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Introduction 
The AI Company Data Initiative (AICDI) has introduced a new scoring methodology in 
response to growing demand from both companies and investors for a more meaningful 
assessment of AI governance practices. 

Disclosure remains a critical foundation, but it is no longer enough on its own. Stakeholders 
have increasingly sought greater insight into the quality, specificity, and evidentiary strength 
of what companies disclose. Rather than relying on simple checklists, they want better 
visibility into how AI-related risks and responsibilities are actually being identified, governed, 
and acted on. The new methodology is built around this distinction, enabling it to separate 
companies that merely state intent from those that demonstrate evidenced, working 
governance practice. This document sets out the principles, structure, and application of the 
new scoring approach. 

Scope 
This document sets out the AICDI 2026 Scoring Methodology Framework, explaining how 
company responses to the AICDI survey are assessed and translated into comparable 
scores across all 11 AICDI modules. 

Companies are scored both at the module level and at the overall company level. For each 
module, and for the company as a whole, four scores are assigned: a Composite Score and 
three dimension scores measuring Awareness, Approach, and Action. All scores are 
expressed on a scale of 0 to 100. Module scores are aggregated to produce the overall 
company scores. 

Scoring Architecture 

The 3A Model 
Every module in the AICDI survey is evaluated across three dimensions, namely Awareness, 
Approach, and Action. These definitions are applied consistently across all 11 AICDI modules. 

AWARENESS APPROACH ACTION 

 
The extent to which the company 
demonstrates that it recognises and 
understands the AI governance 
challenge addressed by each module.  
 
This is reflected in both the range of 
issues the company identifies and the 
depth of understanding it 
demonstrates. 
 
 
 
 

 

 
The coherence, seniority, and rigour of 
the company's governance 
arrangements for addressing the 
module's challenge.  
 
Assessed through four lenses:  
i)Formalisation,  
ii) Accountability,  
iii)Seniority, and 
iv) Rigour  
 
These are analytical tools, not a 
checklist, i.e. their combination and 
depth determines the score. 

 
Evidence that governance processes 
were exercised during the reporting 
period and produced specific 
outcomes.  
 
Action is intentionally distinct from 
Approach: while Approach describes 
the existence of a process or 
governance mechanism, Action 
requires evidence that the process was 
applied in a specific instance and 
produced an identifiable outcome 
during the reporting period. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
Progresses from  
no recognition → emerging intent → 
formal recognition → substantive 
understanding → broad/contextual 
understanding including external 
impacts. 

 Progresses from 
referenced → exercised → named 
outcome → adaptive (outcome fed 
back into improvements). 

Note: The assessment is based on 
what the company shows it 
understands, not on how many 
questions it answers Yes to. 

Note: This dimension is governance 
model agnostic hence different 
structural configurations can reach the 
same maturity level. 

 

 

The three dimensions reflect a maturity journey, with Awareness preceding Approach and 
Approach preceding Action. A survey question may contribute to more than one dimension. 
Since all modules don’t necessarily assess all three dimensions, the composite scores are 
calculated using only the dimensions that apply. For example, if only 2 dimensions are 
applied to a particular module the composite score will be divided by 2. The scoring criteria 
for each module outlines the relevant dimensions and the reasoning behind their inclusion. 

Holistic Reading Principle 
Rather than scoring each survey question individually and aggregating the results, the 
assessor reads all responses within a module collectively and evaluates what they 
demonstrate, in the module, about each dimension's maturity. 

This distinction matters in practice: responses are not scored based on their format alone, 
and a "Yes" response does not automatically translate into a higher score. Evidence signals 
drawn across all of a module's questions are considered together before a dimension score 
is assigned, ensuring the resulting score reflects genuine maturity rather than the format of 
the underlying question. 

To keep this holistic judgement transparent and repeatable, the module criteria translate the 
principle into concrete, binary-checkable scoring conditions for each maturity level. This 
gives the assessor specific, named evidence signals to look for at each score point, instead 
of leaving the assessment to unstructured discretion. 

