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Sam <samuel.arey@epfl .ch>

Tuesday, December 28,2010 8:44 PM
creddy@whoi.edu

Re: update; please read

Chris,

I hope I was not too blunt with Rich. I do not want to make bad blood
with him or anyone. I arn concemed that we luve 48 ltoun to decide
evervflring and there is not really time to debate anymore. At the end of
the day, I rreed to be clear that I'm not going to put my rurme on the ms
with this ertrapolation.

I do not have strong feelings about it but simply feel that it is a bad
decision and would be bad science. I can't stand behind it. I'm sorry'to
be inflexible about it and I hope it doesn't make things too difficult.
If you wan! you can blame it on me. I dont mind taking the hit for
this one . I just have to stand for rvlut I believe on it. I lupe it will
be cool.

In casc it is any consolation I cxplained the whote thing to Pete
Huybers. He came to same conclusion. He said he would not be willing to
be a co-author on an extmpolation like tlnt. Pete elen explained to me
further reasons that this would be a bad idea, from a statistical
standpoint. which I didn't include in my prwious email. (I didn't
cornpletely undentand what Pete said but I understand that it makes
things even worse than I thought.)

We can always point out that lhe correlation exists. If someone else
rvants to draw the line and point to the intcrccpt between 1640 and
55700, they can do it. Let them stand behind it. but not me.

Let me know if things are cool.

Sam

Onl2l2SllO 3:44 PM, creddy@rvhoi.edu wrotc:
> hi sam

> ttnnks foryour comments. I think we just want to be clear that we are not in it
> to screw anybody. This is good discussion and the type ofwork done now tlut
> will help us later in the review stage.

> The draft is going to Jeff who will have his own com.rnents. I believe that there
> are few things to note

> 1. This is not our data. we are just usilg rvhat is available to us. this was far
> from a planned experiment and a national disaster.

> 2.1 am not comfortable with having llut many significant figures or even eror
> ban on the intercept but could handle something, with a ton of caveats such
> linearity or unknowru, like -50 to 70K barrelyday etc.

> you$,
> chris

> Quoting Sam<samuel.arey(@epfl .ctP:
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>> Rich Chris. Jeff.

>> I am ok with rnost of Rich's inserted texl, plus or minus a couple of
>> slvlistic suggestions.

>> Howcvcr from my point of vicw, thc following paragraph nccds to be
>> discussed:

>> "Further analysis of these GOR trends as a function of oil collection
>> rate indicate weak linear correlatiors (r2 values ranging from 0.1 to
>> 0. 5) u,ith similar negative slope values but differing offsets. A
>> comparison of data from the top hat #4 collection device (i.e.,
)) Discoverer Enterprise GOR trerds and IGT-8 GOR), display a trend slope
>> intercept at a theoretical marimum oil collection rate of approximately
>> 57.000 barrels of oil pcr day (BOPD) +8,700 BOPD (calculatcd as the
>> rcot mean squlre deviation from GOR trend). This GOR-derived range is
>> consistent with the Department of Energy-'s July 14, 2010 estimated flow
>> rate of 52,700 BOPD [cite Presidential commission]. as well as an
>> optical velocirneuy* estimated flou' rate of 55,900 +11,700 BOPD [Crone

]] 
*O Tolstoy 20101..

>> Since our submission deadlinc is drawing vcry closc, lct mc cut to thc
>> chase.

>> (1) I arn in agreement with Rich tlnt the weak 12 values for GOR vs oil
>> colleclion rate are statistrcally non-zero. I.e. tlre weak correlation is
>> "real", not just noise. So this stalemenl is ok with me.

>> (2) The text then suggests that by extrapolating this trend to the
>> interccpt u,ith the IGT-8 GOR (1640), the resulting total Macondo oil
>> production rate (57000) canbe estimated. I'm unwilling to suppofl lhis
>> statement. for the reasons summarized below.

