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LEARNING OBJECTIVES

▸ A brief overview of the landscape of POCUS in family medicine nationally and 
internationally 

▸ Gain an understanding of how POCUS is vital to the democratization of 
healthcare 

▸ Review cases which demonstrate the usefulness of POCUS in the office and 
nursing home: cellulitis vs. abscess, volume assessment, pneumonia, first 
trimester bleeding, and bladder volume assessment.









Use of Point-of-Care Ultrasound in Rural British 
Columbia: scope, education and barriers. 

POCUS should be embedded within UGME curriculum 

Residency training should have more POCUS exposure 



78% felt POCUS should be part of the residency

85% did not feel adequately skilled to teach POCUS
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Shift from Cart-based to Mobile Devices
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LEARNING OBJECTIVES

Review the landscape of POCUS in family medicine 
nationally and internationally. 

Gain an understanding on how POCUS is vital to the 
democratization of health care.



6 yo 
Painful, 
Erythematous, 
expanding lesion 
under the chin. 
Vitals normal





Tay et al. Pediatric Emergency Car e .  Vol 38, No 2, February 2022





Abscess









45 yo Male
COUGH, FEVER, SOB

T:37.3, 
P:95,   BP:140/80, 
O2: 96%

















67 YO  MALE

COUGH, FEVER, SOB
BP: 110/60













MYOCARDITIS



HARDLY EATING, HARDLY 
DRINKING, AND “NOT GOING 
TO THE HOSPITAL”

VSS 

Dry Mucous membranes 

Rising Creatinine



RML
LUL

LLL



RLL















FIRST TRIMESTER 
SPOTTING

36 yo G3P0

8wks2d by dates



Early 
Pregnancy 

Loss





-Bladder -Uterus -Gestational Sac -Yolk Sac -+/-Fetal Pole

To RULE IN an IUP
Locate the 
Following:



-The gestational sac - 5 weeks 

-The yolk sac - 5.5 to 6 weeks 

-The fetal pole - 6 weeks 

-Cardiac activity - 7 weeks

GESTATIONAL MILESTONES ON TRANS ABDOMINAL US











Depends who you ask? 

- SOGC: Give Rhogam for pregnancies greater than 7weeks (49 days)  Evidence III-C  

- NICE National Institute of Clinical Evidence 2012: Do NOT offer RhoGAM to women with threatened miscarriage unless 
surgical management is undertaken.

DOES EVERY RH NEGATIVE PATIENT NEED RHOGAM?

- ACOG: RhoGAM administration to a patient with threatened abortion prior to 12 weeks gestation is controversial and no 
evidence based recommendation can be made.



ANTI-D ADMINISTRATION AFTER SPONTANEOUS 
MISCARRIAGE FOR PREVENTING RHESUS 
ALLOIMMUNISATION.  

Contraception. 2019;99(5):265-6:    

‣ 57 Rh negative women with Rh positive 
partners  

‣ Miscarriage below 10 weeks were randomized 
to Rhogam or placebo. 

Not a single case of alloimmunisation



ABDOMINAL PAIN
65 yo male comedian with intermittent non-specific lower abdominal pain.  Maybe 
it gets worse after a meal, particularly a large meal.  Radiates to the back.  He has 
no chest pain, no epigastric pain, and no other abdominal symptoms.

BP: 160/88   

Ex-smoker.  Smoked from age 14 to 55 but quit when his older brother died of 
lung cancer











CAN YOU DO 
THIS SAFELY?
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Introduction: New medical technology brings the potential of lawsuits related to the usage of that 
new technology. In recent years the use of point-of-care (POC) ultrasound has increased rapidly 
in the emergency department (ED). POC ultrasound creates potential legal risk to an emergency 
physician (EP) either using or not using this tool. The aim of this study was to quantify and 
characterize reported decisions in lawsuits related to EPs performing POC ultrasound.

Methods: We conducted a retrospective review of all United States reported state and federal 
cases in the Westlaw database. We assessed the full text of reported cases between January 2008 
and December 2012. EPs with emergency ultrasound fellowship training reviewed the full text of 
each case. Cases were included if an EP was named, the patient encounter was in the emergency 
department, the interpretation or failure to perform an ultrasound was a central issue and the 
application was within the American College of Emergency Physician (ACEP) ultrasound core 
applications. In order to assess deferred risk, cases that involved ultrasound examinations that could 
have been performed by an EP but were deferred to radiology were included.

Results: We identified five cases. All reported decisions alleged a failure to perform an ultrasound 
study or a failure to perform it in a timely manner. All studies were within the scope of emergency 
medicine and were ACEP emergency ultrasound core applications. A majority of cases (n=4) 
resulted in a patient death. There were no reported cases of failure to interpret or misdiagnoses.

