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G R E E N  C O M P U T I N G  F O U N D A T I O N  

GreenMind Sustainable AI Hackathon 2.0 

Evaluation Rubrics — Version 2.3 

Competition window: 1–15 November 2026  ·  Grand Finale in person, Bengaluru, India 
Supersedes the 2025 rubric set (v1.0) and rubrics v2.0 to v2.2. Issued 5 August 2026. Every change is itemised in Section A. 
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A. What Changed, and Why 
The 2025 rubric was structurally sound. The revisions below rebuild the schedule and funnel around a 31 October 2026 submission 
close and a 5,000-team field, close three substantive scoring gaps (net impact, water, responsible AI), remove the dependency on any 
single measurement platform, and make judging auditable at scale. Nothing that worked in v1.0 has been discarded. 

# CHANGE WHY 

A1 Schedule rebuilt around a 15 August 2026 launch, a 
31 October 2026 submission close and a 1–15 
November competition window. Every stage now has 
a distinct due date and evaluation window. 

v1.0 dated Stage 3 and Stage 4 to the same day and gave two different 
Stage 1 cut-offs. The 2026 close date also compresses the back half of 
the programme, so the schedule has to state precisely what is due when, 
with no overlap. 

A2 Three entry categories introduced — Student, Start-
up and Corporate — with proportional advancement 
quotas and a guaranteed minimum of five finalist 
places each. Awards are now one Grand Champion 
plus a Winner, Runner-Up and 2nd Runner-Up in each 
category. Track awards removed. 

Ranked in a single pool, corporate teams would take the business-
viability and production-readiness criteria that dominate Stages 4 and 5, 
and student teams would be filtered out before the finale. Categories 
keep the standard identical while making the comparison fair, and the 
award structure now follows the same logic. Tracks remain, but for judge 
matching and reporting only. 

A3 Advancement converted from fixed head counts to 
percentage cuts, with only the 25-team finale fixed. 

The fixed counts assumed a five-month entry window and a pre-built 
pipeline. With an 15 August launch and eleven weeks to the close, the 
size of the field cannot be predicted, and a rubric that promises 600 
advancing places will either break or advance weak teams. Percentages 
make the rubric correct at any volume. 

A3 Build-timing rule made explicit and carried on every 
asset: the build clock starts when a team submits 
Stage 1, not when it clears. Stage 1 results are rolling, 
within 72 hours of review. 

This is the practicality hinge of the whole design. With submissions 
closing 31 October and a working prototype due 8 November, a team 
that waits for clearance before building cannot finish. Rolling results 
mean a June submitter has five months and an October submitter has 
one week — and the second team must know that before entering. 

A4 Eight tracks published, adding built environment and 
urban systems, industry and manufacturing, 
materials, and an explicit data-centre and AI-
infrastructure scope; nature, environmental health 
and climate finance folded into a defined open track. 

The earlier six-track set left large parts of the applied-AI landscape 
uncovered — buildings and construction, heavy industry, materials 
discovery, oceans and biodiversity, air and water quality, ESG and 
climate finance. The track list now spans essentially every domain where 
AI does useful environmental work. 

A5 No proprietary measurement platform is mandated. 
Rule G1 specifies a free, open toolkit and accepts any 
credible tool provided the method and boundary are 
declared. 

Mandating one platform is a single point of failure at 5,000 teams, 
excludes teams who cannot licence or access it, and ties the rubric to a 
vendor roadmap. Open tools also let a judge reproduce a team’s 
numbers, which is what makes Stage 5 verification possible at all. 

A6 Water added as a first-class reported resource 
alongside energy and carbon, from Stage 2 onward. 

Absent from v1.0 entirely. Cooling and generation water are material for 
any cloud-hosted AI solution and are now a live public and regulatory 
issue. A sustainability rubric that counts only carbon measures half the 
problem. 

A7 Evidence requirements made proportionate by stage: 
reasoning at Stage 1, a calculator estimate at Stage 2, 
tool-generated logs at Stage 3, a reproducibility pack 
at Stage 4, independent verification at Stage 5. 

Demanding measured figures from 5,000 concept-stage teams is not 
practical and would collapse the review queue in the first month. Rigour 
now ramps up as the field narrows. 

A8 New cross-cutting Net-Impact Test (Rule G2), gating 
from Stage 2 onward. 

The single largest gap in v1.0. Teams were rewarded for shrinking their 
own footprint but never asked to show that the resources avoided 
exceed those the solution itself consumes. 

A9 Rebound effect must be addressed in the net-impact 
statement. 

Efficiency gains routinely trigger higher usage. A rubric that ignores this 
over-credits solutions whose real-world net effect is neutral or negative. 

A10 Mechanical anti-greenwashing rule (Rule G3). v1.0 relied on judges recognising "vague or unmeasurable claims". The 
rule is now automatic and identical for every judge, which is the only 
way it survives 5,000 submissions. 

A11 New Responsible AI & Data Governance gate (Rule 
G4). 

Absent from v1.0. A sustainability competition that ignores data rights, 
consent and fairness is incomplete and carries reputational risk. 

A12 Mandatory AI-assistance disclosure (Rule G5). Assistant-generated code and text are now the norm. Disclosure is not 
penalised; concealment is. This also protects the integrity of Stage 3 
code scoring. 
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# CHANGE WHY 

A13 Generative-AI efficiency criteria added at Stages 2 and 
3: model right-sizing, small-model substitution, 
quantisation, distillation, caching, retrieval instead of 
retraining, batching, prompt and token efficiency. 

v1.0 was written around classical ML. A large share of 2026 submissions 
will wrap foundation models, where the dominant lever is inference 
efficiency, not training. 

A14 Weights adjusted. Stage 2: Innovation 25% → 20%, 
new Net-Impact Model 5%. Stage 3: Prototype 
Functionality 25% → 20%, new Responsible AI 5%. 
Stage 5: Live Demonstration 30% → 25%, Team 
Excellence 5% → 10%. 

The first two make room for the new gating criteria without inflating 
stage totals. The third fixes a real distortion: a 30% live-demo weight 
over-rewards stage presence and penalises teams with travel or 
connectivity constraints, while a 5% team weight understates the 
strongest predictor of whether the solution survives the competition. 

A15 Stage 4 and Stage 5 sustainability criteria de-
duplicated. Stage 4 = self-measured and fully 
documented. Stage 5 = independently verifiable or 
judge-reproducible, plus scaling projection. 

In v1.0 the two criteria were near-identical, so finalists were scored 
twice on the same evidence. 

A16 The "Diversity Bonus: additional 2%" is replaced by a 
defined checklist worth up to +2 raw points, applied 
after normalisation. 

v1.0 gave no definition, no cap method and no audit trail for an award 
that could change advancement outcomes. 

