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Autumn is here, and that means the Midwest MSD 

Professional Development Team is tasked with 

reviewing each form, template, sample, white 

paper, decision tree and instructional materials to 

determine if revisions are needed. 

After the implementation of the new Standards for Integrity, ANCC has 

not released any additional changes to the current criteria, which we’re 

sure is good news! So changes to our documents and forms should be 

minimal.   

We’ll be working on finding errors, enhancing instructions or samples to 

be more helpful to APUs, and ensuring that you have the resources you 

need to provide the best quality educational activities. 

If you have any observations or suggestions to improve anything, please 

contact any team member!  We welcome your input.   
 

 

Quality Quotes 

 

We are what we repeatedly do.  
Excellence, therefore, is not an act.  But 
a habit. 

 

                               -  Aristotle 

 
The question isn’t who’s going to let me, 
it’s who is going to stop me?. 

 

                                 -  Ayn Rand 

 
You can do anything, but not everything.  
Prioritize better. 

 

                                 -  David Allen 

 



Rockin’ with the Reviewers 
The Nurse Peer Review Team members share best practices 

 

Disclosures under the New Integrity Standards 

Some revisions are necessary now that the new Standards for Integrity and Independence in Accredited 

Continuing Education are in effect, so let’s do a quick review of the expectations.  

As you know, Approved Provider Units are required to disclose to learners important information regarding 

an educational event for which contact hours are awarded.  

What you must disclose prior to the start of the education:  

• If an event is jointly provided, and who the joint providers are 

o The joint providers must have equal billing 

o This information must also appear on every promotional material published or distributed 

• The Provider Approval statement applicable to the Approved Provider Unit providing the contact 

hours  

o Must appear verbatim, with no revisions, abbreviations, additions or deleted 

words/punctuation 

• All requirements for successful completion – what does the learner have to do to receive contact 

hours?  

• Relevant financial relationships – see below for the changes about this! 

• If commercial support was received (financial and/or in-

kind) – a simple statement of support; no logos, product 

names or images on the disclosure document 

• Expiration date for awarding contact hours if the 

education is an enduring event  

o Note that it is not the enduring material that is 

expiring, only the APU’s awarding of contact 

hours; wording should be “No contact hours will 

be available after xx/xx/xxxx”, not “This activity 

expires xx/xx/xxxx”. 

What is not required and should not be included as part of 

disclosures: 

• Non-endorsement statements about products or services 

• Off-label use statements 

• Any statement saying commercial support was not received  

• The amount of commercial support if it was received 

• If sponsorship was received or not received – you can thank sponsors in other ways, in marketing or 

on handouts but not as part of disclosures 

• Remember - verbal disclosures are not allowed as the only mechanism.  You may emphasize or review 

disclosures verbally in addition to a written method, but not as the only way.  

 



Relevant Financial Relationships 

When the new Standards for Integrity were being developed, the group of collaborative entities (that 

included ACCME and ANCC) agreed to phase out the term “conflict of interest” whenever possible, due to 

some negative connotations.  At the same time, “commercial interests” are now termed “ineligible 

companies/organizations”.   

While it isn’t always possible to steer clear of using “conflict of interest” in certain narratives, it should be 

avoided whenever possible.  Note that use of “commercial interest” is no longer permitted at any time. 

 

These terminology changes are an important element of the new Standards, and have necessitated some 

changes to the wording of the disclosures about actual or potential financial relationships. Program Director 

Judi Dunn outlined these in the Standards of Integrity webinars, and they appear as part of the recommended 

samples for disclosure wording on the Approved Provider Forum: 

 

▪ If the activity does include clinical content and the Nurse Planner financial relationship assessment 

revealed that the individuals in a position to control content do have a relevant financial relationship 

with an ineligible company, activity providers must inform learners of the nature of the relationship 

and a statement of mitigation.  

✓ Dr. Smith serves as a consultant for Pills, Inc Pharmaceuticals. Dr. Allen is on the speakers' 

bureau for RN Device Company. All relevant financial relationships for these individuals have 

been mitigated. No other relevant financial relationships were identified for any member of 

the planning committee or presenter/author. 

