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Abstract: The sea surface elevations are generally stated as Gaussian pro-
cesses in the literature. To show the inaccuracy of this statement, an em-
pirical study of the buoys in the US coast at a random day is performed,
which results in rejecting the null hypothesis of Gaussianity in over 80%
of the cases. The analysis pursued relates to a recent one by the author in
which the heights of sea waves are proved to be non-Gaussian. It is similar
in that the Gaussianity of the process is studied as a whole and not just of
its one-dimensional marginal, as it is common in the literature. It differs,
however, in that the analysis of the sea surface elevations is harder from a
statistical point of view, as the one-dimensional marginals are commonly
Gaussian, which is observed throughout the study.

Keywords and phrases: Gaussian process, normal distribution, nortsTest
R package, random projections, stationarity, time series analysis.

1. Introduction

Much attention in the literature is dedicated to the study of the sea surface
height (Forristall, 1978; Azäıs, León and Ortega, 2005; Karmpadakis, Swan and
Christou, 2020), a function of the sea surface elevation which is generally ob-
tained by making use of the zero-up or down crossing methodology. The sea
surface height is relevant because of design and analysis of off-shore structures
(Haver, 1987) and ships (Mendes and Scotti, 2021) and, therefore, the litera-
ture is large in terms of studying its distribution Tayfun (1990); Mori, Liu and
Yasuda (2002); Stansell (2004, 2005); Casas-Prat and Holthuijsen (2010). The
sea surface height has been modeled, for instance, as

• a Rayleigh distribution (Longuet-Higgins, 1980; Jishad, Yadhunath and
Seelam, 2021),

• a, more general, Weibull distribution (Muraleedharan et al., 2007),
• a Forristall distribution (Forristall, 1978),
• a Naess distribution (Naess, 1985),
• a Boccotti distribution (Boccotti, 1989),
• a Klopman distribution (Klopman, 1996),
• a van Vledder distribution (van Vledder, 1991),
• a Battjes–Groenendijk distribution (Battjes and Groenendijk, 2000),
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• a Mendez distribution (Mendez, Losada and Medina, 2004), or
• a LoWiSh II distribution (Wu et al., 2016).

In Nieto-Reyes (2021) it is experimentally proved that the sea heights do not
follow a Gaussian distribution.

This study is dedicated, however, to the study of the sea surface elevation.
The measurements of sea surface elevation are obtained by buoys throughout
the sea, which are later preprocessed to obtain the sea heights. Sea surface eleva-
tions have been studied from a statistical point of view, studying its distribution
Srokosz (1986), the skewness of the distribution Srokosz and Longuet-Higgins
(1986), and the modellization of the process Hokimoto and Shimizu (2014);
Pena-Sanchez, Mérigaud and Ringwood (2018). Consideration has also being
given to how to measure Schulz-Stellenfleth and Lehner (2004) and record the
data Collins et al. (2014). From an applied perspective, the literature contains
works on sea surface elevations to, for instance, ship motion forecasting Reichert,
Dannenberg and van den Boom (2010) and the development of sea surface ele-
vation maps Hessner, Reichert and Hutt (2007).

This work goes beyond the existing literature and it is dedicated to empiri-
cally prove that the distribution of the sea wave elevation is not necessarily Gaus-
sian. From a statistical point of view, the importance of studying the sea surface
elevation is high and lies in that it is a raw measurement. While experimental
studies show that the distribution of sea heights are clearly non-Gaussian, hav-
ing a non-Gaussian one dimensional marginal, the non-Gaussianity of the sea
surface elevation is not so obvious; which makes the problem more interesting.
In fact, in proving the non-Gaussianity, it is here demonstrated that the cases
that the literature considered as Gaussian correspond to non-Gaussian processes
with Gaussian one-dimensional marginals. To prove this, it is made here used of
the random projection test Nieto-Reyes, Cuesta-Albertos and Gamboa (2014),
a goodness of fit test that checks the Gaussianity of the process as a whole and
not just of a finite order marginal, as other established test in the literature do;
see, for instance Epps (1987); Lobato and Velasco (2004). The obtained findings
are important due to the cases that the literature considered as Gaussian are the
more numerous ones. These cases include very large waves and, in fact, accord-
ing to Benetazzo et al. (2015), very large waves might be much more frequent
than commonly assumed.

