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Abstract

Background Financial relationships with industry may bias educational content delivered by physicians. SAGES strives
to mitigate potential bias, relying on physician self-reporting. Retrospective review of relationships is possible using the
Open Payments Database (OPD), a public record of industry-reported payments to US physicians. We aimed to evaluate
the effectiveness of the SAGES disclosure process by comparing faculty disclosures to SAGES, faculty disclosures within
presentations, and OPD records among speakers at the 2018-2020 SAGES meetings.

Methods We reviewed all presentations from the SAGES 2018-2020 Annual Meetings. For each invited presentation, all
slide-disclosed relationships were recorded. For US physicians, we queried the OPD and recorded relationships > $500 USD
in the calendar year prior to presentation. We compared the slide-disclosed relationships with OPD-reported relationships
and with those provided to SAGES during the faculty disclosure process. We surveyed a sample of the 2020 annual meeting
speakers to analyze potential reasons for discordance.

Results From 2018 to 2020, there were 1,355 invited presentations, of which 1,234 (91%) were available for review. Disclo-
sure slides were present in 1,098 (89%), increasing from 86% in 2018 to 93% in 2020. The proportion of speakers with OPD-
reported relationships > $500 increased from 54% in 2018 to 66% in 2020. The total value of OPD relationships decreased
from $5.9 million (2018) to $3.3 million (2020) with a concomitant decrease in the proportion with high discordance from
9% in 2018 to 5% in 2020. Among the 2020 speakers with high discordance, the most common explanations for discordance
were being unaware of payment or payment outside the 12-month timeframe (55%).

Conclusions Discordance between financial disclosures reported to SAGES and OPD highlight the need for improvements
in the faculty disclosure process. SAGES will continue to streamline this process by incorporating faculty review of their
OPD disclosures to ensure all educational programs remain free of commercial bias.
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Relationships with industry are common in medicine,
including surgical specialties, where physicians and industry
frequently collaborate in the development of new technolo-
gies to improve patient care and in the education of other
practitioners in their use [4, 5]. This can present a particular
challenge for professional medical associations (PMAs) who
seek to support their members through continuing education
activities that are free from bias and industry influence [6]. It
is the responsibility of PMAs to identify, evaluate, and miti-
gate potential conflicts of interest among presenting faculty
that could compromise the mission of providing bias-free
continuing medical education (CME). Each PMA employs
specific strategies for addressing potential financial conflicts
of interest within CME-granting educational opportunities.

The Council of Medical Specialty Societies (CMSS) has
published recommendations to guide professional societies
in their interactions with industry [7]. The CMSS Code
for Interactions with Companies outlines expectations
that PMAs that sign on to the Code will disclose com-
pany support, adopt written disclosure policies for society
leadership, and comply with the Accreditation Council for
Continuing Medical Education (ACCME) Standards for
Commercial Support [8]. The ACCME sets standards that
aim to ensure accredited CME is independent, evidence
based, and free from commercial influence [9]. The CMSS
also supported the passage of the Physician Payments Sun-
shine Act which established the Open Payments Database
(OPD), a public record of all industry-reported payments
to United States (US) physicians and teaching hospitals
[10]. The OPD is a potentially valuable tool for evaluating
financial relationships, providing a searchable database of
industry-reported payments in previous years.

Prior studies have examined faculty disclosures at soci-
ety meetings by comparing relationships reported in the
OPD and faculty disclosure slides [11, 12]. Discordance
between the OPD and slide disclosures at the 2018 Society
of American Gastrointestinal and Endoscopic Surgeons
(SAGES) showed discrepancy between physician-reported
and industry-reported relationships [13]. Separately from
the process of disclosure to the audience via disclosure
slides, disclosure of financial relationships to the PMA
at the time of meeting planning is critical for developing
mitigation strategies as required by the ACCME, when
appropriate. The current study expands on prior work by
including faculty disclosures to SAGES at the time of
acceptance of speaker invitation as well as including two
additional years of data (2019 and 2020). The objective
of this study was to understand discordance among dif-
ferent steps in the disclosure process to refine the current
SAGES methods of requesting faculty relationships and
providing guidance on disclosure slides to reduce discrep-
ancies between data sources. We hypothesized that the dis-
cordance would be greater between the OPD and faculty
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self-reporting of relationships to SAGES than between
self-reporting of relationships and slide disclosures.

