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A

Abstract. This study introduces the innovation readiness index (iri), a structured framework for
evaluating an organization’s capacity for innovation in engineering projects by integrating financial feasibility,
effectiveness, and risk. A mixed-methods strategy was employed at Mastergaz, a leading IT engineering
company. Data from 30 project stakeholders were gathered via quantitative surveys and qualitative interviews
and analyzed for correlation with key project outcomes. Results show a strong positive relationship between
higher IRI scores and enhanced project performance, including better completion rates and heightened
stakeholder satisfaction. The average IRI score of 6.8, coupled with a Pearson correlation of 0.75, indicates
that projects with stronger innovation readiness are more likely to succeed. The study also demonstrates the
IRI’s adaptability across various industries. Implementing a structured, multi-dimensional readiness index can
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guide resource allocation, improve stakeholder engagement, and facilitate data-driven decision-making in
project management. This research advances current understanding of innovation readiness by introducing a
comprehensive model that incorporates financial, operational, and risk considerations. Future work includes
validating the IRI in different organizational settings and expanding its criteria to capture broader stakeholder
dimensions.

Keywords: innovation readiness, project management, risk management, stakeholder engagement,
performance metrics, financial feasibility, customer satisfaction.

Formulation of the problem. In today's rapidly evolving business landscape, organizations are under
constant pressure to innovate while managing increasingly complex projects. The ability to assess a project’s
readiness for innovation has therefore emerged as a vital factor in achieving successful outcomes and
sustaining competitive advantage [1]. Numerous studies on innovation management underscore the
significance of readiness assessments in fostering project success; however, many existing models focus
predominantly on isolated dimensions such as technology or market potential [2, 3]. Recent research points to
the need for a holistic framework that integrates financial feasibility, operational effectiveness, and risk into a
unified measure of innovation readiness. Models like technology readiness levels (trl) and commercial
readiness index (cri) highlight specific components but often lack a broader perspective on organizational and
user-centric factors [4]. This gap indicates the necessity of a comprehensive tool capable of capturing the
multifaceted nature of innovation readiness [5].

Motivated by these considerations, the present study introduces the innovation readiness index (iri) as a
novel evaluative framework. By integrating financial feasibility, effectiveness, and risk, the IRI aims to provide
a more robust assessment of a project’s capacity to innovate [1]. To examine this framework in practice, the
study draws upon the case of Mastergaz, a leading IT engineering company specializing in engineering
projects. Mastergaz’s extensive experience in managing large-scale initiatives with multiple stakeholders
makes it an ideal setting for exploring the applicability of the iri. The company utilizes the ERP-BPMS BOS
CIS system for project management and data governance [6], consistent with findings that enterprise systems
can significantly enhance operational efficiency and decision-making [7].

Grounded in the premise that innovation readiness may directly influence project performance, this
research addresses two primary questions: how does the IRI correlate with key project success indicators,
including completion rates and stakeholder satisfaction, and what insights emerge when the IRI is implemented
in a real-world project management context? In addition, the study tests the hypothesis that higher IRI scores
are associated with improved project outcomes, reinforcing the utility of the IRI as a predictive tool for
innovation readiness [8]. In pursuing these questions, the research aims to elucidate the potential benefits of
adopting a holistic readiness assessment. Subsequent sections detail the methods used to implement and
evaluate the IRI at Mastergaz, followed by an examination of the results and a discussion of their implications
for innovation management in diverse project environments [9].

Methods. This study employed a comprehensive methodology to develop and validate the innovation
readiness index (IRI), a framework designed to evaluate a project’s capacity for innovation by consolidating
three key components — financial feasibility, effectiveness, and risk — into a single metric. The formula (1):

(1rr) M

was adopted, where

IRI — is the innovation readiness index,
f— signifies financial feasibility,

e — indicates effectiveness,

r — represents risk.
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This conceptual design is grounded in research underscoring the importance of integrating financial,
technological, and risk-related metrics into readiness assessments, as well as studies confirming the value of
multidimensional models in evaluating complex innovation environments.

