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President’s Letter 
J. Eric Bickel 

Dear DAS Members, 
I hope you are well and are making plans for a wonderful summer! 
I am just back from Banff, Canada, where I represented the DAS at the 2016 
Decision Analysis Affinity Group (DAAG), sponsored by the Society of Decision 
Professionals. It was a wonderful conference. The vistas were amazing, the 
weather was spectacular, the sessions were thought provoking, and spending time 
with so many people that care about improving decision making was fantastic! If 
you weren’t able to make it this year, I strongly encourage you to attend DAAG 
2017. 
One session made me particularly proud: Michael Runge, from the U.S. 
Geological Survey, gave an extended version of his DAS Practice Award talk! 
This was part of SDP’s co-sponsorship of the DAS Practice Award. The winner 
of the DAS Practice Award is given complimentary attendance to DAAG and 

offered a prime-time spot to present his or her work. This arrangement has worked quite well, and I am 
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looking for other ways to strengthen the ties between the DAS and the SDP—especially in terms of the 
practice award. 
In case you missed it, Michael will present his work as part of the second SDP/DAS webinar. This will 
take place on May 18, 2016, at 8:00 AM PT. You may register by following this link: 
http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/events/kfxrwap1uhw72i 
In addition to representing you in Banff (tough duty), the DAS officers and council members have been 
busy with other DAS activities. You will find detailed updates regarding these activities in this newsletter. 
However, let me summarize a few items here. 
Vicki Bier and John Celona have organized a very nice DA track at the 2016 INFORMS International 
Conference, June 12-15, 2016, at the Hilton Waikoloa on the Big Island of Hawaii. This is an amazing 
property! I encourage you to attend! 
Andrea Cadenbach and Melissa Kenney have been working very hard to organize the DAS Track for 
INFORMS 2017 in Nashville (November 13-16, 2016). INFORMS has moved to a new abstract 
submission and track-management tool this year. While I am certain this will be an improvement, there 
have been a few challenges this year. This has placed unexpected work on Andrea and Melissa. Please 
help them by submitting your sessions/abstracts on time (see call in this newsletter) and thank them when 
you see them in November. 
Frank Koch and Greg Hamm are co-chairing the DAS Practice Award (see call in this newsletter). Their 
work has also been a bit hampered by the new abstract system. You could help by answering Frank and 
Greg’s call and submit your best DA applications to this year’s competition. Our submissions are down 
and this aspect of our society is what worries me most. We do GREAT work! We need to show it off!! 
Yael Grushka-Cockayne, Casey Lichtendahl, John Butler, Jason Merrick, and I are picking up our plans 
for the 2017 Advances in Decision Analysis Conference, which will be held June 26-27, 2017, in Austin, 
Texas! You may recall that we began planning for a 2016 conference, but decided to delay one year so 
that we would not conflict with FUR 2016, which is also held every two years. 
All of the DAS awards are moving forward and actively seeking nominations. Jeff Keisler is chairing the 
Ramsey Medal, Frank Koch and Greg Hamm are co-chairing the Practice Award, Casey Lichtendahl is 
chairing the Publications Award, and Robert Hammond and Emanuele Borgonovo are co-chairing the 
Student Paper Award. 
Joe Hahn and Jun Zhuang are working to improve how we manage our membership. Specifically, we 
would like to keep better track of members, welcome new members and follow up with members that do 
not renew. We are also reconsidering our student membership model.  
Debarun Bhattacharjya and Cameron MacKenzie are co-editors for DA Today. This is a very large 
commitment to the society and I thank them very much. I also want to thank our column editors! I benefit 
so much from reading their columns, and I know our members do as well. 
I am so proud to be part of the DAS! 
I hope you have a great summer! If you need anything regarding the DAS or have any suggestions, please 
email me (ebickel@utexas.edu). 
Sincerely, 
Eric 

 

  



Volume 35, Number 1, May 2016                                       Decision Analysis Today 

 

Page 3 

 

 

Letter from the Editors 
Debarun Bhattacharjya and Cameron MacKenzie 

 

Dear reader,  
 
As the summer months approach, we hope that you enjoy reading this newsletter, whether it is at the 
beach, near a barbeque, or more likely, at your office computer.  
 
This issue is our first as co-editors of DA Today. We thank Heather Rosoff, Jun Zhuang, and Jing Zhang 
for their service to the newsletter over the past few years; we aspire to continue their great work. Florian 
Federspiel, Larry Neal, and Matthias Seifert continue as column editors for the Ask DAS, DA Practice, 
and DA Around the World columns respectively. We are thrilled to welcome Allison Reilly (University of 
Michigan) to the team—she will be co-editing Ask DAS with Florian. We are looking for more column 
editors, so if you are interested, please let us know.  
 
A key theme in this newsletter is that of decisions that the U.S. Geographical Survey (USGS) has faced 
with regards to the Grand Canyon. The Ask DAS column features an interview with Dr. Michael Runge of 
the USGS, and the Society of Decision Professionals (SDP) and DAS will be co-sponsoring a webinar by 
him on May 18. This work is a great example of applying decision analysis tools to a difficult multi-
objective problem in the public sector.  
 
This issue features a summary by Jack Kloeber about the recent Decision Analysis Affinity Group 
conference. After reading his summary, if you are like us, you will already begin to make plans to attend 
the next meeting. In DA Practice, Larry Neal has contributed an insightful column in which he examines 
how issues such as executive incentives get in the way of thoughtful analysis. Along with the usual 
announcements, we also include a call for abstracts for the upcoming INFORMS annual meeting in 
November, a call for papers for several journal special issues, and calls for nominations for various DAS 
awards.  
 
We thank all the column editors for their excellent contributions; the newsletter functions primarily due to 
their efforts. We welcome any suggestions about the newsletter—please feel free to send us a note if you 
have any ideas and thoughts for future issues. 
 
 
Happy reading, 
Debarun and Cameron 
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DAAG Summary 
 

Jack Kloeber, Jkloeber@kromite.com 
 

Members from the Society for Decision Professionals (SDP) just spent three days in the amazing snow-
capped Canadian Rockies, where every window and every corner of Banff offered a new breathtaking 
view. Banff was the location for this year’s Decision Analysis Affinity Group (DAAG). DAAG is the 
official annual face-to-face meeting for SDP where we learn new methods, talk about our successes, and 
failures, do some serious networking, and enjoy the location.     
Scott Bartsch (Nexen) and Christa Roemkens (Chevron) were in charge of planning the program and the 
logistics for this year’s DAAG. Program Council Chair Jay Andersen (Eli Lilly) sure found a talented 
and energetic leadership team for this event. Even so, no DAAG runs well unless our experienced 
Executive Director Hilda Cherekdjian is there to ensure everything goes off without a hitch – and it did.  
Our 1 + 2 program (1 day of workshops and 2 days of talks and discussions) worked out well. All of the 
workshops were well attended, and more than 90 decision professionals attended the single track of 
presentations.   
You will be receiving more information on subjects such as: which presentations were voted “Best of 
DAAG” and how to nominate your company for next year’s Raiffa Howard Award (RHA).   
I want to thank all involved in the RHA process, including everyone on the RHA council, the experts who 
actively took part in the visits and examination of the candidate companies, Frank Koch and Larry Neal 
for guiding and planning the assessment and final recommendation, and Carl Spetzler, the Chair of the 
RHA Council. It was a proud moment for SDP as the next two RHA awardees, Lilly Research Labs and 
Pfizer Portfolio Management, took the stage and we all raised a glass of champagne to toast them and 
congratulate them for the years of work and commitment to Organizational Decision Quality.  