▪ If the activity does include clinical content and the Nurse Planner financial relationship assessment 

revealed that individuals in a position to control content do not have a relevant financial relationship 

with an ineligible company, the activity provider must inform learners that no relevant financial 

relationships exist. 

✓ No relevant financial relationships were identified for any member of the planning committee 

or any presenter/author of the program content. 

▪ If the activity does not include clinical content (and no reporting forms for planners or presenters 

were required), the Approved Provider may inform the learners.  

✓ This educational activity does not include any content that relates to the products or services 

of an ineligible company/organization, which would require identification and mitigation. 

 

As is evident from these examples, the first question for a Nurse Planner (NP) is whether there is clinical 

content being presented.  Since Financial Relationship Reporting (FRR) forms are generally done very early in 

the planning process, the Nurse Planner may not always know at that time whether the final content will 

include content that could be considered clinical.  So when in doubt, the NP should always request FRR forms 

from both planners and presenters. 

Best Practices:  

• Keep disclosures short and sweet – there is no need for lengthy explanations of what financial 

relationships are, for instance.  The sample disclosure statements are recommended for use as they 

are concise and meet the current criteria. 

• requirements for successful completion must be consistent throughout all event documentation –on 

NCPD Activity Planning Guide, on disclosure slide or handout and if listed in marketing, 

• Keep disclosures together in one place.  While it’s fine to list successful completion requirements or 



an expiration date for receiving contact hours on a marketing tool, for instance, all relevant 

disclosures should also be grouped in a handout or on a pre-activity PowerPoint slide, to ensure that 

participants are exposed to them appropriately. 

Questions about disclosures?  Please contact any PD Team member for help! 

The Evaluation Method 
A quick look from ANCC ‘s NCPD Accreditation Program 

The evaluation method is used to determine the effectiveness or impact of the activity on the identified 

professional practice gap and the learning outcomes. For example, suppose the identified underlying 

educational need is a gap in knowledge related to identifying IV infiltrations, and the learning outcome is that 

learners will have increased knowledge regarding the signs and symptoms of IV infiltration. Based on this 

information, the evaluation method should measure knowledge. A posttest or self-report of knowledge 

attainment is appropriate, but a return demonstration of starting an IV is not; that would be unrelated to the 

identified professional practice gap. 

When addressing a professional practice gap, the Nurse Planner (NP) may notice more than one underlying 

educational need. In this case, the evaluation method(s) must be aligned to each of the underlying 

educational needs identified, and each should be identified within the activity planning process. 

The evaluation method can be conducted in a variety of formats and does not need to reflect the traditional 

post-activity “survey”, although that is usually the most effective method. 

Here are some examples of evaluation methods that may be used. Please note that many of these evaluation 

methods are also considered learner engagement strategies! 

 

It is required that the NP evaluates the impact or effectiveness of the activity as it relates to the identified 

professional practice gap, the underlying educational need, and the learning outcomes. This is done in 

narrative format and is separate from the section on Evaluation on the NCPD Activity Planning Guide, which 



asks only if learning outcomes were met and gives the Nurse Planner a space for describing formative 

evaluation observations when those are applicable to the activity.  The full evaluation narrative addresses all 

types of evaluation methods and the data that was gleaned from them, and should also address any issues 

about the activity that can be used to revise planning or implementation processes the Unit uses in the 

future.  Remember, the Midwest MSD criteria requires that your raw data (like SurveyMonkey report or 

summary of paper evaluation responses by question) and the summary evaluation narrative be included in 

the activity file.  If a posttest is utilized, whether or not it is considered an evaluation method per se, it and 

the corresponding answer key must also be part of the file. 

Adapted from NCPD Accreditation Program Update, August 2022 

Employees of Ineligible Companies as Presenters 
A case study 

 

 

 Recently the Professional Development team received an application for an Individual Activity for review that 

included a session with a presenter who turned out to be an employee of a pharmaceutical company, and our 

experience may be helpful if the potential for utilizing an employee of such a company arises in your APU. 

