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Abstract

Computer models are widely used to study complex real world physical systems.
However, there are major limitations to their direct use including: their complex
structure; large numbers of inputs and outputs; and long evaluation times. Bayesian
emulators are an effective means of addressing these challenges providing fast and
efficient statistical approximation for computer model outputs. It is commonly as-
sumed that computer models behave like a “black-box” function with no knowledge
of the output prior to its evaluation. This ensures that emulators are generalisable
but potentially limits their accuracy compared with exploiting such knowledge of
constrained or structured output behaviour. We assume a “grey-box” computer
model and establish a hierarchical emulation framework encompassing structured
emulators which exploit known constrained and structured behaviour of constituent
computer model outputs. This achieves greater physical interpretability and more
accurate emulator predictions. This research is motivated by and applied to the com-
mercially important TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge from
the petroleum industry. We re-express this as a decision support under uncertainty
problem. First, we reduce the computational expense of the analysis by identifying a
representative subset of models using an efficient multi-model ensemble subsampling
technique. Next we apply our hierarchical emulation methodology to the expected
Net Present Value utility function with well control decision parameters as inputs.
Keywords: Computer models; Bayesian emulation; Bayes linear; Known simulator
behaviour; Multi-model ensembles; Decision support under uncertainty.

1 Introduction

Mathematical models of complex real world physical systems in the form of nu-
merical codes known as computer models or simulators are prevalent across many
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scientific disciplines, industry, and government. They are used to: study the dy-
namics of physical systems; calibrate or history match to observation data; and to
guide decision making processes. However, computer models commonly exhibit a
complex structure; possess large numbers of inputs and outputs, including spatial-
temporal fields; and crucially have a high computational expense of evaluation. In
order to address such challenges, a suite of Bayesian uncertainty analysis method-
ology has been developed for using computer models to perform inferences about
real world systems. Of principal importance are Bayesian emulators, also known as
surrogate models, which provide fast statistical approximations to (functions of) the
computer model outputs for as yet unevaluated parameter settings, along with a cor-
responding statement of the associated uncertainty. They are typically many orders
of magnitude quicker to evaluate than the computer model. Emulators have been
successfully employed across a wide range of applications including: climate science
[10, 17, 35, [48]; cosmology [211 25] [41] [42]; epidemiology [2} [, 45]; and petroleum
reservoir engineering [5H9, [30].

Emulation is frequently based on the assumption that a computer model behaves
like a “black-box” function: the output at a given parameter setting is unknown
prior to model evaluation; as well as users’ possessing no insight of the structure
or links between individual physical processes. Whilst this assumption ensures that
emulation methodology is generalisable, it potentially limits the emulator accuracy
compared to when a user has an understanding of how certain outputs behave with
respect to changes in the inputs. In this paper we assume a “grey-box” simulator and
address the problem of exploiting known behaviour of components of the simulator
output of interest by developing a novel hierarchical emulation framework to obtain
a physically interpretable emulator and more accurate predictions.

This research is motivated by the highly complex and commercially significant
TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge [39, [40] from the petroleum
industry. The aim is to maximise the expected Net Present Value (NPV) objec-
tive function over the field lifetime with respect to well control decision parameters
(target production and injection rates), whilst accounting for geological uncertainty
represented through a multi-model ensemble of 50 realisations from an underlying
stochastic geology model. We recast this as a decision support problem for which
emulation and Bayesian uncertainty analysis techniques are essential due to the com-
putational expense of the ensemble and high-dimensionality of the decision parame-
ter space. First we present efficient multi-model ensemble subsampling techniques to
identify a representative subset of models in a novel application to petroleum reser-
voir engineering, thus greatly reducing the computational expense of the analysis.
For each ensemble member the NPV is computed as the discounted sum of numer-
ous simulator outputs; many exhibiting known constrained or structured behaviour
with respect to their corresponding well control parameters, for which we formulate
structured emulators and combine within our hierarchical emulation construction.
We demonstrate a notable reduction in the emulator uncertainty compared with un-
informed Bayes linear emulators. Whilst we establish our techniques in the context
of decision support for well control optimisation under uncertainty, the overarching
framework is flexible and adaptable to handle other structured forms of simulator
outputs.

In Section [2] we describe the motivating TNO OLYMPUS Field Development
Optimisation Challenge. Section |3 provides an overview of Bayesian emulation
methodology. The hierarchical emulator exploiting known constrained and struc-



tured behaviour of simulator outputs is devised in Section [ along with a multi-
model ensemble subsampling technique. The methodology is applied to the TNO
OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge expected NPV utility function in
view of performing a decision support analysis in Section [§] with a conclusion and
future directions in Section [Gl

2 TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Chal-
lenge

A major and commercially important challenge in the petroleum industry is field
development under uncertainty for a green oil ﬁeldﬂ The Netherlands Organisation
for Applied Scientific Research (TNO), as part of Integrated Systems Approach for
Petroleum Production (ISAPP) research programme, devised the TNO OLYMPUS
Field Development Optimisation Challenge [40] (abbreviated to TNO OLYMPUS
Challenge) to encourage research and technological advancements to address the
problem of optimisation under uncertainty. There is a particular emphasis on the
uncertainty induced by the unknown underlying geology. The TNO OLYMPUS
Challenge has received much attention across academia and industry with results
of the competition phase presented at the EAGE/TNO Workshop on OLYMPUS
Field Development Optimization [I].

The TNO OLYMPUS Challenge is based around the fictitious oil reservoir named
OLYMPUS (inspired by a virgin oil field in the North Sea) and specifically designed
by TNO for the challenge. OLYMPUS is a medium complexity model of size 9km
by 3km, with a depth of 50m split into 16 layers for modelling purposes. The design
was conceived to realistically imitate a real oil field possessing many of the features
encountered in actual oil fields including: boundary and minor geological faults;
two vertical zones separated by an impermeable shale layer (the top layer contains
fluvial channel sands embedded in floodplain shale, whilst the bottom layer consists
of alternating layers of coarse, medium and fine sands); as well as multiple types
of facies (body of rock of specified characteristics) including channel sands, shale,
and multiple types of sand. Geological uncertainty (unknown porosity, permeability,
net-to-gross, and initial water saturation) is represented via a multi-model ensemble
of N =50 OLYMPUS realisations of a stochastic geology model. These are labelled
as OLYMPUS 1 to 50. Full details of the model can be found in [39].

The TNO OLYMPUS Challenge consists of three sub-challenges:

1. Well control optimisation,
2. Field development optimisation,
3. Joint optimisation of well placement and well control.

In this paper we focus on the first where the aim is to develop an optimal strategy
with respect to maximising the expected Net Present Value (NPV) objective function
over the 20 year field lifetime (starting January 1, 2016) with accumulation and
discounting at 3 month intervals. The NPV for an individual OLYMPUS model
is denoted NPV;(d) and is defined in Equation as a function of a vector
of decision parameters, d, consisting of target production and injection rates for
producer and injector wells respectively. The index i refers to the time interval

LA green oil field is a new subsurface region believed to contain oil or gas which has yet to be exploited
meaning that no drilling, production or injection has been performed.



At; = t; — t;_1, total number of time intervals IV, fixed discount factor d = 0.08,
time interval for discounting 7 = 365 days, and R;(d,t;) as the difference of all
revenue and expenditure during the interval At;, and j = 1,..., N = 50 indexes
the particular OLYMPUS realisation of the stochastic geology model. The expected
NPV is approximated by the ensemble mean NPV defined in Equation .

Ny

) _ Rj (dv ti)
NPV;(d) ;7(1 Py (2.1)
N
E[NPV](d) ~ NPV(d) = % S ONPV;(d) (2.2)

For the well control optimisation challenge a fixed well configuration is provided by
TNO based on oil reservoir engineering principles with R;(d,¢;) defined in Equa-
tion , where Q) op(d, i), Qj.wp(d,t;), and Q; i(d,t;) are the field oil produc-
tion, water production, and water injection total volumes in time interval At; under
controls d respectively. TNO also stipulate fixed oil revenue r,, = 45 $ per bbl,
water production cost 7., = 6 $ per bbl, and water injection cost 7,,; = 2 $ per bbl.

Rj (d7 ti) = Qj,op(da ti) *Top — Qj,wp(d7 ti) *Twp — Qj,wi(d7 ti) *Twi (2'3)

For demonstrative purposes we focus on the control of a subset of the wells en-
closed between two partial fault boundaries and in close proximity consisting of two
producer wells: 2 & 10, and two injector wells 2 & 3, with eight control intervals
starting on January 1, 2016, 2018, 2020, 2022, 2024, 2026, 2028 & 2032; thus a total
of D = 32 decision parameters. Note that each control interval consists of multiple 3
month discounting periods. Collectively these wells are referred to as the Controlled
Wells Group (CWG) which provides a sub-problem of interacting wells on which
to illustrate the presented methodology. All remaining wells within OLYMPUS use
the fixed controls specified in the TNO reference strategy [40]. The expected NPV
objective function is computed from contributions of wells in the CWG only.