The rest of the manuscript includes: The description of the studied dataset
in Section 2 and of the applied methodology in Section 3. The results of the
analysis are described in Section 4. The analysis makes use of the nortsTest
package of the R software.

2. Datasets

The Coastal Data Information Program (https://cdip.ucsd.edu) contains sur-
face elevations measured by buoys that are along the cost of the US. For the
present study, these measurement where downloaded on the 24th of June 2021



/On the Non-Gaussianity of Sea Surface Elevations 3

1611245000 1611255000 1611265000

−
0.

4
−

0.
2

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

time

he
ig

ht

1611245000 1611246000

−
0.

4
−

0.
2

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

time

Fig 1. Left panel: representation of the studied time series for buoy 433. The three observed
voids represent unobserved data. Right panel: representation of the first segment of the time
series in the left panel. Height in meters and time in seconds UTC.

from the web page https://thredds.cdip.ucsd.edu/thredds/catalog/cdip/ real-
time/catalog.html. In particular, the variable downloaded is that named xyz-
ZDisplacement. The set of data used here differs from that in Nieto-Reyes (2021)
and it has not being used in the literature before.

There are a total of 66 datasets, each corresponding to the collected time
series of a station (buoy). Each buoy has an identification number, which is
displayed in Table 1 (rows 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 25, 28 and 31) There, it can
also be observed the length of the associated time series, in the rows designated
with the name length. The smallest length is depicted in bold, which is that of
station 067. As it is just above a length of 30,000, each of the 66 datasets under
study is restricted to a time series of length 30,000. The datasets consist of raw
data, which contains unknown values. After taking out those, the length of the
time series associated to each of the 66 buoys can also be observed from Table
1. It is designated by the name studied. Note that for buoys

244, 197, 189 and 092,

there is a line in the place designated for the variable studied. This is because
in those cases the whole 30,000 first elements of the time series have been un-
observed. Consequently, those buoys are not here longer studied. It can also be
observed from Table 1 that there are seven buoys for which the whole 30,000
first elements have been observed. One of those cases is that of buoy 249.

In the left panel of Figure 1, it is displayed the studied data for buoy 433. As
explained when commenting on Table 1, this dataset results from restricting the
6,177,194 observations stored for buoy 433 and taking the ones corresponding
to the first 30,000 time points. As it is obvious from the plot, the first 30,000
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Table 1
The 66 available buoys are labelled by an identification number in descending order. Below

it is the length of the associated time series, the smallest being highlighted in bold. The
studied label represents the length of the studied time series after selecting the first 30,000

time points and eliminating the unobserved values.

buoy 433 430 256 249 248 244
length 6177194 67207849 55277737 31615487 22526378 81372840
studied 23088 18480 20736 30000 23856 -

buoy 243 240 239 238 236 233
length 29399210 83692847 28618154 2511530 13805738 11474317
studied 3184 23088 2304 4608 7082 22272

buoy 230 226 224 222 221 220
length 36864 52940543 47333545 28634282 6659328 35495593
studied 27696 25392 25392 30000 27696 27696

buoy 217 215 214 213 209 203
length 20561066 22436522 79286411 15161190 18012842 10925950
studied 20614 30000 27696 27696 30000 27696

buoy 201 200 198 197 196 192
length 40785577 7713962 25192106 2520576 80495016 33623807
studied 30000 23855 16006 - 11520 30000

buoy 191 189 187 185 181 179
length 31265450 35170729 39129001 8953514 80459761 58130089
studied 27696 - 11690 27696 27696 25222

