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Allocation of public funding for greek universities
according to qualitative criteria

Dr loannis Vikas, Economist- Researcher, Lecturer at Hellenic Open University and American College of
Greece — Deree, External Associate at Hellenic Authority for Higher Education

Abstract

Universities play a crucial role in fostering knowledge creation, education, innovation, and human
development. To ensure their sustained growth and effectiveness, it is imperative to establish robust
evaluation mechanisms and equitable fund allocation systems. The scope of the current research is to
present an overall view of the fund allocation of greek universities. The whole analysis underlines all
the criteria and indicators related to the allocation of public funding to higher education institutions,
according to objective (size related) and qualitative criteria. Embedding the assessment of qualitative
criteria in the funding procedures is an important and innovative way of fund allocation that enhances
the promotion of a new mentality for constant improvement at Greek universities.

Keywords: Universities, Higher Education, Evaluation, Fund Allocation, Qualitative Criteria.

1. Introduction - Fund Allocation of Universities

Universities worldwide receive funds from diverse sources, including government allocations, tuition
fees, research grants, philanthropic donations, and industry partnerships. The availability and
distribution of these funds significantly impact the financial stability and capacity of universities to
fulfill their missions. Fund allocation decisions consider multiple factors such as institutional
performance, research productivity, teaching quality, social impact, regional development, student
demographics, and the economic needs of the country or region. Balancing these factors is essential
to ensure fair distribution of resources and to promote equitable access to quality education.

The budget allocation of public university funding is generally determined through one or more of
following three key methods (OECD 2019):

= Historical trends: The amount allocated is based on the amount of funding that has been
provided in previous years, which may vary annually according to certain parameters.

= Negotiations between government and higher education institutions: The amount allocated is
an agreed sum negotiated between government and higher education institutions. The
negotiations may be set out in performance agreements or funding agreements.

= Formula funding: The amount allocated is calculated through one or more formulas based on
a set of predefined parameters and indicators.

Although formula-based subsidies are the most common method of funding allocation, negotiated
block grant and historical allocation remain important mechanisms in some jurisdictions. Some
funding systems combine these elements. A funding formula is “a mechanism to determine the
amount of funding allocated to a higher education institution using a mathematical formula which
includes variables based on indicators, such as student numbers, etc. This can be differentiated from
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other ways of determining the amount such as negotiation or historical allocation” (Benetot Prutot et
al 2015). Competitive allocation of funds is a tool used in all systems. A defined budget is allocated
on the basis of success criteria and only a certain number of applicants receive a share of these funds).
Competitive funding is frequently associated with research. However, other funds can also be
awarded competitively. Performance based funding is used to cover mechanisms that distribute core
public funding according to parameters that are related to performance, like the process of
learning/teaching, research or interaction with external stakeholders (e.g. business, industry, society)
and other criteria (Benetot Prutot and Estermann 2022).

In Greece the performance based funding has been strengthened through the set of criteria, quality
indicators - and issues for allocating the annual regular-grant to higher education institutions,
specified by the Ministerial Decision (Greek Government Gazette, 2128, Issue B, 31st March 2023).
According to this, 80% of the budget for public fund allocation to universities is distributed according
to objective criteria (mostly size related) and 20% according to qualitative criteria that relate to a) the
continuous improvement of the basic academic activities of the University, b) the research activity,
excellence in research and performance of scientific staff, c) the links with society and the labour
market and exploitation of generated knowledge, d) the internationalisation and e) the quality of the
university environment. Those qualitative criteria have been followed for the past 3 years and
represent also a performance based funding that may enhance the continuous improvement of greek
universities.

2. Fund Allocation of Greek Universities — 80% of budget according to objective
criteria (mostly size related)
Eighty percent (80%) of fund allocation of greek universities relies to objective criteria related

mainly to the size of the organization. In particular, 80% of funding is distributed according to the
following criteria:

Table 1. Objective Criteria for 80% of Budget Allocation

Criteria Description Weighting Coefficient

C.1 Number of University’s Departments 10%

C.2 Total number of registered students per University 25%

C.3 Duration of study programs 7%
(Number of semesters of undergraduate study)

C. 4 Laboratory equipment requirements of the 15%
departments

C.5 Geographical distribution of the University 10%

C.6 Permanent Staff (Faculty members and 15%
administrative staff)

C.7 Temporary support staff 15%
(cleaning staff, security crew, maintenance staff,
etc.)

C.8 Allocation of the Ordinary Budget from the previous 3%

financial year
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Each Criterion is described in detail as followed:
Criterion 1: Number of departments per University

This is calculated as the ratio of the number of departments of the higher education institution to the
total number of departments of the higher education institutions in the country. Departments operating
without providing an undergraduate degree (e.g. general departments which operating in some higher
education institutions) are not counted.

Criterion 2: Total number of registered students per University

It is calculated as the share of active students of the undergraduate programs of study of the higher
education institution to the total number of active students of all higher education institutions. Active
undergraduate students are defined as students who have not exceeded the maximum limit of
attendance per program of study, as applicable.

Criterion 3: Duration of study programs (Number of semesters of undergraduate study)

It is calculated as the total number of semesters offered by the university (8,10 or 12 semesters). The
total number of semesters of the undergraduate studies offered by the university (8,10 or 12) is
calculated as a percentage of the total number of semesters of undergraduate programs for the whole
country. This indicator provides a strong indication of the distribution of teaching load and
requirements in terms of classrooms and teaching staff per university.

Criterion 4: Laboratory equipment requirements of the departments

The different curricula have differentiated laboratory equipment requirements. Each department is
assigned to one of the following categories with the corresponding coefficients:

a. Humanities and Social Sciences 1,0

b. Mathematics, Statistics, Business Administration 1,5

c. Computer Sciences, Archaeology, Fine Arts, History, Architecture, Archaeology, Humanities,
History of Art, History of Architecture, Archaeology, History of Science, etc. 2,0 (with special
requirements, sports, art labs, computer labs, etc.)

d. Natural Sciences (with laboratories) 3,0

e. Engineering Sciences (with laboratories) 3,0

f. Life and Environmental Sciences (with laboratories) 3,0

g. Applied Health Sciences (with laboratories) 3,0

h. Health Sciences (with laboratories and clinics) 4,0

The weighted average for each institution is calculated and is expressed as a percentage of the total
number of higher education institutions.

Criterion 5: Geographical distribution of the University

It is calculated taking into account the dispersion of departments of universities in different cities of
Greece and counted as a percentage of the total number of universities. The departments of the
universities operating in Attica and the regional unit of Thessaloniki will be considered to operate in
the same city, irrespective of whether they have facilities in different municipalities.

Criterion 6: Permanent Staff (Faculty members and administrative staff)

The various categories of staff have different operating costs. The faculty have different coefficients:
a. The teaching staff with coefficient 1, due to the high scientific/managerial workload

b. The laboratory staff (EDIP, EEP) with coefficient 0,50

c. The technological and administrative staff with coefficient 0,25
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Criterion 7: Temporary support staff (cleaning staff, security crew, maintenance staff etc.)

The cost of contracts for the provision of cleaning and maintenance services covered by the
expenditure of the budget, as well as expenditure for electricity, water and heating.

Criterion 8: Allocation of the Ordinary Budget from the previous financial year

In order to dampen any large fluctuations from the previous year's funding, the percentage of funding
from the previous year is also taken into account.

The final calculation of the allocation of 80% according to objective criteria is the following:
C1*0,1+C2*0,25+C3*0,07+C4*0,15+C5*0,1+C6*0,15+C7*0,15+C8*0,03

3. Fund Allocation of Greek Universities - 20% of budget according to
gualitative criteria

Each university submits to the Hellenic Authority for Higher Education an annual report presenting
its annual performance on specific set of criteria. The indicators shall be calculated using the data of
the year preceding the submission. Performance is presented on the basis of quality and achievement
indicators, which correspond to criteria for assessing the quality of the institutions. The set of criteria
and indicators of quality and achievements are grouped into five sections as follows:

(A) continuous improvement of the basic academic activities of the University;

(B) research activity, excellence in research and performance of scientific staff;

(C) links with society and the labour market and exploitation of generated knowledge
(D) internationalisation and

(E) the quality of the university environment

From each of the five above sections of criteria, indicators and achievements, section (A) is mandatory
for all institutions, while from the remaining four sections (B), (C), (D) and (E) institutions must
select two, in which they will be assessed. Each criterion has specific indexes specified as followed:

Section A. Continuous improvement of the basic academic activities

The first section of criteria includes some criteria related to the basic academic activities. It is an
obligatory set of criteria that all greek universities must complete. For the better understanding of the
first obligatory section of criteria a detailed table is presented in order to clarify better the description
and calculation of each indicator along with the respective points.

Table 2. Description of Criteria — Section A. Continuous Improvement

Description and calculation of

indicator Points

Index| Criterion Index |Name of indicator

The percentage of graduates in the

Rate of Share of . .
raduation of raduates of reference year in relation to newly
A.l g Al.l gradu admitted students of the reference 50
undergraduate year in terms of L
year, at institutional level for
students new enrolment

undergraduate programs.
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Share of
graduates in the

The percentage of graduates of the
academic year who have completed

publications per
faculty member

in relation to the faculty members. (on
the basis of a list of publications

Al.2 - their studies at regular study time (n) 50
normal period of . - ;
study (n) in relatlpn to all graduates in the
academic year.
The average degree time of graduates
Average time gf t_he_ year. It is calculated b_y
A13 | to obtain a ividing the Iength of study in days 100
q for each graduate in terms of the total
egree
number of days of normal study
duration (365 days x n years).
The proportion of all active
postgraduate programs in relation to
Number of active all departments, at institutional level.
A2 1 postgraduate It is calculated on the basis of the 40
Provision of ' programs / Number | ratio of the total number of active
A2 postgraduate of departments postgraduate programs of the
programmes institution in relation to all the
departments of the institution.
Postgraduate / The proportion of all postgraduate
A2.2 Undergraduate students in relation to all active 40
Student Ratio undergraduate students.
The proportion of PhDs under
preparation in relation to the total
number of faculty members at
Doctoral Proportion of institutional level. It g.hall be _
A.3 studentprovisi A3.1 | doctoral candidates calculated on the ba3|_s of the ratio of 80
on per faculty member current d_octoral candidates, who have
been registered for the last 4 years and
retained the status of doctoral
candidate, in relation to all faculty
members
The proportion of academic papers
published in the previous year in
Average number scientific journals and conferences
) of scientific peer- with reviewers in relation to faculty
Quality of the | A4.1.1 | review members. It is calculated from the 100
research work publications per annual total of the specific published
A4 | Produced based faculty member work in the International Scopus
on publications Database in relation to faculty
and scientific members
outreach.
Average number of | The proportion of the academic
A412 scientific papers published in the previous year 100
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(for universities
with a focus on
humanitarian /

social sciences)

submitted by the university)

Average number

The proportion of citations for the last
five years in the publications of
faculty members. It shall be

relative certificate

is provided

A4.2.1 | of citations per calculated from the above total 100
faculty member T
number of citations in the
international database Scopus
Ave_rage_ number The proportion of high-impact
of high-impact o . .
A publications in the previous year in
publications per lati Il facul b
faculty member relation to all faculty members at
A4.2.2 L university level. Such publications are 100
(for universities : .
X foreign language monographs in
with a focus on ) X o ;
o series with critics, foreign language
humanitarian / . L .
. . articles in judged magazines
social sciences)
The Institution’s position in
international evaluations based on
reliable rating agencies. The highest
position of the institution shall be 120
Position of the selected among QS, ARWU, THE, 100
institution in SCImago and Webometrics. The
A5.1 | the ranking among posts 1-300 receives 80
international 120 points, the ranking among posts 60
rankings 300-500 receives 100 points, 500-800
receives 80 points, the ranking among 40
Monitoring and posts 800-1000 receives 60 points and
A Institution’s receives 40 points.