Materials and methods
Study design and population

This is a retrospective review of financial relationships
among invited faculty for the SAGES 2018, 2019, and 2020
Annual Meetings [note: this review took place prior to the
implementation of the new ACCME Standards for Integ-
rity and Independence [16], which went into effect January
2022]. SAGES is accredited by the ACCME whose accredi-
tation rules state that CME activities must be “independent
of commercial influence” [8]. To fulfill the requirements set
forth by the ACCME, SAGES required invited speakers to
disclose all financial relationships with commercial inter-
ests that occurred within 12 months of the time that they
accepted the invitation to participate in an educational activ-
ity. Speakers are asked to disclose all relationships, regard-
less of relevance, directly to SAGES via an online platform
upon acceptance of their faculty invitation(s) (Appendix 1).
These self-reported disclosures serve as the basis for the
SAGES COI review process whereby potential conflicts
of interest are identified and mitigated by the SAGES COI
Committee. These disclosures are also used to generate a list
of financial relationships made available to meeting attend-
ees via the meeting program. As a subsequent step targeted
at full disclosure, faculty are also instructed to provide rela-
tionships to the audience using a disclosure slide within their
presentation (which occurs 4-6 months after acceptance,
Fig. 1 and Appendix 2).

We evaluated the concordance of disclosure sources by
comparing disclosures provided to SAGES by US faculty,
the financial relationships included on disclosure slides, and
the financial relationships reported in the OPD. Non-US
physicians are not tracked by the OPD and were excluded.
Secondary objectives included characterization of discord-
ances as “high” or “low” discordance and analysis of fac-
tors contributing to discordance through focused feedback

Faculty acceptance and

reporting of disclosures
SAGES OPD data

Annual release date
Meeting for Year “X”

=1 =11 1 —

Sept-Oct  January 1% Sept-Oct  January 1* Mid-March June 30
2018 2019 2019 2020 2020 2020

OPD Data Reporting Timeframe for Year “X”

12 months prior to Faculty Disclosure

Fig. 1 Timeline of Faculty Disclosure Process
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from faculty. This study was a review of publicly available
data and was deemed exempt from institutional review
board (IRB) review by the University of Washington IRB
(STUDY00011916).

Data sources

Three separate data sources were used to evaluate the
effectiveness of the disclosure process. We reviewed the
SAGES database, described above, of disclosed financial
relationships for the 2018-2020 Annual Meetings. Fac-
ulty are typically invited to participate as speakers in Sep-
tember—November of the year prior to the planned annual
meeting. At the time of invitation acceptance, faculty are
required to report all financial relationships with industry.
Of note, SAGES requests disclosure of all financial relation-
ships, although the 2004 ACCME Standards for Commercial
Support requires disclosures of only relevant relationships.
SAGES does not ask for any information regarding the mon-
etary value of the relationship. Faculty are instructed that
“any changes in the disclosure information prior to the pres-
entation should be forwarded to the SAGES office.” Faculty
whose presentations are selected for peer review as a mitiga-
tion strategy have the option to update disclosures at the time
of submission of their presentation. Updates made at this
time are then reviewed by the COI Committee for potential
conflicts. Previously, no automated reminders were sent to
faculty asking them to update disclosures between the time
of acceptance and meeting presentation.

We next reviewed the recordings of each speakers’ pres-
entation. For 2020, these were accessed using the SAGES
virtual meeting platform. For 2018 and 2019, these presen-
tations were reviewed as available on YouTube, where they
can be viewed free of charge. Finally, all industry-reported
relationships for SAGES faculty were extracted from the
OPD for the calendar year prior to the year of presentation
(e.g., OPD 2017 for SAGES 2018). These were then com-
piled into composite data files using STATA 16 SE (College
Station, TX).

