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Executive summary
Top Level Takeaways and Key Figures

6%

73%

81%

78%

41%

The proportion of respondents who felt that researchers in their field
were not using honest and verifiable methods.

The proportion of respondents who indicated that their institution
provided training on research integrity.

The proportion of respondents who support mandatory training
on research integrity for early career researchers.

The proportion of respondents who felt that research integrity training
provided by their institution is effective.

The proportion of respondents who feel confident their institution
would support them in allocating time for integrity training & activities.

“[Research integrity is the] use [of] research funds
appropriately in accordance with scientific
procedures and without fabrication, falsification,
or plagiarism.”

“Avoid plagiarism and be respectful of other
researchers. For research that can be reproduced
without fabricating research data, we will show
the steps to reproduce it and contribute to the
development of scholarship.”

“Conduct research and judge value based on rules,
regardless of constraints or personal interests.”

“Following the rules stipulated in the research
ethics manual. Ensuring clarity in research
procedure and reporting the results truthfully.
Managing research funds responsibly.”

Comments have been translated into English from the original Japanese. SPRINGERNATURE
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Introduction
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Introduction

In 2019, Nature hosted a meeting of stakeholders from all parts of the Australian research community — including representatives
from business, government bodies, university and research institutes, and funding organisations — to discuss research integrity and
good research practices.

One of the most striking outcomes of this meeting was the realisation of how little anyone knew about the level of understanding or
training offered to researchers in research integrity. This led us to launch a series of surveys of researchers in different parts of the
world to determine the level of understanding of research integrity and relevant training within the research community of each
country surveyed. And, in partnership with the Japanese Association for the Advancement of Science (JAAS), the survey has been
extended to Japan.

These surveys aimto address the following:

* To determine the scale of training on research integrity (as defined by the NIH) and good research practices provided to
researchers, including how it is provided, who provides it, and with what frequency.

®* To understand the perceived need and quality of such training.

® To understand what topics are covered and whether they align with the researchers’ needs (as identified by them).

The following report describes the survey results received from 1,190 participants from more than 445 organisations across Japan.

SPRINGER NATURE «%@JAAS

Japanese Association
for the Advancement of Science
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What is understood by
“researchintegrity”

SPRINGER NATURE



Unprompted, 1 in 3 participants emphasized avoiding misconduct as integral to Rl
Unprompted understanding of research integrity meaning

The Japan survey received 1,085 open text comments
where participants described what Research Integrity (RI
here after) meant to them. 65% of these comments were
coded into the themes on the right.

The predominant theme, emphasized the importance of
preventing research misconduct (30%), such as fabricating or
falsifying data. This was followed by the appropriate use and
allocation of funds (16%), then ethical conduct (15%).

“Engage in research honestly and ethically without engaging in
research misconduct.”

“Appropriate use of research funds and research activities that do
not involve fabrication or plagiarism.”

“Disclose research content and results honestly and accurately and
be fair and without bias when evaluating research. Also, comply
with laws and regulations when conducting research activities.”

Comments have been translated into English from the original Japanese.

6

Q. How would you describe Research Integrity, including the practices it

relates to? (n=701)

Avoid research misconduct
Appropriate use of funds
Ethical

Compliance with rules & regulations
Scientifically rigorous
Objective

Honest

Other

Fair

Accurate

No (or disclosing) COI
Responsible authorship
Transparent

Reliable

Accessible

Reproducible

Well documented

Benefits society

4%

These figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to
give a particular response. Total may not = 100%.
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In prompted questioning, honesty and transparencytake precedence

Prompted understanding of research integrity meaning

Q. How important, if at all, would you rate each of the following with

regards to Research Integrity? (n=1,103)

Honest [ NNNNEG 2o
I 55
Ethical | =29
Accurate [N 329
Legal [N 50%
lustified | /2%
Rigorous NG c9%
Respectful [ 65%

Transparent

Open and accessible 54%
Original 46%
Beneficial to society 45%
Innovative 35%

In prompted questioning, participants prioritized honesty
(89%) and transparency (85%) as the most crucial elements
for Research Integrity. Despite being ranked 7th and 13th in
unprompted comments, respondents most consistently rated
honesty and transparency as either "extremely important" or
"very important" to research integrity. This is closely followed
by ethical conduct (82%), maintaining its position among the
top 3 most important elements, as observed in unprompted
questioning.
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Transparency & disclosing COIs are seen as most important activities to maintain Rl
Important aspects for maintaining integrity in research

After initial questions (see slides 6 & 7) respondents were provided
with a definition of research integrity to provide context and
consistency for further questioning:

“The use of honest and verifiable methods in proposing, performing,
and evaluating research and reporting research results with
particular attention to adherence to rules, regulations, guidelines,
and commonly accepted professional codes and norms.”

