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1

MODELING DECISION MAKING
PROCESSES

FIELD OF THE INVENTION

The present invention relates to decision making, and in
particular to modeling decision making processes to predict
actions by others whether or not they participate in the
process.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

Prior attempts at determining what people will decide
when presented with a decision to make involve combina-
tions of intuition, individual biases or probabilistic assess-
ments. Individuals or groups may consider the multiple
factors related to the decision to be made in trying to
determine what decision will be made. In the case of groups,
voting on the likely decision may be used to arrive at an
answer. There is a need for a method to provide a more
accurate assessment of the likely decision to be made.

Such a method may be used to identify potential likely
actions by criminals and terrorist groups, as well as identi-
fying other types of decisions.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

A method of predicting decisions uses the knowledge of
one or more individuals. The individuals, referred to as a
team, are knowledgeable about the domain in which deci-
sions are being made. The team individually rates the
importance of each decision criterion they deem relevant.
They then rate the extent which multiple problem charac-
teristics are deemed relevant to each decision criterion. The
ratings are subjected to quantitative analysis to assess their
consistency and to highlight differences of opinion, and the
raters may discuss and modify inconsistent ratings if appro-
priate. Once the ratings are accepted, the raters then rate the
extent to which each of the known decision options fulfills
the highest scoring decision criteria as determined in the
initial ratings. After one or more further rounds of consis-
tency evaluations, and subsequent discussion, the highest
rated options are selected as the best prediction by this team
of the decision to be made. The method permits a range of
varied opinions to be entered, weighted, and automatically
combined to obtain a consensus prediction of the decision to
be made. The method treats variability in the opinions of
raters not as noise but as useful information in making
predictions, and avoids individual biases or probabilistic
assessments.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 is a flowchart of a process for predicting decisions
of others in one example embodiment.

FIG. 2 is a simplified block diagram of a computer system
for executing at least portions of the process of FIG. 1.

FIG. 3 is a depiction of the characteristics of a complex
domain requiring the protection of critical infrastructure and
the prediction of attack scenarios.

FIG. 4 is a top view of a potential target identifying
specific threats.

FIG. 5 is a block diagram of a decision process for
predicting a decision.

FIG. 6 is a block diagram of a process for identifying
defenses.
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FIG. 7 is a chart illustrating an analysis of the extent to
which various decision criteria associated with the goals of
the decision maker are met by various outcome character-
istics.

FIG. 8 is a chart illustrating an analysis of the extent to
which various decision criteria associated with the capabili-
ties of the decision maker are met by various outcome
characteristics.

FIG. 9 is a chart illustrating the use of covariation analysis
to create ratings scales for factors associated with the
decisions.

FIG. 10 is an example plot illustrating prioritization of
threat domains based on difficulty of logistics versus size of
the impact.

FIG. 11 illustrates the use of an Ishikawa diagram to
support scenario development for attacking specific targets.

FIG. 12 is a Pareto chart illustrating overall threat of
attack for a target based on relative risk, impact and logistics
cost.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE
INVENTION

In the following description, reference is made to the
accompanying drawings that form a part hereof, and in
which is shown by way of illustration specific embodiments
in which the invention may be practiced. These embodi-
ments are described in sufficient detail to enable those
skilled in the art to practice the invention, and it is to be
understood that other embodiments may be used and that
structural, logical and electrical changes may be made
without departing from the scope of the present invention.
The following description is, therefore, not to be taken in a
limited sense, and the scope of the present invention is
defined by the appended claims.

The functions or algorithms described herein can be
implemented as a set of procedures, or as computer soft-
ware, or as a combination of software and human imple-
mented procedures in one embodiment. If used, the software
comprises computer executable instructions stored on com-
puter readable media such as memory or other type of
storage devices. Multiple functions are performed in one or
more modules as desired, and the embodiments described
are merely examples. The software is executed on a digital
signal processor, ASIC, microprocessor, or other type of
processor operating on a computer system, such as a per-
sonal computer, server or other computer system.

The present invention imposes a rigorous, documented,
and principled process in group discussions involving the
prediction of decisions and actions. Whereas existing deci-
sion making tools such as decision component weighting
and quality function deployment have been used to help a
group make a decision, this process is used to guide the
group to predict the actions of others by systematically
considering all of the potentially relevant decision criteria
and outcome characteristics. Further, this process does not
require group consensus, and instead permits group judg-
ments to be derived from weighted combinations of the
beliefs of the members of the group.

