ASTM TECHNICAL GUIDANCE COMMITTEE MEETING
April 18, 2001

Courtyard by Marriott Hotel
Coraopoalis, Pennsylvania

THISDOCUMENT ISNOT AN ASTM STANDARD:; IT ISUNDER CONSIDERATION WITHIN AN
ASTM TECHNICAL COMMITTEE BUT HASNOT RECEIVED ALL APPROVALSREQUIRED TO
BECOME AN ASTM STANDARD. IT SHALL NOT BE REPRODUCED OR CIRCULATED OR
QUOTED, IN WHOLE OR IN PART, OUTSIDE OF ASTM COMMITTEE ACTIVITIES EXCEPT
WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE HAVING JURISDICTION
AND THE PRESIDENT OF THE SOCIETY, COPYRIGHT ASTM, 100 BARR HARBOR DRIVE,
WEST CONSHOHOCKEN, PA 19428-2959

CALL TO ORDER

The ASTM Technica Guidance Committee (TGC) met on Wednesday, April 18, 2001 at 8:30
am. at the Courtyard by Marriott Hotel in Coraopolis, Pennsylvania. The meeting agenda is shown in
Attachment 1. There were ten voting members, one non-voting member, and nine guests present. The
attendance roster is shown in Attachment 2.

CHAIRMAN'SCOMMENTS

Chairman Gordon Farnsworth briefly explained the purpose of the TGC, confirmed member
voting status, and reviewed the meeting agenda.

ACTIONITEMS, MOTIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ben Weber volunteered to record al action items, motions, and recommendations brought forth
by the TGC. These are summarized in Attachment 3.

TEST PRECISION QUERY FROM API

Gordon Farnsworth presented a letter from APl (Attachment 4) requesting TGC input on what
standard deviations to use for the Engine Oil Licensing and Certification System (EOLCS), Aftermarket
Audit Program (AMAP). The TGC recommended that the LTMS Severity Adjustment standard deviation
for the specific test type be used and that AMAP testing should only be scheduled during periods when
the specific test is in control, as indicated by the industry and laboratory LTMS precision charts. The
TGC unanimousdly approved this recommendation.

RATER CALIBRATION METHOD

Zack Bishop presented a proposal from the Rater Calibration Task Force. Frank Farber
presented comments from the TMC on rater calibration (Attachment 5) and described the rater calibration
system currently under study by the L-37 Surveillance Panel (Attachment 6). The TGC unanimoudy
goproved a lig of revisons to the Rater Cdibration Task Force proposa aong with other
recommendations to the Test Monitoring Board (see Attachment 3). Zack Bishop will present the
updated Rater Calibration Task Force proposal (Attachment 7) to the surveillance panels and the TMB in
May/June.



Page 2

Water Groff noted that the TMC is investigating becoming more involved in the organization of
CRC/ASTM rating workshops. Mike Pansza stated that there is a particular need for help in organizing a
light-duty workshop in 2001.

CONSENSUS RATINGS

The TGC discussed the need for a standard practice of consensus rating for al tests. Gordon
Farnsworth presented a motion on consensus ratings passed by the TGC in 1992 (Attachment 8) and
summarized specia consensus rating statements found in several test procedures (Attachment 9). The
TGC unanimously approved a recommendation to add a consistent statement (see Attachment 3) on
consensus rating to each test procedure.

GF-3 CATEGORY REFERENCE OIL

The TGC considered the need for a GF-3 category reference oil. Gordon Farnsworth summarized
the reference oils currently used in GF-3 engine tests (Attachment 10). The TGC agreed that it is worth
pursuing the identification and procurement of a GF-3 category reference oil.  Companies wishing to
submit 5W-20 or 5W-30 oils for consideration should send al available data to the TMC by June 1, 2001.
Reference oil 1008 will aso be considered.