62% of respondents felt that definition reflected their understanding
of Research Integrity either “Extremely well” or ”Very well”.

Q. To what extent does this definition reflect your understanding

of Research Integrity? (n=1,188)

B Very well
Somewhat well

B Extremely well
Moderately well
B Notatall /1don't know

21% 41% 4

Q. How would you rate the importance of each of the below activities with

reference to NIH definition of research integrity? (n=1,167)

B Extremely important

Reporting research transparently
Declaring conflicts of interest (COls)
Detailing methods and procedures
Acknowledging the work of others

Data management planning
Consideration for participants & subjects
Statistical methods

Adhering to published & validated protocols
Sharing negative results publicly
Research project design

Making protocols openly available

Sharing data and/or code openly

Very important

54%

43%

HII

37

37

8% |
|_24%
|_23% |
| 23% |
Er

N

34
32
31

28%
24%
23%
23%
21%
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Current research integrity
training provision
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Awareness of research integrity training based on seniority and workplace
Availability of training in research integrity

Q. Does your institution provide training in research

integrity? (n=1,165)

“Yes” broken down by seniority “Yes” broken down by workplace

HYes ®No ® | don't know

Institutional Management—79% Research organizations—84%

Academia—84%

3
-
Y
5; I Notforprofit—19%

Seniorresearcher—86%

Mid-level researcher—68%

Industry—44%

Earlycareerresearcher—54%

\
© D o e

Self-employed —26%

Other/Non-academicstaff —43% [ X N ] Other-27%
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97% confirmed they have undertaken Rl training provided by their institutions
Who has taken training in research integrity?

Participants indicated high levels of

institution? (n=838) undertaking research integrity training that
was provided to them by their institutions,
mYes = No with about 97% confirming their participation.

Q. Have you undertaken training in research integrity as provided by your current

By field, participants working in the earth and
environmental sciences and computer science
and engineering have the highest levels of
Earth & Environmental Sciences ‘ uptake _at 99%' while those working in )
biomedical sciences have the lowest but still
considerable participation rate at 94%.

Total ‘

Computer Science and Engineering ‘ 99% 1%

Clinical, Health & Translational Sciences ‘ o )
Moreover, respondents affiliated with
Physical sciences (incl. Chem. & Maths) ‘ universities or higher education institutions are

integrity training, whereas those in the industry

Biomedical sciences ‘ are more inclined to indicate that they have not

participated in such training.

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does your
institution provide training in research integrity?” on slide 10.

1 SPRINGER NATURE



Most Rl training is mandatory and provided online
How is research integrity training provided?

Q. Was the training in which you participated mandatory or optional? (n=811) Q. How is this training provided?(n=846)

— E | don't know ® Optional = Mandatory

* Respondents working at
universities or other higher @ Blended —28%

education institutes were most
likely to indicate their Rl
training was mandatory.

T Online—67%

[= ===
g In person —5%
222

® Participants working in non-
profits were, as well as those
that were funded by industry,
most likely to indicate that it
was optional.

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Have you
undertaken training in research integrity as provided by your current institution?” on slide 11.
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Rl training is most often conducted by research offices and administrations
Who is responsible for conducting training?

Almost 3 out of 4 (73%) participants indicated that
the Research Office / Research Administration is
responsible for conducting Rl training at their
institution.

Participants that work in industry (i.e. pharma,
biotech, consulting), however, were most likely to
indicate that responsibility lies with supervisors /
senior leaders as well as internal training
coordinators.