buoy 171 168 162 160 158 157
length 42015913 14455296 41025193 854954 97940734 53277865
studied 23856 27696 20784 27696 27696 20614

buoy 155 154 153 150 147 144
length 4737194 32389802 7939754 62576809 55812265 18123434
studied 18480 27696 19968 30000 23088 25514

buoy 143 142 139 134 132 121
length 27956906 16902314 43386793 37933225 39679657 859392
studied 30000 3072 20784 25392 13104 23088

buoy 106 100 098 094 092 076
length 65280 30917546 7206912 12358826 40140457 44669119
studied 9613 27696 7082 23088 - 27696

buoy 071 067 045 036 029 028
length 78400512 32256 990890 141312 9384362 17022122
studied 23088 18480 25392 30000 30000 25344

time points contain unobserved elements. Indeed, only 23,088 observations have
been made (see Table 1). From the left panel of the figure, it is also observable
that the unobserved data splits the time series in four parts. The right panel
of Figure 1 is a zoom of the left panel containing solely the part to the left of
the time serie. Coordinated universal times (UTC) in seconds are used for the
two panels in the figure. The studied measurements of buoy 433 started being
measured at time 1,611,244,667 (see Table 2), which is

Thursday 21st of January of 2021 at the 15:00 hours 57 minutes and 47 seconds

in Greenwich mean time (GMT). The last studied measurement of that buoy
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was recorded at 1,611,268,104, which is later the same day, at the

22:00 hours 28 minutes and 24 seconds

in GMT. In the x-axis of the plots in the figure, it appears four time points that
have been translated in Table 3.

Table 2
For each of the 62 studied buoys, display of the starting and ending time points in seconds

UTC of the recordings. The smallest and largest time points are highlighted in bold.

buoy start time end time buoy start time end time
seconds UTC seconds UTC seconds UTC seconds UTC

433 1611244667 1611268104 181 1597067867 1561681704
430 1617209867 1617233304 179 1600117067 1622597437
256 1624062470 1624074188 171 1606739270 1604873585
249 1623769067 1623792504 168 1561658267 1618540104
248 1616997470 1617009188 162 1622574000 1592702904
243 1589644667 1593206904 160 1604861867 1616030738
240 1593183467 1614911304 158 1618516667 1610494104
239 1614887867 1606923037 157 1592679467 1609976867
238 1606899600 1571545704 155 1616007301 1562624904
236 1571522267 1612387707 154 1610470667 1607038104
233 1612364270 1623883518 153 1609953430 1608491585
230 1623871800 1593566904 150 1562601467 1596835704
226 1593543467 1594931304 147 1607014667 1620458907
224 1594907867 1589239704 144 1608479867 1602196104
222 1589216267 1611361704 143 1596812267 1587587304
221 1611338267 1602725304 142 1620435470 1600216988
220 1602701867 1610407704 139 1602172667 1624302037
217 1610384267 1580963304 134 1587563867 1615602504
215 1580939867 1575678504 132 1600205270 1613769185
214 1575655067 1618363704 121 1624278600 1622604504
213 1618340267 1599262104 106 1615579067 1602210504
209 1599238667 1620865704 100 1613757467 1601598504
203 1620842267 1582943304 098 1622581067 1560994104
201 1582919867 1581073107 094 1602187067 1606966104
200 1581049670 1623885185 076 1601575067 1581380904
198 1623873467 1608373837 071 1560970667 1572060504
196 1608350400 1579152504 067 1606942667 1619742504
192 1591718267 1610760504 045 1599843600 1611268104
191 1579129067 1587371304 036 1581357467 1617233304
187 1610737067 1600140504 029 1572037067 1624085907
185 1587347867 1606762707 028 1619719067 1623792504

Apart from the ones of station 433, Table 2 displays the starting and end-
ing recording times for each of the studied stations. The largest time value is
1,624,302,037, representing the

Monday 21st of June 2021 at the 19:00 hours and 37 seconds GMT.