 

Notable Parts of This Year’s DAAG 

 
Keynote talks  

• Michael Runge (winner of the DAS Best DA Practice Award, 2015) who spoke about the multi-
stakeholder, multi-objective decisions surrounding the operation of the hydro-electric dam 
upstream of the Grand Canyon.  

• Andrew Brash related his emotional and physical journey as he attempted to summit Mt. Everest. 
Many critical decisions determined his and his team’s destiny. Very impactful talk, photos, and 
videos. 

• Dave Snowden enlightened everyone with his Cynefin Framework—a perspective on the 
evolutionary nature of complex systems, including their inherent uncertainty. There was quite a 
buzz during the rest of the conference about this framework.  

 
Workshops 

• Jennifer Meyer and Carl Spetzler going into depth on how to handle biases. 

• Ellen Coopersmith and Kent Burkholder taught a workshop entitled “Enriching Your Frame”. 

• Christa Roemkens conducted a workshop about building Objective Hierarchies. 
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Session topics 

• Corporate and Organizational Decision making 

• DA for Everyone! 

• Societal and Non-Profit Decision Making 

• Resource-Constrained Capital Decision Making 

• Medical Decision Making 

• Unsolved Problems and Developing Ideas 

• Cutting Edge in Decision Analysis 
 
If you want to review any of the presentations which were made at DAAG 2016, they will be available 
shortly in the membership Knowledge Base area on the website. As a reminder, you can go to the open 
website for the program http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/event/daag2016/schedule.php to see the 
high level structure of the DAAG program, or simply go to www.DAAG.net. 
The location for next year’s DAAG will be determined soon and announced in the DA Today Newsletter, 
but count on it being in a beautiful location, having exciting talks, and include plenty of networking.  

 

Upcoming Conferences 
June 9-June 10, 2016 
International Conference on OR for 
Development (ICORD) 2016 
Instituto Tecnológico Autónomo de México 
(ITAM) in México City 
http://ifors.org/icord2016/ 
 
June 12-June 15, 2016 
INFORMS International Conference 2016 
Hilton Waikoloa Village 
Waikoloa Village, Hawaii, USA  
www.informs.org 
 
June 25-June 29, 2016  
Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (UAI), 
Westin Jersey City Newport Hotel 
Newport, New Jersey, USA  
www.auai.org/uai2016/ 
 
 

July 3-July 6, 2016 
28th European Conference on Operational 
Research (EURO) 
Poznan University of Technology 
Poznan, Poland 
http://www.euro2016.poznan.pl/ 
 
November 13-November 16, 2016 
INFORMS Annual Meeting 2016 
Music City Center & Omni Nashville 
Nashville, Tennessee, USA 
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/nashville
2016/ 
 
December 11-December 15, 2016 
SRA 2016 Annual Meeting 
Sheraton San Diego 
San Diego, California, USA 
http://www.sra.org/events/sra-2016-annual-
meeting

 



Volume 35, Number 1, May 2016                                       Decision Analysis Today 

 

Page 6 

 

 

Call for Abstracts: INFORMS  

 
The May 18 deadline for abstract submissions for the Annual INFORMS meeting 
(meetings.informs.org/nashville2016) is coming up..... Do you want to present in the Decision Analysis 
Society cluster at INFORMS but don't have a session?  Let us help. 
We would like to invite you to submit a talk related to the practice and/or theory of decision analysis. We 
are particularly interested in talks related to: 

• portfolio decision analysis 
• decision analysis applications (e.g., environment, health, security, business, etc.) 
• multi-criteria approaches 
• behavioral decision making 
• expert elicitation 
• decision analysis in supply chain operations 

 
If you would like your talk to be considered for the 2016 Decision Analysis Practice Award please put 
"(Practice)" in the title of your talk. You may learn more about the DA Practice Award here: 
www.informs.org/Recognize-Excellence/.... For questions, please contact Frank Koch 
(Frank@kochdecisions.com), chair of the 2016 DA Practice Award. 
If you are interested in giving a presentation, please contact cluster co-chairs Melissa Kenney 
(kenney@umd.edu) or Andrea Cadenbach (cadenbach@umsl.edu). Send a proposed title (and draft 
abstract if you have it) so that we can get you placed in the appropriate session. There are also a few more 
slots available if you would like to propose a session or panel discussion. We look forward to seeing you 
in Nashville!  
 
Best wishes from the cluster chairs, 
 
Melissa Kenney, University of Maryland, kenney@umd.edu  
Andrea Cadenbach, University of Missouri-St. Louis, cadenbach@umsl.edu  
Frank Koch, Frank@kochdecisions.com    
Greg Hamm, ghamm@thinkbrg.com  
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Call for Nominations 

 

DAS Publication Award 
 
Submission deadline: July 1, 2016 
 
We are accepting nominations for the Decision Analysis Society’s Publication Award. Papers published in 
2014 are eligible. Please submit your nomination(s) to Casey Lichtendahl (Committee chair) at 
lichtendahlc@darden.virginia.edu by July 1. 
 
A complete nomination consists of the following: 

• Author's name(s) 

• Full journal citation or book title 

• Short statement (1 page or fewer) summarizing why the publication should be considered for the 
Award 

• Copy of the publication, preferably in electronic form 

• Optional: Testimonials by those who have benefited from a work will be very helpful to the 
committee's decision process 

Self-nominations are permissible. The Publication Award Committee members (to be announced soon) 
may also nominate publications. For more details on the award, see below.  

 

The Decision Analysis Society Publication Award is given annually to the best decision analysis journal 
article or book published in the second preceding calendar year, as judged by an award committee. For 
example, publications appearing in the year 2013 would be eligible for consideration in the year 2015.  
For this award, decision analysis is defined as a prescriptive approach to provide insight for decision 
making based on axioms that are logically consistent with the axioms of von Neumann and Morgenstern 
and of Savage. Key constructs of decision analysis are utility to quantify one’s risk preferences and 
probability to quantify the state of one's knowledge.  
 
