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[bookmark: _Toc170983364]Introduction
AHEAD is fully committed to carrying out high quality research to provide a reliable and credible evidence base for our advocacy work on behalf of people with disabilities. In particular, we are committed to capturing and amplifying the voice of students and graduates with disabilities. We aim to use the outcomes of this research to influence local, national and international stakeholders, to create more inclusive environments in education and employment for people with disabilities. This document outlines AHEAD’s research policy, which aims to:
· Ensure that all research activities undertaken by, or on behalf of AHEAD, are conducted ethically, robustly and are delivered in line with our strategic aims and values.
· Ensure that the outcomes of our research, and other national/international research that we draw on, are used appropriately and transparently in our advocacy work.
· Promote collaboration on research activities with other stakeholders where appropriate and attempt to influence the research activities and topics of other stakeholders to further our strategic aims and provide stronger evidence for our advocacy work.
· [bookmark: _Hlk95754624]Ensure that AHEAD’s right to the intellectual property arising from our research is established and understood at the point of engagement by all researchers engaging in research on our behalf, and that processes exist for resolving issues concerning authorship of research.
It is AHEAD’s policy that all research is carried out in an ethical manner that safeguards the dignity, human rights, safety and privacy of all participants. This policy applies to all internal research conducted by AHEAD staff and all research conducted by a third party on behalf of/commissioned by AHEAD. 
AHEAD undertake to provide information, resources, training and supervision necessary to conduct ethically sound research as required, and to ensure staff have the knowledge and skills to use the outcomes of this research appropriately and truthfully in our advocacy work.
AHEAD also undertake to seek appropriate advice from competent professionals, including those on the board of AHEAD, with expertise in research integrity and research ethics, when necessary, to ensure that we fully comply with relevant laws, regulations, and best practice guidelines relating to research ethics.  
The approach taken in this policy has been informed by consideration of the following:
· The European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity
· HEA Principles of Good Practice in Research within Irish Higher Education Institutions
· Policy Statement on Ensuring Research Integrity in Ireland, developed by the Research Integrity National Forum
· Examples of research policies kindly shared with us by partner NGOs conducting comparable research activities
· Examples of publicly available Higher Education Institution research and ethics policies reviewed online
· Author’s in-depth knowledge of AHEAD’s strategic goals, its research activities, the knowledge base/expertise on the board of AHEAD, and limitations of AHEAD’s resources and structures
[bookmark: _Toc170983365]Seven Principles Underpinning AHEAD’s Research Activities
[bookmark: _Hlk95205566]Research Integrity encompasses responsible conduct of research, research data management and management of research misconduct. AHEAD is committed to ensuring integrity in all aspects of research practice.  The 'European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity' specifies four basic principles of good research practice to be observed by all researchers and research organisations, and AHEAD endorses these principles in our research activities:
· “Reliability in ensuring the quality of research, reflected in the design, the methodology, the analysis and the use of resources in research activities.” - As far as possible, researchers should maintain the highest standards of competence in their work. Researchers should recognise the limitations of their competence and expertise and should only use practices and techniques familiar to them as a result of education, training and/or experience. Where external researchers are contracted by AHEAD, AHEAD shall endeavour to ensure they have the expertise and competence to carry out the related research with quality.
· “Honesty in developing, undertaking, reviewing, reporting and communicating research in a transparent, fair, full and unbiased way.” – When ensuring the integrity of research, researchers must be committed to the pursuit and protection of truth and rely only on research methods which are appropriate to their field of study and to the training and experience of the researcher. Staff members of AHEAD who use the outcomes of AHEAD research in our national advocacy activities, must be committed to using this data honestly and ethically, and to not misrepresenting research data to further our strategic aims.
· “Respect for colleagues, research participants, society, ecosystems, cultural heritage and the environment.” – In particular, all research participants and populations should be treated fairly and equally, while all research projects should be designed and carried out fairly, with equity of access to participation considered in its design. The protection and well-being of participants should be a central concern in research. As far as possible, the benefits of participation in research should be maximised for all participants, while the risks as a result of participation should be minimised. 
· “Accountability for the research from idea to publication, for its management and organisation, for training, supervision and mentoring, and for its wider impacts.” To ensure research integrity and to avoid research misconduct, the following are considered disciplinary offences to be punished in line with AHEAD’s disciplinary procedures outlined in the Employee Handbook: Plagiarism, Deception (except where part of a study and approved by the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee), Fabrication or Falsification of Results, Misquotation or Misrepresentation of Other Authors, Failure to Declare Conflict of Interest.
Additionally, AHEAD endorses, where possible, the principle of Openness outlined in the HEA Principles of Good Practice in Research within Irish Higher Education Institutions. That is:
· Openness - Scholarly publications and research data developed are as open as possible and only as closed as necessary (while fully respecting appropriate data privacy responsibilities), meaning that all people have equal access to AHEAD research publications where possible. This means where possible, research publications are freely available on a public platform such as the AHEAD website, and that accessibility is considered at all stages of the design of the research output. AHEAD will also consider innovative ways to share key findings of research with wider audiences in a digestible manner, such as using social media, infographics and captioned videos.
Additionally, AHEAD attempt to put those with lived experience of disability at the centre of our work, and to respect our core strategic value of ‘Engagement and collaboration with key external partners” in our research activities. Reflecting this. AHEAD endorses, where possible and appropriate, the collaborative/participatory approach in our research design. That is:
· [bookmark: _Toc4427975]Collaborative/Participatory Approach - Where possible, AHEAD will strive to work collaboratively with a study population “to ensure those participants and the communities they represent are benefitted from and are empowered by the research, not devalued or harmed”.[footnoteRef:2] Additionally, AHEAD will endeavour to both collaborate on research with, and influence the research output of, relevant national stakeholders, in order to strengthen our research activities and provide a stronger evidence base for our advocacy work. We aim to achieve this through both cooperation and by demonstrating leadership in setting the national research agenda. [2:  Marshal & Rotimi (2001). Ethical challenges in community-based research. American Journal of Medical Science. p.260.] 