This is highlighted in bold in the table. This is the end time for the recording
of buoy 139, whose starting time is 1,602,172,667, i.e., the

Thursday 8th of October 2020 at the 15:00 hours 57 minutes and 47 seconds GMT.
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Table 3
Translation of UTC time points in seconds to regular nomenclature in GMT.

seconds UTC GMT

1611245000 Thursday January 21st 2021 16 : 03 : 20
1611246000 Thursday January 21st 2021 16 : 20 : 00
1611255000 Thursday January 21st 2021 18 : 50 : 00
1611265000 Thursday January 21st 2021 21 : 36 : 40

Meanwhile, the smallest starting time point is 1,560,970,667, which represents
the

Wednesday 19th of June 2019 at the 18:00 hours 57 minutes and 47seconds GMT;

and which is also highlighted in bold in the table. It corresponds to the buoy
with identification number 071, whose end time point is 1,572,060,504, i.e. the

Saturday 26th of October 2019 at the 03:00 hours 28 minutes and 24 seconds GMT.

3. Methodology

Given Xt a real valued random variable for each t ∈ Z,

X := {Xt}t∈Z

is a stochastic process Coleman (1974). Most common hypotheses on stochastic
processes are those of stationarity Rozanov (1967) and Gaussianity Kozachenko
et al. (2016). X is stationary if

• E[Xt] = E[Xt+k] for all k, t ∈ Z, where E denotes the expectation function,
• Cov(Xt, Xk) = Cov(Xt−k, X0) for all k, t ∈ Z, where Cov denotes the

covariance function and
• Var[Xt] <∞ for all t ∈ Z, where Var denotes the variance.

X is Gaussian if

(Xt1 , . . . , Xtn) is a Gaussian random vector for all n ∈ N.

It occurs that a stationary Gaussian process is strictly stationarity. X is strictly
stationary if

(Xt1 , . . . , Xtn) and (Xt1+k
, . . . , Xtn+k

)

are equally distributed for all n ∈ N and k, t1, . . . , tn ∈ Z. Consequently, given
a stationary process X, it is Gaussian if

(Xt, . . . , Xt) is a Gaussian random vector for all t ∈ N. (1)
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3.1. Tests for stationarity

This manuscript is about testing the Guassianity of stocastic processes. Typi-
cally, those tests assume that the process is stationary. Thus, this assumption
has to be previously checked. For that, the most common tests in the literature
are

1. Ljung-Box test (Box and Pierce, 1970),
2. Augmented Dickey-Fuller test (Said and Dickey, 1984),
3. Phillips-Perron test (Perron, 1988) and
4. kpps test (Kwiatkowski et al., 1992) .

For the first three tests, the tests can be simplified as contrasting the null hy-
pothesis

H0,1 : X is non stationary (2)

against the alternative
Ha,1 : X is stationary

while the kpps test results in the null hypothesis

H0,2 : X is stationary (3)

against the alternative

Ha,2 : X is non stationary.

The hypotheses are tested in different ways. For instance, Ljung-Box test
makes use of the autocorrelation function, which, at lag k for a stationary process
is

Cov(Xt, Xt+k)

Var(Xt)
.

This is observable from its statistic:

n(n+ 2)

h∑
k=1

ρ̂2k
n− k

,

where ρ̂k denotes the sample autocorrelation at lag k and n the sample size.
Note that it depends on a constant h.

3.2. Tests for Gaussianity

Most tests for Gaussianity of stochastic processes assume the process is station-
ary and test whether a finite marginal distribution of the process is Gaussian,
generally, the one-dimensional marginal. That is, instead of testing whether (1)
is satisfied, these tests contrast the null hypothesis

H0,3 : Xt is a Gaussian random variable (4)



/On the Non-Gaussianity of Sea Surface Elevations 8

against the alternative

Ha,3 : Xt is not a Gaussian random variable

by checking whether Xt is a Gaussian random variable. Let us reflect that,
because of the stationarity, the distribution of Xt is the same for all t ∈ Z; that
is, it is independent of t.