The intent of the award is to recognize the best publication in decision analysis. Contributions could 
include, but are not limited to, theoretical, methodological, and procedural contributions to decision 
analysis, descriptions of applications and experimental studies. Publications addressing behavioral aspects 
of decision making are eligible if the relevance to the theory or practice of prescriptive decision analysis is 
clear. 
 
Nominated publications will be judged for significance, relevance, originality, and readability. The award 
includes an honorarium of $750 and a plaque. 
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DAS Student Paper Award 
 
Submission deadline: July 1, 2016 
 
The DAS Student Paper Award is given annually to the best decision analysis paper by a student 
author(s), as judged an award selection committee. For this award, decision analysis is defined as a 
prescriptive approach to provide insight for decision making based on axioms that are logically consistent 
with the axioms of von Neumann and Morgenstern and of Savage. Key constructs of decision analysis are 
utility to quantify one’s risk preferences and probability to quantify the state of one's knowledge. 
 
The intent of the award is to recognize the best publication in decision analysis, by a student. This 
includes, but is not limited to, theoretical, methodological, and procedural contributions to decision 
analysis, descriptions of applications and experimental studies. Publications addressing behavioral aspects 
of decision making are eligible if the relevance to the theory or practice of prescriptive decision analysis is 
clear. Nominated publications will be judged for significance, relevance, originality, and readability. 
Students who did not complete their Ph.D. prior to May 1, 2015 are eligible for the 2016 competition.  
The majority of work, including writing, must be that of the student, though faculty members or other 
mentors can be co-authors if appropriate. Papers need not be published, but published, peer-reviewed, 
papers should be given careful consideration. Unpublished manuscripts should be 30 pages or fewer 
(double spaced and 11 point font) and, in the standard format of the Decision Analysis journal. 
The award includes an honorarium of $500 and a plaque. 
 
To be considered for this year's competition, please email both committee co-chairs, at the address given 
below, by the deadline, July 01, 2016, with your final submission of: 
     (i) An electronic version of your paper in PDF format, and 
     (ii) A letter (PDF format) from one faculty co-author (if any) articulating your role in writing this paper 
 
Let us know if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
2016 INFORMS Decision Analysis Society (DAS) Student Paper Award Co-Chairs 
Emanuele Borgonovo 
Full Professor 
Department of Decision Sciences, Bocconi 
University 
Email: emanuele.borgonovo@unibocconi.it   

Robert Hammond 
Decision Analyst 
Chevron, Houston, Texas 
Email: rhammond@chevron.com  
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Ramsey Award 
 
Submission deadline: July 1, 2016 
 
The Frank P. Ramsey medal is awarded for distinguished contributions in decision analysis. Distinguished 
contributions can be internal, such as theoretical or procedural advances in decision analysis, or external, 
such as developing or spreading decision analysis in new fields. The specific award criteria for evaluating 
potential Ramsey Medal recipients are a candidate's  

• Theoretical, methodological, and procedural contributions to decision analysis 
• Applications of decision analysis (including new uses and in new fields) 
• Other contributions promoting decision analysis (e.g. educational and public awareness) 
• Exceptional contributions to the Decision Analysis Society (e.g. service to society or journal) 

A potential recipient need not meet all of the criteria, but contributions to each criterion are pertinent. For 
this award, decision analysis is defined as a prescriptive approach to provide insight for decision making 
based on axioms that are logically consistent with the axioms of von Neumann and Morgenstern and of 
Savage. Key constructs of decision analysis are utility to quantify one’s preferences and probability to 
quantify the state of one's knowledge. 
 
There are overlapping aspects of decision analysis with other fields such as behavioral decision research, 
probabilistic risk analysis, and engineering and economic analyses. Behavioral decision research 
addressing how people make decisions that has direct implications for improving the practice of decision 
analysis is a contribution to decision analysis. Models of uncertain possible consequences from scientific, 
engineering, and economic modeling that are useful for decision analysis are contributions. 
A complete nomination consists of the following: 

• The name and affiliation of the nominee 
• The name and affiliation of the nominator 
• A short statement describing why the nominee should be considered for the award 
• The nominee's CV 
• Any other material that the nominator believes would be useful in evaluating the merits on the 

nomination 

The award includes an honorarium of $1000, a medal, and complimentary membership in the Decision 
Analysis Society. Nominations should be emailed to the committee chair on or before July 1, 2016. A 
nomination should include a one-page summary of the nominee's contributions with respect to the award 
criteria listed above and a vita or a link to one. 
 
2016 Committee Chair 
Jeffrey Keisler 
University of Massachusetts Boston 
Voice +1 617-287-7738,  
or Faculty Support +1 617-287-7850 
Email: jeff.keisler@umb.edu  

2016 Committee Members 
Karen Jenni 
Don Kleinmuntz 
Jim Smith 
Detlof von Winterfeldt 
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DAS Practice Award 
 
Submission deadline: May 23, 2016 
 
Are you a decision analysis practitioner who has done some outstanding decision analysis? Has it made a 
significant difference in a critical decision? Would you like to be recognized for your contribution? If so, 
please consider submitting a presentation to the 2016 INFORMS meeting and competing for the 2016 
Decision Analysis Practice Award. This year the meeting will be held in Nashville, Tennessee on 
November 13-16. 
 
There are two ways to enter the competition. You can directly submit your abstract to either of the DAS 
Practice Award co-chairs or you can submit your abstract to INFORMS at 
(http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/nashville2016/abstract-submission/). Our panel of judges will 
review all decision analysis practice abstracts that are submitted to the fall meeting and invite the authors 
to apply for the DAS Practice Award. For this award decision analysis is broadly defined based on the 
definition used for publication in the INFORMS journal Decision Analysis 
(http://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/deca#). The deadline for submitting abstracts is May 23. 
 
Rather than holding a dedicated DAS practice award session, the presentations will be placed in the 
appropriate cluster/session and the judges will move from session to session. The presentations will be 
judged by considering 1) the quality of the decision analysis techniques, 2) the impact the analysis had on 
the decision-making, 3) the benefit to the client organization, and 4) the importance of the problem – see 
the assessment rubric on the next page. 
 
The DAS Practice Award is co-sponsored by the Society of Decision Professionals. The prize is $750, a 
plaque from the Decision Analysis Society and publicity (consistent with your proprietary restrictions.) 
The winning presentation will be showcased on a Society of Decision Professionals webinar and featured 
at the 2017 annual meeting of the Decision Analysis Affinity Group (SDP’s annual conference).  
Submissions based on previously published or presented work are also eligible for the prize.   
Submitters are responsible for obtaining any company or agency clearances necessary to allow 
presentation of the work. Aspects of the application or results may be disguised as necessary to preserve 
confidentiality, provided that the material that is disclosed is sufficient to allow evaluation of the work. 
We encourage co-authored submissions where appropriate.  
 