  



 

 

The Scoring Scale: 0 to 5 
Each dimension is scored on an integer scale from 0 to 5. The scale is designed to reflect 
genuine differences in maturity, placing greater emphasis on the quality, specificity, and 
evidentiary strength of disclosures than on volume of disclosure alone. 

The six maturity levels and their fixed meanings, applied consistently across all AICDI 
modules, are: 

Score Level What It Means 

0 No Evidence 
Nothing relevant disclosed or evidenced. The company has not addressed this 
dimension of the module. 

1 Minimal 
The topic is acknowledged or a governance element is mentioned, but without 
sufficient specificity to assess coherence, quality, or maturity. 

2 Basic Some evidence of governance engagement exists but is limited in scope or depth. 
Partial engagement rather than a systematic approach. 

3 Adequate Clear, substantive evidence of governance at this maturity level. Core elements 
are present and describable. Meaningful engagement demonstrated. 

4 Strong 
Comprehensive governance described with specificity across all relevant areas. 
One specific element that would characterise the leading level is missing and this 
element is named explicitly in the module criteria. 

5 Leading 
Full maturity for this dimension. All relevant governance elements present, 
described with specificity, at the highest evidential standard for this module’s 
challenge 

 

Scale Application per Dimension 
The number of scoring levels used for a given dimension within a given module is determined 
solely by how many genuinely distinct maturity states that module's evidence can support. 
Intermediate levels 2 and 4 are included only where a defensible distinction exists between 
adjacent levels. Where no meaningful intermediate state exists, the resulting gap between 
adjacent score levels is intentional, and reflects the evidence structure of that module rather 
than an omission. The specific scale applied to each dimension is stated in the 
corresponding module criteria document. 

  



 

 

Module Score 
The module score is the primary unit of assessment. Each module generates four scores on 
the 0–100 scale: i) Awareness, ii) Approach, iii) Action, and iv) Composite 

These scores are calculated directly from the dimension scores assigned during the holistic 
assessment described above. 

Formula: 

 

Module Composite (0–5) = (Awareness + Approach + Action) ÷ no. of applicable dimensions 

Module Score (0–100) = Module Composite (0–5) × 20 
 

 

Where a module has only two applicable dimensions, the divisor is two rather than three. No 
differential weighting is applied between dimensions: all applicable dimensions contribute 
equally to the module composite. The composite will frequently be a decimal, which is 
expected and reflects the range of maturity a company may demonstrate across its three 
dimensions within a single module. 

 

Score Formula Description 

Module Awareness Score x 20 Awareness dimension score (0–5) × 20 = reported 0–100. 

Module Approach Score x 20 Approach dimension score (0–5) × 20 = reported 0–100. 

Module Action Score x 20 
Action dimension score (0–5) × 20 = reported 0–100. 
Where Action is not applicable, it is excluded and the composite 
divides by 2. 

Module Composite AVG [applicable 
dimension scores] × 20 

Equal-weight average of applicable dimension raw scores  
(÷2 or ÷3), then × 20. 

 

  



 

 

Company Level Scores 
Four company-level scores are generated on the 0–100 scale:  i) Awareness, ii) Approach, iii) 
Action, and iv) Composite 

These scores are calculated by taking the equal-weight average of the corresponding 
module scores across all 11 modules. 

Formula: 

 

Overall Composite = AVG [Module Composite] across all 11 modules 

Overall Awareness = AVG [Module Awareness] across all 11 modules 

Overall Approach   = AVG [Module Approach] across all 11 modules 

Overall Action     = AVG [Module Action]  across all 11 modules 
 

 

Score Formula What It Tells You 

Overall Composite AVG [Module Composite] 
× 11 modules 

Primary metric for cross-company comparison.  
Combines all three dimensions equally across all modules. 

Overall Awareness 
AVG [Module Awareness] 

× 11 modules 

Does the company recognise its AI-related risks and 
responsibilities?  
A low score signals fundamental gaps in recognition. 

Overall Approach 
AVG [Module Approach] 

× 11 modules 

Does the company have governance structures in place?  
A gap between Awareness and Approach signals governance lags 
behind recognition. 

