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The incentives Blueprint: options and recommendation
Action
Members of the ORFG are invited to review the options for taking forward the incentives Blueprint and endorse option 3, namely to publish details of this initiative on the ORFG site, but do so without a big communications push, or a requirement for funders to provide an annual progress report.
Background
1. In January 2018 the ORFG approved a plan to establish a working group to progress the development of a Blueprint, to help funders incentivise their researchers to share their outputs.  A working group was established who, as charged, developed:

· templated language that can be adopted by funders interested in supporting this blueprint (i.e. provide funders with specific terms they can add to their current policies/procedures, the adoption of which will place them in easy compliance with the Blueprint);

· a communications plan, to alert key stakeholders to this initiative;

· a monitoring plan – process developed by which we could monitor to what funders were moving to implement the actions in the Blueprint.

2. The communications plan originally suggested that the Blueprint be launched in May 2018, but as the number of funders committing to sign up was relatively few in number, a decision was taken to postpose this until the autumn.  The revised plan articulated an ambition to launch the Blueprint ahead of the NAS Roundtable meeting (on the 9th November) after hopefully securing the support of more funders. 

3. To help realise this objective Wellcome agreed to try to solicit more signatories.  In addition,all members of the ORFG who had not yet completed the Google survey (to indicate if they would be able to sign to supporting the Blueprint) were urged to do so.
Current status
4. Table 1, below, shows the current state of play in terms of which funders have agreed to support the Blueprint.  Note, some funders who said “yes” still caveated that they would need “clearer language” before they could formally sign.  Member of the ORFG are highlighted.



	Yes – Funders anticipate signing the Blueprint
	No – Funders do not anticipate being able to sign the Blueprint
	Maybe.  Funders who, over time, maybe able to sign the Blueprint.

	Arnold Foundation
	Arcadia
	Diabetes UK

	Cancer Research UK
	American Heart Association
	Gates Foundation

	Dunhill Medical Trust
	Breast Cancer Now
	NC3R’s

	Parkinson’s UK
	
	Robert Wood Johnson

	Sloan Foundation
	
	Templeton

	Tropical Diseases Research (TDR, part of the WHO_)
	
	

	Wellcome
	
	

	7 funders
	3 funder
	5 funders


Table 1: Blueprint and Funder positions

5. Although more funders are willing to sign than not sign – and there are some influential funders in this group – we believe that there is a risk that the absence of some funders (particularly those who are very pro open research) may undermine any attempt to generate positive coverage.

6. In addition, Wellcome is planning to relaunch its OA policy at the end of October, and consequently will not be able to lead on the communications relating to the Blueprint at this time.
Options
7. To determine how best to proceed, the following set of option have been developed.
Option 1: Carry on, but identify a funder other than Wellcome to lead the communications
8. Under this option, we press ahead with the plan to publish the Blueprint in October, but a funder other than Wellcome assumes responsibility for leading the communications.

9. The advantages of this model is that we take advantage of the fact that 7 funders have committed to signing up to this plan and that we launch this ahead of the NAS meeting. And, if the launch could be tied to announcements of the NAS meeting then potentially it could attract significant coverage.

10. As mentioned above however, the absence of some funders from being able to publicly support this initiative, especially those which are members of the ORFG, may attract negative comment.  In the worst-case scenario, what we hoped would be a positive story becomes negative, with funders being asked to publicly comment on why they have not signed.
Option 2: Defer launch until 2019
11. Under this option we would defer the launch until Wellcome is better able to take the lead in communicating the Blueprint.

12. The advantage of this approach is that it gives us more time to solicit more support, and potentially get additional influential funders to put their names behind this initiative.

13. On the other hand, this Blueprint has been discussed for many months now, and there is a small risk that some funders who have signed up, may lose interest.  If we were to support this model then there will be a need to communicate this decision to all interested funders.
Option 3: Just publish the Blueprint on ORFG site
14. A third option is to publish the Blueprint on the ORFG site – along with the templated language – and provide an option for individual funders to self-assert that they support the Blueprint principles.

15. The advantage of this approach is that it allows us to publish this information now, in advance of the NAS meeting, and to do so without the need to secure widescale funder endorsement.  It would also be done with minimum publicity, perhaps limited to a blog post and some social media activity.

16. If we were to do this, we suggest that an additional page is created, which includes a list of funders who support the initiative, along with information how others can join.  A simple tweet from a funder, endorsing the Blueprint should be sufficient to be listed on the site.

17. The downside of this approach is that we forego the opportunity to carry out bespoke marketing, though individual funders can tweet and blog about this.  In addition, this option would not require funders to self-report any progress they have made towards their implementation of the Blueprint.  

18. Although the reporting element was included to ensure that the Blueprint was not simply another declaration to sign (and not acted upon), the reporting element has attracted some concern amongst funders.  Under the model proposed here, we would still be able to highlight good practice – akin to the DORA model – but there would be no requirement for an annual report.
Recommended approach and next steps.
19. Based on the above analysis we are recommending that we pursue Option 3 and publish the Blueprint and the templated language on the ORFG site.

20. Table 2, below lists the steps we would need to take, along with a timeline.

	Action
	Owner
	Date task to be completed by:

	Create page on ORFG to host Blueprint, templated language and list of supporters
	ORFG (Greg)
	End of September

	Reach out to all funders who have indicated support of possible support to see if they are willing to be listed as a supporter of the Blueprint
	Wellcome (Robert)
	End of September

	Publish pages on ORFG
	ORFG (Greg)
	w/c 29th October

	Publish blog post about Blueprint on ORFG site 
	Wellcome (Robert/Aki)
	w/c 29th October

	Promote awareness via social media
	All funders who support initiative
	w/c 29th October


Table 2: recommended approach and next steps
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