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Further to your request for information dated 16th January 2023, I am pleased to provide the following response. 
Your request and our response:
1.  Did any of the other systems have a method of treatment of the NOx? If not, what is their aim for the NOx?  How are they disposing of it?  How can the possibly have a better system than ensuring that the NOx is never released? Is it for reuse? If it isn't reuse or treatment, for which we have a firm patented base for objecting to, what is it?   
** The information you are requesting is exempt from disclosure under section 43(2) of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA).

It is considered that the release of the requested information is likely to prejudice the commercial interests of Betsi Cadwaladr University Health Board (BCUHB).  The release of such information is likely to deter a number of organisations from entering into contracts with the NHS. This will negatively affect the NHS in engaging in commercial Activity and carrying out its function of delivering effective health care provision to the public.

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 not in the public interest for a national organisation such as the NHS to be prejudiced when engaging in commercial activity. Disclosure would lead to a risk of the NHS being unable to effectively commission services for patients.


The balance of the public interest
Whilst disclosure may give the public an insight in to how money is being spent, there are other avenues in which this information is available as per our response to question 2 below. 

Therefore, in considering the balance it is considered that the public interest lies against disclosure.
2. Would it be possible to receive some feedback on the application?
    
Your application was reviewed by a team of experts and scored the lowest at 37%. Please find attached feedback from the assessors to enable you to get an understanding of where your application could have been improved. The evaluation criteria that the assessors used to assess the applications was provided along with the challenge Brief (link attached Safe and Ethical Disposal of Nitrous Oxide and Entonox Medical Gases | SBRI Centre of Excellence (simplydo.co.uk)) prior to the application closing and it is for you as the applicant to consider this when completing your application. Whilst we appreciate your disappointment, the decision has been made at Programme Board level to progress with the higher scoring applications.  
 
 
3.  Could you explain to me where we fell down, and what the "winning designs" were?
 
As per our response to question 1 above, we are not able to discuss what the “winning designs” were due to commercial in confidence. Any issues around patents, IP & freedom to operate would lie with the applicants/suppliers as this about emerging technology/innovation rather than off the shelf solutions. If you wish to challenge the successful applicants around patents, this is something you would need to discuss with them directly. 
 
4.  Please provide the applications written assessment and any notes and opinions. Please also provide feedback in addition to that.  
 

Please see our response to question 2 above.
 
5.  Would you also provide me with the details of the reason for the delay in the cutoff date for the competition?  Why was there an extension?  Were any of the "winning" applications submitted beyond this date? Was there any interaction between these applications, if they exist, and the Small Business Research Initiative (SBRI)? 
 

The number of applications received was low and the deadline was extended to account for the Christmas break in the hope that more applicants would apply. The competition was widely shared via our social media platforms, our extensive contacts list and within our networks.  

 

6. Would you also please revisit the application and reassess it on its merits of actually dealing with the NOx and not allowing its release into the atmosphere.   
 

Again, whilst we appreciate your disappointment, the decision has been made at Programme Board level to progress with the higher scoring applications. All applications are evaluated using the criteria which was shared on the application page. It is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure that their application meets this criterion but is also clear and succinct. We are sorry that you are disappointed that you were not taken forward. Although you may feel that your application fitted the needs of our challenge, this was not clear to the assessors in your application. It may prove beneficial for you to re‑read your application after seeing the feedback from the assessors to see where you may be able to improve in the future.  

As we have said above, the decision has been made, projects have now commenced and we are not in a position to revisit your application.  

We welcome correspondence through the medium of Welsh
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