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PERSONAL BACKGROUND

| worked at Sandia National Laboratories for 31 years prior to retirement in December of 2011.
Sandia is a U.S. Department of Energy national laboratory devoted to work on nuclear weapons, broader
defense and deterrent systems, homeland security, and a variety of energy programs,

While at Sandia, | was responsible for a broad range of theoretical, computational, and experimental
research in a great many areas, including:

* multi-phase flow in heat pipes and porous media, including geological materials

* gas transfer systems for nuclear weapons

* containment of underground nuclear explosions

* fractures in geological materials driven by single and multi-phase flows (hydraulic fracturing)
* optimization and parameter estimation

* analysis of data through development and application of physically-based models

During this time, | also served as a member the U.S. Nuclear Emergency Search Team, providing
analysis, countermeasures, and field response to terrorist threats involving nuclear weapons.

Eleven years before retirement, I was promoted to the special appointment of Senior Scientist. In that
capacity, I was additionally responsible for leadership of Sandia’s ~$12M/year laboratory-directed R&D
program in nuclear weapons and served as a member of Sandia’s Science Advisory Board responsible for
~$150M annual investments in discretionary research. As a Senior Scientist, | also served as a technical
resource for the laboratory and was asked on numerous occasions to address urgent, highly challenging
problems across multiple disciplines, including fluid dynamics. Such requests were based on my
technical judgment, ability to examine data carefully, and my ability to draw useful conclusions from data
through specialized mathematical models. I used these skills in my analysis of oil discharged from the
Macondo well, just as I did in my career at Sandia.

I have authored over 50 refereed journal publications. more than one hundred corporate technical
reports, and hold 12 U.S. and international patents.

I received my B.S., M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in Mechanical Engineering from the University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign in 1976, 1977 and 1980. My area of specialization was fluid dynamics and thermal
sciences.

INVOLVEMENT IN DEEPWATER HORIZON RESPONSE

I participated in Sandia’s contribution in the Department of Energy response to blowout of the
Macondo well beginning in June of 2010. As part of that work, I developed the methodology used here
and computed flow rates and the cumulative discharge of oil based on the data available to me at the time.
I documented those studies in Sandia Report SAND2011-3800 released in June 2011, This work was
later peer reviewed and published in the journal Environmental Science and Technology. The conclusions
I express in this report are based largely on this modeling and analysis conducted while a Sandia
employee.

My conclusions are also based in part on further research following my retirement from Sandia. This
additional study enabled the discovery and analysis of additional data, resulting in refinement of the
conditions used in my calculations and deeper understanding of the events immediately following the
blowout. My methodology, however, has remained the same as that developed at Sandia. With this
additional effort and new data, my estimate of the cumulative discharge has been revised downward by
roughly 2% relative to my “most likely” discharge previously determined and documented.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of my study was to quantify flow rates and the cumulative discharge of oil from the
Macondo well over the roughly 86 days following blowout. | conclude that the cumulative discharge was
5.0 million stock-tank barrels (mmstb). Quantified uncertainties in this value are -13.9% and +9.7%,
leading to bounds on this nominal value of 4.3 to 5.5 mmstb. The flow rate just following blowout was
approximately 63,000 stock-tank barrels per day (stbd). This flow rate decayed to approximately
55,000 stbd just prior to installation of the capping stack.

To obtain these values, I developed a physically-based empirical model describing flow in the
reservoir, wellbore, BOP, and capping stack, This model is physically-based because it is built on two
underlying principles of fluid dynamics. The first of these is conservation of mass. That is, the mass of
stock-tank oil entering any segment along the flow path must also exit that segment, The second is that
flow rates exhibit certain specific relations to the frictional pressure drop. depending on whether the flow
is laminar or turbulent.? For laminar flows, as in the reservoir, the flow rate is simply proportional to the
pressure drop. For turbulent flows, as in the wellbore, BOP, and capping stack, flow rates are
proportional to the square-root of the pressure drop. Provided a measured flow rate and pressure drop at
one condition, I can therefore calculate flow rates at other conditions for which just the pressure drop is
known. This model is also empirical in nature because | determined the constants of proportionality
relating flow rates to pressure drops from pressures and flow rates that were actually measured. All
pressures and flow rates discussed in my report were measured by BP.

Through this methodology, utilizing a combination of theory and empiricism based on BP data, [
believe the model very accurately represents the well from a perspective of flow without the need for
details of the flow path or physical dimensions along it. And because the model conserves mass along the
flow path, the pressure drop between any pair of known or measured pressures can be used to compute
flow rates over the 86 days of interest.

My best estimate of the discharge was calculated using this model along with pressure differences
(drops) between reservoir pressures and pressures measured at the bottom of the BOP periodically over
the 86 days. An important advantage of using this particular pair of pressures is that resulting calculated
flow rates and the cumulative discharge automatically account for the many alterations of the wellhead
geometry downstream of the BOP gauge through their influence on BOP pressures. Removal of the
marine riser, installation of the top-hat, and even erosion of the BOP rams are all therefore dealt with in a
rigorous manner without need for detailed knowledge of the changing wellhead geometry.

Related key findings of my study are that:
* The top-kill activities between May 26 and 29 had essentially no lasting influence on flow rates and
very little impact on the cumulative discharge.
* Removal of the marine riser increased flow rates from the well by roughly 3%.
* Any significant erosion of the BOP rams, pipe, riser, and cement barrier in the bottom of the well
occurred rapidly over the first few days following blowout. Subsequent erosion had little impact on
flow rates or on the cumulative discharge.

1 established the validity of this model and its underlying assumptions through comparison with
various measured pressures and flow rates, comparison with well-established models of two-phase flow.
and comparison with calculations done by BP. Validity of the model was further established through two
alternative calculations using the fixed ambient sea pressure to calculate historical flow rates, both of
which yield a cumulative discharge that is within 2% of my best estimate. | established accuracy of the
model and my best estimate of the discharge through a quantitative analysis ol uncertainties,

" The frictional pressure drop is simply the difference in pressure between two points along a flow path, excluding
the difference due to gravity. This difference due to gravity is usually referred to as the elevation head. Laminar
flows are characterized by smooth orderly behavior as one layer of fluid shides past another. Turbulent flows are
characterized by extensive mixing, folding, and chaotic motion.
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METHODOLOGY AND MODEL

Calculation of the cumulative oil discharged from the well requires the calculation of flow rates
periodically over the 86 days between blowout on April 20 and shut-in on July 157 Any calculation of
these flow rates in turn requires pressures at two points somewhere along the flow path from reservoir to
sea. These pressures may be measured over the 86 days or known by other means. General-purpose
theoretical models used in such calculations also require a detailed description of the geometry between
the two points at which pressures are specified, including lengths and apertures at every position along the
path. They additionally require an equation of state describing the fluid as a function of the pressure and
temperature, some model describing fluid temperatures, and constitutive equation relating the flow rate of
a two-phase fluid to local pressure gradients as a function of local fluid properties.

Most of this required information is available, and the geometry and dimensions of the wellbore and
capping stack are well characterized. The geometry, lengths, and apertures of the paths into the bottom of
the well and through the BOP, however, cannot be characterized with sufficient accuracy to yield accurate
estimates of the flow rates. Under such circumstances, a good alternative to the theoretical approach
employed in general-purpose models is the hybrid methodology used here. | refer to this as a physically-
based empirical model. Here the reservoir, wellbore, BOP, and capping stack are all characterized from
the perspective of flow using measured pressures and flow rates, without the need for a detailed
description of their geometries or dimensions. Assumptions underlying the model are described in
Appendix A. Details of the mathematics are provided in Appendix B.

This model combines pressures measured by BP with two underlying principles of fluid dynamics in
a manner that enables me to calculate flow rates over the 86 days following blowout of the well. The first
of these principles is conservation of mass, requiring that any oil entering the wellbore must also exit the
wellbore at some point along the flow path. The second prineiple is that flow rates vary with the pressure
drop between two points along the flow path according to certain well-established relationships.

In my model, the relationship between the pressure drop and flow rate of oil in the reservoir is
described by an industry-standard productivity index. Here the relationship is linear such that the flow
rate is simply proportional to the pressure drop, as appropriate for laminar flow in a porous material, and
the constant of proportionality is the productivity index. Flow in the wellbore. BOP, and various paths
through the capping stack (when present) is described by a series of discharge coefficients relating the
flow rate to the square-root of the pressure drop, as appropriate for the turbulent flow that oceurs in these
segments along the path. In this sense, the model is physically based in that flow rates are related to
pressure drops according to well-established principles of fluid dynamics. The technical basis for use of
these discharge coefficients is described in Appendix C. There I demonstrate that constant discharge
coefficients very accurately reproduce flow rates computed using more complex general-purpose models
of two-phase flow for the conditions of interest here,

A schematic of this model is shown on the left of Fig. 1 below, along with a diagram of the well,
Each black dot along the schematic represents a point at which pressures are known, measured. or can be
caleulated. Colored lines between these represent flow paths that are characterized by the productivity
index or one of five discharge coefficients. These discharge coefficients, constants of proportionality, are
not known beforehand. In a purely theoretical approach they are calculated for each phase using lengths
and apertures along each segment of the path, along with the equation of state and models describing heat
transfer and two-phase flow. Here | determine them empirically from pressures measured during shut-in
and from pressures and flow rates of collected oil measured earlier the same day.

The method for determining the productivity index and five discharge coefficients is built on the
fundamental principle of conservation of mass. During shut-in, pressures were measured at the BOP

* There are 87 calendar days between April 20 and July 15, 2010, including the start and end dates. However. the
duration of flow between blowout and shut-in was 85 days and 17 hours, or approximately 86 days.
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(PT-B) and capping stack (PT-3K-2) at each of 15 steps as the capping-stack variable choke was closed.
At each of these steps, flow rates are calculated using the six parameters and the measured BOP and
capping stack pressures, the reservoir pressure, and the known ambient pressure at the seafloor.
Conservation of mass requires that the calculated flow rate from the reservoir through the wellbore must
equal the flow rate through the BOP. And, the flow rate through the BOP must equal that through the
variable choke and choke line of the capping stack. Together these provide 30 conditions that must be
satisfied by the productivity index and discharge coefficients.

Figure 1. Diagram of the Macond'o Pamb Gapplig ek cémg at:eck
well, blowout preventer, and capping © Kill Line
stack.3 The overall height of the PRIy Ss
uges
capping stack is about 12 feet; that of LMRP
the BOP is about 54 fe;t. Depth of keoe | Discharge el Lin BOP Choke Line
well from the seafloor is roughly Coeffictent
13,300 feet. Capping stack was added - BOP Gauge
on July 12, 2010. For purposes of this P e Belitoe
analysis, the lower marine riser
package (LMRP) is considered to be 2300 .01 5.5 Fpe—)
part of the BOP. The schematic at left = 87 Production
shows relative positions of pressures i | e Casing
and flow coefficients used in Costtmnt 00 o2 Pipe=
calculating flow rates. Each RS
coefficient relates local flow rates to
the pressure difference over the line
segment of corresponding color. Productivity r ‘:;"M""
Index asing
Pay 0—@ Py, 18 360 o
L

Pressures were again measured at the BOP and capping stack during oil collection preceding shut-in,
and these are again used to calculate flow rates based on the six parameters. Here, the calculated flow
rate up the wellbore must equal the sum of the measured flow rate of collected oil plus the calculated flow
rate through the open kill line on the capping stack. Taking one case in which oil was collected and one
case in which it was not, this adds two additional constraints that the productivity index and discharge
coefficients must satisfy. These constraints establish the overall magnitude of the flow rate based on the
actual measured rate of collected oil.45 This again reflects the empirical nature of my method and its
reliance on the actual measured behavior of the well via data provided by BP.

Because there are more conditions to be satisfied than there are parameters in the model, this becomes
a problem of least-squares estimation in which the six parameters are chosen to satisfy all of the
conditions as best as is possible given the physical reality of the measured pressures and flow rates of
collected o0il.6 Here 1 estimate all six parameters simultaneously using a non-linear least-squares
optimization algorithm, TIMAR1.7 Details of this process are provided in Appendix D.
3 Dimensions from BP file “Macondo_Relief Well_Wall_Plot-Review_Pre-read.xIs”, SNL044-002450.
4 From BP file “Collection rates during well integrity test w_Vx-1.xIs™. BP-HZN-2179MDL04884268.
S From BP file “Tab 03-BP-HZN-2179MDL07266155.XLS.” Q4000 mean flow rate for the period 01:30-02:30 on
July 15 is 8040 stbd, leading to a total collected oil flow rate of 20,296 stbd based on HP1 collection per “Tab 04-
BP-HZN-2179MDL07265827.XLS".
® In contrast, we are most familiar algebraic systems in which the number of unknowns equals the number of
equations and the solution satisfies all of the equations exactly.
7 Jefferson, T. H.. “TIMARI1-A Fortran Subroutine for Nonlinear Least Parameter Estimation,” Sandia National
Laboratories Report, SLL-73-0305, 1973.
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Once the six parameters are determined, my model is capable of describing flow through all points in
the well, BOP, and capping stack given appropriate known or measured pressures. Historical flow rates
over the 86 days can then be calculated using pressure differences based on any combination of the
reservoir, BOP, and ambient sea pressures. These flow rates are then integrated over time to yield the
cumulative discharge.

My best estimate of the cumulative discharge is based on flow rates calculated using the difference
between the reservoir pressures and pressures at the bottom of the BOP that were measured periodically
over the 86 days. This is illustrated in Fig. 2. The basis for this choice is that flow rates calculated using
the reservoir and BOP pressures automatically account for alterations of the wellhead downstream of the
BOP gauge through their influence on BOP pressures. Removal of the marine riser, installation of the
LMRP top-hat, installation of the final capping stack, and even erosion of the BOP rams are all therefore
dealt with in a rigorous manner without need for detailed knowledge of the changing wellhead geometry.

Ambient Sea
Pressure

Figure 2. Schematic of well showing the pressure
difference (8P) used in my best-estimate
calculations of historical flow rates and cumulative
discharge. This is illustrated by the black line
Jjoining the reservoir and the BOP at the location of
the BOP gauge.

Alterations of the wellhead downstream of the BOP
gauge (PT-B) affect the measured BOP pressures
and so affect my calculated flow rates. Any such
alterations, including erosion within the BOP, are
therefore properly accounted for.

Reservoir
Pressure

BEST ESTIMATES OF FLOW RATES AND DISCHARGE

Using the difference between reservoir and BOP pressures, as illustrated in Fig. 2, my calculated
cumulative discharge of oil from the well is 5.0 million stock-tank barrels (mmstb). The average flow
rate from the well over the period from blowout to shut-in was 58,300 stbd.

Quantified uncertainties in my cumulative discharge are -13.9% and +9.7%. As discussed below,
these values arise from twelve distinct contributions. Applying these uncertainties to my nominal best-
estimate discharge of 5.0 mmstb yields a range from 4.3 to 5.5 mmstb. Based on the investigation
documented in this report regarding validity of the model and data, I have very high confidence that the
true discharge from the well lies within these bounds.

The calculated flow rates on which my cumulative discharge is based are shown in Fig. 3. Each point
on this plot (with the sole exception of time zero) represents a measured BOP pressure and the
corresponding calculated flow rate.  Although difficult to discern, this plot displays over 94,000
calculated flow rates. The initial flow rate from the well is slightly over 63,000 stock-tank barrels per
day (stbd). This decays to about 55,000 stbd just before installation of the capping stack. Following
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installation of the capping stack, the flow drops further depending on whether the choke, kill line or both
are open,

Figure 3 shows that the flow rate decays fairly smoothly with little evidence of any significant lasting
effects from the various wellhead activities, except perhaps removal of the original marine riser. Linear
fits to flow rates just before and after removal of the riser show an increase in flow rate of about
1800 stbd or 2.8%. Calculated flow rates just before and after the top-kill effort are continuous along the
trend, indicating that the injection of mud and debris had no significant lasting effect on flow rates.
Linear fits to these rates just before and after top-kill are offset by just 0.1%.

100 6
[ Top Kill - Omitied =
(5/26-5/30) 5‘*‘7‘7‘1 '5': = | e —
= 80 | LMRP Cap E S
.8 (6/4) Cap Stk E Top Kill - Omitted
w | (7/12) — i (5/26-5/30)
H S
P;] [ Shut In
o - (7/15)
] o0 3 F
2 “
= =
- 2 2f |
z Riser Cut [ E | |[LMRP Cap
= i (6/1-6/3) (6/4)
B 20 | Q4000 =} |
- (6/16) - 3 Riser Cut
i &) (6/1-6/3)
0'...1...711,41..| 0’---1.7.)l..|.‘l
0 20 40 60 80 0 20 40 60 80
Elapsed Time - t [days]| Elapsed Time - t [days]

Figure 4. Calculated best-estimate cumulative
discharged oil. Nominal cumulative discharge
over the 86 days is 5.0 mmstb. The range due to
uncertainties is 4.3 to 5.5 mmstb.

Figure 3, Best-estimate flow rates in thousands of
stock-tank barrels per day. These are calculated
using measured BOP pressures and the reservoir
pressure history shown in Fig. 5.

1 calculated the cumulative discharge of oil directly from the results of Fig. 3. This was done using a
trapezoid algorithm to integrate the instantaneous flow rate from one measured BOP pressure to the next.
These results are shown in Fig. 4. Note that the history of the calculated cumulative discharge is much
smoother than that of the flow rates because brief excursions in the flow rate do not contribute
significantly to the cumulative total. Again, over 94,000 points are represented in this plot. The
cumulative discharge at the last point is 5.0 mmstb,

CONDITIONS USED FOR BEST ESTIMATE OF DISCHARGE

As already mentioned, my calculated cumulative discharge is based on differences between the
reservoir and BOP pressures over the 86 days following blowout. The BOP pressures I used for these
calculations are corrected by +740 psi from the reported values to account for a persistent offset in the
PT-B transducer. As discussed in Appendix E, this correction is based on reference of the PT-B gauge to
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four other gauges, as well as calibration of the PT-B gauge following recovery of the BOP. My estimate
of the discharge is also based on a reservoir pressure history determined by the initial value of 11,850 psi
measured by BP before the blowout and by my own estimate of the final long-term wellhead shut-in
pressure of 7120 psi. This corresponds to a final reservoir pressure of 10,310 psi and depletion of the
reservoir by 1540 psi over the 86 days of flow. This shut-in pressure and depletion are discussed further
in Appendix F.

10
: (Ll.‘,';;g?)sim] Reservior Less
Figure 5. Best-estimate reservoir and measured - Flowing Head i )
BOP pressure histories. Per Appendix E, reported __ 8 | { .,'_,_6'3 ,f;i')
BOP pressures are offset by +740 psi prior to July ‘% :
12 and by -620 psi thereafter. ..‘% h 7120 psi
= I Top Kill - Omitted (static) l'
Reservoir pressures less flowing elevation head a6 i (526-5/30) H
(upper black curve) are obtained from the indicated q'a
initial and final values with a decay in between P I
based on cumulative flow from the well. This leads a 4
to a reservoir pressure history that is very slightly ]
concave u.pwards owing to flow rates that are a Messured
initially high but fall as the reservoir pressure BOP +740 psi
decays. 2t BOP as Measured
-5.91 psi/day fit
Over 94,000 measured BOP pressures are shown !
(black symbols). These were all provided by BP. i S N (S T
0 20 40 60 80
Elapsed Time - t [days]

Corrected BOP pressures used in my calculations are shown in Fig. 5 along with my best estimate of
the reservoir pressure history less the flowing elevation head.®# Elevation heads are pressure differences
due to gravity and fluid density. They are excluded in my analyses because they do not contribute to
flow. The difference between these measured BOP pressures and the continuous reservoir pressure history
is used with the productivity index and discharge coefficient for the wellbore to calculate my best
estimate of flow rates and cumulative discharge over the 86 days.

The solid blue line in Fig. 5 represents a linear least-squares fit to the measured pressures between
May 8 and July 14, 2010.* The slope of this fit is -5.91 psi/day, with an intercept at the origin of
3560 psi. This corresponds to a true pressure of 4300 psi based on my estimate of -740 psi for the offset
in the PT-B gauge. This is the initial pressure (at zero elapsed time) used in my best estimate of the
cumulative discharge. Absent additional information, I believe this provides the best estimate of BOP
pressures before May 8. The slope of -5,91 psi/day is used in a later discussion related to decay of the
reservoir pressure as part of model and data validation,

8 Measured BOP pressures are from the BP files: “*MC252_DataDump_071810.x1s”, SNL087-001206; “05 14 - 23
May.xIs”, SNLO88-072912; “034a_20100516_0201_BPD410-49632-49632.xls”, BP-HZN-2179MDL06336851:
“033b_20100516_0201_BPD407-30430-30430.x1s”, BP-HZN-2179MDL06089077; and “PT_B Offset 2 15 Jun
thru 14 Jul.xls”, SNL022-007753.

” The measured values were first interpolated onto uniform intervals of one day for each point to eliminate biases
associated with highly episodic data having variable numbers of points within each measurement period.
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D1SCUSSION OF UNCERTAINTIES

In calculating uncertainties of -13.9% and +9.7%, | have considered twelve distinct sources of
potential error. As summarized in Table 1, these arise either from sources associated with parameter
estimation (yellow) or from uncertainties or variations over the 86-day period (blue). The uncertainties
associated with parameter estimation in turn arise largely from variations in density, viscosity, and/or
quality of the gas-oil mixture that are not accounted for in my model. In Table I, for example, the
estimated variation in flow rates through the BOP due to density variations is +3.4%, and this leads to
uncertainties in the calculated cumulative discharge of -1.6% and +1.8%. These values were calculated
by perturbing the BOP discharge coefficient by +3.4%, estimating all other parameters holding this
perturbed value constant, and calculating the cumulative discharge that results. Uncertainties arising from
density-induced variations in flow rates through the capping-stack choke and kill lines were computed in
a similar manner. Additional details on my uncertainty analysis are presented in Appendix G. Note in
Table 1 that uncertainties associated with each source are simply grouped together according to sign and
so represent a worst-case scenario. We might reasonably expect that some of these uncertainties would
offset one another and so result in a somewhat lower total range.