In one embodiment, a series of interconnected spread-
sheets are used to guide the entry of a range of varied
opinions, which are individually assessed and then auto-
matically combined to obtain a consensus prediction of a
decision to be made. An example of such a decision involves
predicting which targets are most likely to be attacked by
different attacking each with their own goals and means
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generally at 100. Examples of spreadsheets and data pre-
sentations used in the process are shown in following
figures.

A team of individuals knowledgeable about the decision
maker and the decision domain (“experts”) is recruited at
105. Diversity in the opinions of these experts is valued. In
this example, such a team would have some knowledge of
issues that would be considered by the attackers, such as
their goals and the means available to them to carry out those
goals.

The team is instructed to list the decision criteria—the
issues that will be considered by the person(s) making the
decision—at 110. These may be listed as the title of the rows
of a matrix on paper or in a spreadsheet. In the present
example, the issues could include a list of the goals of the
attack (e.g., news coverage, ransom paid), and the operations
concerns of the attacker (e.g., financial resources available,
the need for the attackers to successfully escape).

At 115, the team is instructed to determine the relative
importance of these criteria on a scale from 1 to 10 in one
example. Other scales may be used as desired. If there is
general agreement, the weights are simply listed in an
importance column. If there is disagreement, the average of
the weights is used. If it is agreed that the attacker cares
more about the success of the attack than the escape of the
attackers, for example, attack success will be rated relatively
higher, and capture avoidance relatively lower. These ratings
may be entered as the second column in each of the relevant
rows of a matrix on paper or in a spreadsheet.

The team is then instructed at 120 to identify character-
istics of the decision outcome(s) that may be related to the
decision criteria. For the current example, these character-
istics might include the presence of security systems at the
target site, the site’s location adjacent to interstate highways
that can be used as an escape route, and the number of
people required to attack the target site. These are entered as
the title of the columns of a matrix on paper or in a
spreadsheet. For each of these characteristics, the experts are
asked to state how they would be measured, which is added
to each description. The units used for representing the
measure for each characteristic may be varied as desired. For
instance, closeness to escape routes may be measured by
driving time in seconds or minutes, etc.

At 125, the team rates the degree to which each of these
outcome characteristics is related to a decision criteria, using
a 0, 1, 3, 9 rating scale in one embodiment. Fach team
member produces a rating for each combination of decision
criterion and outcome characteristic. Thus, a team member
may decide that escape route proximity relates very highly
to capture avoidance, but not at all to the amount of ransom
paid.

At 130, an analysis of the covariation of the judgments of
the team members is completed. For example, in a spread-
sheet embodiment, a suite of statistics is calculated and then
highlighted on the fly. The variation in expert ratings is
reflected in the standard deviation of their ratings for a
particular combination of characteristic and criterion. The
agreement of experts with each other is reflected in the
intercorrelation matrix of rater judgments across criteria and
outcome characteristics. These statistics are computed and
the variation is highlighted with a color code (green, yellow,
red) or other attribute. The experts’ average ratings for each
combination of characteristic and criterion are computed and
placed in the appropriate column. These ratings are then
multiplied by the weights determined in 115 to determine
scores and overall ranking of each of the decision charac-
teristics, both for individuals and for the team as a whole.
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Ratings similarly calculated for each rater are compared to
those of the team as a whole. Finally a concordance analysis
is carried out to determine the extent to which the rankings
of the team as a whole are different from those of the
individuals.

These analyses describe the variability in expert judg-
ments and the source of that variability. Three sources of
variability in particular are highlighted: errors (e.g., mis-
takes in generating the ratings), systematic differences of
opinion in individual raters, and systematic differences of
opinion among groups of raters. Mistakes are quickly and
easily corrected, ensuring that following analyses are valid.
Differences of opinion may be based upon a lack of mutual
understanding of the definitions of the decision criteria, or
differences in belief about the salience of those decision
criteria in the current context.

