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EVALUATION REPORT: MedMat® dressing fields
Introduction

Smart Solutions for Healthcare Associated Infections (HCAI) is a national programme that aims to bring forward new technologies with the potential to reduce HCAI rates within the NHS. The programme was run by TrusTECH®, The North West of England NHS Innovations Hub, on behalf of the Department of Health’s HCAI Technology Innovation Programme, and supported by the NHS National Innovation Centre. 
Following a national call for innovative products and technologies from a range of diverse industries, nine products were selected for further evaluation within an NHS setting. The aim of the evaluation was to assess the potential of the product to contribute to the reduction of HCAIs in a scientifically robust manner. 
MedMat® was one of the products selected for evaluation.  Developed by Ergomedica, it is an innovative dressing field which aims to provide a sterile environment and practical work surface for changing wound dressings and other clinical procedures, whatever the location. 

It consists of a double-layered, protective mat that is used to cover and prevent contamination of surfaces.  The top layer of the mat is absorbent to capture fluid and once this is removed, the second layer provides a clean sterile surface for follow-up procedures such as wound dressing.  An integral sealable waste bag aims to ensure effective disposal of all waste, including the mat itself.  MedMat is available in two sizes - MedMat 700 (550 x 450 mm) and MedMat 1100 (855 x 690 mm). Both were used in the evaluation programme.

The MedMat evaluations were performed by 30 primary healthcare professionals (nurses and practitioners) in a wide range of community healthcare settings within Bristol Community Health (BCH).  These included treatment rooms, podiatry clinics, wound care clinics, patients' homes, prison service healthcare, walk-in treatment centres and other primary care facilities.  The Principal Investigator was Wendy Briggs, Infection Prevention & Control Specialist Practitioner at BCH.
Objectives

· To identify the procedures and/or patient groups where the use of MedMat 700 and MedMat 1100 were most appropriate.

· To quantify the potential impact that MedMat technology has on infection control.

· To understand how MedMat can help to improve procedure standards, and in particular how it can lead to a more aseptic approach to procedures. 

· To evaluate the product performance in practice: 

· Is MedMat simple and easy to use?

· Is the product able to deal with fluid load and clinical waste effectively compared to existing dressing fields in use?

Methodology

After each clinical procedure using a MedMat dressing field, the healthcare professional (evaluator) completed an evaluation form on which they recorded procedural details and rated 4 performance characteristics (absorbs fluids; average procedure time; achieves an aseptic approach to the procedure; maintains a sterile field) against those of current practice.

At the end of the 3-month period, evaluators recorded information on their overall experience of using MedMat dressing fields and rated the 11 performance characteristics of MedMat against those of current practice.  The performance characteristics rated were: is fit for the purpose; is simple to use; encourages good practice; improves overall performance; is a useful product to help to prevent and contribute towards controlling healthcare associated infections (HCAIs); improves the standard of asepsis; maintains a sterile field; isolates waste material for all procedures carried out; is able to absorb fluids for all procedures carried out; reduces the average procedure time; I would like to continue using the MedMat.
In addition, a selection of evaluators were interviewed to obtain further information on their experiences with MedMat and views on product performance.
Product Usage
Both MedMat 700 and MedMat 1100 were used by healthcare staff during the evaluation, over the three-month period a total of 650 MedMats were used.  Around half were used in patients’ homes, a third in podiatry clinics and the remainder in locations such as wound care clinics, walk-in centres and prison treatment rooms.

Wound dressing was the most common procedure, with 66% of MedMats used for small wound dressing and 24% used for large wound dressing.    Half (51%) of MedMat use involved small volumes of body fluid, 41% did not involve body fluids, and 8% of procedures involved large volumes of body fluid. 
The most frequent settings for use were patients’ homes (50%) and podiatry clinics (33%), with the remaining (17%) locations being treatment rooms, wound care clinics, prison service treatment rooms, and walk in centres.  MedMats were most commonly placed on beds (39%) and the floor (35%).  
Results

The post-procedure evaluations showed that the primary benefit offered by MedMat as rated by evaluators is its ability to absorb fluids, although there were also statistically significant findings for other criteria evaluated (average procedure time, achieving aseptic approach to the procedure, maintaining a sterile field).  There was no difference in the ratings of MedMat 700 and 1100 in the ability of these different size systems to absorb fluids.  However, significantly more evaluators rated MedMat 700 more effective than current practice at achieving an aseptic approach and maintaining a sterile field, than MedMat 1100.

The evaluations completed at the end of the 3-month period showed MedMat to be superior for 9 of the 11 performance characteristics mentioned in the methodology above; the exception was for average procedure time which was viewed to be the same as current practice and evaluators gave no clear preference regarding continued use of the product. However, nearly three quarters of evaluators agreed that MedMat dressing fields were fit for purpose and simple to use, 97% of evaluators agreed that the MedMat was equal to, or an improvement towards helping prevent and control Healthcare Associated Infections compared to current practice; 82% agreed that they were able to absorb fluids for all procedures carried out, and 69% agreed that MedMat isolates waste material.

Conclusions
The primary advantage offered by MedMat dressing fields over current practice is their effectiveness in absorbing fluids, particularly for those procedures involving moderate to large volumes of fluid, such as in a large wound dressing.

No differences in evaluators’ opinions of MedMat 700 and MedMat 1100 for fluid absorption were observed. However, compared to the larger MedMat 1100 significantly more evaluators rated the smaller MedMat 700 more effective at achieving an aseptic approach and maintaining a sterile field than current practice.
Further information
Smart Solutions for HCAI is run by TrusTECH, the North West Innovation Hub.

www.smartsolutionsforhcai.co.uk
www.trustech.org.uk
www.clean-safe-care.nhs.uk
www.medmat.co.uk