Table 1. Summary of uncertainties Negative Positive
in my cumulative discharge due to Source of Uncertainty (%) (%)
yarious‘ sources. Th_e numbers BOP =3.4% 1.6 18
immediately following each source Choke Dwn-Strm Tubing =4.5% 0.3 03
represent uncertainty in flow rate Kill Line £1.9% 03 1.0
associated with that source. Values Choke 2-¢ Factor +250/-0% 4 7
listed in the last two columns Measured Flow Rates <16 +18
represent resulting uncertainties in Res Press (7260 vs 6605 psi) +0.6
the calculated historical flow rates Head Variation During Shut-In -0.7
and cumulative discharge of oil Wellbore Density +3.4/-4.0% -1.3 +1.1
from the well. These are grouped Res Density & Viscosity +0/-12% -1.0
according to their signs without Reservoir Pres Decay (£50 psi) -0.3 +0.3
regard to signs in the source. BOP Gauge Offset (+130 psi) -1.8 +1.9
Flow Rate Before May 8 -3.3 +0.9

The origin of these values is
discussed in Appendix G. Total -13.9 +9.7

ALTERNATIVE CALCULATIONS OF FLOW RATES AND DISCHARGE

I have calculated my estimated discharge above using differences between the reservoir and BOP
pressures. Alternate calculations are possible, however, using the difference between the reservoir
pressure and fixed ambient pressure of ~2200 psi at the seafloor. This method is discussed further in
Appendix H. Flow rates and the cumulative discharge can also be calculated using the difference
between the measured BOP pressures and the fixed ambient sea pressure. The pressure differences used
in these two alternative calculations are illustrated schematically in Fig. 6.

Comparing my best-estimate cumulative discharge with estimates based on these alternative methods
has provided me with significant insight into historical flow rates and potential mechanisms affecting
these flow rates. 1 first consider the alternative result based on differences between the reservoir and
ambient pressures (indicated by the blue line in Fig. 6). The calculated discharge using this alternative
pressure difference is 5.1 mmstb, which agrees with my best estimate of 5.0 mmstb to within 2%. Such
good agreement indicates that the various wellhead alterations, other than removal of the riser, did not
significantly affect flow rates. This good agreement also indicates that flow rates over the 86-day period
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were not significantly affected by erosion within the BOP since use of the reservoir and BOP pressures
accounts for this possibility while use of the reservoir and ambient pressures does not. Any erosion in the
BOP that affected flow rates therefore had to occur over the first few days such that the state of the BOP
over the great majority of the 86 days was comparable to that at shut-in on July 15. If not, the alternative
discharge based on the reservoir and ambient pressures would significantly exceed my best-estimate value
of 5.0 mmstb, and this is not the case.

Ambient Sea

Figure 6. Schematic showing pressure differences . :
(8P) used in my best estimate and alternative [ ®
calculations. &P ‘

BOP
Best estimate calculations are based on the Pressure
difference between the reservoir pressure and -
pressures measured at the BOP using PT-B. This is

illustrated by the black line on the right.

The first alternative calculation uses the difference
between the decaying reservoir pressure and the 8P
fixed ambient pressure of ~2200 psi at the seafloor, Alternate 1
as indicated by the blue line at the left.

Best Est

Second alternative calculation uses the difference
between the measured BOP pressures and ambient
seafloor pressure. This is indicated by the red line
on the left.

I Reservoir
Pressure

Given that the state of the BOP remained relatively constant over most of the 86 days, further
conclusions about the state of the wellbore and reservoir can be reached. I now consider the alternative
calculation of discharge based on the difference between the BOP and sea ambient pressures (indicated by
the red line of Fig. 6). This also yields 5.1 mmstb, and this result does not involve the wellbore discharge
coefficient or productivity index. In this case, my best estimate of 5.0 mmstb would significantly exceed
the alternative value if the wellbore discharge coefficient or productivity index had increased significantly
over the 86 days. Again, this is not the case. Any variation in the wellbore discharge coefficient or
productivity index therefore also occurred within the first day or so such that the state of the reservoir and
wellbore over most of the 86 days were substantially the same as the state on July 15. And, this includes
the state of the cement barrier in the bottom of the well. This view is also supported through calculations
performed for BP by Add Energy that address the period just preceding the initial explosion. Under
conditions that most closely replicate measured pressures and observable events, their analyses indicate
that the effective productivity index increased by over 25% between 21:00 and 21:30 on April 20."° This
indicates that whatever down-hole restriction existed at that time was failing rapidly, regardless of
whether this restriction resided in wellbore debris, the float collar, or cement barrier. For continued
failure at this rate, | estimate that the productivity index would further increase to my best-estimate value

" From “Deepwater Horizon Accident Investigation Report,” September 8, 2010. Appendix W, Case 7, Page 54.

To match data and observations, the pay zone was increased from 13 and 16.5 feet, corresponding to effective
productivity indices of 7.4 and 9.4 stbd/psi based on the nominal value of 49 stbd/psi and maximum pay zone of 86
feet used in that report. At this rate, the productivity index would reach 43.8 stbd/psi in 8.6 hours.

11 Confidential per BP

TREX-011485R.0011



in less than 9 hours.'" At this point, the cement barrier or other impediments would provide no significant
restriction to flow from the reservoir into the casing. Subsequent erosion in this region therefore could
not have influenced later flow rates.

These conclusions rigorously apply only for the period from May 8 to July 15, the dates over which
BOP pressures were measured. While I conclude that erosion in the BOP during this period did not
significantly affect flow rates or the cumulative discharge. erosion in the first few days following the
blowout certainly did. The methodology 1 use here cannot address this early erosion directly, but can
instead provide an alternative calculation of flow rates and discharge in the first few weeks based on the
times at which various rams were closed. This is described in Appendix . Here the time between riser
collapse on April 22 and the first BOP pressure measurements on May 8 is broken into a number of
periods defined by closing the various rams. 1 then calculate the flow rate and discharge for each period
using the difference between the reservoir and ambient sea pressures and the state of the BOP at that time.
This yields a cumulative discharge between April 22 and May 8 that agrees with the value from my besi-
estimate calculation within 0.22 mmstb, Taking into account reasonable flow rates over the 36 hours
preceding riser collapse, this discrepancy is reduced to about 0.17 mmstb. From these results, | conclude
that uncertainties in conditions before May 8 are not large, contributing at most 3.3% to the overall
uncertainty in my estimated cumulative discharge.

VALIDITY OF MODEL AND DATA

To help ensure the accuracy of this model, validity of assumptions and data, and the quality of the
parameter estimation, 1 have undertaken a number of additional calculations and checks. These were
intended to verify internal self-consistency of the model, freedom from gross errors, and good agreement
between calculated and measured values. To further ensure this integrity, | wrote from scratch a second
stand-alone version of portions of the model to confirm there were no undetected errors in the original
coding. Flow rates calculated from this were then successfully compared against those of the original
code. Highlights of my various validation efforts are described below. These demonstrate that my
model, built on several measurements made during and just before shut-in, accurately describes all
measurements made in that timeframe, provides consistent estimates of flow rates regardless of which
measured pressures are used, and accurately predicts pressures that were measured over the 86 days. My
validation efforts also show that my model parameters are consistent with values used by BP during the
blowout response and that flow rates calculated by BP are accurately reproduced by my methodology.

Comparison with BP Parameters and Calculations

My best estimate of the productivity index is 43.8 stbd/psi. This value was determined empirically
from measurements that characterize true behavior of the flowing well. Nevertheless, it falls very close to
the midpoint of the range of values of 37, 45, and 50 stbd/psi used internally by BP.1213 [ believe that the
BP values were all calculated using the estimated or measured permeability of the reservoir and the
wellbore geometry. As such, this comparison serves primarily to confirm that my methodology yields
credible results.

' Assuming that the cement remained reasonably intact, the likely mechanism for progressive failure is erosion. In
this case, the rate of failure would not remain constant but would instead increase rapidly as small channels opened
and fluid velocities increased. The 9 hour estimate thus very likely represents an upper bound on the time to
complete elimination of any resistance to flow by the cement or other down-hole restriction.

2 “Dynamic Relief Well Kill for Macondo MC252 Blowout,” SNL046-082105, O. B. Rygg. ADD Wellflow, AS,
June 2010.

" Value of 37 stbd/psi is obtained from analysis of calculations by Tony Liao of BP presented in “BP-HZN-
2179MDL04920969 x1s.” Value of 45 sthd/psi is from “Liao, Tony_20130111_Ex 11163.pdf.” BP internal email
from Tony Liao to Maria Nass, June 27, 2010.
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My best estimate of the wellbore discharge coefficient is 1152 stbd/psi'? and again this was
determined empirically. Per Table 2 of Appendix C, this is about 18% lower than the roughly
1400 stbd/psi'” inferred from BP calculation of flow rates along the casing. My value is lower, I believe,
because it correctly captures the complex geometry at the bottom of the well whereas the BP calculations
did not. If the higher BP value were used, my best estimate of the cumulative discharge would increase
by roughly 15%.

Finally, one difference between my empirical methodology and the approach used in general-purpose
models of two-phase flow is my use of constant discharge coefficients to relate flow rates of stock-tank
oil directly to pressure differences. This is addressed at length in Appendix C. As part of that analysis, |
compared flow rates along the wellbore computed using a fixed discharge coefficient with those
calculated by BP using the comprehensive PROSPER model of two-phase flow.* A constant discharge
coefficient reproduces the BP results to within 1.3% for all flow rates from zero to 50.000 stbd. The
RMS deviation'* between the two results is just 0.83% over all flow rates. This is illustrated in Fig. 7.

60 r
Figure 7. Comparison of flow rates calculated via a [
constant discharge coefficient and those calculated — 50 N
by BP using the PROSPER two-phase model of = Q= l4w\fb_?;
flow along the wellbore. > 40
5 =
Tl}e BP PROSPER calcula.tious empl'oy the o R = 0.99991
widely-used Beggs and Brill correlations for two- 30 RMS Dev = 0.83%
phase flow, a correlation for gas lift, a P Max Dev = 1.3%
comprehensive equation of state for the oil based = :
on measured oil properties, and a very detailed [ 20 Tony Lino, BP
description of the geometry of the wellbore casing. S Calculation
My physically-based empirical approach °
reproduces all of their flow rates to within 1.3%. B 10
0 & ! I
0 500 1000 150

Pressure Drop - 8P [psi]

Comparisons During Shut-In and Oil Collection (July 15)

During shut-in, the capping stack choke was closed in a series of 15 steps. As shown in Fig. 8 below,
my calculated capping-stack pressures agree with the pressures measured by BP to within +2.6% or
+120 psi over all 15 steps. Those for the BOP pressures agree within +1.7% or +90 psi. These deviations
are considerably smaller than the estimated accuracy of the BOP gauge, +200 psi.6 Such good

" From “BP-HZN-2179MDL04920969.xIs”. Created by Tony Liao, June 24, 2010.

15 RMS (root mean squared) deviation is the square root of the average square of discrepancies between a model and
all measured points. This is a standard indicator of the agreement between a model and observed values. Smaller
values indicate better agreement.

' «M(C252 Sensor Accuracy,” Matt Gochnour, BP briefing, July 18, 2010. Exhibit 8684. Estimated accuracy of
BOP transducer was 4% at 25% of full scale (5,000 psi) based on prior calibration.

13 Confidential per BP

TREX-011485R.0013



agreement demonstrates, in part, that the assumptions underlying the model remain valid over a broad
range of flow rates and conditions.

My calculated flow rates during shut-in based on the difference between the reservoir pressure and
the measured BOP, capping stack, or ambient pressure agree with one another to within 3% over all 15
steps of the choke. This demonstrates that changes in the conditions downstream of the BOP are properly
accounted for through their influence on BOP pressures, even under dramatically varying conditions. This
also confirms validity of this methodology and its ability to yield accurate estimates of historical flow
rates that rigorously account for both known and unknown variations in the BOP and riser geometries
downstream of the BOP gauge.

8

Figure 8. Calculated and measured BOP and 3
capping-stack pressures during shut-in. Per 7 F
Appendix E, measured BOP pressures are corrected ;
by -620 psi. ,E. 6 _
Calculated BOP pressures (purple curve) agree with 3‘ 5 /
the measured values (purple symbols) to within T el
1.7% or 90 psi for all choke settings. ﬁ." 4 L
Calculated capping-stack pressures (orange curve) g - Capping
agree with measured values (orange symbols) to @ L% e Stack
within 2.6% or 120 psi. @ s

& 2 F
Although the measured pressures were used to &
calculate flow rates in my estimation of the model 1 F Symbols - Measurements
parameters, these pressures were not fit as part of : Curves - Calculated Values
that process. Instead, the parameters were 0 e e P W s
determined solely by conservation of mass. 01 2 3 4 5 € 7 R ©

Choke Position - n} [turns]

I also used my model and parameters to reconcile capping-stack and BOP pressures measured during
shut-in. This led to my prediction that the BOP gauge was linear and exhibited the correct sensitivity at
the time of shut-in. This prediction, documented in my Sandia Report,'” was later verified by calibration
of the gauge following recovery of the BOP.

On the morning of July 15, oil was collected from the BOP during four one-hour periods. My
calculated collection rates using the measured BOP and capping-stack pressures agree with the measured
rates within 1.7% for all four periods. This is discussed in Appendix G. This demonstrates good
precision in measuring BOP and capping stack pressures and good precision in measuring flow rates of
collected oil.

Comparisons During the 86 Days of Flow

BOP pressures that I calculated using just the model parameters and reservoir and ambient pressures
agree very well with those actually measured over the 86 days. This calculated history is shown by the

"7 0il Release from the BP Macondo MC252 Well: Flow Rates and Cumulative Discharge Calculated using
Measured Blowout-Preventer Pressures, S. K. Griffiths, Sandia Report SAND2011-3800, June 2011,
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black curve in Fig, 5 passing through the BOP pressures. The RMS deviation between these calculated
and measured values is just 4.6%, for the period from May & to early on July 15, and most of this
discrepancy is due to the fact that the calculated pressures are low, on average, by 3.7% or 160 psi as
compared to the measured pressures offset by +740 psi. This discrepancy of 160 psi is roughly in the
range of uncertainty for my estimate of the BOP gauge offset and is again less than the estimated
accuracy of BOP gauge. Because these BOP pressures measured over the 86 days in no way influence
my model or the six parameters, such good agreement further demonstrates the accuracy of the model and
validates my independent conclusion that the offset in the BOP gauge was -740 psi during this period.

The observed decay in measured BOP pressures between May 8 and July 14 is -5.91 psi/day. This is
illustrated by the blue line in Fig. 5. Per Appendix J, my model predicts that the decay rate of the
reservoir pressure should be very nearly three times the decay rate at the BOP. This leads to a reservoir
decay rate of 17.5 psi/day or 1500 psi total over the period from blowout to shut-in. This agrees
remarkably well with my independent estimate of 1540 psi based on the long-term shut-in pressure, as
described in Appendix F. This independent estimate does not depend on any measured BOP pressures, so
such agreement again indicates validity of my model. It also indicates that the BOP gauge (PT-B) was
linear and exhibited the correct sensitivity between May 8 and July 14. Otherwise, the slope of the fit to
the measured pressures would be inconsistent with my independent estimate of the decay in reservoir
pressure.

INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THE FEDERAL RULES OF C1viL PROCEDURE

This report contains my opinions, conclusions. and reasons therefore.

2. A general statement of my qualifications is contained in the Personal Background section, page 3. A
more detailed statement of my qualifications is included in Appendix K.

3, A list of publications authored since 1995 is provided in Appendix L.

4. My compensation for the preparation of this report and any testimony as an expert witness at trial or
deposition is as follows: $180 per hour.

5. 1 have not previously testified as an expert witness.

6. The facts and data | considered in forming my opinions are listed in Appendix M.

The opinions expressed in this report are my own and are based on the data and facts available to me
at the time of writing, Should additional relevant or pertinent information become available, [ reserve the
right to supplement the discussion and findings in this report.
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Appendix A: Main Assumptions

Development of the model required for this approach involves several assumptions. These are that:
(1) all flows are fully developed, fully mixed, and quasi-steady: (2) all flows are turbulent, except in the
reservoir: (3) flow in the reservoir is laminar; (4) geometry of well from the BOP gauge down is
nominally unchanged over the 86 days; (5) two-phase flow through the capping stack choke is adequately
described by a constant de-rating factor over the range of conditions of interest; and (6) gas-oil mixture
densities at any fixed position along the flow path do not vary significantly with changes in pressure or
flow rate over the ranges of interest. For the wellbore, the last of these assumptions can be relaxed to a
statement that the mean density along the wellbore does not vary significantly with changes in pressure or
flow, again over the range of conditions of interest. As discussed in Appendix C, assumption 6 regarding
constant density is not actually required since turbulent discharge coefficients remain relatively constant
even when mixture densities and two-phase factors vary significantly.

Assumptions 1 through 3 are readily justified after the fact by examining computational results along
with the expected well geometry. Assumption 4 can also be justified after the fact, at least in part, by
looking for discrepancies in the results suggesting the something significant and unexplained happened
along the way. This can reveal sudden changes in well geometry below the BOP, but slow evolution
cannot be discemned.  Finally, assumptions 5 and 6 are somewhat intertwined. If the densities are
relatively constant, then the de-rating factor for two-phase flow should also be relatively constant
provided the overall composition is fixed. As further discussed in Appendix C, these two influences
additionally offset one another in their impact on variation in the discharge coefficients.

Pressures in the reservoir and deep in the well always exceed the bubble point value, well below
10,000 psi at the local temperature of about 240 F. As such, the oil-gas mixture in this region is always
liquid. Since temperatures here are stable and the compressibility of this mixture is fairly small, densities
deep in the well will vary by at most 3.2% as the reservoir pressure decays from roughly 11,850 to 10,310
psi due to reservoir depletion. For laminar flow. mass flow rates are proportional to the fluid density, so
this total density variation leads to potential errors in flow rates of +1.6%. The constant-density
approximation thus seems well justified here. However, laminar flow rates also vary inversely with
dynamic viscosity, and this falls by less than 15% as pressures fall from 11,850 to 10,310 psi."® The net
effect of this pressure variation is therefore an increase in flow rate of about 12% for a fixed pressure
differential as the reservoir pressure decays. leading to a margmal variation of 6%,

Along the wellbore, flow rates are determined chiefly by the pressure differential and mean density,"”
and this varies only slightly over the full range of conditions of interest. For a linear temperature profile
from 150 or 180 F to 240 F between the BOP and bottom of the well, calculated mean wellbore specific
gravities vary only from 0.52 to 0.56 for BOP pressures between 3,100 and 6,605 psi, reservoir pressures
from 11,850 to 10,310 psi. and associated flow rates between zero and 70,000 stbd. Because turbulent
flow rates vary in proportion to the square-root of density. this density variation of 7% leads to a total
variation in the flow rate of 3.4% and a marginal variation of just =1.7%. with higher densities yielding
higher flow rates. Such low variation in the mean wellbore density is important in these analyses because
this is the dominant restriction to flow between the reservoir and BOP over all of the 86-day history.

These density variations and the related elevation heads were calculated after-the-fact by computing
flow rates, the frictional pressure drop. local pressures and densities along the wellbore, and the resulting
mean wellbore density and elevation head using the baseline parameters and a version of the model
accounting for the influence of local density variations on both the elevation head and local wellbore
discharge coefficient. The equilibrium equation-of-state used in these calculations replicates proprietary
tabulations provided by BP for live oil at pressures above the bubble point.28 Fits to later BP tabulations,
also proprietary, yield mixture densitics roughly 10% below and above the values used in these

"% From BP file “Information Package 3.doc™ under “Black-0il hydrocarbon fluid properties table used in BP’s
Prosper models.” SNL0O07-006872, BP proprietary document.

" Turbulent flows depend only weakly on viscosity through dependence of friction factors on the Reynolds number,
" From BP file “Live_Oil_density.xls.” SNL059-000136. August 18. 2010. BP proprietary document.
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calculations.#'22 While the three versions of this equation-of-state yield slightly different mixture
densities, the resulting variations in density are nearly identical. Calculated flowing elevation heads are
shown in Fig, 1 of Appendix G.

The assumption that local densities do not vary significantly along the wellbore also carries an
implied assumption that the elevation head in the wellbore does not change significantly with pressures
and flow rates over the range of conditions of interest. This head is also determined by the mean density
of the gas-oil mixture between the bottom of the well and the location of the BOP gauge and, as already
discussed, this varies by at most 7% over all possible conditions encountered during the 86-day history.
including shut-in.  This variation in mean density leads to a maximum total variation in elevation head of
roughly 220 psi based on calculated nominal head of 3220 psi. For turbulent flow, flow rates vary with
the square-root of the pressure difference, so this in turn leads to potential errors in the flow rate of £2.0%
with increasing densities vielding lower flow rates.” Because mass flow rates fall with increasing
elevation head (due to reduced driving pressure differential) but increase with increasing density (due to
role of density in flow rate correlation), the influence on flow rates of density and elevation head tend to
offset one another such that flow variations due to wellbore density variations are reduced. It is therefore
conservative to treat these density variations and the resulting pressure variations independently in
assessing the accuracy of results as this approach will overestimate uncertainties.