TMC WEB SITE

The TGC unanimously approved a recommendation that al reference oil test data, valid or
invalid, be posted on the TMC web site. Acting on a request from Ben Weber (Attachment 11) the TGC
approved a recommendation that the TMC develop and post an Excel file for each test type containing, as
aminimum, the data summarized in Attachment 3.

NEW BUSINESS

Gordon Farnsworth presented a concern raised by Rick Oliver (RSI) about the lack of consistency
and understanding of the criteria for non-interpretable tests. Rick has communicated his concerns via
email (Attachment 12) to al PCMO surveillance panels. The TGC approved a recommendation that each
surveillance pangl needs to confirm their criteria for non-interpretable tests and document them in their
test procedures.

SECRETARIES FOR SURVEILLANCE PANELS

John Zaar reported that he had received a request to consider the possibility of TMC engineers
becoming permanent secretaries for the five PCMO surveillance panels. John summarized the current
status of surveillance panel secretaries and proposed partia assistance from the TMC (Attachment 13).
Walter Groff suggested the possibility that the independent laboratories could provide secretaries if all
surveillance panel meetings are held in San Antonio. This issue was not resolved and remains open for
further discussion.
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LTMSSYSTEM

Ben Weber presented some thoughts and observations on the overall effectiveness of the LTMS
system (Attachment 14). Frank Farber presented a summary of false alarm rates (Attachment 15). The
TGC approved the formation of a task force, led by Ben Weber, to conduct an in-depth review of the
LTMS system and to develop recommendations for any needed changes. Industry statisticians will be
invited to participate.

OTHER AGENDA ITEMS

The agenda item regarding the Sequence VIB reference oil was referred to the Sequence VIB
Surveillance Panel. Theissue of differences between invalid test rates for reference versus non-reference
oil tests was deferred to the next meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

John L. Zalar

John L. Zalar, Secretary
ASTM Technica Guidance Committee



Attachment 1

Agenda
ASTM Technical Guidance Committee

April 18, 2001

1.) Chairman’s comments

2.) Secretary, action recorder, motion recorder

3.) Sequence Test Precision query from AP

- Response to API request
- What precision info should TMC report on web

4.) Rater calibration method.
Calibration proposal - Zack Bishop
TMC comments- Frank Farber

5.) Consensus rating. Should a standard practice be devel oped
for all tests?

6.) GF-3 reference ail.
7.) Sequence V1B reference oil.

8.) LTMS warning and acti on alarms. Are they meaningful ?Is
surveillance panel response adequate?

- Two references for new stand & reduced K
- Are precision alarm conseguences too severe

9.) Invalid test rate (reference versus candidate tests— why are
they different?)

10.) TMC web site data. Should invalid data be posted.

11.) TMC proposal for writing minutes for passenger car
surveillance panel meetings.

12.) New business

13.) Adjourn
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Attachment 3

TGC Action Items and Recommendations
April 18, 2001

API after-market testing: What standard deviation should the APl use?
Use the standard deviation thet is associated with the LTM S severity adjustment
system for that specific test.
API should only test/schedule during periods when the specific test isin control
asindicated by the Industry and Laboratory LTMS precision charts.
Recommendation passed unanimoudy (9-0-0)

Rater Cdlibration Proposals.
TGC agreed to the following changes to Zack Bishop's proposd:
Update page 3 concerning committee members
Add the word distress to pages 4 and 5
Change the words petroleum products on page 4
Add the words consensus value to the end of the paragraph on page 6
Replace the words generdly ASTM or CRC with Industry [generdly ASTM
or CRC] on page 6
Add the words “ or make-up session” to page 11
Add the word distress after deposit to page 11
Add the words reference and non-reference after the word results on page 10
to the category 1 definition
Add alig of the minimum fields to be collected by the Industry database
Add the words that we recommend that the TMC...to page 15, item 3
Add the words minimum requirement to the front cover of the report
Requ&st surveillance panels write into their repective procedures that category 1
raters must accomplish dl subjective ratings. Survelllance pandls to determine
the effective date
Recommend that the TMC establish a centrd database that will be available to
our Industry
Specifics of the database to be defined by each surveillance pand using the
minimum fidds liging in Zack Bishop's proposd for sarters
Implementation date for Rater Cdlibration will be determined by the survelllance
panels
Each survelllance pand look at the details specific to their test type needsin
adopting these minimum rater cdibration proposds
Individua surveillance panelsto look at utilizing further improvements/changes
suchas
Use of gatigtics, smilar to the LTMS, for category 1 rater cdibration approval
Use of fixed parts as a constant standard for Industry cdibration verifications
Adopting some of the parts of the L-37 Rater Cdibration presentation made
by Frank Farber such as.
Highly recommend the use of control chart points based on the average of
4 ratings, not just 1



