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INTRODUCTION
Telemedicine services experienced exponential growth 

during the coronavirus 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic out of 
a need to practice medicine safely.1 Plastic surgeons faced 
unique challenges during this period due to an early mor-
atorium on elective procedures, and were encouraged to 
embrace technology that previously held minimal clinical 
relevance in the field of surgery.2 Although telemedicine 

was initially used to minimize exposure to the COVID-19 
virus, patients now have the opportunity to seek expert 
opinions remotely and discuss treatment options in the 
comfort of their own home.2 Telemedicine also reduces 
time, travel, and cost commitments, which is especially 
beneficial to families of pediatric patients, considering 
over 17 million children live an hour or more away from 
a regional children’s hospital.3,4 Telemedicine is thought 
to offer many potential benefits, including convenience 
for families requiring care on nontraditional schedules, 
minimizing absences from work or school, and improv-
ing access for children with special healthcare needs. 
Our institution (located in a large urban area) is one of 
the largest and most comprehensive specialty pediatric 
hospitals in the country, serving a vast rural community 
with a high volume of patient visits. Previous research 
from our plastic surgery division evaluated telemedicine 
use for simple postoperative encounters, revealing high 

Business
Original Article

	

Background: Telemedicine services experienced unprecedented growth during 
the coronavirus 2019 pandemic, offering patients remote access to care while min-
imizing exposures to possible infection. Our institution has one of the country’s 
largest pediatric plastic surgery divisions and serves both a prominent metro area 
and sprawling rural community. Given the increasing utilization of telemedicine 
across several surgical subspecialties, this study aims to evaluate patient satisfaction 
following pediatric plastic surgery telemedicine encounters.
Methods: Press Ganey surveys were completed by parents or guardians of pediatric 
plastic surgery patients after in-person or telemedicine encounters with a single 
surgeon. Surveys were gathered from March 2020 to December 2022. Only 13 
of the 25 survey questions were applicable to both in-person and telemedicine 
encounters and were included for analysis. Top box scores (the proportion of 
patients who selected the highest rating) were compared using Fisher exact test.
Results: Completed surveys were available for both groups from June 2020 to 
November 2022. A total of 223 surveys met inclusion criteria; there were 159 in-
person encounters and 64 telemedicine encounters. Telemedicine encounters con-
sistently had top box scores comparable to, or greater than, in-person encounters 
for all 13 survey questions. Statistically significant differences were observed for ease 
of contacting the practice (P = 0.002) and scheduling appointments (P < 0.0001).
Conclusions: Pediatric plastic surgery encounters completed via telemedicine 
demonstrate high patient satisfaction, exceeding in-person encounters for acces-
sibility and convenience. Our study provides objective data about the patient 
experience and emphasizes the value of integrating telemedicine into pediat-
ric plastic surgery practices. (Plast Reconstr Surg Glob Open 2024; 12:e6216; doi: 
10.1097/GOX.0000000000006216; Published online 3 October 2024.)

Sarah A. Layon, BS*†
Michael Madueke, MS*†
Heather R. Burns, MD*†

Matthew J. Parham, MS*†
Daniel S. Wang, BSBME*†

Olushola Olorunnipa, MD, FACS, 
FAAP*†

From the *Division of Plastic Surgery, Michael E. DeBakey 
Department of Surgery, Baylor College of Medicine, Houston, 
Tex.; and †Division of Plastic Surgery, Texas Children’s Hospital, 
Houston, Tex.
Received for publication April 25, 2024; accepted August 5, 2024.
Copyright © 2024 The Authors. Published by Wolters Kluwer Health, 
Inc. on behalf of The American Society of Plastic Surgeons. This 
is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative 
Commons Attribution-Non Commercial-No Derivatives License 4.0 
(CCBY-NC-ND), where it is permissible to download and share the 
work provided it is properly cited. The work cannot be changed in 
any way or used commercially without permission from the journal.
DOI: 10.1097/GOX.0000000000006216

Understanding Patient Satisfaction: A Comparative 
Analysis of Telemedicine versus In-person 
Encounters in Pediatric Plastic Surgery

Disclosure statements are at the end of this article, 
following the correspondence information.

