	TANGRAM + EDGE AI
Use Case Evaluation Checklist



Framework: Tangram Zone Architecture with Edge AI Integration
Purpose: Evaluate and score prospective use cases to determine suitability for implementation
Use case assessed: ____________________________________________________________
Assessed by: __________________________  Date: ____________________
How to Use This Checklist
This checklist evaluates prospective use cases across five dimensions: zone architecture viability, policy layer density, edge AI integration fit, operational reporting readiness, and commercial viability. Each criterion is scored 0–3 against descriptor anchors, then multiplied by its weight to produce a weighted score. Weighted scores are summed and normalised to a 100-point scale. Use the score band table to determine the recommendation.
Scoring Scale
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Absent / Disqualifying
	Weak / Partial
	Good / Present
	Strong / Ideal



Automatic Disqualifiers — Check Before Scoring
If any of the following conditions apply, do not proceed with scoring. These are structural incompatibilities that cannot be resolved by design choices within the architecture.
	Disqualifier
	Why it matters

	No identifiable zone boundaries
	If the process cannot be decomposed into zones with distinct entry/exit conditions, the architecture has no structural home.

	No governing policy instruments
	If there are no policies, regulations, or compliance obligations that can be mapped to zones, the policy layer is empty — Tangram becomes workflow software.

	Edge AI output cannot be structured
	If the AI model produces unstructured or purely interpretive output that cannot be translated into a pass/fail/score signal, it cannot enter the zone model as a conops-layer input.

	Data cannot remain at the edge
	If regulatory, commercial, or technical constraints require all data to transit a central server, the edge deployment rationale is undermined and an alternative architecture should be evaluated.

	No measurable process outcome
	If there is no definable exit state for the continuum — no way to determine whether a case was resolved correctly — the reporting layer has nothing to measure and program integrity cannot be demonstrated.



Disqualifiers present?   ☐ None — proceed to scoring     ☐ One or more identified — do not proceed
____________________________________________


	EVALUATION CHECKLIST
Score each criterion 0–3 using the descriptor anchors. Record evidence or notes in the final column.



	Criterion
	Weight
	0
	1
	2
	3
	Notes / Evidence

	A  —  Zone Architecture Viability   |   Can the use case be structured as zones with defined boundaries?

	Identifiable zone boundaries
	×5
	No distinct stages — continuous or undifferentiated process
	Stages exist but boundaries are informal or contested
	Clear stages with recognisable handoff points
	Explicit, documented zone boundaries with named entry and exit states
	

	Defined entry conditions per zone
	×5
	No entry conditions — cases admitted without criteria
	Informal entry criteria exist but are not enforced
	Entry conditions documented and generally observed
	Entry conditions formal, enforced, and auditable at every boundary
	

	Defined exit conditions per zone
	×4
	No exit conditions — zones end when someone decides they do
	Rough completion criteria exist informally
	Exit conditions documented; completion is observable
	Exit conditions explicit, binary, and linked to next zone's entry stakes
	

	Identifiable zone goal
	×3
	No clear purpose distinguishing this zone from adjacent zones
	Implied purpose but not formally articulated
	Zone goal stated and understood by operators
	Zone goal explicit, measurable, and used to define boundary conditions
	

	Process error path exists or can be designed
	×3
	Errors are undocumented — cases disappear or stall silently
	Error handling exists informally; no defined error zone
	Error conditions are recognised and routed, even if informally
	Formal error zone(s) defined with entry conditions and resolution paths
	

	B  —  Policy Layer Density   |   Is there a meaningful, separable policy layer to govern zone operations?