During the shut-in process, BOP pressures ranged from roughly 4000 to 6600 psi. Ower this range,
densities vary by 14% for temperatures between 150 and 180 F, yielding an uncertainty in the flow rate of
+3.4%. The range of pressures at the capping stack are even larger, from roughly 3000 to 6600 psi,
leading to density variations of nearly 30% and potential errors in flow rates through the capping stack
choke of roughly +7%. Further, the estimated equilibrium quality of the mixture (mass fraction vapor)
varies by a roughly factor of two. For this reason, it might be advantageous to limit use of the shut-in
data to capping stack pressures below 4000 psi, corresponding to the first five turns of the capping-stack
choke. Over this range of pressures, from 3000 to 4000 psi. densities vary by at most 20% leading to
errors in calculated flow rates of =4,8%. Limiting the shut-in data used to less than five turns of the
choke stem also ensures that flow through the BOP and capping stack is always in the two-phase regime,
thus also helping to ensure that assumption (5) of a constant choke de-rating factor remains valid for two-
phase flows with varying gas and liquid fractions. Over this range of conditions, the calculated
equilibrium quality of the gas-oil mixture varies by less than 30%, which should be more consistent with
the assumption of a constant de-rating factor. Surprisingly, limiting use of the shut-in data in this manner
has very little impact on the calculated historical flow rates, much less than 1%,

Flow rates measured just prior to shut-in also play a role in this approach to estimating historical flow
rates. These measurements were made with the capping-stack kill line open over a range of conditions
leading to capping-stack pressures (just upstream of kill line) that varied from 2353 to 2400 psi. For
temperatures between 150 and 180 F, this range of pressures leads 10 a variation in density of 7.7%,
leading to a marginal variation in kill-line flow rates of £1.9%, Calculated mixture qualities over this
range of pressures vary by less than 0.1% for any fixed temperature between 150 and 180 F, so changing
two-phase conditions should have negligible impact on kill-line flow rates.

Finally, it is important to note again that these variations and potential errors in flow rate through the
BOP, capping stack, and kill line do not translate directly into uncertainties in flow rates calculated over
the 86-day period. These flow rates are determined only by the productivity index, wellbore discharge
coefficient, densities in the wellbore and reservoir, and pressure differences between the reservoir and
BOP. Variations in flow rates through the BOP and capping stack do indeed impact calculated flow
rates, but only indirectly through their impact on the estimated values of the productivity index and
wellbore discharge coefficient.

‘: From BP file “Information Package 3.doc”, SNLO07-006872. Undated. BP proprietary document.

~ From BP file “Black Oil Tables from EOS for All Temps 11June2010.xls", LAL248-009068. June 11, 2010.
** This variation is based on a nominal frictional pressure drop along the wellbore of 2650 psi obtained from the
average flow rate 62,800 stbd and the baseline wellbore discharge coefficient of 1219 stbd/psi'”.
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Appendix B: Mathematical Model

Flow from the reservoir to the bottom of the well is characterized by an industry-standard
productivity index (PI). This index describes laminar (Darcy) flow in the reservoir formation and yields
a flow rate that is proportional to the pressure difference between the far-field reservoir and the bottom of
the well. The units of the PI are stock-tank barrels per day per psi. so the flow rate is given by

iy,
P

where @, is the flow rate in stock-tank barrels per day (stbd), m1,; is the mass flow rate of stock-tank oil,
p,, is the stock-tank oil density, K is the productivity index, and 0P is the pressure differential in psi.
The units of 71, and p,, can be picked in any manner that yields the flow rate in barrels per day.

Under the assumptions above, flows through the well casing, BOP restriction, and other flow paths
higher in the well can be described by a similar relation, but in this case the flow is assumed to be
turbulent and is also perhaps two-phase. Here the flow rate can be expressed in general as
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where i, is the mass flow rate of the gas-oil mixture, A, is the cross-section area along the flow path,
f =0.7 is the mass fraction of the mix that is stock-tank oil, f,4 is a de-rating factor for two-phase flow,

d is the diameter or characteristic lateral dimension of the flow path, L is the path length. p, is the
mixture density, and A is the turbulent friction factor for single-phase flow. Note that the next-to-the-last
expression on the right of eq, 2 combines all constants for either the BOP or well into a single
constant & . This expression is still rigorous provided the geometry is fixed; however, the final
approximation on the right of eq. 2 employs the two assumptions that a single two-phase de-rating factor
adequately addresses all conditions at a given location (i.e. the well, BOP, etc.) and that the density is
reasonably constant at any location. Again as discussed in Appendix C, both of these assumptions are not
rigorously required. The constant & in eq. 2 is thus a discharge coefficient for turbulent flow that is
analogous to the productivity index. For convenience, the units of this constant are taken as stbd/psi'”,
and one such constant (four in total) will describe flow along the welibore, through the BOP, through the
capping stack kill line. and the tubing downstream of the capping stack choke.

The final element of this model is a description of flow through the capping-stack choke. This choke
is characterized by a variable valve coefficient, Cp, having the units of gallons (of water) per minute
perpsi'”.  As such, the flow of oil through the choke can be expressed as

” y &) & )
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where p,, is the local specific gravity of the gas-oil mixture and p;, =0.83 is that of the stock-tank oil.

The factor 60-24 accounts for conversion from minutes to days; 42 accounts for conversion from gallons
to barrels, The overall de-rating factor is then given by

Fox =PLAP g5 e [0 o @)
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In analogy to eq. 2, flow rate through the choke can therefore be expressed as
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O, =keyVOP where key = JorCy (5)

The final approximation here again employs the assumptions regarding a single two-phase flow factor for
all conditions and relatively constant density at the choke location. As discussed in Appendix C,
however, each of these assumptions is not individually required. Instead, the density and two-phase
factor may vary significantly while the effective discharge coefficient remains relatively constant.
Because stock-tank barrels are equivalent to mass, conservation along the flow path now requires that

KOP, o gn =Ky ‘\[5?3“ ~gop = kgop 'JEI; pop-cs =k¢s '\/5? CS=amis (6)

where the subscript res refers to the reservoir, B/ to the bottom of the well, CS to the capping stack, and
amb to the exit condition at the seafloor. All of these discharge coefficients are (at this point) unknown
parameters, except for kpg which is partially tied to the capping-stack choke Cy This is given by

-2 f -2
1 1 I 1
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where kpg is the unknown discharge coefficient for tubing downstream of the choke, joining the choke to
ambient conditions at the seafloor, and ky;, is the unknown discharge coefficient of the kill line. The
first of these is appropriate when the kill line is closed; the second is appropriate when it is open.

More generally, the flow between any two points along a flow path that does not include the reservoir
can be written as

—ij3
4
Qﬂ=km\[tﬁ,_, where £ S(ZLLI) (%)
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where oF, ; denotes the pressure difference between the two points. The sum over local discharge

coefficients must include all values along the path between the two points of interest.  If the path
additionally includes the reservoir, then the appropriate expression is

4K 6P, 2
Qu=ﬁ l+ﬁ—l where 6'=k‘“”
2 Z] K

(9)

Here a circamflex on the pressure difference indicates that this difference must include that from the
reservoir to the bottom of the well, while the sum yielding k,; in eq. 8 is just over those path elements

involving turbulent flow. Finally, if the path spans just from the reservoir to the well bottom, then the
flow rate is given by eq. I, where &P in this case is the difference between the reservoir and bottom-hole
pressures,
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Appendix C: Technical Basis for Constant Discharge Coefficients

Appendix A of this report describes a set of assumptions leading to a correlation in which the
turbulent flow rate of stock-tank oil is proportional to the square-root of a pressure difference with a
constant of proportionality, the discharge coefficient, that is fixed over the range of conditions of interest.
That correlation was derived in the classical manner of simplifying general governing equations through
multiple assumptions. As described in Appendix A, these include the assumptions of constant fluid
density, constant two-phase factors, etc. However, the model used in these analyses is in fact based on
just the single assumption that all turbulent flow rates of stock-tank oil are strictly proportional to the
square-root of the pressure difference. This is equivalent to the single assumption that the discharge
coefficients for the wellbore, BOP restriction, capping-stack kill line and choke line tubing, and the
capping-stack variable choke valve are each independent of the pressure and temperature, again over the
range of conditions of interest. In this light, the multiple assumptions of Appendix A may be viewed as a
path to the central assumption of constant discharge coefficients for each of the flow elements.

Constant discharge coefficients still represent a fairly strong assumption given that two-phase flows
oceur over much of the flow path, including a significant portion of the wellbore and the entirety of the
BOP and capping stack, at least up to the high pressures encountered just preceding final shut-in. Such
two-phase flows are known to depend strongly on a two-phase factor and, in general, the two-phase factor
depends strongly on the pressure and temperature through their influence on the quality of the mixture
and the densities of the liquid and vapor phases. The model based on constant discharge coefficients
nevertheless reproduces all BOP and capping-stack pressures measured during shut-in to within 120 psi
or 2.6% and the oil collection rates early on July 15 to within 1.7%. It also correctly predicted that the
BOP gauge was linear and displayed the correct sensitivity to within about 1.5% at the time of shut-in.
This accuracy (or better) was later verified by post-retrieval calibration of BOP gauge.™

Such agreement between measured and calculated values is remarkable in light of the simplifying
assumptions of Appendix A and resulting use of constant discharge coefficients. The purpose of the
present analysis is thus to better understand why constant discharge coefficients provide such accurate
results and to provide a more rigorous justification for their use. The approach used for this is 1o
formulate the discharge coefficient in terms of well-established two-phase flow correlations. The
resulting expression is then used to compute potential variations in the discharge coefficients over various
pressures and temperatures of interest. As demonstrated, variations in the discharge coefficients are very
significantly lower than variations in fluid densities or two-phase factors owing to tradeoffs between the
liquid density, mass fraction of liquid that is stock-tank oil, and the two-phase factor.

The analyses below supporting this observation address first flow through the BOP and capping stack
via two-phase correlations appropriate for short pipes, the variable choke and any orifice. The wellbore
discharge coefficient is addressed separately through the analysis of flow rates and pressures provided by
BP in preparation for shut-in. The productivity index is not considered here because flow in the reservoir
is all single phase for the range of conditions of interest.

BOP and Capping Stack Discharge Coefficients

Under the assumption of a constant discharge coefficient, the pressure drop &P across any flow
element from the bottom of the BOP through the capping stack to ambient conditions is expressed as

[

bp—'- =
K* (1

where & is the fixed discharge coefficient and O, is the flow rate of stock-tank oil. Because the density
of stock-tank oil is fixed for this problem. the flow rate O, is equivalent to a mass flow rate.

* From “BOP Pressure-Temperature Sensor Test Data from 6-15 and 6-16 (201 1).pdf™ Gauge calibration was
performed by Det Norske Veritas on recovered PT-B transducer.
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A comparable expression for the pressure drop can be written in terms of two-phase flow. Employing
a K-factor version of the widely-used Lockhart-Martinelli formulation.” the two-phase pressure drop is
given by
K
éP"""Pf‘r?’t =——rmip;
24° Py (2)

where K is a constant based on the geometry and turbulent friction factor, p, is the liquid density, u, is
the liquid superficial velocity, and ¢, is the liquid two-phase factor. Note that the right-hand form in
eq. 2 is written in terms of the liquid mass flow rate, m,, using the identity s, = p,u,A where A is the
effective total cross-sectional area of flow. Finally, eq. 2 can be further rewritten in terms of the mass
flow rate of stock-tank oil, m,, using the definition m,, = ¥/, where ¥ is the mass fraction of liquid that
is stock-tank oil. This yields

5P = K¢'fz .2 K¢r Pu 2

~2 "1." =2 5

Zflzﬂ. T ZA"prt (3)

Here the right-hand form utilizes the fact that the mass flow rate of oil is the product of the volumetric
flow rate, Q,, ,and the fixed density of the stock-tank oil, p,,.

The forms of egs. | and 3 are now identical in that each relates the pressure drop to the flow rate of
stock-tank oil. These two expressions therefore can be equated to eliminate the flow rate and pressure
drop, yielding an expression for the discharge coefficient, £, in terms of the parameters appearing in the
two-phase formulation. Following minor rearrangement, this gives

AR

The first term on the right of this expression involves only geometry of the flow path and the density of
stock-tank oil and so does not vary with pressure or temperature. Rather, all possible variation in the
discharge coefficient is contained in the second term involving the mass fraction of stock-tank oil in the
liquid, the liquid density, and the liquid two-phase factor. An important note here is that the two-phase
factor must always decrease with increasing pressure, up to the saturation or bubble point pressure, but
the mass fraction of oil in the liquid, ¥, and liquid density, p,, also decrease with increasing pressure up
to saturation.  As such, it is impossible fo discern a priori whether the discharge coefficient based on the
two-phase formulation increases, decreases. or remains relatively constant with variations in pressure.
That the liquid density falls significantly with increasing pressure is of particular note. and this is
important contributor to determining any variation in the discharge coefficients. This hehavior results
from the fact that species of lower molecular weight than the stock-tank oil are increasingly incorporated
into the liquid phase as the pressure is increased, driving the overall liquid density down.
Without loss of generality, variation in the discharge coefficient with pressure and temperature can

also be expressed in terms of normalized variables. That is

2 A ] ‘Ew P sat ]

K, p.h' ¢’ sval

(4)

s

ke—= - where &, =

k(l ‘pr

(5)

= Lockhart, R.W. and Martinelli, R.C., “Proposed Correlation of Data for Isothermal Two Phase, Two Component
Flow in Pipes,” Chem. Engr. Progr.. 45. 1949.
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where the subscript sar denotes the value at the saturation pressure or bubble point at the temperature of
interest, Note that ¢, ., = 1.so ¢, and ¢, are identical. Also note that ¥, is independent of temperature.
That is, that overall mass fraction of the mixture of liquid and vapor that is stock-tank oil is constant and
does not depend on either the pressure or the temperature.

Equation 5 provides a complete formulation stating the discharge coefficient is terms of well-
established two-phase flow equations and will describe potential variations in the discharge coefficient
with pressure and temperature. All that is required now is an expression for the two-phase factor and an
equation of state for the fluid to compute fluid densities and other thermo-physical properties required to
evaluate the two-phase factor.

The primary two-phase model used for this analysis is the well-established and widely-used
Martinelh formulation in which the two-phase pressure drop is calculated from the pressure drop for the
flow of liquid alone and a two-phase factor, Numerous models of this two-phase factor have been
developed over the last few decades, and each adequately addresses some set of data. The well-known
correlation by Chisholm,™ as later modified by Whalley,” is used for the majority of this analysis because
it has been successfully employed to describe flow in both pipes and orifices. The variable choke valve
and BOP restriction are best described as an orifice, while the capping stack kill line is clearly best
described as a pipe. The Chisholm-Walley relation is also relatively simple and so more transparent than
many other correlations. Other versions of the two-phase factor are discussed in a later section,

Because Reynolds numbers in all flow elements are very high, the two-phase model appropriate here
is that in which both the liquid and vapor exhibit turbulent behavior. Per Whalley, the two-phase factor in
this regime is given by

& 12 12
Pi=1+—+ —~ where C= [p_,] + [&)
% ¥ P

The variable yx is the Martinelli parameter, discussed below. Note that the value of C in this expression
is often and erroneously taken as € =20 for turbulent-turbulent flow based on Chisholm’s original work
with steam-water mixtures. This value is, however, applicable only to that case and yields large errors
when the ratio of the liqud to vapor densities is not large. Whalley later derived the more general
expression for C above and showed that it yields a value near 20 for the conditions considered by
Chisholm. This expression also correctly recovers the limiting case in which liquid and vapor densities
are equal; for this special case, it is required that C = 2.

The Martinelli parameter appearing in eq. 7 is related to inter-phase slip and represents the square-
root of the ratio of the pressure gradient or pressure differential for the flow of the liquid alone to that for
flow of the gas alone. This can be expressed in terms of the liquid and vapor densities and mass flow
rates as

. AT 2 <714 I/4 'l
o 1 B Y ML R
o hp\mg)  fip\ ¥ p\ox 1y P\

where /, and /| are liquid and vapor friction factor , p, and p, are phase densities, t; and j, are viscosities,
and x is the mixture quality or mass fraction of the mixture in the vapor phase. Evaluation of this

* Chisholm, D., “A Theoretical Basis for the Lockhart-Martinelli Correlation for Two-Phase Flow,” Int. J. Heat
!\}ass Transfer., 10, 1967.
= Whalley, P. B.. Two-Phase Flow and Heat Transfer, Oxford University Press. New York, 1996.
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expression and those above requires fluid properties as a function of pressure and temperature, and this
requires an equation of state.”

The equation of state used in these calculations was provided by BP in tabular form and is based on a
gas-oil-ratio of 2883 scf/stb and overall stock-tank oil mass fraction of f=0.64." These tabulations
include the oil formation volume factor, FVF, and both densities and viscosities for the liquid and vapor
phases, Values of these properties at pressures other than those tabulated were computed using quadratic
interpolation. Other versions of the equation of state provided by BP yield slightly different results. but
overall trends and the conclusions drawn from these trends remain the same.

From these interpolated values, the mass faction of stock-tank oil in the liquid at any given pressure
and a tabulated temperature can be computed from the definition

FVF = vc]hq. _&( massillq‘]‘:&l. = ks L Py ©)
vol stoil  p, \massstoil) p, x FVF p,

where, as previously discussed, p,, is the fixed density of stock-tank oil. From interpolation of the
tabulations to ambient pressure and 60°F, its value is p,= 53.0 Ib/ft’.  The mixture quality can then be
calculated directly from the fact that the mass fraction, f, of the liquid and vapor mixture that is stock-
tank oil is a constant. This overall mass fraction of stock-tank oil is by definition f= 1 (1-x), so the
quality is then given by

x-l—ﬁi where fi=064 (10)

X

The value f=0.64 is obtained from the definition that it is equal to the value of t at the saturation
pressure, which is included in the tabulated equation of state. All of the variables appearing egs. 5
through 8 can thus be interpolated directly (densities and viscosities) or by definitions relating various
parameters (quality and stock-tank oil mass fraction) to tabulated values.

Calculated values of the normalized discharge coefficient, two-phase factor, stock-tank oil mass
fraction, and liquid density computed using the equations above are shown in Figs. | and 2. The first of
these is for a fixed temperature of 160 F; the second is for 240 F. These temperatures were selected
because they almost certainly bound the range of temperature of interest for the BOP and capping stack
during shut-in and during oil collection earlier on July 15, 2010.

We seen in Figs. 1 and 2 that variation in the two-phase factor, liquid density, and stock-tank oil mass
fraction are indeed rather significant, but variations in the discharge coefficient are much smaller. Over
all pressures between the minimum possible value of 2198 psi and a maximum possible of 11.850 the
discharge coefficient varies by just 19% at 160 F and by just 23% at 240 F. In contrast, the two-phase
factor varies by roughly a factor of two over the same range of pressures. Variations over the range of
conditions of interest for each flow element are smaller still. This is illustrated by the points and
horizontal lines labeled as choke, BOP and kill, The outer set of points in each case represent the total
range of pressures seen at either end of the flow element. For example, the smallest pressure at either end
of the choke line was the ambient pressure of 2198 psi and the maximum pressure was 6605 psi measured
Jjust at shut-in.

These outer points provide a crude measure of the range of conditions impacting variation in the
discharge coefficients, but do not accurately reflect this because flow rates are not determined by the
conditions at one end of a flow element or the other. Instead. flow rates are determined by the pressure
drop across the flow element and some average or effective discharge coefficient based on the conditions
at both ends. There are several approaches to estimating such an effective discharge coefficient, and a
common practice is to calculate this based on the geometric mean density at the two ends, Because this is

* The analysis used in calculating the discharge employs discharge coefficients that were determined from
measured pressures and flow rates so no equation of state was required,
* From BP file “Black Qil Tables from EOS for All Temps 11June2010.xls", LAL2458-009068.
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two-phase flow, however, a more appropriate method is to base the effective discharge coefficient on the
geometric mean of the discharge coefficients at the two ends. Again for example, pressures at the two
ends of the choke line are 2198 and 3062 psi at the beginning of shut-in but increase to 2198 and 6605 psi
just as shut in is completed. The normalized effective discharge coefficients for these conditions range
from 0.8952 to 0.9314 at 160 F, a variation of 4.0 %. This variation is indicated in Fig. 1 by the number
in parentheses following the choke line label. Similar variations follow each such label for the various
flow elements in Figs. | and 2. In addition, the range of equivalent pressures corresponding to this range
of discharge coefficients is 2545 to 3084 psi. That is, a pressure of 2545 yields a discharge coefficient of
0.8952; 3084 psi yields 0.9314. These equivalent pressures are indicated by the inner pair of points for
each flow element.

2.5 2.5
T=160 F T=240 F
[
20 F 20|
i Kill Line Coll (0.26%) —D“— Kill Line Collection (0.28%)
Ls ="

6569 psi 11850 psi

23% Max Possible—————9

1 ———— 9% Max Possible————
2198 psi

.ul BOP Shut-In (6.1%)
—D‘ "—- Choke Line Shut-In (4.0%)

/2198 psi

bt
in
T

0.5 -,"i 4—='h~l BOP Shut-In {6.8%)

Normalized Variables - k*, ¢*, p*, x*
Normalized Variables - k*, ¢*, p*, x*

R |<— Choke Line Shut-In (4.6%)
PR | P

0.0 P | v PO (R —— | P 0-0 " Ll | T a0 L
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 0 2 4 6 8 10 12
Pressure - P [kpsi] Pressure - P [kpsi]

Figure 1. Computed normalized discharge coefficient, Figure 2. Computed values of the normalized discharge
stock-tank oil mass fraction in the liquid. liquid density, coefficient at 240 F. Higher temperatures yield slightly
and two-phase factor at 160 F. Outer dots with bars higher variations in the two-phase factor and normalized
show the extremes of pressures for each flow element; discharge coefficient due to higher saturation pressure
inner dots show range for effective values. and as a result a broader two-phase regime.