A17 Advancement is rank-ordered to fill each stage’s 
places subject to a score floor; if fewer teams clear 
the floor, fewer advance. 

v1.0 set both a fixed quota and a fixed threshold. These conflict 
whenever the field is stronger or weaker than expected. 

A18 Minimum three independent scores per submission at 
Stages 2–4; per-judge z-score normalisation; 
adjudication triggered when two judges differ by 
more than 2.0 points on a criterion. 

v1.0 specified individual scoring plus discussion, which is not reliable 
across a distributed panel in multiple time zones. 

A19 Explicit tie-breakers, disqualification grounds, conflict-
of-interest declarations and a bounded appeals scope. 

Required for defensibility at this scale. 

A20 All positioning as a curtain-raiser or pre-event has 
been removed. 

This edition is a standalone Green Computing Foundation programme. 
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B. Evaluation Philosophy and Cross-Cutting Rules 

B.1 Principles (carried forward from v1.0) 
● Sustainability-aware innovation: environmental considerations built into the AI, not bolted on. 
● Practical Green AI: green practice should improve the system, not handicap it. 
● Real-world relevance: a genuine problem, a named beneficiary, a measurable effect. 
● Balanced assessment: technical innovation, implementation and environmental responsibility carry comparable weight. 
● Transparency: published criteria, published bands, written feedback at every stage. 
● Evidence over assertion (new in v2.0): an unevidenced number scores the same as no number at all. 

B.2 Rule G1 — Measuring Energy, Carbon and Water 
No proprietary measurement platform is mandated for this edition. Teams choose their own tools. Any credible tool is accepted provided the 
method and the boundary are declared. The toolkit below is free, open, and sufficient for every stage of the competition — a team should be 
able to produce its first number within an hour of starting. 

WHAT YOU NEED TO MEASURE EASY TOOL TO USE HOW TO USE IT, AND WHAT TO WATCH 

Energy and carbon of code you 
run yourself — training, fine-
tuning, self-hosted or edge 
inference 

CodeCarbon (Python, open source: pip 
install codecarbon) 

Wrap the training or inference loop; it logs kWh and 
estimated CO2e using a regional grid factor. The lowest-
friction option for Python teams. Record the version you 
used. 

A quick estimate when you 
cannot instrument the code 

Green Algorithms calculator or the ML CO2 
Impact calculator (both free web forms) 

Enter hardware type, runtime and region. Accurate 
enough for Stage 2 projections; not accepted on its own 
from Stage 3. 

Emissions of third-party 
generative-AI or LLM API calls 

EcoLogits (Python, open source: pip install 
ecologits) 

Estimates energy and emissions per API request for the 
major model providers. Now developed under the 
CodeCarbon non-profit. Use this if your solution calls a 
hosted model rather than running one. 

Your cloud account footprint Your provider’s own carbon dashboard, or 
the open-source Cloud Carbon Footprint 
tool 

Convenient but lagging and coarse. Confirm regional 
coverage and reporting delay before you rely on it for a 
deadline. 

Grid carbon intensity The regional factor built into your tracker, or 
a published national factor cited with its 
source and date 

Never substitute a global average where a regional figure 
exists. Indian teams should use a published national grid 
emission factor — I am not certain which edition is 
current, so cite the source and year you used. 

Water Estimate from energy: litres = IT energy 
(kWh) × WUE (litres per kWh). Use your 
provider’s published regional WUE; if none 
is published, state the default figure you 
assumed and cite it. 

WUE is the established data-centre water metric. Report 
on-site cooling water and electricity-generation water 
separately — do not merge them into one number. Note 
the known limits: WUE treats potable and recycled water 
alike and covers on-site use only. Stating the limitation 
scores better than hiding it. 

Water-stress context WRI Aqueduct (free web tool) Gives a water-stress score for any location. A litre 
consumed in a high-stress basin is not equivalent to a litre 
in a low-stress one, and judges will read your figure in 
that light. 

The reporting metric itself Software Carbon Intensity (SCI), ISO/IEC 
21031:2024 

SCI is a rate — carbon per declared functional unit R (per 
request, per user, per training run) — not a total. Declare 
R and hold it constant. Two SCI scores with different R 
values cannot be compared, and offsets cannot be used 
to lower it. 

 
Verification note: CodeCarbon, EcoLogits, the Green Algorithms and ML CO2 calculators, Cloud Carbon Footprint, WUE, WRI Aqueduct and ISO/IEC 
21031:2024 were all confirmed to exist and be in active use as of mid-2026. Tool versions, provider dashboards and links change quickly. Organisers 
should re-check every link and version immediately before publishing the toolkit page, and teams must record the tool name and version they used in 
the Impact Data Sheet. 

The Impact Data Sheet 
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One structured web form, the same for every team. Mandatory from Stage 2. Missing or partial sheets cap the sustainability criterion 
of that stage at the Adequate band. It is a form, not a document — that is what makes 5,000 submissions comparable. 

FIELD WHAT MUST BE REPORTED 

Training energy Total kWh, hardware type and count, wall-clock hours, cloud region or physical location. 

Grid intensity gCO2e per kWh used, with the source and date of that figure. 

Training emissions Total kgCO2e across all runs that contributed to the submitted model, not the best run alone. 

Inference cost kWh and gCO2e per 1,000 inferences, stating batch size, precision and hardware. For API-based 
solutions, per 1,000 requests at the stated average token count. 

Water Litres per 1,000 inferences and per training run, split into on-site cooling and electricity generation, with 
the WUE figure and its source. Add the WRI Aqueduct water-stress score for the deployment region. 

SCI score and functional unit The SCI rate and the R you declared. 

Measurement method Tool name and version, or provider dashboard, or hardware telemetry. Name it. 

Boundary What is inside and outside the measurement — data pipeline, storage, client devices, retraining 
cadence. 

Baseline The incumbent or naive alternative you compare against, and how it was measured or sourced. 

 

Proportionate evidence — what is actually required at each stage 
Rigour ramps as the field narrows. A concept-stage team is not asked for instrumented measurements, and a finalist cannot get away 
with an estimate. 

STAGE EVIDENCE STANDARD IN PRACTICE 

Stage 1 Reasoning only Describe how your design keeps energy, carbon and water down. No 
tooling, no numbers required. Cite a source if you use one. 

Stage 2 Calculator estimate A projected Impact Data Sheet from a web calculator is enough. 
Assumptions must be written out. 

Stage 3 Tool-generated logs Measured figures from a named tool, with the raw output attached. 
Estimates alone are no longer accepted. 