We believe that the TNO OLYMPUS Challenge setup does not faithfully repre-
sent the real world field development under uncertainty problem where ensembles
of computer models are used to aid decision makers. Instead, there is an emphasis
on developing efficient ensemble optimisation algorithms to identify a single opti-
mal strategy. A full critique and discussion of these limitations is presented in [31]
Sec. 3.1] and [32]. We therefore re-formulate well control optimisation as a decision
support problem. The aim of this paper is to develop accurate emulators for the
expected NPV objective function by exploiting known simulator behaviour in order
to efficiently perform decision support.

3 Bayesian Emulation

An emulator is a stochastic belief specification for a deterministic or stochastic func-
tion that provides a fast and efficient statistical approximation, yielding predictions
for as yet unevaluated parameter settings, along with a corresponding statement of
the associated uncertainty [6l [8, 41]. They are frequently employed for computa-
tionally expensive simulators across a range of scientific and industrial applications
to perform tasks including: calibration [22] 27]; history matching [5l @ 10, 41];



uncertainty quantifications [30]; sensitivity analyses [26, 29]; and decision support
28, 47).

For a computer model f(d) the i*® univariate output is denoted by the function
fi(d), where d € Q C RP is a vector of (decision) parameters in space . We
employ Bayesian emulators of the general form in Equation [6] (4T, 43].

fi(d) = gi(da,)" B, + ui(da,) + wi(d)

=Y Biygis(da,) + ui(da,) + wi(d) (3.1)

j=1

The subscript A; denotes a subset of active inputs which are the parameters deemed
to be most influential for f;(d), where |A;| = D’ < D. Within the emulator the first
term models the global function behaviour of f;(d) where the g;;(-) are deterministic
functions of the active inputs with unknown scalar regression coefficients, 3;; for
j=1,...,p, where p € N. Collectively, these are denoted by the vector function

gi1(") Bi1
gi(-) = ( : >, and the vector 8, = ( : ) € RP respectively. The second term,
gip (- Bip

w;i(+), modeplé)the local behaviour of f;(d) and is a weakly stationary stochastic
process with zero mean and a pre-specified covariance structure. A common choice
is the squared exponential covariance function in Equation (3.2]) [34, 41], where O’Zi
is a variance hyperparameter, and 0; = (6;1,...,0;p) is a D’-vector of (distinct)
correlation lengths.

2

D’ ’
da, r —dy.
Covfus(d ey )] = o exp § = 3 (F42 k) (5.2
k=1 ¢

The third term in Equation (3.1)), w;(x), is an uncorrelated, zero-mean nugget term
with covariance:

COV[U}i(d), (o (d/)} = 012111' ]]-{d:d’} (33)

This is a white noise process which is included to account for the inactive variables
[0 [41] and ensure numerical stability [27]. Further arguments for the inclusion of a
nugget term are presented in [T}, 20].

We follow a Bayes linear paradigm following the foundations of De Finetti [12} [13]
using expectation as a primitive within a second-order belief specification. More-
over, we subscribe to subjective Bayesianism to provide a coherent framework to
structure and combine expert prior beliefs with observed data to achieve poste-
rior inferences [I5]. Bayes linear methods have the numerous advantages including;:
quick and simple elicitation of subjective prior beliefs; computational tractability;
and robust inferences by removing the specification of full prior probability distri-
butions, with Bayes linear emulators having been successfully implemented across
numerous applications [0 17, 41, 43, 45]. An in-depth discussion of Bayes lin-
ear statistics can be found in [I8], with shorter summaries presented in [14] [16].
Given a design D = {d(l), ceey d(”)} and computer model evaluations for output i,
F; = {f;(dW),..., f;(d™)}, the Bayes linear adjusted expectation, variance, and



covariance are:

Er,[fi(d)] = E[fi(d)] + Cov[fi(d), F;] Var[F;] ' (F; — E[F;]) (3.4)
Varg, [fi(d)] = Var[f;(d)] — Cov[f;(d), F;] Var[F;]~* Cov[F;, fi(d)] (3.5)

Covr, [f;(d), fi(d")] = Cov[fi(d), fi(d")] — Cov[fi(d), F;] Var[F;] "' Cov[F;, fl-(((i’)])
3.6

Full derivation of the Bayes linear emulator adjustment formulae is presented in
[T, Sec. 2.4.5]. An alternative full Bayesian approach is Gaussian Process (GP)
emulators, as discussed in [27]. Under the Bayes linear formulation we opt for a
hyperparameter plug-in approach where they are specified a priori, utilising expert
elicitation, before validating using emulator diagnostic techniques [4], as performed
in [5, 411 43].

4 Hierarchical Emulators Exploiting Known Sim-
ulator Behaviour

Bayesian emulators frequently yield fast and effective approximations to the outputs
of “black-box” computer models for which the user possesses no insight of the struc-
ture or links between individual processes, as well as no knowledge of the model
behaviour for specific outputs at a given parameter setting prior to its evaluation.
However, this may limit the accuracy of general emulators in scenarios where such
prior information is available: a “grey-box” simulator. This is the case for the TNO
OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge in Section [2| where the quantity
of interest, the expected NPV objective function in Equation 7 is first split
by OLYMPUS model in Equation , and then by time interval and field total
outputs in Equation . This is divided further into Well Oil Production Total
(WOPT), Well Water Injection Total (WWIT), and Well Water Production Total
(WWPT), within each time interval. WOPT and WWIT exhibit constrained and
structured behaviour with respect to their corresponding target rate parameters.

In this section we present a hierarchical emulator designed to open the “black-
box” and exploit known structures between the simulator outputs and any functions
thereof. To reduce computational costs, we first describe methods for identifying
a representative subset of models in [£.1] Next we present structured emulation of
outputs of a recurring form in In the context of well control optimisation we
introduce an approximation to the NPV for an individual model and its emulation
in before linking to the exact NPV in[4.4] Finally, the methods of Section
are employed to emulate the ensemble mean NPV as a proxy for the expected NPV
in

4.1 Subsampling from Multi-Model Ensembles

Multi-model ensembles are frequently employed to characterise various forms of un-
certainty. In the petroleum industry these are prevalent for representing uncertainty
induced by the unknown underlying field geology, reflecting the geologist’s beliefs.
In the TNO OLYMPUS Challenge this consists of 50 versions of the OLYMPUS
model realised from an underlying stochastic geology model (note that the geology
model was not released so no further realisations were possible). However, running



every model requires a greater number of simulations placing a higher strain on com-
putational resources. In many analyses the multi-model outputs are amalgamated
such as through averaging; termed the ensemble mean. This is the case in the TNO
OLYMPUS Challenge where the ensemble mean NPV is the focus. Whilst such
quantities are easier to analyse and use, the averaging process reduces the benefits
of starting with an ensemble by collapsing the uncertainty onto a single value. It is
therefore desirable to establish a subset of the ensemble to use as a surrogate, whilst
acknowledging any reduction in information gained from the simulations.

The process of identifying a representative subset requires a small exploratory
design using all models in the ensemble; a wave 0 design, for example, constructed
using a maximin Latin hypercube design [37, [38], in order to assess how well a
given subset of models represents the ensemble mean for certain key outputs. First
we propose an initial graphical investigation using plots of ensemble mean outputs
versus that obtained using individual models. This provides insight into patterns
where a strong linear correlation indicates that an individual model may be a good
representative for the ensemble mean. Note that such plots are unable to capture
the interaction between multiple models’ outputs, thus missing where two or more
models are jointly able to characterise the ensemble mean, often to a better extent
than any one individual model. For large ensembles, this can be a useful screening
process to identify a preliminary ensemble subset for further analysis.

Linear models provide a fast and effective tool for predicting the ensemble mean
output, f(-), for example, f(d) = NPV(d), from individual model outputs, f)(-),
ir € {1,..., N} distinct, as well as for quantifying the induced uncertainty. For an
ensemble of size N the aim is to select the best subset of N < N (to be determined)
models. Since the ensemble mean is a linear combination of the individual models’
output, an affine linear transformation of a subset of models is expected to yield
good approximations. We propose the linear model in Equation where agg
and [y gs are unknown regression coefficients to be estimated, and egg(d) is an
uncorrelated error term.

N
f(d) = aps + Zﬂk,Esf(i’“)(d) + ers(d) (41)
k=1

Depending on the size of NV, either an exhaustive or stepwise model selection may
be performed to identify the most suitable choice of N and model subset, for exam-
ple, using the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) or Bayesian information Criterion
(BIC). Note that at later stages within an analysis it is always possible to modify
this choice if increased accuracy is required; a scenario that naturally occurs within
iterative procedures such as history matching and decision support. In the context
of petroleum reservoir field development optimisation we refer to this as Efficient
Geological Ensemble Subsampling (EGES) [32]. This technique is related to second-
order multi-model ensemble exchangeability in [36] where coexchangeability is used
to establish a link between: the output of individual models; a common “represen-
tative simulator”, which we interpret as the ensemble mean simulator; the output
for the real world system as the true expected NPV with respect to all possible
geological configurations; as well as any system observations.