' position in The relevant position of scientific
international areas of the institution in international
evaluations thematic evaluations based on reliable

evaluation sites in the reference year.
Position of The highest position of some of the 80
institution’s Foundation’s scientific areas in the
A5.2 [scientific areas in most recent assessments of scientific 50
international areas of QS, ARWU and THE is 30
rankings selected. The ranking between 1-100
posts receives 80 points, the ranking
between posts 100-250 receives 50
points, and the ranking among 250-
500 posts receives 30 points.
Percentage of
Implement undergraduate The percentage of undergraduate
. . degrees where R
curricula with ; degrees where students acquire digital
A.6 o . A6.1 | students acquire ; . e . 30
digital skills L . skills and a relative certificate is
o digital skills and a X
provision provided

10
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o The overall score received
Certification

Certification of score of the its evaluation/certification process by | 150

A7 Internal Quality| A7.1 | Internal System the He_”emc Authority f_or Higher 100
Assurance Quality Educaiton. The score with full

Assurance compliance is 150 points, 100 points 50

satisfactory and 50 points partial.

The percentage of the institution’s
correct entries in relation to all the

Completeness requested fields, as determined on an

and Val'.d'W,Of Rate of correct annual basis by the Hellenic Authority
A.8 the Institute’s A8.1 - . . . 100
. filling data fields for Higher Education (the correct
data during . .
. entries are those which have been
evaluation

verified by HAHE by electronic
means or other public sources).

Section B: Excellence in research and performance of scientific staff

The second section of criteria includes indicators that relate to the research and performance of
scientific staff. The first criterion relates to the PhD doctoral programs, namely to the number of PhDs
completed per faculty member and the number of publications of each new doctorate PhD holder.

The second criterion relates to the participation of research teams in national and international
competitive research programs or participation in major research initiatives. It includes indicators as
the total project funding per faculty member, the average annual number of active projects per faculty
member, average annual number of european active projects coordinated by the university and the
number of university’s projects funded by European Research Council (ERC). For those indicators a
respective list is sent by the university and other external sources of certification as Horizon, ERC,
General Secretariat of Research and Innovation are also used.

The third criterion relates to the international acknowledgement of faculty members and includes
two indicators. The first one relates to the faculty international acknowledgement outreach, regarding
the number of faculty members that are included in the catalogue published on the Clarivate Analytics
website, which includes scientists with an impact on the top 1 % of the Web of Science in the reference
year. The second one relates to the faculty members with significant recognition like receiving an
award of an international prize for scientific work or a state prize, being a chairman of internationally
acknowledged scientific organisations/companies, becoming a member of an academy, or being an
Editor in Chief in Journals of the top two quarters of SClmago.

The fourth criterion relates to policies that boost the employment of young researchers and create jobs
at the university. The first relative indicator is the percentage of expenditure to cover external partners
with research tasks and the second the number of freelance researcher positions created by the
university through funded research.

Section C. Links with society, the labour market, and harnessing the knowledge generated

The third section of criteria relate to the links of each university with the society and the labour market
along with how it makes use of the knowledge that it generates. It includes 5 specific criteria. The
first criterion relates to the participation of departments and students in internship programs and
assesses the percentage of university departments participating in internships and the share of active
students in traineeships. The second criterion relates to the provision of services to organisations and
businesses by accredited laboratories of the university. It assesses the percentage of laboratories
certified in accordance with international standards (e.g., 1SO) in relation to the total number of

11
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laboratories and the percentage of revenues from the provision of laboratory services to organizations
and businesses.

The third criterion relates to the organization of educational programs for lifelong learning. The first
relative indicator measures the number of lifelong learning programs organized by the respective
centres for training and lifelong learning. The second indicator measures the number of students of
centres for training and lifelong learning in relation to the total number of active students. The fourth
criterion relates to the technology transfer and the knowledge valorisation actions. The first relative
indicator is the operation of a technology transfer office and/or incubator, the second relative indicator
is the number of patents awarded by national, European, or other international bodies, the third
relative indicator is the number of spin-offs or start-ups established and the fourth indicator the
income from participation in spin-offs/license agreements on the regular budget. The fifth and final
criterion relates to the Implementation of actions to interconnect the Foundation with the labour
market.

Section D. Internationalisation

The fourth section of criteria includes the international perspective of the university. The first relative
criterion is the share of foreign students in the total active number of students. The second relative
criterion relates to developing the international mobility of undergraduate and postgraduate students
and faculty members through international (e.g., Erasmus) exchange programs. It includes indicators
as the share of Erasmus outgoing students, the annual percentage of incoming Erasmus students, the
annual percentage of outgoing faculty members with Erasmus and the number of foreign-language
courses as a percentage of the total number of courses. The third criterion relates to strategic
partnerships with foreign universities for joint programs (bachelor, master, doctorate, and summer
schools), exchange of faculty/students, etc. It includes indicators as the number of joint/dual
programs, the participation in the European University Association and the number of active
international cooperations per department.

The fourth criterion relates to the foreign language study programs and the fifth criterion relates to
offering postgraduate study programs in a foreign language and attracting foreign students. The fifth
criterion relates to offering postgraduate study programs in a foreign language and to attracting
foreign students. The sixth and final criterion relates to attracting professors from foreign institutions,
and more specifically to the annual percentage of incoming Erasmus faculty members and the number
of visiting professors by department.

Section E. Quality of university environment

The fifth section of criteria relates to the quality of the university environment. The first relative
criterion includes a set of indicators as the percentage of administrative staff at the career offices, the
number of scientific conferences organised by students and the number of international scientific
conferences (co)-organised by the university. The second criterion relates to promoting gender
balance and measures the proportion of women/men in the faculty members. The third criterion relates
to the services for health and psychological support for students and staff and includes indicators as
the existence of a psychological support service and the number of specialized scientific support staff
per student.

The fourth criterion relates to the improvement of accessibility and includes indicators as the
expenditure for disability/accessibility support actions in relation to the total budget and the
percentage of classrooms accessible to persons with disabilities. The fifth criterion relates to the
operation of a permanent structure for finding resources through donations from individuals and
organizations and the share of new resources through donations to the total budget. The sixth criterion
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relates to actions for the development of teaching staff, such as training and rewarding excellence.
The seventh and final criterion includes the percentage of administrative staff in the Quality
Assurance Department in relation to the total number of administrative staff at the university.

4. Summary — Conclusions

According to all the aforementioned criteria, a specific value is calculated for every university. All
universities are being assessed for the Section A criteria, and for two of the other four sections, that
they have selected. According to the final value, the 20% of funding is allocated accordingly, with
universities that have received a higher overall value receiving more funds proportionally.

Moving away from funding mechanisms that relate only to criteria like the size of the higher education
institution and the funding of previous years, may create a new mentality for the continuous
amelioration of all universities. Each of the assessed sections of criteria focuses on important issues
for the greek universities like the excellence in research and the performance of the scientific staff,
the links with society, the labour market and the harnessing of knowledge, along with the
internationalization and improvement of the quality of the university environment. Linking all of
those issues to the allocation of public funding may improve further the focus of universities on those
specific topics. The whole set of criteria is being reassessed annually and improvements are constantly
made.

The use of qualitative criteria in the public funding process of greek universities is a new and
innovative process that is continuously developing. Greek universities are consistently sending all the
required data to the Hellenic Authority for Higher Education and have been following a new process
that requires continuous improvement and correct measuring of all relative criteria and indicators.
Embedding the assessment of qualitative criteria in the funding procedures is important, because it
brings a new mentality of constant improvement for the educational, research and administrative
issues of every university. Even though the whole process could be also considered a form of
evaluation for the greek universities, the main scope is the constant amelioration of the academic,
educational and research activity of the universities through the allocation of funding.

5. References

Bennetot Pruvot, E., Claeys-Kulik, A.-L. and Estermann, T. (2015) Designing Strategies for Efficient
Funding of Universities in Europe, EUA, Brussels, p.27.

https://eua.eu/downloads/publications/designing%20strategies%20for%20efficient%20funding%20
0f%20universities%20in%20europe%20define.pdf

Bennetot Pruvot, E., Claeys-Kulik, A.-L. and Estermann, T. (2022),Allocating core public funding to
universities in Europe:state of play & principles EUA, Brussels.

https://eua.eu/downloads/publications/funding%20models%20v2.pdf

OECD (2019), Benchmarking Higher Education System Performance, OECD Publishing,
Paris, https://doi.org/10.1787/be5514d7-en

OECD (2020), Resourcing Higher Education, Challenges, Choices and Consequences
https://doi.org/10.1787/735e1f44-en

Greek Government Gazette, 3131, Issue B, 20th June 2022

Greek Government Gazette, 2128, Issue B, 31st March 2023

13


https://eua.eu/downloads/publications/designing%20strategies%20for%20efficient%20funding%20of%20universities%20in%20europe%20define.pdf
https://eua.eu/downloads/publications/designing%20strategies%20for%20efficient%20funding%20of%20universities%20in%20europe%20define.pdf
https://eua.eu/downloads/publications/funding%20models%20v2.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1787/be5514d7-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/735e1f44-en

APOPO

Scorecard Methodology for Quantitative Management of
Digital Transformation Project Portfolios

Dr loannis Soldatos, Electrical & Computer Engineer, Honorary Research Fellow University of Glasgow,
Consultant

Abstract

This article introduces a Scorecard-like methodology for ranking digital transformation projects
within large-scale project portfolios. The methodology can be used for prioritizing project monitoring,
auditing, and implementation processes in the scope of Project Portfolio Management (PPM)
frameworks. It is not limited to general guidelines for building a scorecard but rather presents concrete
quantitative criteria for scoring and ranking different projects within a portfolio. The methodology is
empowered by configurable formulas that can be flexibly customized to the needs of different
portfolios. This flexibility is illustrated in the paper along with limitations of the proposed
methodologies that stem from the accuracy and quality of the data used for scoring the projects.

Keywords: Project Portfolio Management, Digital Transformation, Scorecard, Key Performance
Indicator, Transformation Portfolio

1. Introduction

In today's dynamic and ever-evolving business landscape, organizations face numerous challenges
when it comes to managing their project portfolios effectively. Specifically, organizations often
operate in a highly complex and competitive environment, where resources are scarce, technology
advancements are rapid, and market dynamics change frequently. In such a landscape, organizations
need a systematic approach to prioritize and execute projects that align with their strategic priorities
and deliver the highest value. To this end, modern organizations are increasingly employing tools and
techniques for Project Portfolio Management (PPM) [Cooper01]. PPM is a discipline that involves
the strategic selection and management of a collection of projects in a way that maximizes an
organization's return on investment while aligning with its overarching goals. Unlike traditional
project management, which focuses on managing individual projects, PPM takes a holistic view of
all projects within an organization, considering their interdependencies and impact on broader
business objectives.

In most cases, PPM is carried out based on proper frameworks, which comprise structured steps and
mechanisms for projects’ prioritization, selection, and execution in alignment with an organization’s
strategic objectives. In practice, a PPM framework provides a set of guidelines, tools, and processes
that help organizations make informed decisions about project selection, resource allocation, and risk
management. In this way PPM frameworks help organizations can optimize their resource allocation,
mitigate risks, and increase their overall project success rates. At the same time, it allows them to
enhance their ability to deliver projects on time and within budget.

PPM frameworks typically consist of several key components that work together to ensure effective
14
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project portfolio management. These components include:

= Strategic Alignment: The framework emphasizes aligning project selection and execution
with an organization's strategic objectives. Projects that positively contribute to the
organization's long-term goals are prioritized.

= Project Prioritization: The framework provides a structured approach to prioritize projects
based on their potential value, feasibility, and alignment with the organization's strategic
priorities. This allows organizations to invest resources in projects that provide the highest
return on investment.

= Resource Optimization: PPM frameworks emphasize the efficient allocation and utilization
of resources across all projects. By carefully managing resources, organizations can avoid
overburdening individuals or teams and ensure optimal allocation based on project needs.

= Risk Management: Effective risk management is a crucial aspect of PPM frameworks. They
incorporate risk analysis and mitigation strategies to identify potential risks and develop
appropriate contingency plans. This allows organizations to proactively address risks and
minimize their impact on project outcomes.