Additional values of this sort are provided in Table | below. The minimum and maximum pair of
pressures the ends of each flow element is listed under the element label in the first column. For the kill
line, these pressures represent the range observed during collection of oil on the moring of July 15,
2010. For the BOP and choke line, they represent the values observed during shut in. Table 1 thus
represents all of the flow elements, except the wellbore, and all of the conditions used in parameter
estimation. For each temperature in Table 1, the total variation in the effective discharge coefficient is
listed as a percentage. Under these variations is the corresponding range of equivalent pressures. Table 1
also includes results based on the geometric mean density, and it is clear that this alternate method yields
very similar results. Variations based on the mean density are for comparison only, however, as those
based on the geometric mean discharge coefficient are expected to be more accurate.
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Geometric Mean k Geometric Mean p

160F |  200F 240 F 160F [ 200F | 240F

Kill - Collect 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
2198-2353 psi (2274-2295)  (2274-2295)  (2274-2295) | (2276-2299)  (2276-2299) (2276-2299)
2198-2400 psi
Choke — SI 4.0% 4.4% 4.6% 4.1% 4.7% 5.3%
2198-3062 psi (2545-3084)  (2553-3103)  (2559-3117) | (2612-3359)  (2615-3438)  (2617-3501)
2198-6605 psi
BOP - SI 6.1% 6.5% 6.8% 5.9% 6.4% 6.7%
3062-4062 psi (3451-6605)  (3456-6605)  (3464-6605) | (3507-6605)  (2514-6605) (3521-6605)
6605-6605 psi

Table 1. Calculated percentage variation in capping-stack choke line, kill line and BOP discharge coefficients
based on geometric mean discharge coefficient and geometric mean density.

2.5
£ 20}
Figure 3. Ratios of discharge coefficients for various é
temperatures as a function of pressure. The ratio of the k-l
coefficients at 160 and 200°F varies by at most 1.9% S 15}
over the range of pressures from 2198 to 11,850 psi, % Kk & (33%)
That for 160 and 240°F varies by at most 3.3%. S e Disoge
Variations in discharge coefficients with temperature are g 1OF | 1
therefore negligible over the small range of pressures for = K ¥y (1:9%)
each flow element. .§ 2198 psi
a 0.5 F
0.0 L . . - -

0 2 4 6 8 1 12
Pressure - P [kpsi]

Figures 1 and 2 depict only the variations in discharge coefficients that may occur as a result of
variations in pressure at a fixed temperature. It is possible, however, that the temperature also varies due
to variations in flow rate, time or pressure, especially during shut in. To examine the influence of such
temperature variations, it is sufficient to consider the ratio of k* at one temperature to that at another over
the range of pressures of interest. This is illustrated in Fig. 3. Here the ratio of k* at 160 F to that at
240 F and that at 160 F to that at 200 F are plotted as a function of the pressure. We see that both of these
ratios are very nearly constant and very close to unity. The ratio for 160 and 240 F exhibits a maximum
deviation from unity of 3.3% for all pressures from 2198 to 11,850 psi. And, the average value of this
ratio over this range of pressures is just 1.006. That is, the discharge coefficient at 160 F is on average
just 0.6% higher than at 240 F. Maximum deviation in the ratio for 160 F and 200 F is just 1.9% over all
possible pressures of interest, and that mean of this ratio is 1.003. The average at 160 F is thus 0.3%
higher than at 200 F. These variations are only about 10% of those calculated for variations in pressure as
previously seen in Figs. | and 2. Given large uncertainties in the two-phase factor, the small likely
variation in temperature during oil collection and shut in, and the limited range of pressures of interest for
each flow element, variation in all discharge coefficients due to temperature variations appear to be
negligible relative to those due to variations in pressure.
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All of the results presented so far employ the Lockhart-Martinelli formulation of two-phase flow.
This formulation is based on the flow rate of liquid (or gas) only. Since that time, most derivations of
two-phase factors have been based on the total mass flow rate. In this case, the liquid two-phase factor,
¢ is defined such that the total mass flow rate is treated as though it were a liquid having the density of

the liquid phase. Using the identity r, =rit,, (1~ x) where i, is the total mass flow rate and x is the
mixture quality, the flow rate of stock-tank oil can be written as s, =, X(1-x) and eq. 4 above can be

rewritten as

e Jzi x(l—x)]!p, (11)
K p.ﬂ ¢ta

Equation 5 then becomes

kg 1-x

k' e M} where ¢, = L2 and 1-x = ik (12)
¢t‘o fo.sar “*sat

Using this formulation it is possible to compare results like those in Figs. 1 and 2 with alternative two-

phase factors describing flow through an orifice or valve that is characteristic of the BOP restriction and

the capping-stack variable choke. Results from several such correlations are shown in Fig. 4. Here the

two-phase factors for each correlation and the corresponding normalized discharge coefficient are plotted

as a function of the pressure for a fixed temperature of 200 F.

Figure 4 clearly shows that there is considerable uncertainty in two-phase factors for supposedly
identical geometries, and this represents one of the great challenges in modeling two-phase flows. Such
uncertainty, however, does not translate directly into variability in discharge coefficients. Instead, we
should expect that each curve in Fig. 4 represents a potentially accurate description of the two-phase
factor and resulting normalized discharge coefficient for the problem of interest such that variability in
the BOP or choke valve discharge coefficient is properly described by variability along each curve.
Variability of this sort is shown in parentheses in Fig. 4. These represent the maximum possible variation
over all pressures between 2198 and 11,850 psi.

e
n

. S s =200 F
Figure 4. Normalized discharge coefficient and two- 1

phase factor for various two-phase models of pipe and
orifice flows.  Orifice and choke flows typically give
two-phase factors that are slightly larger than those for
pipes. Numbers in parenthesis indicate the maximum
possible variation in k* over the entire pressure range
from 2198 to 11,850 psi. As in Figs. 1 and 2, variations
over the limited range of pressures associated with each
flow element are much smaller. All two-phase factors
are presented in the form used by Lockhart and
Martinelli.
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The various correlations shown in Fig. 4 yield minimum and maximum variation in the discharge
wefﬁc:ent of 7 and 34% over all possible ressures. References for these correlatnons are: Whalley,"
Mattar,”' Simpson,” Chisholm and Watson, " Chisholm,* and Homogeneous.™

In contrast, the Whalley correlation used in Figs. 1 and 2 yields 21%, placing it near the middle of
this range. The maximum variation of 34% occurs for the homogenous two-phase factor. For this case,
total variations in the effective discharge coefficient over the ranges of pressure of interest are 0.4% for
the kill line, 8.6% for the choke line, and 12% for the BOP. While these values are significantly larger
than those in Table I, they still correspond to relative variation over conditions of interest of at most 6%
for the BOP and at most 4.3% for any path through the capping stack choke and kill lines.

Collectively, these results show that the use of constant discharge coefficients to describe two-phase
flow through the BOP and the capping-stack choke and kill lines is a well justified for the conditions of
interest for each flow element.

Wellbore Discharge Coefficient

The results above describe variation in discharge coefficients with variation in pressure and
temperature for an orifice or short pipe as found in the BOP, capping stack, and capping stack variable
choke. As such, the two-phase factors used in those analyses are likely not appropriate for the wellbore.
Instead, variations in the wellbore discharge coefficient should employ a two-phase factor tailored to a
long vertical pipe. Rather than repeating calculations of the sort above, however, it is perhaps more
illuminating to examine two-phase flow rates calculated by others and to use these flow rates to determine
potential variations in the wellbore discharge coefficient.

In late June of 2010, there was considerable concern about shut-in pressures and the possibility of
rupturing burst disks in the well casing. As part of this, BP undertook a number of calculations of the
shut in pressure and of pressures along the wellbore at various flow rates. Tony Liao of BP provided
detailed calculations of this sort,” and his results included both frictional pressure drops and pressure
drops due to the elevation head as a function of the flow rate.” His calculated frictional pressure drops
were split into two regions: from the bottom of the well to 8969 ft MD TVD. and from 8969 fi to the
wellhead. The values he obtained are shown in the first two columns of Table 2 below. The third column
15 simply the sum of the first two, yielding the total frictional pressure drop along the wellbore. Flowing
bottom-hole pressures for these calculations ranged from 8506 to 9837 psi. Wellhead pressures ranged
from roughly 4293 1o 6496 psi. As such, two-phase flow existed in upper portions of the well for all flow
rates greater than 20,000 bpd. At a flow rate of 50,000 bpd, two-phase flow existed in the upper 6900 feet
of the casing, slightly more than half the overall height. These flow rates, pressures and two-phase
conditions span very nearly the full range encountered during oil collection and shut in on July 15.

= Whnlley P.B., Two-Phase Flow and Heat Transfer, Oxford University Press. New York, 1996.

*' L. Mattar, et al., Orifice Metering of Two-Phase Flow, J. Petrol. Technol., 31, 1979,
" H. C. Simpson, D. H. Rooney and E. Grattan, Two-Phase Flow Through Gate Valves and Orifice Plates. Proc. Int,
(om on Physical Modelling of Multiphase Flow, Coventry, England, 19-21 April 1983.

" D. Chisholm and G. C, Watson, The Flow of Steam/Water Mixtures Through Sharp-Edged Orifices, Report 213,
Natmnal Engineering Laboratory. East Killbride, Glascow, 1966,

C hisholm, D., Two-Phase Flow in Pipelines and Heat Exchangers, Longman Group Ltd., London, 1983.

" From: R. B. Schuller, T. Solbakken and S. Selmer-Olsen, Evaluation of Multiphase Flow Rate Models for
Lhokeq Under Subcritical Qil/Gas/Water Conditions. SPE Production and Facilities, 18, 2003.

“ Part of the purpose of these calculations appears to be to match the VIP model results to those of Prosper. The
Llao results serve as the reference and so appear to be calculated using Prosper.

" From BP-HZN-2179MDL04920969.xls. Created by Tony Liao, June 24, 2010. Values in Table 2 are taken from
upper insert box on the tab labeled “Summary Table.” Bottom hole and wellhead pressures are also presented.
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Table 2. Calculated frictional
pressure drop along the wellbore
per Tony Liao of BP (first two
columns), along with total pressure
drop and effective wellbore
discharge coefficient. Effective
discharge coefficient varies by at
most about 2% for flow rates from
10,000 to 50,000 bpd.

8P Frict 8P Frict Total 5P Effective
Rate - Q to 8969 ft To WH Friction k-well
(bpd) (psi) (psi) (psi) (bpd/psi'?)
50,000 1124 153 1277 1399
40,000 705 94 799 1415
30,000 394 50 444 1424
20,000 175 21 196 1428
10,000 45 5 350 1421
0 0 0 0

The fourth column in Table 2 is the effective wellbore discharge coefficient calculated using the
frictional pressure drop computed by Tony Liao for the prescribed flow rate. That is,

kwfll =

(12)

Py

For example the dlscharge coefficient for a flow rate 50,000 bpd at a frictional pressure drop of 1277 psi
is 1399 bpd/psi'®. For flow rates over the range from 10,000 and 50,000 bpd, the discharge coefficients
calculated in this manner vary only from 1399 to 1428 bpd/psnl °, a total range of just 2.1%. Thus, for
given a prescribed frictional pressure drop, a constant discharge coefficient of just over 1400 bpd/psi'?
should reproduce Liao’s flow rates to within about plus or minus 1%.

60
50 | Least Squares Fit
= Q= 1410¥8P,
Figure 5. Flow rates and frictional pressure drops. Red iy a0 L
symbols are frictional pressure drops along the wellbore E
calculated by Tony Liao at prescribed flow rates. These =4 B 8
appear to be based on the PROSPER model. The black 23 Max D:w'IJ‘:‘
curve is a least-squares fit to his values using a constant ;" )
discharge coefficient. The relative RMS deviation B 20 Tony Lino, BP
between the fit and Liao results is just 0.83% for flow & Calculation
rates from zero to 50,000 bpd.
10
0 A1 '}
0 500 1000 1500

Frict Pressure Drop - bl’[ |psil

This is further illustrated in Figure 5. Here the prescribed flow rates of Table 2 are plotted against the
frictional pressure drops calculated by Liao. Also shown in Figure 5 is a least-squares fit to his results
based on the form Q‘-k".f,MFSPJr such that the discharge coefficient is the only fitting parameter. The

result of this fit is a discharge coefficient of 1410 bpd/psi'?. The resulting goodness of fit is 0.99991, and
the RMS deviation between the fit and Liao’s results is just 232 bpd. This corresponds to an RMS
relative deviation of 0.83% over all flow rates. For all flow rates between zero and 50,000 bpd, the
maximum relative deviation is just 1.3%, and this occurs at a flow rate 20,000 bpd. At 50,000 bpd, the
deviation is less than 0.8%
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The calculations by Tony Liao were used to help assess whether the well could be shut-in safely, with
potentially catastrophic consequences if in error, and so likely employed the best computational tools
available to BP. Nevertheless, the constant discharge coefficient of 1410 bpd/psi'® replicates the Liao
relationship between flow rate and frictional pressure drop to within 1.3% for all flow rates between zero
and 50,000 bpd.™ This observation clearly indicates that a constant discharge coefficient accurately
describes flow along the wellbore over the broad range of conditions encountered during shut in. Further,
per Table 2, variations in the wellbore discharge coefficient over the range of conditions encountered
during shut in are on the order of £1%. Finally, use of the discharge coefficient obtained from any single
condition, as tabulated in Table 2, to describe the flow rate at any other pressure yields discrepancies of at
most 2.1% for all flow rates consider by Liao.

As such, use of a constant discharge coefficient to describe flow in the wellbore over the range of
relevant conditions appears to be well justified. even for cases spanning single and two-phase flows, Use
of a discharge coefficient determined at one pressure to describe flow rates at others is also well justified.
and this is fundamental to calculating historical flow rates via the present method.

" The value of the 1410 bpd/psi'* for the discharge coefficient obtained here is about 18% larger than the value of
1152 bpd/psi'” used in calculating my historical flow rates. Direct comparison between these values is not possible.
however, because my coefficient includes any influence of the complex geometry at the bottom of the well whereas
the Liao calculations do not,
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Appendix D: Parameter Estimation

The six unknown parameters appearing in this model are determined in part from pressures measured
during shut-in. During this process, spanning about two hours, pressures were measured at both the BOP
and capping stack. The ambient pressure at the seafloor was measured earlier using the capping-stack
gauge. In addition, all pressures (less head differences) throughout the well must be equal at zero flow, so
the reservoir pressure (less head) was also effectively measured at the end of the shut-in process. Again
all combinations of these pressures in pairs should yield the same flow rates as the capping-stack choke
was closed, so the unknown coefficients can be partially determined by matching flow rates along
segments of the flow path using these four measured pressures,

During the shut-in process, the capping-stack kill line was closed and the choke line was closed in a
series of steps characterized by turns of the choke stem. A plot of the measured choke valve coefficient,
Cy, as a function of the number of turns is shown in Fig. 1.3% This provides values used in egs. 3 and 5 of
Appendix B. Also shown in Fig, | isa fit to these values. This fit is used to compute pressures and flow
rates as a continuous function of the choke position; it is not used in determining the unknown
parameters, Instead, only the discrete measured values (symbols) are used in parameter estimation.
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] 250 § Max Errors
Figure 1. Measured Cy values for the Cameron-Willis = i < 30 :l_rrsrs\ I
CC40HP choke. The fit shown is used only to compute {absolie)

pressures and flow rates as a continuous function of
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The first step in determining the unknown parameters is to eliminate gauge offsets and any
differences in elevation head as these do not contribute to flow. Without loss of generality, the stacking-
cap gauge (PT 3K 2) is taken as the reference state. From capping-stack pressures measured hefore
shut-in, this leads to an ambient pressure of 2198 psi‘’ and an implied offset of +614 psi in the BOP
gauge. Noting that all pressures less their elevation heads must be uniform in the well at zero flow. the
reference capping-stack gauge also yields an implied reservoir pressure of 6605 psi at the time of shut-in,
again excluding the elevation head. While this early pressure of 6605 psi corresponds with zero flow
from the well when the choke is first fully closed, this is not a true shut-in pressure because the reservoir
and wellbore are not yet in equilibrium. As a result, transport internal to the well continues beyond the
time of complete choke closure, and the true wellhead shut-in pressure was roughly 7120 psi.#?  The

* From the manufacturer, Plot of € versus stem travel was provided in file “CC40FNR P_C Cv_256.pdf™,
SNLOK7-015349. This was converted to turns using a known screw pitch of 4 threads per inch and total travel of
2.125 inches.

“''From BP file “MC252 DataDump_ 071810, SNLO87-001206. PT 3K 2: July 13 at 12:58 to July 14 a1 02:18.
! See Appendix F.
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apparent shut-in pressure of 6605 psi is thus most appropriate for use in baseline parameter estimation,
but may not be appropriate for calculating historical flow rates.

Using these corrected pressures, a total of 30 residuals and two constraints can be constructed,
Fifteen of these are the differences between flow rates computed using pressure drops from the capping
stack to ambient and from the BOP to the capping stack. at each of 15 choke positions. Another 15 are
the differences between flow rates computed using pressure drops from the reservoir to BOP and the
capping stack to ambient. The first constraint is that the flow rate through the BOP must equal the flow
rate through the kill line when the capping-stack the capping-stack choke and rams are closed, the kill line
is open, there is no oil collection from the BOP, and the capping stack pressure is 2625 psi.*2 This yields
a kill-line coefficient, k. that is consistent with all other parameters. The second constraint is that the
flow rate between the reservoir and BOP must equal the measured flow rate of collected oil plus the flow
rate through the open kill line oil when the flow rate of collected oil is 20,012 sthd and the capping-stack
pressure is 2376 psi.*?  This collected rate was later updated by BP to 20,296 stbd, and this value is used
in my best estimate calculations. An important point here is that the measured BOP and capping-stack
pressures during shut-in are not fit in this process. Instead, the various parameters are determined solely
by using the measured pressures to determine flow coefficients yielding a model that conserves mass
along the flow path. The first constraint serves primarily to set the capping-stack kill line coefficient; the
second primarily sets the overall magnitude of the flow rate.

For each of the 30 conditions and 2 constraints, pressures measured at the BOP and capping stack are
used in conjunction with the estimated reservoir pressure and ambient sea pressure to calculate the
various flow rates. The pressures used in these calculations are averages of the measured values in the
plateau region following each incremental step in the variable choke.* In every case, the measured
pressures exhibited such a plateau, indicating at least local equilibrium in flow rates.

In practice, all six of the parameters are estimated simultaneously using a non-linear least-squares
algorithm, TIMARI.%5 The results obtained from this constrained non-linear parameter estimation for the
baseline case using a reservoir pressure of 6605 psi for the 30 residuals and the two constraints are as
follows. Productivity Index, x=47.2 stbd/psi; Wellbore Discharge Coefficient, k,,;= 1219 stbd/psi'*;
BOP Restriction, kyop = 1529 stbd/psi'?; Capping-Stack Kill Line. &y, = 2482 stbd/psi'”*: Capping-
Stack Choke Line Tubing, kps= 2511 stbd/psi'*; Wide-Open Variable Choke, kcy = 2258 sthd/psi'>.

Parameter estimation for my best-estimate conditions follows a similar procedure. Here, however,
the pressure of 6605 psi is used for calculating flow rates in the 30 residuals while the reservoir pressure,
less a flowing elevation head. of 7260 psi is used in calculating the two constraints. This combination
yields consistency of flow rates through the BOP during shut-in while providing a productivity index and
wellbore discharge coefficient that most accurately relate flow rates to pressure drops for the higher
reservoir pressure over the 86 days of flow. The resulting parameters in this case are: Productivity
Index, K= 43.8 stbd/psi; Wellbore Discharge Coefficient, k.., = 1152 stbd/psi'*; BOP Restriction,
keop = 1439 stbd/psi'”; Capping-Stack Kill Line, &y = 2551 stbd/psi'”; Capping-Stack Choke Line
Tubing, kys= 2367 stbd/psi'”: Wide-Open Variable Choke, k= 2124 stbd/psi'”.

2 From BP file “MC252 DataDump 071810, SNLO&7-001206. PT_3K_2: July 14, 2010 at 19:00 hours.

** Pressure from BP file “MC252_DataDump_071810.x1s", SNL087-001206. PT_3K_2: July 15, 2010 at 02:00
hours. Flow rate from BP file “Collection rates during well integrity test w_Vx-1.xIs" from 01:30 to 02:30 hours.
Updated collection rates appear in “Tab 03-BP-HZN-2179MDL07266155.XLS” and *“Tab 04-BP-HZN-
2179MDL07265827.XLS™.

* Pressures are from BP file “MC252_DataDump_071810.x1s”, SNLOR7-001206. Timing of the variable choke is
from BP file "ACTIVITY LOG Well integrity test Record revé 7-15.x1s", SNLORS-001156.

45 Jefferson, T. H., “TIMARI-A Fortran Subroutine for Nonlinear Least Parameter Estimation,” Sandia National
Laboratories Report, SLL-73-0305, 1973.
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Appendix E: BOP Gauge Offsets

Accurate BOP pressures are important to calculating historical flow rates and the cumulative
discharge, so any offset in the BOP gauge must be well understood and quantified. As discussed in the
body of this report, the BOP offset on July 15 at 14:22 was +614 psi based on a reference pressure from
PT-3K-2. This offset clearly does not apply at other times, before and after shut in, so understanding the
origins and timing of any shift in the offset is also important.

True gauge offsets occur only when the gauge is physically damaged, as by over-ranging, or when
one or more reference resistors in the electrical portion of the gauge are damaged or otherwise drift
through long-term aging processes. Gauges may also drift due to creep in the diaphragm, though gauges
of this type are intended for service lives of many years, There is no indication of over-ranging PT-B
during the 86 days or of damage of any other sort, and the period of interest in BOP pressures spans just
several months so is quite small compared to the expected service life. It is therefore reasonable to
believe that the true offset in PT-B is constant over the 86 days. It is also likely constant for some period
prior to the blowout and for some period following shut in.