For more information on the prize and a list of past winners, see  
http://www.informs.org/Recognize-Excellence/Community-Prizes-and-Awards/Decision-Analysis-

Society/DAS-Practice-Award   
If you have any questions please contact Frank Koch or Greg Hamm, the co-Chairs of the 2016 Decision 
Analysis Practice Award Committee 
Frank Koch    Greg Hamm 
frank@kochdecisions.com   ghamm@thinkbrg.com  
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Judging criteria for DAS Practice Award 
 Judge Assessment  

Evaluation 

Criteria 

Poor 

(0 to 4) 

Average 

(5-6) 

Very Good 

(7 to 8) 

Outstanding 

(9-10) 

Points 

Use of 

Decision 

Analysis 

techniques 

Needs 
Improvement (clear 
technical flaws) or 
not clear from 
presentation 

Comparable to 
average work in 
my organization/ 
experience 

Comparable to 
very good work in 
my organization/ 
experience 

Comparable to the 
best work in my 
organization/ 
experience 

 

 

Impact on 

client’s 

decision 

making 

Impact not described. 

One of several 
factors in the 
decision making 

process. 

Evidence provided 
of use by decision 

makers 

Evidence provided of 
significant impact on 
decision making 

process 

 

Benefit to 

client and 

decisions/ 

stakeholders 

Benefits not 
described. 

Presenter’s 
statement of 
benefits 

Evidence provided 
of important 
organizational 

impact 

Evidence provided of 
significant 

organizational impact 

 

Importance 

of the 

problem 

Importance of the 
problem not 

explained or lack of 
client and stakeholder 

identification. 

Of interest to 
decision makers 
and stakeholders 

Significant interest 
to client’s decision 

makers and 
stakeholders 

Very important 
problem for public 
and/or private 
decision 

makers/stakeholders 

 

Total ____/40 
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Call for Papers 

Decision Analysis Special Issue on “Decision Analysis and Social Media” 

Submission deadline: September 1, 2016 

 

Guest Editors 
Ali E. Abbas. Ph.D. (Department of Industrial and Systems Engineering and Public Policy, University of 
Southern California) 
Jay Simon. Ph.D. (Kogod School of Business, American University) 
Chris Smith. Ph.D. (Training and Doctrine Command Analysis Center – Monterey) 
 

Call for Papers  
The essence of Decision Analysis is in making better decisions. With the rise of the near ubiquitous nature 
of social media, untapped information is now available to address many types of decisions at a depth that 
was not previously possible. This special issue of the Decision Analysis journal, partnered with the Social 
Media Analytics subdivision, aims to bring together novel research from disciplines that have the potential 
to contribute to this theme. We invite high-quality original submissions based on rigorous mathematical 
modeling as well as empirical and simulation studies that contribute to the understanding of decision 
making with social media. 
 
Sample topics include (but are not limited to): 

• The formulation of new classes of decisions 
• The development of new mathematical and methodological approaches to incorporate this new 

information 
• New findings from empirical methods using the wealth of data that is now available 
• Perspectives on challenges and opportunities that lay ahead 

 

Submitting a Paper 
The deadline for submission of papers is September 1st, 2016. Papers should be submitted at 
http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/deca  and should follow the Decision Analysis author submission 
guidelines given at http://www.informs.org/Pubs/DA/Submission-Guidelines. All submissions will go 
through the standard review process of Decision Analysis. Submitting authors should indicate their desire 
to be considered for the special issue in the cover letter to Editor-in-Chief Rakesh Sarin, during the 
submission process. Technical questions about submissions may be directed to Managing Editor Kelly M. 
Kophazi (kelly.kophazi@informs.org). 
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Risk Analysis Special Issue on “Spatial Risk Analysis” 

Submission deadline: June 30, 2016 

 

Guest Editors:  

Nikolaos Argyris (Loughborough University) 
Valentina Ferretti (London School of Economics) 
Simon French (University of Warwick) 
Gilberto Montibeller (Loughborough University) 
 

Call for Papers 
Risk and decision analysts, as well as policy makers, are often faced with problems having spatial 
characteristics. Where to bury nuclear waste? Where to build up flood defenses? Where to prioritize clean-
up operations after disasters? How to assess the chance of finding a missing aircraft over a wide area? How 
best to present geographical uncertainty to emergency managers who need to take urgent decisions? 
(MacEachren et al. 2005) 
 
Spatial variability is increasingly recognized as a key component in health, safety, and environmental 
exposure and risk assessment (e.g. Keller et al. 2014, Zagmutt et al., 2015, Zhou et al., 2014). In addition, 
there is a broad literature on spatial decision support in the environmental domain. A subset of this 
growing research field deals with risk (Malczewski, 2006), but, arguably, without a proper risk-analytic 
framework. Presentation of spatial and geographical uncertainty is also of key importance, with many open 
challenges (MacEachren et al. 2005). 
 
The time is thus ripe to explore how to conceptualize spatial risk analysis frameworks to better support 
assessment of both vulnerabilities and multidimensional impacts. We therefore invite papers for a special 
issue of Risk Analysis to provide impetus in this direction. Submissions should emphasize current cutting-
edge research and serve as point of reference for risk analysis researchers, as well as practitioners in fields 
such as Health, Environmental Protection, Emergency Management, and Logistics.  
 
Key areas of focus for the Special Issue include: 

1. Models for understanding and improving decisions involving spatially distributed risks (probability 
distributions of multidimensional outcome distributions over a certain area and over time). Utility 
(or Loss) functions for spatial outcomes. 

2. Effective communication and presentation of spatial and geographical uncertainties about 
exposures, vulnerabilities, risks, and impacts, including behavioral aspects, cartographic 
conventions, and the use of interactive displays. 

3. Expert judgement probability elicitation and validation for spatial risk analysis. 

4. Aggregation of multidimensional risk impacts for a certain geography. 

5. Appraisal of spatial heterogeneity and heterogeneous vulnerability assessment frameworks for 
spatial risk analysis. 

6. Spatio-temporal logics for interrogating GIS to support risk analyses and underpin decision support 
systems 
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Paper Submission 
Submitted articles must not have been previously published or currently submitted for journal publication 
elsewhere. As an author, you are responsible for understanding and adhering to our submission guidelines. 
You can access them at: http://sra.org/sra-journal, or http://manuscriptcentral.com/riskanalysis. 
Each paper will go through a rigorous review process. 