Deveop a minimum number of rater participation to assure a proper mean
and sandard deviation if Satistics are used
Trid period such as 1 year
Frequency of calibration such as every month
Passed unanimoudy

Consensus Ratings:

The TGC recommends the following consistent definition to be added to each

Test Method:
If multiple ratings are deemed necessary of a given part or parts, consensus
rating may be used according to the following: The raters shdl be from the
laboratory in question or an outside rater if required (no other category 1 rater
avalableinthelab). No averaging of retingsis permitted. Only one rating
vaueisto be reported and is to be agreed to by the origind rater involved.
Any consensus rating shall be documented in the comment section of the test

report.
Passed unanimoudly

GF-3 Reference Qil:
TGC doesfed thisisworth pursuing at thistime
Oilsfor condderation:
1008 (need Sequence VIII, BRT and TEOST data to complete Gordon’s Table)
5W20 or 5W30 viscosity grades
Would like data on potential oils submitted to the TMC by June 1, 2001

TMC web Site data:
Recommend that al reference oil test data, vaid or invaid, be part of the TMC
Industry database with appropriate labels
Recommend that the TMC develop an Excd file for each test type with thefollowing
worksheets (where gpplicable) as a minimum:
- Operationa Data (includes the Qis, averages, standard deviations, etc.)
Reting Data
Chemicd Andyss
Shutdown and Downtime Information
Metrology Data
Test Comments
Hardware Parts ID Data
Each Surveillance Panel could decide what report Form Numbers would make up
each worksheet in the Excd file
Thisfile would be an additiond file listed on the TMC web ste. 1t would not
replace any of the existing CSV files currently in place.
Passed unanimoudy

Each Survalllance Pand needs to confirm their definition for non-interpretable tests
and document them if they don't exist in their Test Methods



Secretaries for the Surveillance Pands
Item remain open for more discussion in the future

LTMS
- Formed aTGC LTMS Task Force to include the Industry statisticians, headed by
Ben Weber, to review the LTMS for such items as:
Cost benefit analyss?
What has the system done or not done for us?
Look at decreasing the flse darm error rate
Should the lab darm warning consequences be diminated or changed?
Should the lab aarm action consegquences be changed?
Review the verbiage in the LTMS document concerning the meeting
requirement for each lab/indusiry darm?
Gears wants to be part of the Task Force

IsMonday of the Passenger Car Survelllance Pandl week in May available for our
firgt face-to-face megting?



Washington, DC Products Assoclate
Petroleum Attachment 4 Wes ngt;on24582 ;gggwom roducts Assoca

Institute Fax  202-682-8051

I American 1220 L Street, Northwest Richard C. (Dick) Clark
E-mail clarkd@apl.org

January 2, 2001

Gordon Farnsworth \
Chairman ASTM Technical Guidance Committee
Infineum USA L.P.

P.O. Box 735

Linden, NJ 07036

Dear Gordon:
Request for ASTM input on Standard Deviation Data

The Situation:

As part of the Engine Oil Licensing and Certification System (EOLCS), Aftermarket Audit
Program (AMAP), API routinely samples product from the field and runs engine tests on
between 6 and 20 samples a year. If the results of the engine test are less than the ASTM D4485
stated limits for the test, API uses Appendix M of API 1509 to determine if the oil is conforming
to AMAP requirements.