	Governing policy instruments exist
	×5
	No policies, regulations, or compliance obligations apply
	Informal guidelines only — no formal governing instruments
	One or more formal policies govern zone operations
	Multiple layered instruments (legislation, regulation, policy, procedure) with clear hierarchy
	

	Policy is separable from operations
	×4
	Policy and operations are fused — cannot be separated in practice
	Partial separation possible with effort; significant blurring remains
	Policy can be articulated independently of how operations execute it
	Clear distinction between 'what must happen' (policy) and 'how it happens' (conops)
	

	Policy breach is measurable and consequential
	×4
	Policy breach is either unmeasurable or has no consequence
	Breaches are theoretically consequential but rarely identified or tracked
	Breaches are tracked; consequences are defined if not always enforced
	Breaches trigger formal responses; reporting to regulators or governance bodies required
	

	Compliance reporting obligation exists
	×3
	No external reporting obligations of any kind
	Internal reporting only; no external accountability
	External reporting required periodically (annual, quarterly)
	Continuous or real-time compliance monitoring required by regulator or contract
	

	Policy ownership is clear
	×2
	No identifiable policy owner — governance is diffuse
	Nominal owner exists but has no enforcement authority
	Policy owner identified with some enforcement capability
	Policy owner with formal authority, approval chain, and review cycle
	

	C  —  Edge AI Integration Fit   |   Can an edge AI model produce structured, auditable outputs that enter the zone model?

	AI output can be structured as a zone input
	×5
	AI output is unstructured or narrative — cannot be translated into a condition signal
	AI output is partially structured; significant transformation required
	AI output can be rendered as a scored or binary signal with defined thresholds
	AI output maps directly to an entry condition, policy check, or KPI input
	

	Edge deployment is technically viable
	×5
	Model size, latency, or compute requirements preclude on-device deployment
	Edge deployment is marginal — requires significant hardware investment
	Edge deployment feasible on commercially available hardware with acceptable latency
	Edge deployment is straightforward; proven hardware platform exists for this domain
	

	Data residency / privacy requires edge processing
	×4
	No data residency or privacy constraint — cloud processing is fully permissible
	Soft preference for local processing; no hard regulatory requirement
	Regulatory guidance strongly favours or recommends local processing
	Hard legal requirement for data to remain at point of capture; cloud transit prohibited
	

	Human-in-the-loop is legally or operationally required
	×4
	Fully automated determination is legally permissible and operationally preferred
	Human review optional; automation preferred for speed
	Human sign-off required on AI-flagged cases only
	Human determination required for all consequential decisions; AI informs only
	

	Model accuracy failure mode is manageable
	×3
	Model error creates catastrophic, irreversible harm — zero tolerance for false positives or negatives
	Model error is costly but recoverable with significant intervention
	Model error is detectable and recoverable through downstream zone review
	Policy layer reliably catches model errors before consequential outcomes
	

	Training data is available and representative
	×3
	No training data exists; data collection would take years
	Limited data available; significant collection effort required before deployment
	Sufficient data available; model can be trained to acceptable accuracy before go-live
	Rich historical data exists; pre-trained models available in this domain
	

	AI output is auditable and explainable
	×3
	Model is a black box; no explanation of output is possible
	Limited explainability — can state confidence but not basis of decision
	Output includes feature importance or threshold explanation at case level
	Full audit trail: input data, model version, output score, and basis all logged per case
	

	D  —  Operational Reporting Readiness   |   Can the three-layer reporting model (zone / policy / operational) be meaningfully populated?

	KPIs are definable at zone level
	×4
	No measurable outcomes at zone level — process is anecdotal
	Outcomes are measured but only at program level, not zone level
	Zone-level metrics exist informally or partially
	Distinct KPIs per zone defined with targets, thresholds, and alert conditions
	

	Current data collection is structurally tractable
	×3
	All records are paper, unstructured, or inaccessible
	Digital records exist but in fragmented, incompatible systems
	Core process data is digital and structurally accessible with integration effort
	Structured digital records already exist at zone-transition points
	

	Reporting serves multiple stakeholder audiences
	×2
	Single internal audience only; no external visibility required
	Internal reporting to management; occasional external summaries
	Regular external reporting to regulator, funder, or board
	Multiple concurrent audiences: operators, management, regulator, auditor — each with different cadence
	

	Clean-path rate is a meaningful metric
	×3
	Process has no clean path concept — all cases require exception handling
	Clean path exists but is not tracked or valued
	Clean path rate tracked informally; improvement is an organisational goal
	Clean path rate is a formal performance target with consequences for deviation
	

	E  —  Commercial and Implementation Viability   |   Is the use case commercially strong and practically implementable?