 

Important Dates: 
Submission Deadline: June 30, 2016 
First-Round Reviews (target): October 1, 2016 
Special Issue Published: Early 2017 

 

References: 
Keller L.R., Kirkwood C.W., Simon J. 2015. Decision Analysis with Geographically Varying Outcomes: 
Preference Models and Illustrative Applications. Operations Research, 62(1):182-194 
MacEachren A. M.,Robinson, A., Hopper, S., Gardner, S., Murray, R., Gahegan, M., & Hetzler, E.. 2005. 
Visualizing Geospatial Information Uncertainty: What We Know and What We Need to Know. 
Cartography and Geographic Information Science, 32(3), 139-160. 
Malczewski J. 2006. GIS-based Multicriteria Decision Analysis: A Survey of the Literature. 
International Journal of Geographical Information Science, 20 (7), 703–726 
Zagmutt F.J., Schoenbaum M.A., Hill A.E. 2015. The Impact of Population, Contact, and Spatial 
Heterogeneity on Epidemic Model Predictions. Risk Analysis, DOI: 10.1111/risa.12482 
Zhou Y., Li N., Wu W., Wu J., Shi P. 2014. Local Spatial and Temporal Factors Influencing Population 
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Journal of Risk and Uncertainty in Engineering Systems: Part A. Civil Engineering 

Special Issue on “Uncertainty Analysis and Decision Making in Infrastructure Systems 

under Climate Change” 

 

Submission deadline: June 1, 2016 

 

Guest Editors: 
Royce Francis (Dept. of Engineering Management and Systems Engineering, The George Washington 
University, Washington, D.C.) 
Nii Attoh-Okine (Dept. of Civil and Environmental Engineering, University of Delaware, Newark, 
DE—also an Associate Editor) 
 

Call for Papers 
Infrastructure system investment, construction, renewal, and rehabilitation have always been 
interdisciplinary efforts due to large capital requirements and political nature of these decision 
processes. As critical infrastructure systems in the United States reach their useful design lives, the 
need to undertake renewal and rehabilitation to ensure continued reliability of service is becoming 
more urgent. The long lifetime of most critical infrastructure system networks, however, requires that 
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decision makers and designers account for the impacts of climate change in their decision processes. 
The development and/or selection of the appropriate decision-making processes is very difficult 
because of the presence of large uncertainties in climate models and infrastructure needs, 
intergenerational discounting of infrastructure system services, projection of ecosystem services and 
processes, and synthesis of stakeholder preferences. 
 
Therefore, civil infrastructure systems planning, design, and investment require scientific and 
methodological advances in the use of climate information in infrastructure decision processes. 
However, innovations across several interacting disciplines are required in order to effectively 
incorporate climate information and model projections. For example, as automobiles become more 
fuel efficient in order to reduce CO2 equivalent emissions, this may reduce the gasoline tax revenues 

used to fund upgrades in highway infrastructure systems. How can revenues be projected, 
incorporating user behaviors, while projecting highway revenues, renewal and rehabilitation needs as 
ambient environmental conditions change over time? Physical models of interdependent systems may 
yield new insights into infrastructure dependencies and interdependencies, especially as climate 
projections are used to inform natural hazard generation mechanisms. In other cases, policy insights 
can be obtained from improving our understanding of how infrastructure risk and reliability 
information will be used by decision makers and the general public. 
To highlight some of the recent advances on this topic, while also underscoring the need to develop 
novel methods of operationalizing climate change information in infrastructure decision making, the 
ASCE-ASME Journal of Risk and Uncertainty in Engineering intends to publish a special issue 
dedicated to this topic. This call uses the definition of infrastructure systems appearing in Peerenboom 
and Kelly (2001) [Rinaldi, S. M.; Peerenboom, J. P.; Kelly, T. K. Identifying, understanding, and 
analyzing critical infrastructure interdependencies. IEEE Control Systems Magazine. 2001, pp 11–25] 
and the sectors listed in the NIST Community Resilience Planning Guide 
( http://www.nist.gov/el/resilience/guide.cfm).  
 
Emerging research needs in risk and uncertainty analysis for infrastructure systems under climate change 
particularly relevant to this call for papers include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Probabilistic and non-probabilistic approaches for scenario-based risk analysis; 

• Influence of climate change on physical performance of system components;  

• Assessment of unique systemic threats attributable to climatic changes; 

• Characterization of critical infrastructure interdependencies induced by climate change 
assessment and valuation of ecosystem services and processes provided or modified by critical 
infrastructure systems under climate change; 

• Assessment of system vulnerabilities and interdependencies induced by the “human-in-the-loop” 
problem (whether from user behaviors or operator behaviors); 

• Identification and formulation of performance-based metrics for infrastructure system resilience; 
and 

• Methodologies or testbeds for simulating networked, interdependent infrastructure systems. 
 
Interdisciplinary contributions investigating research problems in these topics are especially 
encouraged.  
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We invite original research articles, as well as review articles reporting contributions addressing the 
impacts of climate change on the reliability and risk analysis of infrastructure systems in the following 
domains: 
 

• Infrastructure Service Provision [Reliability and Resilience] 

• Statistical and Analytical Method Development or Application 

• Networked System Analysis 

• Infrastructure Dependencies and Interdependencies 

• Metrics for Assessment of Community Resilience 

• Foundational Issues in Risk Assessment Methodology 

• Risk Communication and Perception 

• Decision Analysis and Management Science 

• Decision Making Under Uncertainty or Ambiguity 

• Public Policy and Regulation 

 

Timetable 

Call for Papers: December 2015  
Deadline for Submission of Manuscripts: June 1, 2016 
Review Period: From submission until October 1, 2016 
Revision and Re--Review: October 30, 2016 
Final Decision Due: December 15, 2016 
Online Publication: After Acceptance of Manuscript 

 

Submission Guideline 
To submit a manuscript for consideration for the special issue, please visit the journal website at: 
http://www.editorialmanager.com/jrnrueng. State the title of the special issue: “SI017A: Uncertainty 
Analysis and Decision-Making in Infrastructure Systems Under Climate Change” and the Guest 
Editor’s names in the cover letter as well when answering the submission questions (under Additional 
Information). The submission deadline is June 1, 2016. 

 

Journal Contacts 
Professor Bilal M. Ayyub, Editor in Chief, ba@umd.edu    
Dr. Che-yu Chang, Managing Editor, jrues.managing.editor@gmail.com  
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DAS Member News 
 

Bob Bordley, still with Booz-Allen-Hamilton, has been asked to take on a temporary part-time 
assignment as Director of the Systems Engineering and Design Program at the University of 

Michigan Ann Arbor. Because the University of Michigan is in the process of expanding its current one 
course in systems engineering into a full Masters of Engineering program, Bob was charged with 
developing (or overseeing the development of) many of the required courses in curricula. Specifically Bob 
is integrating decision analysis and value-focused thinking into all levels of systems design and Bayesian 
probability theory into all levels of systems risk analysis, verification, and validation. He is also the 
faculty advisor involved in launching a student honors society in systems engineering at the University of 
Michigan.  
Suggestions or comments from DAS members are welcome at rbordley@umich.edu.   