As a reminder, owners and employees of ineligible companies/organizations (formerly “commercial 

interests”) have never been permitted to serve as planning committee members or presenters when their 

employer’s products or services are related to the topic being presented.  Some exceptions are now 

permissible under the new Standards for Integrity and Independence in Accredited Continuing Education. 

The new Standards are clear on the exceptions: 

• When the content of the activity is not related to the business lines or products of their 

employer/company 

• When the content of the accredited activity is limited to basic science research, such as pre-clinical 

research and drug discovery, or the methodologies of research, and they do not make care 

recommendations  

• When they are participating as technicians to teach the safe and proper use of medical devices, and do not 

recommend whether or when a device is used 

Case Study 

The Individual Education Activity (IEA) applicant 

indicated on the application that none of the 

presenters being utilized for the multi-session day-

long event had any relevant financial relationships to 

report.   

However, when the reviewers looked at the agenda 

that the applicant planned to distribute at the event, 

as well as the marketing flyer, it was noted that one 

of the presenters was listed on each with her full 

credentials as well as her position with a well-known 

pharmaceutical company.   To keep this case study as 



anonymous as possible, we’ll call this company XYZ Pharm. 

The reviewers knew at this time that they were dealing with an employee of an ineligible company and their 

next step was to determine if the presenter’s content met the first or third exception outlined by the 

Standards for Integrity. 

Unfortunately, the content outline submitted indicated that the presenter was indeed offering her expertise 

in the area of a disease treatment that commonly includes or potentially could include the products 

manufactured by the company that employs her.  This content was not a technical demonstration but rather a 

didactic lecture on the disease in question and treatment options were a part of it. The Peer Review Team 

Leader consulted with Judi Dunn the Program Director, who agreed that the session as submitted did not 

meet any of the exceptions for using employees of an ineligible company. 

This was included as part of the reviewer feedback given to the applicant: 

It is clear from the agenda and the promotional material that Presenter Jones is an employee of XYZ 

Pharm, which makes and distributes ABC products, and is thus an ineligible company as defined by 

ACCME/ANCC.  As noted in the application instructions, employees of ineligible companies are not 

permitted to serve as presenters for learning sessions whose subjects are related to the products of the 

ineligible company, which in this case it does.  The exemption for product use demonstration does not 

apply, based on the content outline submitted. 

In cases such as this, two options are given to the IEA applicant: 1) to replace the presenter with another who 

has expertise in the content area but is not employed by an ineligible company, or 2) not award contact hours 

for that portion of the activity. 

The Nurse Planner submitting the IEA application conferred with her Content Expert and responded with this: 

There is nothing in her presentation that suggests or promotes their products. She does identify as an 

educational expert in [this disease} for the medical professional community. She is not a sales rep. So I 

respectfully ask you to please reevaluate her presentation and purpose. 

The applicant included the presenter’s PowerPoint slide deck with this request, which was extremely helpful, 

as it provided the reviewers with more information on the content than the content outline from the 

Educational Planning Form did.  However, that additional content only reinforced the original review 

conclusion. 

Unfortunately the issue with this presenter is not negotiable under the current ACCME/ANCC Standards for 

Integrity and Independence in Accredited Education. The wording from the new Standards or Integrity and 

Independence in Accredited Continuing Education reads: 

The owners and employees of ineligible companies are considered to have unresolvable financial 

relationships and must be excluded from participating as planners or faculty and must not be 

allowed to influence or control any aspect of the planning, delivery, or evaluation of accredited 

continuing education, except in the limited circumstances outlined in Standard 3.2: 

[listing of the three exceptions as given above] 

You state that since there are no mentions of XYZ products in the presenter’s PowerPoint slides, that this 

shows the presenter is not promoting their products. While this may be true, the guideline still prohibits 

this presenter from speaking.  First, the slide deck shows the XYZ logo on every page. This is an element 



that could easily be fixed. However, secondly, the presentation includes case studies that have 

pharmaceutical treatments used  for [the disease] as well as clinical guidelines that also include 

pharmaceutical treatments. Both of which directly relate to the products of XYZ Pharm.  