Over the years, many PPM frameworks have emerged, including lean, agile, data-driven and hybrid
PPM frameworks. These frameworks are presented and discussed in more detail in Section 2 of this
article. They are evolving leveraging advances in technology (e.g., data analytics and artificial
intelligence), while at the same time harnessing the very large amounts of digital data that are
currently being generated about the projects of the various organizations. Nevertheless, most of these
frameworks prescribe high level mechanisms for the different PPM components (e.g., project
prioritization, resource optimization) rather than specifying PPM practices down to implementation
detail. This is for example the case with project prioritization functions, where PPM frameworks
provide general guidelines about the prioritization criteria, without delving into the details of the
ranking criteria that materialize the prioritization process.

Motivating by the general lack of mechanisms for the prioritization of the projects of a portfolio, the
present article introduces a scorecard methodology for quantitative ranking of projects. The proposed
scorecard methodology is conveniently called ‘“Portfolio Scoring Mechanism” or “Portfolio
Scorecard” (PS) as it can be related to the well-known balanced scorecard family of mechanisms
[Kaplan96].

The PS scorecard methodology is destined to support the classification of projects within large
portfolios into two broad categories i.e., a transformational portfolio and a production portfolio. In
this classification, the transformation portfolio is destined to signify the most important projects of
the portfolio that drive the implementation of the strategic objectives of the portfolio. Hence, the
specification of transformation portfolio enables organizations to focus their project monitoring and
management efforts on a smaller subset of projects of a very large portfolio. This can essentially
reduce the complexity of progress monitoring and impact assessment processes in large project
portfolios without essential deviations in the outcome of the assessment. The rationale of this
approach stems from the famous Pareto principle, which states that it is very common for 80% of the
outcomes of some process to be driven by 20% of the inputs or triggers to the process [Dunford14].
Following this principle, the transformation portfolio signifies that a smaller percentage of the
projects of the portfolio is likely to have an outsized effect on the accomplishment of the strategic
goals of the portfolio.

The scorecard mechanism that is introduced in this article can therefore help organizations to establish
and support an effective PPM process [Enoch15]. The latter involve the following typical steps
(Figure 1):
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Objectives specification. The first step of a PPM process involves the specification of main
objectives that must be achieved through the project’s portfolio.

Inventory and prioritize projects. This step focuses on the development of the portfolio of
projects that will realize the objectives. The various projects are usually structured in a
catalogue or inventory of projects with appropriate descriptions and metadata for each project.
As part of this step, organizations are sometimes performing a prioritization of the projects to
be implemented. The scorecard introduced in this article can be used to prioritize projects at
this stage.

Feasibility studies and projects initiation. This is the step that commences the
implementation of the specified projects. In several cases, there is also a need for feasibility
and maturity studies about the projects, which are usually carried out as prerequisite steps to
the project’s initiation.

Managing and monitor the portfolio of projects. In this step, the organization undertakes
the monitoring of the projects and their continuous alignment to the specified goals and
objectives. The above-mentioned transformation portfolio is destined to boost the
effectiveness of the monitoring process by shifting the focus of attention to the projects that
matter the most.

[T

Objectives [ Inventory Initiation Monitoring & Management
Portfolio \ Projects J Projects Portfolio Monitoring
Objectives Specification and Validation and and Management
Specification Prioritization _ Initiation

Figure 1: Typical Steps of a Project Portfolio Management process

Overall, the specification of the “transformation portfolio” delivers the following tangible benefits:

More effective portfolio monitoring and management through an objective way for
prioritizing monitoring actions.

Lower effort for monitoring the implementation progress of the portfolio and for assessing
its impact.

Focused interventions and remedial actions concerning strategic projects i.e., actions
targeting the projects with the highest potential impact.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows:
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Section 2 discussed related work and the state of the art in PPM towards positioning the PS
methodology in the broader landscape of PPM methods and frameworks.

Section 3 introduces and presents in detailed the scoring criteria of the scorecard
methodology.

Section 4 illustrates mechanisms for ranking different projects in terms of their importance,
leveraging the scoring criteria of the presented scorecard.

Section 5 is the financial and concluding section of the article.
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2. PPM and Scorecards: State of the Art and Future Outlook

Most of the state-of-the-art PPM frameworks that are currently supporting and shaping PPM
processes in the industry can be classified in the following categories:

Agile PPM Frameworks: Agile PPM has gained significant traction in recent years,
particularly in industries where flexibility and adaptability are of paramount importance.
This approach enables organizations to embrace iterative project management practices,
accommodating evolving customer requirements and shifting market dynamics
[Schwabel9]. Agile PPM frameworks, such as Scrum and Kanban, prioritize incremental
delivery of value and foster collaboration, empowering teams to respond swiftly to changing
priorities. With Agile PPM, organizations are better equipped to achieve project success in
dynamic environments.

Lean PPM Frameworks: Lean PPM frameworks have their roots in lean manufacturing
methodologies. They emphasize the elimination of waste, optimization of value delivery,
and continuous improvement. Lean PPM streamlines project processes, identifies
bottlenecks, and promotes efficient resource utilization. By employing lean tools like value
stream mapping and process optimization techniques, organizations can improve project
quality, reduce project cycle times, and enhance overall productivity. Lean PPM frameworks
can be particularly beneficial in industries with tight budgets and strict time constraints.
Data-Driven PPM Frameworks: Data-driven PPM frameworks leverage analytics and
project management software to enable organizations to make informed decisions. These
frameworks rely on data-driven insights to optimize project selection, resource allocation,
and risk management. By adopting data-driven PPM frameworks, organizations can
effectively prioritize projects based on their potential return on investment, accurately
allocate resources, and proactively identify and mitigate project risks. Real-time visibility
into the project portfolio's performance enables organizations to make data-backed,
evidence-based decisions that enhance project outcomes.

Hybrid PPM Frameworks: Hybrid PPM frameworks integrate principles from multiple
project management methodologies (e.g., Waterfall methodologies, Agile methodologies), to
tailor the approach to the specific needs of the organization. These frameworks offer
organizations the flexibility to adopt a combination of project management practices to suit
individual projects within the portfolio. In this way, hybrid PPM maximizes project success
rates while accommodating the unique characteristics and requirements of the various
projects.

Emerging implementations of these frameworks are currently driven by cutting edge technologies,
including:

Artificial Intelligence (Al): Al is nowadays disrupting most application areas and PPM
won’t be the exception to this rule. Al-powered PPM frameworks are expected to play a
significant role in automating project selection, resource allocation, and risk management
processes. For instance, machine learning algorithms can be used to analyze historical
project data, identify patterns, and provide predictive insights regarding the expected impact
of the various projects. Such insights can accordingly enable organizations to make data-
driven decisions swiftly.

Blockchain: Distributed Ledger Technologies (DLT) (also known as blockchain
technologies) hold the promise to improve the transparency, trust, and security of PPM.
DLT technologies enable immutable and decentralized storage and verification of project
data. Moreover, they can enhance project governance and foster seamless collaboration
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among different PPM stakeholders.

= Analytics for Data-driven Decision Making: Nowadays, organizations generate and
collect unprecedented volumes of data about their projects. Hence, they also increasingly
leverage data analytics and project management software to make informed and objective
decisions.

The implementation of the above-listed PPM frameworks hinges on the specification of specific
mechanisms and tools for processes like strategic alignment, project prioritization and risk
management. In this context, project portfolio scorecards are among the most popular tools used to
evaluate and rank projects based on set criteria. Such scorecards provide a quantitative measure for
comparing projects within a portfolio and help to identify the projects that deliver the maximum value
with available resources. Some of the most popular project portfolio scoring mechanisms include:

= Balanced scorecards: Balanced scorecards provide a strategic framework for evaluating
projects based on multiple perspectives, such as financial, customer, internal business, and
learning and growth perspectives [Romano13]. This approach ensures that all aspects of the
organization's strategy are considered to provide a well-rounded view of the organization's
health.

= Decision matrices: Decision matrices are a simple tool to evaluate and compare projects
based on predefined criteria. Decision matrices provide a framework for allocating weighted
scores to each criterion and determining the relative importance of each criterion [Enz13].

= Multi-criteria decision analysis: Multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) provides a
framework for evaluating projects based on multiple criteria while accounting for the
interdependence of these criteria [Taherdoost23]. This approach enables decision-makers to
assess projects' trade-offs and find optimal solutions to maximize the portfolio's overall
value.

All the above methods emphasize the selection of proper criteria for scoring and ranking different
projects, as well as for constructing sub-portfolios of prioritized project. In this direction, there is
always a need to design a set of practical scoring criteria, along with concrete guidelines for their
integration in a comprehensive scoring and ranking mechanism. The proposed PS methodology
outlines a set of scoring criteria for digital transformation projects, along with mechanisms for using
them towards ranking projects within a portfolio. As such it can be considered a value scorecard tool
that can support the implementation of the above-listed PPM frameworks in terms of project selection
and prioritization. The PS methodology is tailored to portfolios of digital transformation projects that
are destined to achieve ambitious digital transformation targets.

3. Portfolio Scorecard Overview and Scoring Criteria

As already outlined the Portfolio Scorecard (PS) methodology aims at facilitating the selection of a
small subset (e.g., 10%-15%) of the projects of a large portfolio that are of strategic importance and
are likely to have the highest impact on achieving the strategic objectives of an organization in terms
of digital transformation (Figure 2). This subset is designated as the "Transformation Portfolio™” (TP)
of the portfolio, while remaining projects will be designated as part of a “Production Portfolio” (PP).
By and large the distinction between TP and PP is as follows:

= The projects of the "Transformation Portfolio® (TP) will be the ones to be prioritized for
monitoring and management as the ones that are best suited to provide a representative view
of the progress of the portfolio’s implementation and of its realized impact.

= The projects of the ""Production Portfolio™ (PP) are likely to have a less significant
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contribution to the overall impact of the portfolio on the digital transformation of the
organization. Nevertheless, selected projects of the PP may have significant organizational

impact as well.
TP Transformation Portfolio
(e.g., 10-15% of the portfolio)
Large Portfolio
of
Digital .
Scoring & ;
Transformation Rankii g Pr°dUCt{°"
Projects Portfolio
(e.g., 85-
90% of the
portfolio)

Figure 2: Portfolio Segmentation in Sub-Portfolios (Transformation, Production)

To identify the projects that comprise the transformation, there is a need for producing a global
ranking of all the projects of the portfolio. In this direction, the PS suggests considering the following

criteria:

C1 - The intensity of the contribution of each project to the Key Performance
Indicators (KPIs) of the Digital Transformation of the Organization. This criterion will
aim at quantifying the density of a project’s contribution to the outcomes and impacts of the
digital transformation of the organization, as the latter are reflected on the KPIs that are
usually linked to the strategic objectives of the digital transformation of the organization.
Specifically, each strategic objective is commonly associated with KPIs like the number of
processes of the organization that that will be digitized, and the total number of digital
transactions conducted by the organization in a given timeframe. Projects that contribute
more intensively to these indicators receive a higher score in this criterion than projects with
a lower contribution to the same indicators.

C2 - The strategic importance of the project in relation to the implementation of other
projects, and especially whether it is an infrastructure project on which other projects
depend. This criterion aims at signifying the importance of infrastructure projects for the
implementation of a portfolio of digital transformation projects. Several of the projects of
such a portfolio may have little direct contribution to the KPIs listed in C1 above.
Nevertheless, there are always projects that build the digital infrastructures, which support
many other projects that do contribute to the various KPIs. Prominent examples of such
projects are the ones dealing with the development of networking and communications
infrastructures, the development of middleware infrastructures, the deployment of security
measures, as well as with the deployment and operation of data centers infrastructure. Many
such projects are usually prerequisites for the implementation of a host of other projects.
Therefore, this criterion is introduced to consider and reward the indirect but strategic nature
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of infrastructure projects.

= C3-The Project Budget. The successful completion of large-budget projects is considered
a success criterion of a digital transformation strategy. This is because larger projects are
expected to contribute more to the successful implementation the digital transformation
projects portfolio, when compared to lower budget projects. This criterion assumes that the
dimensioning and the budgeting of the different projects considers their “value for money”.
This assumption is generally valid, even if not always correct.