10

12

3October2024

3

October
2024

https://doi.org/10.1097/GOX.0000000000006216
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1097/GOX.0000000000006216


PRS Global Open • 2024

2

patient satisfaction.5 Our study aimed to expand upon this 
research by comparing patient satisfaction following tele-
medicine and in-person encounters for pediatric plastic 
surgery patients across a broader range of diagnoses and 
visit types.

METHODS

Study Design
After obtaining approval from the institutional review 

board (#H-53010), a retrospective analysis was conducted 
of Press Ganey surveys routinely collected at our institu-
tion. The anonymous surveys were completed by parents 
or guardians of pediatric plastic surgery patients (aged 
0–17 years) after in-person or telemedicine clinic encoun-
ters with a single surgeon. Patient experience personnel 
retrieved all available surveys between March 2020 and 
December 2022. Only months with completed surveys 
for both in-person and telemedicine encounters were 
included for analysis, as there was a period during which 
only telemedicine visits were offered. Supplemental infor-
mation was obtained from clinic staff to characterize all 
scheduled telemedicine encounters according to primary 
International Classification of Diseases-10 diagnosis code 
and visit type (new, return, preoperative, or postoperative).

Press Ganey Survey
The Press Ganey survey is a validated tool designed 

to assess patients’ perceptions of care. It has been widely 
used for over four decades and is currently used by more 
than 41,000 healthcare facilities globally.6 The survey com-
prises 25 questions with a 1–5 Likert-type scale (very poor, 
poor, fair, good, and very good). The questions address 
various aspects of a typical clinic encounter such as access 
to care, events during the visit, assessment of the sup-
port staff, evaluation of the care provider, consideration 
of personal issues, and an overall assessment. Among the 
25 survey questions, 13 are relevant to both in-person and 
telemedicine encounters and were included for analysis 
(Table 1). Among the 12 excluded questions, nine are spe-
cific to in-person encounters and assess overall clinic flow, 
clinic support staff, and physical safety. The remaining 

three questions assess the quality of technology and are 
only applicable to telemedicine encounters.

The percentage of “very good” responses represents 
the top box score. For example, a top box score of 90% 
is achieved if nine out of 10 respondents select the high-
est rating for that question.7 Essentially, the top box score 
reflects the proportion of patients who give the highest 
rating or select the top available box as their response.7

Statistical Analysis
Press Ganey surveys were categorized based on tele-

medicine or in-person encounters. Top box scores were 
recorded as frequencies with percentages. Univariate 
analyses were conducted using Fisher exact test. Statistical 
analyses were performed with SAS, version 9.4 (SAS 
Institute Inc., Cary, N.C.). A P value of 0.05 was established 
as statistically significant.

RESULTS
Press Ganey surveys were retrieved for all encounters 

between March 2020 and December 2022. Completed sur-
veys were available for both telemedicine and in-person 
encounters between June 2020 and November 2022. The 
remaining 4 months were excluded from analysis. During 

Takeaways
Question: Does patient satisfaction differ between virtual 
and in-person pediatric plastic surgery clinic encounters?

Findings: A retrospective analysis of Press Ganey surveys 
completed by parents or guardians of pediatric plastic sur-
gery patients revealed that telemedicine encounters con-
sistently received top box scores equal to or greater than 
in-person encounters for all survey questions applicable 
to both modes of care.

Meaning: Pediatric plastic surgery encounters conducted 
via telemedicine demonstrate high patient satisfaction, 
surpassing that of in-person encounters in terms of acces-
sibility and convenience, suggesting that telemedicine 
may be used in pediatric plastic surgery without compro-
mising perceived quality of care.

