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Abstract

In this talk, | shall reflect on lessons learned from my professional
involvement, as a decision-analyst and process consultant, in a variety of
socio-technical processes, in which multicriteria value measurement
techniques were used during decision conferences, with the participation of
several types of social actors and stakeholders, with the common aim of
facilitating better public decisionmaking.

W .° IDCF - The International Decision Conferencing Forum <IE
MM Abstract

In this talk, | shall reflect on lessons learned from my professional
involvement, as a decision-analyst and process consultant, in a variety of
socio-technical processes, in which multicriteria value measurement
techniques were used during decision conferences, with the participation of
several types of social actors and stakeholders, with the common aim of
facilitating better public decisionmaking.

Agenda

We will go with the flow...
(Schein’s sixth principle of process consultation)

... and the time still available D

W '° IDCF - The International Decision Conferencing Forum
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M - International Society on
=" Multiple Criteria Decision Making

Our Society has been primarily
technically oriented

(concepts and maths). Focused on
socio-technical
Technical skills are necessary approach

but often they are not enough
for good support to complex decisions ...

... they must be complemented with
soft skills (personal and HANDBOOK OF

interpersonal). DECISION
ANALYSIS

Multiple Criteria Decision Making:
From Early History to the 21st Century
M. Koksalan, J. Wallenius, S. Zionts
World Scientific (2011)

Handbook of decision analysis
G.S. Parnell, T.A. Bresnick, S.N. Tani, E.R. Johnson
John Wiley & Sons (2013) 5

Two best practices decision (aid) processes

Dialogue
decision
Process ‘
(SDG) Alter- Evaluated
natives Alternatives, Adapted from
a4
Decision HANDBOOK OF
ConferenCIng Compare: Gut €= Mod ‘ l D EC | S | O N

Awareness | Key Discuss A N A LYS | S
of lssuss 7] Players l Issres

results

Prepare P
- objectives Build
- participants Model
- announcement v

i

1
W M IShared Understanding |—'| Commitment l—’AcUOn <IE
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Cameron Peterson

1979

and designs

A decision conference is a gathering
Awareness | of key players who wish to resolve
of issue Compare: Gute=Model g o important issues facing their
—_— Key Issues [ organisation, assisted by an
Prepare Players impartial facilitator who is a
-objectives Build specialist in decision analysis and
-participants [ | Model || works as a process consultant, using
-calling note A0 | a model of relevant data and
Explore | | judgements created on-the-spot to
‘_“ Model assist the group in thinking more
clearly about the issues.

!

!

‘ Shared Understanding H Commitment ‘

Phillips, L.D., Bana e Costa, C.A. (2007)

Transparent prioritisation, budgeting and resource allocation
with multi-criteria decision analysis and decision conferencing
Annals of Operations Research, 154, 1 (51-68).

Generic objectives of
a decision conferencing process

Awareness | o To generate shared understanding
of issue Compare: GuteModel Explore of the issues (not necessarily
———|  key — consensus)
Prepare Players
-objectives Build o To develop a sense of common
-participants ® Model purpose (allowing individual
-calling note M \ | differences of opinion)
Explore | |
— Model
‘ o To agree about the way forward
i (commitment to the direction, not
‘ Shared Understanding H Commitment ‘ the individual paths)

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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Larry Phillips used a computer
model to help a Board of Directors

Requisite decision model

arrive at a decision that they had been
considering for 11 months. Sensitivity
analyses on the computer enabled
them to agree the way forward in two
hours, and he realised that a ‘good
enough’ model is all that is required to
arrive at agreement. He introduced
the concept of a ‘requisite’ model.

Requisite Decision Models
‘sufficient in form and content
to resolve the issues of concern’
model
results

gut
feel

revisions, changes

insights, new intuitions,
higher-level perspectives

shared understanding
sense of commaon purpose

commitment to action

Phillips, L. D. (1984). A theory of
requisite decision models.
Acta Psychologica, 56, 29-48

Inspired by
Oughiztion

Elliot Jaques, 1988
Requisite Organization

4

The decision conference environment

Two basic principles

Everyone to be in direct eye contact...
... with everyone else.

All displays (whiteboards, flip charts,
projector displays) clearly visible by
everyone.

Evaluating alternative IT public policies (2003}
BIBNDES ===

<|§

12-person Pod at LSE {1987)

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
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MULTICRITERIA APPROACH
FOR STRATEGIC TOWN PLANNING
The Case of Barcelos &

... wrong rectangular ...
the layout of the meeting room. (Note that the arrangement of the
environment can have a profound influence on the effectiveness of group
working — ¢f. Hickling, 1990, Phillips and Phillips, 1993).

Politicians

@@ﬁﬁﬁﬁrmw

O Room
Note also the O [Eh layout
Mayor’s £ @ HI does matter
armchair !!! D

@ l

technicians Planners

i o HEEEE @

Puerto Rico 2025 Vision (2004)
Decision conferences to prioritise strategies

Everyone in direct eye
contact with everyone else

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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Puerto Rico 2025 Vision (2004)
1-day decision conferences

ROOM LAYOUT

“ N FUP-CHiET
§‘ L.

2 PROJECTORS 2 SCREENS

|
. '4' m I My preferred room
- ' | layout for a conference
 msouno sl with a small group

SHAPE

Puerto Rico 2025 Vision (2004)
1-day decision conferences

ROOM LAYOUT

“ N FUP-CHiET
N

2 PROJECTORS 2 SCREENS

|
. '4' m I My preferred room
- ' | layout for a conference
 msouno sl with a small group

SHAPE
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Puerto Rico 2025 Vision (2004)
2-day strategic decision conference

_ My preferred room layout
L5l for a conference with a
large group

The participants in a decision conference

Basic principle

¢ key players representing
the diversity of perspectives
on the issues

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013 8
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The facilitator of a decision conference

Basic principles

¢ The facilitator of a decision conference is an impartial
specialist in group processes and decision analysis...

e ... which main role is to contribute to process, not content...

e ... observing and understanding the group life and
intervening to help the group maintain a task orientation...