Stage 4 Reproducibility pack Method, raw measurements, baseline source and the full calculation from 
raw data to headline number — enough that a judge could redo it. 

Stage 5 Independent verification Verified by an external party, or reproduced by a judge from your pack 
without your help. 

 

B.3 Rule G2 — The Net-Impact Test 
Gating from Stage 2. Every team states a net-impact position with three parts: 

● Avoided: the emissions, energy, water or material use the solution prevents, per unit and per year, with the assumption set 
written out. 

● Incurred: the solution’s own footprint over the same period — carbon, energy and water — from the Impact Data Sheet, 
including retraining and the data pipeline. 

● Ratio and rebound: avoided ÷ incurred, plus a short, honest statement of rebound risk — whether cheaper or faster output is 
likely to increase total consumption, and what the team assumes about that. 

Scoring effect: a team that cannot express a ratio, or whose assumptions are undocumented, is capped at the Adequate band on that 
stage’s sustainability criterion. A team whose honest ratio is below 1 is not disqualified — a transparent negative finding with a credible 
path to positive scores above a fabricated positive one. 

B.4 Rule G3 — Anti-Greenwashing Scoring 
● Any numeric environmental claim without a stated method, baseline and source is scored as if it were absent. 
● Three or more unsupported numeric claims in one submission raise an integrity flag for panel review. 
● Certification, endorsement or partnership claims must be evidenced by a document or a verifiable contact. Unevidenced 

claims are struck and noted in feedback. 
● Purchased offsets may be described but are not counted as a reduction in any score. 
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B.5 Rule G4 — Responsible AI and Data Governance 
Pass/fail gate at Stage 2. Scored at 5% from Stage 3 onward. 

● Data provenance and rights: where the data came from and what permits its use. 
● Personal data: what is collected, why, how it is minimised, retained and protected. 
● Fairness: where the system affects people, what bias testing was done and on which subgroups. 
● Model card or equivalent: intended use, out-of-scope use, known limitations, failure modes. 
● Human oversight: for any high-stakes decision, where a human can intervene or override. 

B.6 Rule G5 — AI-Assistance Disclosure 
● Teams declare which AI assistants were used and for what — code, writing, design, analysis. 
● Disclosure carries no penalty. Non-disclosure discovered at any stage is an integrity flag. 
● At Stage 3, any team member may be asked to explain any part of the submitted code. Inability to explain core logic is scored 

against Code Quality & Engineering Rigour. 

B.7 Rule G6 — Originality and Prior Work 
● Pre-existing work is permitted if declared, with a written delta statement describing what was built for GreenMind. 
● Undeclared reuse of another party’s work, or of the team’s own prior commercial product presented as new, is grounds for 

disqualification. 
● Teams retain ownership of their IP. Entry grants the organisers a licence to publish the submitted summary, impact data and 

imagery for reporting and educational use. 
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C. Stage Rubrics 

C.0 Categories 
Every team enters in one of three categories. Categories decide who a team is ranked against; tracks decide which judges read the 
submission. The two are independent, and a team declares both at registration. 

CATEGORY WHO QUALIFIES ELIGIBILITY TEST AT REGISTRATION 

Student Every member enrolled full-time in a 
recognised institution — school, 
undergraduate, postgraduate or doctoral 
— for the 2026 academic year. 

Institution name and enrolment year per member. One non-
student member disqualifies the team from this category; it 
moves to Start-up or Corporate. 

Start-up Teams from an incorporated entity under 
seven years old, or unincorporated 
independent builder teams with no 
corporate affiliation. 

Entity name and incorporation year, or a declaration of 
independent status. 

Corporate Teams entered by, or substantially 
resourced by, an established company, 
public body or research institution. 

Employer name per member. Mixed teams that include 
employees of an established company enter here. 

 
Why this matters: the rubric weights business viability, market validation and production-readiness heavily from Stage 4 onward. Ranked in 
one pool, corporate teams would take those criteria and student teams would be filtered out before the finale. Categories keep the standard 
identical and the comparison fair. 

Category quotas through the funnel 
● At Stages 1 to 4, advancement places are allocated across categories in proportion to the qualifying submissions in each, 

subject to the guaranteed minima below. Within a category, teams are rank-ordered on the normalised score and the score 
floors apply unchanged. 

● Guaranteed minima at the finale: at least 5 of the 25 finalist places to each category. If a category cannot fill its minimum with 
teams clearing the Stage 4 floor, the unfilled places go to the next-highest scorers overall — the floor is never waived to fill a 
quota. 

● The Grand Champion is decided on the highest overall normalised score at Stage 5, with no category adjustment. 
● Category is fixed at registration and cannot be changed after the Stage 1 submission is reviewed. A team whose composition 

changes into a higher category — for example a student team that incorporates and raises funding — must declare it and is 
moved. 

 

C.0b Tracks 
Every submission is also entered in one of eight tracks. Tracks do not change the rubric and carry no separate award — they exist so 
that judges are matched to domain expertise and so that the field can be reported by domain. 

TRACK SCOPE 

01 Energy & Grid Intelligence Forecasting, grid balancing, storage, renewable integration, energy access and demand response. 

02 Agriculture, Food & Water Precision irrigation, soil and crop intelligence, yield and disease, watersheds, groundwater, food loss 
and cold chain. 

03 Mobility, Logistics & Supply Chain Routing and load optimisation, fleet electrification, emissions accounting, Scope 3 traceability, 
public transport. 

04 Circular Economy & Materials Vision-based sorting, material recovery, reuse and repair marketplaces, e-waste, materials 
discovery, product lifecycle. 

05 Built Environment & Urban 
Systems 

Building design and retrofit, embodied and operational carbon, HVAC and controls, urban heat, 
water networks, planning. 

06 Industry & Manufacturing Process optimisation, heavy-industry decarbonisation, predictive maintenance, cement, steel, 
chemicals, mining. 

07 Green Software, Efficient AI & 
Data Centres 

Model compression and distillation, edge inference, carbon-aware scheduling, efficient serving, 
data-centre operations and cooling. 
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TRACK SCOPE 

08 Nature, Resilience & Open Track Biodiversity, forests, oceans, air and water quality, early warning and disaster response, climate 
finance and ESG reporting, environmental health — and anything on mission that fits nowhere else. 

 

C.1 The funnel 
STAGE FOCUS ADVANCEMENT DUE / WINDOW SUSTAINABILITY WEIGHT 

1 · Screening Concept quality Top 12%, floor 70% Opens 15 Aug 2026, rolling; 
closes 31 Oct 2026. Final 
results 2 Nov 2026. 