Table 1. Press-Ganey Survey Questions Characterized by Relevance to In-person or Telemedicine Encounters
In-person Encounters Only In-person + Telemedicine Encounters

 � Courtesy of registration staff CP’s concern for your questions/worries
 � Information about delays CP’s efforts to include you in decisions
 � Clinic wait time CP’s discussion of proposed treatments
 � Concern of nurse/assistant for problem CP’s explanations provided for problem/condition
 � How well nurse/assistant listened CP’s information about medications
 � How well staff protected patient safety in the clinic Degree to which clear language was used
 � Concern for patients’ privacy Likelihood of recommending CP
 � Cleanliness of the practice Ease of contacting practice
 � Felt safe in clinic environment Ease of scheduling appointment
Telemedicine Encounters Only Response to concerns or complaints during visit
 � Ease of speaking with CP over video Sensitivity to patients’ needs
 � Video connection during visit How well staff worked together to care for you
 � Audio connection during visit Likelihood of recommending practice
CP, care provider.
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the study period, 2927 encounters were scheduled, with 
2189 completed in-person (74.8%) and 738 completed 
via telemedicine (25.2%). Among the telemedicine 
encounters, 301 were new visits and 437 were return visits 
(Table 2). The no-show rate for telemedicine encounters 
was 1.99% for new visits and 2.52% for return visits. The 
top diagnostic categories for new telemedicine encounters 
included subcutaneous lesions (28.2%), hand/foot con-
cerns (20.6%), and cranial deformities (20.6%). Return 
telemedicine encounters were primarily scheduled for 
unspecified concerns (largely postoperative) (41.4%) or 
subcutaneous lesions (12.8%; Table 2).

The sample size was determined by a convenience sam-
ple of parents or guardians who completed a Press Ganey 
survey after their child’s encounter. Of the 2927 encoun-
ters during the study period, a subset of 223 surveys was 
included for analysis (7.62%). Among these surveys, 159 
were from in-person encounters and 64 were from tele-
medicine encounters.

Among the 13 questions relevant to both encounter 
types, telemedicine visits had top box scores equivalent 
to or greater than in-person visits. Only two ques-
tions demonstrated statistically significant differences 
between the two types of encounters: ease of contacting 
the practice (P = 0.002) and ease of scheduling appoint-
ments (P < 0.0001; Table 3). All questions about the 
care provider, personal issues, and overall assessment 
had no statistically significant differences between 
encounter types.

DISCUSSION
Telemedicine has increased substantially in recent years, 

largely driven by the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Initially adopted to mitigate the risk of infection, telemedi-
cine has rapidly integrated into global healthcare systems, 
including surgical specialties.8 COVID-19 prompted gov-
ernments, global partnerships, and various organizations 
to accelerate telemedicine adoption, especially in coun-
tries with robust infrastructure. Efforts are also underway 
in resource-constrained regions to secure political support 
and establish partnerships among stakeholders to pro-
mote economic growth, improve mobile device access, and 
enhance internet capabilities, thus expanding the reach 
and efficacy of telemedicine services.8,9

In the United States, the Coronavirus Preparedness 
and Response Supplemental Appropriations Act, 2020, 
and the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security 
Act facilitated widespread implementation of telemedi-
cine services by expanding coverage and flexibility for 
telehealth.10 Like many other healthcare systems, telemed-
icine has since been integrated into many of our institu-
tion’s patient care models, including within the division 
of plastic surgery. This study evaluates patient satisfaction 
with clinic encounters completed virtually compared with 
in-person for a single surgeon and discusses the utility of 
telemedicine in pediatric plastic surgery.

No significant differences were observed in patient sat-
isfaction for pediatric plastic surgery encounters whether 
conducted through telemedicine or in-person regard-
ing quality of the provider, sensitivity to patient needs, 
response to concerns, and overall assessment. The sur-
geon received top box scores (“very good” responses) for 
nearly all questions, indicating high patient satisfaction 
for both encounter types. Telemedicine encounters were 
superior to in-person visits for ease of contacting the prac-
tice and ease of scheduling appointments.

While patients have the option to schedule appoint-
ments online or over the phone for both types of encoun-
ters, we suspect that telemedicine appointments are 
logistically easier to accommodate in a busy surgical prac-
tice. Therefore, patients experienced increased availability. 
It is also possible that, given telemedicine was in its infancy 
during the study period, there was an abundance of ear-
lier time slots available. Patients may have found it easier 
to book appointments in those earlier time slots compared 
with waiting for an in-person encounter. Additionally, 
tech-savvy patients may find it more convenient to book 
appointments online and attend the encounter from the 
comfort of their own home. This translates to better scores 
when asked about ease of scheduling.