Overall Action AVG [Module Action]  
× 11 modules 

Is governance demonstrably being exercised?  
A gap between Approach and Action signals policies exist but are 
not evidenced in practice. 

 

All 11 modules carry equal weight, at approximately 9.1% each. This equal-weight average is 
the only aggregation logic used anywhere in the framework, from the dimension score 
assigned within a module through to the final company-level score.  

  



 

 

Illustrative Company-Level Example 
The table below shows an illustrative company-level score, with all 11 modules and an overall result. 
All figures are illustrative placeholders only and are not derived from actual company responses. 

Module Awareness Approach Action Composite 

1. Governance Structure & Accountability 100 64 75 80 

2. Regulatory Alignment & External Engagement 70 55 40 55 

3. Risk Management & Traceability 60 65 50 58 

4. Fairness, Bias & Non-Discrimination 50 60 45 52 

5. Transparency & Explainability 65 60 55 60 

6. Human Oversight & Worker Redress 55 50 35 47 

7. Data Governance, Privacy, Third-Party Risk & User Rights 75 70 65 70 

8. Cybersecurity & System Integrity 60 70 70 67 

9. Environmental Sustainability of AI 45 40 30 38 

10. Workforce Impact & Transition 60 55 45 53 

11. AI Ethics Culture, Training & Inclusion 55 50 40 48 

OVERALL COMPANY SCORE 63 58 50 57 

 

Composite 57/100. The Awareness–Approach–Action spread (63 / 58 / 50) shows a typical pattern: recognition 
runs ahead of governance maturity, which in turn runs ahead of demonstrated implementation which is consistent 
with earlier-stage AI governance programmes. Module 1 (Governance Structure & Accountability) shows the 
strongest recognition (100), while Module 9 (Environmental Sustainability of AI) shows the least developed profile 
across all three dimensions, indicating this remains a comparatively nascent area of AI governance practice. 

 

  



 

 

Appendix: AICDI 2026 Module Progressions 
The table below summarises the maturity progression for all three dimensions across all 11 
AICDI modules, together with the scoring scale used for each dimension. All progressions 
are confirmed from finalised module criteria documents. 

Progression summaries are indicative: they describe the direction of increasing maturity 
rather than the precise rubric language. The module criteria documents provide the exact, 
binary-checkable scoring conditions for each level. Where a score level is absent from a 
module’s scale (e.g. no score 2 in Action for Module 2; no score 4 in Approach for Module 2), 
this reflects a deliberate design decision that no defensible intermediate state exists 
between adjacent levels for that module’s available evidence.  

 

Module Awareness Maturity 
Progression 

Approach Maturity 
Progression Action Maturity Progression 

1. Governance Structure & 
Accountability 

0: No strategy/plan 1: Plan to 
develop 2: Strategy exists 3: 
Covers ethical AI (Q1.4a + detail) 
5: Also covers societal impact 
(Q1.4c + detail) 

0: Nothing 1: Identified 
(mentioned, no specificity) 2: 
Defined responsibility (named 
role/body + scope) 3: 
Formalised (seniority + review + 
embedding) 4: Integrated (+ 
stakeholder involvement + 
structural independence) 5: 
Fully integrated (+ operational 
authority described) 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(process described as active) 2: 
Exercised (named specific 
instance) 3: Named outcome 
(specific change produced) 5: 
Formalised commitment + 
adaptive 

2. Regulatory Alignment & 
External Engagement 

0: No external recognition 1: 
Peripheral (frameworks 
acknowledged) 2: Selective 
(relevant frameworks with 
context) 3: Active monitoring 
recognised 5: Ecosystem 
engagement (Q1.3 + Q1.5 = Yes) 

0: Nothing 1: Referenced (no 
process detail) 2: Described 
(one area with specificity) 3: 
Systematic (implementation + 
monitoring both described) 5: 
Integrated (external 
engagement as governance 
mechanism) No score 4 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(activity mentioned generically) 
3: Named (specific regulatory 
response or engagement 
activity) 5: Adaptive (named 
activity changed company 
policy/process) No score 2 