30% 

2 · Blueprint Architecture and plan Top 33%, floor 72% Due 4 Nov; evaluated 4–6 
Nov 2026 

30% (25% + 5% net impact) 

3 · Prototype Working build and measurement Top 30%, floor 75% Due 8 Nov; evaluated 8–10 
Nov 2026 

30% 

4 · Full Solution Completeness and business case 25 finalists, min 5 
per category 

Due 11 Nov; evaluated 11–
12 Nov 2026 

30% 

5 · Grand Finale Verified impact, live demo Winners 14–15 Nov 2026, Bengaluru 30% 

 
Advancement is proportional, not a fixed head count. Earlier versions of this rubric fixed the cuts at 5,000 to 600 to 200 to 60. Those counts 
assumed a five-month entry window and a pre-built acquisition pipeline; neither exists for this edition, which opens on 15 August. Percentage 
cuts make the rubric indifferent to the size of the field: at 1,000 submissions, 120 teams advance from Stage 1; at 5,000, 600 do. Only the 
finale is fixed, at 25 teams, because the venue and the award structure depend on it. If proportional cuts would leave fewer than 40 teams at 
Stage 3, the Evaluation Chair widens the Stage 1 and Stage 2 cuts rather than select a finale from too thin a field — a judgement to be made on 
2 November when the real volume is known. 

The build clock starts at submission, not at clearance. Stage 1 is reviewed on a rolling basis with a result within 72 hours, so a team submitting 
on 15 August has eleven weeks of build time before the November stages and a team submitting on 31 October has one week. This is stated 
on every asset and in every reminder. Teams entering late are choosing a compressed build, and the rubric does not adjust for it. 

Stage 1 — Initial Submission Screening 
Objective: filter the open field on concept quality. Submissions open 15 August 2026. Rolling review from the first submission; every team 
notified within 72 hours of its review. Submissions close 31 October 2026, 23:59 IST. Final results 2 November 2026. No measurement tooling 
is required at this stage — Rule G1 evidence begins at Stage 2. 

1. Problem Relevance & Clarity — 30% 
Assessment focus: Is the problem specific, real, and worth an AI solution? 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Specific, measurable, urgent sustainability problem. Named stakeholders with validated pain points. Root 
causes understood, not just symptoms. Scale of the problem quantified with a cited source. Example: 
"Inefficient irrigation timing wastes roughly 40% of applied water across 2.3M smallholder farms in drought-
prone districts." 

Good 7–8 Relevant problem, could be sharper. Some stakeholder evidence. Basic grasp of scope. Example: "Farmers 
need better water management." 

Adequate 5–6 Generic statement, limited context, unclear target user. Example: "Water is wasted in agriculture." 

Poor 1–4 Vague, trivial or invented problem. No identifiable beneficiary. No grasp of the real-world constraint. 

 
Evidence required: One paragraph of problem framing plus at least one cited external data point. 

2. AI Innovation & Technical Feasibility — 30% 
Assessment focus: Technical merit and buildability, with efficiency considered from the start. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Novel approach with clear technical merit and explicit efficiency reasoning. Architecture serves performance 
and sustainability together. Realistic build plan with named tools. AI limitations acknowledged with 
mitigations. States why AI is required rather than assumed. Example: "Federated learning lifts crop-
monitoring accuracy ~25% while moving 80% of compute to edge devices." 
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BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Good 7–8 Solid application with some novel elements. Broadly feasible. Aware of technical risk. Efficiency mentioned 
but not quantified. 

Adequate 5–6 Standard application, little innovation. Feasibility unclear. Efficiency barely considered. 

Poor 1–4 "AI magic" expectations. No technical approach. Infeasible within the stated constraints, or AI used where a 
rule or a spreadsheet would do. 

 

3. Sustainability Integration — 30% 
Assessment focus: Is sustainability part of the design, or attached to it? Energy, carbon and water. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Environmental thinking is inseparable from the architecture. Green choices demonstrably improve the 
system. Preliminary net-impact reasoning present, even if rough. Example: "Edge-first inference cuts latency 
and footprint together; federated training removes bulk data transfer." 

Good 7–8 Clear sustainability focus, integrated with the technical approach. Some evidence green choices support 
core function. Measurable outcomes proposed. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic considerations, loosely integrated, generic environmental benefit claimed. 

Poor 1–4 Superficial add-on. No integration with the AI itself. Vague or unmeasurable claims. Applies Rule G3. 

 

4. Team Composition & Readiness — 10% 
Assessment focus: Can this team actually deliver over the build period? 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Complementary technical, domain and business skills. Roles and responsibilities defined. Relevant 
experience or a credible, specific learning plan. Evidence the team has worked together. 

Good 7–8 Good coverage with minor gaps. Clear structure. Some relevant experience. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic structure. Skill gaps that could affect delivery. Little relevant experience. 

Poor 1–4 Significant gaps. No role definition. Composition unsuited to the proposed solution. 

 

Stage 1 advancement rules 
● Rank-order all qualifying submissions by normalised score and advance the top 12%, subject to a floor of 70% overall. If fewer 

teams clear the floor than the percentage would allow, advance fewer — the floor is never waived to fill a place. 
● Innovation floor: at least 6/10 on AI Innovation & Technical Feasibility. 
● Integration floor: at least 6/10 on Sustainability Integration. 
● Diversity credit (max +2 raw points, applied after normalisation, one point per item, capped at 2): (i) team spans two or more 

countries or two or more Indian states; (ii) at least 40% of the team is from an under-represented gender in computing; (iii) 
the team includes a member from a non-metro or tier-2/3 institution; (iv) the team spans three or more academic disciplines. 
Each claim is self-declared at registration and spot-audited. 

● Rolling notification within 72 hours of review; written criterion-level feedback to every team, advancing or not. 
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Stage 2 — Blueprint Evaluation  ·  due 4 November, evaluated 4–6 November 2026 
Submission set: refined proposal, solution architecture document, Green-AI implementation plan, implementation roadmap, Impact Data 
Sheet (Rule G1 — a web-calculator estimate is sufficient here), net-impact statement (Rule G2), Responsible AI declaration (Rule G4, pass/fail), 
AI-assistance disclosure (Rule G5). The packet opens on 15 September and may be submitted at any point after a team clears Stage 1; 4 
November is the deadline, not the opening. 

1. Solution Architecture & Design — 25% 
Assessment focus: Technical soundness, scalability and justified use of AI. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Complete architecture with clear data flows. Technology stack justified, not just listed. Scalability, security 
and performance addressed. Explicitly justifies why the capability requires AI. Deployment options given — 
cloud, on-premise, edge, geo-distributed — with trade-offs. Example: a microservices design with a load-
balancing strategy for IoT sensor ingestion. 

Good 7–8 Solid architecture with minor gaps. Reasonable technology choices. Basic scalability thinking. 