The present research was conducted in collaboration with Mastergaz, a leading IT company specializing
in engineering projects, selected as a testbed due to its extensive experience with multifaceted stakeholder
engagements. This context is consistent with approaches emphasizing stakeholder collaboration and adaptable
management of innovative processes [10]. A purposive sampling strategy was employed, focusing on
individuals with specialized knowledge in finance, project management, and innovation. The final sample
included 30 participants — comprising project managers, financial analysts, and innovation specialists—who
were deemed especially relevant for a pilot assessment of the IRI. This target group aligns with best practices
in real-world readiness evaluations [11] and reflects prior recommendations that readiness assessments be
tested with those most closely involved in shaping and executing projects [12].

Data collection combined quantitative surveys and semi-structured interviews. Each participant
completed a questionnaire utilizing a Likert-type scale (1-10) to measure the perceived financial feasibility,
effectiveness, and risk associated with ongoing projects. This approach built on established rating-scale
methods for quantifying innovation readiness [13] and included an instrument carefully designed to capture
the dimensions of IRI [14]. Scores were normalized for consistency across multiple projects and then
aggregated for subsequent analysis. Semi-structured interviews added qualitative depth by permitting
participants to discuss contextual factors, barriers, and facilitators of innovation in greater detail [15]. The dual
method of incorporating both quantitative metrics and qualitative perspectives is widely endorsed for holistic
organizational readiness studies [14]. All survey data were extracted from the ERP-BPMS BOS CIS system
employed by Mastergaz to manage and document project activities. Although BOS CIS automates numerous
operational processes, the specialists at Mastergaz continuously apply standard checklists and protocols to
cross-check system outputs. This synergy between automated modules and expert oversight ensures reliable
data and offers a practical illustration of how an integrative innovation framework can be reproduced and
scaled in other contexts.

Quantitative analyses were performed using descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and regression
modeling to explore the relationships between IRI scores and specific project outcomes [16]. Descriptive
statistics elucidated the central tendencies of the IRI and provided insights into sample variance [17].
Correlation analysis measured the direction and strength of the associations among the IRl components and
standard project success indicators, while regression modeling evaluated whether higher IRI scores predicted
more favorable results, thus empirically assessing the robustness of the index. Validation of the IRI involved
comparing its scores with actual project performance metrics, including completion rates, budget adherence,
and stakeholder satisfaction. This stage comprised a retrospective review of historical data to estimate the
predictive accuracy of the iri, a method aligned with earlier research stressing the need to align readiness
indicators with real-world performance [18]. In addition to these quantitative steps, workshops were held with
the study participants to gather feedback on the IRI’s clarity and applicability [ 14], following standard practices
that highlight iterative refinement in readiness validation [19]. Feedback from these sessions supported the
method’s face validity and led to minor adjustments in IRI criteria, illustrating the importance of collaborative
input [20]. Such participatory refinements are also consistent with literature advocating structured approaches
to digital innovation readiness [13].

By integrating standardized survey metrics with context-rich qualitative evidence, the methodology
provided a multi-layered exploration of how financial feasibility, effectiveness, and risk drive innovation
success. The inclusion of expert verification steps within BOS CIS underscored how automated data collection
can be augmented by specialist oversight, reinforcing both reproducibility and scalability of the proposed
framework. This design generated a comprehensive empirical basis for further refining and generalizing the
IRI to diverse organizational environments.

Results. Implementation of the innovation readiness index (iri) at Mastergaz offered substantial insights
into innovation capabilities across multiple engineering projects, underscoring the IRI’s utility as a predictive
tool. The analysis revealed that projects with higher IRI scores generally demonstrated stronger performance
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outcomes, including enhanced completion rates and more consistent budget adherence. This observation aligns
with studies suggesting that technology-centric frameworks like the technology readiness level (trl) often
neglect crucial organizational and financial considerations [21]. In contrast, the broader scope of the IRI
addresses these gaps and delivers actionable guidance for project optimization, mirroring the recommendations
of matrix-style readiness models that advocate integrated approaches to innovation assessment. Descriptive
statistics indicated that the mean IRI score across all analyzed projects was 6.8, with a standard deviation of
1.5, suggesting a moderate level of innovation readiness within the portfolio. Correlation analysis showed a
Pearson coefficient of 0.75 between IRI scores and project success metrics, indicating a robust positive
relationship. Regression modeling further confirmed that projects scoring above 7 on the IRI achieved
completion rates exceeding 90%, while those below 5 were more prone to budget overruns and reduced
stakeholder satisfaction. These findings are consistent with frameworks such as the tram model, where
technological and user dimensions jointly influence readiness outcomes [22], and they underscore the
importance of recognizing multiple drivers of success [13].