3. Risk Management & 
Traceability 

0: No risk recognised 1: AI risks 
acknowledged 2: Risks span 
operations + value chain 3: 
Specific risk types identified 5: 
Traceability + attribution + 
proportionality as governance 
requirements 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (no 
methodology) 2: Described 
(named method + mechanism) 
3: Systematic (risk ID + 
mitigation + harm response + 
lifecycle tracking) 4: Integrated 
(+ responsibility attribution + 
proportionality criteria) 5: 
Institutionalised (+ full registry 
governance + external 
oversight) 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(risk management described as 
active) 2: Named (specific 
assessment or governance 
exercise named) 3: Named 
outcome (specific change 
produced by named activity) 5: 
Adaptive (outcome improved 
framework; or multiple named 
sources) 

4. Fairness, Bias & Non-
Discrimination 

0: No bias risk recognised 1: Bias 
acknowledged in AI systems 2: 
Bias understood to span full AI 
lifecycle 3: Cultural/regional 
bias recognised as distinct 
dimension 5: Formal policy + 
ongoing monitoring required 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (no 
method) 2: Described (at least 
one named bias method) 3: 
Systematic (lifecycle methods + 
governance measure + Q3.2 = 
Yes) 4: Integrated (+ cultural 
adaptation with feedback 
gathering + data policy criteria) 
5: Comprehensive (+ full 
feedback loop described) 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(bias governance described as 
active) 2: Named (specific past 
instance named, outcome not 
required) 3: Named outcome 
(instance + specific change 
produced) 5: Adaptive (change 
improved methodology/policy; 
or named from both Q1.12 + 
Q2.15) 

5. Transparency & 
Explainability 

0: No user transparency 
obligation recognised 1: 
Disclosure recognised (users 
should know when AI is 
involved) 2: Explainability 
recognised (AI decisions must 
be explained) 3: Channels 
recognised (feedback + 
incident reporting both present) 
5: Differentiated (employee vs 
customer needs + escalation) 

0: Nothing 1: Exists (at least one 
gate Yes, (i) thin) 2: Described 
(one mechanism with named 
channels, process, scope) 3: 
Partial (two mechanisms 
described) 4: Substantive (three 
mechanisms described; or all 
four, one thin) 5: Integrated (all 
four + described connection 
between mechanisms) 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(mechanism described as 
active) 2: Named (specific 
instance: named AI system + 
what happened) 3: Named 
outcome (instance + specific 
change produced) 5: Adaptive 
(change improved framework; 
or named from two+ (i) boxes) 



 

 

Module Awareness Maturity 
Progression 

Approach Maturity 
Progression Action Maturity Progression 

6. Human Oversight & 
Worker Redress 

0: No oversight or worker 
protection recognised 1: Human 
oversight of AI recognised 2: 
Worker AI protection 
recognised 3: Both oversight + 
worker protection recognised 5: 
Both operationally embedded + 
AI-specific scope 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (policy 
exists, no detail) 2: Described 
(one area with specificity) 3: 
Substantive (both areas 
described) 4: Comprehensive 
(both fully described including 
effectiveness monitoring) 5: 
Integrated (+ described 
connection between oversight 
and worker redress) 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(governance described as 
active) 2: Named (specific case 
or oversight exercise named) 3: 
Named resolution (case + 
specific remedy or corrective 
action) 5: Adaptive (resolution 
improved framework; or cases 
from both areas) 

7. Data Governance, Privacy, 
Third-Party Risk & User Rights 

0: No data governance 
recognised 1: Internal policies 
recognised 2: Personal data 
processing standards 
recognised 3: Third-party AI 
data risk recognised 5: User 
data rights + IP/copyright as AI-
specific risks recognised 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (no 
named safeguard or process) 2: 
Described (one sub-area with 
specificity) 3: Partial (two sub-
areas described) 4: Substantive 
(three sub-areas; or all four, one 
thin) 5: Integrated (all four + 
described connection between 
sub-areas) 

0: No evidence; Q3.8 = No 1: 
Referenced (governance active, 
no named instance; Q3.8 = No) 
2: Enabled (Q3.8 = Yes: user 
deletion implemented); or 
named specific instance 3: 
Named outcome (named 
instance + specific change 
produced) 5: Adaptive 
(outcome improved framework; 
or named from two+ sub-areas) 