13

Q. Who isresponsible for conducting the training within your institution? (n=848)

21%

Research Office / Research Administration 73%

Supervisors/Senior leaders
Internal training coordinator

14%

Third-party training provider 11%

Other + 1 don't know . 7%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does your
institution provide training in research integrity?” on slide 10.

Additionally, these figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular responses,
therefore, may not =100%
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Active researchers,compared to students and staff, have highest access to Rl training
To whom is research integrity training offered?

Q. Who withinyour institution has access and is required to undertake training in research integrity?

(n=846)

B Has access and is a mandatory requirement to complete
Has access but as an optional choice to complete

Early-career researchers 92%
Senior researchers 92%
Mid-career researchers 91%

Postgraduate students 65% 77%

Executive staff 55% 68%
Teaching-only academics 39% 54%

Professional staff 38% 56%

Undergraduate students 29% 54%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does your institution provide trainingin
research integrity?” on slide 10.
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3 in 4 reported that they are required to take Rl training at least once a year
How frequently is training in research integrity taken and provided?

Q. How frequently are you required to undertake training in

research integrity? (n=773)

Q. For those who have access, how oftenis training in research integrity
provided/made available by your institution? (n=250 - 769)

= At least once a year

B At |least once every
two years

= Ad Hoc

= | don't know / Other

= Only once as
induction training

B At least once a year
B Only as induction training
¥ | don't know

M |t is permanently available as an online course
M At least once every two years
B Ad hoc

Postgraduate students 24% 59% 6%6% 69

Professional staff 24% 59% 4%3% 8%
Executive staff 23% 63% 5% 3%7%

Mid-career researchers 23% 65% 7% 3%

Undergraduate students 23% 48% 3%7% 9% | 18%
Teaching-only academics 22% 59% 5% 4% 6%

Senior researchers 22% 66% 7% 3%

Early-career researchers 22% 65%

7% 5%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered
“Mandatory” to the question “Was the training in which you participated
mandatory or optional?” on slide 12.

15

Please note, this question was only shown to those who indicated these groups did have access to
Research Integrity training on slide 14.
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67% had simple awareness tests, while 18% needed to pass testing to maintain position
How is training in research integrity assessed?

Q. How, if at all, is learning from the training on research integrity assessed? (n=834)

Simple test for self-awareness of knowledge _ 67%
Project work - 18%

Mandatory test that requires a pass to maintain position within institute - 18%
There is no assessment on completion of the training . 7%
In-training discussions l 6%
Reviewed group work 5%

Other 3%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Does your institution provide training in
research integrity?” on slide 10.
Additionally, these figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular responses, therefore, may not =100%
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1 in 3 participants indicated their institution encourages Rl through “speak out” systems
How else do institutions encourage research integrity?

Q. Aside from formal training opportunities, how else does your institution encourage and develop research integrity? (n=1,117)

I 32%
I 259%
I 239
I 22%
I 19%
I 18%
I 1 7%
I 1%
I -
| [EER

I 10%

Provide effective mentoring programmes to address quality & career development _ 7%

Other - 5%

Provides an anonymised system to 'speak out' about bad practices and behaviours
Provides established policies regarding research integrity

None of the above

My institution actively encourages open access publishing

Develop its own definition of research integrity for internal clarity and consistency
Provides sufficient material resources to ensure good research practices

Conduct audits to maintain record keeping & responsible research practice

Provides recommended data repositories for open sharing

Developed written declarations about commitments to integrity to be signed by staff
Provides support for attendance to external conferences and workshops

Provides reporting checklists

17 SPRINGER NATURE



4.0

Topic inclusion within
training
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Over 90% of participants indicated that their institutions’ training covers Rl fundamentals
Topics covered in institutional research integrity training