4.2 Structured Emulators Exploiting Known Simulator Be-
haviour for NPV Constituents

The emulation methodology presented here is motivated by the behavioural form
observed for WOPT and WWIT outputs within control intervals with respect to
the corresponding decision input parameters, the target production or injection rate
for the control interval respectively, as shown in Figure Within Equation
for OLYMPUS model j the WOPT and WWIT are the by well constituents of the
respective field totals Q;op(d,t;) and @Q;wi(d,t;). Note that the Q;.p(d,t;) can
also be split by well to obtain WWPT outputs.
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Figure 1: OLYMPUS 25 WOPT output for producer well 2 during the first two years
(ending 01/01/2018) versus the corresponding decision input parameter, the target pro-
duction rate prod_2_2016_01. For small values of prod_2_2016_01 the target is achieved
resulting in the perfect linear behaviour up to a change point beyond which the WOPT
plateaus as a maximum threshold on the production rate is achieved. The vertical blue
and red lines denote the extrapolation cut-off and change point upper bounds respec-
tively.

Throughout this section we focus on emulating outputs for individual ensemble
members and thus omit the OLYMPUS model index j for clarity of notation. Let



simulator output f;(-) represent an NPV component by well. For the WOPT and
WWIT constituents the corresponding decision input parameter which directly af-
fects fi(-) is labelled as d, ;. In this section the index 7 is condensed notation for
the indices tuple (jk,t;), where j € {P, I} refers to the well type (P producer, I
injector), k is the well number, and ¢; is the control interval start date. For each
NPV contributor type [ € {op, wp, wi}, the total over all wells, @;(d,t;) (see Equa-
tion )7 is obtained via a summation in Equation 7 where NV; is the number
of wells of the relevant type, and fjlkt (d) = fi(d) is the quantity for well k.

N,
Qi(d, t;) = Z Fir () (4.2)
k=1

4.2.1 Change Points

The target control rate should be adhered to for the duration of the interval. How-
ever, this is not always possible due to Bottom Hole Pressure (BHP) constraints
suggesting two theoretical distinct modes of behaviour termed the slope and plateau
regions. In the slope the target rate is adhered to for the full duration of the control
interval, whilst within the plateau region this is not the case. The slope therefore
possesses a known gradient which is equal to the length of the control interval, thus
fi(d) = djis, - At;. The decision parameter value of transition from slope to plateau
is designated the change point and denoted c;i,. This is unknown, dependent
on all other decision parameters, and given only a finite number of simulations is
impossible to exactly determine. Consequently, in practical application, there are
three distinct regions of behaviour: the slope and plateau separated by an additional
uncertain region believed to contain the unknown change point. For a simulator out-
put f;(+) which follows such behaviour the left-hand slope is precisely known up to a
tolerance J; > 0; this can be used to estimate the mean change point location given
a collection of simulations from design D.

A conservative change point upper bound estimate, Cik b0 18 defined in Equa-
tion , where f; max = maxqep fi(d), and J; , > 0 is a tolerance included for
numerical stability and to ensure that an upper bound is obtained.

Clrt, = Jnin {djk,ts | djkts - Ati = fimax + 0iu} (4.3)
Jk.t;

This is the smallest value of the corresponding decision parameter for which if the
target was achieved for the entire control interval, then the simulator output would
exceed the largest simulated value (plus a tolerance) over D.

An estimate for the change point lower bound is defined in Equation , where
fi,aie(d) = fimax(d) — fi(d) = djis, - At; — fi(d), and J;; > 0 is another numerical
stability tolerance.

1 .
Cé‘k,t =3 ( argmin {f;(d) < djk, - At; — i1}
djk,¢;|dED

djk,¢;|dED djk,¢;|dED

+ arg max {djk,t,y < argmin {fz(d) < djkvt’i . Ati — 5@1}}) (44)

This is illustrated in Figure [2| for the output WOPTPROD2_20180101 versus the
target rate prod_2-2016_01 where the red line represents the slope upper bound if
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Figure 2: OLYMPUS 25 WOPT for producer well 2 during the first two years (ending
01/01/2018) versus the corresponding target production rate, prod_2.2016_01. The focus
on the change point lower bound, 0}2,2016, computed using Equation , and denoted
by the vertical blue line. The red line depicts the slope upper bound attained when the
target production rate is adhered to for the full control interval. It is shown that 0%272016
is the midpoint of the first point not on the slope coloured green, and preceding point
which is on the slope coloured magenta.

the target is fully adhered to. The vertical blue line denotes 01132,2016 as the midpoint
between the first simulation decision parameter setting not on the slope; hence with
fiaig(d) > d;; (green point; first term in Equation (4.4])), and the decision parameter
setting with the largest value of d;j;, which is less than this first departure point
previously obtained (magenta point; second term in Equation )

4.2.2 Extrapolation Cut-Offs

The two distinct modes of behaviour for NPV constituents suggests an emulator be
fitted piecewise using a combination of the more accurate knowledge in the slope
region, and the less well understood behaviour in the plateau region. Noting the
change point location uncertainty, for the plateau region we propose fitting an emu-

10



lator based only on data which is almost certainly on plateau using the change point
upper bound estimate. For f;(-) this is design points with djz ¢, > Cikt,- In order to
connect the slope and plateau regions we must extrapolate the plateau emulator. It
is necessary to introduce an extrapolation cut-off, denoted bj ¢+,, beyond which the
emulator should not be extrapolated. This is due to limited plateau training data
issues. For simulator output f;(d) this is defined with respect to the same decision
parameter, d;i ;. The decision space is thus split into three distinct regions:

1. Slope Region: where d;j 1, < bji.+,;

2. Intermediate Region: where bji:, < djii, < ¢j,,, for which there is
uncertainty as to whether simulator output falls on the slope or in the plateau;

3. Plateau Region: where dj; ¢, > C.’lj]l]%ti'

There is an estimation trade-off between overly cautious small values which fails to
alleviate the above issue, and large values risking points being wrongly classified as
on the slope. A suitable and sufficiently conservative approach is to use the change
point lower bound, so bj ¢, = cé‘k,ti (see Equation ) The three regions obtained
by splitting WOPTPROD2_20180101 versus prod-2_2016_01 at bps 2016 = 01132’2016
and ¢y 9916 are illustrated in Figure by the vertical blue and red lines respectively.

4.2.3 Structured Emulation with Upper Truncation

Prior information stipulates that the WOPT and WWIT NPV constituents cannot
exceed a maximum (up to a tolerance) determined by the prescribed target rate
and control interval length. This upper bound is djj ¢, - At;. Alongside the above
parameter space dichotomy, this constraint is imposed through an upper truncation
with structured emulators respecting partially known behaviour of these simulator
outputs. First a preliminary Bayes linear emulator for f;(d) is fitted using a sub-
design, D, = {d | d € D, dji, > c;-‘k,ti}, with corresponding simulator output
F, = {fi(d) | d € D}}. This represents the behaviour in the plateau region. By
construction, all parameter settings in D} do not adhere to the target rate and hence
are in the plateau, thus providing reliable information on which to construct this part
of the emulator. This preliminary emulator is only evaluated for d satisfying d;x ¢, >
bjk,+; and is compared with the upper bound in a classification step determining the
structured emulator form:

1. Slope Region: If dji ¢, < bjr,, or for the preliminary emulator
Er [fi(d)] — 34/ Varg;[fi(d)] > djk,s, - At;, then collapse the emulator such

that for the structured emulator Eg/ [f;(d)] = dj,, - At; with fixed maximum
absolute errors of size d;.
2. Intermediate Region: If the preliminary emulator satisfies Ep/[fi(d)] —

3y/Varg,[fi(d)] < djk, - Aty < Ep[fi(d)] + 3/ Varg,[fi(d)], a truncated

Gaussian process (truncated GP) emulator is used with mean and variance

determined by Equations and (A.2)) respectively [24].
3. Plateau Region: In all other cases where Eg/[f;(d)] + 3,/Varg [fi(d)] <

djkt, - At;, the preliminary emulator output is used.

A structured emulation two-sided truncated variant is also developed and presented
in Appendix [A] although is unnecessary for the purposes of this application to the

11



TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge. Alternative width credible
intervals may be used depending on the level of conservativeness desired within an
analysis with justification based on the Vysochanskij-Petunin inequality [46].

Compared to using standard Gaussian process or Bayes linear emulators, the
above described structured approach yields improved accuracy, along with an in-
crease in speed and efficiency; a consequence of using fewer design points in the
fitting. Moreover, both the change point upper bound and extrapolation cut-off
estimation processes are computationally very cheap, whilst the use of a truncated
GP helps reduce the reliance on accurate estimation of the extrapolation cut-off.
The presented methodology is also preferred to alternative partition based emula-
tion approaches for functions with distinct modes of behaviour in different regions
of the parameter space such as Treed Gaussian processes [19] because for each NPV
constituent the form of the behaviour within the slope region is almost exactly
known up to a very small tolerance. This is encapsulated within the developed form
of structured emulation. However, treed GPs maintain a much larger uncertainty
over this region than necessary, whilst struggling when the number of design points
within each region is relatively limited impacting further on the treed GP accuracy.
This consideration has implications during subsequent (decision) analyses.