Variables

We collected the company names and number of relation-
ships reported to SAGES for each invited faculty member.
From disclosure slide review, we determined the presence
or absence of a disclosure slide as well as the name and
number of relationships reported to the audience. Finally,
from the OPD we determined the number of industry-
reported payments as well as the total value of each relation-
ship in US dollars ($). These relationships included hono-
raria, consulting fees, compensation for serving as faculty/
speaker, research funding payments, company ownership,
or food and travel reimbursements. We defined discordance

in disclosures as an industry-reported relationship in the
OPD in excess of $500 USD (the sum of all payments over
the 12-month period) that was not disclosed to SAGES by
the faculty member or on the disclosure slide. Further, we
defined high discordance as undisclosed relationships whose
total sum over a 12-month period exceeded $10,000. US
physicians who were not listed in the OPD or for whom data
were unavailable were assumed to have no financial relation-
ships with commercial interests.

Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis was conducted using STATA 16 SE.
Financial relationships were summarized using both mean
and standard deviation as well as medians and interquartile
range given the data were anticipated to be zero inflated.
Categorical variables are reported as frequencies and per-
centages. A chi-square test of trends was used to evaluate
trends in disclosure over time [14].

Results
Invited faculty and presentation disclosures

From 2018 to 2020, 1,010 faculty were invited as speakers
at the SAGES Annual Meetings. Results of slide disclosure
analysis are reported with the number of the presentations
as the denominator as faculty occasionally gives multiple
presentations and potentially could list different disclosure
information in each presentation. For the 3 years reviewed,
1,355 presentations were identified and 91% had available
recordings for review. Introductory presentations and panel
discussions accounted for the majority of the “missing”
recordings, as recordings of these presentations were not
made and slides were not prepared. Of the available presen-
tations, 1,089 (88%) included a disclosure slide. There was
an observed increase in disclosure slide inclusion over time
with 94% of 2020 presentations including a disclosure slide
compared to 86% in 2018 (p=0.01).

Disclosures to SAGES and the OPD—the mitigation
process

Of the 1,010 faculty, at least 75% of speakers each year were
identified in the OPD and this proportion increased from
75% in 2018 to 89% in 2020. Of the invited faculty listed in
the OPD, the proportion of faculty with industry relation-
ships over $500 ranged from approximately one half to two-
thirds during the years of study (Table 1). The mean number
of relationships per faculty was similar across years of pres-
entation. Although the percentage of speakers with relation-
ships in the OPD increased between 2018 and 2020 (54%
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Table 1 Description of Invited
Presentations and Speakers to

2018 2019 2020

SAGES 2018-2020 Presentation-level Data

Invited presentations

526 443 386

Available presentations, n (%) 479 (91%) 396 (89%) 359 (93%)
Disclosure slide, n (%) 414 (86%) 346 (87%) 338 (94%)
Speaker-level Data
Unique speakers, n 398 334 278
Unique speakers in OPD, n (%) 299 (75%) 270 (81%) 247 (89%)
Unique speakers in OPD with qualifying relationships®, 162 (54%) 143 (53%) 160 (66%)
n (%)
SAGES Disclosures Data N=299 N=270 N=247
Mean number of relationships disclosed to SAGES, mean (SD) 1.0 (1.6) 1.1 (1.8) 1.1 (1.8)
Average number of relationships on disclosure slide, mean (SD) 1.3 (1.8) 1.0 (1.8) 0.9 (1.6)
OPD Data N=299 N=270 N=247
Mean number of relationships per speaker, mean (SD) 1.2 (1.6) 1.0 (0.9) 1.2 (1.3)
Mean value of relationships per speaker, $, mean (SD) 19,790 17,478 (51,940) 13,538
(52,638) (38,891)
Median value of relationships per speaker, $, median (IQR) 705 800 1,539
(0-9,668) (0-10,336) (0-8,446)
Total value of relationships, $ 5917,127 4,719,113 3,343,845