The facilitator
¢ moderates and controls the

sessions

elicits information

asks questions

channels responses

builds analytical models in

response to group input

The facilitator of a decision conference

Basic principles

e ... guided by the 10 principles of process consultation

1. Always try to be helpful.

2. Always stay in touch with the current reality.

3. Access your ighorance.

4. Everythingyou dois an intervention

5. Itis the cdientwho owns the problem and the solution.
6. Go with the flow.

Edgar Schein, 1999 7. Timingis crucial.
Process Consultation Revisited:
Building the Helping Relationship

2. Be constructively opportunistic with confrontative
interventions.

9. Everythingis data; errors are inevitable—learnfrom them.
10. When in doubt, share the problem. Y

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013 9
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Other members in

A second team member
e interacts with a computer
* implements in real time
the models developed by the group leader

Wy

The third team member
e acts as a conference recorder
¢ documents all major decisions
e provides an audit trail of rationale
for the session

\

Additional desirable soft skills of facilitators include
¢ the ability to think quickly

¢ self confidence

Basic principle

Brief senior
execs

Education

e Careful design of the social process

Innovation and Enterprise

The social process

E Culture

& Education

“ Health

Public safety

- Utilities

E Transport

Land Use and Environment

== \ Competitiveness, Productivity and
w=s Connectivity

\ Opportunities and Income

,\’ Innovation and Enterprise

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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Basic principle

e Careful design of the social process

The social process

Basic principle

e Careful design of the social process

The social process

PARA
EL

DR

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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Basic principle

e Careful design of the social process

Brief senior Kick-off
execs Meeting
S w

\

/

@D

The social process

sectores. En un amplio proceso participati-
vo que se llevé a cabo el afio pasado esta-
blecimosunaagendacomiin. Reciénestamos
comenzando el proceso de fomentar su

Las cinco dreas prioritarias

‘ Review by senior managers for realism and consistency ‘

More than 150 participants

Merge
Meeting

assess trade-offs
explore portfolios

in the decision conferencing
process of creating a Vision for
Puerto Rico 2025

Evaluate
& Digest,

Recommend
EL

ALIANZ
DESARROLLO

DE PUERTO RICO .) <IE
I — —

PARA

Basic principle
¢ Enrich your facilitation toolbox with a
variety of techniques...

¢ ... but, avoid those you are not sure
about their theoretical robustness...

¢ ..and be sure you know well how to
use them...

e ...and when they can be used...

e .. i.e, if their working conditions fit
with the specific application context,

¢ And, if more than one method fits in,
use the simplest one.

¢ When mixing methods, be sure they
are theoretically compatible

The technical component:
Which method to use?

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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Basic principle

¢ When mixing methods,
be sure they are
theoretically compatible

e
MULT]
METHODOLOGY

|

Juhn Hingers and nthony Eill

ey

Mingers, J., Gill, A. (eds.) (1997)
Multimethodology: The Theory and Practice of Combining
Management Science Methodologies,

John Wiley & Sons, Chichester

Mixing methods

In Structuring:
Enhancement of MCDA with
Problem Structuring Methods

Rosenhead J, Mingers J (eds.) (2001)
Rational Analysis for a Problematic World
Revisited: Problem Structuring Methods for
Complexity, Uncertainty and Conflict, 2nd ed.,
John Wiley & Sons, Chichester

@

Enhancement of MCDA with
Problem Structuring Methods

[

oval maps

Departar

Management « Built up area per user

« Technical ability <"~
« Admission rules

« Food !
« Being pro-active |
« Autonomy \

Quality

'

Cognitive maps

« Land ownership

« Compliance with the legal framework

« Approvals by Local Authority, NHS, Fire
ment

« Type of technical intervention

Prioritisation of public inv

in social
multicriteria value isi

cing: 2

Carlos A Bana e Costa'2, Ténia G
Femandes®, PauloV.D. Comreia’

International Transactions in
Operational Research

Volume 13, Issue 4, pages
279-297  July 2006

'Y

Value tree

{-Qunli:yofservice

Social Need

", Financing Process
« Ministry priorities A
- Coverage ratio

N
XTI /
N

« Publish financements
« Advice from the Local \

Social Commission
« Partnerships

« Review the legal framework

« Create an internet portal

|50l priarity

B 06 of fegonal

{] cotwsion
| covarage
] imension

H Quanty of the exsting natwork:
p————————{Tspo of techrucal intersorition
——————{]Consobdaton of the netwark
] ouanty of sensce

@

Public Decisionmaking and
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PR 2015: Strategies were generated through a top-down ends-
means structuring process: Example for the Education s

For each one
of the areas
of interest...

Public Safety

Innovation ...

Land &
Enviornment
om

s

TASK 1:

IDENTIFY
FUNDAMENTAL

OBJECTIVES (Based
on vision statement)

1. DEVELOP A HIGH
QUALITY EDUCATICN
SYSTEM

2. GUARANTEE
ACCESS TO
EDUCATION FOR ALL

3. GUARANTEE AN
EFFICIENT
EDUCATIONAL
SYSTEM

4. GUARANTEE AN
EDUCATION SYSTEM
BASED ON
INNOVATION. ..

This task defined the
fundamental objectives

that would be usedin
the Decision
Conferences

TASK 2:

IDENTIFY MEANS
OBJECTIVES

1.1 Guarantee that the
educational systemis an
environment that
promotes the
development of ethical
and civic values

1.2 Develop the
Professional and
vocational skills needed
to...

1.3 Develop the
Entrepreneurial attitude
to..

1.4 Develop a continuous
learning attitude in all
members of society...

Each one of the
fundamental objectives

was then brokeninto

means objectives that
helped explain and
frame the content

TASK 3:
DENTIFY LEVERS

a. Curriculum
b. Professors
¢. Good Environment

d. Integration with the
community

e. Methods

1. Infrastructure &
Resources

g. Integration with Labor
markets

h. Extra-curricular
activities

I Valuation model

The levers reflect key
elements that could be
acted upon in order to

achieve each mean
objective

DEVELOP
STRATEGIES AND
EXAMPLE OF
ACTIONS

: 1) Guarantee that the

| curriculum addresses

| sufficiently the

| development of ethical and
| civic values:

1

: - Reallocate school hours

 tothe detriment of
traditional academic

| courses

1

| - Increase the daily hours

! of class in order to include

| programs/courses on

! values..
1

1

| - Alter the current content /
| courses addressing ethical
I and civic values

The strategies, and
examples of respective
policy actions, were
developed for each
lever

data
screen

¢ |nput data and value judgments are
used to develop analytical models in

the decision conference

¢ Value Judgments are elicited using
well-documented group processes

Input
judgements

N

My practice:

to input (objective) data
to elicit value judgements

Two screens are used

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013 14
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MACBETHI My practice:
] ' Use of MACBETH

Input

screen

data Inbut
screen PR = - judgements ¢ MACBETH

http://www.m-macbeth.com/

Use also of:
— group consensus techniques
— nominal group techniques

(often) MACBETH

— Delphi techniques
(rarely)

M. Measurig
’ MACBETH - An Interactive Path Towards the
A
LGRS RAY  Joint research since 1991 Construction of Cardinal Value Functions
CATEGORY CARLOS A. BANA E COSTA® and JEAN-CLAUDE VANSNICK?t
Basep Int. Trans. Opl Res. Vol. |, No. 4, pp. 489-500, 1994
E Elsevier Science Ltd. Copyright © 1994 IFORS
VALUATION
Tec-
Huiaue www.m-macbeth.com

On the mathematical
foundations of MACBETH

2005
e

MACBETH Last update in 2012

CARLOS A. BANA F COSTA, JEAN-MARIE DE CORTE, JEAN-CLAUDE VANSNICK @

International Journal of Information Technology & Decision Making vol. 11, No. 02, pp. 359-387

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013 15
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M. Measurig
: ATTRACTIVENESS BY A
CATEGORY
Basen
E vaLuaTion
Tec-

Hwique

exireme

MACBETH

. strong
categories of

attractiveness weak

¥. strong

difference in moderate

A path to cardinal value elicitation based on
the principles of value difference
measurement

Pairwise comparison judgements
of difference in attractiveness

~ N N

\ 4

V(A) - V(C) > V(D) - V(B)

| 4

C A D
31
Mb Deriving MACBETH scores
D] 100
From a consistent set of pairwise judgments...
D B A C
D strong v.sfrong | extreme 59.99
B - very weak strong
c L
Consistent judgements
— @mo LAl %0
... MACBETH derives a score for each option...
.. that should be validated...
.. and adjust if desired...
... within a range compatible with the judgments elicited. n

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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One individual judgment of difference in
attractiveness between A and B

Hegative Positive
) « 0 > (+)

moderate
very weak
very weak
very strong

< || weak
moderate

weak
no
strong

Revised individual judgments of difference
in attractiveness between A and B

Hegative Positive
() 0 > (+)

o
g T % & &
£ .2 = _L =%

L = 2 c
28§85 .,5%328 ¢ %
£ 2 > c > 2 E B =
124

MACBETH voting procedure

Set of Individual judgments of difference
in attractiveness between A and B

Hegative Positive
) + 0 > (+)

moderate
weak

very weak
ne

very weak
weak
strong

very strong

L | moderate

L]

1

Agreed group judgment of difference
in attractiveness between A and B
Hegative Positive

) < 0 (1)

moderate
weak

very weak
ne

very weak
weak
strong

very strong

“ meoderate

¢

PR 2025: In each of the 10 areas, MACBETH voting procedure
was used to evaluate the strategies in terms of their
contribution to improve the status quo (SQ) on each
fundamental objective and also their doability. Example:

I Productivity, Competiiveness and Connectivity |

—— Doability

4.Direct Benefit (contribution to achieve the area vision)
4DMaximize productivity and competitiveness

4‘] Maximize global integration

4DMaximize the quality of life and attractiveness as a location to live

34

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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B [ D W &6 W

KI[LIMINO[P[Q[R[S[T[U[V W

AREA: Productivity, Compelitiveness & Connectlivity

~

Strategies

Ranking |

OBJETIVE 1: Maximize Productivity and
Competitiveness

The contribution of the strategy to achieve
the ohjective is...

Negative Contribution Positive Contribution
(-) 0 +)
jos £ =
= = _
SEFERCE D
s S0/ 5 8 3|8
= > Z|> 2 = &

|

=

=

|

=

1.1.1 | Decrease cost of labor

1.1.2 | Increase human productivity through education

1.1.3 | Increase human productivity through tech.

1.1.4 | Attract global talent

1.1.5 | Deepen people inkages

1.1.6 | Provide multilingual abilities

1.2.1 | Improve infrastructure for goods

1.2.2 | Improve infrastructure for information

1.2.3 | Improve infrastructure for people

1.2.4 | Increase efficiency of local utilities

1.3.1 | Decrease financial cost of government

1.3.2 | Decrease regulatory burden

1.4.1 | Decrease protections

1.4.2 | Rationaliza unproductive subsidies

1.5.1 | Repositioning Puerto Rico

1.5.2 | Overhaul system for national strategy

1.5.3 | Overhaul system for investment promotion

1.5.4 | Overhaul system for export promotion

ER 5] T G H

KIL[M[NJO[P|Q[R[S[T|U[V[W

AREA: Productivity, Competitiveness & Connectivily

~

OBJETIVE 1: Maximize Productivity and
Competitiveness

The contribution of the strategy to achieve
the objective is...

| Negative Contribution Positive Contribution
| () (0]
I = z =
[ C( £
i T =35 = 5 3 8
1.1.1 | |Decrease cost of labor 1117471
1 1.1.2 | Increase human productivity through education 7
b [ 1.1.3 | increase human productivity through tech. 7
: 1.1.4 | |Attract global talent 2 5
1.1.5 ||Deepen people linkages 1142
: 1.1.6 || Provide multilingual abilities 5|2
1.2.1 | |Improve infrastructure for goods 61
1 1.2.2 | |Improve infrastructure for information 7
| [1.2.3 Improve infrastructure for people 5|2
| 1.2.4 | Increase efficiency of local utilties 7
L] 1.3.1 ||Decrease financial cost of government 3 3
: 1.3.2 | Decrease regulatory burden 16
1.4.1 | |Decrease protections 34
: 1.4.2 | Rationaliza unproductive subsidies 5|2
1.5.1 | |Repositioning Puerto Rico 331
: 1.5.2 || Overhaul system for national strategy 1 6
1.5.3 ||Overhaul system for investment promation T
L | 1.5.4 | |Overhaul system for export promation 115