Participants indicate that the
most prevalent topics included

Q. Which aspects associated with research integrity are included in your institution’s training? (n=807)
The importance of research integrity (I 02%

in their research integrity Defining research integrity INEEEEEG— © 0%
training are the fundamentals: Conflict of interest guidance G 76

o . Ethics approval I /0%

its importance (92%) and its Authorship guidance I 60%

definition (90%). Research security [N

Participant consent | 53%
Copyright/licensing of data |GGG 57%

Inte restingly, however, Defining policies for access, ownership, sharingand re-use | NN 51%
d | likelv th Defining the type of data to be produced and how it is acquired | NERNEGIGINGTINN 50%
students were less likely than Understanding data policies |NNEMEEN 48%

working researchers to Understanding data privacy IR 7%
. . .. Long-term storage and data management strategies | NN 45%
indicate that their training Determining an inclusion/exclusion criteria [N 34%

covered the importance of Replication testing | NN 28%
. . Appropriate repositories for deposition of data | 21%
research integrity. Costing and budget planning I 16%
Determining statistical power 15%
Curation of data 14%
Outcome assessment blinding 14%
Inclusion of positive or negative controls 14%
Validation of tools or reagents 12%
Determining the scale of the experimental cohort/replications 11%
Finding the time to manage data 10%
Random allocation of experimental cohorts 9%
Metadata descriptions 8%

Please note, this question was only shown to those who answered “Yes” to the question “Have you undertaken training in research

19 integrity as provided by your current institution?” on slide 11. SPRINGER NATURE



Defining data policies is the top desired topic for Rl training, followed by Rl fundamentals
Topics desired from research integrity training

Q. Which of the following topicsin Rl do you feel you would benefit from furthertraining in? (n=1,129)

Defining policies for access, ownership, sharingand re-use I  35%
Defining research integrity [ NRNEREGEGEGGGEGN 34%
The importance of research integrity I NN  33%
Copyright/licensing of data NN 33%
Determining statistical power [ NN 33%
Research security [N 31%
Long-term storage and data management strategies [ ENENGEGETNIGININININGNGNEEE 30%
Replication testing N 30%
Defining the type of data to be produced and how itis acquired [INNNENGEGETEEE  09%
Authorship guidance  [INENEIGEGE—— 23%
Conflict of interest guidance [INNEGIGININGEGEGEENEE 07%
Ethics approval I 27%
Appropriate repositories for deposition of data [ NN 24%
Understanding data policies [N 23%
Understanding data privacy I 22%
Curation of data I 21%
Metadata descriptions I 20%
Costing and budget planning 20%
Participant consent 18%
Finding the time to manage data 18%
Determining an inclusion/exclusion criteria 17%
Inclusion of positive or negative controls 17%
Validation of tools or reagents 15%
Determining the scale of the experimental cohort/replications 15%
Outcome assessment blinding 13%
Random allocation of experimental cohorts 12%

20 SPRINGER NATURE




Cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs identify key
institutional training development areas

Most desired and
least provision

40%
- ) i Copyright/licensingof data Defining p!l ‘
35% Defining research integrity Long-term
[}
.O Research security. / Replication testing

30% The importance of = °
el R B
.g S b integrity / Defining the type of data to be Appropriate repositories for
L 25% Conflict of interest guidance produced and how itis acquired deposition ofdata P Metad =T
o hE | etada am
‘T 20% JillEsapprcva Costing and budget planning J
'S Authorship guidance -
= - /. Curationof data © Findingthe
o 15% Participant consent . " time to
S Understandingdata polides Inclusion of positive or manage data
S Understandingdata privac negative controls
= 10% e

ining an inclusion /exclusion criteria Validation oftools orreagents Random allocatieme:

) ==-; T — .
‘ mining the scale of the experimental cohort/replications
0% K

100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%

Greatest provision Includedininstitutionaltraining
and leastdesired
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Senior researchers’ cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs
Topics covered in research integrity training versus topics desired by seniority group

Most desired and
least provision

40%
ogine memchiegtty  opwiahieesngotdai || pefiines e rsees R NN B
35% ' ® Researchsecurity \. ~ Long-term storage
The importance of research ° and data ®
30% |

10%

--- Understandingdata privacy Validation oftools or reagents Metadata
5% i n inclusion/exclusion criteria descriptions
Determining the scale of the experimental cohort/replications
0% ---‘ Random allocation of experimentalcohorts
0

100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%

integrity
- /0 ® management " "
o o TE—— Defining the type of datato be strategies Appropriate re positor
i onflict of interest guidance . ;
8 25% produced and how itis acquired Costing and budget
b5 Authorship guidance planning \°_/0
% 20% Ethics approval Curationof data s
*E ‘ / Inclusion ofpositive &,
T 15% Participant consent ornegative controls /
g ‘ Understandingdata policies Outcome assessment blinding
[N