Comparisons of IRI scores with actual performance data validated the tool’s predictive capacity,
highlighting the significance of context-specific assessments in achieving optimal results. Workshops held
with Mastergaz participants enriched the method’s practical relevance by incorporating additional
considerations into the iri, including stakeholder engagement and regulatory compliance. This iterative process
reflects adaptive methodologies for readiness assessment, which emphasize continual refinement based on
stakeholder input [14]. The synergy between BOS CIS automation and the expert-led checklists at Mastergaz
proved vital, as specialists cross-verified automated recommendations against on-site conditions to improve
the reliability of the IRI evaluations.

Beyond these aggregated findings, Mastergaz applied the IRI to several distinct engineering initiatives.
Two of these projects — the Meter Replacement Initiative and the Hvac Modernization Project — provide a
closer look at how the IRI’s three components (f, e, and r) operate in practice. In the Meter Replacement
Initiative, financial feasibility (f) was high due to clear revenue potential and measurable cost savings,
effectiveness (e) remained strong because installation teams followed carefully planned logistics, and risk (r)
remained low thanks to reliable equipment supply. Normalizing these factors on a 1-10 scale yielded an IRI
of 7.2, which corresponded with a 91% completion rate and a stakeholder satisfaction of 87%. By contrast, the
Hvac Modernization Project featured moderate financial feasibility ( / = 7.0) but a higher risk level (7 =3.0

), given the need to coordinate multiple subcontractors and address uncertainties in equipment delivery. Its
effectiveness (e =6.5) was somewhat constrained by scheduling challenges. This combination resulted in an
IRI of 5.8, aligning with a lower on-time completion rate of 78% and stakeholder satisfaction of 80%. Such
comparisons confirmed that higher IRI scores tend to track with stronger performance metrics, mirroring
patterns observed in earlier readiness-focused studies [22].

The following table 1 presents the primary projects examined in the study, showing their respective IRI
scores along with outcome metrics.

Projects with higher IRI scores consistently exhibited more favorable outcomes. Residential Complex
A, with an IRI score of 8.2, reached a 92% completion rate and a 95% budget adherence, demonstrating the
tangible benefits of strong innovation readiness. By contrast, Residential Complex D, at 5.5 on the IRI scale,
struggled to maintain timely completion and experienced notable cost overruns, which resonates with findings
that a structured readiness assessment can positively influence resource allocation [21]. Further analysis
showed that stakeholder satisfaction for projects above 7 on the IRI averaged 86%, in contrast to 67% for those
below 5. These results demonstrate that robust innovation readiness supports both operational efficiency and
stakeholder engagement, reflecting parallel evidence that readiness correlates with advanced management
practices.

To underscore how IRI operates at a granular level, Table 2 below provides additional detail on two
representative projects — the Meter Replacement Initiative and the Hvac Modernization Project. Each row
presents the normalized values for financial feasibility (f), effectiveness (e), and risk (7), the resulting iri, and
relevant performance indicators.
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Table 1 — The primary projects examined in the study, showing their respective IRI scores along with
outcome metrics

Tabauys 1 — OCHOBHI MPOEKTH, PO3MIISHYTI B JOCIIIPKEHHI, 13 3a3Ha4eHHAM BinnoBigHux Oamip IRI
Pa3oM i3 IOKa3HUKaMH Pe3yNbTaTiB

. Budget Completion  Rate | Budget Adherence | Stakeholder
Project Name | 4 1rg) | IRISCOre | o/ (%) Satisfaction (%)
Residential
Complex A 95,000 8.2 92 95 88
Residential 85,000 75 90 90 85
Complex B
Residential 100,000 6.0 75 80 70
Complex C
Residential
Complex D 70,000 5.5 60 70 65

Table 2 — Additional detail on two representative projects—the Meter Replacement Initiative and the
Hvac Modernization Project

Tabnuys 2 — JlomaTkoBi Aeraii JO NBOX PENPE3CHTATUBHUX NPOEKTIB — IHIMIaTHBHU i3 3aMiHU
nmiunnbHUKIB Ta [Ipoekty MonepHizanii cuctemu Hvac

Completion | Budget Stakeholder

Project Name f e ro|iri= ( E e) / (1 + r) Rate (%) Adherence Satisfaction (%)
(%)

Meter
Replacement | 8.0 |82 | 1.2 7.2 91 93 87
Initiative
Hvac
Modernization | 7.0 | 6.5 | 3.0 5.8 78 85 80
Project