While the true offset is likely constant over the period of interest, errors of other sorts may
additionally occur in pressures reported for PT-B. These include, for example, inaccuracy in converting
the PT-B output current to an output voltage via the 250 @ resistor, incorrect conversion of the resulting
gauge voltage 1o a voltage reported by the Compatt, and incorrect conversion from Compatt output
voltage to a pressure, Intentional or unintentional corrections as part of record keeping also represent
potential sources of error in pressures reported for PT-B. Errors of this type do not, however, represent
true gauge offsets. They simply occur in addition to whatever offset might actually exist.

The goal of this effort is to determine as best as possible the true offset for PT-B, to identify any
additional errors or offsets in PT-B pressures, and to establish time periods over which these apply.
Uncertainties in PT-B pressures below 100 psi have almost negligible effect on calculated historical flow
rates, on the order of 1%, so reducing uncertainty in the offset below this value offers little benefit. As
such, small pressure differences due to elevation heads between the PT-B location and the locations of
other reference gauges can be ignored.

There are several well-defined occasions for determining the true offset by referencing PT-B
pressures to pressures measured simultaneously by other means. These involve reference pressures from
five distinct sources: the LMRP gauge PT-A, PT-C and PT-K on the BOP choke and kill lines, PT-3K-2
on the capping stack kill line, and pressures used in calibrating PT-B after it was retrieved. The
timeframes and inferred offsets for each of these are described below, along with brief discussion of the
merits of each reference condition.

On March 10, 2010, the well was shut in on an annular following an anomaly and was being
monitored by way of PT-A on the LMRP and PT-B on the BOP.* Because there was no flow through the
well at the time, these should have read the same. However. pressures reported by PT-A ranged from
3430 to 3460 psi while those from PT-B varied from 2690 to 2720 psi. Throughout this period. PT-B
showed a nearly constant offset of -740 psi. The main concern about this value is that the accuracy of
PT-A is not known, so this offset is subject to some uncerfainty. The absence of flow, however, makes
this a preferred measurement for use in determining the offset in PT-B.

Between May 25 and May 30, 2010, a series of tests were conducted in association with the top kill
effort, Here pressures were measured concurrently using PT-B and either PT-C and PT-K located on the
choke and kill line goosenecks leading to the junk shot manifold. BOP valves on the choke and kill lines
were configured such that the lines were open to various regions within the BOP, enabling pressures in
those regions to be measured remotely. On May 23 the test rams remained closed. separating PT-B from
the nearest choke and kill line ports, so measurements then provide at best an indirect estimate of the
offset. Measurements on May 26 are likewise problematic because the timing of valves on the BOP are

4% “Forensic Examination of the Deepwater Horizon Blowout Preventer: V-IT Appendices,” Report No. EP030842,
pages 222-227. Det Norske Veritas, March 20, 2011.
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closely associated with opening the test rams and with pumping mud to kill the well. As a result, all of
the measurements of May 26 are at least somewhat corrupted either by pumping, potential hydrostatic
head in the riser above the goosenecks, or by rapid changes in valve status such that pressures at PT-B
might not be in equilibrium with those at either PT-C or PT-K. Nevertheless, May 26 seems to be the
origin of the -966 psi offset for PT-B as proposed by BP."” This value was based on reconciliation to PT-
C and PT-K measurements that were in turn reconciled to a calculated head of mud in the choke and kill
lines. PT-C in this case was corrected by +103 psi,” but the same transducer was later referenced to the
more reliable ambient sea pressure and read that correctly within about 20 psi. The -966 offset is
therefore too large (in magnitude) by at least 80 psi even if the May 26 measurements are considered
reliable.

Similar measurements were made on May 27, 28 and 30 that appear to suffer fewer such problems.
These measurements were also made with the test rams open, but were well separated in time from any
pumping, and PT-C and PT-K appear to be isolated (for the most part) from the hydrostatic head of mud
in the riser. Relevant pressures measured on May 27 are shown in Fig. 1. Differences in pressure
between PT-B and both PT-C and PT-K are shown in Fig 2. These plots cover times during which
various valves on the BOP were opened and closed, as annotated in the two figures.” The periods of
interest here are when both lower choke or both lower kill valves are open. This is because PT-C and
PT-K pressures at these locations most accurately reflect pressures at the location of PT-B. From Fig 2,
the apparent offset in PT-B is -825 psi relative to PT-C and -860 psi relative to PT-K. These values are
averages over the appropriate time interval and are noted in Fig. 2.
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Figure 2. Differences between PT-B and either PT-C
or PT-K pressures on May 27, 2010. Values are
corrected for differing time base for each of the three
gauges.

Figure 1. Uncorrected PT-C, PT-K and PT-B
pressures on May 27. Annotations show BOP valve
positions, e.g. UIC-O denotes opening of the upper
inner choke valve; UIC-C denotes closing.

Comparable plots of the pressures and pressure differences on May 28 and May 30 are shown in
Figs. 3 through 6. Both of these dates exhibit some anomalous behavior. The May 28 results indicate a

“" The best opportunity to discern offsets on May 26 is between 17:30 and 18:30 as both lower choke and kill lines
were open then and there was no mud being pumped. The mean offsets over this period were -860 and -926 psi
relative to PT-C and PT-K respectively.

* From BP file BP-HZN-2179MDL05698790-91,

* From “MC252_DataDump_71810.xIs”, SNL087-001206.

* Timing of the BOP valves is from “BP-HZN-2179MDL06536400-20.pdf,” Cameron Controls, May 5, 2010.
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slow response in the upper kill line, though lower kill line pressures seem to behave as expected. The
May 30 pressures show an additional anomaly in that BOP pressures respond to opening the upper choke
line, indicating significant flow of mud through the line. This also occurs briefly on May 28,°' but is
pronounced and prolonged on May 30. In this case the cumulative flow is sufficient to depress pressures
at PT-B over the entire period of interest. The issue here is that PT-C and PT-K are intended to measure
pressures reflecting those at PT-B, but the measurements themselves are influencing PT-B pressures and
so must be treated with some suspicion. This influence is likely the result of significant flow of mud
through the choke and/or kill lines due to the hydrostatic head, which will cause PT-C and PT-K to read
high relative to PT-B and therefore overestimate the magnitude of the PT-B offset.
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Figure 3. PT-B, PT-C and PT-K pressures on May Figure 4. Pressure differences between PT-B and
28. PT-K pressures for upper kill line exhibit slow PT-C and PT-K on May 28. Apparent PT-B offsets
response. Note slight perturbation to PT-B when the are -830 and -866 psi relative to PT-C and PT-K,
upper outer kill valve is opened. respectively.

Despite these concerns, the PT-B offsets inferred from May 28 and May 30 are quite consistent and
are consistent with those of May 27. The values for May 28 are -830 psi relative to PT-C and -866 psi
relative to PT-K. Those relative to PT-C and PT-K on May 30 are -825 to -852 psi and -810 psi,
respectively.

Consistency between the PT-B offsets inferred from the May 27, 28 and 30 measurements provides
no assurance, however, that any of these accurately reflect the true offset. In all of these cases, there is
significant continuing flow from the well. And while the open test rams should provide little frictional
pressure drop between PT-B below the rams and the choke and kill ports for PT-C and PT-K just above,
any acceleration or deceleration of the oil (or mud) flowing between these locations would bias the
estimate of the PT-B offset, and this bias would likely be about the same for all results during the May 27
to May 30 timeframe.

Finally, the offset inferred from this period is subject to uncertainties in the accuracy of the reference
transducers. BP has estimated at times that PT-K read correctly, and PT-C read low by 63 psi.”> This

*! An additional anomaly on May 28 was that the test rams were briefly closed at 22:14 with both lower choke
valves open. PT-B and PT-C showed no response, indicating that the closed test rams provided no resistance to
flow. In contrast, when the test rams were finally closed on May 30, PT-B responded promptly (see Fig. 5).
Although anomalous, this does not affect the May 28 or May 30 estimates of the offset.

“? From “M(C252 Sensor Accuracy,” slide 17, Matt Gochnour, July 8, 2010. Exhibit 8684.
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conclusion is based on reference to the hydrostatic head of mud in the riser. As such, it is subject to
uncertainties in the mud density over the entire height of the riser. At other times, BP estimated that
PT-C read low by either 32 or 103 psi and that PT-K read low by 40 psi.” Again, these values seem to be
based on reference to the hydrostatic head of mud and so must be considered accordingly. In contrast,
PT-C was later referenced to the ambient sea pressure and read 2179 psi. It therefore appears to read low
by about 20 psi based on PT-3K-2 measurements of 2198 psi.*® In this case, PT-K would be reading high
by about 40 psi. Given this small range of uncertainties, it appears appropriate to take the PT-C and
PT-K pressures at face value. The PT-B offsets inferred from the May 27 to May 30 measurements
therefore span the range from -810 to -866 psi, with a mean value of -840 psi.
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Figure 5. May 30 PT-B, PT-C and PT-K pressures. Figure 6. May 30 pressure differences between PT-B
Note pronounced and prolonged depression of PT-B and PT-C and PT-K. Consistent with May 27 and 28
pressure in response to changes in BOP valve status, values, inferred PT-B offsets are -825 to -852 psi
indicating mud flow through choke and kill lines. relative to PT-C and -810 psi relative to PT-K.

Additional measurements useful in estimating the PT-B offset were made following shut in on July
15, 2010. Here simultaneous measurements were made using PT-B and PT-3K-2. There was no flow
thmugh the well at this time, and PT-3K-2 pressures were later determined to be accurate to within a few
psi.” As such, these measuremems offer a preferred basis for determining the PT-B offset. The measured
pressures are shown in Fig. 7.°° Pressure differences between PT-B and PT-3K-2 are shown in Fi g. 8.

A notable feature of Fig. 8 is the large change in apparent offset between July 16 and early August.
Average offsets for July 16 and 17 are +546 and +576 psi, respectively. From July 15 at 14:22 (shut in)
to July 17 24:00, the point-wise differences range from +508 to +641 psi, neglecting two obvious spikes,
with a mean of +561 psi and standard deviation of 24 psi. These values are consistent with BP estimates
for the offset in this period of +590 psi.”” In contrast, the August 1 and 2 averages are -694 and -778 psi.
Here the point-wise difference ranges from -576 to -820 psi, with a mean over the two days of -746 psi
and a standard deviation of 49 psi. It is clear from Fig. 7 that the PT-3K-2 pressure history is very smooth

* From BP-HZN-2179MDL02208359. Undated.
** From BP file “MC252 _DataDump_71810.x1s”, SNL087-001206. PT-C value is average for June 22, 2010. PT-
3K-2 value is average for July 13, 2010.

“MC252 Pressure Measurement Reconciliation,” Matt Gochnour. Exhibit 8680. Undated
* From BP file “Copy of WIT 14July.xIs”, BP-HZN-2179MDL071 14100. Created by W. Leith McDonald,
August 3, 2010.
¥ From BP-HZN-2179MDL07556778 xls
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over both the July and August periods of comparison and that the point-wise variation in both cases
results almost exclusively from noise in the PT-B measurement.
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Figure 7. Pressures measured using PT-B and PT- Figure 8. Pressure differences between PT-B and
3K-2 following shut-in from July 15 to August 3. The PT-3K-2 following shut in. Of particular note is the
PT-B Compatt began failing just before July 21 and shift in apparent offset between July 16/17 and
was replaced on July 31 or August 1. August 1/2 following replacement of the Compatt.

Offsets in early March, mid May and early August are thus all roughly consistent at -740 psi, -840 psi
and -746 psi, and all represent valid estimates of the true offset in PT-B. The apparent offset of +561 psi
in mid July is clearly an outlier that is associated with the change in Compatt on July 12 and any related
change in conversion from voltage to a pressure at the Compatt or system level. The discrepancy between
the mid July and early August values is roughly 1300 psi based on the mean values of +560 and -746 psi.
It is likely that a large part of this discrepancy is a correction of 966 psi added to PT-B after July 12 but
not after July 31. First appearance of this 966 psi correction in the network d:agram is July 15, 2010 and
S0 was presumably implemented with the Compatt replacement on July 12.% Other evidence, suggests
that the 966 psi correction was not applied at this time.”” In addition, dropouts in PT-B output on July 21,
23 and 27 result in reported pressures of -4750 psi whereas the correct reading for zero voltage is
-5000 psi. This correct value does appear in a similar PT-B dropout on June 22. A dropout in PT-3K-2
on July 31 also yielded the correct value of -3750 psi for that transducer. This reported dropout pressure
of -4750 psi implies that the PT-B pressures at the time were offset by +250 psi. It is not clear whether
this condition also existed on July 16 and 17, but if so then this additional error could account for much of
the remaining discrepancy between the +560 and -746 psi offsets. Either way, it is clear that the
difference between the mid July and early August offsets results from the change in the PT-B Compatt on
July 31 or August | and/or associated corrections in conversion.” The shift from the -840 psi mean for

% From BP-HZN-2179MDL01514072. BPD187-000521. Exhibit 8690, page 20. July 15, 2010. The 966 psi
correction is included in the only conversion presented for PT-B and the associated 301 address.

59 BP file “Copy of WIT 14July.xIs”. BP-HZN-2179MDL07114100, suggests that 966 was not added to PT-B
values in “MC252_DataDump_71810.x1s”, SNL0O87-001206. This contains both corrected and uncorrected values
and the uncorrected values agree with those of “MC252_DataDump_71810.xls.” BP-HZN-2179MDL05058495
supports this.

 From *ANI Compatt Tracking 072110.xls.” Attachment to email from Jeannie Berube to Matt Gochnour, et al.
July 21, 2010. BP-HZN-2179MDL07291679. BPD596-007549. Exhibit 8683, page 6. See also exhibit 8677, July
31. 2010 emails between Matt Gochnour and Deepak Kamidi regarding PT-B trap panel.

36 Confidential per BP

TREX-011485R.0036



the May 27 to May 30 measurements to roughly +560 psi for July 16 and 17 is likewise results from a
change in the PT-B Compatt and/or associated corrections on July 12.%

A final basis for determining the true PT-B offset is calibration of the transducer by Det Norske
Veritas following retrieval of the BOP and gauge. This calibration included applied pressures at nine
values between 0 and 15 kpsi, with two cycles up and down this range. Gauge output current was thus
measured four times at each pressure for a total of 36 values. Results indicated that the transducer
exhibited good linearity above 2000 psi, very nearly the correct sensitivity, and no discernable hysteresis.
Additional tests showed that cycling the power supply did not induce an offset in the gauge output.

The 36 measured currents are shown in Fig. 9, along with various lines denoting alternative
calibration curves.”” The black line represents nominal behavior for this gauge. Here the output at zero
pressure is 4 mA and the sensitivity (slope) is 0.8 mA/kpsi. The red line is a linear least-squares fit to all
of the measurements except at zero pressure. In this case, the current at zero pressure is 3.455 mA, and
the sensitivity is 0.8098 mA/kpsi. When the gauge was initially ramped to an output of 4,020 mA the
measured pressure was 668.6 psi, very close to the value of the fit at that current. This sensitivity is the
same as the nominal value to within about 1%. Finally, the blue line in Fig. 9 is a least-squares fit to the
measured currents for all pressures between 1875 and 7500 psi, using the nominal sensitivity of
0.8 mA/kpsi. This range encompasses all pressures of interest from April 20 to August 3, 2010. Nominal
sensitivity is used here so that the resulting fit is simply shifted from the nominal curve by a fixed offset
over all pressures, and the magnitude of this offset is the difference between the initial current at zero
pressure of 3.502 mA obtained from the fit and the nominal value of 4 mA. The resulting shift is
-0.498 mA, and this corresponds to an offset in pressure of -622 psi that is also uniform across all
pressures. That is, pressures reported for PT-B using the nominal calibration curve to convert the output
current to a pressure would be low by 622 psi. And this applies even when the output current is first
converted to a voltage via the 250 € resistor.

20
PT-B BOP Gauge
E 15 b Nominal Calibration
E 1=4408P
Figure 9. Output currents measured by DNV -
during post-retrieval calibration of the PT-B - 622 psi —
transducer (symbols). Results show little g ol Linear
hysteresis and good linearity with the correct '5 i
sensitivity above 2000 psi. Least squares fit to the © o o Sy
data for pressures from 1875 to 7500 psi indicates E_ ) =3 502+ 0% i
an offset in PT-B of -622 psi. 8 5
=} 68 6 pai i 4 020 mA
ld-xRange of Interest
3100 psi 7120 psi
0 l L I =} A
0 5 10 15 20

Gauge Pressure - P [kpsi]

Use of the calibration data in discerning the true PT-B offset is supported by the fact that this is
standard practice for characterizing a transducer. The calibration results are also free of any issues related
to flow in the well and PT-B co-location with the reference gauge. The main concern about use of the
calibration data is not accuracy of the reference, but in PT-B itself. The gauge was removed from its low-
temperature subsea environment and was additionally cleaned in preparation for calibration. Either of
these could possibly affect the offset.

! From “BOP Pressure-Temperature Sensor Test Data from 6-15 and 6-16 (2011).pdf.”
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Offset values from the several reference sources discussed above are summarized in Table 1, along
with brief relevant comments, Reference of PT-B to PT-A (3/10) occurs when there is no flow through
the well and so s a preferred measure of the PT-B offset. The main concern here is the unknown
accuracy of PT-A. A synopsis of pros and cons for each estimate of the offset follows.

Reference of PT-B to PT-C and PT-K (5/27 to 5/30) occurs only for times during which there is
significant flow through the BOP, As a result, the magnitudes of the offsets may be either high or low
depending on fluid velocities, orientation of gauge ports with respect to flow, local geometry in the
vicinity of gauge ports. and any acceleration or deceleration of the oil or mud passing through the open
test rams. The state of the BOP choke and kill valves also influenced PT-B pressures, and this sort of
crosstalk should not be present when referencing one gauge to another. The use of PT-C and PT-K as
reference pressures is therefore somewhat problematic, and the associated offsets should be discounted.

Near Date Reference Offset (psi) Flow Comments

3/10/10 LMRP PT-A -740 No

5/27/10 PT-C and PT-K -825 to -860 Yes Compatt Installed 5/17

5/28/10 PT-C and PT-K -830 to -866 Yes

5/30/10 PT-C and PT-K -852 to -810 Yes

7/16/10 PT-3K-2 +546 to +576 No Compatt Change 7/12, 966 Correct
8/2/10 PT-3K-2 -694 to -778 No Compatt Change ~7/31

6/15/11 DNV Calibration ~ -622 No

Table 1. Summary of PT-B offsets determined from various reference pressures,

Reference of PT-B to PT-3K-2 (7/16 and 8/2) again involves no flow and so 1s a preferred estimator
of the PT-B offset.  The state of the BOP, LMRP and capping stack are reasonably well known and so
present no particular concern, and PT-3K-2 is considered to be highly accurate. The offsets of 7/16 are
clearly anomalous, however, and the origin of this is not completely clear. The discrepancy for this
offset very likely arises from a correction of +966 psi and an additional offset of +250 psi due either to
Compatt reporting or conversion from voltage to pressure at the system level. In any case, the results of
7/16 do not represent the true PT-B offset. In contrast, the offset of 8/2 is highly credible and is
consistent with the other estimates, especially the reference to PT-A.

The offset determined via calibration involves no flow and is potentially the most accurate of these
estimates. The only concern here is how removal of the gauge from the subsea thermal environment and
cleaning may have affected the offser.

From those discussions, the references to PT-A and PT-3K-2 on 8/2 represent the best individual
estimates of the PT-B offset. Both of these yield values near -740 psi. Further, every value in Table | is
within 130 psi of this -740 psi offset, with exception of the 7/16 outlier. The impact of this 130 psi
uncertainty on the cumulative discharge is just less than plus or minus 2%. The offset of -740 psi
therefore represents a best estimate of the true offset in PT-B over most of the relevant history.” This
offset applies to all PT-B pressures from April 20 to July 1. After July 12, but before July 31, the
applicable offset is roughly +560 psi, with an observed range of values between +508 to +641 psi. Any
value in this range is thus acceptable depending on the use. The offset after July 31 is again -740 psi.

PT-B pressures reported in MC252 DataDump_71810.xls should be corrected by subtracting these
offsets from the reported values over the indicated times. The only ambiguous application of these offsets
occurs on July 11, 2010. Pressures reported in PT_B Offset 2 15 Jun thru 14 Jul.xls should be corrected in
the same manner, but first 966 psi must be subtracted to remove the BP correction already applied. The
only ambiguous application here is the period beginning July 9. Starting then, the reported pressures
jump abruptly and become very erratic. As such, all pressures for July 9 through July 11 are
untrustworthy and are therefore neglected in my analyses.

| reach the same conclusion whether or not T consider the DNV calibration.
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Appendix F: Long-Term Shut In Pressure

The best estimate conditions employ a reservoir pressure history based on a final shut-in pressure of
7120 psi. The basis for this is extrapolation of the wellhead pressures measured using PT-3K-2 to infinite
time using a simple model based on single-phase laminar flow in the reservoir.

Consider a region near the bottom of the well. The time derivative of the pressure in this region is
proportional to the flow rate of oil into the region from points further into the reservoir. This can be
expressed as

dP

—_— ()

R (1)

For laminar (Darcy) flow in the reservoir, the flow rate is proportional to a pressures gradient and this
pressure gradient is proportional to the difference between the local pressure in the volume and a far-field
pressure, and that far-field pressure is roughly the equilibrium pressure within the reservoir attained at
infinite time. The flow rate into the volume therefore can be expressed as

dP

= —x(P,_-P)

Qi *(Fyy = P) such that eq. | becomes dt ; (2)
For laminar flow, eq. 1 therefore possesses solutions in form

P=Pq."ae'b" a>0, b>0 for P¢q>PO 3)

Here Py is the initial pressure in the region while a and b are unknown positive constants. This represents
simple exponential relaxation to the equilibrium value.