Each NPV constituent is emulated separately by well before combining in a “di-
vide and conquer approach” to obtain an overall emulator of improved accuracy.
The emulator adjusted expectation and variance for @Q; op(d,t;), Qjwp(d,t;), and
Qjwi(d,t;) in Equation are shown in Equations and respectively,
where F; represents all data used to fit the NPV constituents emulators for OLYM-
PUS model j.

N,

Er [Qu(d, )] = Y Er [fjis,(d)] (4.5)
k=1
N,

Varg [Qi(d, ;)] = Y Varg [ £}, (d)] (4.6)
k=1

4.3 Emulation of the Approximate NPV

An intuitive means of combining emulators for the NPV constituents is via the NPV
formula in Equations and . However, control intervals are often formed
by amalgamating multiple consecutive discounting intervals, hence the constituent
emulators do not correspond exactly to the terms in the NPV formula, labelled
as the exact NPV, and denoted by NPV ;(d) for the 4*" model. A formula for an
approximate NPV, denoted ﬁ/j(d), is presented in Equation , where \; is
a weighted average discounting factor for the i*" interval defined in Equation
for which k indexes the discounting intervals contained within the longer control
interval, V¢, is the total number of such discounting intervals, and ¢; 0 = t;_1.

Ny
1\/I_I\)_\//vj (d) = Z Ai [Qj,op(dy ti) - Top — Qj,wp(d> ti) “Twp — Qj,wi(da ti) - Twi] (47)
i=1

N,
1 Tik — tik—1

ti—tio1 i (14 d)tTk

A = (4.8)

12



Note that using an averaged discount factor yields a more accurate approximation
compared with applying the discounting at the end of the control intervals only.
An emulator for NPV;(d) is obtained by substituting the simulator for emu-

lators of Qjop(d, i), Qjuwp(d,t;) and Q;wi(d,t;) using Equations and (4.6).
Assuming uncorrelated NPV constituents, and using a collection of univariate emula-
tors, Equations and are the adjusted expectation and variance formulae
respectively. As above, F; represents all data used to fit the NPV constituents
emulators for the j*" ensemble member.

Ny
]EFj [N_I\)_\//j (d)i| = Z )\i {Top IEF]- [Qj,op(da tz)]

i=1

—Twp EF]‘ [Qj,wp(dati)] — Twi ]EFj [Qj,wi(d7ti)]} (4-9)

Ny
Varg, [NPVj(d)] =" 22 {r2, Varg, [Q.0p(d, 1;)]
=1

+ra, Varg, [Qjwp(d, t3)] + ro; Varg, [Q) wi(d, t:)]}
(4.10)

For each WOPT and WWIT contributor where structured emulation is applied, for
new d identified as either in the plateau region or the uncertain region around the
change point, the adjusted expectation and variance are obtained from the prelimi-
nary Bayes linear or truncated GP emulator respectively. In the slope region where
the emulator is collapsed onto the slope, the expectation is known whilst the ad-
justed variance is approximated by treating J; as equal to 3 standard deviations.
Since the WWPT constituents do not adhere to the structured mode of behaviour,
these are emulated using a Bayes linear emulator.

4.4 Linking the Exact and Approximate NPV

There exists a very strong linear relationship between the approximate and exact
NPV for which a simple linear regression in Equation (4.11]) provides a meaningful
statistical link whilst capturing the additional induced uncertainties.

NPV;(d) = Bo v, + BlyijPVj(d) + ey, (4.11)

The adjusted expectation and variance are then computed using Equations (4.12))
and 1' respectively. Estimates of the regression coefficients, ﬂo,ﬁﬁ/j and ﬂl,ﬁﬁ/j’
along with their variances and covariance, are obtained using the wave 0 simulation
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data, whilst e is treated as independent with residual standard error o

NPV, NPV,

Eg, [NPV;(d)] = 8 Er, [Nﬁj(d)} (4.12)

0. 5BV, T AL,

Varg, [NPV(d)] = Var [30,1@'\7)-] +2Cov [Bo,ﬁ/j’él,mj} Er, [mg (d)}

(B, + Vor [8, e, [} vare, NPV @)

+ Var {Bl,mj} (EF]. [ﬁﬁ\//j(d)} )2 + 0k, (4.13)

4.5 Emulation of the Ensemble Mean NPV

The objective is to emulate the ensemble mean NPV by combining emulators for
individual models. A reasonable assumption is that the ensemble members are
independent given the complexity of their different underlying geologies.

4.5.1 When Simulations are Available for all Ensemble Members

When simulations are relatively quick to evaluate; large amounts of computing re-
sources are available; or there is a desire to minimise the uncertainty (here due to
the underlying geology, which is particularly relevant when the ensemble mean NPV
is assumed equal to the expected NPV), it may be possible to simulate from the
entire ensemble. The ensemble mean NPV is computed as either the arithmetic or
a weighted mean (with weights obtained from a prior probability model over the
geologies) of the individual model NPVs. This presents a natural method to emu-
late NPV with the adjusted expectation and variance defined in Equations (4.14))
and , where F denotes all necessary simulation data, and weights w;, with
w; =  for the arithmetic mean.

N

Er [NPV(d)] = ) w; Er,[NPV;(d)] (4.14)
J;l

Varg [NPV(d)] = ) " w} Varg, [NPV,(d)] (4.15)
j=1

The variance formula may be adapted when different model NPVs are believed to
be correlated by introducing the relevant covariance terms in Equation (4.15)).

4.5.2 Using the Ensemble Subsampling Linear Model

A more realistic and practical scenario is that simulations are only performed for a
subset of the ensemble, such as selected using the techniques described in Section
The linear model in Equation is used to emulate NPV with the emulated NPV
for each of the sub-selected models as inputs. The estimated coefficients are denoted
by ags and B;%Es. It is assumed that the individual emulator outputs and the
regression coefficients are uncorrelated, which is justifiable if two distinct simulation
data sets are used to construct the linear model and fit the emulators. Under this
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formulation the adjusted expectation is shown in Equation (4.16)).

N
Ep [NPV(d)] =Er |dgs + Y _ BresNPV;, (d) + epg(d)
k=1
N ~
=dps + Y BresEr,, [NPV;, (d)] (4.16)
k=1

Define BES = (dES,Bl7ES, . 7BN,ES)T e RV+! with Y3 ms = Var [BES}, and

Xgs(d) = (1,NPV;,(d),...,NPV;_(d))T € RN+ with uncorrelated components,
so Varp [Xgs(d)] is diagonal. The adjusted variance is presented in Equation (4.17)),
where Ggg is the estimated residual standard error for egg(d).

Varp [NPV(d)] = Var [dgg]

N
+Y Var [Bk,Es} (Vaerk INPV;, (d)] +Er,, [NPV, (d)]2>
k=1
N ~
+2" Cov s, Ar,us| Er,, NPV, (d)
k=1
+ 0y (COV [Bk,ESv BZ,E8:|
kAL
kd=1,...,.N
“Ex,, [NPV;, (d)] Eg,, NPV, (d)])
N ~
+ > Bt Varg, [NPV;, (d)] + 655 (4.17)
k=1

5 Results

The statistical methodology presented in Section []is demonstrated for the motivat-
ing TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge introduced in Section
which is reformulated as a decision support problem with a focus on the ensem-
ble mean NPV, NPV (d) ~ E[NPV](d). This builds on the work published in [32].
This includes: an exploratory design of simulations and analysis in Section [5.1}
subsampling from the OLYMPUS ensemble in Section [5.2} an efficient method for
constructing a targeted Bayesian design in Section [5.3} application of Bayes linear
and the proposed hierarchical emulator to the ensemble mean NPV in Sections
and with a comparison performed in Section |5.6

5.1 OLYMPUS Exploratory Analysis

We first construct a maximum Latin hypercube design and run a wave 0 of n = 20
exploratory simulations using all N = 50 OLYMPUS models. An important fea-
ture is the adherence of OLYMPUS simulations to target production and injection
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rate decision parameters. For one vector of decision parameter settings Figure
compares the input target control rates (black dashed lines) with the corresponding
outputted achieved rates over the 50 ensemble members (coloured traces). It is im-
mediately evident in all plots that the input targets are not strictly adhered to for
the full duration of the control intervals; a consequence of the underlying physics
programmed into the OLYMPUS model, including constraints on BHP, resulting in
such deviations between the actual and targetted control values. It is this behaviour
which motivates our structured emulation approach in Section which is demon-
strated in Section Another interesting facet with potential ramifications for
emulation and decision support is the vastly different relative absolute contributions
of oil and water to the NPV objective function. An assessment is shown in Figure
along with further discussion in Appendix

5.2 Subsampling from Geological Multi-Model Ensemble

A preliminary graphical investigation is performed using plots of the ensemble mean
versus individual model for a range of outputs of interest for the exploratory simu-
lations. Examples are provided in Figure (see Appendix . It is unnecessary
to sub-select models exhibiting close individual model output relations with the en-
semble mean. Instead we screen for cases where the relationship is easy to model,
for example, with a preference for linear associations with small output variation,
identifying an initial set of 9 OLYMPUS models for further exploration via linear
modelling. Further discussion is found in Appendix and in [3I], Sec. 4.2].