Greatest provision Includedininstitutionaltraining
and leastdesired
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Mid-career researchers’ cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs
Topics covered in research integrity training versus topics desired by seniority group

Most desired and
least provision

Defining polides foraccess, ownership, sharingand re-use .- -
40% The importance of ®

researchintegrity RS e Long-term storage and data -

35% | ® Authors hipguidance management strategies © Replicati
E = testing
= 30% Defining research integrity Copynght/llcensmgof data Curation
E J
oo
e 25% : T = =
= Appropriate repositories for ;
k= Conflict of interest guidance P ethics approval PP , PSSR i = Costing and budget
5 20% eposition ofdata plannirg
5 ; Participantconsent——— @ Finding the time to
g 15% - efining the type of data to be Determining an lnclu5|o:/exclu5|on criteria manage data
= Mduced andhow it |sach|red Inclusion of positive or negative controls

)

Validation oftools or reagents

10%

Determining the scale of the experimental cohort/replications Outcome
assessment blindin
; Random allocation of experimental cohorts :
0%
100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%
Greatest provision Includedininstitutionaltraining

and leastdesired
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Early career researchers’ cross-plot of training topics provided and training topics needs
Topics covered in research integrity training versus topics desired by seniority group

Most desired and
least provision

45%
Defining the type of data to be ‘- -
40% The importance of produced and how it is acquired Approprt
researchintegrity - "

35% ® Conflict of interest Replication testin,
? uidance ; canei o
'g 30% - _ 8 Copyright/licensing ofdata negative con
9 -~ . . Researchsecurity ®
5 Defining research integrity GGG daiE
0 550 i /. Understandingdata privacy =
= Ethics approval PY - ®
T 50% Defining polides foraccess, ownership, sharingand re-use ; hors hi D'etermmlr)gan. ) Meta‘de'zta
5 ° uthorship incl u5|on/exclu5|on criteria descriptions
L ~ : uidance
g 15% ong term storage and data management strategies g Outcome assessment Bl
2 ‘ Understandingdata polidies / Costing and budget plann|ng7

10% —

5% | — Determining the scale of the experlmentalcohort/repllcat|ons

0% ; Random allocation of experimentalcohorts

100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%

Greatest provision Includedininstitutionaltraining
and leastdesired
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5.0

Current training efficacy

SPRINGER NATURE



Participants working in mathematical sciences report highest levels of Rl in practice
Field specific perceptions of problems associated with research integrity

26

Q. To what extentdo you agree/disagree that researchers within your field are using "honest and verifiable methodsin

proposing, performing, and evaluating research and reporting researchresults"? (n=1,145)

Total

Mathematical science

Physical sciences

Computer Science and Engineering
Biological sciences

Chemical sciences

Biomedical sciences

Humanities & Social Sciences

Clinical, Health & Translational Sciences

Earth & Environmental Sciences

W Agree Neutral M Disagree

88%

<
X

93%
91%
89%

Gl K

(@))]

212l 2| [z
O\O\O\OEO\
[=)

89%
87%
87%
86%
85%

6%
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81% support mandatory training for younger researchers, while 3% oppose for all
Who should training in research integrity be mandatory for?

Most participants believe that training in Rl should be
mandatory for early-career researchers at 81%. In

819% contrast, only a minimal 3% believe that it should
Early-career researchers _ 0

never be mandatory for anyone.

Q. For whom should training in research integrity be mandatory? (n=1,144)

Postgraduate students 77%
8 Those working in universities and higher education

Mid-career researchers _ 77% institutions were more likely than those working in
_ N _ 76% other places to indicate that Rl training should be
Senior researchers mandatory for everyone. Whereas those working in
Executive staff _ 62% industry were least likely to indicate the same.
Professional staff _ 52%
Undergraduate students _ 50%

Teaching only-academics _ 42%

| have no opinion /| don't know . 9%

It should never be mandatory I 3%

These figures represent the weighted proportion of respondents to give a particular response. Many
respondents chose more than 1 answer. Total may not = 100%.
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3 in 4 participants indicated their institution’s Rl training is effective
Perceived quality of current research integrity training provision