Adequate 5–6 Outline only. Limited detail. Some questionable decisions. Parts of the system would work as well without 
AI. 

Poor 1–4 Incomplete or flawed. Poor technology fit. No scalability thinking. AI introduced for its own sake. 

 

2. Sustainable AI Implementation Plan — 25% 
Assessment focus: Green-AI practice designed into the build, covering energy, carbon and water, with generative-AI efficiency addressed 
where relevant. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Comprehensive methodology with active monitoring planned. Green practices that measurably improve 
system performance, not just reduce it. Where foundation models are used: model right-sizing, small-model 
substitution, quantisation or distillation, caching, retrieval instead of retraining, batching and token 
efficiency are each addressed or explicitly ruled out with reasoning. Carbon-aware scheduling or region 
selection considered. Example: "Pruning cuts model size 60% with a 5% accuracy gain; edge deployment 
removes 40ms latency and about 75% of inference footprint." 

Good 7–8 Clear metrics and a tracking plan. Some green practices with measurable benefit. Reasonable integration 
with performance. Generative-AI efficiency partly addressed. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic tracking planned. Few green practices. Minimal integration with core function. Foundation-model 
efficiency not considered. 

Poor 1–4 No concrete plan. Sustainability is an afterthought. No integration with system design. 

 
Evidence required: Impact Data Sheet with projected figures and stated assumptions, covering energy, carbon and water. 

3. Innovation & Differentiation — 20% 
Assessment focus: Technical creativity with efficiency consciousness. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Novel approach that advances practice while staying efficient. Demonstrates that the sustainable choice was 
also the better engineering choice. Compares against at least one less efficient alternative and shows the 
delta. Clear competitive advantage from the integrated approach. Broader applicability visible. 

Good 7–8 Some innovative elements with efficiency considered. Clear differentiation from existing solutions. 

Adequate 5–6 Incremental improvement. Standard approaches. Basic sustainability. 

Poor 1–4 No clear innovation. Duplicates existing solutions without improvement. 

 

4. Implementation Roadmap — 15% 
Assessment focus: Realistic planning and risk management. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Milestones with dependencies. Deliverable and outcome named for every milestone. Risk register with 
mitigations. Resource allocation and contingency for technical failure. 
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BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Good 7–8 Clear milestones and timeline. Deliverables listed. Some risk consideration. Reasonable resourcing. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic timeline. Limited risk assessment. General resource statements. Deliverables not itemised. 

Poor 1–4 Vague or unrealistic timeline. No risk consideration. 

 

5. Market Validation & Impact Potential — 10% 
Assessment focus: Evidence of demand and scale. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Primary market research with validated user need. Named user segments. Go-to-market strategy. 
Quantified impact projection with supporting data, including expected financials for the business case. 

Good 7–8 Some market research. Basic impact projection. Target users identified. 

Adequate 5–6 Limited market understanding. General claims. Unclear user base. 

Poor 1–4 No validation. Unrealistic claims. No identified users. 

 

6. Net-Impact Model — 5% 
Assessment focus: Does the solution avoid more than it costs? (Rule G2) 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Clear avoided-versus-incurred ratio with every assumption written out and sourced. Sensitivity to the two or 
three assumptions that matter most. Rebound effect assessed honestly, with the team’s position on it 
stated. 

Good 7–8 Ratio stated with reasonable assumptions. Rebound acknowledged. 

Adequate 5–6 Directional reasoning only, assumptions thin or unsourced. Rebound not mentioned. 

Poor 1–4 No net-impact reasoning, or a ratio asserted with no working shown. 

 

Stage 2 advancement rules 
● Rank-order and advance the top 33% of the Stage 2 field, floor of 72% overall. 
● Responsible AI & Data Governance declaration must pass. A fail is remediable once, within 48 hours. 
● Sustainable AI Implementation Plan floor: 6/10. 
● Minimum three independent judge scores per submission; z-score normalised per judge. 
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Stage 3 — Working Prototype Evaluation  ·  due 8 November, evaluated 8–10 November 2026 
Submission set: running prototype or hosted demo, source repository with commit history, measured Impact Data Sheet with the raw tool 
output attached, model card, test evidence, 5-minute walkthrough video. Live technical review slots are scheduled across time zones. 
Estimates from a web calculator are no longer accepted at this stage — figures must come from a named measurement tool. 

1. Prototype Functionality — 20% 
Assessment focus: A working solution with the core features demonstrated. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 All core features implemented and reliable. Interface or API is intuitive and responsive. Edge cases and 
errors handled gracefully. Performance meets the stated requirement. Example: a crop-monitoring 
dashboard with live sensor ingestion, predictive analytics and farmer alerts. 

Good 7–8 Most core features working. Basic interface. Normal cases handled well. Acceptable performance. High-level 
technical documentation available (data flow, architecture diagram). 

Adequate 5–6 Some core features working. Basic demonstration. Limited error handling. Performance problems visible. 

Poor 1–4 Minimal functionality. Frequent failures. Poor experience. 

 

2. Sustainability Implementation & Measurement — 30% 
Assessment focus: Concrete practice with measured energy, carbon and water results, not projections. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Measured footprint with reduction evidence against a stated baseline. Documented thresholds for 
performance level versus footprint. Optimised architecture with demonstrated efficiency gains. Green 
computing practices actually implemented — edge inference, compression, quantisation, carbon-aware 
scheduling, efficient hardware use. Impact Data Sheet complete and internally consistent. Water reported 
separately for cooling and generation, with the WUE source stated. Example: "40% model-size reduction 
through pruning; deployed on solar-powered edge nodes; measured 65% reduction in cloud compute and 
58% less cooling water against baseline." 

Good 7–8 Measurement implemented. Some optimisation with measurable results. Basic green practices. Footprint is 
exposed to load growth but controllable with modest changes. 

Adequate 5–6 Limited tracking. Minimal optimisation. Generic practices. Footprint highly exposed to load growth and 
would need substantial redesign. 

Poor 1–4 No measurement. No optimisation. Environmental impact ignored. 

 
Evidence required: Complete Impact Data Sheet with measured — not projected — energy, carbon and water figures, plus the raw logs or tool output 
behind them, and the tool name and version. 

3. Code Quality & Engineering Rigour — 20% 
Assessment focus: Software engineering practice and maintainability. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Clean, modular, well-structured code. Documentation covering architecture, design, coding standards, APIs, 
test scenarios, test data and test scripts. Unit, integration and end-to-end test coverage. Version control 
with a meaningful commit history spanning the build period. Security and data-privacy measures 
implemented. Team members can explain any part of the code on request (Rule G5). 

Good 7–8 Well-organised code. Adequate documentation. Some test coverage. Good version-control practice. 