Our results indicate telemedicine may be used for 
pediatric plastic surgery encounters without compromis-
ing perceived quality of care or patient satisfaction. These 
findings align with previous research from our institu-
tion, which demonstrated high patient satisfaction with 
telemedicine encounters for uncomplicated postopera-
tive visits. More than 90% of families described telemedi-
cine encounters as convenient and thorough, with 92% 
willing to use the technology for future appointments.5 

Table 2. Diagnostic Categories of Telemedicine Encounters between June 2020 and November 2022

Diagnostic Category
New Visits
(n = 301) Return Visits (n = 437)

Subcutaneous lesions 85 (28.2%) 56 (12.8%)
Hand/foot 62 (20.6%) 30 (6.9%)
Cranial deformities 62 (20.6%) 31 (7.1%)
Cleft 6 (2.0%) 16 (3.7%)
Nasal 9 (3.0%) 13 (3.0%)
Ear 24 (8.0%) 27 (6.2%)
Breast 12 (4.0%) 16 (3.7%)
Wound/lacerations 9 (3.0%) 20 (4.6%)
Other (musculoskeletal, vascular, burns, facial trauma, other) 32 (10.6%) 47 (10.8%)
Postoperative (unspecified) — 181 (41.4%)



PRS Global Open • 2024

4

Several other studies have examined telemedicine use in 
various pediatric specialties with similar results. Kennelly 
et al suggest telemedicine may be appropriately utilized 
for pediatric neurodevelopmental encounters, report-
ing no significant differences in patient satisfaction, and 
improved access for patients without specialized provid-
ers in their area.11 Metzger et al surveyed parents and 
caregivers of pediatric general surgery patients, many of 
whom noted cost and travel time as substantial barriers to 
attending in-person appointments. Telemedicine encoun-
ters reportedly alleviated these burdens and offered a less 
stressful environment for their children.12

Although telemedicine was initially perceived as hav-
ing minimal clinical relevance to the field of plastic sur-
gery, it has since gained widespread acceptance, with 
many surgeons reporting favorable opinions toward tele-
medicine regarding its role in developing rapport and 
meeting goals of care.13 Plastic surgery patients have also 
expressed satisfaction with telemedicine experiences, not-
ing comfort with virtual examinations and comparable 
care to in-person visits.14,15 Telemedicine has been success-
fully integrated into breast, cosmetic, and reconstructive 
practices for preoperative consults and routine postop-
erative visits.2 It has also been used for wound and burn 
management, trauma settings, free flap care, and cleft lip/
palate repair.2,16 In addition to providing increased conve-
nience, telemedicine offers several benefits within plastic 
surgery including a reduction in unnecessary clinic visits, 
improved cost savings, and decreased gaps in care follow-
ing referrals.17 Online visits also increase access to spe-
cialist care in rural and low-resource settings, which may 
facilitate improvements in triage decisions and postopera-
tive monitoring.17–26

Despite the proven benefits of convenience, access, 
and time/cost savings, there are distinct challenges 

associated with using telemedicine in plastic surgery. The 
virtual physical examination is perhaps the most signifi-
cant challenge for surgeons. Many initial consultations 
require plastic surgeons to manipulate and measure the 
patient’s tissues for comprehensive diagnostic informa-
tion and operative planning, tasks that cannot be per-
formed through a virtual platform. Physical examinations 
conducted via photograph or video may be suitable for 
simple postoperative checks or initial consults before sub-
sequent in-person examinations. However, complex post-
operative examinations and urgent concerns are better 
suited to in-person encounters, where subtle clinical find-
ings are less likely to be missed. There is also a potential 
for under- or overestimating the severity of a condition 
from a distance, which may result in unnecessary follow-
up appointments, treatments, or procedures.27 A 2021 sur-
vey involving plastic surgery patients and providers found 
that while telemedicine serves as a useful initial screening 
tool to rule out surgery, it is less suitable for determining 
the most appropriate procedure if surgery is indicated. 
Furthermore, both patients and providers expressed dis-
comfort with virtual immediate postoperative visits due 
to limitations in tactile examination and visualization; 
however, virtual visits were deemed acceptable for long-
term follow-up after the acute care phase. Additional chal-
lenges of telemedicine include technology issues such as 
delays in video transfer and poor audio quality, as well as 
potential inequities due to socioeconomic disparity, liter-
acy barriers, or poor internet access.19,24,28