In order to capture the interacting effects of the different OLYMPUS models, the
subsampling technique utilising the linear model in Equation is implemented.
First it is applied to the proposed OLYMPUS subset before extending to all models
via both directions stepwise selection starting from the full model and using AIC
as the model selection criterion. It is established that a subset of only N = 3
models is sufficient for a large number of the investigated outputs, yielding high
Adjusted R? values shown in Figure in Appendix The optimal collection
for the ensemble mean NPV is OLYMPUS 25, 33, & 45. The fitted linear model
provides an efficient means of prediction and uncertainty quantification by using
only 3 ensemble members yielding substantial computational savings. This is a
novel application of such multi-model ensemble subsampling techniques in petroleum
reservoir engineering.

5.3 Targeted Bayesian Design of Simulations

We employ a novel targeted Bayesian design method, based on that presented in
[32] and [3T], Sec. 4.3], which is tailored to performing decision support through tar-
geted sampling based on prior beliefs of experienced petroleum reservoir engineers
regarding the location of optimal decision parameter settings, as well as imposing
practical and physical constraints. Firstly, TNO stipulate operational range con-
straints to be [0,900]m?/day and [0, 1600Jm?/day for production and injection rates
respectively; leading to a 32-dimensional hypercube parameter space. Oil reservoir
engineers deem large temporal variation in controls to be unphysical and poor prac-
tice, thus suggesting a difference constraint between time consecutive controls. The
32 decision inputs are therefore split into four independent subgroups by well with
difference constraint |djx ¢, — djpt,—1] < D4, =2, ..., DUF) where DUF) = 8 is the

16



WOPR.PROD.2 for SIM_1 WOPR.PROD. 10 for SIM_1

700

800

500 600

WOPR.PROD.2
400
WOPR.PROD.10

300
400

200

200

100

T T T T T T
2016 2018 2020 2022 2024 2026

Date Date

(a) WOPR.PROD.2. (b) WOPR.PROD.10.

WWIR.INJ.2 for SIM_1 WWIR.INJ.3 for SIM_1

1200

1000
600

500

WWIRINI2
400 600
WWIRINIZ
300 400

200

200

100

(c) WWIR.INJ.2. (d) WWIR.INJ.3.

Figure 3: Comparison of the target and achieved control rate decision parameters for
an OLYMPUS wave 0 exploratory simulation over the full multi-model ensemble. Plots
show the OLYMPUS output actual control rates time series as coloured lines for each
ensemble member for the Well Oil Production Rates (WOPR, top) or Well Water Injec-
tion Rates (WWIR, bottom) for the four wells within the CWG. The black dashed lines
that show the corresponding decision parameters of target production or injection rates
respectively. The differences between the output traces and the inputs highlights the
deviations between the target control and what is achieved due to physical constraints
applied in the model.

number of control intervals for well jk. A conservative choice is that the maximum
permitted change over a two year time interval is A; = % of the operational range for
the well type. Consequently the decision parameter space is no longer a hypercube
with a volume of 3.45% of the initial hypercube due to the range constraints only.
The targeted Bayesian design algorithm is implemented to generate a n = 700
point design. First, for each of the above four subgroups of eight decision parameters

17



the normalised parameter sums are sampled from a truncated normal distribution
in order to facilitate the exploration of more extreme values of the total sums of
the eight normalised parameters than would be the case using a standard uniform
or Latin hypercube design. This is perceived to be important based on reservoir
engineering insight. Next, the differences are sampled according to the specified
value of A; before imposing the operational range constraints (after transforming
the normalised parameters to their physical values). Each parameter subgroup and
the overall design are approximately optimised with respect to the minimax design
selection criterion by comparing candidate designs to a large 20,000 point uniform
random sample (over the constrained parameter space) [38]. Moreover, the opti-
mised design is augmented to include two further decision parameter vectors with
all parameters set to either their minimum or maximum values since it is of inter-
est to observe the model behaviour at these extremes. Full details of the targeted
Bayesian design algorithm are presented in Appendix [B.3]

The final wave 1 design for eight producer well 2 parameters is illustrated in
Figure The plots next to the diagonal highlights the difference constraints as
points are clustered between two clearly defined diagonal parallel bounds. Since
the final two control intervals are of length 4 years a greater change of up to %
of the parameter operational range is permitted, hence the wider bands. In addi-
tion, the difference constraints affect decision parameters at larger time separations
where there are fewer points away from the diagonal, although is less pronounced for
greater time gaps. This design is evaluated for the identified subset of 3 OLYMPUS
models with the linear model used to predict the ensemble mean NPV for which
points are coloured green, yellow and red for high, moderate and low NPVs respec-
tively in Figure ] Note that the presented emulation methodology also works with
more traditional space filling designs. Employment of a targeted Bayesian design is
to enhance the overall decision support aim, and to incorporate expert knowledge
regarding the reservoir behaviour and practical decision implementation.

5.4 Bayes Linear Emulation of the Expected NPV

Bayes linear emulation is directly applied to the expected NPV to explore the 32-
dimensional wave 1 decision parameter space utilising the above design and linear
model predictions for the ensemble mean NPV for training and validation. This
serves as a comparison with our proposed hierarchical emulation approach in Sec-
tion [5.6] Following the methodology summarised in Section [3] an emulator with
a nugget term (see Equation (8.I)) is employed with f(d) = U(d) = E[NPV](d).
Investigations using linear modelling, stepwise selection with the AIC criterion, and
with all parameters transformed onto [—1,1], as in [41], yields a subset of 12 active
decision parameters and a suggested second-order polynomial mean function form:

ENPV](dap,) =Bo+ Y {Bindi+ Bi2di} +¢ (5.1)
d;€ABL

The residual uncertainty is captured through € which possesses an estimate resid-
ual standard error oy,,. The unknown regression coefficients are assumed to have
prior expectation gz = 0 and an infinite prior uncertainty, with emulator updates
exploiting limiting results as Var[3] — oo for which formulae are presented in [32]
Sec. 2.4.5].
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Figure 4: Wave 1 702 point design OLYMPUS producer well 2 decision parameters
pairs plots. Points are coloured by the multi-model ensemble subsampling linear model
predicted NPV where green, yellow and red correspond to high, moderate and low NPVs
respectively.

For the residual process it is assumed that E[u(da,, )] = 0 and E[w(d)] = 0
with a squared exponential covariance structure (Equation (3.2])) using a single
common correlation length hyperparameter. Following the substitution approach
for the hyperparameters: 02 = (1 — p)o?, and 02 = po}, where p = 0.05; whilst
the correlation length parameter is set to half of the parameter range, hence 6 = 1.
These choices are validated via emulator diagnostics discussed below. Bayes linear

emulator adjustment is performed using Equations (3.4) to (3.6).
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Figure 5: Bayes linear emulator for the expected NPV leave-one-out diagnostics plot
showing the emulator adjusted expectations with 95% 3 adjusted standard deviation
credible interval error bars versus the simulated expected NPV. The red dashed line
denotes equality of the emulator prediction and the simulator output.

Leave-one-out diagnostics suggest that the emulator fits well across the decision
space, as shown in Figure |5 of the adjusted expectation with an approximate 95%
credible interval of width 3 adjusted standard deviations (following Pukelsheim’s
3-sigma rule [33]) versus the expected NPV. 691 of the 702 (98.4%) credible in-
tervals contain the simulated expected NPV, as highlighted by the red dashed line
representing equality. Moreover, if we instead employed a Gaussian process emula-
tor, then the 95% credible intervals contain 679 of the simulated expected NPVs;
a 96.7% coverage. It is noted that the few cases where these diagnostics are not
satisfied tend to yield over-prediction. With a view to decision support this is less
of a concern as these regions will not be incorrectly ruled out due to low expected
NPVs, while iterative refinement enables more accurate emulation at later waves.
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5.5 Hierarchical Emulation of the Expected NPV

We present an application of our hierarchical emulation framework to the TNO
OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge for the decision support setup out-
lined in Section [2] As for Bayes linear emulation, this analysis utilises the ensemble
subsampling linear model to predict the expected NPV using only 3 geological reali-
sations, as described in Section along with the design constructed in Section [5.3

5.5.1 Structured Emulation of the NPV Constituents

For each OLYMPUS model the NPV is determined by the oil production, water
injection and production. We therefore decompose the NPV calculation into WOPT,
WWIT, and WWPT, by both model and control interval. As discussed, the WOPT
and WWIT within a control interval are observed to follow structured behaviour
where the quantity is equal to the corresponding target rate decision parameter
multiplied by the length of the time interval up to an unknown change point beyond
which there is a plateau in the behaviour due to the BHP constraint. This is
illustrated for the OLYMPUS 25 WOPT for producer well 2 over the first two year
control interval (01/01/2016 to 01/01/2018) in Figure [1| which we use as a running
example. We therefore employ the structured emulation technique of Section [1.2]
separately for each of the WOPT and WWIT within control interval constituents
for wells in the CWG. Conservative change points upper bounds and extrapolation
cut-offs are estimated using Equations and respectively over the wave 1
simulations, with tolerances d;, = d;; = 10 chosen to ensure numerical stability.
Figure [14] (in Appendix depicts the regions in which the “true” change points
are believed to be situated for all WOPT and WWIT for each of the three wave 1
OLYMPUS models.

