AtaAeén 12
[MoAukpLtnplakn BeAtiotonoinon Ko

Aoyikn Artodpaonc



1. Arto tn BeAtiwon otn ZUykplon Kpttnplwv

2TIC tponyoUeveC SLOAEEELC:

— KATOLOKEUAOOLE AVOELC

— BeAtiwoape AVOELG HEOW TOTILKAG avalAtnong

— OUYKpPLVaUE EVOANAKTIKEG ETUAOYEG

Ouwc:

— O€ TIPAYHATIKA TtpoPAApaTa deV UTIAPXEL LOVO EVOC OTOXOC
To véo mpoBANua:

— SLa.pOPETLKA KPLTAPLO CUYKPOUOVTOL LETAEY TOUG

". Inltlal solutrons

Objective2

Objective1

Non-dominated solution [T ) Global search direction

. Domination solution --=-+ Local optimization direction



2. Mot Aev Apkel Eva Kputnplo

Y& MOAAG TpoBARpaT:

— 6ev BEAOUE HOVO ULKPO KOOTOC
©€Aou e TOUTOXPOVAL:

— uPnAn anodoon

— WKPO Bapocg

— XOMNAR KaTtavaAwon

— uPnAn alomnotia

JUVETIWC:

— n anodoon YLveTaL TTOAUKPLTNPLOKNA

e Option1

Functionalities

Scalability

Radar Chart

Reliability
100

80 A\
6Qf

Customer service

s Option2 Option3

Cost

Quality

Option4



3. Mapadeypa 2xedbiaonc Drone

@&Aoupe va oxedlacouvpe drone
Kptthpla:

— XPOVOG TITAONG

— Bapog

— KOOTOG

MOTOR LIGHTING

COMMUNICATIONS

— otaBepotnta

INTERCONNECT
COMPUTING

MeyaAUtepn pnatopia:

CAMERA SENSING

— QUEAVEL TOV XPOVO TTHRONG

Ouwc:
— aéavel kal to Bapog



4. T. ©a Ekave Eva AOYLOULKO

Av vhortoloUoa e To TIPORBANHO 0€ AOYLOULKO:

— TO MIPOYPOAUHO Ba ETtPETIE VAL OUYKPLVEL TTOAAEG AU OELG

Mo k&Be Avon:

— Ba uTtoAOYLLE TTOAAG SLAPOPETIKA XAPAKTNPLOTIKA

MNapadeypa:
— KOOTOC

— KOTAVAAWOoN
— aflomioTia
— amnodoon

1. Define the Problem: Clearly identify the decision problem and the objectives
that need to be achieved

2. Identify the Alternatives: List all the possible options or alternatives that can be
considered

3. Determine the Criteria: Define the criteria or factors that will be used to
evaluate the alternatives. These criteria should be relevant, measurable, and
independent of one another

4. Assign Weights to Criteria: Determine the relative importance of each criterion.

This is often done by assigning weights, where higher weights indicate greater
importance

5. Evaluate Alternatives: Assess the performance of each alternative against each
criterion. This may involve numerical scores, rankings, or qualitative assessments

6. Apply the MCDA Method: Use a specific MCDA method (e.g., AHP, TOPSIS,
SMART) to aggregate the criteria weights and alternative scores to produce an
overall ranking or recommendation

7. Make a Decision: Select the best alternative based on the results of the MCDA
analysis




— Oev €xeL MAEOV Hia pOvo cuvapTnon OTOXOoU

5. H MaBnuatikny Aoyikn tnc AéloAoynonc

Mo kaBe AVon S:

— urtoAoyilovtal TOAAEC TIMEG
MNapadeypa:

— ¢(S) = k6oTOC

— e(S) = katavaAwon evepyelag
—r(S) = a&lomiotia

To mpoBANua:

o000
coeee
o0

Multi-Objective Optimization
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Minimize Both F’s

N



6. H Avaykn Kawvovikornoinong

Ta kpttApla:
— ouxVA £xouv SLaPOPETIKEC LOVADEG

napdﬁewua; Feature Scaling in Machine Learning :

— EVUPW T

— KWAQ X

TP . A OW Standisization
— TocooTd thual Dato Pkl (2eire)

To AOYLOULLKO:
— TIPETIEL VOL TOL LETATPETIEL O€ OUYKPLOLUN popdn



7. Napadeyua Kavovikomnoinong

Auon A:

— K6oTo¢ = 1000

— alomiotia = 95%

Auon B:

— KOoTOoC = 800

— alomiotia = 85%

Ol aplBuot:

— 8ev umopouv va cuykplBouv apeoa



8. Bapn Kpttnplwv

Aev €xouv OAa Ta KpLTAPLAL:

— 1NV dla onuoaocia

To cvotnua:

— propel va Slvel mpoTePALOTNTEC
MNapadeypa:

— KOOoTOG : 40%

— alomotia : 35%

— KatavaAwon : 25%

Criteria

Benefits

Costs

Feasibility

Risks

Total Score

Weight

30%

30%

20%

20%

100%

Option A

3.00

3.00

2.00

4.00

2.90

Option B

3.00

4.00

2.00

3.00

3.05

Option C

4.00

2.00

4.00

3.00

3.25



9. Tt Kavel MpaKTkd To AOYLOLLKO

Mo kaBe AVon:

— urtoAoyilel emipépouc Pabuoloyiec

2Tn CUVEXELQL:

— toAAamAaoLdlel kaBe BabBuoAoyia pe to avtiotoo Papog
T€Moc:

— aBpoilel Ta amoteAéopata

H ouvoAlkn Tiun:

— ekdpAlel TN CUVOALKH TTOLOTNTA TNG AVONC

How To Calculate Weighted Scoring

Define a few parameters and set the “weight.”

Increase Trial = 50% Increase Usage = 30% Increase Revenue = 20%

Score each item against the criteria using a 10-point scale.

Improving Signup Process would be a 10 for Incr al, a 6 for Increasing Usage, and a 3 for Increasing Revenue

Adding a Shopping Cart would be a O for Increasi a 5 for Increasing Usage, and a 10 for Increasing Revenue

Multiply the score versus the weighting.
Improving Signup Process=(5x10) +(3x6)+(2x3)=74
Adding a Shopping Cart=(5x0) +(3x5) +(2x10)=3.5

= ProductPlan




10. Mabnpatikn Mopdn

Mo Avon S:
F(S)=w1f1(S)+waf2(S)+... 4w, fa(S)

Omnou:

— fi(S) = TLun Tou Kkpttnplovu |

— w; = BApog tou KpLtnpiov i

H ouvaptnon:

— dnuloupyel oUVOALKO okop aloAdynong

A . . A A
Weight Current Solution Alternative 1
Weighted Weighted Weighted
Rating Seare Rating Score Rating Siore
5 1 5 5 25 4 20
2 3 6 3 6 5 10
Total Score 11 31




11. Napadeypa YmoAoylopou

Auon A:

— KOOTOG : 8

— aflomiotia : 6

— KatavaAwon : 9

Bdapn:

—0.4, 0.35,0.25
YroAoyLopoc:

—0.4x8 + 0.35x6 + 0.25x%9

MULTI CRITERIA DECISION ANALYSIS

Ratings ‘—4_‘_‘_1

Criteria Current Solution
Weighted Weighted Weighted
Rating Score LT Score Sl Score
1 5 5 25 4 20
3 6 3 6 5
Total Score 11 31




12. Aladopetika Bapn - Atadopetikec ATToPACELC

Av aAAaéouv ta Bapn:

— aAAAZeL Kal N cuVoALKN afloAoynon

Av auvénbel n onuaoia aflomiotiog:

— pia Stadopetiki AVon pmopet va yivel KaAUTepN
JUVETTWC:

— Sev unapyel mavta povadikni “owotn” Avon
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(b) Weight variations versus environmental

(a) Weight variations versus cost objective objective
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13. Ava{ntnon AUoewV o€ AOYLOULKO

To mpoOypaUpa UITOPEL:

— va dnpLoupyel TOANEC EVAAAAKTIKEC AUCELC
Ma k&Be Avon:

— urtoAoyilel OAa Ta KpLTRpLa

— UTtoAoYileL GUVOALKO OKOp

2T OUVEXELQL:

— OUYKpPLVEL OAEC TIC AUOELC



14. Napadeyua 2uykpLonc AVCEWV

Auvon A: Quality
- )(Oll.ll’]}\(l) KéO’TOC Expensive Slow
— HETPLA aloTiLoTia
Auon B:

ven B , Speed  Cost
— uyPnAn alomnotia
— HEYAAUTEPO KOOTOC s

To AoyLOWLKO:
— OUYKpPLVEL TToLa AUoN TaLPLAEL KOAUTEPO OTLC TIPOTEPALOTNTEC

Costs

A
N + § riintinr L
N )T QISTuUptons N

L]
L
.
) Cost of countermeasures ~ *
- A '0
L4
*
R .
.
*
QY

v

Vulnerability Reliability



15. HEvvola tn¢ Kuplapyiog

Mia AVon kupLapxel AAAn otav:

— elval KaAUTepPN o OAa T KpLTHPLA 3
MNapadeypa:

— WKPOTEPO KOOTOC
1.5

— pueyaAutepn anodoon
— WKPOTEPN KATAVAAWGN

objective function 2 : f5(x)

Av cupBaivouv oAa:

—n aAAn AUon armoppintetal 0

pareto
front

0.5

1 15 2

objective function 1 : f4(x)

2.5



16. Pareto BEAtioteg AUOELC

Miot AUon eival Pareto B€Atiotn otav:

— Oev pnopel va BeAtlwBel Eva KpLTrpLo XwpLic va XelpoTtePEVOEL AAAO
To AoyLOMLKO:

— uropel va kpatd moAAEC Pareto AUOELG TaUTOXpOVA

AnAadn:

— TIOAAEG SLODOPETIKEC ATTOOEKTEC AUCELG

f2(X
(X) Pareto Optimal Seto DR
ominate

Solution

/

Pareto Front

f1(X)



17. Noapadeypa Pareto AoyLlkAC

Auon A:

— oAU $pOnvn

— HETpLa amodoon

Auon B:

— aKkpLBotepn

— TOAU KaAUTEPN amodoon
Kapia Abon:

— Oev eival kaAUTtepn o€ OAa

So(x)

Dominated
Rank{ solutions

S Rank 1
S Non-dominated solutions
/ T as

Pareto optimal front

—~—

~~.

@ /(X



18. Antodaon 2xedlaong

To teAkd otadio:

— Oev gival povo umtoAoyLopog
Elvad:

— gTUAOYI OTPATNYLKAG
Noapadeypa:

— POTEPALOTNTA OTO KOOTOG;
— otnv aflomiotia;

— 0TNV EVEPYELOKN amodoon;




19. Tt Oa MepLetye Eva Mpayuatiko Zuotnua

‘Eva POy LLOTLKO AOYLOULKO Ba TteplLeiye:
— Bdon 6ebopévwv AVoEwV

— UNXoVLIopO agloAdynong

— ouvaptnon BaduoAoynong

— dtadwkaoia avalntnong

— oUOTNUO OCUYKPLONG EVOAAAKTLKWVY



20. Edappoyec MoAuvkpltnplakng BeAtiotonolnong

e Yyedlaon nmpoioviwy

e Evepyelakd ouoThpoTa

e Metadopika diktua

® POUTOTIKA cuoTApATA

e MepBarlovtikn Slaxeiplon
* EdboblaoTtikeg aluoidec

Vitamin C) }
RETENTION
FRYING FOOD NUTRIENTS

FOOD DEHYDRATION
5 L-_!Q b4
L bt I 1 operatinc cost | Applications of F oA
> san Multi-Objetive
MICROFILTRATION Optimization in —
ANDLTRATLTRATIOR = Food Engineering PACKAGING
“*, V"\l,:‘\ (V)
/ | FOOD
(] o = E@ trrrrnnnnd
—— - = VAN AYAY V.
[ GOALS oO"o'0 00
SHELF LIFE SUSTAINABLE
FOOD DISTRIBUTION

EXAMPLES



21. Anto tn BeAtiotomnoinon otn Anyn Atodaonc

H BeAtiotomoinon:

— Sev adopa povo aplBpoug

Adopa:

— EMAOYH TPOTEPALOTATWV

— a&loAoynon cupPLBacpwy

— OTPATNYLKEG ATIOPACELG

H teAkn AVon:

— efoptatal amnod To TL Bewpeital ONUAVTLKO

Structured Decision—Making

Tradeoff Question Types

Y.
Metncs 7;adeoff ; Options Fadwﬂ
VS Compare & Choo! i
-




22. Kevtplko Mivupa AlaAeénc

Y€ TIPAYHUOTIKA TtpoBAApaTA:

— UTtAPXOUV TOAAQTTAG KpLTHpLaL

Ta kpLTnpLa:

— oUXVA CuyKpoUovTaLl PETAEY TOUC

To AoyLOMLKO:

— ai€loAoyel TOAAEC SLaoTAOELC TAUTOXPOVA

H moAukpttnplakn BeAtiotomnoinon:

— opyavwvel T Stadwkaoia AP ng anodpaocswv

Criteria
Ranking using MCDM

S dh 2 AR
S S S i i
(6 (G (G . (Cn|
Dt L R Bl | y
- -y - -

Experls

Alternatives
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