= C4-The relevant importance of the project in the portfolio, which includes the strategic
importance of the project for the implementation of goals and priorities of the digital
transformation strategy of the organization. This criterion is introduced as a tool for
evaluating the strategic importance of projects. A credible scoring of this criterion requires
feedback from the owners of the various projects of the portfolio, as well as from other
relevant stakeholders. In essence, the criterion provides the means for incorporating
stakeholders’ feedback in the methodology.

= C5- The sectoral focus of the project (i.e., the thematic area and the sector concerned
by the project). This criterion will be used as a qualitative criterion to support the best
projects of each area of the digital transformation strategy through the application of a quota
mechanism. It is a criterion destined to support scoring of projects that belong to very large
portfolios that cover multiple sectors. This is for example the case with the digital
transformation of the public sector, which typically includes projects in different areas like
healthcare, transport, and tourism. The application of this criterion can ensure that the
"Transformation Portfolio” will include at least 2-3 projects from each thematic area or
sector. As outlined it is a qualitative criterion aiming to boost specific projects in the
ranking. Hence, it is is not considered in the quantitative part of the scoring process.

These criteria serve as inputs to scoring formulas that are illustrated in following paragraphs towards
assigning a strategic importance score to each project of the portfolio. In this direction, there is a need
for a well-defined process for grading a project in each one of the above-listed criteria. The following
tables (i.e., Table 1, Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4) provide a guide for this process i.e., they drive the
project’s grading in each one of the quantitative criteria. Specifically, each of the tables specifies how
a project portfolio manager can grade a project in one of the criteria. In practice, the tables can be
combined to an integrated project-level scorecard. Nevertheless, there is no table for C5, which is
meant to act as a booster criterion, in cases where applying an “application area” criterion is deemed
necessary.

C1 — Grading the project’s contribution to the impact KPIs of Portfolio

Scale (0-5):

0: The project is will definitely provide no contribution to any output or impact KPIs of the digital
transformation portfolio

1 (Poor): The project is not likely to contribute to any output or impact KPIs of the digital
transformation portfolio

2 (Fair): The project will most likely provide a limited contribution to one or few KPIs of the digital
transformation portfolio

3 (Good): The project will most likely provide a moderate contribution to one or few KPlIs of the
digital transformation portfolio

4 (Very Good): The project will most likely provide a considerable contribution to one or few KPIs of
the digital transformation portfolio

5 (Excellent): The project will most likely provide a considerable contribution to many KPIs of the
digital transformation portfolio
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Table 1. Guide for Grading a Project’s Contribution to the impact KPIs of Portfolio

Scale (0-5):

0: The project is definitely not developing any infrastructure(s) that will be used by other projects of
the digital transformation portfolio

1 (Poor): The project will most likely develop infrastructure(s) that will be used by one or few
projects of the digital transformation portfolio

2 (Fair): The project will definitely develop infrastructure(s) that will be used by one or few projects
of the digital transformation portfolio

3 (Good): The project will most likely develop infrastructure(s) that will be used by many projects of
the digital transformation portfolio

4 (Very Good): The project will definitely develop infrastructure(s) that will be used by many
projects of the digital transformation portfolio

5 (Excellent): The project is developing infrastructure(s) of large scale and significance that will be
used by almost all projects of the digital transformation portfolio

Table 2: Guide for Grading a Project’s Contribution to Developing Digital Transformation Infrastructures

C3 — Grading a project according to its budget
Scale (0-5):

0: Reserved score value that should be used, as each project has a budget over zero

1 (Poor): The budget of the project is among the 20% percentile of the projects with the lowest budget
2 (Fair): The budget of the project is among the 40% percentile of the projects with the lowest budget,
yet it is not among the 20% percentile of the projects with the lowest budget

3 (Good): The budget of the project is among the 60% percentile of the projects with the highest
budget, yet it is not among the 40% percentile of the projects with the highest budget

4 (Very Good): The budget of the project is among the 40% percentile of the projects with the highest
budget, yet it is not among the 20% percentile of the projects with the highest budget

5 (Excellent): The budget of the project is among the 20% percentile of the projects with the highest
budget

Note: The scale of this criterion is based on the segmentation of all the projects of the portfolio in five
different classes (Class 1, Class 2, Class 3, Class 4, Class 5) according to their budget in ascending
order. The 20% of the projects with the lowest budget (Class 1) scores 1, while the 20% of the projects
with the highest budget (Class 5) score 5. Overall, the project’s budget score (C3) depends on the
budget class it is assigned to. The zero (0) score of the scale is not used in this context.

Table 3: Guide for Grading a project according to its budget

C4 — Grading the strategic importance of the project
Scale (0-5):

0: The project is not included in the digital transformation strategy and does not have any strategic
importance

1 (Poor): The strategic importance of the project is poor it is an auxiliary project that does not serve
any strategic targets of the digital transformation plan of the organization

2 (Fair): The project has limited strategic importance that is confined in a very specific and narrow
segment of the digital transformation strategy

3 (Good): The project is strategically important and stands out in the portfolio of projects in the digital
transformation area where it focused

4 (Very Good): The project is a flagship project in the policy area where it belongs

5 (Excellent): The project is a flagship project for the digital transformation strategy as a whole and is
strategically important beyond the digital transformation area that it primarily addressed
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Note: C4 is a vehicle for engaging project owners and other key stakeholders and decision makers in
the scoring process. The feedback has a strong subjective component, which is however based on the
domain expertise of the project owner and/or the policy maker in their sector.

Table 4: Guide for Grading the Strategic Importance of the Project (as perceived by stakeholders)

4. Projects Ranking

Based on the above listed criteria a generalized scoring formula can be developed to allow for:
= Scoring the projects on the criteria (C1-C4) listed in the previous section.
= Ranking the projects according to their score.

The generalized formula for the score (S) of the project (P) (i.e., S(P)) is as follows:

Wy x Cy(P) + Wy * C(P) + W3 x C3(P) + W, * C4(P)
S5«(W,+ W, + W5 +W,)

S(P) =

Where Cn(P) is the score of project P in criterion Cn. The score is normalized to the maximum
possible score (i.e., the score in the denominator of the equation). The different weights (Wn) in the
formula enable the portfolio manager to weight the various factors differently. This is a generalized
approach that can accommodate different intentions in terms of the prioritization and the overall
importance of the projects of the portfolio, as well as in terms of the criteria that will determine the
classification of a project in the Transformation Portfolio (TP). For instance, the assignment of a small
weight to one of the criteria can weaken its importance on the final scoring outcome. Likewise, a high
weight for some other criterion can make it more decisive and important in the process.

It is also envisaged that the scoring formula could be adjusted or improved following a series of
validation cycles with realistic data about the projects of the project’s portfolio.

One of the simplest possible instantiations of the formula can be derived by considering an equal
importance of the four different criteria to the final outcomes. In practice, this means that the formula
was instantiated using:

= Weights equal to one i.e., W1 =W2=W3=W4 =1

= ScorestoC1, C2 ,C3and C4 between 0 and 5, using the instructions presented in the tables
of the previous sub-section (i.e., Table 1, Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4).

This instantiation of the formula results in scores between 0 and 1 for each project, as all scores are
normalized to the maximum possible scoring of the various criteria. The latter is 20 when all four
criteria are considered (4*5), yet it can be less when some of the criteria are disregarded. For instance,
projects without budget have their scores graded in three of the four criteria (C1, C2, C4) and
accordingly normalized to the maximum attainable score for three criteria (i.e., 15).

Based on the application of the scoring formula on the projects of the portfolio, each of the project
can be assigned a score (S(P)). Due to the normalization, the score will be in the interval (0,1). This
score will serve as a basis for the ranking of the projects of the portfolio in descending order based
on their score (i.e., S(Pj) > S(Pk) > ... > S(Pn)). The projects of the TP can be accordingly selected
as the set of 10-15% of the total number of projects with the highest scores (Figure 3). Note however
that in addition to the scores, the “booster” criterion (i.e., C5) can be used to increase the ranking
position of some projects that address specific digital transformation areas. Specifically, the C5
booster can be used to ensure that the 2-3 highest ranked projects from specific application areas (e.qg.,
healthcare) of a project’s portfolio will be included in the TP regardless of their initial position in the
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ranking list. In this case, for every project Px that is among the 2-3 of a specific sector, the ranking
process shall do the following assignment: S(Px) = Max (S(Px), S(Pn)+0.01), where S(Pn) is the score
of the last project to the TP. This assignment will ensure that Px makes it to the transformation
portfolio. In case its score is below S(Pn), the assignment will increase the score to a value greater
than the score of the last project of the TP,

The portfolio manage may opt to avoid the use of a “booster” criterion in case they do not help
meeting strategic priorities of the organization.

Transformation
}loﬁo
P4 0.87
P38 0.79
P234 0.78
Production
Portfolio

0.24
0.21

Figure 3: Segmentation of the Ranked Projects in a Transformation Portfolio and a Production Portfolio

As already outlined, the presented methodology comprises different parameters that affect the
construction of the TP. Specifically:

= The assignment of different values to the weights of the scoring formula can significantly
alter the outcomes of the project.

= The boosters can change the projects that are included in the TP.

5. Conclusions

This article has introduced a scoring methodology for project selection and prioritization in the
context of Project Portfolio Management (PPM) processes with emphasis on PPM processes for
project portfolios that implement digital transformation strategies. The methodology helps identifying
important projects of a digital transformation portfolio that are expected to contribute the most to the
realization of the digital transformation goals of an organization. These projects are structured in a
special “transformation portfolio” that is aimed to facilitate the monitoring of the digital strategy
implementation progress, as well as its impact assessment. Our approach to constructing the
transformation portfolio has been based on the specification and use of a scorecard that scores
different project against a variety of criteria, including their contribution to the impact KPIs of the
digital transformation strategy, their budget, their contribution to the development of core
infrastructures of the digital transformation and more.

Earlier sections have presented general methodological considerations for the development of the
scorecard, along with more specific guidelines for its instantiation and use in the scope of PPMs for
digital transformation portfolios. Apart from the scoring of individual projects, the article has
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presented the process of ranking different projects, including the application of “booster” criteria for
increasing the rank of specific projects.

The methodology is very flexible as it can easily configured to factor the various criteria differently.
Moreover, it can serve as a didactic device for portfolio managers, who can experiment with different
configurations to identify the best possible ways for assessing a specific digital transformation
portfolio. Nevertheless, the effective application of the scorecard methodology hinges on the
availability of quality data for scoring the various projects in the different criteria. For instance, the
availability of accurate and quality information about the budget of the projects and their assessment
by stakeholders. By using accurate, timely and high-quality data for each project of the portfolio, the
introduced methodology can essentially contribute to an effective portfolio management process.
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2YNENTEYEH

H a&roloynon moMTiK®OV Yo T Ay aro@aceE®y
OYETIKA 1E TIS OVOYKOLES peETUPPLONices oTov TOpéq,
™S Anuocrog Yyetog

2ovévrevén ue v Ievikyy Aicv0vvipra Anuooios Yyeias & Iootyras Zwns tov
Yrovpysiov Yyeiag, ka Pwrtervy Koviovpny

H @wrevp Kovlotpn vanpetei wg Ievikn Aico@ovipra Anuooiog Yyeiog kou [oiotnrag Zwng tov Yrovpysiov
Yyelog. Méypt tqy avainyn twv kabnkoviwv e wg I evikn Aico@dvipia Anuootag Yyeiog ko [oiotyrog Zwig,
vrnpétnoe ws Yanpeaioxn I poyuatéos oe g1dikn Oéon 1ov fabuod oro Yrnovpyeio Metavdorevons kor Acbdlov,
w¢ ovarinpotpio poiotouévy Ievikwv AisvBovoewv, ws Ilpoiotouévy Aievbovoewv xor Tunudrwv oto
Yrovpyeio Yyeiag kabwg ka1 ws AvarAnparpio. Aiowkntpio Noookoueion, otovg toueic e Aioiknong, twv
Owovopukav Yanpeoiarv, ¢ lpwtofobuias @povridag Yyeiog, the WPoyikng Yyeiog koi e Avtiuetwmiong twv
Eloptiocwv k.a.. Eivor Aoikntios Emotiuwv, Aidaxtwp Tolitikng Emotiung kor Aquootag Aroiknong g
2xoing Owovouikawv koi Holitikwv Emotnuwvy, tov EOvikov kor Karodiotpraxod Havemiotnuiov AOvav, ue
HetamToylokés omovdég oty Awowknuixy Emotiun e Xyolns Xyoln Nopxwv, Owovouikawv kor Tolitikov
Emotnuov tov EKIIA. Eivour emions Metadidaxtopixyy Epsvvitpio. tov Tovemotquiov Aiyaiov oro Tunuo.
Meooyeriaxav Zmovdav.