Lastly, AHEAD commit to pursuing only research that is strategic. That is:
· Strategic Approach – Researchers should only be tasked with undertaking research for or on behalf of AHEAD, if the research will forward the mission and strategic aims of AHEAD, or if it will help to sustain the organisation to do so (e.g., in programme evaluations used to support funding reports/proposals). 
[bookmark: _Toc170983366]Supporting Implementation of Policy Principles
This policy further describes some key approaches, processes and structures which support AHEAD to implement these seven principles more robustly: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk95320503]Accessibility – ensuring equity of access to participation in AHEAD research, and equity of access to research outcomes.
· Research Ethics – Informed Consent, Privacy and Confidentiality, Data Protection AHEAD’s approach.
· Documenting Research Activities – maintaining clear and accurate records.
· [bookmark: _Hlk95320368]Utilising Research in AHEAD Advocacy Work – ensuring research outcomes are utilised transparently and ethically in our advocacy work.
· AHEAD Research Design Approval Process – a key mechanism to support good ethics, quality, and integrity in the design of significant research activities.
· Authorship and Intellectual Property
[bookmark: _Toc170983367]Accessibility
AHEAD researchers, and staff/contractors involved in designing outputs related to research findings (e.g., reports, infographics, videos), should endeavour to ensure equity of access to participation in AHEAD research, and equity of access to research outcomes.
Careful consideration should be given at the research design stage as to how people with disabilities can engage with the research, and ensuring that accessibility is considered when selecting venues for research activities to take place, digital platforms used to harvest data or host online consultations, and how accessibility and a universal design approach can be considered in the research practices used (e.g., how online sessions are facilitated). Easy avenues should always be provided for research participants to make accessibility requests in order for them to participate, and AHEAD shall endeavour to meet these requests, where reasonable.
Staff/contractors involved in designing outputs related to research findings (e.g., reports, infographics, videos), should ensure that digital accessibility standards are met in the creation of documents and digital media used to promote research findings. For AHEAD staff, this includes ensuring that external contractors such as graphic designers are aware of accessibility standards, and that AHEAD staff use accessibility checking tools to vet both their own work, and the work of contractors, for accessibility errors. Staff can find advice and guidance on digital accessibility on the AHEAD website.
[bookmark: _Toc170983368]Research Ethics
Ethical Research can be defined as follows: “a refined and internationally recognized process that ensures that researchers are engaged in good practices for research involving human participants”.[footnoteRef:3] Central to ethical research is the duty of care researchers have towards their participants and the responsibilities researchers have in terms of managing their research in an ethical way. Covering key concepts concerning research ethics, this section of the policy covers AHEAD’s approach to informed consent, privacy and confidentiality, data protection and working with ‘vulnerable’ groups. [3:  UCD (2016). Code of good practice in research: UCD Policy. Dublin: UCD. p.4.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170983369]Informed Consent
Informed consent is one of the founding principles of research ethics. Its intent is that human participants can enter research freely (voluntarily) with full information about what it means for them to take part, and that they give consent for their participation before they enter the research.
Consent should be obtained before the participant enters the research activity (prospectively), and there must be no undue influence on participants to consent. The process of informed consent can be broken down into two distinct parts:
· 1 - Providing clear information: the prospective participant is provided clear, concise information about the nature of the research activity in plain English - who is undertaking the research, why it is being undertaken, roughly what topics participants will be asked about, what their participation would involve, and how their data would be used, presented and stored. This information should give a broad sense of where and how the published outcomes of the research activity may be used e.g., “The outcomes of this research will be presented in the public domain in a research publication housed on the AHEAD website and disseminated widely to AHEAD’s stakeholders. AHEAD may use snippets of the findings (statistics, anonymised participant quotes etc.) in a range of advocacy activities such as social media campaigns, advocacy-based videos, conference presentations and policy submissions”. Prospective participants should have opportunity to reflect on the information given, ensuring they are under no pressure to participate or respond to the researcher immediately. Depending on the size and nature of the research activity, this information provision might take the form of an email, an information sheet, or a webpage. Ideally, this information should be no greater than the equivalent two A4 pages in length and may be significantly shorter for more minor research activities.
· 2 - Obtaining consent: the researcher reiterates the explicit terms of participation in the research, often as separate bullet points or clauses; the person agrees to the terms (giving explicit consent) and to taking part in the project. Informed consent has been obtained. In significant research activities, in some cases researchers may decide to accompany this with an additional code of ethics statement from the research team to provide further certainty to participants on the ethical approach taken. 
A sample project information sheet, informed consent sheet and code of ethics statement is contained in Appendix 1.
[bookmark: _Toc170983370]Privacy and Confidentiality
All persons have the right to privacy. Information privacy is an important aspect of this right. In line with best practice in relation to ethical research, AHEAD undertake that, as far as legally possible, all information disclosed during the research process will be kept confidential. That is to say, that AHEAD researchers will endeavour to ensure that no published research outcomes contain information which may make a participant who provided the data unwittingly identifiable by another person e.g., a quotation which makes multiple references which collectively may make the individual identifiable to someone known to them.
Anonymisation of data, a type of information sanitization whose intent is privacy protection, is considered the best protection of personal information/data.  Where possible, AHEAD undertakes to de-identify data gathered in the conduct of research, as far as is practically possible.
[bookmark: _Toc170983371]Data Protection
All research data should be gathered, stored, and destroyed in line with AHEAD’s extensive Data Protection Policy, which ensures best practice in data processing, and additional protections for the processing of sensitive data.
[bookmark: _Toc170983372]Research Misconduct
This policy establishes research misconduct as a disciplinary offence and staff found to have engaged in research misconduct will be disciplined in line with disciplinary procedures in the AHEAD Employee Handbook. Examples of research misconduct are:
· Plagiarism – utilising someone else’s ideas, words, published work, research processes, or results in AHEAD research without giving appropriate credit via citation.
· Impropriety of Authorship – claiming undeserved authorship on your own/AHEAD’s behalf, excluding material contributors from co-authorship in line with this policy (see section on Authorship and Intellectual Property), or including non-contributors as authors.
· Failure to Comply with Legislative and Regulatory Requirements – wilful violations of rules and laws concerning the care of human subjects, data protection etc.
· Violation of Generally Accepted Research Practices – this can include manipulation of research processes to generate preferred results, deceptive statistical or analytical practices used to generate preferred results, or improper reporting of results to present a misleading outcome.
· Falsification of Data – this includes fabricating all or part of the research data set.
[bookmark: _Toc170983373]Complaints Regarding Research Activities
Where members of the public, research participants, AHEAD stakeholders or researchers working for or on behalf of AHEAD have complaints about the research process, or how research outcomes are utilised in AHEAD’s advocacy work, the process of resolution of the matter is as follows:
1. The individual making the complaint should be directed to raise the matter informally with the CEO to see if the matter can be resolved through constructive informal dialogue/action.
2. If the complaint cannot be satisfactorily resolved in this manner, the individual should be directed by the CEO to email the chair of the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee outlining:
a. The research activity concerned
b. The nature of the dispute including what specific difficulty they have with the research process, outcomes, or how these outcomes were utilised in AHEAD advocacy work
c. Any evidence which supports their claim
3. The chair of the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee reviews the matter, contacts relevant AHEAD staff members to gather evidence as appropriate and makes a determination on whether further action is required. If research misconduct is deemed to have taken place, the matter will be deemed a disciplinary offence and dealt with in line with disciplinary procedures outlined in the AHEAD Employee Handbook. The chair of the committee may also instruct the operational team to amend the published research outcomes where appropriate. 
[bookmark: _Toc170983374]Documenting Research Activities
AHEAD undertake to maintain clear and accurate records on the research procedures followed, the approvals and funding granted (where relevant), and of final results relating to all our significant research activities. This is necessary to demonstrate quality, integrity and transparency in research practices. It also serves a purpose in cases where questions are raised about either the conducting of the research, or the results obtained.
AHEAD Staff engaging in research activities should ensure that research data is stored in a location which is regularly backed up to avoid loss of research data, and that data is stored securely in line with AHEAD’s Data Protection Policy. 
[bookmark: _Toc170983375]Utilising Research in AHEAD’s Advocacy Work
AHEAD staff are encouraged to promote and regularly use the outcomes of our research activities to influence stakeholders in order to further the mission and strategy of AHEAD within their roles. Examples of what form this might take include the following:
· Using AHEAD data in conference presentations to influence stakeholders
· Using AHEAD data within communications campaigns
· Using AHEAD data within policy submissions
· Using AHEAD data in policy forums/meetings to influence stakeholders
However, AHEAD is committed to ensuring research outcomes are utilised truthfully, transparently and ethically in our advocacy work.
In particular, all AHEAD staff should never wilfully misrepresent AHEAD data, or other national or international research, in our advocacy work to further our aims. AHEAD is committed to providing an authentic and truthful representation of the experiences of students and graduates with disabilities, and to amplifying these experiences in the national conversation in order to achieve better outcomes for this cohort.
In respect of this, wilfully misrepresenting data will be considered a disciplinary offence and staff found to have wilfully misrepresented data in our advocacy work will be disciplined in line with disciplinary procedures in the AHEAD Employee Handbook.
[bookmark: _Toc170983376]AHEAD Research Design Approval Process
The AHEAD Research Design Approval Process is a mechanism to support good ethics, integrity and transparency in AHEAD’s research activities. The approval process only applies to certain types and categories of research activities conducted by AHEAD, and different levels of oversight exist for different categories of research activities. 
[bookmark: _Hlk95752231][bookmark: _Hlk95752883]Research activities which inform a full national/international research publication or guidance document are considered Level 2 research activities and fall under the Level 2 Approval process, featuring oversight from the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee. This is a committee established by the Board specifically to examine and approve research proposals from AHEAD researchers.
Research activities which examine the experiences of students/graduates with disabilities or other AHEAD stakeholders concerning a topic of strategic interest to AHEAD but where the output does not meet the criteria for Level 2, are considered Level 1 research activities, and are subject to the Level 1 Approval process featuring formal oversight from a member of the Senior Leadership Team.
Small scale research activities such as event evaluations or evaluations of AHEAD training courses are exempt from the approval process and can be designed by staff in line with the principles within this policy. 
Examples of types of research activities which typically fall under each level are:
	Examples of Research Activity which require no formal approval.
	Categories of research activity which fall under Level 1 Approval Process
	Categories of research activity which fall under Level 2 Approval Process