Effective integration of telemedicine into clinical prac-
tice requires careful planning and strategy, particularly in 
specialized fields such as plastic surgery. Institutions and 
physicians should establish specific guidelines to deter-
mine patient eligibility for telemedicine visits, consider-
ing factors such as diagnoses, procedures, visit types, and 

Table 3. Frequency and Percentage of Press Ganey Top Box Scores for Telemedicine and In-person Clinic Encounters

Survey Question

 Telemedicine (n = 64)  In-person (n = 159)

(n)*  n (%)†  (n)* n (%)† P ‡

Care Provider (CP)
 � Concern for your questions/worries 64 61 (95.31) 159 143 (89.94) 0.289
 � Efforts to include you in decisions 62 59 (95.16) 157 143 (90.45) 0.412
 � Discussion of proposed treatments 63 60 (95.24) 159 145 (91.19) 0.408
 � Explanations provided for problem/condition 64 60 (93.75) 158 142 (89.87) 0.446
 � Information about medications 57 54 (94.74) 154 136 (88.31) 0.203
 � Degree to which clear language was used 64 61 (95.31) 159 145 (91.19) 0.407
 � Likelihood of recommending CP 64 60 (93.75) 159 148 (93.08) 1
Access
 � Ease of contacting practice 64 54 (84.38) 158 101 (63.92) 0.002
 � Ease of scheduling
appointment

64 60 (93.75) 159 102 (64.15) <0.0001

Personal Issues
 � Response to concerns or complaints during visit 63 59 (93.65) 156 133 (85.26) 0.112
 � Sensitivity to patients’ needs 63 58 (92.06) 158 132 (83.54) 0.133
Overall Assessment
 � How well staff worked together to care for you 64 59 (92.19) 157 136 (86.62) 0.357
 � Likelihood of recommending practice 64 59 (92.19) 158 142 (89.87) 0.801
Values in boldface indicate P < 0.05.
*Total no. responses to the survey question.
†Frequency and percentage of top box scores.
‡Fisher exact test.
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medical complexity. Surgeons must prioritize obtaining 
informed consent from patients and their families before 
proceeding with telemedicine visits, ensuring they are 
fully aware of potential risks, especially those concerning 
privacy and data protection. It is crucial to use only Health 
Insurance Portability and Accounting Act–compliant 
platforms to maintain cybersecurity, and patients should 
be advised against using public networks or conducting 
appointments in public spaces.29 Additionally, emphasiz-
ing previsit preparation is essential, including detailed 
patient education on how to prepare for and conduct tele-
health visits. Providing instructions on optimal lighting, 
camera angles, and contrasting backgrounds can enhance 
virtual physical examinations and improve the quality of 
postoperative photographs.

While our study provides valuable information about 
patient satisfaction with telemedicine in pediatric plastic 
surgery, it is important to acknowledge its limitations. A 
small proportion of total clinic patients completed and 
returned surveys, introducing the possibility of sampling 
bias. Additionally, the anonymity of Press Ganey precludes 
survey responses from being linked to specific encounters. 
Therefore, we were unable to assess the specific satisfaction 
of patients according to demographics, encounter types, 
or visit diagnoses. It is also important to note that this 
study is limited to a single surgeon at a single institution. 
Comfort with and adaptability to new technologies can 
vary greatly across individuals; therefore, our results may 
not be generalizable to the entire practice or to other insti-
tutions. It also remains to be seen if similar trends would be 
observed for surgeons with different baseline survey results 
for in-person encounters. Finally, this study was conducted 
in part during the COVID-19 pandemic, during which 
there was heightened public concern about transmission 
of illness. Positive experiences with telemedicine may, in 
part, be attributed to the gratitude felt by participants for 
avoiding potential exposure to a hospital environment for 
themselves and their children, or for their ability to con-
tinue receiving care during a pandemic. Further studies 
are ongoing to evaluate whether these trends in patient 
experience persist beyond the pandemic years.

