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	Ein cyf / Our ref: 235/21/FOI 


	Dyddiad / Date: 28th September 2021 


Further to your request for information dated 24th August 2021, I am pleased to provide the following response. Please accept our sincere apologies for the delay. 
Your request and our response:
I write in relation to the “Simulation Technology for Healthcare Training competition” you are currently administering. Please provide the following information: 
1. The names of the companies/organisations that have been successful in obtaining phase 2 contracts. 
The following companies were successful in obtaining phase 2 contracts: 

· Nudge Reality Ltd
· Rescape Innovation Ltd
2. Confirmation that each of the successful companies/organisations submitted all relevant declaration of interests applicable to the suitability of their participation in the competition and that these interests were duly checked, provided no conflicts of interest and were satisfactory. 

The application form has a question that asks whether the supplier has received or is receiving innovation funding from any other source for this innovation, in this case there were none.

To provide clarity on declaration of interests, during the assessment of applications there is an opportunity for assessors to declare a conflict of interest, and at that time the application is reassigned to another assessor to ensure fairness.

Prior to starting phase 1 members of the project team/board declared they were aware and had worked with some of the successful companies prior to this challenge. Some stated they had had communications in the past regarding previous projects with a company. Additionally, no member of the board/team were involved in scoring the applications in which they had any conflict of interest, nor would they stand to benefit personally from any particular supplier progressing.  

Therefore, it was deemed by the board that there was no conflict of interest with any member being involved with the project moving forward. The project team meet bi-weekly as a group and each supplier is provided with the same generic information and opportunities of time with the same clinical experts. 

3. Details of any declarations of interests relating to each of the successful companies/organisations.  

In Phase 1, a board member’s involvement with a supplier was raised as to whether there was any conflict of interest, the member was involved in a personal capacity and had no influence with making a decision on who was funded, or had any involvement with the project outside of supporting the above supplier which was outlined in their application.  

Rescape Innovation Ltd had previously approached Health Education and Improvement Wales (HEIW) to make them aware of the Cardiff Challenge Fund. They had discussions with them about this, which helped shape their application to the Cardiff Challenge Fund.  This was a separate application to this Small Business Research Initiative (SBRI) Challenge, it is not going forward and was declared.

A member of Swansea University works with Rescape Innovation Ltd on this project, it was raised that they attend occasional meetings with the HEIW Simulation team on or about different topics/projects at various points but has not had direct contact with any of the project board/team.

All declarations of interest were discussed at the project board and no conflict was agreed.

4. A detailed financial breakdown of how each successful company/organisation will be spending public money in phase 2.  
The information you are requesting is exempt from disclosure under section 43(2) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) Commercial Interests.  

The Public Interest Test 
In considering the application of the section 43 exemption it is necessary to consider the balance of the public interest for and against disclosure.

Public Interest for disclosure
As the NHS is funded through public money it is especially important that its commissioning and spending activities are scrutinised and held to high account. Disclosure of the information would enable the public to see how much of taxpayers’ money is being spent. 

Public Interest against disclosure
It is considered that by providing a financial breakdown of how each successful company/organisation will be spending public money in phase 2, will likely prejudice the commercial interests of Betsi Cadwaladr University Health Board (BCUHB) for the following reasons:  
· Through sharing a detailed breakdown of finance, it could possibly put the suppliers intellectual property at risk by being able to identify parts of their solution through the information as well as giving competitors an unfair advantage.  It would also detail names and job roles of individuals on the team.  As it is early innovation, the Intellectual Property (IP) has not been protected if this is shared as the solutions are not in a ready state to go on for procurement at that point so their idea or part of the idea could be stolen.
· The detailed financial breakdown would outline details of their innovation and how they plan to carry out development and the costs incurred during the process.  It would also give any details of their team or partners, not only risking IP but giving competitors an unfair advantage.
· It would not only damage our reputation as a Centre of Excellence, but potentially that of all SBRI funding providers across the UK, including Welsh Government.
· This would also potentially prevent other businesses applying for future competitions with BCUHB.