 

The Decision Analysis June 2016 Issue 

 
http://pubsonline.informs.org/toc/deca/13/2  

 

Reducing Risk and Improving Incentives in Funding Entrepreneurs 
Samuel E. Bodily 

 

Abstract: This article suggests backer financing mechanisms that encourage an entrepreneur to launch a 
start-up that has unacceptable risk although positive expected payout. It uses decision analysis and 
certainty equivalents to compare these mechanisms from both the entrepreneur’s and the backer’s points 
of view. Backers may be local and national governments interested in technology, job creation, and 
growing the tax base; foundations; charities; nongovernmental organizations; and even corporations or 
individuals interested in a new product or technology. Alternative mechanisms include (a) the equity 
participation model predominant in start-up financing, (b) outright incentive gifts, (c) insurance against 
downside loss, and two new ideas: (d) swap hedge and (e) revenue contract. We develop risk analysis 
models of the alternative mechanisms, from which we calculate the comparative risk-adjusted 
attractiveness of each mechanism to the entrepreneur for a similar level of expected cost to the backer. 
The best alternatives, two highly efficient new ideas, eliminate moral hazard and leave ownership and 
control in the hands of the entrepreneur. And in the revenue contract, the backer may be additionally 
rewarded with money back sooner. Teachers may use the modeling and analysis to demonstrate 
comparative analysis of hedging versus insurance and fixed versus floating contracts, as well as risk 
sharing. 

 

For more: http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0326  
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Using Means Objectives to Present Risk Information 
Candice H. Huynh and Jay Simon 

 

Abstract: When making decisions involving alternatives with risk, individuals are often unable to express 
or view the possible outcomes in terms of a fundamental objective. In many cases, using a means 
objective is more practical or more accessible. However, to apply information about a means objective 
correctly, a decision maker must first translate it into information about a fundamental objective. This 
paper presents and discusses the results of two experiments regarding decision makers’ preferences and 
decision process when information is presented either in terms of a means objective or a fundamental 
objective. We find that individuals are somewhat more likely to choose a risky alternative when 
information is expressed in terms of means objectives than in terms of fundamental objectives, and that 
this difference is not significantly smaller among individuals with greater quantitative ability. Individuals 
are also better able to articulate their decision process when given information related to fundamental 
objectives than they are with information related to means objectives. In addition, we find that individuals 
who focus on the uncertainty involved in a decision are more likely to choose a sure thing, whereas 
individuals who focus on consequences are more likely to choose a gamble. 

 

For more: http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0328     

 

Validating the Contribution-Weighted Model: Robustness and Cost-Benefit Analyses 
Eva Chen, David V. Budescu, Shrinidhi K. Lakshmikanth, Barbara A. Mellers, and Philip E. Tetlock 

 

Abstract: We use results from a multi-year, geopolitical forecasting tournament to highlight the ability of 
the Contribution Weighted Model (Budescu and Chen, 2015) to capture and exploit expertise. We show 
that the model performs better when judges gain expertise from manipulations such as training in 
probabilistic reasoning and collaborative interaction from serving on teams. We document the model’s 
robustness using probability judgments from early, middle and late phases of the forecasting period and by 
showing its strong performance in the presence of hypothetical malevolent forecasters. The model is 
highly cost-effective: It operates well, even with random attrition, as the number of judges shrinks and 
information on their past performance is reduced. 

 

For more: http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0329  
  

Goals as Reference Points: Empirical Evidence from a Virtual Reward System 

Tobias Von Rechenberg, Dominik Gutt, and Dennis Kundisch 

 

Abstract: It is well established in the literature that individuals perform better when given more specific 
and challenging goals compared with being told to “do your best” (e.g., Heath et al. 1999, Locke & 
Latham 1990, 2002, Latham & Locke 1991, Mento et al. 1987). Goal setting theory (Locke & Latham 
1990, 2002) proposes three key mechanisms for this behavior: goals (1) activate individuals to increase 
their effort; (2) lead to greater persistence; and (3) direct attention toward goal-relevant activities (Heath et 
al. 1999, Locke & Latham 2002). The literature distinguishes between two main types of goals: extrinsic 
rewards, and ‘mere’ goals (Heath et al. 1999), where working towards external rewards can be explained 
by economic calculus whereas working towards “mere” goals requires a psychological explanation. 
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More News: 

New DECA Blog 
Be sure to check out the new Decision Analysis journal blog:  Decision Analysis Review at 
https://www.informs.org/IOL-Home/Blogs/DECA-Blogs/DECA-Review 
 

Attention INFORMS Decision Analysis Society Members! 

 

By special arrangement with the Decision Analysis Society Council, 

dues-paying regular members of the DAS receive a 

subscription to the journal as part of their membership dues. 

The DAS is a subdivision of INFORMS. 
For information on DAS:  https://www.informs.org/Community/DAS . 

 

Decision Analysis is a quarterly journal dedicated to advancing the theory, application, and teaching of all aspects of decision analysis. The 
primary focus of the journal is to develop and study operational decision-making methods, drawing on all aspects of decision theory and 
decision analysis, with the ultimate objective of providing practical guidance for decision makers. As such, the journal aims to bridge the 
theory and practice of decision analysis, facilitating communication and the exchange of knowledge among decision analysts in academia, 
business, industry, and government.  Decision Analysis is published in March, June, September, and December by the Institute for Operations 
Research and the Management Sciences (INFORMS) at 5521 Research Park Drive, Suite 200, Catonsville, Maryland 21228.  Please visit our 
website at http://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/deca. 
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DA Practice 
Column Editor: Larry Neal 

 
When Things Get in the Way of Thoughtful Analysis 

 
Hello everyone. I hope this finds you and your families well. 
I have run across three recurring issues in my work recently that I thought 
warranted some discussion in this issue in hopes that it might spark a broader discussion amongst the 
decision analysis community. I would very much like to hear your opinions on the following themes. 

 

The Executive Remit 

 
The first issue I’d like to discuss is the remit of corporate executives and the impact that has on the 
strategic choices that are being made today.   
While not applicable to all, I have concluded that the remit of many executive decision makers today is to 
manage “shareholder value”, not one of intrinsic value creation. One might want to equate shareholder 
value with intrinsic value, but they often do not correlate at all in today’s financially driven marketplaces. 
In 2007, Charles Prince, ex-CEO of Citigroup commented, “As long as the music is playing, you’ve got to 
get up and dance.” I hadn’t appreciated the significance of that statement until I read Greta R. Krippner’s 
2005 article, “The Financialization of the American Economy” when it hit home for me. Many of my 
decision makers are systematically creating and managing a narrative designed to support stock price and 
dividends, not necessarily to create value and realize that value added over time.   
Because of past promise—some that one might consider no longer wise—I have witnessed executives 
adding productive capacity in a clearly oversupplied market, instituting stock buyback programs at record 
high share prices, and consciously destroying intrinsic value by making sub-optimal choices, all to better 
support the shareholder value narrative. 
Regardless of my opinion in this matter, as decision professionals it is our responsibility to make sure the 
decision maker is completely clear on the trade-offs being made. Personally, I have modified my framing 
and analysis methods to accommodate these often conflicting objectives when they exist. I believe I have 
been able to bring more clarity to the table, and just maybe, helped the decision makers make a better 
decision. 
I often think this issue is a product of my own naiveté, but I think other decision professionals experience 
it as well. 