	Event Evaluations
Course Evaluations, such as surveys used to evaluate AHEAD Start
Informal consultations to inform design of funding proposals/projects (i.e., no direct data referenced in the proposals) for example where a small consultation is hosted with stakeholders to support developing a new project with quality
Other
	Evaluation of a significant AHEAD Programme/ Project (e.g., WAM)
Research/formal consultation activity to inform a specific policy/project submission, for example a submission on consultation of the development of a national plan, where intention is to reference data from the consultation in submission
Research activity undertaken to specifically inform an AHEAD Journal Article or a Conference Presentation
Other 
	Significant National/International Research Project (e.g., Annual Participation Rates)
Research Informing the Production of Significant National Guidelines e.g., RAPP project underpinning research
Research intended for publication in a Peer Reviewed Academic Publication
Other 



The AHEAD Research Design Approval Process is outlined below:
	[bookmark: _Hlk95752684]AHEAD Research Design Approval Process (Including Ethics)

	1. Firstly, the Researcher should review the criteria for Level 1 (L1) and Level 2 (L2) research activities in this policy and decipher which category they believe their intended project falls under. If in doubt at this stage, they should consult the Research and Policy Team and their Line Manager, or in the case of a contracted researcher, the member of the Senior Leadership Team they are reporting to.

	L1 Process
	L2 Process

	2. Researcher completes L1 Research Proposal using template in Appendix 2, outlining the research aims, objectives, methodology, ethical considerations, plan for informed consent, data storage plan and intended uses of the research outcomes. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk95752848]2. Researcher completes L2 Research Proposal using template in Appendix 3, outlining the research aims, objectives, methodology, ethical considerations, plan for informed consent, data storage plan and intended uses of the research outcomes. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk95757914][bookmark: _Hlk95756725]3. L1 Research Proposal is submitted to the researcher’s Line Manager, or in the case of a contracted researcher, to the member of the Senior Leadership Team they are reporting to.
	3. While working on the Proposal, the Researcher should contact all members of the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee, notifying them of an upcoming Proposal for approval and setting a date for a review meeting. No less than one half of the appointed committee members must be available to attend the meeting at the point of it being scheduled. Where a committee member is unavailable at the point of the meeting being scheduled (for example through maternity leave, long term illness or sabbatical), the chair of the committee or the chair of AHEAD may appoint a board member or external representative to replace them for this approval process.

	4. Line Manager Reviews the Proposal. Firstly, they should confirm that in their opinion it falls under the definition of L1 Research. If they disagree, they should contact the Researcher and ask them to follow the L2 process. If they are satisfied that it has been correctly categorised as L1, they should arrange a meeting with the researcher to discuss and comment on the Proposal, interrogate the methodology, raise ethical concerns and propose solutions. A series of recommendations (if any) can be agreed based on these discussions and amended to the Proposal.
	4. L2 Research Proposal is submitted to all members of the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee no later than 10 days prior to the agreed Proposal Approval Meeting date for their review. At the Proposal Approval Meeting, members of the committee provide feedback on the research design, comment on the Proposal, interrogate the methodology, raise ethical concerns and propose solutions. Once a robust discussion has taken place, the Researcher can leave the room while the committee deliberate. 

	5. Line Manager Approves the L1 Proposal on the basis of the agreed recommendations being considered/incorporated and the research proceeds on that basis. 

	5. After deliberations have completed, the committee call the researcher back into the room (physical of virtual) and give one of four decisions:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk95235322]Approval denied – the committee believe that this research is not appropriate for AHEAD to conduct and no changes to the research design are likely to alter this decision.
2. Amend and return to committee – there are significant issues with the research design which the committee highlights. They ask the researcher to consider these issues, update the Proposal, agree a new meeting date and repeat the process from step 4.
3. Approval with recommendations – there are some minor recommendations arising from the review which should be considered in the research design which the committee has highlighted, and the researcher is asked to consider and incorporate these in good faith in the research going forward. No further approval is required, and the research can contact the chair for clarification if necessary. 
4. Approval with no recommendations – the committee is fully satisfied that the research design is of a high quality and design in line with this policy.

	6. Should any need to amend significant elements of the Proposal arise as the research progresses, the researcher should contact the Line Manager to discuss and agree.

