Additional File 2. Correspondence with nine registries
a. Summary details of the correspondence:
	
	Registry
	First mail 
sent on
	Reminder mail
sent on
	Page number
	Comment

	1. 
	ANZCTR
	15 May 2023
	– 
	1
	Responded

	2. 
	CRIS
	5 June 2023
	– 
	2
	No response expected/received

	3. 
	IRCT
	15 May 2023
	– 
	2
	No response expected/received

	4. 
	JRCT
	5 June 2023
	19 June 2023
	3
	Responded

	5. 
	LBCTR
	15 May 2023
	29 May 2023
	3
	No response received

	6. 
	PACTR
	5 June 2023
	19 June 2023
	4
	No response received

	7. 
	ReBEC
	19 May 2023
	– 
	5
	Responded

	8. 
	REPEC
	15 May 2023
	29 May 2023
	6
	No response received

	9. 
	SLCTR
	15 May 2023
	29 May 2023
	6
	Responded


b. Mails sent to each of the nine registries
1. ANZCTR (info@anzctr.org.au)
Dear ANZCTR administrator,

My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We do this by two methods for a given registry: Methodology A involves downloading the entire database and searching for the keywords ‘India’ and ‘ctri’ (ie Clinical Trials Registry-India. If a trial has also been registered in the Indian registry, it will have a ‘CTRI’ number). Methodology B involves doing a search on the registry website.

In the case of ANZCTR we noticed two discrepancies.

Methodology A yielded 121 trials with India as a Country of recruitment.

Methodology B yielded the same121 trials.
However, Methodology A also yielded two trials which did not list India as a Country of recruitment. However, information in the field Brief summary indicates that the trials ran in India.
(a)  Trial ACTRN12610001059055: ‘Location: This is an international study in Australia (n=3), Malaysia (n=6), Singapore (n=1) and India (n=1)...’;  
(b) Trial ACTRN12618001094268: ‘This research study is examining whether patient education booklets and videos ... offered by private clinics in China, India...’
We believe that there should not be any discrepancy in the result based on the Methodology followed, and therefore are bringing this to your attention. May we ask your opinion on why the registrants did not list India in the countries of recruitment in these two cases? 
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

2. CRIS (criskorea@korea.kr)

Dear CRIS administrator,
My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We faced a problem with the CRIS registry website, and that is that there is no Country of recruitment field. We had to inspect all the ‘Study sites’ and then do further google searches to determine whether some of them were institutions based in India.
We are bringing this to your attention. We sincerely request you to implement the necessary changes in the website. This would be very helpful to meta-researchers such as ourselves.
Thank you.
Best regards,
Gayatri
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

3. IRCT (admin@irct.ir)
Dear IRCT administrator,

My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We do this by two methods for a given registry: Methodology A involves downloading the entire database and searching for the keywords ‘India’ and ‘ctri’ (ie Clinical Trials Registry-India. If a trial has also been registered in the Indian registry, it will have a ‘CTRI’ number). Methodology B involves doing a search on the registry website.

In the case of IRCT we noticed a minor discrepancy.

1. Methodology A yielded one trial -  IRCT2016090329668N1.
2. Methodology B yielded two trials -  IRCT2016090329668N1 (same as above), and IRCT2016022326724N1. The latter ID was not picked up by Methodology A, since the ‘Name of recruitment center’ and ‘City’ were listed as ‘University of Mysore’ and ‘Mysore’ respectively. There was no field for ‘Recruitment country’, so ‘India’ as a keyword was not present in this record.
We believe that:
1. There should not be any discrepancy in the result based on the Methodology followed, and therefore are bringing this to your attention.
2. ‘Recruitment center’ should include a field for ‘Country’. Even the trial IRCT2016090329668N1, identified through Methodology A was identified due to the ‘ctri’ keyword, not the ‘India’ keyword. As such, anybody doing a search by Methodology A, using ‘India’, would have missed this trial.
We would like to sincerely request you to implement the necessary changes in the website.
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

4. jRCT (webadmin-jrct@niph.go.jp)
Dear jRCT administrator,

My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We have done a search on the jRCT registry website, using the English version of the website. However, we noticed a discrepancy. 