In the Meter Replacement Initiative, the elevated score (7.2) reflected high financial viability and solid
execution, coupled with well-managed risks for equipment sourcing. This project benefited from Mastergaz’s
existing BOS CIS logs, where daily records of sensor data and installation schedules fed into the effectiveness
dimension, while budget estimates and procurement ledgers updated the financial feasibility dimension. Risk
assessments were derived from a combination of supply-chain status reports and weekly engineering reviews.
The consistently high correlation between IRI and the project’s successful outcome affirms that well-
coordinated logistics and stable financing are key enablers of innovation readiness.

In contrast, the Hvac Modernization Project exhibited a more complex risk environment because
imported parts faced delays at customs, and multiple subcontractors had to synchronize their efforts. Although
the budget remained feasible and partially offset by anticipated energy savings, the heightened risk (r = 3.0)
weighed down the IRI to 5.8. The final completion rate, consequently, reached only 78%, illustrating how an
increased risk profile can adversely affect operational metrics, even when other elements of readiness are
moderately strong.

A feedback loop mechanism initiated during Mastergaz’s workshops enabled participants to discuss
challenges and propose refinements to the IRI methodology, including clarifications of financial feasibility
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criteria and more precise definitions of effectiveness metrics. This participatory approach reinforced the tool’s
validity and cultivated a shared sense of ownership, reflecting strategies advocated by adaptive readiness
models [14]. Although the IRI has already been successfully adopted at Mastergaz, it carries potential for
broader application in fields such as construction, healthcare, or manufacturing, provided that organizational
culture, scope complexity, and stakeholder dynamics are taken into account. Integrating the IRI into existing
project management platforms — particularly the BOS CIS environment — can also streamline data collection,
thereby accelerating decision-making and resource allocation.

Longitudinal monitoring across multiple projects and service requests may further clarify how
innovation readiness evolves over time and whether higher IRI scores have a lasting effect on budgetary
outcomes, completion rates, and stakeholder satisfaction. This longer-term perspective resonates with research
emphasizing deeper analyses to capture the full impact of readiness across diverse projects. It is also necessary
to acknowledge certain limitations, notably the challenges in consistently measuring perceived risk in
multifaceted stakeholder settings. Expanding the IRI by adding targeted risk variables and refining the financial
and operational criteria may broaden its applicability [21]. Such refinements will help organizations leverage
the IRI’s benefits more fully, leading to a more comprehensive understanding of innovation readiness and
reinforcing its essential role in delivering successful project outcomes.

Discussion. The findings from implementing the innovation readiness index (iri) at Mastergaz highlight
the value of a holistic approach to assessing innovation readiness in engineering projects. A key outcome is
confirmation that higher IRI scores strongly correlate with project success, as reflected in enhanced completion
rates, improved budget adherence, and greater stakeholder satisfaction. This observation is consistent with
frameworks such as the product innovation readiness level (p-irl), which integrate project, market, and
technological dimensions [1]. By combining financial feasibility, effectiveness, and risk, the IRI effectively
addresses limitations in conventional readiness tools like the technology readiness level (trl), which emphasize
technological maturity while often overlooking organizational and market factors critical for success [4].

The hypothesis that elevated IRI scores are linked to better project outcomes appears to hold true. The
average IRI score of 6.8, together with a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.75, reinforces the importance of
embedding multiple dimensions of readiness — financial, operational, and stakeholder — in predictive
assessments. This multi-dimensional stance aligns with literature indicating that narrow, technology-focused
models do not adequately capture the complexities of innovation in contexts such as engineering, construction,
or manufacturing [23]. Tools like the readiness navigator underscore market and technological readiness but
omit user-centric and risk elements [14], while certain organizational readiness frameworks in construction
overlook the adaptability needed to operate effectively across diverse sectors [21]. The IRI thus distinguishes
itself by incorporating financial considerations and risk management strategies, a critical advantage
demonstrated by the positive performance of Mastergaz projects with high IRI scores.