8. Cybersecurity & System 
Integrity 

0: No AI security challenge 
recognised 1: AI systems need 
security protection 2: AI creates 
distinct specific threats 
(adversarial inputs etc.) 3: 
Dedicated resources 
recognised as required 5: 
External certification recognised 
as governance validation 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (no 
named measure) 2: Described 
(named AI security technique + 
named role) 3: Dedicated (Q3.11 
= Yes + team operations 
described: tools + collaboration) 
4: Systematic (all above + 
compliance framework 
maintenance described) 5: 
Integrated (+ described 
connection between team 
findings and security 
policies/compliance) 

0: No evidence; Q3.12 = No 1: 
Referenced (governance active, 
no named instance; Q3.12 = No) 
2: Certified (Q3.12 = Yes: 
certification achieved); or 
named specific threat/exercise 
3: Named outcome (named 
threat + specific security 
response) 5: Adaptive 
(response improved framework; 
or certification + named threat 
response) 

9. Environmental 
Sustainability of AI 

0: No environmental impact 
recognised 1: AI has 
environmental impact (Q1.15 = 
Yes or Not yet + engagement) 2: 
Multi-dimensional (monitoring 
spans inference + training + 
data centre etc.) 3: Public 
reporting obligation recognised 
5: Model selection recognised 
as environmental governance 
lever 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (Q1.15 = 
Yes, no methodology) 2: 
Monitoring described (multi-
domain selections + 
methodology + frequency) 3: 
Mitigation described (specific 
measures + named target or 
accountable role) 4: Systematic 
(all three areas: monitoring + 
mitigation + model selection) 5: 
Integrated (+ described 
connection: monitoring data 
informs targets or selection 
criteria) 

0: No evidence; Q1.16 = No 1: 
Referenced (governance active, 
no named outcome; Q1.16 = No) 
2: Published (Q1.16 = Yes: public 
reporting); or named specific 
measurement 3: Named 
outcome (measurement + 
specific consequence or 
decision) 5: Adaptive (outcome 
improved governance 
framework; or public reporting + 
named improvement) 

10. Workforce Impact & 
Transition 

0: No workforce impact of AI 
recognised 1: AI deployment 
affects workers 2: Specific 
workforce impact types 
identified 3: Proactive planning 
(Q2.3 = Yes) + pre-deployment 
consultation (Q2.2a = Yes) 5: 
Productivity monitoring + cost-
efficiency assessment as 
governance tools 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (no 
named programme or policy) 2: 
Described (one area with three-
element specificity) 3: Partial 
(two areas described) 4: 
Substantive (three areas; or all 
four, one thin) 5: Integrated (all 
four + described connection 
between assessment, training, 
mitigation, monitoring) 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(governance described as 
active) 2: Named (specific 
training, assessment, finding, or 
rights measure named) 3: 
Named outcome (named 
instance + specific workforce 
change) 5: Adaptive (outcome 
improved governance 
framework; or named from two+ 
areas) 

11. AI Ethics Culture, Training 
& Inclusion 

0: No ethics culture 
responsibility recognised 1: AI 
ethics training recognised as 
required 2: Onboarding 
recognised as critical 
embedding moment 3: 
Measuring ethics awareness 
recognised as necessary 5: DEI 
+ accessibility recognised as AI-
specific governance dimensions 

0: Nothing 1: Mentioned (no 
named content) 2: Training 
described (content + delivery + 
scope; onboarding integration 
described) 3: Measurement 
described (survey method + 
frequency + how results are 
used) 4: DEI described (DEI 
process for AI projects; or HR AI 
safeguards with monitoring) 5: 
Integrated (all four + described 
connection: survey findings 
update training, or DEI informs 
accessibility) 

0: No evidence 1: Referenced 
(governance described as 
active) 2: Named (specific 
training delivered, survey 
finding, DEI review, or 
accessibility measure) 3: Named 
outcome (named instance + 
specific ethics or culture 
change) 5: Adaptive (outcome 
improved framework; or named 
from two+ governance areas) 
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