*Defined qualifying relationships as any individual relationship whose value exceeded > $500 USD for the
year of presentation. OPD, Open Payments Database; SD, standard deviation; IQR, interquartile range

vs 66%, respectively), the average value per faculty of these
relationships declined from 2018 to 2020 (mean $19,790
[SD $52,638] vs $13,538[SD $38,891]). The median value
of these relationships increased over this period from $705
(IQR 0-9,668) in 2018 to $1,539 (IQR 0-8,446) in 2020.
Comparison of relationships disclosed to SAGES with
those identified in the OPD demonstrated persistent dis-
cordance between the disclosure sources. There was an
overall 39% discordance rate between industry-reported
relationships in the OPD and faculty-reported relation-
ships to SAGES. In 2018, 38% of presenters disclosed
fewer relationships to SAGES than were listed in the OPD
and this increased to 47% in 2020 (p =0.03, Table 2).

Speakers with 1:1 concordance between SAGES faculty
disclosures and the OPD, as well as those that disclosed
more relationships to SAGES than were listed in the OPD,
comprised the majority each year (2018: 62%; 2019: 64%;
2020: 52%). The average value of relationships reported
only in the OPD is displayed in Table 3. Faculty with
OPD-reported relationships valued over $10,000 (total of
all relationship values, per year) that were not reported to
SAGES represented 6% of the total faculty for the three-
year period. This proportion of speakers with apparent
high discordance decreased over time from 9% in 2019 to
5% in 2020 (p <0.01).

Table 2 Speaker-Level Disclosures to SAGES for 2018-2020 among speakers Listed in the Open Payments Database

Comparisons

2018 (n=299) 2019 (n=270) 2020 (n=247)

Speakers with more SAGES disclosures than relationships in the OPD, n (%)

Speakers with 1:1 disclosure between SAGES and the OPD, n (%)

Speakers with fewer disclosures to SAGES than relationships in the OPD, 7 (%)

Mean number of OPD-only relationships, mean (SD)
Mean value of OPD-only relationships, $, mean (SD)

Median value of OPD-only relationships, $, median (IQR)

Total value of OPD-only relationships, $
Speakers with OPD-only relationships > $10,000, n (%)

54 (18%) 47 (17%) 43 (17%)
132 (44%) 127 (47%) 87 (35%)
113 (38%) 96 (36%) 117 (47%)
0.63 (1.05) 0.55 (0.85) 0.66 (0.85)
6,117 2,980 2,480
(26,373) (14,567) (6,313)

0 0 0
(0-1,880) (0-1,187) (0-2,546)
1,829,024 804,486 612,653
27 (9%) 19 (7%) 12 (5%)

OPD, Open Payments Database; SD, standard deviation; IQR, interquartile range
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Table 3 Disclosures Reported 2018 2019 2020
by QPD—Listed Ipvited Speakers (n=276) (n=243) (1=237)
on Disclosure Slides, SAGES
2018-2020 Compared to OPD
Presenters with relationships not disclosed on disclosure slide, n (%) 78 (28%) 96 (40%) 84 (35%)
Mean number of undisclosed relationships, mean (SD) 0.42 (0.79) 0.58 (0.87) 0.74 (0.92)
Mean value of undisclosed relationships, $, mean (SD) 2,765 4,330 3,259
(11,224) (24,896) 9,211)
Median value of undisclosed relationships, $, median (IQR) 0 0 0
(0-873) (0-1,867)  (0-3,000)
Total value of undisclosed relationships, $ 763,234 1,052,336 772,276
Compared to SAGES Disclosures
Presenters with relationships not disclosed on disclosure slide, n (%) 37 (13%) 36 (15%) 43 (18%)

Mean number of undisclosed relationships, mean (SD)

0.25(0.71) 0.30 (0.94) 0.38 (1.25)

*To capture all undisclosed relationships while avoiding double-counting speakers, for duplicate present-
ers, the presentation with the highest number of undisclosed relationships was used.

