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Subject: Re:	  NY	  Times
Date: Tuesday,	  April	  12,	  2016	  at	  10:32:58	  AM	  Eastern	  Daylight	  Time
From: Mainzer,	  Amy	  (3266)
To: Statler,	  Thomas	  S.	  (HQ-‐DG000)[NASA	  IPA]
CC: Linda	  Billings,	  Johnson,	  Lindley	  (HQ-‐DG000)

Tom,

Nathan's	  work	  is	  wrong.	  	  Full	  stop.	  	  He	  treats	  absolute	  magnitude	  as	  a	  free	  parameter;	  it	  is	  not.	  H	  is	  
a	  measurement	  that	  is	  treated	  just	  like	  the	  four	  WISE	  band	  measurements.	  	  You	  cannot	  get	  a	  good	  
fit	  if	  you	  make	  this	  fundamental	  error.	  	  Moreover,	  he	  allows	  unphysical	  solunons	  such	  as	  pV=1.0.	  
And	  as	  for	  his	  survey	  predicnon,	  he	  simply	  computes	  the	  observability	  as	  being	  when	  an	  asteroid	  
could	  theorencally	  be	  seen	  once	  by	  an	  observatory	  –	  he	  makes	  no	  accounnng	  for	  the	  required	  
cadence	  necessary	  to	  actually	  discover	  something.	  	  This	  is	  another	  fundamental	  error;	  there	  are	  
others	  in	  the	  paper.

I'm	  happy	  to	  discuss	  it	  further	  by	  phone	  if	  you'd	  like.	  
Amy

From:	  "Statler,	  Thomas	  S.	  (HQ-‐DG000)[NASA	  IPA]"	  <thomas.s.statler@nasa.gov>
Date:	  Tuesday,	  April	  12,	  2016	  7:26	  AM
To:	  JPL	  <amy.mainzer@jpl.nasa.gov>
Cc:	  "Billings,	  Linda	  (HQ-‐DG000)[NATIONAL	  INSTITUTE	  OF	  AEROSPACE]"	  < >,	  (b) (5)
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"Johnson,	  Lindley	  (HQ-‐DG000)"	  <lindley.johnson@nasa.gov>
Subject:	  Re:	  NY	  Times

I	  read	  Nathan's	  previous	  dral	  and	  gave	  him	  some	  pointed	  suggesnons	  without	  trying	  to	  referee	  the	  
paper.	  He	  is	  doing	  some	  things	  correctly	  and	  other	  things	  incorrectly.	  In	  the	  end	  I	  see	  his	  basic	  
results	  as	  largely	  confirming	  earlier	  results	  in	  broad	  brush,	  but	  with	  some	  modificanons.	  I	  think	  that	  
his	  calculanons	  on	  the	  error	  distribunons	  deserve	  to	  be	  examined	  carefully.	  Unfortunately	  he	  feels	  
it's	  his	  duty	  to	  explain	  to	  the	  community	  in	  great	  detail	  every	  single	  thing	  that	  he	  thinks	  the	  
NEOWISE	  team	  did	  wrong.	  I	  did	  my	  best	  to	  coach	  him	  not	  to	  go	  that	  route.	  But	  I	  can	  only	  do	  so	  
much.	  He	  sent	  me	  a	  new	  dral	  over	  the	  weekend	  that	  I	  haven't	  looked	  at	  yet;	  he	  says	  that	  I	  will	  think	  
it	  is	  snll	  too	  harsh.	  

Tom

On	  Apr	  12,	  2016,	  at	  10:16	  AM,	  Mainzer,	  Amy	  (3266)	  <Amy.Mainzer@jpl.nasa.gov>	  wrote:

Yes,	  all	  too	  well.	  	  Nathan	  has	  made	  some	  basic	  mathemancal	  errors	  in	  his	  calculanons;	  
he	  does	  not	  understand	  how	  we	  handle	  the	  absolute	  magnitudes	  of	  the	  asteroids	  in	  the	  
thermal	  modeling.	  If	  I	  make	  the	  same	  erroneous	  assumpnons,	  I	  can	  reproduce	  his
results.	  

From:	  Linda	  Billings	  < >
Date:	  Tuesday,	  April	  12,	  2016	  6:59	  AM
To:	  JPL	  <amy.mainzer@jpl.nasa.gov>
Cc:	  "Johnson,	  Lindley	  (HQ-‐DG000)"	  <lindley.johnson@nasa.gov>,	  "Statler,	  Thomas	  S.	  (HQ-‐
DG000)[NASA	  IPA]"	  <thomas.s.statler@nasa.gov>
Subject:	  Re:	  NY	  Times

This	  is	  Nathan	  Myhrvold's	  paper	  -‐	  remember	  him?

I'm	  CCing	  Lindley	  and	  Tom	  Statler,	  who	  are	  aware	  of	  this	  paper	  and	  may	  have	  some	  
advice.	  Nathan	  aXended	  the	  last	  SBAG	  meenng,	  in	  CA.	  He's	  rich	  and	  famous	  (and,	  
IMHO,	  quite	  eccentric),	  so	  reporters	  will	  always	  listen	  to	  him.

Sigh...

Linda

Linda	  Billings,	  Ph.D.
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