Specific mention of XYZ products is not the deciding factor – it is the subject matter that cannot be 

related to the types of products manufactured by the ineligible company [emphasis added]. Employees 

have an inherent bias that cannot be mitigated.  if you put a speaker in front of an audience and tell them 

she works for XYZ Pharm, and that speaker starts talking about treatment guidelines and 

recommendations, even if they utilize generic wording throughout, the audience is already being 

influenced toward XYZ products.  Both ACCME and ANCC have determined that because of this, employees 

of ineligible companies like XYZ Pharm are not permitted to serve as presenters for the content submitted. 

It can be tempting to use the argument that if a presenter uses only generic names for products, or takes a 

balanced approach and includes the products of other companies when discussing treatment options, that 

this successfully mitigates their financial relationship of employee to an ineligible company/organization.  

After all, that process of reviewing slides and content for bias and communicating with presenters what they 

can and cannot say IS acceptable in cases where the relationship a presenter has with an ineligible company is 

not a direct employee one, but rather something like consultant, speakers bureau member, etc. 

The employee/employer relationship is what makes these types of mitigation methods insufficient.  Owners 

and employees are individuals who have a legal duty to act in the company’s best interests.  Even if all due 

care is taken by the Nurse Planner to communicate with the presenter regarding avoiding product mentions 

and/or statements of bias, there is always opportunity for the presenter to insert commercial bias toward the 

products of the company/organization. * 

This cautionary case study isn’t meant to make Approved Providers avoid employees of ineligible 

companies/organizations at all costs, only to encourage an application of critical thinking about the 

exceptions.  If a presenter who works for a company that makes cardiac stents is asked to present expertise 

on medical device supply chain issues, that topic is sufficiently separated from the clinical use of stents to 

make it unlikely the speaker would introduce bias about her company’s products.  If a presenter works for a 

company that makes a new product for abdominal ultrasounds, he can be the instructor for a hands-on 

practice session with the new device, showing how to use it and troubleshooting techniques, as long as he 

makes no recommendation on whether or when to use the device.  In both cases, the APU can award contact 

hours. 

Case Scenarios: When It Is Acceptable To Use Owners and Employees of Ineligible Companies in Accredited Continuing Education © 2021 Accreditation 

Council for Continuing Medical Education (ACCME®) 

 

Midwest MSD Approved Provider Conference Call Topic Notes 
September 13, 2022 

 

Marketing Materials – What do we need to keep? 

 

How nurses are notified about an NCPD event is an important part of the educational planning process. While 

there are a number of different marketing tactics that can be used, it is the actual wording and structure of 

those notifications that are constrained by criteria.  



Nurse Planners, planning committee members and NCPD staff know that in order to effectively “fill those 

seats” you have to utilize the appropriate marketing techniques to inform your target audience about your 

educational event. Which promotional techniques you choose are determined by your APU. Obviously, the 

type of event, i.e., two-day conference vs a lunch-n-learn, make a difference. How large the target audience 

is, your budget, and technical capacity also matter in how effective you will be in recruiting participants. There 

are no criterion governing what techniques you choose or how you go about marketing your programs.  

What criteria are concerned about is the actual message you are conveying – are you providing the potential 

nurse with the information they need to make an informed decision about participating in the educational 

event or not? Marketing is one place that disclosures are often provided to assist the nurse in that decision. 

Disclosures, no matter where or how they are delivered are required to meet all criteria elements in their 

wording.   

For example, often marketing materials include the successful completion requirements (or criteria for 

obtaining contact hours). The nurse deserves to know ahead of time what they have to do in order to 

complete the requirements and receive their certificate. Does the program involve role play? Are there pre-

course writing assignments that need to be completed? Can they participate for only one hour of a two-hour 

event? What is the passing score on the posttest? Whatever successful completion requirements that the NP 

and the planning committee decide upon, and check off in the NCPD Activity Planning Guide, if posted in the 

marketing materials – must match exactly. Word for word – all the same elements, and all the same 

obligations as stated elsewhere in the file. 

In the same fashion, any mention of contact hours must be the same as calculated on the Educational 

Planning Form, and the working agenda.  

