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SINCE ITS INCEPTION in 1967, medicine-pediatrics
(med-peds) residency training has required a delicate bal-
ance of innovation, standardization, cooperation, and
compromise.1 Med-peds training programs became inde-
pendently accredited by the Accreditation Council on
Graduate Medical Education (ACGME) in 2007, and all
programs must now adapt to the changes of the Next
Accreditation System,2 which emphasizes competency-
based assessment and improvement in patient safety and
quality outcomes. At the same time, the Pediatric Review
Committee of the ACGME has issued new guidelines
for Pediatrics and med-peds training.3,4 With so much
change, it has never been more important to collaborate
with our colleagues in categorical medicine and pedi-
atric programs. Here we identify 4 specific challenges to
med-peds programs presented by the Next Accreditation
System and recent changes to the ACGME program
requirements. In addition, we share our experiences at-
tempting to meet these challenges and identify opportu-
nities to build on the rich tradition of innovation within
med-peds programs.
MILESTONE ASSESSMENT

A critical characteristic of med-peds training is the
concept that combined trained physicians have equal
competence to their categorical peers.5 Members of the
ACGME, the American Board of Internal Medicine
(ABIM), the American Board of Pediatrics (ABP), and
the Med Peds Program Directors Association (MPPDA)
unanimously agreed that the best way to ensure equivalent
competence in internal medicine and pediatrics was to use
the milestones of both disciplines. For med-peds trainees,
this means that they must progress along and ultimately
achieve the same milestone level in the same competencies
as their categorical peers in medicine and pediatrics despite
a shorter duration of training in each specialty. For med-
peds programs, this means that programs must assess and
monitor the progress of trainees along 2 different sets of
milestones in 2 different training environments.
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ASSESSMENT AND REPORTING OF 2 SETS OF MILESTONES

The ACGME requires that programs report med-peds
resident milestone assessment on an annual basis, rather
than the every-6-month basis required for categorical resi-
dents. Although this simplifies reporting requirements, the
complexity of combined training creates a number of
unique challenges for the assessment of med-peds resi-
dents. For example, med-peds residents train in 2 different
categorical programs with 2 related but different sets of
milestones. It is not clear how the progression of med-
peds residents along the milestones of each specialty might
be the same or different from categorical residents. In addi-
tion, each program has its own assessment methods and
collection systems that can make tracking and oversight
of progress more challenging. Furthermore, because
med-peds residents spend less time than categorical resi-
dents in each specialty, the total number of assessments
of med-peds residents in each specialty will likely be
significantly fewer. Therefore, decisions about milestone
rating and progression across key transition points in
each specialty may need to be made with less assessment
information than categorical residents.
One way to address these issues is to identify the mile-

stones that are commonbetweenpediatrics and internalmed-
icine and clearly distinguish those that are unique to each
discipline. For example, a trainee’s ability to obtain a clear
and concise history could relate to both disciplines, while
specific knowledge of pediatric and/or adult disease is
confined to the specialty. The reconciled milestones can be
mapped in the background of the med-peds resident’s evalu-
ations in most programs’ education management systems.
The net result could be that many assessments obtained in
one specialty could be used to help informmilestone ratings
in the other specialty and vice versa. Experience gained with
this approach could also help inform the assessment of
trainees in categorical and other combined programs.

MED-PEDS CLINICAL COMPETENCY COMMITTEE

In the same way as categorical programs, the milestone
assessment and monitoring process for med-peds programs
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must be informed by a clinical competency committee
(CCC). However, there is no ACGME requirement for
a med-peds-specific clinical competency committee.
Instead, med-peds programs have the flexibility to form
their own independent med-peds CCC or use the CCCs
of the core pediatrics and medicine programs. Either
way, the CCC responsible for med-peds residents must
collaborate locally with categorical program leadership
to ensure transparent, consistent reporting of milestones
and to align promotion standards. In addition, programs
must ensure that the assessment tools used in the evaluation
of med-peds residents are appropriate and valid measures
of the performance and development expected in each cat-
egorical program while accounting for the unique trajec-
tory of med-peds residents. This is particularly important
when the stakes are high, such as determining promotion
to supervisory roles and independent practice.

Regardless of the approach to forming the CCC, it is crit-
ical that individuals with knowledge of the combined pro-
gram have a voice in the CCC that reviews med-peds
trainees. If programs choose to use the 2 core program
CCCs, then faculty members with extensive knowledge
of the unique aspects of med-peds training should be a
part of these committees. If programs choose to use an in-
dependent combined CCC, then representatives from the
categorical programs should be included. Members of the
CCC must develop expertise in the milestones of both spe-
cialties as well as the unique aspects of the progression and
development of med-peds residents. The goal should be to
interpret a resident’s holistic progression, rather than sim-
ply looking at their progression across each set of specialty
competencies in isolation. To facilitate this process, we
recommend that med-peds residents undergo review of
their progress toward achieving the expected milestone
levels of each specialty specific competency every 6
months, despite the fact that it is not required by the
ACGME. Through more frequent review, it should be
possible for members of the CCC to share perspectives,
gain an understanding of the typical progression for com-
bined residents, facilitate comparison to the benchmark
of the categorical resident, and promote the development
of assessment tools to measure comparable milestones
within each specialty.
QUALITY IMPROVEMENT CURRICULUM