When we did the simple search on 28 March 2023, we obtained 93 results that contained ‘India’. When we did the search on 21 May 2023, we obtained 87 results. These 87 were a sub-set of the 93 results. The 6 results, that were not present in the set of 87 do have ‘India’. These 6 trials are:

3. jRCT2031200403
4. jRCT2031210586
5. jRCT2031220601
6. jRCT2041220155
7. jRCT2071220059
8. jRCTs031180410

Would you like to comment on why we did not pick up these 6 trials the second time we searched?
Also, these days we are unable to conduct searches on the site using the trial IDs in hand – the site isn’t working. We sincerely request you to fix this problem at your earliest convenience.
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

5. LBCTR (clinicaltrials@moph.gov.lb)
Dear LBCTR administrator,

My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We do this by two methods for a given registry: Methodology A involves downloading the entire database and searching for the keywords ‘India’ and ‘ctri’ (ie Clinical Trials Registry-India. If a trial has also been registered in the Indian registry, it will have a ‘CTRI’ number). Methodology B involves doing a search on the registry website.

In the case of LBCTR we noticed that: 

(a) In late December 2022, LBCTR2022085018 was present in the database. However in early April 2023, this trial was absent. The WHO recommends that once a record is entered in the database it should not be deleted except in exceptional circumstances (International Standards for Clinical Trial Registries–Version 3.0. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2018. License: CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO; https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/274994/9789241514743-eng.pdf). 
(b) In late December 2022 LBCTR2021124932 listed all the countries of recruitment. However in early April this record no longer listed any country. WHO recommends an ‘audit trail’ for each record, so that researchers can understand the history of a given record.
Would you like to comment on why these two records underwent these changes?
We would also sincerely request you to implement a search button, so that there is both an advanced search for all the WHO-recommended fields for a primary registry, and also a simple search option.
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

6. PACTR (https://pactr.samrc.ac.za/, online form) 
Dear PACTR administrator,
My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We do this by two methods for a given registry: Methodology A involves downloading the entire database and searching for the keywords ‘India’ and ‘ctri’ (ie Clinical Trials Registry-India. If a trial has also been registered in the Indian registry, it will have a ‘CTRI’ number). Methodology B involves doing a search on the registry website.

In the case of PACTR we noticed a discrepancy.
Methodology A yielded 4 trials as one set, ie records with 'India' in the field Country within the field RECRUITMENT CENTRES
1. PACTR2008060000892906

2. PACTR201505001141379

3. PACTR202007518001972

4. PACTR202102626263606

Methodology B yielded the same 4 trials.
However Methodology A yielded 3 additional trials.
1. PACTR201902647164097, which refers to CTRI201812016574 (which is in the format CTRI/2018/12/016574 in the CTRI registry). In the Indian registry, it states that the trial has been completed, and that it ran in India, Nigeria and South Africa. (Of course, it is possible that incorrect data may have been entered in the Indian record.)
2. PACTR201907491834482 and PACTR202004835841980: The titles of both these trials indicate that the trial was to run in India. However India is not listed as a recruitment centre in either case.
Our query is: What do we believe for the latter set of 3 trials? Did they run in India?

We feel that there should not be any discrepancy in the result based on the Methodology followed, and therefore are bringing this to your attention. Would you like to comment on why this discrepancy (7 records by Methodology A and 4 records by Methodology B) has occurred?
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

7. REBEC (plantao.rebec@gmail.com)
Dear REBEC administrator,

My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We do this by two methods for a given registry: Methodology A involves downloading the entire database and searching for the keywords ‘India’ and ‘ctri’ (ie Clinical Trials Registry-India. If a trial has also been registered in the Indian registry, it will have a ‘CTRI’ number). Methodology B involves doing a search on the registry website.