The team is instructed to analyze the quantitative data and
make appropriate adjustments at 135. Two kinds of adjust-
ments in particular are of interest. Individual experts may,
after listening to discussion, determine that their ratings are
different from the teams’ because the expert’s basis for
making the rating was inconsistent with those of other
ratings. Corrections of this type lead to improved consis-
tency. Alternatively, difference in ratings may reflect real
differences in opinion about what will matter in the actual
decision process, or uncertainty about what that process
entails. These differences, once validated, improve the diver-
sity of coverage of the decision space and are retained. In
particular, ratings among subgroups of experts that differ
from the ratings of other subgroups of experts represent
“schools of thought” that, once discovered, can be analyzed
for their underlying assumptions and evidentiary support.
Once the analysis is complete, an assessment of the relative
importance of each characteristic (e.g., as depicted in a scree
plot) is used to determine how many decision characteristics
to carry forward to the next stage of the process.

At 140, the validated subset of decision characteristics,
and their associated weights, are entered as the titles of rows
of a second matrix, which may be embodied in a second
spreadsheet. These are treated henceforth as the weighted
decision criteria for selecting among individual options
(possible decision outcomes).

The preceding steps result in a decision making model
that reflects the raters” mutual understanding of the decision
criteria, weightings, and characteristics, and the underlying
structure of any differences of opinion that exist among
participating experts. This initial process results in a list of
decision criteria that is robust, validated, and easy to use.

The experts then generate a list of decision options which
is entered at 145 as the titles of columns of the second
matrix. For example, a set of specific crime scenarios can be
listed. Typically the preceding analysis results in a relatively
small list of potential choices, the process does not require
it. All of the scenarios for attacking all of the military
installations in a region can be entered, if need be. The
methods for generating decision options depend on the
domain under study, but could include various cause-and-
effect analysis tools such as Ishikawa tools, Failure Mode
and Effects Analysis (FMEA), or Management of Change
tools.

The raters rate the extent to which each of these decision
options fulfills the decision criteria using a 0, 1, 3, 9 rating
scale at 150. Thus, an attack on an equipment depot may be
rated highly on closeness to escape routes and less highly on
the impact of the attack on public opinion.

As in 130, a suite of statistics is calculated at 155, and is
reviewed by the rating team at 157.
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The resulting ordered list of options 160 is the process’
prediction of the most likely outcome of the decision.
Further, the difference in scores of each option provides an
index of the probability of the prediction. If an attack on a
military depot has a much higher score than any other
alternative, then the tool is indicating that this is the most
likely decision from the list that has been subjected to
analysis.

A block diagram of a computer system that may be used
to execute at least portions of the above algorithm, such as
covariance analysis on expert judgments in matrices, is
shown in FIG. 2. Any type of spreadsheet-based application
may be used. The functions may also be programmed
directly into a stand-alone application if desired. A general
computing device in the form of a computer 210, may
include a processing unit 202, memory 204, removable
storage 212, and non-removable storage 214. Memory 204
may include volatile memory 206 and non-volatile memory
208. Computer 210 may include—or have access to a
computing environment that includes—a variety of com-
puter-readable media, such as volatile memory 206 and
non-volatile memory 208, removable storage 212 and non-
removable storage 214. Computer storage includes RAM,
ROM, EPROM & EEPROM, flash memory or other
memory technologies, CD ROM, Digital Versatile Disks
(DVD) or other optical disk storage, magnetic cassettes,
magnetic tape, magnetic disk storage or other magnetic
storage devices, or any other medium capable of storing
computer-readable instructions. Computer 210 may include
or have access to a computing environment that includes
input 216, output 218, and a communication connection 220.
The computer may operate in a networked environment
using a communication connection to connect to one or
more remote computers. The remote computer may include
a personal computer, server, router, network PC, a peer
device or other common network node, or the like. The
communication connection may include a Local Area Net-
work (LAN), a Wide Area Network (WAN) or other net-
works.

Computer-readable instructions stored on a computer-
readable medium are executable by the processing unit 202
of the computer 210. A hard drive, CD-ROM, and RAM are
some examples of articles including a computer-readable
medium. For example, a computer program 225 capable of
providing a generic technique to perform access control
check for data access and/or for doing an operation on one
of the servers in a COM based system according to the
teachings of the present invention may be included on a
CD-ROM and loaded from the CD-ROM to a hard drive.
The computer-readable instructions allow computer system
200 to provide generic access controls in a COM based
computer network system having multiple users and servers.