	6. Should any need to amend significant elements of the Proposal arise as the research progresses, the researcher should contact the chair of the committee to discuss and agree. The chair has the power to agree changes with the researcher on behalf of the committee, 



[bookmark: _Hlk95754387]Where annual/regular research projects are being undertaken which typically have the same or very similar research design annually, such as the AHEAD annual research on engagement of students with disabilities registered with support services in higher education, the full L2 process need only be conducted once, with comment and approval of an updated L2 Research Proposal by the chair of the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee via email sufficient to proceed and re-run the research project in future years.
In the absence of an appointed AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee due to rotation of directors or another board related reason, the chair of the AHEAD board may act on behalf of the committee.
[bookmark: _Toc170983377]Approval Process – Review and Audit
Every three years, the board of AHEAD, or a subcommittee or external contractor appointed by the board of AHEAD, should conduct an audit/review of the approval process to ensure its efficacy and to ensure it is being appropriately adhered to by the operational team. The first review should take place three years after the initial implementation of this policy. 
[bookmark: _Toc170983378]Authorship and Intellectual Property
Unless explicitly stated in a contract of employment, a contract/written agreement for services, or a funding contract, all research activities and associated outputs produced by AHEAD remain the intellectual property of AHEAD. Where AHEAD is engaging in a collaborative Level 2 research project with another organisation not directly employed by or under contract with AHEAD, the terms regarding shared ownership of the intellectual property should be discussed and agreed in writing with the organisation in question before the research begins. 
AHEAD’s right to the intellectual property arising from our research should be established and clearly communicated to all persons engaging in research on our behalf.
AHEAD staff or contractors engaging in L2 research activities on behalf of AHEAD or contributing to the authorship of articles for the AHEAD Journal on behalf of AHEAD, have an entitlement to named authorship on the output. That is that they will be appropriately credited as authors/researchers (as agreed with AHEAD) of the work, along with others who meaningfully contributed to a research/authorship capacity to the development of the research and/or the final output. As much as is practical, AHEAD will endeavour to agree and communicate the wording of how authorship will be credited with staff/contractors as early as possible in the research process (if relevant, within contracts for services) to reduce the risk of authorship related disputes. This should include agreeing with /communicating to them:
· The wording that will be used to describe their role in the research process (e.g., researched by Joe Bloggs)
· Who else will be credited or thanked in the final output (e.g., other contributors, an editor, the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee etc.) and if already agreed, what wording will be used to describe their roles in the final output
· That others may be added to the list of named contributors in the output if changes are made to the research team 
Entitlement to the named authorship for L2 research outputs may be removed by AHEAD if the researcher has committed a disciplinary offence or is deemed by AHEAD to have acted in bad faith during the research process. Examples of bad faith acts by a researcher which may result in the entitlement to named authorship being removed are:
· [bookmark: _Hlk95756934]Where it can be demonstrated that the researcher has refused to accept and incorporate feedback on the work given by AHEAD Staff designated to do so, or by the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee, as long as the feedback is consistent with the AHEAD Research Policy
· Where it can be demonstrated the researcher has not followed the terms of this policy
[bookmark: _Toc170983379]Resolving Authorship Disputes
Where a staff member or researcher contracted by AHEAD is unhappy about the way they have been credited (or not credited) on a Level 2 research output or an AHEAD Journal article, the process of resolution of the matter is as follows:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk95757228]The individual should raise the matter informally with their Line Manager or in the case of contracted researchers, with the member of the Senior Leadership Team they are reporting to, to see if the matter can be resolved through constructive informal dialogue/action.
2. [bookmark: _Hlk95757101]If the dispute cannot be resolved in this manner, the individual should be directed to email the chair of the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee outlining:
a. The research activity concerned and if relevant, the original approved L2 proposal document
b. The nature of the dispute including what difficulty they have with the named authorship in the output
c. Any evidence which supports their claim
d. Who is the Line Manager or member of the Senior Leadership Team they are reporting to?
3. The chair of the AHEAD Board Research Approval Committee reviews the matter, contacts relevant AHEAD staff members to gather evidence and makes a determination on whether further action is required. If their determination is that authorship has not been appropriately credited, the chair may order AHEAD to amend how authorship is listed in the digital version of the research activity and future printed iterations, and/or apologise to the individual in question.
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