OPD, Open Payments Database; SD, standard deviation; IQR, interquartile range

Slide disclosures compared to SAGES disclosures
and the OPD

Table 3 compares speakers’ slide disclosures to those
reported directly to SAGES and by industry to the OPD.
Overall, 32% of presentations had OPD-reported relation-
ships not present on their disclosure slide and this proportion
was similar across years of presentation (p =0.07). There
was an overall 14% discordance rate between disclosures
on slides compared to faculty-reported relationships to
SAGES. There is approximately a 9-month overlap between
the 12 months prior to a talk and the 12 months reported
in a year of OPD data (Fig. 1). When comparing slide dis-
closures to both OPD-reported relationships and SAGES-
reported relationships, we found greater percentage of
faculty with discordance between disclosure slides and the
OPD than between disclosures slides and SAGES-reported

relationships (35% vs. 15% overall, by year in Table 3).
However, the number of discordances between slides and
the OPD was less than the number of discordances between
SAGES-reported relationships and the OPD (Table 2 vs
Table 3).

Explanations for discordance

Surveying 100% of faculty from SAGES 2020 with apparent
high discordance between the OPD and SAGES, we found
that the majority either believed it was an unintentional error
or outside the 12-month pre-presentation timeframe required
by SAGES (Table 4). In one instance, payments made to
the institution to support a fellowship program were misat-
tributed to the physician and two others in which the faculty
were unaware of the “payments” and may have been related
to research activities. Similarly, survey of a 15% sample of

Table 4 Explanations for

Discordance between Open High Discordance Faculty (n=11)
Payments Database and SAGES Payment from company for support of fellowship program attributed to surgeon 1
Disclosures for SAGES 2020 Unintentional error or believed it was outside the 12-month timeframe 6
Thought not relevant 2
Unaware of relationship—related to research work 2
Low Discordance Faculty* (n=15)
OPD error (faculty did not believe that relationship ever existed) 4
Unintentional error/oversight 5
Relationship not ongoing (Food & Beverage or Travel & Lodging) 6
Unaware of the relationship (Food &Beverage or Travel & Lodging) 5
Not relevant 1
Training/proctoring (no payment made to faculty) 3
Outside of 12-month timeframe 2

OPD Open Payments Database

*Totals add up to more than the number of faculty due to multiple potential explanations.
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SAGES faculty with apparent low discordance identified
several instances in which no monetary payment had been
made to the speakers. These included payments for food and
beverage/travel and lodging, participation in proctored train-
ing courses, and errors in the OPD. Unintentional error and
perceived irrelevance of the relationship were also provided
as reason for discordance (Table 4).

Discussion

There are two important steps in maintaining independence
in physician education with respect to financial relation-
ships with industry: 1. reporting of relationships for review
and mitigation when appropriate and 2. disclosure of rela-
tionships to the audience. SAGES COI policies outline the
process for reviewing faculty-reported relationships with
ineligible companies (previously referred to as commercial
interests) and implementing mitigation of potential con-
flicts of interest. For SAGES Annual Meetings, disclosure
to the audience is done in a twofold manner: one by a list-
ing of all faculty and disclosures in the program (based on
faculty-reported disclosures to SAGES at the time faculty
accepted the invitation) and again with a disclosure slide.
This study compared three data sources regarding financial
relationships—faculty-reported financial relationships to
SAGES, financial relationships reported on disclosure slides,
and industry-reported relationships in the OPD—to better
understand the process of financial disclosures and ways to
reduce discrepancies. We observed an increase over the three
study years in the number of faculty with OPD-reported
relationships not included in faculty-reported relationships
to SAGES—from 38% in 2018 to 47% in 2020. There was
no apparent trend in the percentage of discordance between
slide disclosures and OPD-reported relationships (28% in
2018, 40% in 2019, and 35% in 2020). Understanding rea-
sons for discordance is important for achieving the SAGES
goal of providing bias-free education and transparency.

