Annex B — Scoring Matrix
Version 1.0, effective 01.06.2026. Each committee member completes this matrix independently before the session. Scores are averaged across all non-recused members. Written rationale is mandatory for each criterion.
Project reference: ____________   Applicant: ____________   Committee member: ____________   Session reference: ____________   Date: ____________
Criterion 1 — Technical Excellence and Feasibility (max 25)
	Score band
	Descriptor

	22 to 25
	Exceptional: architecture clearly described and justified, data strategy comprehensive with documented rights, compute justification precise and tied to workloads, strong prior technical evidence, no material gaps

	17 to 21
	Strong: architecture clear, data strategy adequate, compute justification reasonable, prior evidence present, minor gaps not materially affecting confidence

	11 to 16
	Adequate: architecture incompletely described, data strategy has gaps, compute justification plausible but imprecise, limited prior evidence, gaps addressable with conditions

	6 to 10
	Weak: architecture vague, data strategy underdeveloped, compute justification unclear, little prior evidence, significant feasibility concerns

	0 to 5
	Insufficient: AI component poorly defined, no coherent architecture, no data strategy, no prior evidence


Score awarded: __ / 25.   Written rationale (required):
Criterion 2 — Impact Potential (max 25)
	Score band
	Descriptor

	22 to 25
	Exceptional: problem well-defined and significant, beneficiaries named and documented, impact pathway credible and specific, measurable KPIs defined, market or stakeholder validation evidenced (LOIs, pilots, or equivalent)

	17 to 21
	Strong: problem clear and significant, beneficiaries identified, impact pathway plausible, some measurable indicators, limited but present validation

	11 to 16
	Adequate: problem and beneficiaries described, impact pathway plausible but lacks specificity, indicators vague, no formal validation

	6 to 10
	Weak: impact pathway unclear, beneficiaries not specifically identified, no measurable outcomes, claims aspirational

	0 to 5
	Insufficient: impact not described or not credible given the project scope


Score awarded: __ / 25.   Written rationale (required):
Criterion 3 — Scalability and Sustainability (max 20)
	Score band
	Descriptor

	18 to 20
	Exceptional: clear commercialisation or deployment pathway, credible revenue model or public funding continuation, evidence of customer or institutional interest, strong replication or reuse logic

	14 to 17
	Strong: sustainability plan present and plausible, some evidence of follow-on interest, replication logic described

	9 to 13
	Adequate: sustainability addressed but lacks specificity, no confirmed follow-on interest, replication implied not developed

	4 to 8
	Weak: sustainability acknowledged but not planned, no follow-on interest, outputs unlikely to persist

	0 to 3
	Insufficient: no sustainability consideration, outputs have no clear post-project value


Score awarded: __ / 20.   Written rationale (required):
Criterion 4 — Team and Execution Capacity (max 15)
	Score band
	Descriptor

	13 to 15
	Exceptional: complete team with named individuals, clear roles, strong relevant track record, credible milestone plan with realistic dependencies, risk register with proportionate mitigations

	10 to 12
	Strong: team well-composed, roles defined, relevant experience present, milestone plan plausible, risks identified

	6 to 9
	Adequate: team composition reasonable with gaps, milestone plan present but weak, risk management limited

	3 to 5
	Weak: significant team gaps, milestone plan unrealistic or absent, no risk management

	0 to 2
	Insufficient: team not adequately described, no milestone plan, no risk management


Score awarded: __ / 15.   Written rationale (required):
Criterion 5 — Strategic Alignment with BRAIN++ (max 15)
	Score band
	Descriptor

	13 to 15
	Exceptional: explicit mapping to BRAIN++ priority sectors and Grant Agreement KPIs, direct ecosystem contribution, active engagement with Bulgarian academic or public partners, strong EuroHPC and Digital Europe fit

	10 to 12
	Strong: clear alignment with BRAIN++ mission, contributes to KPIs, some ecosystem engagement, good fit with objectives

	6 to 9
	Adequate: general alignment, limited specific KPI contribution, no active ecosystem engagement

	3 to 5
	Weak: alignment incidental, minimal contribution to strategic objectives

	0 to 2
	Insufficient: no clear alignment with BRAIN++ mission or EuroHPC objectives


Score awarded: __ / 15.   Written rationale (required):

Bonus and Penalty Adjustment (max plus or minus 5)
Apply a bonus for exceptional strategic value, unusual ecosystem leverage, or particular urgency or readiness above the standard threshold. Apply a penalty for significant weaknesses not captured in the criterion scores, such as materially inadequate data governance, disproportionate resource demand, or a credibility gap in commercialisation.
Net adjustment: ____.   Rationale (required if non-zero):
Total and Recommended Decision
Total score: __ / 100 (including adjustment).
Tier threshold applied:
☐  Services: 60 or above required
☐  Big Project: 70 or above required
☐  Strategic/Core (new project): 80 or above required
Recommended decision:
☐  Rejected (below threshold)
☐  Approved
☐  Approved with Conditions (list conditions)
☐  Priority Access (score 75 or above)
☐  Strategic Fast-Track (score 85 or above)
Conditions recommended (if any):
Conflict of interest declaration: I confirm I have no actual, potential, or perceived conflict of interest in respect of this application, or that I have declared any conflict and been appropriately recused from the relevant criteria.
Signature: ____________________   Date: ____________