Common tests to check the Gaussianity of a real valued random variable
require a sample of independent and identically distributed random variables
D’Agostino and Stephens (1986). As this work deals with stochastic processes,
the independence assumption is not verified. However, there are also many tests
for this situation. Here, it is made use of the Epps test Epps (1987), which
checks that the characteristic function of the one-dimensional distribution of
the process is that of a Gaussian distribution, and of the Lobato and Velasco
test Lobato and Velasco (2004), which checks that the third and fourth order
moments of the one-dimensional distribution of the process are those of a Gaus-
sian distribution.

If the null hypothesis H0,3 is rejected, with the above mentioned tests, the
null hypothesis

H0,4 : X is a Gaussian process (5)

is rejected against the alternative

Ha,4 : X is not a Gaussian process.

However, it may occur that

Xt is a Gaussian random variable

while
X is not a Gaussian process.

The above mentioned tests are at nominal level again this type of alternatives.
For this, it is used here the random projection test Nieto-Reyes, Cuesta-Albertos
and Gamboa (2014), which test the Gaussianity of the whole distribution of the
process and not just of a finite dimensional marginal. For elaboration on it, see
Subsection 3.2.1.

3.2.1. Random projection test

The random projection test was introduced in Nieto-Reyes, Cuesta-Albertos
and Gamboa (2014) as a tool to test the Gaussianity of stationary processes
that is able to reject the null hypothesis of Gaussianity (5) against alternatives
with Gaussian finite-dimensional marginals. The procedure is based on a result
in Cuesta-Albertos et al. (2007) that implies that if

〈{Xj}j≤t, d〉,
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with d drawn from a Dirichlet distribution J. (2006), is Gaussian, then

{Xj}j≤t

is Gaussian. Note that due to the stationarity assumption, the Gaussianity of
{Xj}j≤t is equivalent to (1). In what follows, the procedure is explained in
detail.

Let
λ1, λ2 > 0

be two parameters. Making use of the following stick-breaking procedure, a
Dirichlet distribution is considered:

1. Let
β(λ1, λ2)

denote a beta distribution with parameters λ1, λ2.
2. Let d0 be drawn from the distribution β(λ1, λ2). Note that

d0 ∈ [0, 1].

3. For any k ∈ N, the natural numbers, let dk be the result of multiplying

1−
k−1∑
i=0

di

and an element drawn independently from he distribution β(λ1, λ2). Note
that

dk ∈ [0, 1−
k−1∑
i=0

di].

Let X be a stationary process. The associated projected process based on
{dk}k∈N is

Y := {Yt}t∈Z
with

Yt :=

∞∑
i=0

diXt−i.

Then, making use of this randomly projected process, it suffices to apply to it
a test for the null hypothesis of Gaussianity (4).

The selection of the parameters λ1, λ2 is important. It is explained in Nieto-
Reyes, Cuesta-Albertos and Gamboa (2014) that values such us

λ1 = 100 and λ2 = 1

result in an projected process Y similar to X. However, values such us

λ1 = 2 and λ2 = 7

result in projected processes different fromX while providing an effective method.
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3.3. False discovery rate

When multiple tests are perform, the multiplicity has to be taken into account.
For that it is used here the false discovery rate (Benjamini and Yekutieli, 2001).
The false discovery rate aims at controling the expected proportion of falsely
rejected hypothesis. It was first introduced in Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) to
take into account the multiplicity of independent tests. In (Benjamini and Yeku-
tieli, 2001) it was established that the definition in (Benjamini and Hochberg,
1995) remains valid for certain types of dependency. However, for general de-
pendent cases (Benjamini and Yekutieli, 2001) has to be applied.

4. Results of the analysis

This section analyzes whether each of the 62 datasets provided in Section 2,
one per buoy, is drawn from a Gaussian process. For that, the tests described in
Section 3.2 are used here. As they require the stationarity assumption for the
process, making use of the tests provided in 3.1, it is first checked whether each
of the datasets is drawn from a stationary process.