Adequate 5–6 Functional code, basic organisation. Limited documentation. Minimal testing. 

Poor 1–4 Poor quality or organisation. No documentation or tests. Commit history inconsistent with the declared 
build period. 

 

4. AI Model Performance & Efficiency — 15% 
Assessment focus: Model effectiveness per unit of compute. 
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BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Benchmarked performance against a named baseline. Novel architecture or training technique where 
applicable. Verifiable training or fine-tuning metrics. Optimised inference with measured resource usage — 
latency, memory and energy per inference reported. Robust evaluation with held-out validation data. 

Good 7–8 Good performance. Some innovative elements. Reasonable efficiency. Basic evaluation. 

Adequate 5–6 Acceptable performance. Standard approaches. Limited optimisation. Basic validation. 

Poor 1–4 Poor performance. No innovation. Inefficient. No proper validation. 

 

5. User Experience & Accessibility — 10% 
Assessment focus: Usability and inclusive design. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 User-centred design with accessibility features. Responsive across devices. Multilingual support where the 
user base warrants it. Evidence that real user feedback changed the design. Low-bandwidth or offline mode 
where the deployment context requires it. 

Good 7–8 Good usability, clear interface. Works across main platforms. Some accessibility consideration. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic usability. Limited platform support. Minimal accessibility. 

Poor 1–4 Poor experience. Platform limitations. No accessibility consideration. 

 

6. Responsible AI & Data Governance — 5% 
Assessment focus: Rule G4, now scored rather than gated. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Data provenance documented and rights confirmed. Personal data minimised, retention stated, protection 
implemented. Bias testing performed and reported where the system affects people. Model card complete, 
including out-of-scope uses and failure modes. Human oversight designed in for consequential decisions. 

Good 7–8 Provenance and privacy addressed. Model card present. Some fairness consideration. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic declarations only. Model card thin. Fairness untested. 

Poor 1–4 No governance evidence. Data rights unclear or absent. 

 

Stage 3 advancement rules 
● Rank-order and advance the top 30% of the Stage 3 field, floor of 75% overall. 
● Sustainability Implementation & Measurement floor: 7/10. A prototype without measurement does not advance. 
● Prototype must run in a review session. A recording alone caps Prototype Functionality at the Adequate band. 
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Stage 4 — Complete Solution Evaluation (to 25 finalists)  ·  due 11 November, evaluated 11–12 November 
2026 
Submission set: deployment-ready build with deployment options, measured impact report with baselines, business case and financial model, 
security and compliance summary, updated Impact Data Sheet and net-impact statement, reproducibility pack, recorded 8-minute pitch. 
Finalists announced 12 November 2026. 

1. Solution Completeness & Robustness — 25% 
Assessment focus: Production-readiness. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 End-to-end solution ready to deploy, with more than one deployment option provided. Comprehensive 
error handling and recovery. Performance optimisation and load testing completed with results shown. 
Security review and compliance considerations addressed. Monitoring and maintenance procedures 
defined. 

Good 7–8 Nearly complete with minor gaps. Good error handling. Acceptable performance under normal load. Basic 
security. 

Adequate 5–6 Most features complete. Limited error handling. Performance adequate for demonstration only. Basic 
security. 

Poor 1–4 Incomplete. Poor error handling. Performance problems. Security vulnerabilities present. 

 

2. Sustainability Impact & Excellence — 30% 
Assessment focus: Self-measured, fully documented environmental performance. (Independent verification is assessed at Stage 5, not here.) 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Measured impact with complete methodology, baselines and raw evidence a third party could reproduce. 
Net-impact ratio above 1 with sensitivity analysis and an honest rebound position. Evidence that footprint 
stays stable as load increases — load-versus-footprint curve shown. Green practices at a standard worth 
publishing as a case study. Example: "75% reduction in water use across pilot farms; 90% inference 
efficiency gain; footprint per 1,000 inferences flat from 10x to 100x load." 

Good 7–8 Clear measured benefits with credible method. Strong green practices. Net-impact ratio stated and 
defensible. Load behaviour partly characterised. 

Adequate 5–6 Some measurable benefit. Basic practices. Documentation incomplete. Load behaviour untested. 

Poor 1–4 No proven benefit. Minimal consideration. Possible net-negative impact, or claims that fail Rule G3. 

 
Evidence required: Reproducibility pack: method, raw measurements, baseline source, and the calculation from raw data to headline number. 

3. Business Viability & Scalability — 20% 
Assessment focus: Commercial potential and growth path. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Validated business model with revenue projections. Clear route to market with named early adopters. 
Scalability plan including infrastructure and unit-economics implications. IP position and competitive 
analysis. Partnership opportunities identified. 

Good 7–8 Solid model with market validation. Clear target market and pricing. Reasonable scalability plan. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic model. Limited validation. Unclear scalability. 

Poor 1–4 No viable model. No validation. No scalability consideration. 

 

4. Technical Innovation & Leadership — 15% 
Assessment focus: Breakthrough potential and contribution beyond the team. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Innovation with patent or publication potential. Broad applicability beyond the immediate use case. 
Technical leadership in sustainable AI practice. Contribution to open source or the research community. 

Good 7–8 Significant innovation with clear advantage. Strong differentiation. Some community contribution. 
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BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Adequate 5–6 Incremental innovation. Limited differentiation. 

Poor 1–4 No significant innovation. Follows existing patterns. 

 

5. Presentation & Communication Excellence — 10% 
Assessment focus: Professional communication and storytelling. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Compelling narrative with a clear value proposition. Professional visuals. Complex ideas explained plainly. 
Strong Q&A showing genuine depth. 

Good 7–8 Clear structure. Good visuals. Adequate technical explanation. Handles most questions. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic presentation. Limited visuals. Some technical confusion. 

Poor 1–4 Confusing or incomplete. Cannot explain technical detail. 
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Stage 5 — Grand Finale (25 finalists)  ·  14–15 November 2026, Bengaluru 
Format: in-person pitch, live demonstration under judge-set scenarios, and open Q&A. Day 1: rehearsal on venue infrastructure, technical 
showcase and judge review. Day 2: main-stage finals and awards. Remote presentation is permitted only where a visa or medical reason is 
documented; a remote team is scored identically and no allowance is deducted. 

1. Sustainability Impact & Verification — 30% 
Assessment focus: Independently verifiable environmental benefit and industry leadership. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Impact verified by an independent party, or fully reproducible from the submitted pack by a judge without 
the team’s assistance. Practices that set a standard others could adopt. Credible global scaling projection 
with the assumptions that drive it named. Example: "Method audited by an external assessor; projected to 
avoid on the order of 10M tonnes CO2e annually at full adoption, with the adoption assumption stated and 
stress-tested." 

