
Supplementary Materials
For pre-registrations, data, annotations and plot codes, see: https://osf.io/2fpgc. For comparison data made available by RKLB, see: http://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.1393269
The assessment protocol for data functionality was described in tabular form by RKLB and is reproduced below:
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Data Completeness
Score Description

5 Exemplary

4 Good

3 Small
omission

2 Large
omission

1 Poor

Data Reusability
Score Description
5 Exemplary

4 Good

3 Average

2 Poor

1 Very poor

Criteria

All the data necessary to reproduce the analyses and results (in practice) are
archived. There is informative metadata with a legend detailing column headers,
abbreviations, and units.

All the data necessary to reproduce the analyses and results (in practice) are
archived. The metadata are limited or absent, but column headings,
abbreviations, and units can be understood from reading the paper.

Most of the data necessary to repeat the analyses are archived except for a
small amount (e.g., for a supporting or exploratory analysis). The metadata are
informative OR the archived data can be interpreted from reading the paper.

The main analyses in the paper cannot be redone because essential data are
missing AND/OR insufficient metadata or information in the paper precludes
interpreting the data AND/OR the authors archived summary statistics (e.g.,
means), but not the raw data used in the analyses.

The data are not archived OR the wrong data are archived OR insufficient
information is provided in the metadata or paper for the data to be intelligible.

Criteria

The data are archived in a nonproprietary, human- and machine-readable file
format that facilitates data aggregation and can be processed with both free and
proprietary software (e.g., csv, text; see Table 3). The metadata are highly
informative (such that column headings, abbreviations, and units can be
understood in isolation from the original paper). Raw data are presented
(perhaps in combination with processed data such as means).?

The data are archived in a format that is designed to be machine readable with
proprietary software (e.g., Excel), and the metadata are highly informative (such
that column headings, abbreviations, and units can be understood in isolation
from the original paper). [OR] The data are archived in a nonproprietary, human-
and machine-readable file format, and the metadata are sufficiently informative to
be understood when combined with information from the associated paper. Raw
data are presented (perhaps in combination with processed data such as
means).?

The data are archived in a format that is designed to be machine readable with
proprietary software (e.g., Excel). The metadata are sufficiently informative to be
understood when combined with information from the associated paper. Raw
data are presented (perhaps in combination with processed data such as
means).?

The data are archived in a human- but not machine-readable format. The
metadata are highly informative OR sufficiently informative to be understood with
information from the associated paper. Raw data are presented (perhaps in
combination with processed data such as means).?

The metadata are insufficient for the data to be intelligible even when combined
with information from the associated paper AND/OR processed but not raw data
are presented.?

N.B. Reusability was assessed for archived data independently of completeness. One point was subtracted
when data were included as supplementary material on the journal website, except when the reusability
score was 1 to avoid zero values (see S1 Text).

® Raw data were considered unprocessed data (e.g., trait values used in a principal component analysis
rather than principle component scores, values underlying means presented in figures). Studies that did not
archive duplicate or triplicate measurements to account for measurement error were not considered as

missing raw data.

doi:10.1371/journal.pbio.1002295.t002




