Annex 1 to Annex 1 of the Selection Regulations
"Methodology for the Application of the Project Application Evaluation Criteria"


Guidelines for Experts on the Evaluation of Criterion 4.6: "Project Commercialization Potential and Economic Return"

	Assessment
	Points

	The description is generally of high quality (well-founded, data-driven, logical, with conclusions on whether the technology/product/method is commercializable, etc.) and has no shortcomings.
	1 point

	The description is generally of high quality (well-founded, data-driven, logical, with conclusions on whether the technology/product/method is commercializable, etc.), but has several minor shortcomings: editorial and structural inaccuracies; minor discrepancies between figures cited in tables and in the text; incomplete justifications for secondary selection criteria; superficial description of background information.
	0.5 points

	No “Technical and economic feasibility study” document is attached to the application, or the description is of poor quality and/or does not comply with the methodology, or it contains significant shortcomings*: claims lack supporting information and conclusions; information required by the methodology is missing and data sources are not indicated; scenarios are vaguely or incompletely defined; weak methodological approach; no conclusion has been drawn from the feasibility study as to whether the technology/product/method is commercializable.
	0 points



*Examples of Significant Shortcomings:

1. Insufficient Data Quality and Level of Detail
1. Outdated or unrepresentative data are used.
1. Data sources and their reliability are not clearly identified.
1. Quantitatively substantiated assumptions are missing (e.g., market forecasts).

2. Vaguely or Incompletely Defined Scenarios
1. The description does not compare multiple alternative solutions.
1. The chosen baseline solution is not sufficiently justified.

3. Insufficient Risk Analysis
1. Key technical, financial, legal, and environmental risks have not been identified.
1. Risk impact and mitigation measures are missing.

4. Insufficient Transparency of Costs and Benefits
1. Benefits are calculated superficially or are overstated.
1. No indication of which external factors may significantly alter costs (inflation, market fluctuations, regulatory constraints).

5. Deficiencies in the Description of the Technical Solution
1. A clear justification of the technical solution is missing.
1. Alternative technical solutions have not been evaluated against uniform criteria.

6. Insufficient Analysis of Regulatory and Environmental Aspects
1. The level of compliance with regulatory enactments has not been assessed.
1. The socio-economic impact (everyday users, communities, business environment) is described only in a formal manner.

7. Weak Methodological Approach
1. The methodology is not clearly stated in the study — how calculations and conclusions are made.
1. Different study blocks are not interconnected (e.g., the technical and economic justifications are not consistently aligned).