Q. Level of agreement with statements relating to the provision of training in research integrity.

(n=178 - 1026)

B Strongly agree / Agree Neutral M Strongly disagree / Disagree

| have been able to apply the training provided to me by

0,
my institution on Rl to my work 0

| feel knowledgeable about the key aspects of Rl from the

L . R 73%
training provided to me by my institution

9%

| feel confident that my institution would support me to

0,
allocate time to Rl training & activities e

28%

The Rl training provided by my institution is

. 69%
comprehensive

10%

The Rl training provided at my institution is effective 78% 8%
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Almost half of participants feel able to provide feedback on Rl training provided
Perceived quality of training providers and feedback mechanisms

Q. Level of agreement with statements relating to the providers of training and feedback routes.

(n=178 - 1026)

B Strongly agree / Agree Neutral M Strongly disagree / Disagree

| feel any feedback provided to my institution on training is
reviewed and implemented

37%

| feel that | am able to provide feedback on the material

0,
included on my institutions research integrity training a0

21%

Training providers are given feedback on the quality of

T 41%
research developed across the institution

29%

Training providers within my institution are regularly assessed

for the quality of training they provide e

26%

| feel confident my supervisor would support me in finding

0,
time for Rl training and activities 45%

23%

The quality of mentorship in relation to research integrity by

0,
senior researchers at my institution is high i

24%

29 SPRINGER NATURE



For a few, Rl trainingis seen as routine, and limited, particularly in data management
Why is training not effective and what is your biggest unmet need in training?

Q. You indicated that your institution’s research integrity training Q. What do you feel is the biggest unmet needin training in research

was not effective and/or comprehensive. Please say more. (n=32) integrity? (n=97)

+»» Box-ticking exercise: Not done in practice ++» Data management

. “It’s more importantto demonstrate that one has completed it . “Handling of research data (including data attribution, etc.).”
thanit is to demonstrate any comprehensive understanding of . “Digitize data forlong-term storage.”

research ethics.” . “Datain general is not covered in research integrity training.”
. “The emphasis is only on receiving training on ethics, and the . “Cost calculation and budget planning in research data

organization's practices emphasize only one aspect of research management.”

integrity, making it hard to believe that the organization is o

o . .
seriously considering how to achieve integrity.” « Responsible authorship

% Limited content coverage % Data analysis and statistical methods
«  “Ifeel thatthe scope of training in my field of expertise is *  “Selecting the appropriate statistical analysis method.”
narrow.” e “Concerning statistical significance.”
*  “Itdoesnotinclude content related to specific data handling . :Determining statistical power.” N
such as data curation or statistical methods.” . Knowledge of the fundamentals of data such as positive

controls, negative controls, and statistics.”

¢ Reproducibility

30 Comments have been translated into English from the original Japanese. SPRINGERNATURE
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Respondents’ profiles
Demographics (1/2)

Workplace or student status (n=1,190) Job role/ Seniority (n=1,151)

University / higher education institute [ INREGTNN )
Industry e.g. pharma, biotech, consultancy [l 11% .
Other M 8% 8%
Publicly funded research agency M 6%
Research institute M 6%
|l am astudent | 3%
Self-employed || 3% 18%
Not-for-profit | 1%
Government | 0%

Primary field of interest (n=1,190) Training responsibility (n=1,190)

® Physical sciences (incl. Chem. & Maths)

Clinical, Health & Translational Sciences @ é
B Biomedical sciences H =

m Computer Science and Engineering

m Senior Researcher

m Other / Non-academic staff

= Mid-career researcher

m Early career researcher / student

m Institutional management

. . Decision-making Budget-assigning No decision
m Earth & Environmental Sciences - L s
responsibility: responsibility: responsibility:
B Humanities & Social Sciences 17% 6% 82%

H Other

32 SPRINGER NATURE



Respondents’ profiles
Demographics (2/2)

Main funder of current research (n=1,190)

University / higher education institute ‘- 25%
Self-funding ‘-14%

Industry e.g. pharma, biotech, ‘. 1%
consultancy

Other ‘I 4%
Foundation / Non-Profit / Charity | 3%

Overseas organisation = 0%
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Thank you
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