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INTRODUCTION

» The surveys were sent to PDs from Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education (ACGME) accredited orthopaedic
for program directors (PDs) during the 2021 orthopaedic residency programs, as well as to 4th year medical students (MS4s) who matched into orthopaedic surgery in March 2021. LORs, resident and faculty recommendations, and interview

residency application season, requiring many alterations to the *  Unmatched applicants were excluded. performance, as compared to previous application cycles.
traditional application cycle and interview format [:24]. » Two surveys were administered electronically, including one for PDs and one for MS4s, both utilized a Likert Scale. «  Applicants considered mentor recommendations,

« Away rotations were restricted, and in-person interviews were « The PD survey was a 41-item, three-part electronic survey. Part | included 8 questions assessing basic information about each city/geographic location, proximity to family, national
discouraged in accordance with the Association of American residency program. Part Il included 21 questions assessing factors impacting PD rank list formation during the 2021 application reputation, and VI experiences as highly important factors
Medical Colleges (AAMC) and the American Orthopaedic process. Part I1I included 14 questions assessing each program’s VI experience. 20 of the most impactful results are shown be low. when ranking programs.

Association Counsel of Orthopaedic Residency Directors «  The MS4 survey was a 31-item, three-part electronic survey. Part | included 11 questions assessing basic demographic and applicant Most PDs and MS4s were satisfied with VIs and felt able to
(CORD) [*#]. information. Part II included 14 questions assessing factors impacting applicants’ rank lists. Part III included 8 questions assessing adequately assess prospective applicants and residency

« The COVID-19 pandemic created unprecedented challenges « Limited in-person interactions increased the importance of

* Programs mitigated the loss of these in-person encounters by
conducting virtual rotations (VRs), informational sessions,
and virtual interviews (VIs) [4].

applicants’ VI experiences. 14 of the most impactful results are shown below.
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programs, respectively.
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