For each NPV constituent the next stage is to fit a preliminary Bayes linear
emulator where the deterministic functions of the active decision parameters are:

mi(da,) =gi(da,) B8, = Bio+ Y {Bijadj+ Bijadl} (5.2)

djEAi

It is assumed that the active decision parameters comprise all decisions which take
place in the past of the output. For our running example thisis A, = {prod-2_2016_01,
prod_10_2016_01, inj_2.2016_01, inj_3_.2016_01}. This is a logical choice since future
decisions are physically unable to impact on an output up to the current time,
however any past decisions may potentially have an effect. The remainder of each
emulator’s prior specification is analogous to in Section [5.4] but with the distinction
that only those simulation points in D; = {d | d € D, djk, > ¢, } with output
F, = {fi(d) | d € D.} are used in the fitting.

For our example of the OLYMPUS 25 WOPT for producer well 2 in the first
control interval (ending 01/01/2018) the preliminary emulator predictive 3-sigma
credible intervals are illustrated in Figure [6a] versus the corresponding decision pa-
rameter, prod_2_2016_01. This is compared to the theoretical maximum output de-
picted by the black dotted line determined by the effective target rate for the control
interval. The vertical blue and red lines are situated at bpa 2016 and cpy 5914 respec-
tively. The structured emulation methodology using an upper truncation yields the
results shown in Figure [6b] Within the slope region, shown in purple, the pre-
liminary emulator credible intervals exceed the constraint and are thus collapsed
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onto the slope yielding very narrow intervals representing strong beliefs that these
decisions will be adhered to for the full control interval. Included are all decision pa-
rameter vectors with dpa 2016 < bp2,2016, as well as cases where dp2 2016 > bp2,2016
in which the preliminary emulator credible interval lower bound exceeds the slope.
The uncertain intermediate region, shown in orange, is handled by a truncated GP
reflecting the uncertainty in whether the model output is on the slope or relatively
close when a target rate is achieved for the majority of a control interval. All of these
points lie close to the black dotted slope line with much narrower credible intervals
than the preliminary Bayes linear emulator. For the plateau region, shown in green,
the preliminary emulator credible interval is well below this slope. It is therefore
unnecessary to impose a truncation due to the very small probability that an emu-
lator realisation actually exceeds this physical constraint, hence these intervals are
unchanged between the two plots.

Leave-one-out structured emulator diagnostics demonstrate satisfactory results
with examples shown in Figure [7] for OLYMPUS 25 NPV constituents WOPT and
WWIT in the control intervals ending 01/01/2018 and 01/01/2022 respectively.
The first is our running example. Figures and show the emulator adjusted
expectation with 95% (3 adjusted standard deviations) credible intervals versus the
simulated output. In each case the emulator is exceptionally accurate for smaller
NPV constituent values corresponding to where the target rate is adhered to for
the entire control interval. For larger simulated outputs believed to be on plateau,
the credible interval is wider, whilst the use of a truncated GP emulator for in-
termediate values demonstrates a reduction in the uncertainty in these locations.
The classification step emulator type is best observed in Figures [7h] and [7d] of the
credible intervals versus each NPV constituents’ corresponding decision parameter.
For all NPV constituents the majority of the credible intervals contain the simu-
lated value and no issues are detected in other leave-one-out diagnostic analyses.
This demonstrates how incorporating known structures within the emulator enables
very accurate emulators for the WOPT and WWIT NPV constituents based on a
relatively small number of simulations whilst also capturing the change in behaviour.

Structured behaviour is not observed for WWPT within a control interval since
there is no corresponding target rate; its behaviour is a consequence of attempting
to achieve a given target production rate subject to BHP constraints with water
present within the oil field. We separately employ Bayes linear emulators for the
WWIT following the same approach as above, but fitted using all simulations in D.

5.5.2 Emulation of the OLYMPUS Approximate NPV

In this application the 8 decisions for each well are enacted over periods constructed
by amalgamating consecutive 3-month discounting intervals. Emulation of the av-
erage discounting approximate NPV (Equation (4.7)) for each OLYMPUS model is
performed as described in Section with leave-one-out diagnostics plots for the
OLYMPUS 25 approximate NPV shown in Figure There exists a strong linear
relation between the emulator adjusted expectation and the simulated approximate
NPV with the majority of points situated close to the red dashed equality line. It is
observed that the uncertainty generally increases with the value of the approximate
NPV. Petroleum reservoir engineering provides insight: higher target production
and injection rates are generally necessary to achieve the largest NPVs. For the
WOPT and WWIT structured emulators this occurs above the extrapolation cut-
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(b) Structured emulator with upper truncation predictive CI versus prod-2-2016_01.

Figure 6: OLYMPUS 25 wave 1 WOPT for producer well 2 during the first two years
(ending 01/01/2018) versus the corresponding target production rate, prod-2-2016_01.
The top plot shows the wave 1 preliminary Bayes linear emulator predictive 3-sigma
credible interval (CI) fitted using only the simulations with dp2 2016 > 073272016. This is
used within the structured emulation algorithm imposing the upper truncation due to
the slope (black dotted line) with the CI shown in the bottom plot. The vertical blue
and red lines are situated at bp2 2016 and cpy 9914 respectively. The purple, orange and
green CI correspond to points in the slope, uncertain, and plateau regions respectively.
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Figure 7: Structured emulation leave-one-out diagnostic plots for OLYMPUS 25 WOPT-
PROD2_2018_01 (top) and WWITINJ2_2022_01 (bottom). Left: Adjusted expectation
with 95% credible intervals (CI) of width 3 adjusted standard deviations versus the sim-
ulated value. The red dashed line denotes equality of the emulator and simulator. Right:
Credible interval versus the output’s corresponding target production and injection rate
respectively. Red points denote the simulated output.

off and thus each constituent emulator exhibits a larger uncertainty. Furthermore,
when many of the NPV constituents fall in their slope regions the structured emula-
tor returns a small uncertainty determined by the tolerance. These linearly combine
to produce a small uncertainty for the approximate NPV.
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Figure 8: Emulator leave-one-out diagnostic plots for OLYMPUS 25 average discounting
approximate NPV (left) and exact NPV (right, obtained via the linear model in Equa-
tion on the emulated approximate NPV) showing the adjusted expectation with
3 adjusted standard deviation Credible Intervals (CI) versus simulated values. The red
dashed line denotes when the emulator and simulator coincide.

5.5.3 Linking the OLYMPUS Exact and Approximate NPV

The next step within the hierarchical emulator construction is to link the exact and
approximate NPV for each OLYMPUS model. This accounts for the discrepancy
induced by coalescing the discounting intervals. This follows the simple linear re-
gression framework in Equation where the coefficients are estimated using the
wave 1 simulation data. Leave-one-out emulator diagnostics for the OLYMPUS 25
NPV are shown in Figure The results are very similar to those for the approxi-
mate NPV with our commentary and interpretation mirroring that in Section

5.5.4 Emulation of the OLYMPUS Ensemble Mean NPV

The process of building structured emulators for each of the NPV constituents, their
combination via the NPV formula to obtain the average discounting approximate
NPV, and subsequent linking to the exact NPV is repeated for each of the three sub-
selected OLYMPUS models. For the TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation
Challenge and our decision support setup the ensemble mean NPV is the quantity of
interest as the objective and utility function respectively. This is emulated using the
ensemble subsampling linear model devised in Section [5.2] to combine the emulators
for the OLYMPUS 25, 33, & 45 NPVs, following the approach in Section

It is not possible to perform leave-one-out diagnostics for the true ensemble
mean NPV because simulations have only been performed for the identified sub-
set of OLYMPUS models. Note that the additional uncertainty pertaining to the
ensemble subsampling linear model is accounted for within the hierarchical emula-
tor construction. Instead we compare the hierarchical emulator with the predicted
ensemble mean NPV in Figure [] where Figure [0a] demonstrates accurate predic-
tions. Moreover, the increase in the uncertainty compared to individually emulating
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Figure 9: OLYMPUS wave 1 hierarchical emulation diagnostics plots for the predicted
ensemble mean NPV via the ensemble subsampling linear model combining the emulation
output for the exact NPV of the three sub-selected OLYMPUS models.

a single OLYMPUS model NPV, such as for OLYMPUS 25 NPV in Figure is
modest; thus the process of subsampling from the ensemble before reconstructing
the ensemble mean NPV contributes relatively little additional uncertainty versus
the structured emulation of the NPV constituents for each model. Figure [0b] shows
no distinguishable pattern in the pseudo standardised residuals, whilst the majority
are of magnitude less than three.

5.6 Emulator Comparison

Two approaches here implemented for emulating the ensemble mean NPV: a Bayes
linear emulator; and a hierarchical emulator which exploits known constrained be-
haviour for certain simulator outputs. Firstly, comparing each emulator’s adjusted
variances evaluated for the same large collection of decision parameter vectors in
Figure 10| demonstrates how the hierarchical emulator achieves a discernible reduc-
tion in the uncertainty versus with the Bayes linear emulator. This feature is also
evident when comparing the leave-one-out diagnostics plots in Figures [5] and [Oa]
where there is a prevalent reduction in the credible interval widths. A direct com-
parison of the adjusted variances for each decision parameter vector highlights an
average reduction in the adjusted variance of more than a half. Note that there
exist a small number of cases where there is a moderate increase in the uncertainty,
although this is outweighed by the gains achieved across the majority of sampled
locations within the decision parameter space.