It is important to note that there are significant limitations
of using the OPD to examine financial relationships. The
first is that the data are published 6 months after the calendar
year ends (Fig. 1), making the OPD unusable as a real-time
source for faculty to check reported relationships to confirm
they are fully inclusive when reporting or to dispute errors
when they exist. Although other authors have recommended
that PMAs use the OPD to double-check faculty responses
or to support faculty by providing the list from the OPD
and requesting faculty to confirm/deny each relationships
[11], the delay in publication of the data made this impos-
sible for 12-month disclosures as previously required by the
2004 ACCME Standards for Commercial Support. The OPD
does not have a 1:1 overlap with the 12 months prior to
faculty reporting to SAGES or with the 12 months prior to
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actual presentation as outlined in Fig. 1. Finally, the OPD
does not capture the full range of financial relationships (i.e.,
ownerships and equity) or spousal financial relationships
(which were previously required to be disclosed in the 2004
ACCME Standards for Commercial Support).

Non-disclosure of financial relationships with industry is
potentially problematic and should be addressed; however, it
must be acknowledged that there are several explanations for
discordance outside of intentional nondisclosure. One such
explanation is differences in the timing of the relationships
listed in the OPD as outlined above. This may also contrib-
ute to faculty not checking the OPD on a regular basis due
to the delayed nature of the information. There can also be
major delays in reporting of payments in the OPD resulting
a payment being reported in the year after the relationship
occurred. Conversely relationships may have begun after the
faculty accepted the invitation to speak and provided their
relationships via the SAGES website. Although speakers are
asked to update their SAGES faculty disclosures to reflect
recent changes in their financial relationships, in the past,
there was no reminder requesting faculty to do so. Depend-
ing on the number of PMAs faculty participate in as speak-
ers, remembering to update financial relationships across all
reporting platforms may be an understandably challenging
process. Other financial relationships may have ended and
although it is SAGES intent to request that they be reported,
financial relationships that have ended would not require
mitigation strategies. Relationships that are felt to not be
relevant to the topic of presentation may have been omitted
from the disclosure slide, as there were not specific instruc-
tions regarding listing all versus relevant relationships on
the SAGES Speaker website (Appendix 2). This form of
discordance could be rectified with clear education to fac-
ulty of the request to list all financial relationships on their
disclosure slides.

Finally, depending on the nature of the relationship and
awareness of the OPD, faculty may not be aware that they
have a financial relationship at all. Faculty may not have
knowledge of the OPD, and we believe that SAGES can
support faculty in future by providing a link to the OPD
for review. There are known instances of payments made
to institutions being misattributed to individual physicians,
physicians being unaware of industry-reported payments
associated with training or research activities, and even
errors in the OPD. An analysis of the American Academy
of Orthopedic Surgeons found a 35% rate of overall OPD
discordance with frequent overvaluation of relationships
[15]. Discordance regarding payments for food and beverage
or travel and lodging, for example, may be present because
faculty did not realize that industry training sessions are
reported as direct payments to the faculty members. If com-
panies do not provide clear information regarding the finan-
cial implications of industry-supported training there will
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be misunderstanding and unintentional discordance between
faculty disclosures and the OPD. For these reasons, regular
review of OPD relationships by physicians is recommended.

Despite the increasing prevalence of OPD-identified
financial relationships over time, the overall value of these
relationships as well as the total value of undisclosed rela-
tionships decreased over the study period. Non-disclosure
of high-value relationships—which we defined as greater
than $10,000 annually—may be of greater concern and thus
prompted COI Committee review to understand the causes
of discordance. Fortunately, in this study high discordance
was infrequent and decreased over the study period. Of the
2020 high discordance faculty, three quarters of the faculty
thought the relationship was outside the timeframe, believed
it was not relevant, or in retrospect believed it was an unin-
tentional oversight. While the ACCME 2004 Standards only
required that faculty discloses relevant relationships, SAGES
has taken the position of asking faculty to disclose all finan-
cial relationships and having the COI Committee review for
any potential relevance. However, there are some discrepan-
cies present in the wording on the faculty disclosure page
(Appendix 1) which may have contributed to the observed
discordance.