Expressions of this form were used to fit the measured pressures such that values for a, b and P,, are
the fitting parameters. Because of the complex geometry, two separate terms representing exponential
relaxation are used in this fit. One of these describes rapid relaxation in the vicinity of the wellbore; the
second describes relaxation on time scales associated with the reservoir. The result of this two-term fit is
shown in Fig. 1. The quality of this fit is extremely good, yielding a goodness of fit of 0.9998 and RMS
deviation between the fit and data of just 1.7 psi. The resulting equilibrium pressure is 7120 psi. This
yields a reservoir pressure 10,310 psi based on a calculated static head of 3190 psi.

7200
Figure 1. Measured wellhead pressures (red symbols) Loog Term Pressures
with two-term fit (black curve). Resulting long-term njon | PO 7120 psi ———
equilibrium pressure is 7120 psi. Complete fit is
shown in the plot frame. b

=z 7000 b

Alternate fits using a single term and subsets of the & s
data indicate that uncertainty in this value is roughly o | e kol
plus or minus 50 psi. g Ang; 20101300
The two exponential terms have short and long time § 6800 R S
scales of 1.54 and 16.7 days. These represent near- A R = 0,999 for 1 > 0.2 days
field and far-field relaxation. '3".'? ::: = ;; ::Il

6700 26,872 Data Points
PT-3K-2 data are taken from “Copy of WIT
14July.xIs”. BP-HZN-2179MDL07114100. Created 6600 - : : L

by W. Leith McDonald of BP, August 3, 2010. 10 15 20 25
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Appendix G: Discussion of Uncertainties

Uncertainties in calculated historical flow rates are determined by just several factors. These are
uncertainties in the productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficient, variations in fluid densities in
the wellbore over the 86 days, similar variations in the density and viscosity in the reservoir, and
uncertainties in the pressure differences between the reservoir and BOP, Other parameters in the model
have no effect on calculated flow rates, except indirectly. With a few exceptions, uncertainties in the
instantaneous flow rate are identical to uncertainties in cumulative discharge from the well. Except as
noted, baseline conditions are used in these analyses because they provide the most accurate description
of the well at the time of shut-in and so provide the most accurate sensitivity to perturbations affecting the
productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficient,

Uncertainties in the productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficient can be quantified by
examining variations in flow rates through the kill line, BOP, and capping-stack choke and downstream
tubing due to density variations in the gas-oil mixture as occur prior to and during shut-in, The
magnitude of these was previously discussed in Appendix A on assumptions, Over the range of relevant
conditions, potential variations the flow rate through the kill line are +1.9%. Variations in flow rates
through the BOP and capping-stack choke, and tubing downstream of the choke are £3.4%. =7.0%, and
+4.5% respectively. These variations in flow rate are equivalent to variations in the discharge
coefficients, so their impact on calculated flow rates can be assessed via a process resembling sensitivity
analysis. To make this assessment, the productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficient are
estimated as before, but the remaining four parameters are held fixed. Three of these are fixed at their
baseline values, while the fourth is perturbed upward or downward by the amounts indicated above. For
the variable capping-stack choke, the valve coefficients are perturbed uniformly by a constant. These
perturbations result in estimates of the productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficients that deviate
from their baseline values and so yield values of flow rates and the cumulative discharge that also deviate
from nominal values. The deviation in the estimated cumulative discharge then serves as an estimate of
uncerfainty in the calculated flow rates.

ke K Cale Cum Dev From
Casd (stbd/psi'?) (sthd/psi) (mmsthd) BL (%)
Baseline 1219 47.2 5.446 ]
1 BOP £3.4% 1194/1247 47.2/47.2 5.359/5.549 -1.6/+1.8
2 Ck DS Tub =£4.5% 1245/1194 44.2/50.7 5.464/5429 +0.3/-0.3
3 Kill Line £1.9% 1070/1504 113.9/28.6 5.431/5.503 -0.3/+1.0
4 Choke £7% 1219/1219 47.2/47.2 5.446/5.446 0/0
5 Choke 2-¢ Factor 1072 92.8 5.353 -1.7
6 Res Press 7260 psi 63 1152 438 5514 0.6
7

Head Var at Shut-In 1218 45.7 5410 -0.7

Table 1. Calculated uncertainties in flow rates given uncertainties in conditions during shut-in. Results are
obtained by estimating the productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficient with all other parameters fixed at
their baseline value except one that is perturbed as indicated.

This is illustrated in Table 1. Here the estimated baseline values of the productivity index and
wellbore discharge coefficient are shown, along with the calculated baseline cumulative discharge from
the well. Also shown are corresponding values for cases in which one of the discharge coefficients is
perturbed, Case 1 of Table | shows the impact of perturbations to the BOP discharge coefficients of

™ For consistency, the cumulative discharge was also calculated using the maximum credible (best estimate)
reservoir pressure history.
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+3.4% with accompanying variations in the calculated cumulative discharge of -1.6% to +1.8%. Note
that variations in the estimated wellbore discharge coefficient are slightly larger than the variations in
cumulative discharge because the productivity index is not affected and these two coefficients in series
determine flow rates. Also note that the productivity index is not affected in this case because the
wellbore and BOP coefficients appear only in series. Because both describe turbulent flow, the scheme
used in parameter estimation is free to exchange reductions in one coefficient for an increase in the other
without any influence on the estimated productivity index,

Case 2 shows similar results for perturbations to the discharge coefficient of the tubing downstream
of the capping-stack choke, Here impact on the calculated cumulative discharge is quite small, +0.3%,
despite a rather significant perturbation of +4.5%. This simply confirms that resistance to flow through
the choke downstream tubing is relatively unimportant compared to that through the BOP, as was already
apparent from the relative magnitudes of their baseline discharge coefficients.

Case 3 describes a perturbation to the kill-line discharge coefficient of £1.9%. Here the impact on
cumulative discharge is decidedly asymmetric, leading to a flow rate deviation of -0.3% as the kill-line
discharge coefficient is increased and +1.0% as it is reduced. The estimated productivity index and
wellbore discharge coefficient for this case also deviate very significantly from baseline values. but with
little net impact on the calculated cumulative discharge. This illustrates perhaps the robust nature of this
method.

The effects of variations in flow rates through varable capping-stack choke are shown in Cases 4
and 5 of Table 1. As mentioned before, the first of these is based on uniform perturbation of the choke
valve coefficients. This perturbation yields the unexpected result that the productivity index. wellbore
discharge coefficient, and calculated cumulative oil discharge are altogether unaffected. This perplexing
outcome is simply the result of the main role of the shut-in data in parameter estimation. That is, the
shut-in data primarily determines the relative magnitudes of the productivity index and wellbore
discharge coefficient through flow rates that vary significantly. When flow rates are low. pressure drops
in the reservoir are larger relative to those in the wellbore; when flow rates are high, pressure drops in the
wellbore increase relative to those in the reservoir. Magnitudes of the flow rates through the choke are
therefore unimportant in parameter estimation, provided that the flow rates vary sufficiently as the choke
15 closed and that relative flow rates through the choke are determined only by the choke setting. Thus
any uniform multiple of the choke valve coefficient (that is near unity) yields identical values of the
productivity index and well discharge coefficient when all other parameters are fixed. This, however,
presumes that flow rates through the choke vary only with the choke setting and do not also vary with
density or quality as the choke is closed, which of course is the real condition. The Case 4 analysis is
therefore inadequate to assess uncertainties,

Proper characterization of the impact of uncertain flow rates through the choke requires that the choke
flow rate vary in a manner that is not simply proportional to the measured choke coefficients. and this can
be accomplished simply by varying the choke de-rating factor. A way to do this that is physically
meaningful is to vary the portion of the de-rating factor associated with two-phase flow, as described by
Eq. 3 of Appendix B. As previously discussed, the approximate value of this is 0.4 based on the baseline
overall de-rating factor of 0,257. This low value clearly describes the two-phase flow expected when the
choke is open and the capping-stack pressure is low. As the choke is gradually closed and the pressure
increases to the bubble point, however, the two-phase factor should increase to unity assuming that the
gas-oil mixture is in an equilibrium state. From the measured pressures, this should occur at some point
beyond six turns of the choke for temperatures in the range of 150 to 180 F,

Such a perturbation to the choke two-phase factor is presented as Case 5 of Table 1. Here the two-
phase factor is varied quadratically from 0.4 for the open choke to 1.0 at seven turns and beyond.! This
produces a variation in flow rate throngh the choke that varies by a factor of 2.5. Despite this large
varnation, the impact on cumulative discharge is only modest at -1.7%.

“ This quadratic variation roughly approximates a two-phase factor that varies linearly with density as the choke 15
initially closed.
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Case 5 of Table 1 address uncertainties due to the reservoir pressure. Here the cumulative discharge
is computed using parameters estimated using the best-estimate reservoir pressure less flowing elevation
head of 7260 psi, the best-estimate reservoir pressures history, and the baseline BOP pressures. This
leads to an increase in the discharge of 0.6%.

Figure 1. Calculated elevation heads as a function of 3 [ ‘
flow rate. Wellbore temperature profiles are taken as L P = 10090 psi |
a linear increase from 150 F at the wellhead to 240 F f-- = aﬁiﬂﬂ"&ﬂm \
at the bottom (solid) or 180 to 240 F (dashed). The 4 F P )

three sets of curves are based on the three distinct e et
equations-of-state discussed in Appendix A. These AlEOS2 |

heads are calculated by specifying the reservoir and Live Oil T
wellhead pressures, and varying the flow rate until the 3t Al BB S,
sum of the pressure drop through the reservoir, the i ) =y
elevation head, and the frictional drop along the

wellbore is equal to the overall pressure differential.
During these iterative calculations, the baseline
wellbore discharge coefficient is modified by the local
density in the wellbore to provide a local discharge i
coefficient, Integration of local densities along the ‘ i &
wellbore is then used to compute the total head. Note :
that the three equations-of-state yield significantly
different values of the head, but variations in head
with flow rate are nearly the same for all.

3110 psi
3 3080 s}
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The last uncertainties associated with parameter estimation are due to uncertainties and variations in
the elevation head during the shut-in process that affect the pressure differential driving flow in the
wellbore.  The baseline parameters are based on a reservoir pressure less head of 6605 psi that was
measured just as the choke was closed. If the parameters are instead estimated using the best estimaie
value of 7260 psi, the calculated cumulative discharge is 5.514 mmstb, an increase of 0.6% from the
baseline value. This is Case 6 of Table 1. lead variations during shui-in additionally influence
parameter estimation because the reservoir pressure. not the pressure less head as assumed, is constant
during this process, As shown in Fig. 1, the calculated elevation head falls from 3220 psi at zero flow to
3110 psi at a flow rate of 48,100 stbd (capping stack installed and choke open at start of shut-in). This
variation of 110 psi was incorporated into the estimation algorithm by fixing the reservoir pressure and
varying the head with flow rate in accordance with Fig. |. This requires an iterative process such that the
head varies with flow rate as the choke is closed and the reservoir pressure less head falls as the flow
decreases. The result is a calculated cumulative discharge of 5.410 mmstb, a decrease of 0.7% from
baseline. This is Case 7 of Table 1.

The values tabulated in Table 1 represent uncertainties in the calculated historical flow rates due to
uncertainties introduced through assumptions in the model and their impact on parameter estimation,

Additional uncertainties in calculated flow rates arise from uncertainties in the measured flow rate
used in parameter estimation. This is illustrated in Table 2 showing the BOP and capping-stack pressures
measured just prior to shut-in during tests in which oil was also collected from the BOP choke and kill
lines upstream of the capping stack.®> Recall that a portion of the oil was also discharged from the
capping-stack kill line in these tests. The first entry in this table is the baseline case. representing

“* From BP file “Collection rates during well integrity fest w_Vx.xls”, BP-HZN-2179MDL04884268. Values
reported are from the Vx meter. as recommended by BP. Pressures were taken from the BP file
“MC252 DataDump 071810.x1s", SNLO87-001206, correlated through time with the collection rates.
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parameters estimated using baseline values of the pressures and flow rate of collected oil in parameter
estimation. The deviation from baseline in the resulting cumulative discharge is therefore exactly zero in
this case. Cases 1 through 4 of Table 2 are identical to the baseline case except for the measured
pressures and flow rates used in parameter estimation, Here the values listed for each case are used
instead. These cases represent all other results during the same test series for which oil was collected for
an hour; this was the maximum duration for such tests and so provides maximum accuracy in the
measurement of collected oil. The measured flow rates in these tests vary from somewhat below
18.000 sthd to more than 22,400 stbd. a range of about 22%. Over this range. the resulting uncertainty in
the calculated cumulative discharge is just -1.6% to +1.8%. And because all are involved, this range
should be viewed as the combined uncerfainty introduced by the model, measured pressures, and
measured flow rates under the limited conditions of these flow tests. Here BOP pressures were always
near 3600 psi and the total flow rate is roughly 53,000 sthd. These conditions are close to those
encountered toward the end the 86-day history so provide some assurance that similar uncertainties apply
to the historical flow rates and cumulative discharge.

C-Stk P BOP P Meas Flow Cale Cum Dev From
Case (psi) (psi) (sthd) (mmstbd) BL (%)
Baseline 2376 3586 20,012 5.446 0
1 2400 3605 17,987 5.543 +1.8
2 2353 3567 22.030 5.358 -1.6
3 2386 3617 18.942 5.424 -0.4

Table 2, Calculated cumulative discharge and uncertainties using various values of measured oil flow rates and
associated pressures at the BOP and capping stack. Combined uncertainty in the model, measured pressures, and
measured flow rates is -1.6% to +1.8% over this limited range of conditions

An alternative to assessing the impact of flow measurement uncertainties is to calculate collected oil
flow rates using all of the baseline parameters and the various values of the BOP and capping-stack
pressures appearing in Table 2. These calculated rates are then compared with the measured values to
obtain an estimate of the combined uncertainty in the model, measured rates, and measured pressures over
a narrow range of conditions. Results using this approach are very similar to those in Table 2, showing
deviations from the measured collection rates of at most ~1.7% to +1.6%.

All of the uncertainties discussed so far are characteristic of conditions just before or during shut-in
when the reservoir pressure is more or less fixed, All remaining uncertainties arise from uncertainties
over the 86-day history. The first of these are uncertainties due to variations in the oil mixture density in
the reservoir.  As discussed in Appendix A. the uncertainty in flow rate within the reservoir is less than
+6% due 10 pressure variations from 10,310 psi to 11,850 psi at a temperature of 240 F. However,
because the productivity index is estimated at the end of the 86-day period when the pressure, oil density,
and viscosity in the reservoir are lowest, this uncertainty is more appropriately described as the interval
-12% to +0%. To describe the impact of this on cumulative discharge, it is therefore appropriate to
assume an initial deviation of -12% in the reservoir productivity index with an increase to zero at 86 days.
Assuming that this increase in linear in time, the result is a reduction in the calculated cumulative
discharge to 5.392 mmstb, a change of -1.0% from the baseline value. This relative insensitivity to a
significant time-dependent variation in the reservoir flow rate is due to a combination of two factors: the
average deviation over the 86 days is just half of the initial value; and the dominant resistance to flow
resides in the wellbore at the flow rates of relevance here, so reductions in the productivity index are
reasonably unimportant.

Additional uncertainties in the calculated discharge arise directly from uncertainties in the reservoir
pressure history. The initial reservoir pressures was measured at 11,850 psi, and this is taken as correct,
Per Appendix F. the final shut-in pressure is 7120 psi, with uncertainty of approximately plus or minus
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50 psi. Uncertainty is the reservoir decay over the 86 days is therefore equal to uncertainty in the final
pressure, or plus or minus 50 psi. Because the initial measured pressure is taken at face value, this
uncertainty begins a zero and grows over the 86 days and so is roughly equivalent to a constant
uncertainty of plus or minus 25 psi over the entire period. The result of this is uncertainty in the
cumulative discharge of £0.3%

Variations in flow up the wellbore due to density variations also contribute to uncertainties in the
cumulative discharge. These were again discussed in Appendix A and are +1.7%, taking into account the
direct effect of density variations on flow rates at a fixed pressure differential. and +2.0% accounting for
the indirect effect of density on the elevation head and its impact on this differential. However, densities
and the wellbore head also always decay as the pressures decay, so this again should be expressed as -4.0
to +3.4%. These variations can be treated in a manner analogous to variations in the reservoir, so the
wellbore discharge coefficient is varied linearly from its baseline value by -4.0% or +3.4% initially with a
final deviation of zero at R6 days. The result for the first of these is a reduction in the calculated
cumulative discharge of -1.3%: the second yields an increase of 1.1%.

My best estimate of the cumulative discharge of 5.0 mmstb is based on a correction to BOP pressures
of +740 psi. Per Appendix E, my uncertainty in this value is £130 psi corresponding to a range of
corrections from +610 to +870 psi. The impact of this is uncertainty on the cumulative discharge is -1.8%
and +1.9%.

Finally, there are uncertainties in the cumulative discharge due to uncertainties in the state of the well
prior to the first BOP pressure measurements on May. This is discussed in Appendix I. From that
discussion, the uncertainties attributed to this period are -3.3% and +0.9% based on the reconstruction of
events prior to May 8 and credible flow rates during periods following closure of the various rams.

A summary of these uncertainties is provided in Table | of the main body of this report. Here
uncertainties are listed according to the sources already discussed and grouped by sign. The totals of
these are -13.9% and +9.7%, yielding a cumulative discharge between 4.3 and 5.5 mmstb based on my
best-estimate nominal value of 5.0 mmstb.
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Appendix H: Flow Rates Based on Reservoir and Ambient Pressures

Flow rates from the well using the reservoir and ambient pressures must account for pressure drops
the reservoir and wellbore, as when calculated using the measured BOP pressures, but must additionally
account for the pressure drop through the BOP. As such the flow rate can be writien as

2

] k6P ’
|+ =
ke Kiop

Ky RN
Q,=— —=1| where 6=—% and k,=|——+
2 3 " (1)

Using best estimate values of the productivity index and discharge coefficients, the parameters appearing
ineq. | are k,;= 890 stbd/psi'” and H=18450 stbd.

The total pressures drop in this case is 0P=P,.-P,,;. Here the reservoir pressure (less elevation head)
can also be expressed in terms of its initial value less a decay due to reservoir depletion by a cumulative
discharge, Q. The cumulative discharge is therefore governed by

% = Q_" “’hcrc aP - P;E\ = ﬂvmll‘ el R Q
(i

(2)

and R is the apparent incremental modulus of the reservoir expressed in psi/stb. Its value is the inverse of
the effective reservoir compressibility divided by the total reservoir capacity. Given calculated flow rates.
BOP pressures can also be computed using the relationship between the BOP and ambient pressures.
This 1s given by

2
Q, )

PBOI' = Pumh +[
kBO.“

(3)
where kgop = 1439 sthd/psi'”.

Taking 2=0 and B, =P, at time zero, eq, 2 can be integrated in time 1o give the instantaneous
flow rate. cumulative discharge, and calculated reservoir and BOP pressure histories, provided the
reservoir modulus is known. Alternatively, if both the initial and final reservoir pressures are specified,
eqs. | and 2 become an eigenvalue problem for which only a single reservoir modulus can satisfy both the
initial and final values. This value can be determined readily by solving the governing equations using
the initial reservoir pressure and a trial value of the modulus. The modulus is then varied in an iterative
process until the final calculated pressure matches the target value.
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Appendix I: Flow Rates and Discharge Prior to May 8

While no pressures were measured at the BOP prior to May 8, it is possible to reconstruct the
sequence of events before then and estimate their impact on flow rates. This sequence of events includes
primarily the closure of various rams and collapse of the marine riser.

Closure of the rams before May & were spread from April 20 (upper annular and two VBRs) to April
29 (casing shear ram).*® Each of these rams was closed with the intent to further restrict the BOP and so
reduce the flow rate of oil. As such, I might reasonably assume that flow rates from the well decreased
continuously up to May 8 in response to each subsequent closure of a ram. In this case, flow rates before
May 8 would be at least as large as my calculated rate based on the first measured BOP pressures.

Assuming that flow rates decreased permanently in response to each ram closure does not, however,
take into account the possibility of erosion in the rams or captured pipe between the time a ram was
activated and the later date of May 8. Such erosion can occur very rapidly when fluid speeds are large, so
flow rates may well have increased by May 8 from their values at the time a ram was first closed.

To address this possibility, 1 have reconstructed events and flow rates before May 8 starting at the
condition when the riser had just collapsed. For that state and the states following each subsequent
event, | estimated the condition of the BOP in terms of effective discharge coefficients, calculated the
flow rate for that condition using the reservoir and ambient pressures, and used that flow rate over the
period up to the next event to calculate an incremental cumulative discharge. All of these calculations
employ my best-estimate values of the well productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficient. As
stated elsewhere in this report, I do not believe that either of these varied significantly over the 86 days,
except in the first several hours following the initial explosion.

This process is described below for each period leading up to May 8. A schematic of the BOP and
Lower Marine Riser Package is shown in Fig. 1. This indicates the relative positions of the various rams
and the time at which each was closed.