Due to the anonymity of Press Ganey surveys, addi-
tional research is warranted to explore whether patient 
satisfaction with telemedicine encounters differs accord-
ing to visit type, primary diagnosis, or surgeon. Future 
studies are also required to evaluate the impact of tele-
medicine on follow-up, with a focus on whether additional 
in-person assessments are indicated based on the quality 
of virtual encounters.

CONCLUSIONS
This study offers valuable insights into the utilization 

of telemedicine in pediatric plastic surgery, demonstrat-
ing equivalent or increased patient satisfaction with tele-
medicine compared with in-person encounters during the 
study period. These findings are consistent with existing 
research that supports the use of telemedicine in surgi-
cal subspecialties when appropriate. Our experience with 
integrating telemedicine into pediatric plastic surgery 
practices has been positive thus far, especially in rural and 

low-resource settings, where this technology may improve 
access to care. While there are clear benefits of utilizing 
telemedicine, there are inherent challenges associated 
with integrating this technology into surgical practices. As 
such, surgeons bear the responsibility of frequent evalua-
tion of patient satisfaction and outcomes to optimize tele-
medicine for the best possible patient care.

Olushola Olorunnipa, MD, FACS, FAAP
Division of Plastic Surgery

Baylor College of Medicine
6701 Fannin Street

Suite 61000
Houston, TX 77030

E-mail: Olushola.Olorunnipa@bcm.edu

DISCLOSURE
The authors have no financial interest to declare in relation to 

the content of this article.

REFERENCES
	 1.	 Friedman AB, Gervasi S, Song H, et al. Telemedicine catches on: 

changes in the utilization of telemedicine services during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Am J Manag Care. 2022;28:e1–e6. 

	 2.	 Ramly EP. The evolution of telehealth in plastic surgery. 
American Society of Plastic Surgeons. Available at https://www.
plasticsurgery.org/for-medical-professionals/publications/plas-
tic-surgery-resident/news/the-evolution-of-telehealth-in-plastic-
surgery. Published October 1, 2021. Accessed January 13, 2024.

	 3.	 Curfman AL, Marcin JP. Pediatric emergency and critical care 
telehealth. In: Rheuban KS, Krupinski EA, eds. Understanding 
Telehealth. McGraw-Hill Education. Available at accessmedicine.
mhmedical.com/content.aspx?aid=1153060666. Published 
2018. Accessed January 14, 2024.

	 4.	 Skinner AC, Slifkin RT. Rural/urban differences in barriers to 
and burden of care for children with special health care needs. J 
Rural Health. 2007;23:150–157. 

	 5.	 Roy MG, Dinnell DEG, Sequitin JD, et al. Family satisfaction with 
telemedicine follow-up after pediatric plastic surgery. JAAPA. 
2022;35:53–55. 

	 6.	 Press Ganey. About Press Ganey. Press Ganey. Available at 
https://www.pressganey.com/company/. Accessed January 13, 
2024.

	 7.	 North F, Tulledge-Scheitel SM. Patient satisfaction with provid-
ers: do patient surveys give enough information to help provid-
ers improve specific behaviors. Health Serv Res Manag Epidemiol. 
2019;6:2333392819885284. 

	 8.	 Bhaskar S, Bradley S, Chattu VK, et al. Frontiers | telemedicine 
across the globe-position paper from the COVID-19 Pandemic 
Health System Resilience PROGRAM (REPROGRAM) 
International Consortium (Part 1). 

	 9.	 Owolabi EO, Mac Quene T, Louw J, et al. Telemedicine in surgi-
cal care in low- and middle-income countries: a scoping review. 
World J Surg. 2022;46:1855–1869. 

	10.	 CMS waivers, flexibilities, and the transition forward from the 
COVID-19 public health emergency | CMS. Available at https://
www.cms.gov/newsroom/fact-sheets/cms-waivers-flexibilities-
and-transition-forward-covid-19-public-health-emergency. 
Published February 27, 2023. Accessed June 27, 2024.

	11.	 Kennelly AM, McIntyre B, Wood AC, et al. Patient satisfaction 
in neurodevelopmental pediatrics: in-person vs telemedicine. J 
Child Neurol. 2022;37:181–185. 