While the OPD has proven to be a valuable tool to exam-
ine relationships retrospectively, for the prior ACCME
2004 Standards—which required a 12-month disclosure—
the OPD was not an available tool to evaluate 12-month
relationships in real time. With the new ACCME Standards
of Integrity and Independence [16], the required disclo-
sure timeframe is now 24 months prior and does allow the
opportunity to review faculty disclosures and OPD-reported
disclosures in the approximately 12—-24-month period prior
to a CME event. As SAGES responded to the findings of this
study and to the new ACCME Standards for Integrity and
Independence, for the first time, all faculty were requested
to review their 2020 OPD-reported relationships and make
any necessary updates to their disclosures in January of 2022
in preparation for the March 2022 Annual Meeting. As of
the March 2022 Annual meeting, 2021 OPD data remained
unavailable for review. The COI Committee plans to fur-
ther integrate a review of the OPD into the faculty disclo-
sure page for future meetings, although it is important to
acknowledge that this will be required but not sufficient, due
to the limitations of the OPD as outlined above. Notably, we
identified that 17%—18% of faculty had relationships dis-
closed to SAGES that were not identified in the OPD. This
reinforces the importance and value of faculty disclosures
compared to relying on the OPD.

This study is novel in that it includes faculty-reported
disclosures to SAGES rather than only slide disclosures.
Faculty disclosures to SAGES is a critical component of the
COI mitigation process required by the ACCME. All faculty
disclosures are reviewed in comparison to the presentation(s)

topic to determine the level of potential relevance (Fig. 2).
SAGES policy is to require faculty with potentially relevant
ongoing relationships, very broadly defined, to submit their
presentation for peer review 21 days prior to the SAGES
Annual meeting. In post-meeting surveys, which include a
specific question about perceived bias, the reported level
has been low (1-2%). Notable in the review process is that
the highest level of potential influence as identified by the
ACCME—ownership—may not be included in the OPD if
that ownership is in the form of equity. While we believe
that it is important to work toward minimizing discrepan-
cies among the various sources of data—particularly in the
form of ongoing financial relationships—faculty-reported
relationships remain the most comprehensive and up-to-date
information available. SAGES will take the information
learned from this analysis to refine and improve the process
of faculty disclosures for future meetings, including a link
to the OPD with a request for each faculty to review and an
email reminder prior to the COI Committee’s final review of
relationships (~6-8 weeks prior to the meeting) to request
faculty update any disclosures as needed. We believe these
steps will reduce unintentional discrepancies, increase fac-
ulty awareness of the OPD, and provide the opportunity for
faculty to recognize and dispute payments when appropri-
ate. Over time, increased faculty interaction with the OPD
may result in ongoing feedback to industry and the OPD and
facilitate future improvements to the database.”

Limitations of this study include limitations inherent
to each data source. The OPD is derived from industry-
reported information and as discussed above may be sub-
jected to error. It is possible that disclosures to SAGES were
reset after original disclosures in a way that unintentionally
removed prior disclosures, although there is no evidence to
suggest that this happened. Finally, data from slide review
were manually recorded by study authors and may be sub-
jected to human error.

Conclusion

Detailed review of financial relationships—comparing
faculty-reported relationships at the time of acceptance,
relationships listed on slides, and industry-reported relation-
ships via the OPD—has shed light on the nuances of the
disclosure process and opportunities to improve the process
of supporting faculty in the disclosure process. Although
discordances exist between the data sources, there are many
potential explanations, and the SAGES COI Committee will
continue to strive to make the process as clear and stream-
lined as possible.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-022-09592-1.
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