The results obtained from checking the stationarity are displayed in Table 4.
Only one result is provided by test because the same one is obtained for each of
the 62 datasets. Thus, p-values smaller than .01 are obtained for the Augmented
Dickey-Fuller test and the Phillips-Perron test. P-values that are approximately
zero are obtained for the Ljung-Box test and p-values larger than .1 for the kpps
test. Note that in the first three tests the null hypothesis of non-stationarity is
tested, as in (2), and in the fourth it is the null hypothesis of stationarity, as in
(3). Thus, it can be assumed that the studied datasets are drawn from stationary
processes, and check their Gaussianity under the mentioned assumption.

Table 4
Obtained p-values for each of the 62 studied datasets under four different stationarity tests:
Augmented Dickey-Fuller (first column), Phillips-Perron (second column), Ljung-Box test

(third column) and kpps (fourth column). The null hypothesis is of stationarity for the kpps
test and of non-stationarity for the other three.

Tests
Augmented Dickey-Fuller Phillips-Perron Ljung-Box kpps

p-value < .01 < .01 0 > .1

In order to study the Gaussianity of the datasets under study, it is first ana-
lyzed the one-dimensional marginal distribution of the process. This is because
a rejection of the null hypothesis (4) implies the sought rejection of the whole
distribution of the process, in (5). For analyzing the one-dimensional marginal
distribution, it is made use of the Epps and Lobato and Velasco tests commented
in Section 3. The results are displayed in Table 5. There, for each dataset, as-
sociated to a buoy (columns 1 and 5), it can be observed the p-values resulting
from applying the Epps test (columns 2 and 6) and the Lobato and Velasco test
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Table 5
P-values resulting from applying the Epps test (columns 2 and 6) and the Lobato and

Velasco test (columns 3 and 7) per dataset associated to each buoy (columns 1 and 5). FDR
(columns 4 and 8) combination, for dependent p-values, of the two p-values per buoy, with

the ones smaller than 0.05 highlighted in bold.

buoy Epps L.-V. FDR buoy Epps L.-V. FDR

433 .000 .000 .000 181 .000 .000 .000
430 .027 .000 .000 179 .000 .000 .000
256 .004 .000 .000 171 .000 .000 .000
249 .000 .000 .000 168 .001 .000 .000
248 .524 .044 .132 162 .331 .046 .138
243 .063 .044 .095 160 .111 .011 .033
240 .017 .000 .000 158 .290 .178 .436
239 .297 .780 .891 157 .116 .599 .349
238 .000 .552 1.656 155 .066 .063 .099
236 .708 .142 .426 154 .011 .000 .000
233 .004 .000 .000 153 .028 .000 .000
230 .000 .000 .000 150 .013 .000 .000
226 .254 .030 .090 147 .055 .001 .003
224 .000 .000 .000 144 .000 .000 .000
222 .821 .788 1.231 143 .261 .005 .015
221 .000 .000 .000 142 .586 .093 .279
220 .739 .356 1.068 139 .292 .646 .877
217 .000 .000 .000 134 .188 .000 .000
215 .057 .035 .086 132 .017 .000 .000
214 .068 .004 .012 121 .001 .000 .000
213 .002 .001 .003 106 .574 .887 1.4330
209 .817 .000 .000 100 .122 .114 .183
203 .948 .857 1.422 098 .280 .914 .840
201 .329 .227 .493 094 .521 .056 .168
200 .000 .000 .000 076 .068 .110 .165
198 .090 .000 .000 071 .261 .020 .060
196 .235 .062 .186 067 .790 .426 1.184
192 .093 .000 .000 045 .587 .222 .666
191 .535 .079 .237 036 .002 .011 .007
187 .803 .334 1.002 029 .472 .990 1.416
185 .020 .287 .059 028 .359 .017 .051

(columns 3 and 7). As multiplicity has to be taken into account, columns 4 and
8 display the FDR values. It can be observed from the table that half of the 62
FDR values are smaller than 0.05 studied. They have been highlighted in bold.
If the less conservative FDR introduced in (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995)
had been used, the number of rejections would have increased. For instance,
the null hypothesis (4) for buoys 185 and 028 would also have been rejected. If
multiplicity had not been taken into account at all and the null hypothesis (4)
were rejected when the minimum of the two p-values was smaller than 0.05, the
number of rejections would have increased to 40.