Good 7–8 Strong impact with credible independent measurement. Excellent practice. Clear scaling potential. 

Adequate 5–6 Measurable impact with basic verification. Good practice. Some scaling potential. 

Poor 1–4 Unverified or minimal impact. No clear scaling benefit. 

 
Evidence required: Verification is the differentiator at this stage. A team that only repeats its Stage 4 self-measurement cannot score above the Good 
band. 

2. Live Demonstration Excellence — 25% 
Assessment focus: Execution under pressure on real scenarios. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Flawless demonstration handling judge-supplied scenarios, including unseen inputs. Real-time problem 
solving and adaptability. Genuine interaction with judges and audience. Robustness shown under stress, 
including recovery from an induced failure. 

Good 7–8 Smooth demonstration with minor technical issues. Good interaction and explanation. Handles most 
scenarios. 

Adequate 5–6 Basic successful demonstration. Limited interaction. Standard scenarios only. 

Poor 1–4 Technical failure during the demonstration. Cannot show key features. 

 

3. Market Disruption Potential — 20% 
Assessment focus: Game-changing commercial and industry impact. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Potential to create a category or displace an incumbent. Validated early adoption — letters of intent, pilot 
agreements or paying users. Clear competitive moat. Demonstrated investor or enterprise interest. 

Good 7–8 Strong potential with validated demand. Clear advantages. Interest from customers or partners. 

Adequate 5–6 Reasonable opportunity. Some differentiation. Limited validation. 

Poor 1–4 Limited potential. No differentiation. No validation. 

 

4. Technical Excellence & Innovation Leadership — 15% 
Assessment focus: Cutting-edge work with influence beyond the team. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Pioneering technique with publication potential. Open-source contribution or research collaboration 
established. Approach capable of influencing industry practice. 

Good 7–8 Advanced implementation. Strong innovation with clear merit. Some external recognition. 

Adequate 5–6 Solid implementation. Incremental innovation. 

Poor 1–4 Basic implementation. No significant innovation. 
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5. Team Excellence & Leadership Potential — 10% 
Assessment focus: Capacity to carry the work past the competition. 

BAND SCORE WHAT IT LOOKS LIKE 

Exceptional 9–10 Complementary expertise and evident chemistry under pressure. Demonstrated leadership in the 
sustainability or AI community. Clear vision for building the organisation. Concrete mentorship or 
knowledge-sharing commitment. 

Good 7–8 Strong performance. Good leadership within the team. Clear execution capability. 

Adequate 5–6 Adequate performance. Basic leadership. Can execute the current project. 

Poor 1–4 Poor dynamics. Limited leadership. Execution concerns. 

 

Awards structure 
AWARD BASIS 

GreenMind Grand Champion Highest overall Stage 5 normalised score, across all categories. 

Winner in each Category Highest score within each category — Student, Start-up and Corporate. 

Runner-Up in each Category Second highest score within each category. 

2nd Runner-Up in each Category Third highest score within each category. 
Ten awards in total: one overall, and three in each of the three categories. The award structure stands whether or not there is a cash prize line. As at 5 
August 2026 no sponsorship is secured, so no prize figure is published; the position is reviewed on 30 September. If a ₹12,00,000 prize line is funded, the 
proposed split is Grand Champion ₹3,00,000, each Category Winner ₹1,50,000, each Runner-Up ₹1,00,000 and each 2nd Runner-Up ₹50,000. If it is not 
funded, the awards carry GCF Academy certification, mentorship, the finale showcase and inclusion in the impact report. 
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D. Judging Process and Governance 

D.1 Judge calibration 
● Mandatory 2-hour calibration before each stage opens: rubric application, band boundaries, bias awareness, and the anti-

greenwashing and net-impact rules. 
● Calibration set: every judge scores the same five anonymised sample submissions. Judges whose scores sit more than 1.5 

standard deviations from the panel mean are re-briefed before live scoring. 
● Conflict-of-interest declaration signed by every judge; automatic recusal for any institutional, investment, advisory or family 

connection to a team. 
● Anonymised review at Stages 1–3: team and institution names hidden. Identities revealed at Stages 4–5, where business 

validation requires them. 

D.2 Scoring mechanics 
● Stage 1 is tiered so the volume is achievable in an eleven-week window. An automated completeness check rejects 

incomplete submissions before any judge sees them. Every complete submission then gets one independent screening read. A 
second independent read is triggered only for submissions scoring in the top band, and a third only where the two disagree by 
more than 1.5 points on a criterion. At 5,000 submissions this is approximately 6,600 reads rather than 10,000, and no team 
that could plausibly advance is decided by a single reader. 

● Stage 2: two independent judges per submission, with a third read for the advancement boundary band and for any criterion 
where the two differ by more than 2.0 points. Stages 3 and 4: three independent judges per submission. Two reads at Stage 2 
rather than three is a deliberate concession to the three-day window — the boundary band, where the decision actually gets 
made, still gets three. 

● Stage 5: live scoring, sealed until all teams have presented, then a chaired consensus session. 
● Normalisation: each judge’s raw scores are converted to z-scores across everything that judge reviewed, then mapped back to 

the 1–10 scale. This removes systematic harshness or leniency. 
● Adjudication trigger: any criterion where two judges differ by more than 2.0 points goes to a fourth reviewer whose score 

replaces the outlier. 
● Diversity credit is applied after normalisation and cannot move a team past a criterion floor it has failed. 
● Normalisation and ranking are performed within each category. Judges score against the same bands regardless of category, 

and are not shown the category except where the criterion requires it — business viability at Stages 4 and 5 does, since what 
counts as a credible go-to-market differs in kind between a student team and a funded company, while the standard of 
evidence does not. 

D.3 Tie-breakers (applied in order) 
● 1. Higher score on that stage’s sustainability criterion. 
● 2. Higher net-impact ratio with verified assumptions. 
● 3. Higher score on the stage’s technical criterion. 
● 4. Earlier complete submission timestamp. 
● 5. Chair’s casting decision, recorded with written reasons. 

Applied within the category being ranked. For the Grand Champion, applied across the whole finalist field. 

D.4 Disqualification grounds 
● Fabricated data, fabricated measurements, or fabricated endorsements. 
● Undeclared reuse of third-party work, or a prior product presented as new (Rule G6). 
● Undisclosed AI assistance combined with an inability to explain submitted code (Rule G5). 
● Substituting team members without notice, or a member appearing on more than one team. 
● Harassment of participants, judges, mentors or staff. 

Disqualification requires two panel members plus the chair, and the team is given 48 hours to respond before the decision is final. 