2oupwva ue ta aroryeio. Tov mopovelaloviar oty mpoopoty Epevva. tov EvpwpPopouétpov  mov
oevepynBnre o Aoyopraouo s Evpomoixns Emporng (I'evikn AicdOvven Awopbpwtikodv
MerappvOuicewv) avapopiks ue ts omowels twv Evpomaiwv molitwv yia Tic avoaykoies
uetoppovluioeis, to ueYolvTEPO TOG0TTO TV EPWTHOEVTOY (56%) Letald 19 ywpwv s EE, avépepe
OTL OTH YWPO. TOVGS, O ETMIKPATECTEPOS TOUEOS OTOV OTOLO ATOITOVVTOL UETOPPLOUITELS EIVOL AVTOS THS
«onuoaiog vyeiagy. Xto miaioio ovtd, Oa umopovoote va pog eEnynoete mws N alloAoynon Ty
TOMTIKOV ONUOTIog vyelog Ba umopovoe vo, ETNPECTEL TO KUKAO GYEOLQOTUOD KOI EPOPUOYHS TWV
TOMTIKODV OVTOV,

H a&ohdynon tov noltikdv dnuoctlag vyeiag pmopel va £xel onUovTIKY midpacn 6tov KOKAO
OYESOG OV KO EPAPHLOYNS OVTAOV TOV TOMTIKGOV. OPIGUEVOL TPOTOL LUE TOVS 0TOTioVG 1 BELOAdYN oM
umopet va ennpedost  dwdikacio Ayng amopdcemy gival ot axoilovbot:

Tavtomoinon avaykwv kot Tpotepaiotntwy: Mo aloAdyNon TOV TOMTIKGOV ONUOGLOG VYELNG Propel
VO OOKOADYEL TOVG TOUEIS TOV amantohv TePLocdTEPT TPocoy Kot petappuuiceic. Bacilopuevor
oto. evpNuaTe TG aSloAOYNONG, Ol TOAITIKOL UTOPOVV VO OVOYVOPIGOUV TIC OVAYKES KOl TIG
TPOTEPALOTNTEG TNG ONUOGLOG LYEING, O 0TToleg UITopEl va SILUOPPDOGOLY TOV KOKAO GYed0GLOD Kot
EQUPUOYNG TOMTIKDV.

Awopoppwon molitikng katevBovong: Mo aflohdynon umopel va TOPEYEL EUTEPICTATMOUEVEG
TANPOPOPIES Y10l TNV KATACTOCT) TNG ONUOGLOG LYEING KO TIG TPOKANGELS TOL AVTILETOILEL Lol YMPOL.
AvTég 01 TANPOPOpieg propovv va fondncovy 6N SIHOPP®GT TNG TOATIKTG KOTEVBVVONG KOl 6TV
KkaBopiopd TV oTdY®V Tov TPEmEL va emtevyBovv. ‘Etot, 1 agloldynon umopet va ennpedoel Tov
TPOTO e TOV 01010 oYeddlovTan Kot EQaprOlovTon 01 TOATIKES Yo T ONUOGLa VYELQ.

KaBopiouog npoteporotntwv damavaov: Mo aloldoynon uropet va fondncel 6Tov Tposdlopicpo g
KOTOVOUNG TOPMV KOl TOV TPOTEPALOTHTMOV Y10, TV LAOTOoiINom v toMtikev. Edv 1 a&loldynon
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avadeiEel Toug topeig mov ypnlovv dueong petappviuiong ot onudcia vyeio, ot TOPOL Kol Ot
TPOCTADEIEC UTOPOLV Vo eMKEVTP®OOVV Ge awTOVS TOLG TOMElG, emmpedlovtag €161 ToV KOKAO
EPUPUOYNG TOV TOMTIKODV.

HopoxolovOnon roi alioroynon: H a&loldoynon tov moMtikdv onuoctlag vyelag sivon emiong
OTUOVTIKY Y0l TV TOPAKOA0VONoN TOV EMMTOCEOV Kot TNV aSI0AGYNOT TNG ATOTEAECUATIKOTTAG
touc. Baowlopevor oy a&lohdynon, ot mOAMTIKOL HmopodV Vo EKTIUNCOLV TNV OmTOO00T TMOV
TOAMTIKOV KOl VoL TPOPovV 6€ TPOoSaproyEG N PEATIOCELS avOAIY®GS, EMNPealovTag £T6L TOV KOKAO
OYEOLOGLLOV KOl EPOPIOYNG TV TOMTIKOV GTO HLEAAOV.

Yuvolikd, 1 afloddynon v moMTIKOV dnuoctag vysiog mailel éva kpicipno poAo GTOV KOUKAO
OYESOGLOV KO EPUPLOYNG QVTAOV TOV TOATIK®V, BonddvTagc TNV TaVTOTOoINoT TPOTEPALOTHTOV, TN
SpOpe®oT  TOMTIKNG  katehBuvong, TV  KOOOPIGHO TPOTEPUIOTNTMOV  JATOVOV KOl TNV
TOPOKOAOVON O TOV EMMTOGE®Y. AVTN 1 SLOOIKOGTO LTOPEL VO EVIGYVCEL TNV OMOTEAEGLLATIKOTNTO
KO TNV TPOGOPUOGTIKOTITA TOV TOATIK®V SNUOCLHG VYELNS Yol va avTamokplfody oTIc avayKes TV
TOALTMV.

Toior mopayovies oy mpdln Ba umopodoav vo. vTOGTHPIEOVY EVAV ATOTEAEGUATIKO GYEOLAOUO
010/.0ynong TorTik@Y dnuUoTiag vyeiog kol Tws Bo umopodae vo. coufdllel 6 avTOV TO GYEOI0GUO TO
ovBpaTIVo dvVouIKO THS ONuooLas o1oiknong; Tloio sumodio evosyetal va mpokdyovv,

O amoTeleaLATIKOC OYESOGUOC aE10AOYNONG TOATIK®OV dNUOcLog vyeiog umopel vo vrootnprydel
amd S1APOPOLG TAPAYOVTES, OPIGUEVOVS OTO TOLG 0TToiovg givar ot ENG:

Kabopiouog capaov aroywv ko detktav: O amoteAeGHATIKOG oXeSAGUOC aEloAdyNoNG amottel TNV
KaBoplopd capmdv oToX®V Kot dekTdV. [Ipénet va eivar capés Tt akpiPag emdudkel n a&loldynon va
LETPNOEL KOl VO 0ELOAOYNOEL, TPOKEUEVOL va. TapEyEL oToryeion Tov Ba etvon yprotpa yio T Aym
OTOPACEWV.

2vihoyn kar avaivon ogoouévarv: H a&lordynon omortel T GUAAOYN GYETIKMOV S£dOUEVOV Yol TNV
KOTAGTAOT TNG ONUOGLAG VYELNG, TIC avAyKeS Kol TIG TpokANoels. Ot avalvtikég péhodot kot epyoireio
alohdynong umopodv va ypnopomomBovv yoo Ty avaALon ovTOV TOV 0edoUéVeOV Kol TNV
avayvVOPIoT TOV TAGEMVY KoL TOV TPOPANUATOV.

2opuEToxn EUTEIPOYVOUOVOV Kol evolopepouévav: H evepydg GUUUETOYN EUTELPOYVOUOVOV Kot
EVOLLPEPOUEVOV, OTMOC EMICTLOVES, EMAYYEALOTIEG VYEIOG, TOMTIKOL KO OPYOVMOOELS TOATAV,
pumopet vo. cuopuPdrer otov oyedaopd piog afloddynong mov Bo etvar  oAoKANpoUEV Kot
AVTUTPOCHOTEVTIKY| TWV O1BPOPMV TPOOTTIKAV.

A&oloynon emmrwocwv: H a&loddynon mpénetl vo AapPdver vmoyn 115 ThavEG EMATOGES TOV
TOMTIKOV dNUOGLOG VYELNG, OTMS 01 KOWVOVIKES, OIKOVOLIKEG Kot TEPIPOALOVTIKEG EMNTMOGEIS. AVTO
umopel va wpaypatorombel p€ow PEAETOV emMmTOGE®V Kol TpoPAéyewv, mov Bo Bonbncovy otnv
KATOvONGon TV THOVOV OTOTEAEGUATOV TMV TOATIKMV.

To avBpodmvo duvopkd tng omuoclog dtoiknong pmopel vo cLUPEAEl GTOV OTOTEAEGUOTIKO
oYEQOGUO AE10AOYNONG TOATIK®VY ONUOGLAG VYELOG e TOVS €ENG TPOTOLG:

Eurepio. ko teyvirés yvaoeig: Ot emoyyedpatieg e OnUoctag d1oiknong Hmopovv va gEPOVY TNV
eumelpior Kol TIG TEYVIKES YVAGES TOVG YL TOV OYXEOOUO Kol TNV vAomoinomn aloAoyncemv
TOMTIKOV. Avtd pmopel va copmephappdvel Ty emhoyn KatdAiniov pebddwv a&loAdynong,
GLAAOYN Kol AVAALGT] OEOOUEVOV, KOL TV EPUNVELN KOl OEIOAOYNOT TV OTOTEAECUATMV.
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Awayeipion mopwv: O1 dNUOGI0L VITAAANAOL LITOPOVV Vo fonBNGOVY GTNV ATOTEAECUATIKY dloElPLoN
TOV TOP®V TOV OIoutovVTOL Yo TNV agloddynor. Avtd mepthapfavel Ty TPOocdOPIGHO Kol TNV
avaBeon TOV KOTAAANA®V TOp®V, OTMOS ovOP®OTIVO SVVOUIKO, ¥PTILATOSOTNON Kol TEYVOLOYia.

Emixowvwvia kot ovvepyacio: Ot dONUOG101 VITAAANLOL LITOPOVV VO GUUPAAOVY GTIV EMKOIVOVIO Kot
™ ovvepyoasio HeTald JPOp®V EVIIPEPOUEVOV, MOTE VO eEUCPOAICTEL | cLUTEPIANYM TOV
SLOLPOPETIKMV OITOYEMV KO TNV ATOO0YN TOV OMOTEAECUATOV TNG AS10A0YNoNG.

g 6,TL 0QOpa OTO EUTOON TOV UITOPEL VO TPOKVYOLV KATH TNV 0ELOAOYNON TV TOATIKOV ONUOGLOG
vyelag, avapEPovE To KATmO:

Ellewyn oeoouévaov: H a&loddynon amortel T cuAA0YY aSOTIGTOV Kol ETUPK®OV OE00UEVOVY. XE
OPICUEVEG TEPUMTMGELS, EVOEYETOL VO VIAPYOLY TEPOPICUEVE, dtabéoo dedopéva 1| EAAELYT
aEOTOTOV INYOVIGUOV GUAAOYNG OEOOUEVOV.

TIlolvmlokotnta the onuooiag vyeiog: H dnuocia vyeia givor £vag TOADTAOKOTOTOS TOUENS [LE TTOAAES
emdpacelg kot mapdyovieg mov v ennpedlovv. H a&oldynon pmopel va dvokorevtel amd v
araitmon va ANeOovv voyn moArég petafAnTtég kot n oAANAETiOpaoT Heta&d Toug.