FIG. 3 is a block diagram of a more complex domain
illustrating scoping of the problems associated with protect-
ing critical infrastructure from attacks. Those charged with
defending critical infrastructure may tend to focus on the
infrastructure they own or control, or upon scenarios they
personally believe see are particularly risky, or upon instal-
lations they believe are poorly protected. However, the
protection task can not be systematically addressed based on
such individual judgments. There are thousands of potential
targets 300, and hundreds of vulnerabilities per target. Such
targets include buildings, malls, airports, power grids, dams
and bridges, capitols, sports venues, synagogues, and water
works to name a few. It is simply not feasible to eliminate
every vulnerability at every potential target.
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The consequences 330 of attacks on these targets should
also be considered. Such consequences include blackouts,
economic losses, contaminated cities, refinery disabled,
mass casualties, airport shutdown and no drinking water to
name a few. These potential consequences are not likely to
be fully understood by the defenders, nor equally valued by
an adversary.

There are also many different attacks or exploits 310 that
can be carried out against each of the targets’ vulnerabilities.
Common exploits include cyber attack, staged accidents,
explosives, biological agents, armed attacks, chemical
agents and radioactivity. While there are protective measures
or safeguards 320 that may be implemented, such as access
control, guards, physical security, explosive detection,
x-rays/scanners, control rooms, cyber security, emergency
response teams, closed circuit TV and redundant systems,
these all take resources to implement and none of them is
comprehensively effective. It is apparent that resources to
provide safeguards against all possible exploits for all pos-
sible targets are simply not available.

FIG. 4 is an example of a potential target identifying
specific attacks, each of which may have multiple methods.
Given a target, such as an airport 400, there are several
features most likely to be involved in an attack. Such
features include parking garages 410, electric substations
420, perimeter gate 430, off airport threats 440, aviation fuel
storage 450, departing aircraft 460 and tunnels under run-
ways 470, not to mention the main terminal 480. It is
difficult to determine which feature is most likely to be
attacked.

FIG. 5 is a block diagram of a decision process instanti-
ated for an airport scenario in accordance with the method
of FIG. 1 at 500. A formal, iterative method is implemented
for combining the assessments of multiple experts to assess
risk. The experts use the potential attackers’ perspective.
The method permits revalidation and reassessment as data
arrive, and enables identification of countermeasures, even
for unpredicted attack scenarios.

The adversary may not themselves understand the details
of their decision process; it has to be estimated based on
available data. This leads to an approach that start with first
principles—what is the motivation?—and only then gets to
intermediate goals and execution strategies. The process is
iterative, because the experts leverage and refine each oth-
er’s understanding. Even with a lack of consensus on the big
picture, there can be consensus on important threads such as
specific vulnerabilities and defenses. Differences of opinion
will be identified and quantified, leading to either discussion
and resolution, or the generation of alternative scenarios.
The high level block diagram 500 shows multiple elements
that are shown in further detail in following figures. First, a
goals, means and methods analysis 510, corresponding to
blocks 105 through 125, is performed, followed by a factor
analysis 520, corresponding to 130-135. This leads to a
domain assessment 530 (135-140), scenario development
540 (145), risk assessment 550 (150-155), risk analysis 560
(157-160) and technology development 570 to reduce the
risk. 570 is representative of the results of the process. The
elements are arranged in a circle with arrows between the
elements to represent the iterative nature of the vulnerability
function assessment.

FIG. 6 is a block diagram 600 showing further detail of
selected blocks of FIG. 5. A systematic analysis is performed
at each of multiple stages, each building on the preceding
analysis. The method incorporates logistics concerns as well
as the impact of the goals of the actions. Bias of the target’s
owners is reduced.
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Impact features and impact goals are considered in the
team identifying critical features 610. Logistic features and
issues are also considered at 620. 610 and 620 correspond to
510. At 630 (520), the identified critical impact features and
critical logistics features are used to identity critical domains
at 640 (530) to identify critical infrastructure domains at
risk. Critical scenarios and requirements for the scenarios
are generated for multiple critical infrastructures at 650
(540). Vulnerabilities for each scenario 660 (550) are then
identified at 670 (560) along with responses at 680 (570),
identifying the best defenses.