To better illustrate the findings, the results of Table 5 are summarized in
the left plot of Figure 2. The x-axis represents the buoy’s identification number
while the y-axis displays the obtained FDR for dependent tests. A grey line at
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Fig 2. Left panel: FDR corresponding to the studied buoys in Table 5. Right panel: P-value
corresponding to the buoys studied in Table 6. P-values obtained with the random projection
test based on the one-dimensional Lovato and Velasco test are represented in color blue and
those based on the Epps test are in color green. The line y = .05 is displayed in both panels
in color grey.

y = 0.05 is drawn to show what buoys have a FDR above or below that value,
which result in a rejection of the null hypothesis (4). It can observe that there
are three FDR that are just above 0.05. They correspond to buoys 028, 071 and
185.

In what follows it is pursued a further study in the 31 buoys for which there
is yet no evidence to reject the null hypothesis of Gaussianity, displayed in (5).
This further study consists in applying the random projection test. In applying
it, the information in Table 5 obtained when applying de Epps and Lobato and
Velasco tests is used. For instance, if for one of these two tests the associated p-
value is smaller than 0.05, it is made use of that test and the parameters (100, 1)
in computing the random projection test. Remember that, as commented in
Section 3, making use of the (100, 1) parameters results in a projected time
series similar to the original one.

The results of applying the random projection test are reported in Table 6.
There it can be observed that the random projection test is able to reject the
null hypothesis of Gaussianity in 19 out of the 31 buoys, which results in a total
of 50 rejections out of 62 (the 80.65%). The p-values that result in a rejection are
highlighted in bold. The p-value associated to buoy 215 has been highlighted
because it takes value 4.966946e-02, which in the table has been rounded to
0.050. The table also provides the parameters used to compute the projection
and the test applied to it.
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Table 6
P-values (column 2) resulting of applying the random projection test for each buoy (column
1) with a FDR adjusted p-value larger than 0.05 in Table 5. The parameters (columns 3 and
4) and the one-dimensional test (column 5) used in performing the random projection test

are included for each buoy.

buoy p-value param1 param2 test

248 .017 100 1 L.-V.
243 .044 100 1 L.-V.
239 .362 100 1 Epps
238 .000 100 1 Epps
236 .055 2 7 L.-V.
226 .040 100 1 L.-V.
222 .048 2 7 L.-V.
220 .411 2 7 Epps
215 .050 100 1 L.-V.
203 .340 2 7 Epps
201 .020 100 1 L.-V.
196 .017 2 7 L.-V.
191 .020 100 1 L.-V.
187 .039 2 7 L.-V.
185 .017 100 1 Epps
162 .042 100 1 L.-V.
158 .476 2 7 Epps
157 .456 2 7 Epps
155 .024 100 1 L.-V.
142 .021 100 1 L.-V.
139 .376 2 7 Epps
106 .374 2 7 Epps
100 .412 100 1 Epps
098 .416 100 1 Epps
094 .027 100 1 L.-V.
076 .398 100 1 Epps
071 .021 100 1 L.-V.
067 .019 100 1 L.-V.
045 .022 100 1 L.-V.
029 .381 100 1 Epps
028 .028 100 1 L.-V.

The results in Table 6 have been summarized in the right plot of Figure 2.
There, the p-values larger and smaller than 0.05 can be clearly observed; and
that there is a p-value just above 0.05, the one corresponding to buoy 236. The
p-values where the Lovato and Velasco test is used in performing the random
projection test are colored in blue. Those in which the random projection test
makes use of the Epps test are colored in green.
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