THolitikn moAvmlorotnta: Ot TOMTIKEG S1001KAGTIEG KOL Ol GUUPEPOVTA UTOPEL Vo, SLGYEPAVOLY TNV
OVTIKEWLEVIKT] 0ELOAOYNON TV TOAMTIKOV ONUOGLaG vyeiag. Evoéyetot va vdpyovyv ToMTIKEC TIECELS
N OVTIPAGELS TOL ETNPEALOVY TNV AvEEAPTNTN AELOAGYNON TOV TOATIKOV.

Elletyn wopowv: H agloldynon amoartel Topovg 6e Opovs avOpdTIVOU SLVOLLKOV, XPNHATOSOTNONG
ka1 ypdvov. O1 meploptopévol d1aféctplot Topot umopel va meplopicovy v uPéreta ko tnyv woldtnTa

™G a&loA0YNoNG.

Mo v avTYETOMGTOVY QLT T EUTOdNL, ATOLTEITAL TPOGOYN Kol TPOoETOaGia. O amoTeAecUATIKOG
o€ LOC AS10AOYN oG TOMTIKAOV OMIOG1og vYyeiag Tpémel va AapPdvel vtoyn o Td To TPOPA LT
Kot vo avalntd Aoelg, 0nmg 1 Peltioon g cLALOYNG dedOUEVOV, 1| AVATTTLEN TTO OAOKAN PO LEVEOV
pueBOd®V a&loAdyNoNg Kot 1 EVIGYLON TNG GLVEPYAGING HETAED S0POP®V EVIPEPOUEVAOV YOl VO
emtevyBel o vpHtepn kot mo a&lomotn aloldoynon.

Tloi01 Ocwpeite ot Oo. mpémet va. dievepyovv v allodynon — ocot ayeoidlovy 1/xai viomorovv; Ilwg
Oo. uwopovae va S100QalIOTEL 1] AVAYKOIO OVTIKEWEVIKOTHTO. TOGO (G TPOS TO. O.LLOLOYIKG, EPWTHUATA,
0AAG KO G TPOG TNV EOYWYN TOUTEPATUATOV;

H a&ioddynon tov moMtikdv onuoctag vysiog o mpémer vo devepyeitar omd avedptnTovg
EUTEPOYVAOUOVES KOl OVOAVTEG TOL SLBETOVY TNV AOLTOVUEVT] EUTELPIO. KOl EUTEIPOYVOUOGVLVN
oTov Topéa TG dnuoctog vyeiag. H aveapmoia amd ta cupueEépovto Kot TNV TOATIKN Ttieon elval
Kpiown v T SGPAAIOT) TG AVTIKEWEVIKOTNTOG Kot TNG a&lomiotiog g a&toAdynong.

Ot EUTEPOYVOUOVES KOl O1 OVOAVTEG UITOPOVV VO, AE10A0Y GOV TOGO TOV GYESGHO OGO KOl TNV
viomoinon TV TOMTIKOV Onudclog vysiog. Mehetodv Tovg otOYOoLS, TIG HEBOOOVG, TNV
OMOTEAECUOTIKOTNTA KO TIC EMMTMOOCELS TOV TOATIKAOV, GLAAEYOLV KOl OVOADOLY OE0OUEVA, KOl
Tap€xovv a&lOAOYNGELS KOl GUGTAGELS Y10, TN PEATIOCT) TV TOATIKOV KO TOV TPAUKTIKMYV.

Mo ™ dtus@AAIoT TNG AVTIKEWEVIKOTNTAS, LTtopohV va ANeOovv vtdym ot e&Ng mpoceyyioels:

Avelaptnoia: Ol EUTEPOYVOUOVES KO 0L OVOIAVTEG TTPETEL VaL lvat aveEAPTNTOL OO TOVG POPELS TOL
oxedalovV Kot LAOTO0UV TG TOAMTIKES. AvTO pmopel va emtevydel péow g aveaptoiog Tov
OECUIKOV INYOVICUOV 0E0AOYNONG KoL TNG SLUPAVELNS GTIC OL0OIKACTES.

27



2ovévieoén pe v Levikn AievBovipra Anuoaoiog Yyeiag & Hoiotnrag Zong
00 Yrovpyeiov Yyeiag, ko Dwrerviy Kovlotpn

Emotquoviky mpocéyyion: H aflohdynon mpémet vo Pooileton oe emotnuovikd dedouéva,
aveapmteg peréteg kot avaivoels. Or pébodor a&loldynong mpénet vo givol KaTAAANAES Kot
aE1OTOTEG Kol 01 0ELOAOYNTEG TPETEL VOL TNPOVV EXICTNLOVIKG TPOTVTTA KOl SLOOIKOGIES.

2ouuetoyn twv evolopepousvav: H coppetoyn tov evolopepouévmv, OTmMG Ol EmOyYEALOTIES TNG
vyelog, ol MOATEG Kol Ol OPYOVIGUOL TNG KOW®VING TV TOAT®V, UTOpel Vo dlcPoAicEL TNV
OVTIKEWLEVIKOTNTO, KOL TNV EVPVTEPT AVIUTPOCOTEVGT TOV ATOYEMV KAl TOV GUUPEPOVTMV.

YUVOMKA, 1 Ol0GQAAIOT TNG OVTIKEWUEVIKOTNTOS OOLTEL TPOGEKTIKY TPOETOLUACIO, OCWOTESG
owdwaciec aflohdynong kor ovveyn afloAdynon kor  emavelétaon TV mpokTikov. Ot
EUTMEIPOYVAOUOVEG KOl Ol OVOALTEG TPEMEL VO SLOTNPOVV DYNAG EMOYYEALOTIKG TPOTLTOL KOl VoL
dtc@arilovv v aveaptnoia kot TV eunelpoyvopocHivn toue. H a&loldynon npénet va Paciletal
o ovTikelevikd dedopéva ko v eEetdlel Oheg TIG MTLYEG TNG TOMTIKNG ONUOGLOG VYELNG,
TPOKEWEVOD VAL EMTELYOOVV 0EIOMIGTO GUUTEPAGLOTO KOl GLGTAGELS.

Hlwg umopei va avamtoybel pio 1oyvpn Poon OVIIKEWEVIKOV EVPHUATOV KOl VO, 0LIOTOLODVTOL
OTOTELETUOATIKOTEPO. GTOLYEID, TOV ONUOTIOD Y10, OKOTOVUS EKTOVHONG ueAetav alioioynong, llwg
motedete ot Ba umopovoe vo. mpoxtika Peitiwbel n o) drabsoiuotnta kor n B) mpoofaciuotnro
OYETIKWOV OTOLYEIWV, OOTE VO ALI0TOI00VTOL YPHYOPOTEPQ, KOI KOADTEPQ VIO TNV ANWN OTOPACEWY TE
EMITEMKO ETITEDO,,

Mo mv avantuén piog 1oyvpng PAONG OVTIKEWWEVIKGOV EVPNUATOV KOl TNV OTOTEAECULOTIKOTEPT
a&lomoinon otoeimv Tov MMUOCIOV Yol OKOTOVG EKTOVNONG HEAETOV a&loldynong, Umopohv va
ANeBoHV vTOYN 01 TaPUKAT® TPOCEYYIGELS:

Evioyvon ¢ épevvag: Eivor onpovtikd va vrootnpiybet 1 épevva otov Topéa g onpoctog vyeiog
KoL VoL OlevepPyouvTOoL aveEaptnTeg LEAETES Yo T GLALOYN a&OTIGTOV dedoUEVOV. AVTO PUTopel va
Yivel HEC® XPNUATOSOTNONG EPEVVITIKAV EPYMV, EVOAPPLVOT|G TNG GLVEPYOTTING LETAED EPELVTIKADV
OPYOVIGLAV Kot EVIGYVONG TNG VTOOOUNG Yid TN SleEaywyn EpEVVaC.

Evioyvon twv onuociowv osdousvaov: Ot ONUOGIOL POPEIC TPETEL VO EVIGYVCOLV TI GLAAOYY|, TNV
avdAvon kot T OMNUOGIELOT OESOUEVOV GYETIKMV pE TN dNUocta vyeia. Avtd pmopel va yivel pécm
™G onuovpyiog Ko g Asttovpyiog eBvikdv 1 debBvov kévipov a&lomoinong 6edopEvmVY, g
evioyvong TV MNUOCIOV GUCTNUAT®OV LYEING Kol TNG EPAPLOYNG TPOTLIMV Y10l T GLAAOYY| KoL TNV
avapopd OEO0UEVOV.

IlpowOnon g teyvoloyiog kou s yneiaxns ovamtoéng: H ypfion texvoroyikav epyoieimv kot
TAOTQOPUOV Umopel vo fondnoel ot cvAloyn, v avaivon kot v TpoPoin dedopéveov. Ot
YNOLOKEG ADGELS KOt Ol ETIGTNHOVIKEG TAATQOPUES UTOPOVV VoL S1ELKOAVVOLY TV TTpdSact Kot TV
OVTOALOYT] TTANPOPOPLOV HETOED TOV QOPE®V KOl Vo €VIoYOGOLV TN ddeciuotra Kot v
TPOGPAGILOTNTA TOV OEOOUEVMDV.

Emumiéov, n mpocPacipudmra kot 1 S1efecitdTTo TV GYETIKOV 6TotyElmV umopolv vo Bedtiwbovv
TPOKTIKA [LE TIG €ENG TPOCEYYIoELS:

o) Anuooto. owaBeaiuotnro: O popeic ONUOGLOG VYELNG TPETEL VO SIGPAAGOVY OTL TaL dESOUEVAL Kl
ot peréteg a&loldynong eivat dtabécia 6To Koo, CUUTEPIAAUPAVOUEVOV TOV ETOYYEALATIOV TNG
VYElNG, TOV TOMTIKOV Kol TOV EPELVNTAOV. ALTO pmopel va yivel HEGm NG ONUOGIELONG TV
OEJOUEVMV KOL TOV HEAETOV G€ SLOIKTVOKEG TAUTPOPLES, TNG TPOMONGONG TG AVOIKTIG TPOGRAUCTS
OTIG EMICTNUOVIKEG ONUOGIEVCELS KOl TNG EVNUEP®ONG TOL KOOV Yoo THv Vmopén Kor Tnv
TPOCPAGILOTNTA TOV OEOOUEVMOV.
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B) Evioyvon tnc npocfociudtnrac: Or ONUOGIOL QOPELG TPETEL VAL OVOTTOEOLY UNYOVIGLOVS Y10 TV
amAY] Ko ypryopn mpdcPacn ota ototyeio kot Tig HeAETEG aEloAdYNoNG. Avto umopet va emtevydet
pécw g Peitioong TV SOIKTLOKOV TAATEOPU®V, TNG YPNONG OVOIKTMOV OedOUEVODV Kot
JdIKAGLOV, KOOMG Kol TNG avATTLENG epyareimv avalnTtnong Kot avaAvong ded0UEVOV Yo TOVG
EVOLOPEPOLEVOVS (POPEIG.

Ot mopamdve mpooeyyioelg Bo cuupdriiovy oty avdmtuén piog woyvpng PACNS OVTIKEIUEVIK®OV
ELPNUATOV KOl OTNV OTOTEAEGUOTIKOTEPT 0ELOTOINoT TV INUOCIOV GTOWEIOV Yo T Aqyn
anopdoenv oe emteAkéd eminedo. H evioyvon tng £pevvag, n dnuocto dtabectuotnta, 1 Tpomdonon
g teYvoAoyiog kot M Pedtioon g mpocsPaciudttag Bo cvufdiovy oty dnuovpyio pog o
EVNUEPMUEVNG KO OTTOTEAEGLATIKNG SloryElPLong TG ONUOCLAG VYELNG.