A crucial motivation for employing emulators as a surrogate to computer mod-
els is their speed of evaluation in order to enable further analyses such as decision
support. Bayes linear emulation is known to be a very fast and efficient means of
constructing emulators. In this application we achieve a substantial reduction in
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Figure 10: Histograms comparing the Bayes linear and hierarchical emulators adjusted
variances for the ensemble mean NPV. Note that the seemingly large variances are inline
with the simulated ensemble mean NPV which is of the order 5.0 x 107 $ to 6 x 107 $.

computation time with over 2000 emulator evaluations for new decision parameter
settings per second using a single core of a standard desktop computer or laptop.
This is juxtaposed with approximately 30 minutes per OLYMPUS model simula-
tion, or 25 hours when using the entire ensemble. The combination of ensemble
subsampling and Bayes linear emulation equates to an efficiency gain of the order
of 108.

The full hierarchical emulation process applied to the ensemble mean NPV re-
quires for each OLYMPUS model the fitting of 48 separate emulators: 32 of the
structured type; and 16 Bayes linear emulators, a total of 144 emulators over the
three sub-selected OLYMPUS models. Next, these are combined to obtain emulators
for the approximate and exact NPVs for each OLYMPUS model, before emulating
the ensemble mean NPV, and then linking to the expected NPV. The computa-
tional performance is more modest achieving emulator evaluations at approximately
4 new decision parameter vectors per second using a single core, and is thus slower
than Bayes linear emulation. However, in comparison with direct simulation from
the OLYMPUS ensemble there is a considerable efficiency improvement of the or-
der of 10*. This is sufficient for comprehensively exploring the decision parameter
space. Moreover, the additional computational expense of hierarchical emulation
can be justified by the reduction in emulator uncertainty. This is highly beneficial
to performing an iterative decision support analysis where reducing emulator uncer-
tainty is imperative for efficiently eliminating non-implausible regions of the decision
parameter space, thus avoiding extra waves of extremely expensive simulations at
locations that would have been ruled out by more accurate emulators. The addi-
tional computational cost is therefore offset versus the need for extra simulations.
Such arguments are also relevant to analyses using single-stage (or one-shot) designs
where fewer expensive computer model evaluations are required to achieve similar
emulator accuracy across the parameter space. Both forms of emulators are easily
parallelisable, thus permitting further efficiency gains.
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6 Conclusion

We have presented a novel hierarchical emulation model in order to exploit known
constrained and structured behaviour of simulator outputs for “grey-box” computer
models in order to achieve more accurate predictions for quantities of interest. This
is motivated by and applied to the TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation
Challenge from the petroleum industry where the aim is to maximise the expected
NPV as a function of well control decision parameters. We reconstrue this as a de-
cision support problem where the utility function consists of a discounted sum of oil
production, water injection and production, both by well and control interval. The
first two simulator outputs exhibit partially known behaviour, constrained by choices
of inputs and physical limits with respect to their corresponding target production
and injection rate decision parameters respectively, with this structure encompassed
within our emulator formulation. Application demonstrates superior accuracy ver-
sus Bayes linear emulators, whilst the slower speed of evaluation is mitigated by the
need for fewer (waves of) simulations from the expensive computer model. Both
factors are important for the overall aim of providing robust decision support under
uncertainty. Moreover, we introduce multi-model ensemble subsampling techniques
to efficiently identify a representative subset of models which collectively best char-
acterises the expected NPV (or other output(s) of interest), whilst also providing a
method for their prediction. This constitutes a novel application to the petroleum
industry where multi-model ensembles are commonly used to represent geological
uncertainty, greatly reducing the computational cost of our decision analysis.

The next step is to employ the presented hierarchical emulation methodology
within iterative decision support, applied to the TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Op-
timisation Challenge, which incorporates a comprehensive and realistic uncertainty
quantification to statistically link inferences for the computer model (OLYMPUS)
with the corresponding real world physical system. See [31], Sec. 4.6 & 4.7] for details.
In addition, further methodological development should focus on improving the hi-
erarchical emulation framework. This may be achieved by revising the structured
emulators change point estimation methods, classification and truncation, as well
as via the refinement of the hierarchy uncertainty propagation. Another direction is
multivariate structured emulation of the NPV constituents to assess their correla-
tion and thus more accurately quantify the approximate NPV by ensemble member
emulator variance in Section 4.3} Such further methodological developments must
also be efficient so as not add to the computational burden.

The hierarchical emulation framework presented in this paper, whilst motivated
by and tailored to the petroleum well control optimisation problem, is sufficiently
flexible and adaptable to handle other (partially) known forms of computer model
outputs and functions thereof. Opening “black-box” simulators and exploring func-
tions of their output to investigate their behaviours is evidently beneficial, as is
using domain expert prior knowledge and small carefully designed collections of
simulations. Another example of emulating “grey-box” models is in known bound-
ary emulation [23] [44]. The additional prior information can then be used guide
the choice from existing emulation methods or to design novel forms which exploit
known behavioural facets in order to achieve superior accuracy and enhance the
usefulness of emulators for real world applications.
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A Structured Emulation with Two-Sided Trunca-
tion

In this appendix we present an alternative variant of structured emulation exploiting
the known simulator behaviour from Section [£.2] which uses a two-sided truncation,
as presented in [31), Sec. 3.3.2]. It is unnecessary for the application to the TNO
OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge in Section [5 but is utilised in
another application described in [31] Sec. 5.4.1 & 5.8.1]. In addition, we detail the
truncated normal distribution equations used in both methodologies.

Estimation of the change points and extrapolation cut-offs remains as described
in Sections and respectively, as does the physical maximum constraint
discussed in A lower truncation, denoted by a;, may also be imposed, for
example, to represent the constraint that the WOPT and WWIT NPV constituents
within a control interval must be non-negative (a; = 0). Both constraints are utilised
alongside the preliminary Bayes linear emulator in a modified classification step:

1. Slope Region: If d;;;, < bjk,, or for the preliminary emulator
Eg [fi(d)] — 3,/Varg[fi(d)] > djk,, - At;, then collapse the emulator such

that for the structured emulator Eg/ [f;(d)] = dj,, - At; with fixed maximum
absolute errors of size §;.
2. Intermediate Region: As for the upper truncation version, if the prelimi-

nary emulator satisfies Ep/ [f;(d)] =3, /Varg: [fi(d)] < djr¢,-At; < Ep [fi(d)]+

3,/ Varg/[fi(d)], or if the additional criterion of Eg[f;(d)] —3,/Varg [fi(d)] <
a; whilst Eg [fi(d)] + 34 /Varg [fi(d)] < djk, - At;, a truncated GP emula-

tor is evaluated. The mean and variance are determined by Equations (A.1]

and (A.2)) respectively.
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3. Plateau Region: In all other cases where Eg/ [f;(d)] — 3,/Varg:[fi(d)] > a;
and Eg/ [f;(d)] + 3,/ Varg: [fi(d)] < djk, - At;, use the preliminary emulator .

The structured emulation methodology utilises a truncated Gaussian process
(truncated GP) emulator for which the mean and variance are determined by Equa-
tions and respectively [24], where ¢(-) and ®(-) represent the probability
density and cumulative distribution functions respectively of a standard normal dis-
tribution. These are computed assuming a preliminary Gaussian process emulator
with posterior mean and variance, abbreviated to u; and o? respectively, equal to
the computed adjusted expectation and variance, and truncation bounds a; and
bi = djr.t, - At;, with a; = “— and f; = bo;" This form of emulation is used in

the intermediate uncertain rcéion around the Ehangc point true location.

$(oi) — 6(5:)
O(Bi) — (i) (A
aidlai) = Bio(B) (cza(ai) — 6(8:) )

®(B;) — P(av) O(8i) — ()
(A.2)

Ep [fi(d) [ a; < fi(d) < bi] =pi + o

VarF; [fz(d) | a; < fz(d) < bz] = (')',L-2 1+

B TNO OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Chal-
lenge — Extended Results

In this appendix we extend our discussion of results from Section [ for the TNO
OLYMPUS Well Control Optimisation Challenge (see Section |2| for an overview)
using methodology proposed in Section [4]

B.1 OLYMPUS Exploratory Analysis — Additional Plots and
Discussion

Our exploratory analysis identifies large differences in the absolute contributions of
oil and water, both production and injection, to the NPV objective function. This
feature has potential ramifications for emulation and decision support. An assess-
ment of the absolute contributions approximated within one year intervals for the
OLYMPUS 25 NPV is shown in Figure [11] using each of the 20 exploratory analysis
decision parameter vectors represented by different colours. In Equation the
oil contribution (solid lines), |Q; op(d, t;) - Topl|, is dominant versus both the absolute
water production contribution (dot-dashed lines), |Q;.wp(d,t;) - rup|, and water in-
jection contribution (dotted lines), |Q; wi(d,t;) - 7|, as well as their sum (dashed
lines), |Qj,wp(d,ts) - Twp + Qjwi(d, t;) - 7ws|. For earlier time intervals the magni-
tude of the oil contribution to the NPV is typically of the order of 100 times the
combined water contribution which decays towards 10 times larger for later time
intervals. Plotting on the logarithmic scale in Figure facilitates an easier com-
parison of the water contributions. It is observed that water injection contributes a
much larger amount to the NPV, particularly for earlier time intervals. This is to
be expected since production wells are drilled within regions containing a high oil
concentration, hence at initial times there should be very little water production.
At later times the contribution becomes more alike as an increased quantity of water
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is produced in order to maintain oil production, whilst also noting the higher fixed
cost per barrel of water produced versus injected. Similar observations are made for
other OLYMPUS ensemble members.

