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Over the past 5 years, the number of integrated Data Collection Overview  We suggest applicants were less
PlaSt'C surgery applicants has exper!enced a 5_3_'3% We reviewed publicly available match data from 86 « 904 matched applicants identified across all 5 years. Of those, 901 (99.7%) Yariable Crude OR@o% D p (univariable) Adjusted OR(3°% €D p (multlvariable) comfortable ranking unfamiliar
increase However, the number of roeS|c_lency p03|t|on_s ERAS-participating integrated US plastic surgery had identifiable medical school or research fellowship affiliations. Year 183030 06 (05.09) 8821 050509 060041*: programs after virtual interviews
’?rgirselgtegatg a°1n(|)y7 ‘;eiir;ree;s; ?ﬁ5a/;plliggrr1€’tzs|aeér ;/I-Q:; residencies between 2018 and 2022. Information « 77 programs had complete 5-year match data (Table 2) 2021 ef | et | in Match Cycle 2020-2021, and
. o) - ’ - = " _
dtoa3.1% i . i orad was collected on residents’ medical school Incidence of Home Matching (Figure 1) 2022 0.6 (0.3, 1.1) 0.1 0.5 (0.3, 1.1) 0.07 thus p?,rhap_s more I|k_ely_ up
comp1are 0 d .17 INCrease in positions ofiered per affiliation for US medical graduates or most recent .. N _ : . Program Size 0.0002%7 0.003%7 ranked” their home institutions.
year.' (Table 1) clinical or research affiliation for international . Re_sults revealed a statlstlcal!y significant (t-test, p=0.0002) increase in the | 04 (03.0.8) 0006 03(02.0.6) 0,001+ . As for Match 2021-2022 we
medical graduates (total, n=904). (Table X) incidence of home matches in 2021 as compared to the aggregated three 2 ref ref ¢ that denci ’
The COVID-19 pandemic has led to inevitable o | ’ previous matches [2018-2020]. 3 1.4(0.8,2.3) 0.2 1.4(0.7,2.8) L sygglesl I'I? I retS| ﬁnmes Wterﬁ
changes in the residency application process. The  Statistical Analysis » Match 2022 experienced a statistically significant (t-test, p=0.037) decrease . 12,'71(8'11 ’247'15)) o 112'6(500'2’;'352) o :;ml 2re)e,n | eb;/ ono orr;iegnr:;ie::acnt
ast 3 years have been the most competitive in Th t f t tched i inci o | S |
p: y P € mean percentages ol program sSpots matche in home match incidence versus 2021. Ranking 00031 0 04 difference compared to odds ratio
history. (Table 1) Therefore, any advantage an  to home across the years were compared using a Loqistic Regressions (Table 3) 55 rof rof 2091
applicant can garner is of utmost importance (e.g. t-test (a=0.05). " "t oy N 26-50 0.4 (0.2,0.6) 0.0003* 0.6 (03.1.1) 01 seen in :
home matching). In previous years, one-fith of | | . 4. ooracsion analvsis was performed for atch rear 51-75 0.6 (0.3,0.9) 0.02* 13 (0.6,2.7) 0.5 « However, changes in this year’s
plastic surgery residents matched into their home prigrli-dlefineg Ivariable;’ ! V\(/andp bossible « Applicants in previous years [2018-2020] were 50% less likely to match at No rank 052, 1.1) 0.09 16(0.5.5.1) 0.4 cycle such as the reintroduction
program with approx. 43% matching at programs confounders). Both crude univariable and their home as compared to 2021 (CI:0.3,0.9, p=0.01). Remained significant Region - f 047 f 0.1% of away rotations (restricted to
where they completed an away rotation.2? adjusted multivariable logistic analyses were when accounting for confounders in the multivariate analysis (p=0.04). S 0905, 1.5 0 0805, 15 06 only 1) may have driven
performed  No statistically significant difference between 2021 and 2022. West 0.8 (0.4,1.5) 0.5 0.8 (0.4, 1.6) 0.5 applicants, residencies , or both to
' - South 1.3(0.8,2.3) 0.3 1.6 (0.9, 3.0) 0.1 decrease overall home-
OBJECTIVES  Variables included program size, program Program Size RUCC 0.24 0.08+ matching incidence
Doximity rank by reputation (1-25, 26-50, 51- * Programs with only 1 available position were 30% less likely to match a | " | of | | '
Primary: To assess if the 2020-2021 and 2021-2022 75, 76-100, unranked), geographic region home applicant in previous years [2018-2020] when compared to 2021 2 0.6 (0.4.1.0) 0.07 05 (0.3,0.9) 0.03* » Future studies should focus on
plastic surgery match cycles and their outcomes (Midwest, Northeast, South, West), and rural- (C1:0.2,0.6, p=0.001). Remained significant when accounting for confounders 3 0.8(0.3,1.7) 0.5 0.8 (0.3, 1.8) 0.5 what specific factors are driving

related to home matching differed from previous

urban classification (as per 2013 RUCC codes).

in the multivariate analysis (p=0.003).

*indicates p value of statistical significance at a=0.05

these changes in candidate

and/or residency mentality related
to home matching.

years (2018-2020).

Ranking
Statistically significant (p=0.04) in our multivariate analysis however no

Tindicates variable category p-values, not level-specific

For analysis by number of positions, two (median

program size) was used as the reference, while * | Sigl _
positions, Doximity program rankings, geographic reference groups for analysis by ranking (1-25) applicable significance was attained.

region, or rural-urban classification affected and region (Midwest) were arbitrarily defined Region and RUCC
likelihood of home matching - No statistical significance in both univariate and multivariate analyses.
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**Statistically significant 2022 decrease v 2021, t-test (p=0.037)



