Bertoncelli C. M., and Rampal, V. (2021). Does the PROSPERO
registration prevent double review on the same topic? BMJ Evid. Based Med. 26:140.
doi: 10.1136/bmjebm-2020-111361

Teytelman, L., Stoliartchouk, A., Kindler, L., and Hurwitz, B. L. (2016). Protocols.io:
virtual communities for protocol development and discussion. PLoS Biol. 14:¢1002538.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pbio.1002538

Wang, N., Salam, A, Pant, R., Kumar, A., Dhurjati, R., Haghdoost, F., et al. (2025).
Blood pressure-lowering efficacy of antihypertensive drugs and their combinations: a
systematic review and meta-analysis of randomised, double-blind, placebo-controlled
trials. Lancet 406, 915-925. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(25)00991-2

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2026.1738112
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/frma.2026.1738112/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.amsu.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2017.12.005
https://doi.org/10.37737/ace.22007
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2022-061862
https://doi.org/10.1186/2046-4053-2-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(10)60903-8
https://doi.org/10.3389/frma.2023.1135853
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-022-04586-1
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj-2025-084613
https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1476
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1708274114
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdent.2025.105918
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01877-1
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjebm-2020-111474
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjebm-2020-111361
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1002538
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(25)00991-2
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/research-metrics-and-analytics
https://www.frontiersin.org

	What evidence syntheses reveal about PROSPERO, INPLASY, OSF, the Research Registry, and protocols.io: a meta-research study
	1 Introduction
	2 Materials and methods
	3 Results
	3.1 Post-hoc exploratory analyses
	3.1.1 Adjusted publication timelines 
	3.1.2 Adjusted journal impact factor


	4 Discussion
	Data availability statement
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Generative AI statement
	Publisher's note
	Supplementary material
	References