B.2 Subsampling from Geological Multi-Model Ensembles —
Additional Plots

Preliminary graphical investigations utilise plots of the ensemble mean versus the
individual model over a range of outputs of interest for the wave 0 simulations. Ex-
amples of these plots are shown in Figure [12| where the black line denotes equality
between the ensemble mean and individual ensemble member model output. The
main outputs of interest stem from the NPV objective function and include: the
ensemble mean NPV, oil production, water production and injection totals, both
for the field and by well, as well as over the entire field lifetime, and for control
intervals. Note that this is a preliminary graphical assessment which is limited to
identifying one-dimensional relationships. Figures to show strong linear
relationships with fairly limited variation providing evidence that even as individ-
ual models, OLYMPUS 25, 33 & 45 are potentially representative for the ensemble
mean. An appropriate (linear) transformation may be applied in the cases seen
in Figures [I12D] and In contrast OLYMPUS 50 does not appear to be a good
representative model, at least individually, as seen in Figure [[2d] where the relation-
ship is more challenging to model. This graphical investigation is also useful as a
preliminary screening technique yielding a subset of 9 models to investigate further:
OLYMPUS 2, 6, 11, 23, 25, 33, 35, 37, & 38.

The combination of different OLYMPUS models is assessed using the linear
model subsampling technique in 4.1l This is first applied to the above proposed
subset of 9 OLYMPUS models before considering all models in a both directions
stepwise selection with AIC. Only N = 3 models are necessary for a large number
of the investigated outputs, as demonstrated in Figure [L3| showing the linear model
adjusted R? values for various outputs. All are high with most greater than 0.95
implying that the majority of the ensemble variation can be explained by a small
subset. These are OLYMPUS 25, 33, & 45. It is noted that OLYMPUS 25 & 33 were
identified as part of the proposed subset of models, where as OLYMPUS 45 was not.
This is because for certain outputs it was judged that OLYMPUS 45 did not provide
a sufficiently good representation of the ensemble mean, however, in combination
with OLYMPUS 25 & 33 via the linear models, these models collectively provide a
good characterisation of the ensemble mean NPV, as well as other outputs.

B.3 Targeted Bayesian Design Methodology

We employ a targeted Bayesian design algorithm in Section to efficiently sam-
ple from the decision parameter space by incorporating prior reservoir engineering
knowledge. This entails imposing: operational range constraints on the decision
parameter control rates (as is standard within the computer modelling literature);
and a difference constraint on time consecutive controls to avoid unphysical large
temporal variation which is poor engineering practice. Consequently, the decision
parameters are not mutually independent. After splitting the decision parameters
into independent subgroups by well, d;; € DUF) | the difference constraint stipulates
that |djk.e, — djrs,—1| < Ay, i =2,..., DU where DUF) is the number of control
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Figure 11: OLYMPUS 25 approximate absolute contribution to the NPV per year for
each of the exploratory simulations shown as coloured lines. The NPV is decomposed into
the oil production (solid line), absolute water production (dot-dashed line) and injection
(dotted line), and the total water contribution (dashed line), with each scaled by the
respective fixed NPV cost parameter. These are |Qjop(d, i) - Topl, |Qjwp(d,ti) - Twpls
|Qjwi(d, 1) - Twi| and |Qj.wp(d, ;) - Twp + Qjwi(d, ) - Twi| in Equation respectively.
The top and bottom plots are on the raw and logarithmic scale respectively.
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Figure 12: Subsampling from the multi-model OLYMPUS ensemble preliminary graph-
ical investigations showing the ensemble mean versus individual model outputs. The
black line denotes equality between the ensemble mean and individual model outputs.

intervals for well jk. The decision parameter space is no longer a hypercube, thus
motivating the need for a Bayesian design informed by this prior information.
Our targeted Bayesian design algorithm involves a re-parameterisation and sam-
pling the sum of the parameters and their time consecutive differences. First assume
(ik) .
each dj, € [0,1]. Define t = Zii djr.t; € [0,DU)] to be the sum of the pa-

% for i = 2,..., DU to be the scaled differences

where the scaling by % is required due to the rotation of the parameter space in

rameters and §; =

this alternative parametrisation. The new parameters are mutually orthogonal with
t € [0,DUR] and |6;] < A = %. This re-parametrisation is the represented by
linear transformation (¢,8)T = Ld;;, in Equation (B.1) where L is the transfor-
mation matrix. Sampling in the re-parametrised space automatically satisfies the

difference constraints with a sample for dj; obtained via dj; = L~'(t,8)". The
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Figure 13: Adjusted R? values for the OLYMPUS ensemble subsampling linear models
of the form in Equation (4.1)) for the ensemble mean of various outputs within control
intervals using the same subset of N = 3 OLYMPUS models as predictors.

range constraints, d; ¢, € [0,1], must also then be verified.

t 1 1 1 1 1 1 Ak
52 - 1/\/5 1/\/§ 0 0 0 0 djk’g
(53 0 - 1/\/5 1/\@ 0 0 0 djk’g
54 = 0 0 - 1/\/5 1/\/§ 0 0 djk,4
5D(jk) 0 0 0 0 _1/\/5 1/\@ djk:7D(jk)
(B.1)

In order to ensure good exploration along the t-direction, thought to be important by
reservoir engineers, we propose preserving an initial sample of the parameter sums,
and then uniformly resample d until both constraint types are satisfied. There is
freedom to choose the sampling distribution of ¢ with probability density function,
fr(t), dependent on the analysis. We use a truncated normal distribution with other
examples being: uniform; mixture of uniforms; and transformed beta distributions.

Orthogonal projection of the samples onto the line djx1 = djk2 = - = dj; pur
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Algorithm 1: Sampling of parameter sums and differences preserving the ini-
tial sum of parameters sample.

Result: Matrix B of columns of sampled parameter vectors

Let t be a vector of n samples of t ~ fr(t);

Let B be an empty matrix of DU¥) rows;

Define dimension(-) to be a function to obtain the length of a vector;
while dimension(t) > 0 do

foreach ¢ in t do

Set €; = min{t, DU*) — t, AL}

Generate 8; | t ~ U[—e;, €], for i =2,..., DUF).

end

Row bind t, d2, ..., puw to form matrix B prop;

Compute Bprop = L_lBr,prop;

foreach Column in Bpop do

if Range conditions of parameter vector are satisfied then
Join Column to B;

Remove corresponding ¢ from t;

else
‘ Discard Column;
end

end

end

will approximately follow the specified distribution.

The process of generating a sample of size n for an independent subgroup of
parameters is described in the rejection style Algorithm [l| yielding matrix B in
which each column is a sampled vector of decision parameters. If ¢ is close to 0 or
DUPF) the rejection step can be computationally time consuming with the efficiency
improved by sampling the differences conditional on ¢. This algorithm may be
applied separately to each independent subgroup of decision parameters for improved
efficiency before combing to obtain a design over the full decision parameter space.
Design optimisation may be performed using standard design selection criteria, for
example, minimax or maximin design [38], both for the designs by subgroup and
the full design by combining using random permutations. Further discussion of the
targeted Bayesian design method is presented in [31] Sec. 4.3].

B.4 Hierarchical Emulation of the Expected NPV — Addi-
tional Plots

The hierarchical emulation technique described in Section [4.2|is applied separately
for each of the OLYMPUS models to the WOPT and WWIT within each control in-
terval for wells in the CWG, with simulator outputs considered as the f;(d). Firstly,
conservative estimates for the change point upper bounds are calculated from the
wave 1 simulations using Equation , each time with d;, = 10. This ensures
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numerical stability and that an upper bound is obtained with all points exceeding
this definitely in the plateau region. Next the extrapolation cut-offs are estimated
as the change point lower bounds, via Equation , with d;; = 10 to account
for numerical precision within the simulations. The change point upper bounds and
extrapolation cut-offs are illustrated for all WOPT and WWIT constituents for each
wave 1 sub-selected OLYMPUS model in Figure [14] highlighting the region in which
the “true” change point is believed to be situated.
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Figure 14: OLYMPUS wave 1 change point upper bound and extrapolation cut-off
intervals for WOPT and WWIT within each control interval with respect to their cor-
responding decision parameter for each of the three sub-sampled OLYMPUS models.
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