Appendix M of API 1509 API Mark Conformance Audit: Engine Tests, states:

M.2 Confidence Level _ ; ‘ :

“When engine sequence tests are conducted as part of the Aftermarket Audit Program,
conformance will be determined at the 95 percent confidence level using industry published
standard deviation. ...”

The Concern:

API requests engine tests at any time during the year, and if an oil is not conforming, acts as
quickly as possible. API 1509 Appendix M does not define the timing of the “industry published
data” relative to the test date of sample. The Test Monitoring Center (TMC) posts the standard
deviation for engine tests semi annually for the periods Nov through April and May through
October. These periods have no known technical basis; they coincide with other reporting done
by the TMC.

Several extreme conditions could occur by using only the “published” data intervals. It is
possible to evaluate an engine test where the most current statistical data ends up to 6 months
before the test. This could occur by using the currently “published” data available at the time of
test. Alternatively, if an engine test is evaluated using the “published” period that includes the
test; an oil could be evaluated with only statistical data that occurred after the test. In that
situation, there could be up to 6 months between end of test and the publishing of the SD data.
Two engine tests coming down 1 day apart, (April 30 & May | or October 31 and November 1)
would have completely separate data sets used to determine standard deviation.



API sees two major issues that need to be resolved.
The length of time used to establish standard deviation.
The timing of the standard deviation data relative to the testing of the oil.

API Suggestions:

Here are API Staff’s suggestions for these two issues.

Length of Time: '

Since TMC publishes SD data for 6-month intervals, six months is a reasonable period to use for
developing the standard deviation data.

Data relative to Test

The six-month time interval includes the month of the test. ASTM-TMC is willing and able to
provide that data. This would use the most current standard deviation data available and would
allow for prompt notification to a licensee of a non-conforming product.

ASTM Input:
API would like ASTM input on two items noted above with particular interest in their oplmon
about:

e What risks, if any, are associated with using a moving 6-month average vs. a fixed period?

e Is there a strong technical reason to set the six-month period any differently around the test
sample than the time proposed? If so what is the recommended interval?

We would like a prompt response to these issues since we will begin testing a new API Category
’w1th1n the year. :

Thank you for your input.

Sincerely,

¢: Jim Williams
Kevin Ferrick
Doug Morris
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Range of Possibilities

Current System » Future System

Attendance Based » Statistics Based

Improved Confidence
>

Where Do We Want To Be ?



Should we as an Industry do more?

@ Category | raters, to achieve calibration, must
attend and contribute to a minimum of one (1)
ASTM or CRC industry rating workshop each
year




Rater Calibration & Training

* Desired System Attributes
— Central data base & analysis organization

— Rater calibration is to be performed in a
blind manner

— Documented statistical calibration criteria

— Training via face to face collaboration and
discussion

— Rater calibration can be conducted
whenever needed



Rater Calibration & Training

» Desired Attributes (continued)
— Assess severity and precision of rater
— Track calibration part changes over time



Attachment 6

|L-37
Rater Calibration

4/18/2001



L-37 Rater Calibration

e Features
— Augments Workshop Activities
— Can use workshop generated data
— Blind System

— Raters can be calibrated whenever
necessary



L-37 Rater Calibration

e Calibration frequency determined by
Surveillance Panel



L -37 Rater Calibration

e Control Charting Technique

— Means developed from consensus
Group | Raters (Group | = L-37 test
raters)

— Standard Deviation determined from
Group | Raters

— Each control chart point is based on
average of 4 pinions



Control Charting

e Raters results are then control
charted to determine severity and
precision compared to developed
targets



L-37 Rater Calibration Flow

e Rater rates 4 pinions
e Data is submitted to TMC
e TMC control charts data

e TMC faxes back control chart results
w/ targets

e Rater reviews analysis

e |f necessary, Rater makes
adjustments and rates second set of
parts



Engineering Judgement

e Similarto LTMS
¢ False Alarms and Real Problems

e TMC can apply a deviation from
normal action if technical information
justifies