	12.	 Metzger GA, Cooper J, Lutz C, et al. The value of telemedicine 
for the pediatric surgery patient in the time of COVID-19 and 
beyond. J Pediatr Surg. 2021;56:1305–1311. 

mailto:Olushola.Olorunnipa@bcm.edu
https://doi.org/10.37765/ajmc.2022.88771
https://doi.org/10.37765/ajmc.2022.88771
https://doi.org/10.37765/ajmc.2022.88771
https://www.plasticsurgery.org/for-medical-professionals/publications/plastic-surgery-resident/news/the-evolution-of-telehealth-in-plastic-surgery
https://www.plasticsurgery.org/for-medical-professionals/publications/plastic-surgery-resident/news/the-evolution-of-telehealth-in-plastic-surgery
https://www.plasticsurgery.org/for-medical-professionals/publications/plastic-surgery-resident/news/the-evolution-of-telehealth-in-plastic-surgery
https://www.plasticsurgery.org/for-medical-professionals/publications/plastic-surgery-resident/news/the-evolution-of-telehealth-in-plastic-surgery
accessmedicine.mhmedical.com/content.aspx?aid=1153060666
accessmedicine.mhmedical.com/content.aspx?aid=1153060666
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-0361.2007.00082.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-0361.2007.00082.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-0361.2007.00082.x
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.JAA.0000805836.59652.ac
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.JAA.0000805836.59652.ac
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.JAA.0000805836.59652.ac
https://www.pressganey.com/company/
https://doi.org/10.1177/2333392819885284
https://doi.org/10.1177/2333392819885284
https://doi.org/10.1177/2333392819885284
https://doi.org/10.1177/2333392819885284
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.556720
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.556720
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.556720
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2020.556720
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00268-022-06549-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00268-022-06549-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00268-022-06549-2
https://www.cms.gov/newsroom/fact-sheets/cms-waivers-flexibilities-and-transition-forward-covid-19-public-health-emergency
https://www.cms.gov/newsroom/fact-sheets/cms-waivers-flexibilities-and-transition-forward-covid-19-public-health-emergency
https://www.cms.gov/newsroom/fact-sheets/cms-waivers-flexibilities-and-transition-forward-covid-19-public-health-emergency
https://doi.org/10.1177/08830738221075451
https://doi.org/10.1177/08830738221075451
https://doi.org/10.1177/08830738221075451
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpedsurg.2021.02.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpedsurg.2021.02.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpedsurg.2021.02.018


PRS Global Open • 2024

6

	13.	 Calderon T, Skibba KEH, Langstein HN. Plastic surgeons nation-
wide share experience regarding telemedicine in initial patient 
screening and routine postoperative visits. Plast Reconstr Surg Glob 
Open. 2021;9:e3690. 

	14.	 Alba B, Arnold SH, Siotos C, et al. The utility of telemedicine in 
plastic and reconstructive surgery: provider and patient perspec-
tives. Eplasty. 2023;23:e35. 

	15.	 Funderburk CD, Batulis NS, Zelones JT, et al. Innovations 
in the plastic surgery care pathway: using telemedicine for 
clinical efficiency and patient satisfaction. Plast Reconstr Surg. 
2019;144:507–516. 

	16.	 Vyas KS, Hambrick HR, Shakir A, et al. A systematic review of 
the use of telemedicine in plastic and reconstructive surgery and 
dermatology. Ann Plast Surg. 2017;78:736–768. 

	17.	 Engel H, Huang JJ, Tsao CK, et al. Remote real-time monitor-
ing of free flaps via smartphone photography and 3G wireless 
Internet: a prospective study evidencing diagnostic accuracy. 
Microsurgery. 2011;31:589–595. 

	18.	 Fuzaylov G, Knittel J, Driscoll DN. Use of telemedicine to improve 
burn care in Ukraine. J Burn Care Res. 2013;34:e232–e236. 

	19.	 Syed-Abdul S, Scholl J, Chen CC, et al. Telemedicine utilization 
to support the management of the burns treatment involving 
patient pathways in both developed and developing countries: a 
case study. J Burn Care Res. 2012;33:e207–e212. 

	20.	 Mair F, McClusky C, Wilsgaard T, et al. The added value of video 
for consultations in telemedicine for minor injuries work. J 
Telemed Telecare. 2011;17:427–431. 