Loio Ocwpeite ot givou o fruoto wov Ba ypelaotel vo yivovy o€ Ppoyvmpobeauo kai puesompobeopio
OLGOTHUA. (DOTE VO TEPACOVUE OE ULO ETITOYXNUEVH] EQPOPUOYH THS OLLOAOYNONG TOMTIKWDV ONUOTIOS
vyelog,

[Ma va mepdoovpe 6e o EMTLYNUEVN EQOPUOYN TS a&loAdYNONG TOMTIKGOV dnuoctog vyeiag, o
TPENEL VO, akoAoVON B0V opiopéva fripata og Bpayurpdecpo Kot peconpofecpo dtotnuo. Av Kot
ovtd To Prpoato pmopel vo dpEPOVYV OVAAOYO HE TO TANUGIO KOl TIG OVAYKEG KAOE yMPOG,
napatibBevrar pepikd yevikd Pripata mov Ba propodcay va Anedovv:

Bpayvmpobeoua frpora:

Exrovnon mhavov aclroloynong: Opiopog copdv otdy®mV, TPOGOOPIGUOC TV OedOUEVOY oL Oa
oLALEyovTal, Kaboplopds twv pefddmv aglordynong Kot ETIA0YY TOV UETPNCEMV KOl TOV OEIKTMV
nov Ba ypnoipomomOovv.

YVAA0YN SESOUEVMV: ZVYKEVTPMOT TOV amapoitT®V d£d0UEVOV Yo TNV AELOAGYNOT TOV TOMTIKOV
dnuocog vyetog, eite omd VEIOTAUEVES TNYEG OEOOUEV®V EITE LEGM VEDV GLALOYDV dESOUEVDV (OTT™G
EPEVVEC, £PELVEC KOOV, EMIGNEG CTUTIOTIKES, WOTPIKA apyeio K.AT.).

Avaivon deoouévarv: AEOAOYNON Kol epunveid TV CLAAEYUEVOV OedOUEVOV HE TN YPNoM
OTOTIOTIKOV HEBOOOV KOt aVOAVTIKOV £PpYOAEi®V Yol TNV OTOKTNGT EVPNUATOV Kot TV aEoA0YNoN
TOV TOAMTIKOV.

A&1oloynon amoteleouatikotntas: ASIOAOYNOT TOV OMOTEAECUATOV TOV TOMTIKOV ONUOGLAG VYEing
0€ OYE0N LLE TOVS EMIMKOUEVOVG GTOYOVS KOL TV OVIILETOTION TOV EUTOOIWMV KOl TOV TPOKATNGEMV.

Meoorpobeauo. fripaza:

Evowuadrwon evpnuatwv: AvadeiEn Kot xp1on Tov EDPNUATOV TS 0EIOAOYNONS GTNV TOALTIKY] Ay
ATOQACEMV Kol TNV oXedlaon HEALOVTIK®OV TOMTIKOV dnpoctag vyelag. Ta supripota mpénet va
dwadidovron kKot va epappolovral oty Tpdln.

AvaBeawpnon wolitikwv: AvaBedpnon Kot EXAVEKTIUNOT T®V TOMTIKGOV ONpdctag vyeiog pe Bdon ta
evprjuata g agoddynong. Ilpocappoyn T@vV TOMTIKOV TPOG TV EMTELEN TOV EMOUOKOUEVOV
OTOTEAECUATOV.

2oveyns  mopoaxoiodOnon:  Xvveyng  GLAAOYY dedopévev Kol TapoakoAovOnom g
OTOTEAEGLOTIKOTNTOG TOV TOAMTIKOV dNUOGLOG VYeiag, Tpokeévou vo. dtatnpnei n Peitioon g
vyeiag Tov TANOLGUOV KoL VO TPOGAPHOGTOVV 01 TOAITIKES AVAAOYQ UE TIG LETARAAAOUEVES AVAYKEC.
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2ovévieoén pe v Levikn AievBovipra Anuoaoiog Yyeiag & Hoiotnrag Zong
00 Yrovpyeiov Yyeiag, ko Dwrerviy Kovlotpn

Evioyvon avBpamivov ovvopukod: Emévovon oty ekKmoidevon Kol KaTapTion Tov avOpdmivov
duvapkov g ONEOGLog dtoiknong 6tov Topéa TG aE0AOYNoNG Kot TG SLXEIPIONG TNG TOALTIKNG
onuoocog vyeioc. Avtd Bo evioyvoEL TNV IKOVOTNTO OVOAVONG OEdOUEVOV, TNV OEOAOYNON TOV
TOATIKAOV KoL TNV EQOPLOYN PEATIOTOV TPAKTIKAOV.

Avtd to Prpota Bo Tpénel va vrootnpilovrol amd KOTAAANAOVG TOPOLS, GVVEPYACTIH HETAED TMV
EVOLOPEPOLEVOV POPEMY Kol ovuveyn a&loAdynomn Kot TopakoAovONoN Tov TPodd®wV Kol TV
arotedeopdtov. Eniong, n onovpyio pog moAtikng teptaiiovtog mov vrrootnpilel T yprion tov
AE0AOYNUEVOV EVPNUATOV GTN ANYT TOPAGEMY E1VOL OVGIHOOVE CNLAGTOG.

Mia Paoixn mpotaon e Elinvikng Etoupias AcioAoynong, v omolo mopovoiaoce oto mloiolo evog
onuoaiov owaloyov to 2019, eivar n Osouikn katoyvpwan e alioloynons atnv EALdoo, ue éva vouo
v pio €0vikn arpoatnyiky octoldynons (national evaluation policy) kotd. 10 TPOTOTO TOILDV YWPDV
UE OVETTOYUEVH KOVATOVPO, 0€ 0wTO T0 TTeoio (.. Kavaodag, Elfetia). Mia EXA kaBopilel to mpotomo.
VIO TIG TPOKTIKES AL10A0YNONG 0TO ETITEDO Uiag ywpog. Ataopoliler 0t allOmOoTO KOl QVTIKEWUEVIKA
EVPIUOATO  YPNOIUOTOIOOVTOL KOTG TOV GYEOLAOUO, EPOPUOYY, YPHUATOOOTHON , avabempnon
DPIOTAUEVWV KOL TPOTEIVOUEVOV TOAITIKOV 1] vouobeoiag. Iloies eivar kata v yvoun cog ot
TPOKANGELS VIO TNV OVOLAGTIKY EPOPUOVH THS TPOTOONS ODTHS OTHV YWPO. UOS, TTHYV EKTEAECTIKI OAAG.
ka1 oty vouobletixn eCovaio,

H Beopkn katoyvpwon g a&loddynong oty EAAGSa pe évav vopo yo por eBviky] otpotnyikn
a&loAoynong Umopel val avIHETOTICEL TPOKANGELS, OPIGUEVES OO TIG OToies mEPIAaUPdvouV:

EvoioOnromoinon xou exmoioevon: Eivor omapaitto vo goocOntomombodv ot eKTEAESTIKES Kot
vopoBetikég e€ovoieg oyetkd pe tn onuocio ™ agloddynong Kot ta 0QEAN TOL UTOpEl vo
npoceépel. Emiong, ov emayyehpatiec g oNUOCIOG O101KNONG TPEMEL VO EKTOLOELTOVV YOl TIG
aEl0A0YNTIKEG SlodIKAGIEG KOL TO. EPYOAEIR. TTOV OOUTOVVTIOL Yo TNV VAOTOINOYN oG €0vikng
oTPOTNYIKNG a&loAdyNoNG.

Kowopovievtikn vrootnpién: H Béomion evog vopov yia tnv €Bvikn otpotnyikn a&loAdynong amottet
Vv vrooTNPEN ¢ vopobetikng eEovaioc. Etvar onpavtikd vo vrdpyet kotvofovAgvtiky| cuvaiveon
Kol Kotavonon yu Tn onpocio g aoAdynong kot v avaykrn 0ecuikng Katoybpwong g.

2vlloyn kair avéloon oedouévarv: H emroymuévn a&loAdynon toMtik®dv onpoctog vyelog amortel
oLALOYN KoL avaALoT aOmeTOV dedopévav. Avtd arattel TV HapEn evOg AELOTIGTOV GLGTNLOTOG
GLALOYTG OEOOUEVOV KOL TNV EKTAIOELGT TOL TPOCMOTIKOL oV Bal acyoreitan e TV a&loAdyNnon.

Aveoptnoio kou avuxeiuevikotnro: H emroynuévn aloddynon mpémer vo dcparilet v
aveEaptnoio KoL TNV AVTIKEWEVIKOTNTA TOV aSloAoynTt®v. Avtd aroutel tnv emhoyn avedptntov
EUTMEPOYVOUOVOV KOl TNV OTOPLYN] TOMTIKOV TOoPEUPACE®Y TOL UTOPEl Vo EMNPEAGOLY TN
ddwacio a&loAdynone.

H emroymuévn epappoyn wog bvikng otpatnyikng agloAdynong oty EALGS arattel décpevon kat
ouvepyacio HeTAED TV JPOP®V POPEMV KOl EVOLLPEPOUEVOV LEPDV, KAOMG KOl TNV VITOCTNPIEN
TOALTIKAOV KO TOPMV Y10 TNV VAOTOINGT TOV ATOUTOVUEVOV HETPOV Kol O1OIKACIDV.

Illwg Go. arotipuovoote v Tpoortiky ovvepyaaiog koi oiktvwaons s I evikng Aievovong ue popeic
Kal DTNPECIES OV OPATTHPLOTOLODVIaL 0TO TEOLO THS OLI0AOYNONG KoL EVPOTEPO THG OVOALDONG
TOMTIKOV 0TH YOPo. Lo, (TT.X. VPLOTOUEVES UOVAOES all0A0YNaNS YTovpyeimV, epevVNTIKG 10pDUATA
K.a.)
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H ai0Aoynon mwolitikadv yio, ™ Ay amopioewy GYETIKG, e TIS OVAYKALES UETaPPLOUITEIS
otov touéa s Anuootag Yyeiag

H mpoontikn cvvepyaciog kot diktdmong g I'evikng AlevBuvong pe @popeic Kot vanpesiec mov
dpacTnPLOTolovVIOL 6TOV Topén NG agloAdynoNg Kot TS aviAlvong ToMTIKOV otnv EALGS elval
amopoitntn kot enoeeAns. H ovvepyacio ovty pumopel va oonynoel o€ apofoio w@érela Kot
amoTEAECUOTIKOTEPT a&lOTTOINGT TOV TOP®V KOl TOV EUTEIPIOV TOL O10BETOVY Ol POPEIS KOl Ot
VN PECIEC AVTES.

H ovvepyaosia pmopet va emttevydel pécm tov akorovbmv tpdmmv:

Evronikoroinon emopwv: H Tevikn AwevBovon umopel vo emkowvovel kot vo avtoAAdcoet
TANPOPOPIES HE TIC VPIOTAUEVEG LOVAOEG OELOAOYNONG VITOVPYEIMV Kol AALES OVAAOYES OVTOTNTES
OV JPAGTNPLOTOOVVTINL GTOV Topén NG afloAdynong. Avtd umopetl va yivel HEG® GLOKEYEWV,
cEUVOPiOV, EpYOSTNPIOV Kot GAA®Y LOPOOV GUVEPYUCTOC.

Awapoipaouog péltiotwv mpoxtikmy: Ot S1QOPOL POPELS KOl VIINPEGIES UTOPOVV VO LOPUGTOVV TIG
BEATIOTEG TPOKTIKEG TTOV £YOVV AVATTUEEL GTOV TOUEN TNG AEI0AOYNONG, OGTE VO ET®PEANH0VV o1 pia
oo TIC EUTELPIES KO TIC YVOGELS TOV GAADV.

Kowég epevvnuixéc mpoomabeiec: H ovvepyacio pumopel va emektabel oty aviamtuén Kowvmv
EPELVNTIKOV TPOYPOUUATOV KOl EPELVNTIKOV dPpAcTNPOTHTOV. Avtd pmopel vo cvuPdier otnv
nepaltéPm eEEMEN Ko Pedtioon TV HeBOSOLOYIDOV KOl TOV TPOKTIKMV 0EOAOYNONC.

