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Introduction: Point-of-care ultrasound (POCUS) is increasingly being employed in family medicine.
Residency tracks can be an effective way to increase mastery in a specific subdiscipline for interested
residents, but no studies exist on the implementation of a POCUS track in family medicine. We address
this gap in the literature by assessing POCUS use by POCUS track residents compared to non-POCUS
track residents and faculty in an academic family medicine department.

Methods: We performed a retrospective review of all POCUS scans completed in the first year after
implementation of a family medicine residency POCUS track. Scans were analyzed by two reviewers. We
compared scan volume and type between POCUS track residents, non-POCUS track residents, and faculty.
A blinded quality analysis was performed on each group of scans.

Results: A total of 572 scans were completed on 536 patients over 1 year. POCUS track residents scanned
significantly more than non-POCUS track residents (mean difference of 72.2, Cl 59.1 to 85.4; P<.0001). The
most common scan types across groups were musculoskeletal and soft tissue. POCUS track residents
showed statistically improved scan quality in all scan types, while non-POCUS track residents showed
statistical improvement only in soft tissue, shoulder, and abdominal aortic aneurysm scans.

Conclusions: This is the first longitudinal study of a novel academic family medicine residency POCUS
track. Participation in a POCUS track can increase the number, variety, and quality of scans performed. Our
curriculum can be a model for family medicine residency programs that wish to provide robust POCUS
training.

Introduction

Point-of-care ultrasound (POCUS), the bedside acquisition and interpretation of ultrasound images, has become
a focus in family medicine training."? In 2016, the American Academy of Family Physicians endorsed
expansion of POCUS training, which spurred family medicine residencies (FMR) to expand POCUS training
programs.? The percentage of FMRs reporting an established POCUS curriculum grew from 2% in 2014 to 32%
in 2021.3% In a 2021 survey, 81% of surveyed department chairs reported having at least one POCUS-trained
faculty member.3# Training requirements also have shifted. Currently, the Accreditation Council for Graduate

primer-8-41 1 of7



Medical Education’s Program Requirements for Graduate Medical Education in Family Medicine states,
“Residents should have experience in using point-of-care ultrasound in clinical care.”® Despite the rapid
development of training programs, little published data exists on the impact of these training programs.

Prior studies describe POCUS training as workshops, rotations, or obstetrical uses; no data exists for POCUS
tracks within FMRs.®'2 No data is available on the volume and types of scans performed in FMRs. This is
important data both for determining training curriculum outcomes and for credentialing purposes, because
credentialing typically depends on a specific number of scans performed.

The objective of this study was to describe the implementation and outcomes of a yearlong longitudinal
POCUS track for family medicine residents at a single, large Midwestern academic medical center. We focused
on scan types and scan volume performed by POCUS track versus non-POCUS track residents at two outpatient
residency continuity clinics.

Methods

In 2021, three third-year family medicine residents participated in a yearlong inaugural residency POCUS track.
This included seven POCUS simulation sessions (2-4 hours each); use of elective time to perform POCUS scans
with a goal of 150 educational (ie, nonbillable) patient scans per track resident; and approximately 130 hours
performing educational scans. Non-POCUS track residents received monthly didactics along with POCUS track
residents and had equal opportunity to perform educational scans in the clinic. Non-POCUS track residents
participated in quarterly hour-long ultrasound didactics and biannual simulation center sessions (8 hours).

Educational scans were performed at outpatient family medicine clinics using Mindray TE7 or GE Logiq
ultrasounds. The scans were stored on middleware software called Qpath. The ultrasound fellowship-trained
faculty member performed a quality review on all images to provide learners feedback.

An institutional review board exempted our retrospective review of all scans from July 1, 2021, through June 30,
2022, which was performed independently by two reviewers. Scan type was determined by a combination of
image or video annotation, if available, and independent reviewer image interpretation. Consensus on scan type
was reached. Scan performers were categorized as POCUS track resident, non-POCUS track resident, faculty, or
unknown. One faculty member had completed a sports medicine fellowship, but otherwise all other faculty
were learners themselves. Scans from the ultrasound fellowship-trained faculty member were excluded from
analysis. Scans were included for review if a minimum of one image or video clip was available for
interpretation. We compared the number of scans performed by POCUS track and non-POCUS track residents
using Microsoft Excel to complete unpaired t tests and compute difference of means.

Quality guidelines were established for each scan type, and a retrospective scan quality analysis was
performed by two blinded reviewers.'® Scan quality in the first 6 months was compared to the last 6 months for
both POCUS track and non-POCUS track residents. Quality review was nonparametric, so a Mann-Whitney
analysis was used.