	Quantifiable cost of current-state problem
	×5
	Problem cost is anecdotal — no defensible number exists
	Rough order of magnitude estimate only; methodology is contestable
	Documented cost figure exists from credible source; methodology is sound
	Published, independently verified cost figure; used in procurement or regulatory contexts
	

	Buyer has authority and budget
	×4
	No identified buyer; problem is real but ownership is diffuse
	Buyer identified but lacks authority or budget for this class of solution
	Buyer has budget authority; procurement pathway exists
	Active procurement underway or funded mandate to address this problem
	

	Regulatory or legal driver creates urgency
	×3
	No external driver — status quo is comfortable for the buyer
	Soft pressure (industry best practice, peer comparison) only
	Regulatory guidance or published standard creates compliance expectation
	Hard legal deadline, enforcement action, or material liability creates urgency
	

	Scalability across instances or jurisdictions
	×3
	Single-instance solution only; cannot be replicated
	Replicable with significant customisation effort per instance
	Core architecture reusable; zone and policy content configurable per instance
	Zone definitions and policy rules are jurisdiction-configurable; platform is horizontally scalable
	

	Demonstrable in a bounded tabletop scenario
	×2
	Cannot be reduced to a legible demo — too complex or abstract
	Demo possible but requires significant domain knowledge to interpret
	Demo is legible to a sophisticated buyer with brief context-setting
	Demo is self-evident to any observer — problem and solution visible in under 10 minutes
	

	Implementation timeline is credible
	×2
	Cannot be deployed within 18 months under any realistic plan
	18–36 month deployment; multiple critical dependencies
	12–18 month deployment; dependencies identified and manageable
	Pilot deployable within 6 months; phased rollout plan is credible
	



	SCORING WORKSHEET
Transfer weighted scores from the checklist. Normalise to 100-point scale.



For each section, sum the weighted scores (criterion score × weight) and record below. The maximum possible score is 288 (all criteria scored 3 at maximum weight). Normalise: (Total Weighted Score ÷ 288) × 100 = Score out of 100.
	Section
	Wt
	Raw
Score
	Weighted Score
	Max Possible
	% of Section
	Normalized Score

	A — Zone Architecture Viability
	×5/5/4/3/3
	
	
	60
	
	

	B — Policy Layer Density
	×5/4/4/3/2
	
	
	54
	
	

	C — Edge AI Integration Fit
	×5/5/4/4/3/3/3
	
	
	81
	
	

	D — Operational Reporting
	×4/3/2/3
	
	
	36
	
	

	E — Commercial Viability
	×5/4/3/3/2/2
	
	
	57
	
	

	TOTAL SCORE
	
	
	
	288
	
	Rating: _______________



	RECOMMENDATION BANDS



	Score Range
	Rating
	Guidance

	85 – 100
	Ideal Candidate
	Strong fit across all dimensions. Prioritise for implementation.

	65 – 84
	Good Candidate
	Sound fit. Address flagged gaps in scoping phase before committing.

	45 – 64
	Conditional
	Proceed only if critical gaps (scored 0) are resolved by design.

	25 – 44
	Weak Fit
	Significant structural gaps. Re-examine problem framing.

	0 – 24
	Not Recommended
	Fundamental misalignment. Do not proceed without major redesign.





	QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT NOTES



Key strengths of this use case for Tangram + Edge AI deployment
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Critical gaps or risks identified during evaluation
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Recommended conditions or design decisions if proceeding
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Next steps / decision
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

This evaluation instrument is structured around the Tangram zone architecture as described in the Tangram framework documentation. The five evaluation dimensions — zone architecture viability, policy layer density, edge AI integration fit, operational reporting readiness, and commercial viability — correspond to the architectural requirements for a deployment that demonstrably enforces governance structure, separates policy from operations, positions AI as a conops-layer input rather than a policy decision-maker, and produces auditable reporting across all three layers. A use case that scores well on all five dimensions will produce a deployment that is technically sound, legally defensible, commercially viable, and demonstrable to investors and regulators without domain-specific expertise.