Ot mpokAnoelg v v emitevén avTg TG ovvepyaoiog mepAapPfavouy tn Oonpovpyia evog
KATAAANAOV TAOIGIOL GuVEPYGiaG, TNV EVOAPPLVOT TS AVOIKTNG EMKOIVOVING KO TNG OVTAAANYG
TANPOPOPLDYV, KOOMG KOl TNV OVIIUETOMION TUXOV YPAPEIOKPOUTIKMOY EUTOSIOV 7OV UTOPEl Vo
neplopilovy T GLVEPYNGIN KOl TV OVTOAAOYT YVOGEMV UETOED TOV POPEMV KOl TMV LINPECLOV.
Emiong, eivar onuovtikd va SacQOAGTEL 1 KOV KOTOVONOY Kol 0modoyn TovV aE0A0YNTIKGV
peBodoAOYIDV Kot TPOTHTTWV, KOOMG Kot 1) COUUOPPOGCT) TPOG AVTA Y10, TNV EMITEVET AELOTIGTOV Kot
OVTIKELEVIKADV OTTOTELEGULATOV.

H ovvepyacio kot diktdmon petacd e Fevikng AtevBuvong kot Tov gopémv Kol DINPEGIAOV TOV
dpaGTNPLOTOLOVVTOL GTOV TOUEN TNG AEOAOYNONG KAl TG OVAAVGTG TOMTIK®V Uropel va cupPdiet
oTNV TPo®ONo” NG TOWOTNTAG KO TNG OMOTEAEGLATIKOTNTOS TOV 0E0A0YNoEMV, KaHMG Kol 6TNV
evioyvon g KavoTNTag ANYNG AmoPAcE®V PaCIGUEVOV G a&LOTIETA 0E00UEVA KOl AVOADGELS.

AbOnva, lodvviog 2023
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Néa Tov Aiktvov Evponaikov Etoapsiov AZtoloynong
(NESE)

To Aiktvo Evponaikdv Etopeidv A&oddynong (Network of Evaluation Societies in Europe-NESE)
etvar éva dikTvo mov vrootnpilel ™ cvvepyasio HETAED TV €BVIKOV ETAPEIDOV 0E0AOYNONG Kol
dwtomv oty Evpdnn kot mpowbel v avioAloyn yvodcoemv kol TNV €0poimotn) KOLATOVPOS
a&lordynong. To Ailktvo dnpovpyel a&io pécm tng onpovpyiog evog Kooy £3APOVS Yo OAESG TIC
Etaipeieg kou ta Aiktva AELoAGYNoNG LEAT TOV TTOL EVOLOPEPOVTOL Y10 OVTOAANYT KOAMV TPOKTIKOV
Kot avantuén apolfaiog texvoyvmaoiog, og BEHATO KO TPAKTIKEG TOL GYETILOVTAL e TNV 0E0AOYN oM.

To Aiktvo 10pvOnke evtog g Evponaixng Etapeiog A&loldoynong (European Evaluation Sociaty -
EES) ka1 10 épyo Tov cuumAnpovet to £pyo g EES. Evod 1 tedevtaia epydletatl og eni 1o mAgiotov
PO 0per0c TV aglohoyntav, to Aiktvo gpydleton oty KatehBvuven vmooTPIENg TV £0viKOV
KOVOTNTOV GE KOWMVIEG TOL £pyalovtal ylo TNV TpodBnon g xpnong g a&lordynong Kot myv
01K0OOUN G KOVATOVPAG AE10AOGYNOTG.

210 mAaiclo TV aveTépm, To Alktvo Voot pilet:

1. v apoPaion pdOnon kot v avtoAdoyn KOAOV TPOKTIKOV HETAED ETAPEIDV KOl ATLTMOV
SkTOOV aglohdynong,

2. 11 01EVKOAVVOT) TNG AVATTLENS IKAVOTATOV LEGH OIKTOMONG KOl GLVEPYUGTOG,

3. mVv avénon g Tpofoing kot g aglomiotiog g a&loAdYNoNG OTIC EVPOTATKES YDPES,

4. v npo®Bnomn kovAtovpag a&lordynong oty Evpdnn.

>11c 9 Ampidiov 2023, to Aiktvo Sopydvmoe TV ST EKAOYO-OTOAOYIGTIKY TOV GLVESPIX, LE TNV
TAPOLGIO KOl EKTPOCHTNON CNUAVTIKOV £0VIKOV dikTO®V 0ntwe: To Hvopuévo Baciielo, n 'eppavia
kol  Avotpia, n [loAwvia, n Ioravia, n Itoria, 1 @havdio, n Toegyio, kot euowd v EAAGSa.
Exnpoomnnon iye eniong ko n Evponaikn Etoapeio A&oldynong.

To NESE mapovciace t dpdon tov kotd v televtoio detio, evd 10 1010 €kavav Kol To
ocvoppetéyovto eBvikd diktva kot etoupeieg afloddynong. X ovlntmomn mov aKoAOVONGE,
avamtOYOnkKe oVGIAOTIKOG O1BA0YOG CYETIKA LLE:

= Tn frwopdmra TV SIKTHOV Kot ETUPEIDOV

= Tnv kdAoyn VE@V ovayK®V YVvOoNg

=  Tnv Becpobétnon g aloAdynong oe eBvikod emimedo

= Tnv d1dyvon minpoopiog Kot yvmdons Kol TNV EKToidEuoT)

»  Tnv evoopdtoon Bacikodv oplovtiov apydv otnv aSloAdynon

= Tn ovompotonoinomn g cuvepyaciog LeTall TV SIKTO®V Kol ETAUPELDV

Tn ovvedpia ékdetcav ot ekAoyég Tov vEou Xvpupovievtikov Opydvov tov NESE. Xt0 véo Opyavo
e€ehéynoav eknpoconotr and v Itaiio, v I[loAwvia, v Avotpioa-I'eppavia, v Iomovia,
YepPia ko v EAAGOa. Exnpdowmog and v mhevpd g Evponaikne Etapeiog AEioAdynong
opiotnke 1 ko Daniele Lamarque. Tnv IIpogdpia Tov Awctdov yio v emduevn dietio avérafe n
ItaAio ko 0 ekmpdomndc g kog Nicola Orlando.

Ot gvépyetec Tov AKTVOV 010 endEVO dtdotnpa Ba eivarl n avértuén Kavoviopot kot Atodikoacimy
Agrrovpyiag, kot 1 ekndvnorn Xyediov Apdong pe otodYo TV TANPY EvEPYomoinon Tov AKTHOL Y
TNV AVTOTOKPIOT OTIG AVAYKES TOV HEADV TOV. XT0Y0¢ Oa givan emiong n vrootpién tewv Etopeiov
Kot Aiktdov AEI0AOYNONG Yo TV EVEOUATOON TOV Bactk®dv optldvTiov apy®dV: TG 1C0TIHING, TG
160TNTOG TOV POA®V, TNG KOWMOVIKNG JIKAUL0GVVIG Kol TOV KOWV®V 0pYDV NG ETUPIKOTNTOS, TNG
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KOVOTOWIOG, TG CVUTEPIANYNG KoL TV avOpOTivev dtkaloudtov otnyv agenda a&loAdynong yo tnyv
KGOe yopa.
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EmBewpnon EAMnvixne Etaipeiag Aéioloynons
IHepuyeic apOpov otnv EAAnviki YAoooca

Katavopn g onuoclog ypnpratodoTnons ywo 1o EAAMVIKG TOVETICTIULO NE

TOLOTIKG KPLTHPLO.
1. Bixog

Ta moavemoto ddpapatitovv kpioyo poéAo otnv mpombnon ¢ onuovpyiog yvoons, g
ekmaidevong, g Kowvotopiog kot g avlpomivng avdmtuéne. o va eEaceaiiotel n Prooyn
avATTUEN Kol 1) OMOTEAECUOTIKOTNTO TOVG, €lval EMTOKTIKY OvAYKn vo dnpiovpynbodv ioyvpoli
punyoviopol aEoAdyNons Kot koo GUGTHUTO KOTAVOUNG KEPAAAI®V. AVTIKEILEVO TG TapoHGOGC
£peuvag elval vo TOPOLGLAGEL L0 GUVOALKT] GO TG KOTOVOUNG TOV KEPAAAIWOV TV EAANVIKOV
navemotuiov. H avdivon vroypoppiler 6ha ta kprtiplo kot tovg dsikteg mov oyetilovral pe v
KOTOVOUN TNG OMUOcag XpNUaToddTnong o€ wpvuate tprtofddpiag ekmaideuong, COUPOVO e
AVTIKELEVIKA (oyeTikd pe to péyeBog) kor molotikd kprmpa. H evoopdtoon e agordynong
TOLOTIKMV KPLTNPimV 0TIG S10dIKAGIES XpNUATOdOTNONG £ival £vag oNUAVTIKOS Kot KOVOTOUOS TPOTOG
KOTOVOUNG KEPaAaimv ov evicybel TV TpodOnon pag véag vootpomiog Yo cuveyn Pertioon ota
EAMMMVIKE TOVETIGTY LA

AéEeig-kheda: Universities, Higher Education, Evaluation, Fund Allocation, Qualitative Criteria.

Me0Oodoroyio BaBporoynong yw v Ilocotikn Awyeipion Xopto@urokiomv

"Epyov Yneuoxov Metaoynpotiopov
1. Xoidaroc

To apbpo eodyet pia pebodoroyia mapopota pe v kapto Pabporoyiog (scorecard) yio tnv katdtoln
EpyoV yMelokol ULETACYNUATICHOD GE YOPTOPLAGKI Epymv peyding kAipaxoc. H pebodoroyia
umopel va ypnoyomombetl yuoo v 1epdpynon TV SodIKaCIOV TapakoAovOnong, eAEYyov Kot
vAomoinong épywv 610 mAaicto ¢ Awayeipiong Xaptopuiakiov Epywv (PPM). Aev nepropiletan o
YevVikég KatevBuvtnpieg YpoupéS yor T omovpyio pog kdptag Paduporoyiag, aAld mapovoidlet
CLYKEKPLUEVO TTOCOTIKA KPUTNpaL Y1 T PafoAdynon kot Ty KaTdTaEn O1POPETIKMV EPYWV GE Eva
yoptopurdkio. H pebBodoroyia evioydeton amd TOPAUETPOTOMGILOVS TOTOVG TTOVL UTOPOVV VoL
TPOCUPLOCTOVV EVEAMKTO GTIC OVAYKES SLOPOPETIKMY YoPpTOPLAAKi®V. Avth 1 eveléia amewovileTan
670 GpOpo, GE GLVOLAGO LLE TEPLOPIGLOVG TMV TPOTEWVOUEV®V LEBOGOAOYLDY TTOVL TNYALOVLY Ao TNV
axpifelo Kot TNV TOOTNTA TOV 0E00UEVOV TOV ¥PNCLLOTOOVVTAL Yo T BaboAdynon Tov Epymv.

AéEarc-khewna: Project Portfolio Management, Digital Transformation, Scorecard, Key
Performance Indicator, Transformation Portfolio.
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H EAAHNIKH ETAIPEIA AEIOAOI'HXHX

H EAMnvuc Etaipeia A&oddynong (EEA) pdbnke tov Zentépuppro tov 2014 pe ) popen Emotnpovikcon
Youpateiov kot ivar pérog g Evponaikng Etapeiog AtoAdynong. Baoikdc oxomdg g gival  tpomOnon
pog KovAtovpag a&loAdynong mov Ba cupuPaiet 6Ty okovouikn avartuén, otnv opboroyikn| aglomoinon twv
TOPWOV, GTNV TPOGEAKLGT EMEVOVGEDV, GTNV EVIGYVOT| TNG EMYEPNUATIKOTNTAG, GTN SOCPAAICT) KOWOVIKNG
GULVOYNG KO, YEVIKA, GTNV OMOTEAEGHLOTIKOTNTO TOV ONUOGIOV TOMTIKGV. XT0Y0G NG £ival 1 TpomOnon g
alohdynong ®g emotnuovikng pebodov ovdivong kot aflomoinong Tev SUVOTOTATOV KOl EVKOLPUDV
avamtuéng, Kot 1 dnuovpyio o TAaTEOpUSG ONUOcIov S1aAdyov Yia TV aEloAdYN o).

[leprocotepeg TANpOPOpieg KOl AVOKOIWVMGES OYETIKA U TS Opdoelg g EEA avaptdvior otov 16toOTOMO:
www.hellenicevaluation.org
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