To improve patient safety and promote high-quality
care, the 2013 ACGME Common Program Requirements
mandate resident experience in quality improvement,
including the opportunity to evaluate individual perfor-
mance.6 On the basis of the aggregate data from the re-
sponses med-peds residents to the 2013–2014 ACGME
Resident Survey, programs were compliant 88% of the
time in quality improvement (QI) but only 55% of the
time providing “data on practice habits.”7 Although most
GME training programs (58%) struggle to provide mean-
ingful performance data to trainees, med-peds programs
have a number of unique barriers to these requirements,
such as: 1) frequent transition between institutions, 2)
lack of communication between hospital quality depart-
ments and electronic medical records, and 3) fewer
numbers of rotations in each specialty.
Innovative approaches are required to overcome these

barriers. For example, one program implemented a QI cur-
riculum within their med-peds continuity clinic.8 The goal
of this curriculum was to teach the plan–do–check–act
(PDCA) QI method through 4 preclinic conferences sched-
uled throughout the year, one for each PDCA phase. The
program’s QI director facilitated the conferences, and the
residents (PGY1–4) learned and applied QI through delib-
erate practice, implementing patient-, physician-, and
system-directed solutions with their own patient panels.9

This approach could be used by any program, whether
large or small, and the outcomes from these resident QI
projects could generate useful data for individual resident
performance and to improve resident education and patient
care delivery. Although there are potentially many other
ways to accomplish this, regardless of the approach, pro-
grams should focus on individual performance data that
relate to skills that have comparable importance for both
adult and pediatric care. For example, compliance with
medication reconciliation, vaccination rates, and proce-
dural safety measures could apply to inpatient and ambula-
tory care for both disciplines while providing meaningful
performance data to a med-peds resident.

HANDOFF CURRICULUM

An important feature of safe, high-quality care is the
structured handoff of patients, particularly in large aca-
demic medical centers.10 The 2013 revision to the Com-
mon Program Requirements requires programs to
minimize the number of handoffs for each patient and
ensure that residents develop competence in the handoff
process.6 Historically, med-peds residents have partici-
pated in whatever handoff curricula of the categorical pro-
grams used. However, med-peds residents are in a unique
position to offer feedback on the strengths and potential
weaknesses of the different handoff systems they experi-
ence on the pediatric and internal medicine wards. With
this perspective, we encourage med-peds program direc-
tors and faculty to share the use of best practices in handoff
curricula and scheduling systems between categorical
programs.
The transition of young adults with chronic conditions of

childhood to adult care represents an important handoff
practice and the inherent nature of med-peds training has
led our colleagues to become national leaders in this tran-
sition. The requirement for structured handoff curriculum
provides the opportunity for collaboration between in-
stitutions to offer structured education and practice in
transitioning to adult providers. This should include devel-
opment of specific tools to foster safe and effective care
transitions between providers and health care systems.

INDIVIDUALIZED TRAINING
The 2013 revised Pediatric ProgramRequirements intro-

duced the concept of the individualized educational unit,



558 GARDNER ET AL ACADEMIC PEDIATRICS
which provides the opportunity for programs to ensure
individualized, mentored educational experiences for
each resident. Med-peds residents are required to have at
least 2 of these experiences within their 24-month pediatric
curriculum.3,4 This requirement adds to the challenge for
med-peds program directors to ensure appropriate core pe-
diatric knowledge and experience in an already truncated
training program. On the other hand, it provides an oppor-
tunity for clinical enrichment through design of combined
experiences, including such things as transition care, hos-
pitalist electives, and subspecialty care.

Most graduates from med-peds residencies enter pri-
mary care practices. However, there are growing numbers
of combined residents seeking subspecialty training.
Med-peds graduates also are more likely than their pediat-
ric peers to practice in a rural setting.11 Therefore, individ-
ualized training for med-peds resident planning these types
of careers should be used to ensure appropriate experience
for the advanced primary care physician. For example, in
our training program, we have used this opportunity to pro-
vide procedural training (eg, certification in placement of
peripherally inserted central catheters, trauma manage-
ment, critical care) for those residents who plan careers
with emergencymedicine or inpatient care responsibilities.

CONCLUSIONS

Throughout its history, med-peds programs have had a
strong foundation of collaborative practice.

As med-peds program leaders construct and implement
creative strategies to meet the newest standards in graduate
medical education, it is imperative that we seek opportu-
nities to collaborate not only with our categorical peers
but also with the larger graduate medical education com-
munity. All combined training programs (ie, emergency
medicine/internal medicine, pediatrics/neurology) will be
attempting to meet these new requirements, thus facing
many of the same challenges faced in med-peds. As the
largest combined training program, we must advocate for
and deliver assessment tools that are no longer isolated to
single specialties but rather contain the ability to broadly
assess combined trainees. We can achieve this through
participation in CCCs, sharing feedback on different
curricular innovations between programs, and establishing
best practices for the transition of care from pediatrics into
adult care settings. Through collaboration and innovation,
med-peds, pediatrics, and internal medicine programs can
meet the challenges of the next accreditation system
together and provide safe, high-quality patient care and
produce highly competent physicians for the next genera-
tion.
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