	XXXX* Industry Interactions
	Policy Considerations


* The real name of the school has been replaced with ‘XXXX’

Memo

To:
Appropriate AMC Administrator at XXXX
From:   XXXX Committee of Medical Students

CC:
Supportive and Involved Faculty at XXXX
Date:
11/11/2008
Re:
Student Analysis of XXXX’s Industry Interactions Policy, Version 6b

Comparative Analysis

We have read and compared XXXX’s most current draft for Industry Interactions Policy (IIP) to the policies adopted by four of XXXX’s peer institutions – Stanford, UCLA, UCSF, and Yale – and to the recommendations put forth by the AMSA Scorecard 2008, developed by AMSA and The Prescription Project, a non-profit organization that seeks to eliminate conflicts of interest created by industry marketing. This comparative analysis led us to identify the following strengths and weaknesses with the 08/08/07 draft of XXXX’s IIP:

· Strengths

· Research Funds: XXXX’s IIPs provides a progressive examination of research funds that is very much ahead of the field. The AMSA Scorecard has not set stipulated recommendations for regulation of research funds, nor have any of the four examined IIPs established research funding limitations.  XXXX’s guidelines are vanguard in this domain.

· Enforcement: XXXX’s IIP states that faculty will be held accountable to the IIP, and sanctions will be levied in accordance with the Faculty Handbook. We also acknowledge the significance of XXXX referring to it’s IIP as “policy” as opposed to a set of “guidelines,” as several peer institutions have done. We applaud XXXX’s IIP for its weighty words with regards to enforcement and consider it superior to peer institutions in this domain.  

· Weaknesses

· Gifts: XXXX’s IIP was the only one of the five examined that permitted faculty, staff, and students to accept gifts from pharmaceutical companies. Though XXXX built in several stipulations – maximum of $50 per person per company per year, primary benefit to patients, no branded items in patient care areas, etc. – we find these guidelines both unwieldy (how does one approximate the annual accumulated cost of pens received from one pharmaceutical company?) and internally inconsistent – As an example: If a branded pen is considered acceptable because it provides “direct or indirect benefit to patients,” but that pen may only be used in non-patient care areas, then it is hard to appreciate how that pen is benefiting the patients.  And if physicians may use these pens at home, then they violate the stipulation against gifts for personal use.  Finally, it must be recognized that advertising – whether on pens or on pamphlets, is inherently intended to influence how a physician thinks and feels about a drug, and is thus immediately in violation of the XXXX IIP statement that reads “Under no circumstances should any XXXX Healthcare Provider accept any gift or free service, however small, which is in any way intended to influence the Healthcare Provider’s clinical decision-making, purchasing or prescribing decisions.”  If all gifts are by their very nature intended to influence prescribing decisions, and given that the evidence suggests gifts, regardless of size, do influence prescribing decisions, then all gifts should be prohibited.  The AMSA Scorecard recommends that academic medical centers prohibit all gifts and free meals.  All four of the IIPs examined from peer institutions prohibited all gifts and all food, without exceptions.

· Access: The AMSA Scorecard recommends pharmaceutical sales reps have either no access or restricted access to medical school facilities. All of the schools examined recognized the great potential for interference in this sacred space; accordingly, all have expressly prohibited sales representatives from all clinic spaces – within the hospital or affiliated spaces – except by express appointment and to discuss an already purchased or soon-to-be purchased item.  XXXX is the only academic medical center examined whose policy does not provide measured restrictions in this arena.

· Conflict of Interest Training: XXXX currently provides conflict of interest training to all medical students (in their second and fourth years).  We recommend that this policy be formalized via inclusion in XXXX’s IIP, and that it be extended to include residents, staff, and physicians, in order to be in line with the policies adopted by XXXX’s peer institutions.

How Does XXXX Compare?

What follows are two sets of verbatim extractions from the IIPs of XXXX, Stanford, UCLA, UCSF, Yale, permitting direct comparison of XXXX with its peer institutions in the arenas of clinical access and gifts:

· Clinic Access

Yale: 

“Pharmaceutical representatives are not allowed in patient care areas.”

UCSF: 

“Company representatives are not permitted in any patient care areas except to provide scheduled and approved in-service training on devices and other equipment for which there is an executed University contract for these services."