	21.	 Van Dillen C, Silvestri S, Haney M, et al. Evaluation of an off-the-
shelf mobile telemedicine model in emergency department wound 
assessment and management. J Telemed Telecare. 2013;19:84–88. 

	22.	 Burke RV, Berg BM, Vee P, et al. Using robotic telecommu-
nications to triage pediatric disaster victims. J Pediatr Surg. 
2012;47:221–224. 

	23.	 Joseph B, Hadeed G, Sadoun M, et al. Video consultation for 
trauma and emergency surgical patients. Crit Care Nurs Q. 
2012;35:341–345. 

	24.	 Whitehead E, Dorfman V, Tremper G, et al. Telemedicine as a 
means of effective speech evaluation for patients with cleft pal-
ate. Ann Plast Surg. 2012;68:415–417. 

	25.	 Kiranantawat K, Sitpahul N, Taeprasartsit P, et al. The first smart-
phone application for microsurgery monitoring: SilpaRamanitor. 
Plast Reconstr Surg. 2014;134:130–139. 

	26.	 Hee Hwang J, Mun GH. An evolution of communication in post-
operative free flap monitoring: using a smartphone and mobile 
messenger application. Plast Reconstr Surg. 2012;130:125–129. 

	27.	 Boccara D, Chaouat M, Uzan C, et al. Retrospective analysis of 
photographic evaluation of burn depth. Burns. 2011;37:69–73. 

	28.	 Shenai MB, Tubbs RS, Guthrie BL, et al. Virtual interac-
tive presence for real-time, long-distance surgical collabora-
tion during complex microsurgical procedures. J Neurosurg. 
2014;121:277–284. 

	29.	 Gfrerer L, Eberlin KR, Figura L, et al. Telemedicine and plastic 
surgery: principles from the American Society of Plastic Surgeons 
Health Policy Committee. Plast Reconstr Surg. 2022;150:221e–226e. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/GOX.0000000000003690
https://doi.org/10.1097/GOX.0000000000003690
https://doi.org/10.1097/GOX.0000000000003690
https://doi.org/10.1097/GOX.0000000000003690
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000005884
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000005884
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000005884
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000005884
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000005884
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000005884
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000005884
https://doi.org/10.1097/SAP.0000000000001044
https://doi.org/10.1097/SAP.0000000000001044
https://doi.org/10.1097/SAP.0000000000001044
https://doi.org/10.1002/micr.20921
https://doi.org/10.1002/micr.20921
https://doi.org/10.1002/micr.20921
https://doi.org/10.1002/micr.20921
https://doi.org/10.1097/BCR.0b013e3182779b40
https://doi.org/10.1097/BCR.0b013e3182779b40
https://doi.org/10.1097/BCR.0b013e318241b6b7
https://doi.org/10.1097/BCR.0b013e318241b6b7
https://doi.org/10.1097/BCR.0b013e318241b6b7
https://doi.org/10.1097/BCR.0b013e318241b6b7
https://doi.org/10.1258/jtt.2011.110318
https://doi.org/10.1258/jtt.2011.110318
https://doi.org/10.1258/jtt.2011.110318
https://doi.org/10.1177/1357633x13476231
https://doi.org/10.1177/1357633x13476231
https://doi.org/10.1177/1357633x13476231
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpedsurg.2011.10.046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpedsurg.2011.10.046
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpedsurg.2011.10.046
https://doi.org/10.1097/CNQ.0b013e318266c2f2
https://doi.org/10.1097/CNQ.0b013e318266c2f2
https://doi.org/10.1097/CNQ.0b013e318266c2f2
https://doi.org/10.1097/SAP.0b013e31823b6897
https://doi.org/10.1097/SAP.0b013e31823b6897
https://doi.org/10.1097/SAP.0b013e31823b6897
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000000276
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000000276
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000000276
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0b013e318254b202
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0b013e318254b202
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0b013e318254b202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burns.2010.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.burns.2010.05.017
https://doi.org/10.3171/2014.4.JNS131805
https://doi.org/10.3171/2014.4.JNS131805
https://doi.org/10.3171/2014.4.JNS131805
https://doi.org/10.3171/2014.4.JNS131805
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000009238
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000009238
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0000000000009238

