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What did we find?

Limitations

How might this impact current clinical practice? 
•	 �Despite the lack of public and industry-wide commitment, OA publishing has 

increased in AstraZeneca from 2016 to 2022
•	 �Conducting similar metrics and financial analyses at other pharmaceutical 

sponsors is feasible if the right information is collated, and it may further advance 
the goal of open science

Objective 
To collect longitudinal OA metrics 
by integrating information from 
multiple sources and to conduct a 
financial assessment of OA costs for 
AstraZeneca, a large pharmaceutical 
sponsor

Why did we perform this research?
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Open access publishing: A pharmaceutical 
sponsor’s perspective on metrics and  
budget impact
Lee Wulunda *, James Dathanb

aAstraZeneca, Gothenburg, Sweden; bAstraZeneca, Cambridge, UK

Key data fields in Datavision were 
exported to Excel spreadsheet:

	 •  Title, authors

	 •  Type of publication

	 •  Target journal

	 •  Date of publication

	 •  Digital object identifier (DOI) 

An intermediate 
data cleaning step 
was performed to 
fill in missing DOIs 
(search for the title 
in PubMed) and 
ensure that the 
DOI format was 
aligned (10.XX) 
with Unpaywall.org 
requirements

•	 DOIs were extracted from the 
spreadsheet and input into the Simple 
Query Tool

•	 Simple Query Tool outputs included OA 
status and license, and they were put 
back into a spreadsheet

•	 Data cleaning: Blanks from the Simple 
Query Tool output were validated 
manually using DOI foundation 
searches (https://www.doi.org/)

•	Open access fees (USD 2023 equivalent) were taken from publisher price lists and individual 
journal websites

•	If APCs/OA fees could not be found for a journal, an average cost of all OA fees was imputed

•	APCs/OA fees were matched against open access types in spreadsheet, using Excel 
functions such as VLOOKUP, SUMIF and others

•	Percentage of open access, open access types and the cost impact of fees was calculated 
using the PivotTable and PivotChart functions in Excel

Datavision
Peer-reviewed 
manuscripts published 
2018–2022

Data cleaning

Simple Query Tool
(Unpaywall.org)
DOIs were input into the 
tool to generate OA statusa

OA 
analysis

Financial
assessment

aGold, hybrid, green and bronze status were considered OA. Closed was considered not OA; bGreen and bronze status were 
not included in the financial assessment

The principle of open science is 
becoming more widely adopted 
amongst policymakers, funders and 
researchers, and a few pharmaceutical 
sponsors have made open access (OA) 
commitments as well 

There is yet to be broad adoption of 
OA in the pharma space, with the 
financial impact of article processing 
charges (APCs) and OA fees potentially 
presenting a challenge

There is no validated methodology 
for quantifying OA metrics and the 
financial impact of OA publishing in the 
pharmaceutical sponsor space

•	 Manual data cleaning and gathering of APCs/OA fees from publisher and journal websites was labour-intensive

•	 Over time, journals may make more articles open access, and authors may deposit more in repositories, so there may be a small overestimation of the proportion of OA 
publications owing to the retrospective design

•	 Financial impact may be inflated for past years due to the inability to capture accurate costs at time of publication, but does capture recent costs using current fees
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Proportion of open access peer-reviewed manuscripts by publication year
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Total OA

N =

Bronze
Green
Hybrid
Gold
Closed

179 (13%) 212 (15%) 178 (12%) 139 (9%) 59 (4%)

169 (13%) 162 (12%)
172 (11%)

184 (12%)
187 (13%)

348 (25%) 424 (28%) 422 (27%)
393 (28%)

360 (26%) 434 (29%) 543 (35%) 525 (37%)

309 (23%)

366 (27%)

320 (24%) 294 (21%) 304 (20%) 281 (18%) 264 (18%)

All values are in USD from APCs/OA fees released in 2023. Green and bronze are not included, 
as fees were not paid for these types of OA

Cost impact of APCs/OA fees
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Total cost          $2,148,024                   $2,192,621                  $2,660,814                  $2,963,363                  $2,704,811

           N = 

Hybrid
Gold

$1,074,020 $1,157,703
$1,397,293

$1,512,833
$1,359,588

$1,074,004 $1,034,918 $1,263,521
$1,512,833 $1,345,223

APCs/OA fees
Fees for gold and hybrid journalsb 
were taken from data released by 
the publishers

Excel 
Wizardry

2018

1023 (76%)

1343 1376 1512 1569 1428

2019

1082 (79%)

2020

1208 (80%)

2021

1288 (82%)

2022

1164 (82%)

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

675 708 858 965 918


