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Scenario-Based Portfolio Selection of 
Investment Projects with Incomplete 
Probability and Utility Information
• Supporting project portfolio selection 

– Uncertain future captured by set of scenarios 
– Project’s values contingent on the scenario 
– Incomplete information about scenario probabilities DM’s risk-

preferences 
– Dominance relations based on expected utility 
– Relationship to stochastic dominance and conditional-value-at-risk
– Algorithm to computate all non-dominated portfolios

• 5/2010 submission to EJOR
• 10/2010: 3 reviews (1 x minor, 2 x major revision)



Reviewer #1: Major revision
• “The article is well-written, well-organized, and the 

mathematics is sound. For me, there is no doubt that the 
paper can be valuable for readers. “

• “A major concern, however, is about the novelty of the results 
….more direct and comprehensive reference to the original 
work ….the paper should focus on a discussion and/or 
illustration of how the concepts, methods and results taken 

 from recent financial engineering approaches work (or do not 
work) in project management”. 
– I thought it is obvious that results from FE cannot be applied 

directly: discrete decision variables, computation of all non-
dominated solutions, subjective probability, non-market traded 
investment opportunities



Reviewer #2: Minor Revision
• “The paper is well written, provides the necessary 

background information and step-wise introduces the 
new approach.  Furthermore, the methodology is sound 
with proofs in the appendix. Finally, the numerical 
example (Sect. 6) is particularly well-suited for 
illustrating the practical benefits of the approach. An 
example with real-world data would have been even 
more appealing (in the sense of proofing the practical 

 value of the approach), but I’m fine with postponing that 
to further … I feel that this piece of work is ready for 
publication.”
– Thanks!



Reviewer #3: Major Revision 
• ”Technically, nothing here is problematic. The math is 

straightforward and elegant. But the results alone are not the 
contribution.”
– Can’t they be a part of the contribution?

• “It is hard to say just from this example how much have been 
gained in reduction from 329 to 9 non-dominated portfolios”
– I think it is easy: a lot

• “First, results could be compared for several hypothetical 
portfolios of different natures.” 
– Entschuldigung!

• “Second, real world data, either from the authors’ own work 
or from related published studies could be used for setting 
the ranges on probability and preference assessments”
– Like I didn’t look for such data when I wrote the paper



Major concerns, major change (1/2)
• R#1: “…how the concepts, methods and results taken from 

recent financial engineering approaches work (or do not work) 
in project management”

• R#2: “An example with real-world data would have been even 
more appealing…”

• R#3: “Second, real world data, … could be used for setting the 
ranges on probability and preference assessments.”

• We replaced the illustrative example with real data from an 
application and hoped that this is such a big improvement makes 
R#2 forget the ”hypothetical portfolios of different natures”



Major concerns, major change (2/2)



Major concern, small change (1/2)

• R#1: “A major concern, however, is about the novelty of the 
results…more direct and comprehensive reference to the original 
work …. “

• R#1: “Theorem 1: Is this a new result? (Maybe the Theorem slightly 
extends known results, as I guess it is the case for Lemmas 2 and 
3.  If the result is new, please state that, otherwise please give 
references.)”

• Response: “Results similar to Theorem 1 can be found in the 
decision analysis literature, but not for arbitrary convex set of strictly 
increasing utility functions. We added explanation and references 
after Theorem 1 to position the result with regard to the current 
literature. The text preceding Lemmas 2 and 3 now describes that 
the lemmas are direct consequences of earlier results when there is 
incomplete information about the probabilities and gives references 
to these results”.



Major concern, small change (2/2)
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Minor concern, minor change (1/2)

• R#3: “Figure 1 (or the text describing it) was slightly 
confusing. The text says that the dashed-lines represent sets 
that may intersect, but my initial expectation on seeing the 
 figure was that the dashed square on the right does not 
intersect with the one on the left.  Perhaps it might be better 
to show some overlap between the dashed line sets (even 
though it could be null in some cases and even though it 
could be complete overlap in other cases) and revise the 

 label accordingly. I trust the authors will figure out something 
here.

• Response:   “Since two referees found the figure confusing 
we replaced it with equations that describes the set theoretic 
relationships among the different sets of portfolios.”



Minor concern, minor change (2/2)



Conclusions

• Revision submitted 7/2010; accepted 8/2010
• Major revision does not always mean rewriting the entire 

paper
• Think before acting: One change can address multiple 

concerns
• Address each of the reviewers’ concerns
• Make sure that you change the paper not just answer 

the reviewers questions