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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B D £ G H KIL[M[NJO[P|QJR[S | TJU[V W
L | AREA: Productivity, Competitiveness & Connectivity OBJETIVE 1: Maximize Productivity and
| | Competitiveness
| | The contribution of the strategy to achieve
|| ﬂ the ebjective is...
| | Negative Contribution Positive Contribution
| | (-) 0 (&)
b | ( C Q) j —a i’ S —_
1 SHEHEEER:
b | S = Elz| S|SB
5 i IR -

1.1.2 | Increase human productivity through education ri

; 1.1.3 | Increase human productivity through tech. 7
L | 1.2.2 | Improve infrastructure for information 7
; 1.2.4 | Increase efficiency of local utilities 7
| 1.5.3 | Overhaul system for investment promotion 7
| 1.3.2 | Decrease regulatory burden 186
b || 1.5.2 | Overhaul system for national strategy 1 6
| 1.5.4 | Overhaul system for export promotion 115
1._ 1.1.4 | Attract global talent 2 5
| 1.3.1 | Decrease financial cost of government 3 3
L1 1.1.6 | Provide multilingual abilities 52
; 1.2.3 | Improve infrastructure for people 5|2
| 1.4.2 | Rationaliza unproductive subsidies 5|2
; 1.1.5 | Deepen people linkages 1142
b 1.2.1 Improve infrastructure for goods 61
1 1.1.1 | Decrease cost of labor 1111411
b || 1.5.1 | Repositioning Puerto Rico 3031
| 1.4.1 | Decrease protections 3| 4

B ] i G H KIL[M[NJO[P[Q[R[S[T[UJV W

|- | AREA: Productivity, Competitiveness & Connectivity|

ﬁ

OBJETIVE 1: Maximize Productivity and
Competitiveness

The contribution of the strategy to achieve
the objective is...

|| Negative Contribution Positive Contribution -
[ SHEN
1 SHHEHHEE ] :
i AEBEEE
TN JBEHEE
1.1.2 | |Increase human productivity through education Extreme 7
L 1.1.3 |Increase human productivity through tech. Extreme 7
| 1.2.2 | |Improve infrastructure for information Extreme 7
| 1.2.4 | |Increase efficiency of local utilities Extreme 7
| 1.5.3 | |Overhaul system for investment promotion Extreme 7
| 1.3.2 | |Decrease regulatory burden Extreme 1 6
| 1.5.2 ||Overhaul system for national strategy Extreme 1 6
| 1.5.4 | |Overhaul system for export promotion Extreme 15
| | 1.1.4 | |Attract global talent V. Strong-Extreme 2 5
| 1.3.1 | |Decrease financial cost of government V. Strong 3 3
| 1.1.6 | |Provide multilingual abilities W._ Strang 5| 2
L 1.2.3 | |Improve infrastructure for people V. Strong 5|2
| 1.4.2 |Rationaliza unproductive subsidies W. Strong 52
| 1.1.5 | |Deepen people linkages V. Strong 1/ 4| 2
| 1.2.1 | |Improve infrastructure for goods V. Strong 61
| 1.1.1 | |Decrease cost of labor W. Strong 11 4/[1
| 1.5.1 | |Repositioning Puerto Rico V. Strong 31311
| 1.4.1 | |Decrease protections Moderate-Strong 3| 4

Public Decisionmaking and

Decision Conferencing,

Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013
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B d D F G H | UK/ LI M|N[O|P|Q|R|S|T|U |V W
. OBJETIVE 1: Maximize Productivity and
AREA: Productivity, Competitiveness & Connectivity N ty
Competitiveness
The contribution of the strategy to achieve
the objective is...
MNegative Cortribution Positive Cortribttion
- z
= = = ]
e | e S
z s 2 sz dltE
= 2 E 2l 5 B2
§ =28 2 82
Strategies Ranking (22| 2|z|28)2
1.1.2 | Increase human productivity through education Extreme Strong 7
1.1.3 | |Increase human productivity through tech. Extreme Moderate 7
1.2.2 | Improve infrastructure for information Extreme Weak-Moderate 7
1.2.4 | Increase efficiency of local utilities Extreme Weak 7
1.5.3 | Overhaul system for investment promation Extreme Weak 7
1.3.2 | Decrease requlatory burden Extreme Weak 1 6
1.5.2 | Overhaul system for national strategy Extreme Mo 1 6
1.5.4 || Overhaul system for export promotion Extreme V. Weak 1|5
1.1.4 | Attract global talent V. Strong-Extreme | | Weak-Moderate 2 5
1.3.1 | Decrease financial cost of government V. Strong Weak 3 3
1.1.6 | Provide multilingual abilities V. Strong Moderate 5 2
1.2.3 | Improve infrastructure for people V. Strong Moderate 5|2
1.4.2 | Rationaliza unproductive subsidies V. Strong Weak 5|2
1.1.5 | Deepen people linkages V. Strong Moderate-Strong 1 4|2
1.2.1 | Improve infrastructure for goods V. Strong Moderate 6 1
1.1.1 | Decrease cost of labor V. Strong Weak 11141
1.5.1 | Repositioning Puerto Rico V. Strong Strong 313 1
1.4.1 | Decrease protections Moderate-Strong 3|4

— ] =
TET-T33] 24
L TTT ] e ] =
71 . (L R )
. 1 ] =
1 — ]
74 128 L 10
kN e — ] e
TE7=15d) 112
‘i 103 s 15
(KKl 100 L )
131 ] a1
RIS # — ] =
'—' 153 m
LLs & —{ (a1 100
s ] @
I ]
1z ] '
T *
151 ] 2 — AT ]«
iz ] =
141 ] 12
e 1 I 0 V| 0
1 0.2 VARIE

" Weights (%) [= 8]

1]