Conclusion: In a five-year period from January 2008 through December 2012, five malpractice 
cases involving EPs and ultrasound examinations that are ACEP core emergency ultrasound 
applications were documented in the Westlaw database. All cases were related to failure to perform 
an ultrasound study or failure to perform a study in a timely manner and none involved failure to 
interpret or misdiagnosis when using of POC ultrasound. [West J Emerg Med. 2015;16(1):1–4.] 
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INTRODUCTION
The use of point-of-care (POC) ultrasound in the 

emergency department (ED) has dramatically expanded 
in recent years. Performing and interpreting ultrasound 
examinations at the patient’s bedside without the aid of a 
radiologist or sonographer has become commonplace for 

emergency physicians (EP) and is now fully integrated into 
residency training.1,2 Improved patient safety and decreased 
time to definitive care are drivers of this dramatic expansion in 
use of POC ultrasound.3-5

With any change in medical practice, the opportunity 
arises for lawsuits related to the usage or failure to use this 
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ABSTRACT
Purpose The purpose of this study is to identify the 
extent of diagnostic error lawsuits related to point- 
of- care ultrasound (POCUS) in internal medicine, 
paediatrics, family medicine and critical care, of which 
little is known.
Methods We conducted a retrospective review of the 
Westlaw legal database for indexed state and federal 
lawsuits involving the diagnostic use of POCUS in 
internal medicine, paediatrics, family medicine and critical 
care. Retrieved cases were reviewed independently by 
three physicians to identify cases relevant to our study 
objective. A lawyer secondarily reviewed any cases with 
discrepancies between the three reviewers.
Results Our search criteria returned 131 total cases. 
Ultrasound was mentioned in relation to the lawsuit 
claim in 70 of the cases returned. In these cases, the 
majority were formal ultrasounds performed and 
reviewed by the radiology department, echocardiography 
studies performed by cardiologists or obstetrical 
ultrasounds. There were no cases of internal medicine, 
paediatrics, family medicine or critical care physicians 
being subjected to adverse legal action for their 
diagnostic use of POCUS.
Conclusion Our results suggest that concerns 
regarding the potential for lawsuits related to POCUS 
in the fields of internal medicine, paediatrics, family 
medicine and critical care are not substantiated by 
indexed state and federal filed lawsuits.

INTRODUCTION
Point- of- care ultrasound (POCUS) is a powerful 
adjunct to the traditional physical examination that 
has been shown to enhance diagnostic capabilities at 
the bedside.1–3 This technology provides the clini-
cian with a real- time, dynamic look at the patients’ 
vital organ systems and can be used to evaluate a 
plethora of physiologic parameters.1–3 The utility of 
POCUS has been demonstrated even in the hands of 
novice users and trainees, where the use of this tool 
can reliably enhance the physical examination and 
diagnose some of the most life- threatening condi-
tions.4–8 In addition to these diagnostic benefits, 
POCUS is minimally invasive, lacks harmful ionising 
radiation, and may improve patient satisfaction 
and engagement in shared decision making.9–12 
With the value of POCUS becoming more evident, 
there is emerging implementation in many areas of 

medicine. As adoption of this technology continues 
to increase, there are some concerns regarding the 
potential for lawsuits related to its use in clinical 
practice.

The implementation of POCUS into the broad 
range of medical specialties has varied greatly. 
Emergency medicine (EM) is a leading specialty in 
POCUS integration, with the introduction into the 
specialty in the 1980s and guidelines for POCUS 
use in the field dating back to 2001.13 14 With the 
increase in POCUS use by EM physicians over 
time, concerns for litigation related to potential 
misdiagnoses and inappropriate treatments were 
raised.15 Despite these concerns, according to 
multiple studies, POCUS use is an unlikely source 
of litigation against EM physicians.15 16 Further, EM 
literature on POCUS suggests that liability may be 
more likely from the failure to perform POCUS in 
indicated situations, rather than misinterpretation 
or misdiagnoses as a result of its use.15 16 Similar 
research has found these results to also be true in 
the fields of neonatology and paediatric subspe-
cialties.17 Consequently, concerns regarding the 
potential for lawsuits related to POCUS in these 
specialties appear to be unsubstantiated in the 
literature.

As other specialties continue to adopt POCUS 
use, similar concerns regarding litigation are likely 
to arise. Practising primary care physicians and 
directors of primary care training programmes 
reported legal concerns as a barrier to the imple-
mentation of POCUS into their practice and training 
programmes.18–20 Legal concerns were also cited 
as a barrier to the implementation of POCUS into 
critical care medicine (CCM) fellowship training.21 
This study aims to identify the extent and preva-
lence of diagnostic error lawsuits related to POCUS 
use in internal medicine (IM), paediatrics, family 
medicine (FM) and CCM, of which little is known.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
We conducted a retrospective review of the 
Westlaw22 legal database for indexed state and 
federal lawsuits related to diagnostic errors in use 
of POCUS within IM, paediatrics, FM and CCM. 
The Westlaw database is a restricted, online legal 
resource that includes state and federal lawsuits 
dating back to 1939. It links to greater than 40 000 
databases of state and federal case law, statutes and 
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