 

Polarization 

 
The second issue I would like to surface is dealing with polarization between project team members, and 
at times even between the project team and the decision maker. 
By polarization, I mean that a team member, the project team, or the decision maker positions themselves 
such that trade-offs are seen at a personal level as compromising on certain protected values.  In extreme 
situations individuals may even relate their position to one of morality. 
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I have witnessed this phenomenon in many areas, but most recently the dominant issues are greenhouse 
gases (GHG), safety, and in the case of the decision maker, preservation of stock dividends.  At times, the 
situation has seemed intractable, especially if I come in after the team and decision maker have had 
discourse on the frame and staked out their territory. 
I have found that paying very careful attention to each participant and gathering information well before 
my initial engagement is critical to the identification of these decision traps. Occasionally I can position 
the decision opportunity such that the polarized entities find themselves “in the middle” and are motivated 
to move off center to better their position, opening the door for a broader array of choices and more 
relevant input. In other instances, I decompose their positions into constituent elements and frame around 
those such that the ending position is a blend of smaller trade-offs and provides a defensible 
rationalization for that ending position. 

 

Fear of Litigation 

 
The last issue I would like to raise is the impact of certain guidance on the structure of an analysis. I have 
witnessed a significant increase in the influence of legal and public/government affairs staff on the frame, 
and in extreme times, on even the discourse both verbal and written during an analysis engagement. This 
pernicious issue is particularly acute when polarization is present. 
I believe the root of this increased and often restrictive guidance is fear of litigation. I also believe that 
maintenance of the shareholder value narrative cited above has created a very public venue for generating 
the perception of slights, grievances, and evidence of failed performance, whether tangible or not. 
So what is a decision professional to do when certain parts of a proper analysis are placed off limits? 
While by no means do I have an exhaustive set of solutions, I have found that relative rankings against 
industry competitors, proxy metrics, and strict use of publicly available information are helpful.   
Relative rankings allow for objectives such as “best in class” or “top quartile performance,” obviously 
very subjective, but helpful. We frequently create givens that require all solutions to maintain or improve 
on these metrics. These have been especially useful in the safety arena. Proxy metrics are a little trickier 
being implicative in nature, but again are helpful indicators to guide judgement around trade-offs. Lastly, 
and my least favorite, is the use of publicly available information. It is imperative that the information you 
use is relevant and defensible against other data sets that are available. When multiple data sets are 
available, it may require testing metrics against both sets to understand the possibilities. 
I am nearing the end of my article space and so will need to wrap up.   
My whole approach to these quandaries is predicated on a quote from a longtime friend and colleague, 
Bryan Cotner with Chevron Corporation. Paraphrasing Bryan’s quote, he once said, “Our job is to 
generate the best decision quality we can in the time allowed.” I think Bryan’s philosophy extends beyond 
time to the situational context one finds themselves in, and I hope you agree that my musings honor that. 
Until next time. 
 

 

 



Volume 35, Number 1, May 2016                                       Decision Analysis Today 

 

 

Page 22 

 

Society for Decision Professionals 
 

 
 

Joint DAS/SDP Webinar 
 
The Society of Decision Professionals (SDP) is proud to co-sponsor with the Decision Analysis Society 
(DAS), a webinar from the Best of DAAG 2016 series on May 18, 2016 beginning at 8:00 am PT (11:00 
am ET). Our presenter, Michael Runge, U.S. Geological Survey, will discuss “Exploring management 

options in the Grand Canyon with formal decision analysis.” This presentation was a keynote address at 
this year’s DAAG held in Banff, Canada in April.  
 
Title: Exploring management options in the Grand Canyon with formal decision analysis 
Speaker:  Michael C. Runge, U.S. Geological Survey Patuxent Wildlife Research Center  
Moderator: Frank Koch, Koch Decisions, Inc & SDP Fellow 
 
In this presentation, Michael Runge will discuss how the Colorado River ecosystem between Glen Canyon 
Dam and Lake Mead, comprising Glen, Marble, and Grand Canyons, is important to many stakeholders, 
including: American Indian Tribes, whose creation stories begin there; citizens of the seven western 
Colorado River Basin states, who rely on the river for water and electricity; visitors from around the world, 
who raft, hike, camp, and fish in the extraordinary wilderness; and environmental advocates, who seek to 
conserve the species and ecosystems of this unique place. In January 2016, the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the National Park Service published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning the long-term 
management of water releases from Glen Canyon Dam and associated management activities. In 
developing this long-term experimental and management plan, the lead agencies used two formal decision 
analysis methods, multi-criteria decision analysis and the expected value of information, to evaluate 
alternative strategies against the resource goals and to evaluate the influence of uncertainty. 
 
The two lead agencies, in partnership with subject matter experts and in consultation with cooperating 
agencies, developed 18 performance metrics associated with 8 resource goals, as quantitative measures 
against which to evaluate 7 management alternatives. Stakeholder agencies were invited to participate in a 
swing-weighting exercise to understand their range of perspectives. The results of the swing-weighting 
exercise were combined with the evaluation of the alternatives to complete a multi-criteria decision 
analysis. The alternatives differed across performance metrics, producing unavoidable tradeoffs. When the 
performance of each alternative was weighted across performance metrics, three alternatives (B, D, and G) 
were top-ranked depending on the set of weights proposed. Alternative D was identified as the preferred 
alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  The effects of uncertainty on the ranking of 
alternatives were evaluated through calculation of the value of information. Surprisingly, these rankings 
were not sensitive to the critical uncertainties that were evaluated; that is, the choice of a preferred 
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alternative was sensitive to the value-based judgment about how to place relative weight on the resource 
goals but was not sensitive to the uncertainties in the system dynamics that were evaluated in this analysis.  
This work provides an example of how to use formal decision analysis methods in the context of an 
Environmental Impact Statement to integrate value judgments and scientific evidence in the evaluation of 
natural resource management alternatives. 
 
The SDP webinars are free and open to anyone interested in attending. This webinar will be recorded and 
available in the library section of the SDP website.  
 