L-37 Rater Calibration

e [mplementation

— Implement on a trial basis with
increased frequency and no loss of a
rater’s ability to rate

e Trial period length equals 1 year
* Frequency Is every month
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ASTM Rater Calibration
Task Force

Report to the ASTM
Technical Guidance
Committee

April 18, 2001




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force
Background

B Established by the ASTM Technical
Guidance Committee at the request of the
Test Monitoring Board

B Tasked to develop and recommend a
process which would allow “calibration” of
those individuals responsible for the
subjective evaluation of engine deposits
using currently available resources
(Scope)

2




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Task Group Members

B Chairman - Zack Bishop

H Committee Members

The Chair has received invaluable input from
industry including the past Chair, past

members and interested ASTM, CRC, and SAE
members.




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Definition - Rating

B The subjective quantification of surface
distress and deposits found in internal
combustion engines and drive
mechanisms generally produced by
lubrication products including:

Rust
Varnish
Sludge
Carbon
Distress

4




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Definition - Rater

B The Individual tasked with the
responsibility to subjectively determine the
deterioration of engine parts and drive

train mechanisms subjected to petroleum
products using industry recognized
techniques

B Generally
Rust, Varnish, Sludge, Carbon and Distress

5




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Definition - Workshops

B Workshops are Industry (generally ASTM
or CRC) coordinated gatherings in a
central location where industry raters can
interact and, using industry accepted
rating techniques, subjectively evaluate
specific engine and drive train parts with
the goal of normalizing individual
approaches and viewpoints to a
consensus value.




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force
Activity to Date

B Some formal meetings

B Innumerable telcons and electronic
transmissions.

B Support and guidance from all
stakeholders
Producers, Users, General Interest (Labs)

B Details upon request only




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

RECOMMENDATIONS




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - Calibration Process

O Internal or company training

Participating organizations or companies must
have an established and documented process
for training raters internally and each rater
must have completed this process.

Each rater must be categorized as either a
Category | or Category Il by their parent
organization or company.

Records must be kept documenting internal
training completion and classification.




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Rater Categories

H Category |

An individual whose rating results (reference
and non-reference) are used in final test reports
that support the quality level of experimental
fluids and/or whose ratings are used to support
the quality level of marketable products.

H Category I

All other individuals who do not fit into
Category |.

10




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - Calibration Process

® Category | raters, to achieve calibration,
must attend and contribute to a minimum
of one (1) ASTM or CRC industry rating

workshop or make-up session each year

Ratings must be in the deposit or distress area
where calibration is sought.

Ratings must be used in the generated
statistical data at that workshop




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - Calibration Process

® Records will be kept in a central location
identifying those individuals who have
achieved Category | status along with

proof of qualifications.
Name of individual
Proof of internal training (Company supplied)

Date for attendance and contributions to an
industry workshop

Rating areas




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force
\

HOW TO GET STARTED




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - How to get Started

O Agree with the recommendations of the
ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force and
the qualifications required for a Category |
Rater

® Request surveillance panels identify in
their respective procedures that all
subjective ratings must be accomplished
by Category | raters. (Effective date to be
set by S.P.)

14




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - How to get Started

©® Recommend that TMC be assigned the
responsibility of maintaining a central
data base where Category | raters are
identified along with documentation of
their qualifications. This data base will be
available to Industry

O Initially require only documentation of
internal training in the establishment of
Category | Status

15




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - How to get Started

® Once an ASTM or CRC industry rating
workshop is held, then all category | raters
must have attended along with
contributions to maintain status.