Productiviy  Aftractiveness

EA o Jor i~ W

Intearation
2820

40
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B ( D G H MK LIMI{N O|P|QF S T
AREA: Productivity, Competitiveness & Connectivity Doability of the strategy
considering political,
institutional, financial and
’ technical dimensions
Z
= < 2
_ —
25T E &
E % x = £ @
2 E5 B E &
Strategies m zZ 22 =8 =
1.5.4 |Overhaul system for export promotion V. Strong 7
1.2.2 |[Improve infrastructure for information V. Strong 116
1.1.3 |Increase human productivity through tech. Strong-V_Strong 304
1.5.1 |Reposition/Rebrand Strong-V.Strong 43
1.1.2 |Increase human productivity through education Strong 7
1.5.3 |Overhaul system for investment promation Strong 7
1.2.1 Improve infrastructure for goods WModerate-Strong 3 31
1.1.5 |Deepen people linkages Moderate-Strong 2 5
1.5.2 |Overhaul system for national strategy Moderate 22 3
1.1.4 | |Attract global talent Moderate 5|2
1.1.6  |Provide multilingual abilities Moderate T
1.3.2 |Decrease regulatory burden Moderate T
1.4.2 ||Decrease subsidies Moderate 16
1.2.3 |[Improve infrastructure for people Moderate 25
1.2.4 |Increase efficiency of local utilities Weak-Moderate 4|3
1.1.1 |Decrease cost of labor Weak 52
1.4.1 |Decrease protections Weak 7
1.3.1 |Decrease financial cost of government V. Weak-Weak 34
PR 2015: Example of the Output obtained in each one of the 10
Decision Conferences
High
Strategy F Strategy N ® Strategy U
Y ®
Oﬁgs terStetey E Strategy F’. |
] Str @r Sstrategy T
S Strategy K strategy L = eg? =i
=5 o o g
2 = Strategy B .Y Strategy V
=z % 5 <9 Sn'ateg_y‘E P Strategy R
52
o9 Strategy H  strategy M
a ° .Strategys
Strategy Q
. Strategy C
White elephants Bread and butter
Strategy D _, Strategy J
v
Low JStrategyI
Low Consolidated Doability High
42
42|
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Contribution towards achieving the cbjective [
M t_ Objective 1 {individual judgements) i
. Wegatvn Poaitivs
y prac ice: To promote the social inclusion and L1 == mma;.‘r'ibl.am 2008
. protection of people and families | SEDSDH
MACBETH voting 11
Programmas i E Group judgemants
Code Name 1 §:9 ; E byt
13 Socw producive earion 36 verystrong - eveme
wtrong
82 Unversal sccessisity 1/5/3 Ty Sinong - mireme
moderalo - sirong
(14811 Gantor for Defance of Lite 1071 ety strong
41 | Logal Judical and out-of-court 17l i -
Sarvce i R
o | Comaion of s o pcslo s 3ls1 v T
MACBETH = :«a\.\pmm\‘b« socal mssistance 45 o0 ey el bl
ine & L
votin, 1" ::;r:.:o caning for tha seat s 4 i g =
42 Now DPPE 5|4 swong - very sieng
o
12 Foodon ma Tabie 3|8 B0Ng - Very SIong
o
81 Consumer rights. 4|5 S¥Ong - very shiong
strong
A2 Development of SEDSDH staff 1|5(3 S¥Ong - very shiong
very woak
T4 Work 1o re-socialiss 3 2|4 srong
no
e Individual MACBETH B2 |l ok i, g 27 snong .
51 I:Ulll[lw Accommodaton 2 6 1 siroeg
H s (FUNDAC) SN
judgements are elicited e TE =
WOk
° GrOUp judgements are 75  Re-socistsaton The great chalonge 2|81 strong
o
) . £2  Sockecucatnn e stramg
agreed upon discussion Py rE——— 5 4 e i
sirong
A Socio-technical Approach for Group il oot i | i S e =y
Decision Support in Public Strategic i :::;‘;’: isstnorml® e Wik - oI o
Planning: The Pernambuco PPA Case M sensom ol b k- modarsse e,
Communicalion managomant at
Bana e Costa, C.A., Lourengo, J.C., Oliveira, M.D., 3 senson b e N I ro
Bana e Costa, J.C. GDN, 2013 22 |IPEM + Servcos 381 sk - modarsle
vory woak
33 infrn-structuro acequacy 5 4 ek - modarate
woak
72 | Safo Prison 2{3|1]s Vory ek - woak (1.3
vary woak - wisk
$Q Sttt O na