An important disclosure that is required to appear on marketing is the announcement of the program being 
jointly provided. It is imperative that the information be straightforward, and easy for the nurse to 

understand. Refer to the white paper titled “Joint Providing and 
Educational Activity Materials” found on the APU Forum for 
examples of acceptable wording and the appropriate use of 
organizational logos.  
 

Another aspect of marketing verbiage to be concerned about is 

the use of the Approved Provider approval statement. It is not 

required that the approval statement be on all promotional 

materials – however it is often a draw for participant attention. 

Nurses are looking for high quality, professional education – 

which is designated by the APU being approved by the Midwest 

MSD and ANCC. Once again, the approval statement wording must be precise – word for word exactly as 

indicated on your APU approval letter.  It is imperative, that when working with a marketing department 

within your facility/organization or an outside party that they understand the approval statement cannot be 

changed, or other information added to it. There is no requirement that the APU’s Midwest MSD Approval 

Number be on marketing materials (it is required on the certificate of completion).  

A few other topics to be concerned about:  

• If there are sessions within the NCPD event that no contact hours are being awarded, it is in the best 

interest of the participant to tell them that upfront  



• Listing a course number and or the NARS event ID number is optional 

• Save-the-Date notices are not considered formal/final promotional materials and are not required to 

contain the Midwest MSD Provider Approval statement, number of contact hours or other criteria 

requirements 

• Marketing materials are not considered part of the educational content, therefore information from 

ineligible companies can be included. However, the NP should be very cautious to avoid such wording 

as sponsors, and sponsorship, which have a different meaning with NCPD. See the white paper found 

on the APU Forum, titled “Commercial Support, Logos and Lunches” for more details.  

• How your APU decides to explain the registration process, parking, etc., is up to you – there are no 

criteria requirements regarding those type of event specifics    

So, back to the title of this article – what needs to be in the educational planning file? A copy of every 

marketing/promotional material delivered to your target audience. That includes but is not limited to:  

✓ Fliers/brochures 

✓ Email notifications  

✓ Letters/memos 

✓ Meeting notices 

✓ Web page announcements, banners, and invites/intranet messages 

✓ Course descriptions in print or virtual learning management systems 

✓ Announcements in newsletters, postal letters, etc.  

✓ Social media/blogs or other internet options 

When submitting an educational planning file for review, the Nurse Peer Reviewers need to see everything 

that potential participants saw so that they can determine if criteria was adhered to.  

If the educational event is a mandatory requirement for staff and nurses are notified via email and/or on a 

learning management system listing, the requirements are the same and a copy of the email/listing must be 

included in the educational planning file. A PDF screen shot works well to accomplish this.  

If no promotional materials or advance notice is developed, the NP is required to describe on the NCPD 

Activity Planning Guide exactly how nurses were made aware of the educational activity (Section 8).  

One last thought about the distribution of promotional and/or marketing materials, is to be aware that an 

Approved Provider Unit is expected to be reaching out primarily to nurses within their geographical region. If 

over 50% of the NCPD activities of an APU are marketed to nurses outside their local geographic region or the 

contiguous states to their region, the Primary Nurse Planner is asked to contact the Accredited Program 

Director or Sara Fry to discuss their specific situation. Regions are based on the DHHS regions, which can be 

found at http://www.hhs.gov/about/regions. 

Call Participant Questions: 

Q. It is my understanding that if a speaker from another hospital is on the planning committee for the event, 

it doesn't mean they have to be joint providers, correct? I've read the white paper and it seems to refer just 

to the responsibilities. 

A. If the organization is helping to plan, then they would be joint providers.  But if a presenter is helping with 

planning as a member of the committee, but as a simple planner or Content Expert, that doesn’t make their 

facility a joint provider. 

http://www.hhs.gov/about/regions


Q.  Regarding the 50% outside of "region". I'm confused as MO has several regions identified by DHSS. The 

examples you gave were in different states (CA and Oregon). Can you clarify? 

A. All of Missouri in DHHS region 7.  It is the national regions this criterion refers too, not the in-state regions. 
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