® New raters will only require internal
training until an ASTM or CRC industry
rating workshop is conducted




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - How to get Started

@ Category | raters not able to attend
workshops must,

, coordinate a makeup session
with a qualified Category | rater that
attended the workshop. Parts will be rated
by each rater providing comparison
numbers. This data will be then submitted
to the Central Data Base.
this action in this time frame will allow
continued Category | status for the rater in
que”stion




ASTM Rater Calibration Task Force

Recommendations - How to get Started

® The organization charged with maintaining
the data base for category | raters will,
from time to time, review the effectiveness
of the category | process and, if necessary,
make recommendations to the Technical
Guidance Committee for improvements




ASTM Technical Guidance/Committee Meeting Attachment 8
' September 17, 1992

Courtyard Marriott - Pittsburgh Airport

4, Determine if multiple ratings of a single test should be
allowed. If so, how should they be handled in a test report.

Mr. Romano made a motion that for tests which are in the LTMS,
consensus ratings are allowed within a 1lab and, where
implemented, will be noted on the rating sheet with reason
why. The reported rating will be the original rating or the
consensus rating only. Any independent re-rating will be
included in the supplemental section of the test report for

informational purposes only. The motion was seconded by Mr.
Bergin.

Voting results were: Approved 9 - Against 2 - Waives 0




Attachment 9

Consensus Rating

Seq. VE: 13.1.1 — “When a rater seeks advice from another
rater, report the rating as a consensus rating in the final report.
Do not use raters from outside sources (other laboratories) for
consensus ratings and do not average these ratings. Include
independent ratings in the supplemental pages as information
only.”

Seq. IIIE: 13.4.4 —“ If multiple ratings are deemed necessary
of a given part or parts, consensus rating may be used according
to the following: The raters shall be from the laboratory in
question, no outside raters can be used. No averaging of ratings
is permitted. Only one rating value is to be reported and is to be

agreed to by the raters involved. The consensus rating shall be
noted in Fig. A6.5.

Seq. IIIF: 13.4.4 —“ If multiple ratings are deemed necessary
of a given part or parts, consensus rating may be used according
to the following: The raters shall be from the laboratory in
question, no outside raters can be used unless requested and
directed through the Sequence IIIF Surveillance Panel. No
averaging of ratings is permitted. Only one rating value is to be
reported and is to be agreed to by the raters involved.”

Seq. VG:  No mention of consensus rating.

HD Tests: 1 have not reviewed any diesel test procedures.



GF-3 Sequence Test Reference oils

IIIF
IVA
VG

VIB

VIII

1006

1006

1006

1006

1006

1008

1008

433

1007

1007

925

Attachment 10

704

1006:

1008:

433:

1007:

925:

704:

SW30 ‘SJ’ introduced in 1997

5W30 ‘SJ’ introduced in 1999

S5W30 ‘SL’ introduced in 2000

5W30 [na] introduced in 1999

5W30 ‘SF’ introduced in 1987

10W30 ‘SF’ introduced in 1990



Reference Qil Performance

Oil 1006 1008 433 1007 925 704 Pass
limit
IIF
% Vis Inc | 4057 131 39 275 max
WPD 3.29 4.66 4.96 4.0 min
PSV 9.14 9.73 9.41 9.0 min
ACW 20 max
IVA
ACW 121.38 40.16 95.58 120 max
VG
AES 8.43 9.00 8.93 6.44 7.8 min
RACS 9.35 8.94 8.99 7.60 8.0 min
AEV 9.27 9.16 9.24 8.52 8.9 min
PSV 8.49 8.97 8.57 7.39 7.5 min
OSC 2.99 0.93 1.63 53.16 20 max
VIB
FEII 1.40 1.88 0.69 1.6 min
FEI2 0.50 1.27 0.31 1.3 min
VIII
BWL 17.1 8.0 26.4 max
10 Hr vis | 9.00 10.25 9.3 min




TMC Website

m Data Posted on the TMC Website:

— Can the TMC maintain one Excel file for each of the test type
that would contain everything currently in the test report?