The balance of the public interest

To disclose this information would be detrimental for all parties, reputation damage to the Centre of Excellence and the SBRI process as a whole, potentially preventing people applying in the future. For the businesses detailed, finance could give away details of  innovative solutions that are not market ready but working to address a real problem, and the process is to help them develop those.  Therefore, they would then potentially not be able to protect their IP, so they would lose their rights of privacy in a competitive environment. Potential competitors would therefore have an unfair advantage.

Having carefully considered the public interest test we have concluded that there is a strong public interest in maintaining the fair and proper operation of commercial markets for both the suppliers and the Health Board.

Taking the above into consideration, having applied the necessary, relevant tests and taking all the current circumstances into consideration we are content that the requirements of all necessary and relevant tests have been met and the application of the exemption under Section 43(2) is appropriate on this occasion. 
5. Confirmation of the companies/organisations that participated in phase 1 of the simulation competition, but were unsuccessful in gaining phase 2 contracts and why? Please also explain what processes were used to decide which companies/organisations would be successful in gaining phase 2 contracts.  

Unsuccessful suppliers were Aspire to Learn Ltd and TruCorp Ltd. Feedback was provided face to face which included that more clarity would have been helpful, and areas of the phase 2 applications that did not meet all the aspects of the brief. As per our response to question 4 above, in depth feedback is something that cannot be provided in detail to protect the IP of the applicants. 
To assess phase 2 applications three groups of experts compiled criteria they felt appropriate to score against within in their area of expertise, after reviewing a blank application form. The experts scored as a group 0-5 for each question with one group being clinical experts (the users), education experts and commercial/financial experts.  The groups scores were then totalled and the two top scoring applicants taken through to the next phase. 

Clinical team scoring criteria:

· Ability to be delivered in range of clinical settings and scenarios

· Does the application show flexibility and adaptability to being able to assess competency and provide feedback.

· Standardisation of training compatible with existing resources e.g. institute of clinical science and technology

· Does the proposal cause you any concerns around clinical risk/safety or other (0 concerns, 5 content)

· How innovative is this for future proofing 

Educational team scoring criteria:

· Does the solution support the use of multiple users to support a multi-professional training approach?

· Does the solution align and complement existing training resources available in this area across Wales?

· Does the solution require the support of a trained facilitator or can it be used independently by clinical staff?

· Does the application provide details of how technical requirements have been taken into account that would support widespread use across different regions in the future?

· Does the solution proposal cause any concerns from an educational perspective around risk/safety?

Financial/commercial team scoring criteria:

· Is there scope for broader market potential and has the supplier demonstrated an ability to scale up or do they have a clear plan to how they can scale up.

· Is the IP position clear and is there a high likelihood that IP constraints might to be a barrier to adoption of the solution. 

· Can we be confident in the ability of the supplier to service a major NHS client - track record/ quality of the team / collaborations in place - delivery partnerships if needed etc. 
· Ongoing procurement costs for equipment, software updates etc. 
· Does the proposal cause you any concerns around finance or commercialisation. (each group will the asked to score risk)

· Does the proposal evidence good value for money
6. Confirmation that checks were completed to determine the level of state aid funding received by each of the successful and unsuccessful companies/ organisations in the preceding three years.  

7. Confirmation that none of the successful companies/organisations exceeded the maximum state aid limit in the preceding three years. 

Not applicable, SBRI funding does not fall under state aid funding rules.
8. The total financial support figure in GBP awarded to each of the successful companies/organisations.  

Phase 1 (including VAT)
· Nudge Reality Ltd - £29,980.80

· TruCorp - £29,829.00

· Aspire to Learn - £22,232.14

· Rescape Innovation Ltd - £29,910.00

Phase 2 (excluding VAT)
· Nudge Reality Ltd - £102,506.28 

· Rescape Innovation Ltd - £168,244.26 

We welcome correspondence through the medium of Welsh

Rydym yn croesawu gohebiaeth drwy gyfrwng y Gymraeg