Structured assessment methods that address both internal and external constraints appear to be crucial
in translating readiness into tangible outcomes. This principle is particularly evident in the workshops at
Mastergaz, where stakeholder feedback was systematically integrated to clarify the IRI’s criteria. Such an
iterative process is echoed in research on dynamic stakeholder engagement for co-creating innovative solutions
[24]. Unlike open innovation frameworks that often prioritize external collaboration at the expense of internal
organizational metrics [25], the IRI provides a balanced approach, aligning both internal readiness measures
and external partnership opportunities. Similar adaptability surfaces in other contexts, such as the green
innovation framework, yet that approach tends to favor environmental considerations and lacks robust financial
or risk analysis [22]. By contrast, the IRI’s comprehensive orientation resonates with methodologies like
scaling readiness, although the latter has been critiqued for giving limited attention to financial feasibility and
risk factors in more complex engineering environments [10]. The IRI stands out by systematically blending
diverse readiness components, offering project teams a clear diagnostic tool to direct resources and drive
innovation.

Engaging employees and stakeholders in the evaluation process was pivotal, as dynamic capabilities
research notes that stakeholder involvement can catalyze innovation [26]. Traditional frameworks typically
lack quantitative mechanisms for measuring this readiness and predicting outcomes, whereas the IRI provides
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a structured model that integrates both qualitative and quantitative data. This feature satisfies the recognized
need for a tool extending beyond technological maturity to encompass business, operational, and user-focused
aspects. The strong correlation between high IRI scores and successful project implementation at Mastergaz
thus validates the IRI’s ability to offer an integrated perspective that is directly relevant to project managers.

Despite these encouraging results, certain constraints warrant recognition. The purposive sampling
strategy captured insights from individuals deeply involved in innovative projects but may limit how broadly
the findings can be generalized. Similar limitations have been reported in other readiness frameworks, such as
the product innovation readiness level (p-irl), which faced challenges in adapting to varied industrial contexts
[1]. Another factor is the potential bias in self-reported data concerning financial feasibility, effectiveness, and
risk, an issue also observed in long-term care readiness evaluations [27]. Incorporating objective measures,
such as real-time project analytics and third-party evaluations, could minimize such bias, in line with advanced
readiness models for digital innovation [19]. Mastergaz’s specific organizational setting may not perfectly
mirror conditions in other sectors, suggesting that further research should validate the IRI across a wider variety
of industries. Comparative analyses, for instance between construction and healthcare, might identify best
practices and refinements essential for diverse operational contexts [21]. Future research could also include
longitudinal studies of the IRI’s impact on sustained innovation performance, assessing whether projects that
maintain high IRI scores over time are better equipped to handle organizational shifts and stakeholder
demands. Broadening the framework to integrate regulatory compliance and more nuanced market dynamics
could further enrich its scope [22]. Such explorations would deepen understanding of how an integrated
readiness measure like the IRI fosters resilient, innovative project environments and further confirm its
potential as a universal tool in the field of project management.

Conclusion

This study demonstrates that the innovation readiness index (iri) provides a robust framework for
evaluating innovation capacity in engineering projects by consolidating financial feasibility, effectiveness, and
risk into a single assessment. With an average IRI score of 6.8 and a strong correlation of 0.75 with project
success metrics at Mastergaz, the findings highlight how holistic readiness measures significantly influence
outcomes such as completion rates and stakeholder satisfaction. The mixed-methods approach, integrating
quantitative surveys and qualitative interviews, effectively captured both numerical and contextual dimensions
of readiness. The IRI’s adaptability suggests its potential applicability across diverse sectors, extending earlier
insights that emphasize the importance of multi-dimensional readiness models [1, 22].

Managerial implications indicate that systematically monitoring key readiness components can provide
substantial benefits, especially when done through a participatory process. Engaging Mastergaz employees in
refining the IRI illustrates the value of involving project teams in co-developing readiness metrics, which
promotes ownership and alignment with organizational objectives. By thoroughly examining financial
feasibility, effectiveness, and risk, managers can more accurately allocate resources, address challenges, and
improve stakeholder relations. This structured approach enables data-driven decisions and fosters a culture
where continuous improvement harmonizes innovative efforts with broader business goals.

Theoretical implications suggest that the IRI enriches existing readiness literature by incorporating
financial factors and risk analysis into a cohesive framework. Earlier models often concentrate on technological
or market aspects but overlook financial viability and organizational dynamics, which are vital in complex
engineering settings [4]. The IRI fills this gap by intertwining multiple dimensions, paving the way for further
inquiry into industry-specific or context-specific adaptations. Future research might build on these foundations
by investigating additional variables, such as regulatory constraints or long-term sustainability, to sharpen the
IRI’s predictive capabilities and applicability in various organizational environments.