For the full biography of the presenter and the moderator and to register, visit the SDP’s website at 
http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/events/kfxrwap1uhw72i 
 
For any inquiries, contact:  
Hilda Cherekdjian, SDP – Executive Director at hilda@decisionprofessionals.com  
 
 

Ask DAS 

 
Column Editors: Florian Federspiel and Allison Reilly 

 

Decision Analysis in the Wild: Managing the Long-Term Water Releases from Glen Canyon Dam 

 

For this edition of Ask DAS, we had the exciting opportunity to speak with Dr. Michael Runge, a research 

ecologist at the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), about work he and his colleagues conducted in support of 

the long-term management plan at the Glen Canyon Dam. Dr. Runge, along with Dr. Kirk LaGory of 

Argonne National Laboratory and Kendra Russell of the USGS, won the 2015 DAS practice award. The 

team used multi-criteria decision analysis and the expected value of information to evaluate alternatives 

concerning the long-term management of water releases from Glen Canyon Dam and associated 

management activities.  

 

Below is an excerpt from our conversation with Dr. Runge. It has been shortened and edited for clarity. 

The report is available online at https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/sir20155176. 
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Please describe the problem facing the Grand Canyon. What was the reason for this study?  

In 1996, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
was written to evaluate and establish ways to manage 
the Glen Canyon Dam for multiple benefits, 
including the natural resources in the Colorado River. 
This established an operating regime and also a large 
research program. In 2011, the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, along with the two joint lead agencies – 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the National Park 
Service – initiated a new process to update the 
operating rules for the dam with two particular 
focuses: (1) incorporating the 20 years of data, 
analysis, and research about the dam into the 
operating regime; and (2) increasing the capacity for 
adaptive management into its operation. At the time, 
many questions arose, such as “could we not test this 
particular flow regime?” The previous rules were too 
constricting. So the objective was to incorporate 
everything that has been learned in the past 20 years 
and provide for continued experimentation. 
The Assistant Secretary was interested in using 
decision analysis as a complementary set of tools to 
the traditional EIS analysis when the project began in 
2011. This was a very complex, multi-objective 

problem [from protecting the native ecology and 
cultural resources to increasing electric power 
generation from the dam] and I think she and her 
team valued the transparent structuring capabilities of formal decision analysis. It was also important to 
them to incorporate stakeholder input. It was a big enough issue that the Assistant Secretary and the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary were pretty closely involved. 

 

You included multiple stakeholders in your analysis - from the state, local, and tribal governments 

to subject matter experts and utility operators. What were the challenges and benefits of including 

the voices of so many stakeholders? 

As you can imagine, managing the Grand Canyon has been a delicate issue for many years because there 
are many people who care about it for many different reasons. In the 1996 EIS, a group of stakeholders 
was established, called the Adaptive Management Working Group. So, when we began, there already was 
an established group of stakeholders that has been meeting for twenty years to talk about various issues 
and make recommendations to the Secretary of the Interior about the management of the Glen Canyon 
Dam. So, the EIS process was undertaken once more in 2011, with the knowledge that there were going to 
be many opportunities for substantive input from stakeholders. Our unique contribution lay in using 
decision analysis as an additional way to capture that stakeholder input and, in particular, to identify and 
use inputs about both science-based and value-based elements. Using a multi-objective framework to do 
that made a lot of sense because often those two elements become conflated in discussions between 
stakeholders and decision makers.  

Glen Canyon Dam (Source: U.S. Bureau of 

Reclamation) 
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There were challenges. Perhaps the biggest challenge we had, I think it is fair to say, is that many 
stakeholders were skeptical about the use of formal decision analysis tools, and were doubtful that they 
could be used in such a complex setting. And there was a lot to that—they were skeptical about being able 
to quantify some of the objectives, skeptical about the ability to evaluate them, skeptical about the 
meaningfulness of putting certain weights on objectives. So there was a lot of education and steps about 
explaining the meaning of this process, and what it can bring to the table. 
One particular benefit, which might not be obvious in the EIS, is the way we used decision analysis to 
structure the entire effort. Provided that we ultimately wanted to conduct both a multi-criteria and a value 
of information analysis, we had to structure multiple years’ worth of work so that our combined efforts 
would finally allow us to do so comprehensively. You may look at much of what we did—establishing 
clear objectives and performance metrics, developing alternatives, evaluating the alternatives against the 
performance metrics through modeling—and conclude that there was no decision analysis in there. 
However, all of this was done in a particular order and to a different level of rigor in order to make sure 
we had the pieces to do a detailed decision analysis. For example, the explicit treatment of uncertainty is 
not something that ordinarily would have been done in the EIS process. So one of the benefits of decision 
analysis was the way we structured this whole effort. 

 

You’ve talked a bit about educating stakeholders about the process. Could you elaborate on what 

that was like? 

We had two two-day workshops with the stakeholders, separated by a year’s time, and had a couple of 
other short sessions that were really focused on the decision analysis. The workshops included background 
presentations on multi-criteria decision analysis, practice exercises on things like swing-weighting, 
presentations on the analysis of individual objectives, and how those were undertaken. The focus and 
emphasis really was on concrete presentations and exercises. 
Also, there were many webinars that went along with the workshops. Whenever we had results, we wrote 
up detailed results for each individual stakeholder separately and shared them privately with those 
stakeholders. This allowed us to have a very focused conversation with each stakeholder and built trust. 
Then we would have a larger webinar to share the overarching results. So, really, we invested a lot in 
communication over the course of multiple years. 

 

In retrospect, would you have done anything differently?  

That is a hard question; not all of the relevant stakeholders decided to participate in our analysis, and we 
could have invested even more in time and communication with the individual stakeholders to build trust, 
to increase their comfort in our approach, and to highlight its added value. But, I would imagine that some 
of them might never have changed their minds. 

 

What in particular from this project will inform or influence your future work? 

There are some research avenues that I am quite curious about. One of the issues we came across is how to 
express, measure, and evaluate objectives that are spiritual in nature. It is a fascinating issue because we 
cannot really quantify them, so they are often lost, especially when some of the other objectives can be 
more easily measured. 

 

What do you see being the lasting contribution of this work? 

Two really important things jump to mind. The first is the notion of instilling the concept of organizational 
decision quality in governmental agencies—letting the government agencies know that there is this well-
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established and extremely rich field of decision analysis that offers very useful tools that can help them 
make decisions in a public forum on behalf of the American people. 
The second topic is related, though more geared towards policy wonks. The National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) is the federal statute that dictates when you have to conduct an impact assessment. It is 
a process law (not a substantive law) that governs what federal agencies have to do with regard to 
environmental analysis. There is this lingering question of whether formal decision analysis is compatible 
with NEPA and there are a number of us at a number of different federal agencies that are arguing that it 
absolutely is. They are very parallel processes. So one of the contributions of this work is to showcase 
how decision analysis can accompany and complement a NEPA process. 

 

Is there anything else that you would like to add? 

It was an extraordinary privilege to work with the different agencies, experts, and stakeholders on a topic 
they care very much about. To hear and understand their knowledge and their different perspectives was 
an immense pleasure. Two dozen authors contributed to the final decision analysis report – there were 
extraordinary contributions from many dedicated scientists and managers. 
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