UCLA:

“Sales and marketing representatives are not permitted in any clinical areas accept to provide in-service training on devices and other equipment already purchased or to provide demonstrations that may be of benefit to patients and where no purchase is required. Under those circumstances, representatives are allowed only by appointment.” 

Stanford:
“Sales and marketing representatives are not permitted in any patient care areas except to provide in-service training on devices and other equipment and then by appointment only.”

XXXX:

No Policy
· Gifts

Yale: 
“YMG physicians may not accept any form of personal gift from industry or its representatives.”

UCSF: 
“Personal gifts from an industry representative may not be accepted by any faculty, student, or staff at any School of Medicine site, as part of any work-related activity or during any clinical or other educational rotation.... Faculty, students and staff are strongly discouraged from accepting gifts of any kind from industry as part of non-professional activities."

UCLA: 
“Gifts from industry should not be accepted anywhere on the UCLA campus or at any clinical facility operated by the UCLA Medical Enterprise.”

Stanford: “Personal gift from industry may not be accepted anywhere at the Stanford School of Medicine, … clinic[s], or off-set clinical facilities….”

XXXX:
“XXXX Healthcare Providers may accept a gift of nominal value from Industry (less than $50.00 per year from any Industry representative), so long as….”


Summary of Student Stance on XXXX’s Proposed IIP
We wish it to be known that a) students strongly feel that XXXX must address the weaknesses described above before adopting the proposed IIP and b) the student body will not shy away from vocalizing concerns regarding perceived deficits in XXXX’s policy.  We fear the press and public will responding poorly to seeing the aspects in which XXXX’s IIP does not measure up – either to other institution’s policies or to scholarly recommendations for academic medical centers like XXXX.  Rather than be quoted in an LA Times article entitled, “Why doctors at XXXX can’t ‘just say no’,”  we would prefer to work collegially with the faculty to collaboratively prepare an IIP that upholds the highest standards of professionalism and does justice to the XXXX name and to the XXXX hospital’s patient care.
Rating IIPs’ Adherence to the Recommendations of The AMSA Scorecard
	
	Yale
	UCSF
	UCLA
	Stanford
	
	XXXX

	A. Disallowance of Gifts and Freebies
	3
	2*
	3
	3
	
	2

	B. Industry Rep Access to Clinical Areas
	2
	2
	2
	2
	
	1

	C. Regulation of Pharmaceutical Samples
	1
	3 
	3
	2
	
	1

	D. Regulation of Direct CME Funding
	2
	2
	2
	3
	
	2

	E. Regulation of Off-Site Event Attendance
	3
	3
	3
	3
	
	1

	F. Regulations on MD Speaking Relationships
	2
	2
	1
	1
	
	1

	G. Disclosure of MD External Relationships
	2
	2
	2
	2
	
	1

	H. Conflict of Interest Training
	1
	3
	3
	2
	
	Potentially 3

	I. Sanctions for Noncompliance
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	
	Y


* This score is not a 3 only because nominal gifts are allowed at certain conferences. Personal gifts are otherwise completely prohibited.

We evaluated the IIPs of five academic medical centers to enable the comparison of XXXX’s policy to the current “standard of policy”: Yale was chosen because it was one of the first schools to write a policy to address the potential for conflicts of interest involved in industry interactions.  Stanford, UCLA, and UCSF were selected because they represent XXXX’s peer institutions in California, and all have recently adopted strong IIPs.  The IIPs from these four schools – two public and two private – were scored by the AMSA Scorecard on 1-3 scale, along-side XXXX’s IIP. 
· Scale


3 – meets the most robust criteria

2 – meets average criteria

1 – meets poor criteria, or policy does not exist

· Points of Interest

A. Disallowance of Gifts and Freebies – XXXX is the only school that fails to ban personal gifts.
B. Industry Rep Access to Clinical Areas – XXXX is the only school that fails to address this.
E. Regulation of Off-Site Event Attendance – XXXX is the only school that fails to well-regulate this.

G. Disclosure of MD External Relationships – XXXX is the only school that fails to address this.

H. Conflict of Interest Training – XXXX is excellent in this domain.
I. Enforcement Stipulations – XXXX shines above most other schools in this domain.
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