Tndividual jrdgements of degrec to which
M ra Ctice . Criterion 1 wers emi
yp . o
. Contribution to lower emissions - 2 |« HB 0 ™ CHALLENGE
MACBETH voting B T
» ] -4
Actions B- - 1; 5 Group judge
& 3 = i
Gode Hame Score Ret Pi2iveld O OEES o m:
[R5 ase
—p 1 | Ut fooal nstauments 313 P 2l2la pr—
sliminate subsidies to price fossil o
Bana e Costa, C.A., Angulo- ap 2 | Siricanny educs daiorssaton] 175 28[4][ [ s
. . TRGorparate manetan dalie of no
Meza, L., Oliveira, M.D. P B o Sutem servioes 125 12/9]2 verystcng -
, op 19 | Reform GDP indicator 125 12373 wery strong
ey weak
(2013)’ o método MACBETH op 4 | Promate reforestation 100 1 7/1]8 strong - very strong
. ~ . na
e aplicacdo no Brasil, op & | TaGE proet b A 100 238 rong - vestiong
mtecharlsms r 5 no
. (nkematianal sgresment o wiban
op 10 100 42|89 strong - very strong
Engevista, 15, 1 (3-27) L Eren e
op 15 00 1 12284 | | strang-veystiong
Woods (like financial system with no
w20 Hevelap an eheatveries based | 10p 5 1[2] 45| | svang veyouomy
approach wihsnforcement o
o 22| MSEStue publis osstment by .
P 22| emmationsl badies - hlew Green | 00 |rar 1]2]2]5 /3] | swong-venystiong o
| Promee lom Garbon agricuiture
op o] FTOMOMEIH CaMon agricultne |90 s pro———
and ecosustem manqement .
op as | Nalkidual per capita emis=ion 100 4/4|5]7 strong - very strong
rights worlduide o
op 27 | 2oiitate public and private 100 31|81 strong - very strong
sector in: tment ks rd: very weak
.. op 3 | Promate REDD. 75 78 maderate - strang
° e
Individual MACBETH s [Provewcmmint | 7 7 2757 [T moern-smos
. . . no
Judgements are e||c|ted opT nommzand 75 1)5/92 moderate - strang
standards for enerqy efficiency no
ap 3 | oidmechanizm for 75 1 4 4|9 moderate - strong
international technology transker no
H Euy down the cost of low-carbon )
e Group judgements are o 1 ncinies [ ! 1]2]2[s meaderste - rong -
. . op 12| Chift the fosus of finance o 75 1)7)2]2]2 maderate - strong
agreed upon discussion (i o
op 16 a e 75 Z(1)4]4)4 moderate - strong
no
. Value scores are derived op 17 | Edusation around sustainabilty | 75 2| |s|s1]2 moderate - strang
no
op 21| BN Gocrdnated = AL sz [r———
ampaign around behavioral o
with the MACBETH DSS op 24, Tax emizzions flom aviation and 75 1l11]al3]3 moderate - strang
maritime transportation .
ap 26| NoIde climate shange in the 75 1 ARNOE moderate - strang
i acends of G20 verywesk
op 13| Global gadget ontown square 50 1 1z|3|4|2 1 weak - moderate
na
op 14| C metrics andfc 50 zz1]s]3] [1 weak - moderate
bazelines related to mitigation o
(Inelude climate
op 26| Inolude dlimate change inthe 50 1 1)z|7]2[12 weak - moderate
mizizon and agenda of existing weak - moderate
§@ | Status quo 0 louer no 44)
Hift the focis away from G0 - strang
op -0 12]s3)1 [-) strang
emiszions reduction
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Mb Using fixed references

From a consistent set of pairwise judgments...

™ Strategic Objective 2

Strategy C |Benchmark 2| Strategy B Strategy A S0
Strategy C weak-rmod moderate strong w. strang
Benchmark 2 _ Wy waak strong strong
Strategy B _ mocerate moderate
Strategy A _ weny weak
{={e)
Consistent judgements
B O Slals] 21 B 4

e Strategic Objective 2 E|

Strategy C 143
Oy

Benchmark 2 100

exireme

Current
scale

143
100
71
13
0

v. strong

strong

moderate

Strategy B 7

... MACBETH derives a score for each option...
.. that should be validated...
.. and adjust if desired...

... within a range compatible with the judgments elicited. I 0

2799

14

B 1o =k

Basic principles

¢ Enrich your facilitation
toolbox with several
technically equivalent
methods

e Try to figure out
evaluators’ levels of
numeracy and verbal
fluency

The technical component:
Which value elicitation
method to use?

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
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8.“JUI‘ZOCiVELD.§§fMARCA DE LISBOA Numeracy and ﬂuency Inﬂuence
| preference for value elicitation
technique

B People differ substantially in numeracy —
Ability to use appropriate numerical principles

MNotificad o @xequente, vem este requérer a manulengio da

penhora,

nado & elaboracio de um selatdrio sécic ecandmico do

B Many people are “innumerate”

Judge accepted argument that spousal maintenance was too
high and “reduced” it from 1/6 to 1/5 of husband salary!

B Not a measure of intelligence (Frederick, 2003)...

The technical component:

Basic principles Which value elicitation
* Enrich your facilitation method to use?
toolbox with several )

technically equivalent

methods . . .
Value judgments in words (‘strong difference’)

are not psychologically equivalent to
value judgments in numbers (’40’)

e Try to figure out
evaluators’ levels of
numeracy and verbal

fluenc
y Fasolo, B., Bana e Costa, C.A. (forthcoming)

Tailoring value elicitation to decision makers’ numeracy and fluency:
expressing value judgments in numbers or words”

We conducted a behavioral experiment (80 students at the LSE) to examine the
extent to which decision makers’ numeracy (ability to use appropriate numerical
principles) and verbal fluency (ability to express oneself in words) impact their
perception and preferences for two different value-elicitation techniques:

- one numerical (MACBETH)
- one non-numerical (direct rating) @

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013 24
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Results

= Eliciting values numerically or non-numerically, although technically equivalent, are not
psychologically equivalent for DM with different numeracy and fluency.

= Numeric direct rating technique is easier and more satisfying for more numerate DM
= Non-numeric MACBETH technique is easier and more satisfying for more fluent DM

= Neither technique was absolutely preferred — half of the participants favored the numerical
and half the non-numerical technique.

Conclusions

= These two techniques are complementary tools in a decision analyst’s toolbox (as a matter of
fact both Hiview and MACBETH DSS allow to use either technique).

= Choice of technique could be made at the point of facilitation depending on the assessed
numeracy and fluency of one’s clients.

= |Information concerning preference for expressing value judgments numerically or non-
numerically can be gathered from the analyst’s past experience with the client or can emerge
during the first interaction with a client.

o (£

Socio-technical practice:

Basic principle Common critical mistakes

¢ Avoid common critical mistakes
In Structuring :
¢ Anindicator is not a criterion; consequence is not value
* Means are not ends; causes are not effects. g:z\
¢ Redundancy of criteria gives rise to non-requisite models.
¢ Scarce performance data does not implies they should not be included in the model.

In Evaluation:

Performance is not value. [ |\ If

Subjectivity is not the same as arbitrariness.

Weighting criteria based only on the psychological notion

of importance is the most common critical mistake. . . .
Rankings are not measures of differences in value:

To judge A better than B says nothing about how much A is better than B.

Summing up ordinal scores gives rise to meaningless overall scores.

In Prioritizing projects and portfolio analysis:

W ﬁ . Summing up interval scores gives rise to meaningless portfolio selection. <IE

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
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Consequence is not value:
Shapes of a value curve

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMAWMCG Collaboration

What is the difference in attractiveness ///Z/ ///0
between: Sty Stry,
(7 ’/b@
“having 1 relapses each year” Joo Outcomes
and

“having 2 relapses each year" ?