In the case of REBEC we noticed a discrepancy.

Methodology A yielded 13 trials:

5. RBR-3www35z
6. RBR-9hpwgjy

7. RBR-4kpbhp

8. RBR-2wjncp

9. RBR-5cmkth

10. RBR-2z5rgg

11. RBR-93gkd4

12. RBR-3q8j43

13. RBR-9q7dy5

14. RBR-5f6qjg

15. RBR-28gdtz

16. RBR-84sdd6

17. RBR-36w269

Methodology B yielded 3 trials:
1. RBR-3www35z
2. RBR-6c4c6hk
3. RBR-27bn6z
However only 1 of these 3, RBR-3www35z (which was also identified through Methodology A) had run in India.

Our query is: 12 trials were identified by Methodology A that were not identified by Methodology B.

We feel that there should not be any discrepancy in the result based on the Methodology followed, and therefore are bringing this to your attention. Would you like to comment on why this discrepancy has occurred?
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

8. REPEC (consultaensayos@ins.gob.pe)
Dear REPEC administrator,

My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We do this by two methods for a given registry: Methodology A involves downloading the entire database and searching for the keywords ‘India’ and ‘ctri’ (ie Clinical Trials Registry-India. If a trial has also been registered in the Indian registry, it will have a ‘CTRI’ number). Methodology B involves doing a search on the registry website.

In the case of REPEC we noticed that trial PER-109-11 does not list India in the ‘Countries where the enrolment is conducted’. However based on Inclusion Criteria, it appears that this trial ran in India. 

Would you like to comment on why there is this discrepancy?
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

9. SLCTR (srilankactr@gmail.com)
Dear SLCTR administrator,

My group works on data in trial registries. We are currently surveying various primary registries to take stock of the trials run in India that are registered in those registries. We do this by two methods for a given registry: Methodology A involves downloading the entire database and searching for the keywords ‘India’ and ‘ctri’ (ie Clinical Trials Registry-India. If a trial has also been registered in the Indian registry, it will have a ‘CTRI’ number). Methodology B involves doing a search on the registry website.

In the case of SLCTR we are unable to implement Methodology B, due to very limited ‘search’ options. Nevertheless, in Methodology A we identified a different issue.
We obtained 27 trials for which ‘India’ was listed as a country of recruitment:
3. SLCTR/2007/008
4. SLCTR/2008/006
5. SLCTR/2011/008
6. SLCTR/2012/003
7. SLCTR/2012/004
8. SLCTR/2013/026
9. SLCTR/2013/034
10. SLCTR/2014/002
11. SLCTR/2014/011
12. SLCTR/2014/017
13. SLCTR/2014/037
14. SLCTR/2015/025
15. SLCTR/2017/001
16. SLCTR/2017/015
17. SLCTR/2017/038
18. SLCTR/2018/009
19. SLCTR/2018/023
20. SLCTR/2018/029
21. SLCTR/2018/032
22. SLCTR/2019/002
23. SLCTR/2020/023
24. SLCTR/2020/024
25. SLCTR/2021/033
26. SLCTR/2022/005
27. SLCTR/2022/006
28. SLCTR/2022/013
29. SLCTR/2022/028
We also identified 2 trials that do not list ‘India’ as a country of recruitment, but that have a CTRI ID (that is, they were trials registered with the Indian registry):
1. SLCTR/2015/020
2. SLCTR/2017/006
We confirmed with the CTRI database that these are valid trials. 
We are writing to inquire why SLCTR/2015/020 and SLCTR/2017/006 do not list India as a Country of recruitment, although they have CTRI numbers (and India is listed as a country of recruitment in the CTRI database). Would you like to comment?
We would also sincerely request you to expand the scope of the search button on the SLCTR website, so that there is a simple search and an advanced field-based search for all the WHO-recommended fields for a primary registry.
Thank you.

Best regards,

Gayatri
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