April 20 21:41 Upper Annular

Figure 1. Schematic

of relative locations of

rams in the BOP and

annular preventers in

the LMRP D?IES and Apl’il 22 7:30
approximate times at

which each was closed April 29 17:40

Lower Annular

Blind Shear Rams
Casing Shear Rams

are shown at the left of April 20 21:47 Upper VBR
the figure. :

April 20 21:47 Middle VBR

April 26 10:30 Lower VBR

(Test Rams)

April 22 10:22 to April 26 10:30

The start of this period is collapse of the marine riser. At this point, the blind shear rams (BSR) had
already been activated, severing the drill pipe. The drill pipe had also been severed by erosion and

“ From “Expert Report of Forrest Earl Shanks I on BOP Design.” October 17, 2011 and BP file Exhibit 8672.
Created by BPPassPort User, October 10, 2012,
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fracture at the upper annular and was ejected up the BOP prior to riser collapse.”’” This largely erosive
failure of the pipe at the upper annular therefore occurred within 36 hours following blowout. In this
state, the region between the BSR and bottom of the riser was open and offered almost no restriction to
flow. There is some uncertainty as to when the upper and middle VBRs were closed.” Here | assume
that they were closed and still sealed at the beginning of this period such that my estimate of the flow rate
provides a lower bound on the true value.

The BSR at this time was partially closed, with an aperture of roughly 1 inch at the side packers and
roughly 2 inches across the face, though the BSR blade and recess on the opposing side did appear to
overlap.”” As such, there were large channels up at least each side of the BSR, and such channels would
have provided little resistance to flow. The pressure drop across the BSR was measured on May 25 and
May 30 at somewhat less than 100 psi. Upon recovery, the BSR showed very extensive erosion on the
sides and under side of the recess, but I do not believe that this erosion significantly reduced the pressure
drop across the ram. Instead. | believe that the initial openings were sufficiently large that the pressure
drop measured later in May was comparable to that present from its first closure. The extensive erosion
resulted simply from the tortuous path through the blade and recess and the focusing of flow from the
captured pipe at one side of the two rams. From this I conclude that the discharge coefficient of the BSR
at this time was on the order of 6000 stb/psi'” based on the roughly 100 psi pressure drop measured in
late May and the flow rate at the time of roughly 60,000 stbd.

My inspection of the recovered riser showed little erosion in the kink, except in the vicinity of the
several leaks. These leaks clearly originated from cracks that formed due to folding of the riser that were
subsequently enlarged by erosion, There was extensive erosion downstream of each leak indicating very
significant flow beyond them. Given their reasonably small size and lack of massive enlargement, |
conclude that these leaks did not constitute a primary flow path from the riser, The primary path through
the riser, with or without leaks, was through the open end some distance for the wellhead. Given that
there was no significant erosion in areas away from the leaks, I conclude that the state of the riser as of
this time was substantially the same as it was in late May. At that time, the pressure drop through the
kinked riser was measured at roughly 300 psi, and this yields an effective discharge coefficient of about
3500 stbd/psi'”.

Assuming that the middle and upper VBRs were closed and remained perfectly sealed at this point,
the pipe hanging below the BOP, the BSR, and riser offered the primary resistance to flow. My estimate
of the discharge coefficient for the pipe below the BOP is 640 stb/psi'”. ™" The section of pipe above the
BSR was already missing so the path through both annulars was open. Using my estimated discharge

7

My conclusion is based on the fact that both pipes exiting the top of the BOP were kinked when the riser fell 36
hours following the blowout, and this would not have been possible if the pipe had not already been severed at the
upper annular. Pipe positions were described in “Forensic Examination of the Deepwater Horizon Blowout
Preventer: VI Report No. EP030842, page 95, Det Norske Venitas, March 20, 2011. 1 conclude that pipe sections
&3, 1-B-1 and 1-B-2 were already ejected from the BOP at the time of riser collapse, resulting in the kink between 1-
B-1 and 1-B-2. This segment of pipe may have been severed on its lower end, between sections 83 and 94, by the
blind shear rams, but the failure between sections 1-B-1 and 39 resulted largely from erosion at the upper annular
preventer. This dramatic erosion therefore occurred in the first 36 hours following the blowout.

*+2011-10-17 Expert Report of Forrest Earl Shanks F” places closure of the upper and middie VBRs at roughly
21:47 on April 20, 2010. The BP file Exhibit 8672 places closure of the middle VBR at May & at approximately
04:00 and closure of the upper VBR at May 26 at roughly 11:00. In each case, I believe that the rams were already
closed but leaking extensively due to erosion. Closure of the upper VBR on May 26 required almost no fluid input,
but the BOP pressure stll increased by approximately 340 psi. This indicates the upper VBR was already closed but
leaking badly.

“ “Forensic Examination of the Deepwater Horizon Blowout Preventer” Report No. EPO30842. page 164, Det
Norske Veritas, March 20, 201 1.

™ This is based on 720 stbd/psi'” for the 800 feet of 3.5 inch pipe and 1400 sthd/psi'® for the 2500 feet of 5.5 inch
pipe as reported on page 12 in “Oil Release from the BP Macondo MC252 Well: Flow Rates and Cumulative
Discharge Calculated using Measured Blowout-Preventer Pressures.” S. K. Griffiths. Sandia Report SAND2011-
3800, June 201 1. The two pipes in series yield an effective discharge coefficient of 640 stbd/psi'
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coefficient for each of these resistances, | calculate that the flow rate from the well was just over
41,000 stbd. The duration of this period, before the next event, was 4.01 days so the cumulative discharge
was 0.17 mmstb.

April 26 10:30 to April 29 17:40

The start of this period is closure of the lower VBR (Test Rams). The test rams were installed in a
manner that was not intended to seal the well with elevated pressure below the rams. At this point,
however, the pipe was still in place below the BSR, trapped by the closed middle and upper VBRs.
Although all of the VBRs were leaking by this time, a lower bound on the flow rate again can be obtained
by assuming they were not. In this case, the configuration of the well and BOP were nominally the same
as in the previous period. Based on the decaying reservoir pressure, the flow rate in this state was just less
that 41.000 stbd. The duration of this period was 3.38 days, yielding an additional cumulative discharge
of 0.14 mmstb,

April 29 17:40 to May 8 02:12 (first BOP pressure measurement)

The start of this period is defined by closure of the casing shear ram (CSR). Before this, however, |
believe that the drill pipe below the BOP was severely eroded and either perforated or already dropped
into the well. This is based on the fact that identical pipe failed at the upper annular, downstream of the
closed VBRs, in less than 36 hours. At the start of this period, the test rams had already been closed for
more than 3 days. but were not expected to seal, and the upper and middle VBRs had been closed and
leaking for over 2 weeks, Given that flow between the pipe and an annular that is not quite sealed would
likely resemble the flow between the pipe and a test ram thal is not quite sealed, 1 see no basis for
believing that failure at the test rams would not occur in a time scale comparable to failure at the upper
annular. At the very least, the pipe in the test rams would have been perforated at this point such that
significant flow entered the pipe at the bottom of the BOP. Further, 1 believe that the pipe below the BOP
failed before May 8 as there is no evidence in the BOP pressure history that indicates it failed later.
Unless already severely perforated, I believe that this would have been discernable through a significant
permanent drop in BOP pressures, and no such drop occurred. Finally, my alternate calculation of the
cumulative discharge using the BOP and ambient pressures indicates that the BOP restriction did not vary
significantly between May 8 and July 15, and this would preclude additional perforation or complete
failure of the pipe below the BOP at any time after May 8.

The CSR showed little erosion except on the bottom face of the upper blade just above the severed
pipe. This indicates that the state of the CSR at this time was substantially the same as it was in late May.
The pressure drops measured in late May did not isolate the CSR. Instead, the pressure drop across both
the upper VBR and the CSR were measured together. Aftributing all of this drop to the CSR therefore
provides a lower bound on the discharge coefficient for the CSR and so a lower bound on my calculated
flow rates. Based on the measured drop on May 25 for both the upper VBR and CSR of about 600 psi,
the effective discharge coefficient for the CSR is therefore about 2500 stbd/psi'”.

In this configuration, 1 again assume that the VBRs remain perfectly sealed around remaining pipe in
the BOP such that a lower bound on the flow rate is obtained. My estimate for the discharge coefficient
for this segment is 1800 stbd/psi'” based on scaling to the discharge coefficient of the capping stack kill
line, The collective resistance of the pipe segment, CSR, BSR and riser yield a calculated flow rate of
just over 61,000 sthd. The duration in this case is 8.35 days, and this gives a cumulative discharge of
0.51 mmstb.

Summary

These periods cover all of the time between blowout and the first BOP pressure measurements on
May 8, except for the 36 hours before riser collapse. The sum of the incremental discharge from the three
periods is 0.82 mmstb. In contrast, my best estimate of a cumulative discharge includes a cumulative at
this time of 1.04 mmstb, so there is a discrepancy of 0.22 mmstb or about 4.4% of my total. To make up
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this difference, the flow rate over the first 36 hours would need to be roughly 150,000 stbd, and this does
not seem credible. However, the flow rate during this period was certainly not zero either. In their
calculations, Add Energy concluded that the flow rate through the casing, the drill pipe below the BOP,
and the drill pipe to the surface was 36,000 stbd for a net pay zone of 86 feet.”' Given that this was the
likely path for flow at the time and that the down-hole restriction at the cement barrier was failing rapidly,
I believe that this represents a reasonable flow rate for the period. Using this value reduces the
discrepancy to less than 0.17 mmstb or about 3.3% of my total. Given that leaks in the VBRs would
further reduce the discrepancy, this serves as an upper bound on the uncertainty associated with the period
before May &,

In contrast, a reasonable upper bound on of the discharge before May 8 can be had by assuming that
the initial estimated flow rate of 63,000 stbd applied over this entire period. Under this condition, the
cumulative discharge as of May 8 is slightly above 1.08 mmstb. Here the discrepancy is just over
0.04 mmstb or 0.9% of the total discharge of 5.0 mmstb,

This analysis yields upper and lower bounds on the discharge before May 8 through several
conservative assumptions. As a result, | believe that the true discharge during this period would be larger
than is represented by my lower bound. [ also believe that the true discharge during this period was less
than my upper bound. | therefore consider these bounds to be reasonable estimates of uncertainties, but
do not feel it is appropriate to alter my best estimate of the total discharge to reflect either of these values,

"' From “Deepwater Horizon Accident Investigation Report,” September 8, 2010, Appendix W. Page 30, Table 3.4
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Appendix J: Correlation of BOP and Reservoir Pressures

Under the mathematical model described in Appendix B, the reservoir and BOP pressures uniquely
define a flow rate from the well when both the productivity index and wellbore discharge coefficient are
specified. Conversely, if the flow rate and BOP pressure are known, then the reservoir pressure can be
inferred, This can be demonsirated by writing each of these pressures in terms of the ambient pressure
and flow rate. Without the capping-stack in place, these are given by

3
Poop = Fups +[ Qs ] +0Pyp and B =P, +& x (‘-.l— + '3_)93 +6P!

kgop K kiop  Kien (N
The first of these is derived from eq. 2 of Appendix B; the second comes from eq. 8. Since each of these
depends only on the flow rate when the productivity index, discharge coefficients, and ambient pressure
are fixed, changes in pressure at the BOP and in the reservoir must likewise depend only on the flow rate.
Assuming that elevation heads, 8P", do not vary with flow rate, this can be expressed as

dPHOP = ?‘Qll and dPru = ]_+7( 1

3 = + Qﬂ
d Qﬂ kfll)." dQ.w K )

Kiop  Kien | (2)

And since flow rates through the BOP and from the reservoir must be the same in steady state, the ratio of
changes in BOP pressures to changes in reservoir pressures can be written as

'
{4 R } =1.575+
2K0, |

24,750 stbd

Waor o 1 whiere X -[-_k‘“’" ).
] ( 3 )

dPlf‘_"‘ t * X Sl

The approximation on the right of this equation is based on the baseline values of kgop = 1529 sthd/psi'”,
kyor = 1219 stbd/psi'”, and x = 47.2 stbd/psi. Maximum possible variation in the BOP pressure with
reservoir pressure therefore occurs when the flow rate is very large, and this is given by dPgoy/dP.=
0,388, Parameters for my best-estimate conditions and the corresponding mean flow rate of 58.300 stbd
yield dPyop/dPg.= 0.337. For this mean flow rate, a decay rate in the BOP pressure of -5.91 psi/day
would thus require a decay of -17.5 psi/day in the reservoir pressure or roughly 1500 psi over the 85 days
and 17 hours between blowout and shut-in.
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Appendix K

Curriculum Vitae for S. K. Griffiths

Stewart K. Griffiths

Albuquerque, NM 87122

Employment History

Sandia National Laboratories, Albuquerque, NM & Livermore, CA

Senior Scientist (2001-2011 at Retirement)
Distinguished Member of the Technical Staff (1991-2000),
Member of the Technical Staff (1980-1990)

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Livermore, CA
Summer Employee and Consultant (1977-1980)

Education

Ph.D. in Mechanical Engineering, University of lllinois (1980). NSF Graduate Fellow.
M.S. in Mechanical Engineering, University of lllinois (1977). University Graduate Fellow.
B.S. in Mechanical Engineering, University of lllinois (1976). Highest Honors.

Knowledge Base and Technical Skills

Transport phenomena -- fluid dynamics, electro-migration, heat and mass transfer
Numerical and analytical solution of differential and non-linear algebraic equations

Applied optimization and parameter estimation
Reduced-order models of complex phenomena

Analysis and interpretation of data through physically-based mathematical models

Current or Prior Expertise

Transport processes in dielectric and double-layer capacitors
Multi-phase flow and transport in heat pipes

Radiation and electron transport for x-ray lithography
Buoyantly-driven flow and transport during electro-deposition
Dispersion phenomena in electro-kinetic transport processes
Thermal and gravitational stresses in silicon wafers

Chemical vapor infiltration for advanced compaosite materials
Combustion instabilities in liquid propellants

Gas transfer systems for nuclear weapons

Compressible, incompressible, reacting flows in porous media
Shock propagation in multi-phase, multi-component materials
Multi-phase, multi-component equations of state

Explosives effects and mitigation of explosive dispersal
Fluid-driven fracture propagation in geological materials
Containment of underground nuclear explosions

Heat and mass transfer in electric fields
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Recent Research
Optimization of hierarchical
porous materials for energy
and gas storage

Analysis of failure
mechanisms and methods
for improved reliability of
high-voltage pulse-
discharge capacitors

Publications and Patents
Journal publications: 53
Archival proceedings: >15
SNL technical reports: >100
Software copyrights: 2
U.S. Patents: 12
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Appendix L
Stewart K. Griffiths
Publications, Reports and Patents
Journal Publications

“Comparison of Molecular Dynamics with Classical Density Functional and Poisson—Boltzmann
Theories of the Electric Double Layer in Nanochannels,” J. W. Lee, R. H, Nilson, J. A. Templeton, S. K.
Griffiths, A. Kung, B. M. Wong , J. Chem. Theory Comput., 8, 2012-2022, 2012.

"Optimization Algorithms for Hierarchical Problems with Application to Nanoporous Materials", P. T.
Boggs, D. M. Gay, S. K. Griffiths, R. M. Lewis, K. R. Long, S. Nash, R. H. Nilson, SI4M J.
Optimization, 22 (4), 1285-1308", 2012.

“0il Release from Macondo Well MC252 Following the Deepwater Horizon Accident,” S. K. Griffiths,
Environ. Sci. Technol,, 46 (10), 5616-5622, 2012.

“Optimum Inter-Particle Porosity for Charge Storage in a Packed Bed of Nanoporous Particles,”
S. K. Griffiths and R, H. Nilson, J Electrochem Soe, 157 (4) A469-A479, 2010.

“Optimization of Charged Species Separation by Autogenous Electric Field-Flow Fractionation in Nano-
Secale Channels,” S. K. Griffiths and R. H. Nilson, invited contribution to special edition of
Electrophoresis, 31. 832-842, 2010.

“Hierarchical Transport Networks Optimized for Dynamic Response of Permeable Energy Storage
Materials,” R, H. Nilson and S. K. Griffiths, Phys. Rev, E.. 80, No. 1, 16310, 2009,

*Optimizing Multiscale Networks for Transient Transport in Nanoporous Materials.” R. H. Nilson and
S. K. Gniffiths, Nanatechnology 2008, ISBN: 978-1-4200-8511-2, Vol. 3, Boston. June 2008,

“Optimizing Transport in Materials Having Two Scales of Porosity,” R. H. Nilson and S. K. Griffiths,
Phys. Rev. E.. 719, No, 3, 36304-36314. 2008.

“Influence of mask substrate materials on resist sidewall roughness in deep X-ray lithography,” G.
Aigeldinger, C.Y.P Yang, D. M. Skala, D. H. Morse, A. A, Talin, S. K. Griffiths, J. T. Hachman, and
J. T, Ceremuga, Microsystem Technologies, 14, 277-286, 2008.

“Charged Species Transport, Separation and Dispersion in Nano-Scale Channels: Autogenous Electric
Field-Flow Fractionation,” S. K. Griffiths and R. H. Nilson, dnalytical Chemistry, 78, 8134-8141, 2006.

“Influence of Atomistic Physics on Electroosmotic Flow: An Analysis Based on Density Functional
Theory,” R. H. Nilson and S. K. Griffiths, Jowrnal of Chemical Physics 125, 164510-23, 2006. (Selected
by editor for publication in the web-based Virtual Journal of Nanoscale Science and Technology)

“Nucleation and Adhesion of Electrodeposited Copper on Anodized Thin-Film Aluminum for LIGA
Microfabrication,” M. W. Losey, S. K. Griffiths, and J. T. Hachman, Jowrnal of The Electrochemical
Society, 153, 177-186, 2006,

“Steady Evaporating Flow in Rectangular Channels,” R. H. Nilson, S. W. Tchikanda, S. K. Griffiths. and
M. J. Martinez, International Journal of Heat and Mass Transfer, 49, 1603-1618, 2006.

“Resist Substrate Studies for LIGA Microfabrication with Application to a New Anodized Aluminum
Substrate,” S. K. Griffiths, M. W. Losey. I. T, Hachman, D. M. Skala, L. L. Hunter, N, Y. C. Yang, D. R.
Boehme, J. S. Korellis, G, Aigeldinger, W. Y. Lu, J. J. Kelly, M. A. Hekmaty, D. E. McLean, P, C. Y,
Yang, C. A. Hauck and T. A. Friedmann, Journal of Micramechanics and Microengineering, 15, 1700-
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“The Efficiency of Electrokinetic Pumping at a Condition of Maximum Work,” S. K. Griffiths and R. H.
Nilson, Electropharesis, 26, 351-361, 2005 (Invited Contribution).
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“Dimensional Errors in LIGA-Produced Metal Structures due to Thermal Expansion and Swelling of
PMMA." S. K. Griffiths, . A. W, Crowell, B. L. Kistler and A. S. Dryden, Journal of Micromechanics
and Microengineering, 14, 1548-1557, 2004.

“Axially Tapered Microchannels of High Aspect Ratio for Evaporative Cooling Devices,” R. H. Nilson,
S. K. Griffiths, 8. W. Tchikanda and M. J. Martinez, Journal of Heat Transfer, 126, 453-462, 2004,

“Fundamental Limitations of LIGA X-Ray Lithography: Sidewall Offset, Slope and Minimum Feature
Size," S. K. Griffiths, Jowrnal of Micromechanics and Microengineering, 14, 999-1011, 2004,

“Modeling of Pressure and Shear-Driven Flows in Open Rectangular Microchannels.” S. W. Tchikanda.
R. H. Nilson and S. K. Griffiths, International Journal of Hear and Mass Transfer, 47, 527-338, 2004,

“Analytical Models for High-Temperature Corrosion of Silica Refractories in Glass-Melting Furnaces.”
R. H. Nilson, S. K. Griffiths, N. Yang, P. M. Walsh, M. D. Allendorf, B. Bugeat, O. Marin, K. E. Spear
and G. Pecoraro, Glass Science and Technology, 76, 136-151, 2003.

“Natural Convection in Trenches of High Aspect Ratio,” R, H. Nilson and S. K. Griffiths, Jownal of The
Electrochemical Society, 150 (6), 401-413, 2003,

“Modeling Acoustic Agitation for Enhanced Development of LIGA Resists.” R. H. Nilson, S. K, Griffiths
and A. Ting, Microsystem Technologies, 9, 113-118, 2002.

“Transport Limitations on Development Times of LIGA PMMA Resists,” S. K. Griffiths and R. H.
Nilson, Microsystem Technologies, 8, 335-342, 2002,

“Design and Analysis of Folded Channels for Chip-Based Separations,” S. K. Griffiths and R. H. Nilson.
Analytical Chemistry, 74, 2960-2967, 2002,

“The Influence of X-Ray Fluorescence on LIGA Sidewall Tolerances,” S. K. Griffiths and A. Ting,
Microsystem Technologies, 8, 120-128, 2002.

“Enhanced Transport by Acoustic Streaming in Deep Trench-Like Cavities,” R. H. Nilson and S. K.
Griffiths, Jowrnal of The Electrochemical Society, 149 (4), 286-296, 2002.

*Low-Dispersion Turns and Junctions for Microchannel Systems.” S. K. Griffiths and R. H. Nilson,
Analytical Chemistry, 73, 272-278, 2001.

“Band Spreading in Two-Dimension Microchannel Tums for Electrokinetic Species Transport,” S, K.
Griffiths and R. H. Nilson, Analvtical Chemistry, 72, 5473-5482, November 2000.

“Electroosmotic Fluid Motion and Late-Time Solute Transport at Non-Negligible Zeta Potentials,” S. K.
Griffiths and R. H. Nilson, Analytical Chemistry, 72, 4767-4777. October 2000. Accelerated Article.

*Conditions for Similitude Between the Fluid Velocity and Electric Field in Electoosmotic Flow,” E. B.
Cummings. S. K. Griffiths, R. H. Nilson and P. H. Paul. dnalvtical Chemistry, 72, 2526-2532, June 2000,

“The Influence of Mask Substrate Thickness on Exposure and Development Times for the LIGA
Process,” S. K. Griffiths, A. Ting and J. M., Hruby, Microsystem Technologies. 6 (3), 99-102, February
2000.