For example, each Excel file would have the following Worksheet
names if applicable:

Operational data (includes the QIs, averages, standard deviations, etc.)
Rating data

Chemical analysis data

Shutdown and Downtime information

Measurement data

Test comments

Hardware parts ID information

— Each SP could decide what report form numbers would make
up each Worksheet 1n the Excel file

m Very useful in any investigations of severity/precision




Farnsworth, Gordon Attachment 12
From: Rick Oliver [crickoliver@home.com]

Sent:  April 17, 2001 10:40 AM

To: John Zalar; William Nahumck; Gordon Famsworth; Zack R. Bishop; Larry Bendele; Daryi

Baumgartner o
Cc: Dan Ludwig; John Beck; Kim Herald
Subject: "Non-Interpretable Tests" Definition

Chairmen of ASTM PCMO Surveillance Panels,

I would like to suggest an agenda item for discussion at the May SP meetings related to test operational
validity. In particular, | think that the concept of declaring a test operationally valid but non-interpretable
should be re-examined, including the inclusion of a "Special Case" for certain tests. These *Special Cases"
and "Non-interpretable” categories seem to be poorly understood within the industry, and | believe they need
to be clarified and perhaps simplified. It does not make sense to me to declare a test to be

“operationally valid" but "non-interpretable”, meaning it shouid not be inciuded in MTAC calculations.

I have listed below the tests which | believe have been identified by the ASTM as having‘spec’ial cases,
although I'm not certain how the ASTM has identified all of them (i.e. Through Information Letters or by
stating them in the procedures). ‘

Seq. IID
Seq. HIE
Seq. VIB
T8

T8E

To

M11

I believe the reason for using the "Special Case" category was to identify tests that had deviations from the
procedure that were beyond the control of the testing laboratory. Tests in this situation were identified in the
American Chemistry Council Code of Practice Test Laboratory Conformance Statement in Declaration No. 2
which states:

Declaraﬂon No. 2:

"The laboratory ran this test for the full duration following all procedural requirements and all
operational validity requirements of the latest version of the applicable test procedure (ASTM or
other), including all updates issued by the organization responsibile for the test, were met."

If the response to this Declaration is "No", does the test engineer consider the deviations from
operational validity requirements that occurred to be beyond the controf of the laboratory?"

The same ACC Code of Practice Test Laboratdry Conformance Statement also addressed the "Special Case"
issue in Declaration No. 3 which reads:

Declaration No. 3

"A deviation occurred for one of the test parameters identified by the organization responsible for the
test as being a special case. (This currently applies only to specific deviations identified in the ASTM



‘ Page 2 of 2

information Letter System)."

The recent actions taken with the Seq. lIIF with regard to the "Interpretability” of the test demonstrate the
present confusion. The Seq. IlIF now has different oil consumption limits for oils with different NOACK
volatilities for determining the "interpretability” of the test. This has not been identified as a "Special Case” by
the ASTM. RSI's interpretation has been that tests are either operationally valid or not operationally valid
based on the oil consumption limits, but I'm not sure everyone agrees with our interpretation. Per Declaration
No. 2 above, the test Jab can still identify tests exceeding the oil consumption limit as not being operationally
valid due to deviations that were beyond the control of the lab.

s

In summary, the questions are:

1. Isthere a need for "Special Cases"? If so, where are they identified?

2. Dowe need a "Non-Interpretable” category as opposed to calling tests in this category "Not
Operationally Valid for reasons beyond the control of the lab"? :

I'm not sure it is productive to hold this discussion in each of the SP meetings, but perhaps the issue could be
addressed in the first of the meetings, which would be the Seq. Vil meeting, and re-affirmed in each of the
other SP meetings.

Please advise if you have any questions or comments on this.