3 44 16
| . 13%, 64%, 23%

l| moderate

Avoid the most common critical mistake
in building a model of values

The Most Common Critical Mistake

There is one mistake that is very commonly made in prioritizing objec-
tives. Unfortunately, this mistake is sometimes the basis for poor deci-
sionmaking. It is always a basis for poor information. As an illustration,

Ralph L. Keeney, 1992

age 147 . age .
(page 147) Avoid the most common grifical mistake
in selecting a portfolio of options
DEecIsioN ANALYSIS [ljormsH
Vol. 6, No. 4, December 2009, pp. 256-262
1568 1545-8490 | E1ssw 1545-8504 | 09| 0604 | 0256 o1 10.1267/deca. 1090.0158

B2009 INFORMS

On the Choice of Baselines in Multiattribute
Portfolio Analysis: A Cautionary Note

Robert T. Clemen, James E. Smith
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Qualitative swing weighting
with MACBETH

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMAWMCG Collaboration

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 1 T EE B
Which of the ing imp! is the most desirable?
© © © (&) (&)

0 relapses in the next —_— 0 people in the next 0 people in the next 0 people in the next

5 years ¥ 10 years 10 years 10 years
50 in 1000 MS 50 in 1000 Ms SOliNL000IMS

5 relapses in the 5years patients in the next patients in the next patients in the next

next 5 years 10 years 10 years 10 years
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients
EMA\UMCG Collaboration
Which of the ing imp! is the most desirable?
e © L] © (]
O relapses in the next g 0 people in the next 0 people in the next 0 people in the next
5 years VS 10 years 10 years 10 years
50 in 1000 MS 50in 1000 MS 50in 1000 MS
5 relapses in the 5years patients in the next patients in the next patients in the next
next 5 years 10 years 10 years 10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 2 I EE EEEE TN

How desirable is this
improvement ?

0 people in the next
10 years

® extreme
® very strong
® strong

® moderate
o
®
o

no

50in 1000 MS
cars patients in the next
10 years
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

How desirable is this
improvement ?

0 people in the next T
10 years

® extreme

O very strong
® strong

® moderate
()
®
o

Very weak
no

50in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients
EMA\UMCG Collaboration
Which of the following impl is the most
e © © (&)
0 relapses in the next a 0 people in the next 0 people in the next
5 years VS 10 years 10 years
50in 1000 MS 50in 1000 MS
5 relapses in the 5 years i patients in the next patients in the next
next 5 years 10 years 10 years

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013 29



European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG)

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number:

e

0 relapses in the next
5years

5 relapses in the
next 5 years

e

3

<]

8 years

5years

Which of the

The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

imp is the most desi

©

0 people in the next
10 years

50in 1000 MS
vt i th patients in the next
i) & 10 years

®

0 people in the next
10 years

50in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG)

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number:

4

The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

How desirable is this
improvement ?

0 people in the next
10 years

extreme
very strong
strong
moderate

Very weak
no

L]
L]
L]
e
@)
o

50in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years

Public Decisionmaking and
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EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 4

MCDM 2013, Malaga, 22-06-2013

The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

How desirable is this
improvement ?

0 people in the next
10 years

extreme
very strong
strong
moderate

o)
L]
[ ]
e
O
o

no

50in 1000 MS
safient: patients in the next
10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG)

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number:

ye

5

The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

0 people in the next
10 years

extreme

® very strong
strong

® Very weak
© no
50 in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years

0 people in the next
10 years

50in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years
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The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

Question number:

5

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

0 people in the next

10 years 0 people in the next

10 years

extreme
® very strong
@® strong

O Very weak

© no

50 in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years

50in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)
University of Groningen (UMCG)

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

Question number:

ye

6

Which of the following impl is the most
© © (&)
0 relapses in the next —_— 0 people in the next
5 years ¥¢ 10 years
50in 1000 MS
5 relapses in the 5years L i e patients in the next
next 5 years T e 10 years
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration
Which of the ing imp! is the most desi
® (6] ©
0 relapses in the next 0 people in the next s int
5 years 8 years 10 years S
50 in 1000 MS
5 relapses in the 5 years 13 it patients in the next nEtier @ NEN
next 5 years OB 10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 7 I EE EEEE TN

How desirable is this
improvement ?

0 relapses in the next ‘ e pe 0 paple in th
5years

extreme
very strong
strong

moderate

®
®
®
L]
®)
© no

5 relapses in the
next 5 years

ye
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Question number: 7

How desirable is this
improvement ?

0 relapses in the next
5years

extreme
very strong
strong
moderate

Very weak
no

®
o)
®
D
O
o

5 relapses in the
next 5 years

e
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The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

European Medicines Agency (EMA)
University of Groningen (UMCG)

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 8

0 people in the next
10 years

50in 1000 MS
patients in the next
10 years

ye

The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

0 relapses in the next
5 years

extreme

very strong Strong
strong

® Very weak

S relapses in the
next 5 years
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

0 people in the next 0 relapses in the next
10 years 5years

extreme

very st

Strong
strong

® Very weak

50in 1000 MS
patients in the next 5 relapses in the
10 years next 5 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 9 I EE EEEE TN

Which of the following impl is the most
© ©
0 people in the next
8 years 10 years 10 yeai
50in 1000 MS
Sr 5 years patients in the next vatier @ i
10 years
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

University of Groningen (UMCG)

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 9

Which of the ing imp! is the most desi
® (&)
= 0 people in the next
8 years 10 years 0z
50in 1000 MS 5
3 5 years patients in the next wath
10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)
University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 10

How desirable is this
improvement ?

8 years

extreme
very strong
strong

moderate

5years
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

How desirable is this
improvement ?

8 years

extreme
very strong
strong

moderate

e 5years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 11 I EE EEEE TN

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

0 relapses in the next
5 years 8 years

extreme

=
strong

® Very weak

5 relapses in the 5 years
next 5 years

ye
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

0 relapses in the next
5 years 8years

extreme

Strong very st
strong

® Very weak

5 relapses in the 5years
next 5 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

Question number: 12 I EE EEEE TN

How desirable is this
improvement ?