D.5 Feedback and appeals 
● Criterion-level written feedback to every team within 24 hours of each stage announcement. 
● Appeals window: 48 hours after each announcement. 
● Appeals are limited to process errors — a missed file, a mis-applied floor, an undeclared conflict, an arithmetic error. 

Disagreement with a judge’s qualitative assessment is not appealable. 
● Appeals are heard by two judges who did not score the submission. The decision is final. 
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D.6 Achievability — the capacity this schedule actually requires 
Every deadline in this document has been checked against judge-hours. The figures below are planning estimates of effort, not 
measurements, and should be re-derived once average read times are known from the first fortnight of Stage 1. 

STAGE READS WINDOW JUDGE-HOURS WHAT THAT MEANS FOR RECRUITMENT 

1 ~1.3 per 
submission 

11 weeks, 15 Aug – 2 
Nov 

20 min per read At 1,000 submissions this is roughly 430 judge-
hours and needs about 15 screeners. At 5,000 it is 
2,200 hours and about 70. Recruit against the 
volume actually arriving, reviewed weekly, and 
hold a surge pool for 20–31 October. 

2 2 per 
submission, 3 on 
the boundary 

3 days, 4–6 Nov 45 min per read At 120 teams this is about 6 judges; at 600 teams 
about 55. Stage 2 remains the binding constraint 
on panel size — size it once the Stage 1 volume is 
known in late October. 

3 3 per submission 3 days, 8–10 Nov 90 min per read Plus one live review slot per team across three 
time-zone bands. Booking capacity, not judging 
capacity, is the risk here. 

4 3 per submission 2 days, 11–12 Nov 2 hours per read Senior judges with business and investment 
expertise, not only technical. 

5 25 teams 2 days, 14–15 Nov Full panel, in person 10 to 12 judges in Bengaluru, briefed on all three 
categories. 

 

● Judge recruitment should now be demand-driven rather than planned against a target that may not materialise. Ten 
screeners are enough for the first fortnight after launch. Re-forecast the pool every Friday against actual submission volume, 
and confirm the Stage 2 panel in writing by 20 October once the shape of the field is clear. 

● Two things make this schedule work rather than merely fit on paper: Stage 1 review is rolling, and the Stage 2 packet opens 
on 15 September. If either slips, the November window stops being achievable, and the honest response is to move the finale 
rather than compress judging further. 

● The tightest constraint is not judging. It is that Stage 1 results land on 2 November while the Stage 2 deadline is 4 November. 
Only teams that built through September and October can meet it. Every part of the marketing plan should be pointed at 
getting submissions in early. 
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E. Internal Success Metrics (not used to evaluate participants) 
AREA METRIC TARGET 

Competition quality Judge satisfaction with rubric clarity >90% 

Fairness Participants agreeing evaluation was fair 
and transparent 

>85% 

Discrimination Score separation between advancement 
tiers 

Clear, non-overlapping bands at each cut 

Sustainability focus Advancing teams with measured 
environmental impact 

>80% from Stage 3 onward 

Water reporting (new) Teams from Stage 3 reporting water 
alongside energy and carbon 

>90% 

Data quality (new) Submissions with a complete, internally 
consistent Impact Data Sheet 

>90% at Stage 3 

Tooling accessibility (new) Teams reporting the free toolkit was 
sufficient for their submission 

>85% 

Net impact (new) Finalists with a net-impact ratio above 1 
and documented assumptions 

>75% 

Knowledge transfer Participants reporting improved 
understanding of AI’s environmental 
impact 

>75% 

Practice adoption Participants applying green-AI practice in 
their organisation within 6 months 

>60% 

Community Teams producing educational content on 
sustainable AI 

>50% 

Academic uptake Institutions using GreenMind material in 
curricula; papers influenced within 6 
months 

Tracked via university mentors 

Deployment Finalist solutions in real deployment 12 
months on 

Tracked; no target set for edition 2 

 

F. Open Decisions Before Publication 
These are not gaps in the rubric logic; they are inputs only the organising committee can supply, or facts that need re-checking closer to 
launch. Nothing below has been assumed in the scoring rules. 

ITEM STATUS 

Launch date (15 Aug 2026) Fixed by the committee and confirmed on 5 August. Eleven weeks of rolling review before 
the 31 October close. As at 5 August the acquisition pipeline, submission platform, 
sponsorship and judge pool had not been built; the Launch Sprint and Recovery Plan of the 
same date sets out what is being launched and what has been descoped. 

Published participation target Withdrawn. No team-count figure is published in any asset for this edition. Internal planning 
range is 800 to 1,500 Stage 1 submissions, which is a judgement from the compressed 
window and the absent pipeline, not a projection from data. Replace it with a real forecast 
after three weeks of registration. 

Prize values Nothing is funded as at 5 August. No prize figure is published until sponsorship is secured; 
decision date 30 September. The rubric is valid with or without a cash prize line. 

Category quota method Proportional allocation with a minimum of five finalist places per category is a design 
decision, not a rule inherited from anywhere. Confirm both the method and the minimum 
before publishing. 
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ITEM STATUS 

Category eligibility edge cases Confirm the treatment of: a student team with one working member; a university spin-out; a 
team mixing employees of different companies; a start-up older than seven years. The 
registration form must resolve these without a human in the loop. 

Compression risk in the November window Flagged, not resolved, and sharper still now that the campaign starts from a standing start. 
Decide explicitly: whether late entrants are warned at registration, and whether submissions 
arriving after a stated date are told plainly they are unlikely to complete Stage 3. A team that 
enters on 30 October and is eliminated at Stage 2 for having no prototype will feel misled 
unless it was told first. 

Stage 2–4 evaluation windows (2–3 days 
each) 

Feasible at the read rates in D.6, which is why Stage 2 was reduced from three reads to two. 
Panel size can no longer be fixed in advance — size it in late October against the actual Stage 
1 volume, and confirm in writing by 20 October. 

Registration URL, submission platform, 
contact address 

Not set. Placeholders used; do not publish until real. 

Measurement toolkit page Every tool named in Rule G1 was verified as existing and in active use as of mid-2026, but 
versions and links move. Re-check each one and record version numbers on the published 
toolkit page before launch. 

National grid emission factor for India Not verified. A published national factor should be cited by source and year on the toolkit 
page rather than left to teams to find. 

Finale venue, capacity and travel support 
policy 

Not set. Sized for 25 teams. Affects the remote-presentation clause in Stage 5. 

Track-to-judge mapping Eight tracks require domain expertise across all eight. Recruit judges by track, not in 
aggregate. 

Percentage targets and funnel figures carried over from the 2025 document have not been independently verified against the outcomes of that edition. 
Replace them with actuals before they are used for planning. 