FIG. 7 is a chart 700 illustrating the systematic assessment
of impact of an action on the potential targets. It provides
further detail corresponding to 610/510. The analysis is
sensitive to tangible and intangible goals. The chart is an
illustration of a spreadsheet that provides several operations
goals in a first column 710, such as destabilization of the US
economy, inhibit US ability to wage war, destabilize US
political system, etc. Multiple columns 720 are then pro-
vided for assessing the impact of particular results of
actions, such as killing civilians, killing military personnel,
damaging things that are expensive to repair, etc. A row 730
then provides a relative importance measurement for each
such impact, and the impacts are ranked on relative impor-
tance at 740. A correlation of the rater to each relative
importance measurement is then provided at 750 for feed-
back to the rater.

FIG. 8 is a chart 800 illustrating logistics associated with
operations issues. It provides further detail corresponding to
620/510. Important operations issues are shown in a column
810, and include issues such as the cost of the operation, the
risk of discover and probability of success. At row 820,
several logistics are presented that are related to the opera-
tions issues, such as amount training/preparation required,
level of communication and coordination required and need
to meet difficult timing constraints. The team members, or
raters rank each these at 825, and a relative importance
measurement is calculated at 830. A rank on relative impor-
tance is then provided at 840, and a correlation of the rater
to the item average is provided at 850.

FIG. 9 is a chart 900 illustrating the creation of ratings
scales for factors associated with the decisions. It provides
further detail corresponding to 630/520. In one embodiment
a cluster analysis, or other analysis is used to remove
duplicative scales and collapse the analysis to core issues. In
effect, the most important factors are identified, redundancy
is reduced, and measurable criteria are developed by this
analysis.

FIG. 10 is a plot 1000 illustrating prioritization of threat
domains based on difficulty of logistics versus size of the
impact. It provides further detail corresponding to 640/530.
To get to this point, the scales are used to rate the domains
on those scales. Domains are rated by worst-case scenarios.
Results are likely to change through an iteration or two.
Surprises are likely here, and represent the success of the
process in reflecting the aims of the attacker instead of our
own expectations. In one example, religious gatherings
came out with a high impact, with a low difficulty of
logistics, while a military base had a high difficulty of
logistics, yet a relatively low impact.

FIG. 11 is an Ishikawa diagram illustrating scenario
development in attacking a target such as an airport. It
provides more detail corresponding to 650/540. It uses
simulated data for illustration purposes only. The diagram
presents a systematic method for developing scenarios,
driven by cause-effect analysis, but also includes impact
attributes (e.g., stealthy vs. spectacular attacks).
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FIG. 12 is a Pareto chart 1200 illustrating overall threat of
attack for a target based on relative risk, impact and logistics
cost. It provides more detail corresponding to 660/550. The
goal is not so much to perfectly predict every attack (al-
though clearly the devastating scenarios need to be
responded to), but to identify common vulnerabilities to
efficiently utilize resources in protecting such vulnerabili-
ties.

The invention claimed is:

1. A method using a team of individual raters to generate
a decision making model for predicting decisions, the
method comprising:

identifying possible motivations of a decision maker;

entering a variety of opinions about a strength of such

motivations;

weighting the motivations;

combining the weights to create a decision making model;

identifying possible decision outcomes; and

assessing the possible decision outcomes with respect to

the decision making model.

2. The method of claim 1 and further comprising:

generating a list of decision options;

the raters rating the extent to which each of these decision

options meets their opinions;

calculating a suite of statistics for review by the team;

generating an ordered list of options as a prediction of the

most likely outcome of the decision process.

3. The method of claim 2 wherein differences of opinion
on each option provides an index of the uncertainty of the
prediction.

4. The method of claim 3 and further comprising incor-
porating logistics factors.

5. A computer implemented method using a team to
generate a decision making model for predicting decisions,
the method comprising:

identifying issues likely to be considered in making a

decision in a decision domain;

determining relative importance of the identified issues;

identifying characteristics of issues related to making a

decision;

individually rating the degree to which the characteristics

are related to making the decision;

determining rankings of individuals and team identified

characteristics; and

iteratively adjusting individual ratings based on the rank-

ings to generate the decision making model.