0 people in the next
10 years

extreme
very strong
strong

moderate

50in 1000 MS BRELE
patient patients in the next i
10 years sars
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

How desirable is this
improvement ?

sie inthe 0 people in the next
1 10 years

extreme
very strong
strong
moderate

® Very weak

50in 1000 MS
patients patients in the next nthe
10 years T

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

s 0 people in the next
years 10 years

extreme

very sf
strong

® Very weak

© no

50in 1000 MS
S years patients in the next
10 years

ye
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European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

How much more desirable is the improvement on the left when compared to the one on the right?

0 people in the next

8 years 10 years

extreme
very strong
strong

® Very weak

@® no

50in 1000 MS
S years patients in the next
10 years

European Medicines Agency (EMA)

University of Groningen (UMCG) The VALUE Study - Value and Utilities in European Patients

EMA\UMCG Collaboration

H Effects of new medications for Multiple Sclerosis |

—I Number of relapses
—ITime to disease progression

4. Number of deaths due to liver failure

. . Pl Weighting (Effects of new medications for Multiple Scle... X/
—I Number of deaths or severe disabilities due to PML
. 355.0
4. Number of deaths due to leukemia
I;-._;_ Selerasi @
Z E - =
3 i n 5 s =
] 2 & ] = ; Currenit
] 2 = g £ o o
@ £ = g % - scee
= = = & & o=
B : =
& 2 -
| Doaths Ivar failure | veryweak  postie posite positive v 5rong 34.62
| Deaths leukenia | - moderate pcv.mw Positne v mmr'.g 30.77
[ Relapses | - moderate | positive strang 19.23
Progregs ak 7.69
L Ee il el | Deaths liver failufe Pragression
| Deaths PML] weak 7.69 !
Tl Tower] - o ool Deaths leukemi Deaths PML
ower .
Relapses
Consistent judgements P

ye
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The Most Common Critical Mistake

There is one mistake that is very commonly made in prioritizing objec-
tives. Unfortunately, this mistake is sometimes the basis for poor deci-
sionmaking. It is always a basis for poor information. As an illustration,

Avoid the most common grifical mistake
in selecting a portfolio of options

DECISION ANALYSIS [ljormsH
Vol. 6, No. 4, December 2009, pp. 256-262
168N 1545 8460 | E1ssx 1545-8504 | 09| 0604 | 0256 Dot 10.1267 /deca. 1090.0158

B2009 INFORMS

On the Choice of Baselines in Multiattribute
Portfolio Analysis: A Cautionary Note

Robert T. Clemen, James E. Smith

g ¢

Selecting a portfolio of projects:
The baseline paradox

= A common procedure is to set 0 as the score of the least attractive

project
Lives Scientific Costs V. V. Costs
saved impact (£7000s) lves sclence (£7000s)
a 6,000 Excellent 200 a 1 1 200
b 4,000 Good 100 b 1/3 1/2 100
c 4,000 Good 100 c 1/3 1/2 100
d 3,000 Poor 100 d 0 0 100

* Choose portfolio {a} which gives greatest V. + V.

science

W 5 Adapted from Alec Morton (2010) <IE

for £200,000

Public Decisionmaking and
Decision Conferencing,
Carlos A. Bana e Costa, 2013 41



MCDM 2013, Malaga, 22-06-2013

Now add a new project

Lives Scientific Costs V. V.. Costs
saved impact (£7000s) %5 SEIRE (£7000s)
a 6,000 Excellent 200 a 1 1 200
b 4,000 Good 100 b 3/5 1/2 100
c 4,000 Good 100 c 3/5 1/2 100
d 3,000 Poor 100 d 2/5 0 100
e 1,000 Poor 100 e 0 0 100

Now the portfolio which gives greatest V|, ..+ V for £200,000 is

science
{b,c}
This is an example of rank reversal
A. Morton, On the choice of baselines in portfolio decision analysis.

LSEOR 10.128, tech. rep., Management Science Group, Department
of Management, London School of Economics, 2010

Straightforward models and visual aiding tools
engage stakeholders in decisions
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A success story by Terry Bresnick:
Prioritization process at US Marine Corps

“In door for close to 40 years”

Costs

Resource allocation to community care programmes in the
Northern Lisbon Group of Health Care Centres:
Prioritisation vs “optimization”

_ Fig Posiolo =10 x]
g, Bereti-cost analysn - @ B Dot
Hadim Prsstnaat® = e Mamrestnart: | 1500
[N p— [0 [ - Bl st b sivs et
i) Paetoks
[ Boborn | Berelt | Cost | Pusion | + bered el A [S———
T m T T LS =1 . 2
=} m 23 s - ¥ Binary souorn (0100 1]
r W
r =@ 17
=} #6081
[+ W +F
w65 25
r wo  on o ]
r m 0% e G | ten .- thenrat
-] w0 08 P |
r 04 Rl
=} 46 0 P
-] 00 0z / Dptira olticn
r w01 .,
o w0 v Total cont: 15075 Vool vabve: | 71209
I [ [ Gwen
[ 0 £ T
rz 1 (] an
" 1 s ]
" 1 s 1540
(] 1 T30 naw
[, [] 1200 L
3 [ 1 aw =)
m| ] 1 e ]
] 1 ] e
f Fin 1 [ TR
0 1 540 .00
P M2 [} T TH40
= o i oig o " 1 2 B
— ] P [] m 1e40

Program 6 replaced by Program 2 <I:
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Research:

Do decision conferences work?

Participants from 48 decision conferences rated them as preferable to ordinary
meetings (Chun, 1992).

Of 26 decision conferences studied, those rated more beneficial were smaller, hosted
by organisations more open to change, and more decisions were agreed (McCartt &

Rohrbaugh, 1995).

Why do they work?

Group
Three conditions for group to outperform its Eacilitation
members—

Regan-Cirincione, P. (1994). Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes 58: 246-70.

Process gains in group allow ‘many heads
to be better than one’ Judgement

Social and technical Modelling

The value of decision conferences

Better communication across ‘silos’

Shared understanding of strategic goals
Development of an ‘idea-generating’ culture
Learning from each other:
A key for
Improved team-working good decision-aiding quality
Better appreciation of uncertainty good decision quality
o and
good relationship
good friendship

Commitment to the way forward

Good quality of life
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