“Hydrodynamic Dispersion of a Neutral Non-Reacting Solute in Electroosmotic Flow,” 8. K. Griffiths
and R. H. Nilson, Analytical Chemistry, 71 (24), 5522-5529. December 1999,

*The Influence of Feature Sidewall Tolerance on Minimum Absorber Thickness for LIGA X-Ray
Masks.” 8. K. Griffiths, J. M. Hruby and A. Ting, Journal of Micromechanical Microengineering, 9 (4),
353-361, December 1999 (Featured Article).

“Condensation Pressures in Small Pores: An Analytical Model Based on Density Functional Theory,”
R. H, Nilson and S. K. Griffiths, Journal of Chemical Physics, 111, No. 9, 4281-4290, September 1999,
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"Scaling of Wafer Stresses and Thermal Processes to Large Wafers," R, H. Nilson and S. K. Griffiths,
Thin Selid Films, Vol. 315, No. 1-2, 286-293, June 1998.

"Modeling Electrodeposition for LIGA Microdevice Fabrication," S. K. Griffiths, R. H. Nilson, A. Ting,
R. W. Bradshaw, W. D. Bonivert and J. M, Hruby, Microsystems Technologies, Vol. 4, No. 2, 98-101,
1998,

"Optimum Conditions for Composites Fiber Coating by Chemical Vapor Infiltration," S. K. Griffiths and
R. H. Nilson, J. Electrochem. Soc., Vol. 145, No.4, 1263-1272, 1998,

"A Locally Analytic Density Funtional Theory Describing Adsorption and Condensation in Microporous
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"Deposition Uniformity, Particle Nucleation and the Optimum Conditions for Chemical Vapor Deposition
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1997,

"The Effect of Elastomeric Liners on High-Pressure Liquid Propellant Combustion Oscillations," S. R.
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"Freezing Flow in a Subcooled Permeable Medium," S. K. Griffiths and R, H. Nilson, ASME Journal of
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"Similarity Analysis of Fracture Growth and Flame Spread in Deformable Solid Propellants," S, K.
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"Wormhole Growth in Soluble Porous Materials," R. H. Nilson and S. K. Griffiths, Physical Review
Letters, Vol, 65. No. 13, September 24, 1990,

"Similarity Analysis of Condensing Flows in a Fluid Driven Fracture," S. K. Griffiths and R. H. Nilson, ./.
of Heat Transfer, Vol 110, 754-762, 1988,

"Hybrid Analytical/Numerical Computation of Heat Transfer in a Gas-Driven Fracture," S. K. Griffiths,
R. H. Nilson and F. A. Morrison, Jr.. J. Heat Transfer, Vol. 108, No. 3, 1986.

"Similarity Analysis of Energy Transport in Gas-Driven Fractures," R. H. Nilson and 8. K. Griffiths.
International Jowrnal of Fracture, Vol. 30, No. 2, 1986,

"Hydrogen Combustion In Aqueous Foams," M. R, Baer, S. K. Griffiths and J. E. Shepherd, Nuclear
Science and Engineering, Vol. 88, 436-444, 1984,

“Numerical Analysis of Hydraulically-Driven Fractures,” R. I, Nilson and S. K. Griffiths, Camputer
Methads in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, Vol. 36, 359-370, 1983,

“The Fluid Motion and Transport in and about an Assemblage of Drops in an Electric Field.” S. K.
Griffiths and F. A. Morrison, Ir., Jof Colloid and Interface Science, Vol. 94, No. 2, 514-523, 1983.

“The Reduction of Blast Noise with Aqueous Foam,” R. Raspet and S. K. Griffiths, J. Acoustical Society
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“The Transport from a Drop in an Alternating Electric Field,” S. K. Griffiths and F. A. Morrison, Ir., /nr.
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"On the Transient Convective Transport from a Body of Arbitrary Shape," F. A. Morrison, Jr. and S, K,
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“Vitreous Carbon Mask Substrate for X-Ray Lithography.” G, Aigeldinger, D, M. Skala, S. K. Griffiths,
A.A. Talin, C. Y. P. Yang, US Patent Number 7.608.367. Issued October 27, 2009.
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Appendix M: List of Consideration Materials
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Deposition of Tony Liao, Ph.D., Volume 1 (20130110)

132

Deposition of Tony Liao, Ph.D., Volume 2 (20130111)

133

BP-HZN-2179MDL00940544 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O0940546
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134

BP-HZN-2179MDL01587191 - BP-HZN-

2179MDLO1587201

135

BP-HZN-2179MDL01592779 - BP-HZN-

2179MDLO1592798

136

BP-HZN-2179MDL01607006

137

BP-HZN-2179MDL01607007

138

BP-HZN-2179MDL01607019 - BP-HZN-

2179MDLO1607025

139

BP-HZN-2179MDL02208336

140

BP-HZN-2179MDL02208337 - BP-HZN-

2179MDL0O2208357

141

BP-HZN-2179MDL02208358

142

BP-HZN-2179MDL02208359

143

BP-HZN-2179MDL02208359

144

BP-HZN-2179MDL02208359

145

BP-HZN-2179MDL04480747 - BP-HZN-

2179MDL04480748

146

BP-HZN-2179MDL04480749

147

BP-HZN-2179MDL04480750

148

BP-HZN-2179MDL04480751

149

BP-HZN-2179MDL04480752

150

BP-HZN-2179MDL04810382

151

BP-HZN-2179MDL04810383

152

BP-HZN-2179MDL04823762

153

BP-HZN-2179MDL04825892 - BP-HZN-

2179MDLO4825893

154

BP-HZN-2179MDL04827503 - BP-HZN-

2179MDLO4827504

155

BP-HZN-2179MDL04831001 - BP-HZN-

2179MDLO4831003

156

BP-HZN-2179MDL04844415 - BP-HZN-

2179MDL04844416

157

BP-HZN-2179MDL04851876

158

BP-HZN-2179MDL04851877

159

BP-HZN-2179MDL04859296

160

BP-HZN-2179MDL04869884

161

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O4869885

162

BP-HZN-2179MDL04877708

163

BP-HZN-2179MDL04884268

164

BP-HZN-2179MDL04896195

165

BP-HZN-2179MDL04896196

166

BP-HZN-2179MDL04917974

167

BP-HZN-2179MDL04918831 - BP-HZN-

2179MDL04918832

168

BP-HZN-2179MDL04918833
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169

BP-HZN-2179MDL04920968

170

BP-HZN-2179MDL04920969

171

BP-HZN-2179MDL04930320 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL04930323

172

BP-HZN-2179MDL05021364 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO5021366

173

BP-HZN-2179MDL05021367

174

BP-HZN-2179MDL05021368

175

BP-HZN-2179MDL05050297 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO5050299

176

BP-HZN-2179MDL05058495

177

BP-HZN-2179MDL05058495

178

BP-HZN-2179MDL05092120 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL05092125

179

BP-HZN-2179MDL05101509 to 1510

180

BP-HZN-2179MDL05698790

181

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O5698790

182

BP-HZN-2179MDL05698791

183

BP-HZN-2179MDL05698791

184

BP-HZN-2179MDL05710447

185

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O5710457 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O5710470

186

BP-HZN-2179MDL05713321 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO5713330

187

BP-HZN-2179MDL05745820

188

BP-HZN-2179MDL05745880

189

BP-HZN-2179MDL05777324

190

BP-HZN-2179MDL05777325

191

BP-HZN-2179MDL05856301 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL05856303

192

BP-HZN-2179MDL05857306 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O5857308

193

BP-HZN-2179MDL05859638 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL05859641

194

BP-HZN-2179MDL05860582 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL05860584

195

BP-HZN-2179MDL05864479 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL05864483

196

BP-HZN-2179MDL06089077

197

BP-HZN-2179MDL06099534 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL06099535

198

BP-HZN-2179MDL06099534 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O6099535

199

BP-HZN-2179MDL06126568

200

BP-HZN-2179MDL06336851

201

BP-HZN-2179MDL06495915
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202

BP-HZN—2179MDLO%536400 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO6536420

203

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O6608850 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO6608859

204

BP-HZN-2179MDL06608860

205

BP-HZN-2179MDL06612452 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO6612461

206

BP-HZN-2179MDL06612462

207

BP-HZN-2179MDLO6876116 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO6876144

208

BP-HZN-2179MDL06938037 TO 38105

209

BP-HZN-2179MDL06938106 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO6538109

210

BP-HZN-2179MDL06938110

211

BP-HZN-2179MDL06938111

212

BP-HZN-2179MDL06938112

213

BP-HZN-2179MDL06939005 to 5013

214

BP-HZN-2179MDL06959089 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL06959092

215

BP-HZN-2179MDL06959093

216

BP-HZN-2179MDL06959094

217

BP-HZN-2179MDL06959095

218

BP-HZN-2179MDL06959096

219

BP-HZN-2179MDL06959097

220

BP-HZN-2179MDL06955098

221

BP-HZN-2179MDL06959333 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0695339

222

BP-HZN-2179MDL06962142 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL06962144

223

BP-HZN-2179MDL06962145 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO6962152

224

BP-HZN-2179MDL06962153

225

BP-HZN-2179MDL06962198 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO6962202

226

BP-HZN-2179MDL06962203 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL06862205

227

BP-HZN-2179MDL07012741 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07012742

228

BP-HZN-2179MDL07012941 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7012945

229

BP-HZN-2179MDL07013314 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7013317

230

BP-HZN-2179MDL0D7013318

231

BP-HZN-2179MDL07013319

232

BP-HZN-2179MDL07013478 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7013483
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233

BP-HZN-2179MDL07013664 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07013673

234

BP-HZN-2179MDL07013756 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07013764

235

BP-HZN-2179MDL07014728 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07014729

236

BP-HZN-2179MDL07014730

237

BP-HZN-2179MDL07014731

238

BP-HZN-2179MDL07014732

239

BP-HZN-2179MDL07014733

240

BP-HZN-2179MDL07114100

241

BP-HZN-2179MDL07247552

242

BP-HZN-2179MDL07247752

243

BP-HZN-2179MDL07250945 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07250956

244

BP-HZN-2179MDL07263650

245

BP-HZN-2179MDL07284545 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07284554

246

BP-HZN-2179MDL07284666 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07284673

247

BP-HZN-2179MDL07287056 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07287058

248

BP-HZN-2179MDL07287059

249

BP-HZN-2179MDL07287060

250

BP-HZN-2179MDL07287061

251

BP-HZN-2179MDL07287062

252

BP-HZN-2179MDL07287750 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07287752

253

BP-HZN-2179MDL07287968 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07287969

254

BP-HZN-2179MDL07288901 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07288909

255

BP-HZN-2179MDL07288910

256

BP-HZN-2179MDL07288924 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07288926

257

BP-HZN-2179MDL07289825 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07289828

258

BP-HZN-2179MDL07289829

259

BP-HZN-2179MDL07290599 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O7290601

260

BP-HZN-2179MDL07290602

261

BP-HZN-2179MDL07291113 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07291115

262

BP-HZN-2179MDL07291679

263

BP-HZN-2179MDL07291679
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264

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O7299385 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07299386

265

BP-HZN-2179MDL07299431 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07299432

266

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7299794 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07289797

267

BP-HZN-2179MDL07300593 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07300597

|268

BP-HZN-2179MDL07301891 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O730185%4

|269

BP-HZN-2179MDL07301895

270

BP-HZN-2179MDL07301896

271

BP-HZN-2179MDL07301897

272

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O7302669 - BP-HZN-_
2179MDLO7302672

273

BP-HZN-2179MDL07302673

274

BP-HZN-2179MDL07304106

275

BP-HZN-2179MDL07304506

276

BP-HZN-2179MDL07306418 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O7306429

277

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O7308227 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7308228

278

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O7308229 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07308238

279

BP-HZN-2179MDL07308808

280

BP-HZN-2179MDL07308812 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7308816

281

BP-HZN-2179MDL07310116 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07310125

282

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O7310201 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL0O7310203

283

BP-HZN-2179MDL07347878 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7347883

284

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O7348831

285

BP-HZN-2179MDL07359111 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7359115

286

BP-HZN-2179MDL07359132 - BP-HZN-
2179MDL07359138

287

BP-HZN-2179MDL0O7459547

288

BP-HZN-2179MDL07459547

289

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7556712

290

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7556715

291

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7556757

292

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7556778

293

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7557141

1254

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7568879
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295

BP-HZN-2179MDLO7585667 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7585712

296

BP-HZN-2179MDL07585755 - BP-HZN-
2179MDLO7585769

297

BP-HZN-2179MDL07585805 - BP-HZN-
2175MDL0O7585807

298

BP-HZN-2179MDL07633347

299

BP-HZN-BLYD0000001-BP-HZN-BLY00000193

300

BP-HZN-BLY00051414 - BP-HZN-BLY00051417; BP-HZN-
BLYOD051578 - BP-HZN-BLY00051636

301

BP-HZN-BLY00051610

302

BP-HZN-BLY00082874 - BP-HZN-BLY00082914

303

BP-HZN-BLY00356283

304

BP-HZN-CEC017621 - BP-HZN-CEC017629

305

CAM_CIV_0102190 - CAM_CIV_0102202

306

DNV001-0021

307

DNV2011061503

308

DNV2011061504

309|

DNV2011061511

310

DNV2011061606

311

DNV-SUPPL-000333

312

DSE003-031366

313

DSE030-330 - 331

314

DSE030-332-333

315

IMT954-011831 - 42

316

IMW014-000878 - IMW014-000906

317

LALO01-000355 - LAL001-000388

318

LAL0O37-004096 - LAL037-004128

319

LALO37-004192 - LALO37-004266

320

LAL137-027973

321

LAL144-005899 - 005905

322

LAL248-009068 - LAL248-009079

323

LAL278-042744 - LAL278-042746

324

LAL2738-020402 - 020411

325

LAL279-20412

326

LAL279-20413

327

LNLO20-19910 - 12

328

LNLO20-19910 - 12

329

LNLO67-4967 - 4978

330

DNV Forensic Examination of the Deepwater Horizon
Blowout Preventer vols. | and 1l (20110320)

331

DNV Forensic Examination of the Deepwater Horizon
Blowout Preventer vols. | and 1l (20110320)

332

NPT001-000125 - NPT0001-000129
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NPT001-000130

334

01100041744 - 01100041745

335

SD 0340222; SD 034220; SD 034212

336

SDX004-0007730 - SDX004-0007748

337

SDX005-0026599

338

SDX005-0029904

339|SDX012-0024579

340

SDX012-0031790 - SDX012-0031807

341

SDX012-15870 - SDX012-15874

342

SDX013-0000257 - SDX013-0000268

343

SNL002-1428 - SNL0O02-1438

344

SNL002-20899 - SNL022-20915

345

SNL002-20933 - SNL022-20956

346

SNLO07-6872 - SNLOO7-2875

347

SNL012-005725 - 005727

348

SNLO13-4380

349

SNL019-4813 - SNLO19-4829

350

SNL021-7530 - SNLO21-7542

351

SNL021-7543 - SNLO21-7548

352

SNL022-007753

353

SNL022-007753

354

SNL022-021579 - SNL022-021590

355

SNL022-20993 - SNL022-21012

356

SNL022-21243 - SNL022-21245

357

SNL022-21246 - SNL022-21248

358

SNL022-23742 - SNL022-23743

359

SNL022-23807 - SNL022-23807

360

SNLO41-1436 - SNLO41-1440

361

SNL042-019507 -

362

SNL043-006027 - SNLO43-006076

363

SNLO44-15512

364

SNLO044-2450

365

SNLO44-387

366

SNLO4S5 - 998

367

SNL045-13567 - SNL0O45-13579

368

SNL045-13593 - SNL0O45-13600

369

SNLO45-13673 - SNL045-13701

370

SNL045-1793 - SNLO45-1817

371

SNLO45-1833 - SNLO45-1844

372

SNL045-1857 - SNLO45-1860

373

SNLO45-1878 - SNLO45-1881

374

SNL045-1964 - SNLO45-1979

375

SNL045-1996 - SNLO45-2003

376

SNL045-2004 - SNL045-2012

377

SNLO45-2013 - SNLO45-2021

378

SNL045-2022 - SNL045-2023
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SNL046-082640

380

SNL046-71976

381

SNLO46-82105- SNLO46-82141

382

SNLO47-13178 - SNLO47-13222

383

SNLO48-5360 - SNL048-5373

384

SNLO48-705 - SNLO48-731

385

SNL059-00136

386

SNLO75-948 - 966

387

SNLO84 - 003280 - SNLO84-003286

388

SNL084-000111

389

SNLO84-000259

390

SNLO84-002132 -SNLO84-002146

391

SNLO84-002148

392

SNLO84-002149 - SNL0O84-002154

393

SNLO84-002155 - SNLO84-002162

394

SNLO84-002163 - SNL084-002166

395

SNLO84-002176 - SNLO84 - 003230

396

SNLO84-003231 - SNL084-003248

397

SNL084-003249 - SNL084-003263

398

SNL084-003264 - SNLO84 - 003278

399

SNLO84-005091

400

SNLO84-005092 - SNL084-005114

401

SNL084-005115

402

SNLO84-005116

403

SNLO84-008718 - SNLO84-008757

404

SNLO84-008718 - SNLO84-008757

405

SNLO84-008801 - SNLO84-008814

406

SNLO84-008878 - SNLO84 - 008717

407

SNLO84-0112

408

SNLO84-0113

409

SNLO84-0114

410

SNLO84-016920

411

SNL084-016921

412

SNLO84-016922

413

SNLO84-016933 - SNLO84-016938

414

SNL084-046793

415

SNLO84-046794

416

SNLO84-046795

417

SNLO84-046796

418

SNLO84-046797

419

SNLO84-046798

420

SNLO84-046799

421

SNLO84-046800

422

SNLO84-046801

423

SNL084-046802

424

SNLO84-046803
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1425

SNL084-046804

426

SNL084-046805

427

SNLO84-046806

428

SNL084-046807

429

SNLO84-046808

430

SNLO84-046809

431

SNL084-046810

432

SNL084-046811

433

SNLO84-046812

434

SNLO84-046813

435

SNL084-046814

436

SNLO84-046815

437

SNL084-046816

438

SNL084-046817

439

SNL084-046818

440

SNL084-046819

441

SNL084-046820

442

SNL084-046821

443

SNL084-046822

444

SNLO84-046823

445

SNL084-046824

446

SNLO84-046825

447

SNL084-046826

448

SNLO84-046827

449

SNL084-046828

450

SNL084-046829

451

SNL084-046830

452

SNL084-046831

453

SNL084-046832

454

SNLO84-046833

455

SNLO84-046834

456

SNLO84-046835

457

SNL0O84-046836

458

SNL084-046837

1459

SNL084-046838

460

SNLO84-046839

461

SNLO84-046840

462

SNL084-046841

463

SNLO84-046842

464

SNLO84-046843

465

SNLO84-046844

466

SNLO84-046845

467

SNL084-046846

468

SNLO84-050560 - 050577

469

SNLO84-050560 - 050577

470

SNLO84-06267
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471

SNLO84-074525

472

SNLO84-08758

473

SNL0O84-1571

474

SNLO84-1579 - SNL084-1599

475

SNLO84-1600 - SNLO84-1626

476

SNLO84-1627 - SNLO84-1653

477

SNLO84-1654 - SNL084-1680

478

SNLO84-16553

479

SNLO84-1682 - SNL0O84-1693

480

SNLO84-1699 - SNL084-1727

481

SNLO84-1728 - SNLO84-1756

482

SNLO84-2062 - SNL084-2071

483

SNLO84-2072 - SNLO84-2081

484

SNL084-2082 - SNLO84-2091

485

SNLO84-46784

486

SNLO84-59000- SNLO84-59003

487

SNLO84-69040-SNLO84-69043

488

SNL085-001149 - SNL085-001150

489

SNLO85-001156 - SNLO85-001173

490

SNLO85-001174 - SNLO85-001179

491

SNL085-042632 - SNLO85-042644

492

SNL085-042858 - SNL085-042859

493

SNLO85-042860 - SNL085-042885

494

SNLO85-04287 - SNLO85-042830

495

SNLO87-001101 - SNLO87-001103

496

SNLO87-001145 - SNLO87-001148

497

SNLO87-001172- SNLO87-001173

498

SNLO87-001206 - SNLO87-005671

499

SNLO87-015349

500

SNL087-015349

501

SNLO88-072912

502

SNL094-4714 - SNLO94-4719

503

SNL110-1522 - 1534

504

SNL117-23918 - 23943

505

SNL148-1385 - SNL148-1398

506

SNL511-7730 - SNL511-7748

507

SNL512-15977 - SNL512-15982

508

SNL519-1701

509

WW-MDL-00022183 - WW-MDL-00022220

510

L. Mattar, et al., Orifice Metering of Two-Phase Flow, J.
Petrol. Technol., 31, 1979. (19790000)

511

PT.2010.06.30_05.56-T0-2010.06.30_06.10.csv

512

1.3 Item 2 Top Hat 4 03 JUN 1130.pdf

513

2.5.3.3.7 Beggs-Brill Correlation for 65953891 Pipeline
Production Zoltan

514

229 194 124 - kill and choke lines pictures
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515

229 194 126 - kill and choke lines pictures 1

516

3.2 RFI 04 Bottom Kill REPORT 10 SEP V4
FINAL.webarchive

517

4 - 20 mA PRESSURE TRANSMITTER ATM. 1ST, STS

518

7.2 Item 02 RFI (Well Integr.textClipping

519

9.2 Item 2 Design BOP Stack BoP and Wel Not to Scale2
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