6. A method of predicting a decision in a decision domain
by another party, the method comprising:

recruiting a team of individual raters knowledgeable

about the decision domain;

the team listing decision criteria that may be considered

by the another party;

listing outcome characteristics;

the team rating the relevance of the outcome character-

istics to each decision criteria;

assessing a covariance in ratings using a statistical analy-

sis;

selecting highly rated outcome characteristics for use in a

decision model,;

generating a list of decision outcomes based on highest

rated outcome characteristics;
each team member rating the extent to which each deci-
sion outcome addresses the outcome characteristics;

assessing a covariation in judgments using statistical
analysis to produce a weighted list of options corre-
sponding to predictions of the decision.
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7. The method of claim 6 and further comprising:

identifying issues likely to be considered in making a

decision in a decision domain;

determining relative importance of the identified issues;

identifying characteristics of issues related to making a

decision;

individually rating the degree to which the characteristics

are related to making the decision;

determining rankings of individuals and team identified

characteristics; and

adjusting individual ratings based on the rankings to

generate the decision making model.

8. The method of claim 7 and further comprising:

generating a list of decision options;

the raters rating the extent to which each of these decision

options meets the decision criteria;

calculating a suite of statistics for review by the team;

generating an ordered list of options as a prediction of the

most likely outcome of the decision process.

9. The method of claim 7 wherein difference in scores of
each option provides an index of the uncertainty of the
prediction.

10. The method of claim 9 and further comprising incor-
porating logistics factors.

11. The method of claim 6 and further comprising adjust-
ing individual ratings of outcome characteristics based on
the covariation analysis of such outcome characteristics.

12. The method of claim 6 and further comprising adjust-
ing individual ratings of decision options based on the
covariation analysis of such decision options.

13. The method of claim 6 and further comprising gen-
erating a weighted list of options as a prediction of the
decision outcome.

14. A computer assisted method using a team to generate
a decision making model for predicting decisions, the
method comprising:

identifying issues likely to be considered in making a

decision in a decision domain;

determining relative importance of the identified issues;

identifying characteristics of issues related to making a

decision;

individually rating the degree to which the characteristics

are related to making the decision;

determining rankings of individuals and team identified

characteristics; and

iteratively adjusting individual ratings based on the rank-

ings to generate the decision making model.

15. A physical computer readable medium having instruc-
tions for causing a computer to implement a method using
a team of individual raters to generate a decision making
model for predicting decisions, the computer implemented
method comprising:

recording possible motivations of a decision maker iden-

tified by the team of individual raters;

recording a variety of opinions about a strength of such

motivations;

weighting the motivations;

combining the weights to create a decision making model

stored in memory accessible by the computer;
recording possible decision outcomes identified by the
team of individual raters; and
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creating a list of the possible decision outcomes with
respect to the decision making model and indication of
ranking of the possible decision outcomes fixed for
recording on physical media for use in determining one
or more most likely decisions.

16. A physical computer readable medium having instruc-
tions for causing a computer to implement a method using
a team of individual raters to generate a decision making
model for predicting a most likely target, the computer
implemented method comprising:

recording possible motivations of a decision maker iden-

tified by the team of individual raters;

recording a variety of opinions about a strength of such

motivations;

weighting the motivations;

combining the weights to create a decision making model

stored in memory accessible by the computer;
recording possible decision outcomes identified by the
team of individual raters; and
creating a list of the possible decision outcomes with
respect to the decision making model and indication of
ranking of the possible decision outcomes fixed for
recording on physical media for use in determining one
or more most likely targets, enabling security assets to
be efficiently utilized.
17. The computer readable medium of claim 16 wherein
the decision making model comprises a plurality of
weighted matrices representing motivations and decision
outcomes.
18. A computer assisted method of predicting decisions,
the method comprising:
using a team such that members on the team list decision
criteria that are recorded on memory in the computer;

rating importance of each decision criterion by each
member and recording the rating on memory in the
computer,

generating a list of outcome characteristics for the deci-

sions;

each member rating a relevance of each outcome charac-

teristic to each decision criterion and recording such
relevance on memory in the computer;

assessing a covariation of outcome characteristics using

computer implemented statistical analysis;

adjusting member ratings for outcome characteristics as a

function of the statistical analysis;

selecting highly rated outcome characteristics;

creating and storing a decision model from such selected

highly rated outcome characteristics;

generating a list of decision outcomes from such highest

rated outcome characteristics;

each member rating an extent to which each decision

outcome addresses such outcome characteristics and
recording such rating;

assessing covariation in such ratings using computer

implemented statistical analysis;

optionally adjusting member ratings as a function of such

covariation analysis; and

generating a weighted list of predicted decisions using the

computer adapted for display, transmission or storage.
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