Results

A total of 536 patients received POCUS scans from July 2021 through June 2022 (Table 1). POCUS track
residents performed 239 scans on 222 patients (some patients had multiple scan types completed in the same
scanning encounter). Non-POCUS track residents (n=36) performed 69 scans on 63 patients.

The most common scans for POCUS track residents were musculoskeletal (31.4%), soft tissue (28.5%), and
renal (7.1%; Table 2). The most common scans for non-POCUS track residents were soft tissue (31.9%),
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obstetrics (18.8%), and musculoskeletal (11.6%).

The POCUS track residents scanned more patients than their non-POCUS track peers (222 vs 63). We identified
a significant difference between the mean number of patients scanned on average by the POCUS track
residents compared to non-POCUS track residents (mean difference of 72.2, Cl 59.1 to 85.4; P<.0001). In total,
41.4% of all scans during the track year were performed by the POCUS track residents. Non-POCUS track
residents performed 11.8% of scans.

A randomized, blinded quality review showed overall improvement in scan quality in all scan types when
comparing both time periods. A Mann-Whitney test comparing quality between time periods showed
improvements in all scan types for POCUS track residents, but significant statistical improvement in only soft
tissue (P=.0022), shoulder (P=.152), and abdominal aortic aneurysm (P=.0022) scans for non-POCUS track
residents (Figure 1).

Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first study describing a longitudinal POCUS track in a family medicine residency.
Our data shows that POCUS track residents obtained both larger scan volume and improved scan quality
compared to their non-POCUS track peers. All POCUS track residents fell short of the goal of 150 patient scans
each. The barriers involved with implementing a novel program include use of new technology, comfort
performing educational scans, and patient hesitancy.

This study had limitations. The scan performer could not be identified in 96 scans; although we suspect the
majority were performed by POCUS track residents, we cannot be sure. This failure likely reflects the common
challenges regarding novel technology implementation faced by programs establishing POCUS curricula.
Improved workflow between ultrasound machine, electronic health record, and middleware should lead to
improved scan documentation in our program. Quality analysis was based on retrospectively selected criteria,
no universally agreed upon analysis criteria exists.

Conclusions

Residents participating in a POCUS track performed significantly more scans than their non-POCUS track peers.
POCUS track residents’ scan quality improved most with implementation of our program. A POCUS track is a
useful strategy for promoting POCUS utilization in FMRs and preparing graduates for a future in primary care
that is likely to make POCUS a central aspect of its practice. Further studies should focus on FMR POCUS track
learning outcomes and addressing barriers to POCUS use in family medicine.

Tables and Figures
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Table 1. Number of Scans by Individuals Performing Them

Categories of individuals performing

scans (number of individuals)

Number of patients scanned
N=536
n (%)

POCUS track resident (3) 222 (41.4)
Non-POCUS track resident (36) 63 (11.8)
Faculty only (5) 155 (28.9)
Unknown 96 (17.9)

Table 2. Number of Scans by Scan Type

Non-POCUS
POCUS track track Unknown
residents :
= residents
N=239 -
A N=69
° n (%)
Musculoskeletal 75 (31.4) 8 (11.6) 34 (20.5) 22 (22.4) 139 (24.3)
Soft tissue 68 (28.5) 22 (31.9) 41 (24.7) 23 (23.5) 154 (26.9)
Renal and/or bladder 17 (7.1) 3(4.3) 7(4.2) 8 (8.2) 35 (6.1)
Cardiac 14 (5.9) 5(7.2) 19 (11.4) 6 (6.1) 44 (1.7)
Right upper quadrant 13 (5.4) 3(4.3) 8 (4.8) 4 (4.1) 28 (4.9)
Obstetrics 11 (4.6) 13 (18.8) 15 (9) 17 (17.3) 56 (9.8)
Abdomen 11 (4.6) 3(4.3) 7(4.2) 2(2) 23 (4)
Deep vein thrombosis 8 (3.3) 0(0) 2(1.2) 3(3.1) 13 (2.3)
Aortic abdominal aneurysm
screening 8 (3.3) 6 (8.7) 18 (10.8) 5(5.1) 37 (6.5)
Lung 7(2.9) 2(2.9) 6 (3.6) 0(0) 15 (2.6)
Other vascular (excluding aortic
abdominal aneurysm screening 6 (2.5) 1(1.4) 1(0.6) 0 (0) 8 (1.4)
and deep vein thrombosis)
Gynecologic 1(04) 1(1.4) 4 (24) 4 (4.1) 10 (1.7)
Other (testicular, thyroid) 0(0) 2(2.9) 4 (24) 4 (4.1) 10 (1.7)
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Figure 1. POCUS Track and Non-POCUS Track Resident Scan Quality Scores
in the First 6 Months Versus the Last 6 Months of the POCUS Track
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