>> (a) We have no physical relationship which indicates lhat these hvo
>> quantities (GOR rueasured at ilre surface and oil production rate at the
>> surface) should be linearly related or even correlated at all. Thus rve

>> are left rvith ONLY statistics, and rteak statistics at ftaL

>> (b) The exlrapolated line goes far outside ofthe cloud of data points.
>> Given that the only support for this relationship is a very weak
>> statistical correlation, we really do not have the basis to assume a

>> linear relatiorship. Even if the relatiorship was supported by "slrong"
>> statistics. it rvould be questionable to extrapolate this line so far
>> outside the data.

>> (c) Even if rrye would accept that there is a legitimate relationship, and
>> that the relationship is [near (wluch I think we cannot), the
>> uncertainty propagation puts us outside of a meaningful result. I
>> propagated uncertainty using bootstrap. in rvhich I made generous
>> assumptions. For exarnple I propagated the uncertainly in onlv the slope
>> of the regression and I did not include the uncertainty in the floated
>> coefficient (y-intercept). This uncertainlv propagation indicated that
>> the extrapolated intercept with GOR 1640 has a huge uncertainty. At the
>> l-sigrna confidence interval, the extrapolated total oil production rate
>> rangcs frorn 33000 to 330000, an ordcr of magnitudc. If wc want to be
>> serious, we should report the 2-sigma (95%) confrdence inlerval. which
>> is actually unbounded. The upperbound ofthe 2-sigma confidence
>> interval is a positive slope. indicating totrl rnodel failure - irr other
>> words the line does not intercept with the GOR 1640 at all, except in
>> the wrong direction. This rvould be like saying that lhe extxapolated
>> total production rate is infinity - as an upper bound. It makes no sense.

>> (d) If we wanted to bc serious. wc would account for uncertainry in the
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>> data, which would indicate that the regression is further biased. (I
>> talked to Pete about this.)

>> (e) I think that including this kind of statement really risks to
>> totally undermine the beautiful u'ork that fuch and other scientists have
>> done so far to estimate tlrc total oil production rate from the Macondo
>> rvcll. You havc done exccllcnt work and BP is paintcd into a comcr. Now
>> let your work do it's job. BP is screrryed. This proposed regression could
>> be so easily attacked in so many ways -- it would be handing BP a huge
>> advantage in their misinformation campa.tgn.

>> I apologize to be so bluff. We're mnning out of time.

>> The bottom line is that I'm willing to support a statement that says
>> there is a weak correlation between GOR at the surface and oil
>> production ratc at the surfacc, bccause the statislics support this. I
>> carmot support an exlrapolation to a "meadngful" interc€pt of 55700
>> barrels per day total produclion rate. This is meaningless.

>> Call me if you need.

>> Sam

>> Or l2l28ll0 I l:30 AM. creddy@whoi.edu wrote:
>>> Hi Rich

>>> nice french. Thanks forthe comments. I rvilt let Rich and Sam com.ment first
)) on
>>> the pink comments.

>>> Lets get these comrne[ts rolling and so these sections are completed. I am
>>> looking to hear

>>> 1. I am cool rvithRich's co[unents

>>> 2.I am cool rvith Rich's comments but can we edit thrs a bit by doing the
>>> following.

>>> 3. I am nervous about something and suggest the following.

>>> Please note tlnt Rich deleted the figures so lhat he could email the texl.
>> You
>>> can see them if you want.

>>> See vou lomorrow Rich!

>>> Yours
>>> chris

>>> Quoting rcamilli@rvhoi. edu :

>>>> Gents.

>>>> Here arc my cdits, sans figurcs and highlightcd in pink r'est comme ma
>> vie
>>>> en
>>>> rose. I noticed that there are some poorly detined prorouns (us. rve. our),
>> so
>>>> a
>>>> swlistic edit is probably still requircd.

>>>> Cheers,
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>>>>Rich
>>
>
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