In conclusion, the successful implementation of the IRI at Mastergaz underscores its utility as both an
evaluative tool for project-level innovation readiness and a conceptual framework for advancing readiness
theory. While reliance on a single organizational setting and self-reported data remains a limitation, the strong
correlation between IRI scores and project performance supports the index’s core validity. Extending the IRI
to larger samples and varied industries would enhance its generalizability and reinforce its capacity to guide
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strategic innovation decisions. By adopting a comprehensive readiness perspective, organizations can navigate
the complexities of modern project environments more effectively and sustain innovation success in the long
term.
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AHOTamist. Y 1OMY JOCHi/DKEHHI TIPEACTAaBICHO IHAEKC TOTOBHOCTI J0 iHHOBamii (iri),
CTPYKTYPOBaHY CTPYKTYpY JJS OLIHKH CIHPOMOXHOCTI OpraHi3amii A0 iHHOBAIlii y iH)KEHEPHUX MPOEKTAX
IUIIXOM 00’ emHaHHA (DiHAHCOBOI 3MiHCHEHHOCTI, e(heKTUBHOCTI Ta pu3uKy. CTpareris 3MilaHUX METOMIB
3acTocoByBaiacs B mpoBiaHil [ T-imkxuHIpHHTOBIH KoMmaHii «Macteprasy. dani Big 30 3amikaBiIeHHX CTOpPiH
MPOEKTY OynM 3i0paHi 3a JOMOMOTOI KUTBKICHMX OMHUTYBaHb Ta SKICHHX IHTEPB’I0 Ta MpoaHali30BaHI Ha
MpeMEeT KOPEJSIii 3 KIIFOYOBUMH PE3yJIbTaTaMH MPOEKTY. Pe3ylibTaTu IEMOHCTPYIOTh CHIBHUN MTO3UTHBHUHN
3B’S30K MIX BHIMUMH 3HadeHHsMH IRl Ta MOKpameHO MPOAYKTUBHICTIO MPOEKTY, BKIIOYAKOYM KAl
MOKA3HUKU 3aBEPIICHOCTI Ta IiJBUIICHE 3aJI0BOJICHHS 3allikaBieHux ctopid. Cepemns ominka IRI 6,8 y
noeqHaHHI 3 Kopersnieto [lipcona 0,75 Bka3ye Ha Te, IO MPOEKTH 3 OUIBIIOI TOTOBHICTIO 10 iHHOBAIIil
MaroTh OUIBIIIEe MIAHCIB HA ycmiX. JlOCHimKeHHS TakoXX AeMOHCTpYye amanTtuBHICTH IRI mo pizHHX Tamysei
MIPOMUCIIOBOCTI. BIIpoBa/sKeHHSI CTPYKTYpOBAaHOTO 0AaraTOBUMIPHOTO iHJIEKCY TOTOBHOCTI MOXE KEpyBaTh
PO3MOIIOM pecypciB, TOKPAIIUTH 3ady4YeHHS 3alliKaBICHWX CTOPIH 1 MOJETIIUTH MPUAHSATTS pillleHh Ha
OCHOBI JTaHUX B TIPOIIECI YIPABIIHHS MPOEKTOM. Lle TOoCITiIKEHHS TOJIETTIYE TTOTOYHE PO3YMIHHS TOTOBHOCTI
JI0 1HHOBAIliH, 3aMPOBaJPKYIOUYH KOMILJICKCHY MOJEJb, SKa BKJIOYae (DiHAHCOBI, ONEpaliliHi Ta PU3UKOBI
MipKyBaHHA. Y MOJANbIIOMY, poOoTa BKItodatuMme mepeBipky IRl B pi3sHuX opraHizamiiiHux ymoBax i
PO3IMIUPEHHS HOTO KPUTEPIIB AT OXOIUICHHS IIUPIINX BUMIPIB 3aIliKaBIICHUX CTOPIH.

Kawu4oBi cjioBa: ynpaBimiHHS NPOEKTOM, YNPAaBIiHHS Ha OCHOBI BapTOCTi, BapTiCTh IPOEKTY,
3alliKaBJICHI CTOPOHH, MOKa3HUKU BApTOCTI MPOEKTY, KOHIENTYyalbHA MOJIENb, MACAXUPCHKI TIEPEBE3CHHS,
PH3HUKH.
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