Rick



Attachment 13

Panel Permanent Secretary  Rotational Secretary
HF X (TMC)
IVA X (TMC)
VG X

VIB X (TMC)
VIII X (TMC)
Single Cylinder Diesel X

Mack X

Cummins X

L-33 Chairman

L-37 Chairman

L-42 Chairman

L-60-1 Chairman

HTCT Chairman

OSCT Chairman

TMB TMC

TGC TMC

DCC TMC




Some Opinions from John Zalar Regarding the Lack of
Permanent Surveillance Panel Secretaries and the
Resulting Impact on the Writing of Meeting Minutes

Continue to solicit for a volunteer to be permanent secretary
(this person could be the TMC representative - one panel max)

When there is no volunteer to be permanent secretary, use the
rotational system (TMC will participate)

There should always be a motion/action item recorder
(Frank Farber is willing to do this for SP week meetings)

Lack of volunteers to be secretary is not unique to Section B1



Technical Guidance Committee

Exceeding L'TMS Precision

Action and Warning Limits

Time for a change?

Presented by
Ben Weber

April 2001




Current Situation
1. Exceed EWMA laboratory chart warning limit:

a) Immediately begin two calibration tests on calibrated
test stands different from the test stand which exceeded
the warning limat.

b) Notify the TMC for a potential visit.

c) Candidate testing may continue on other calibrated test
stands

2. Exceed EWMA laboratory chart action limit:

a) The laboratory must not start any new candidate tests

b) Develop a plan, coordinated with the TMC, to correct
the laboratory precision problem




The Problem?

m The laboratory doesn’t completely control all
testing variables

— One of the biggest uncontrolled variables are the test parts

m Many of our test procedures prohibit the labs from
pre-test measurements or screening of the parts,

and most procedures require the test parts to be
consumed on a FIFO basis

m “At the top of the list of what makes tests imprecise 1s
hardware consistency. We see it over and over again in
just about every diesel and gas engine test that we run,
and we may be asking more of the parts we use than can
be delivered in terms of precision we want and need.”

F. Fernandez, Chairman PCEOCP, Lubes-n-Greases April 2000




In a Pertect World?

m In our current application of the LTMS, the labs
can’t measure the parts beyond basic procedural
requirements, but are being held accountable for
the precision of the test

AN
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The End Result

m We’ve been using LTMS since 1992 and albeit
debatable, engine testing precision has seen little
or no real measurable improvement

m The real improvement has not come from
LTMS, but rather from fundamental changes
made to the hardware, stand setups, build
practices, etc.

m “Although parameters in some test have shown
improvement, overall the LTMS requirements
have not resulted 1n the improvement of engine
tests.”

— CMA Jette




What has LTMS Done?

m Allowed labs with different acceptable severity
to conduct candidate tests using the severity
adjustment system

m Provided a method of tracking test precision

m It certainly has increased the number of
calibration tests conducted

m There have been a lot of test stands “pulled”,
renumbered, and re-inserted back into the LTMS
system

— One result: Much data missing from TMC DB

m Consequences have increased test prices




Where’s the Value Added?

m The severity adjustment system seems to be
working and reasonable

m Tracking of test precision 1s most definitely a
good thing and should continue

m Running additional references when little or no
changes are made 1n the lab’s stands or practices
offer no added value except to increase test cost




What to Do? Page 1

m Continue with the severity adjustment system

m Monitor test precision for the Industry and labs
semi-annually in the Surveillance Panels and B

at ASTM




What to do? Page 2

m No precision consequences for the following until
after at least 15 tests per o1l have been reached to
achieve a firm and proper G

— Hardware changes (SP determines the specific hardware)
— Fuel re-blends or new batches

— Calibration o1l re-blends

m No precision consequences for a new test until at
least 15 calibration tests have been completed on
each calibration oil

— Again this provides more confidence in the ¢

— Allows for any “bugs” to appear following a
release of a new test method




Additional Thoughts

m What about engineering judgement? Can’t that
take care of precision problems associated with
the test parts, fuel, or any other 1ssue?

— The biggest problem here, is at the onset of a
potential problem, we don’t usually know 1t. We

don’t have the benefit of Aindsight when a potential
problem begins, and by the time we do 1t’s usually
several weeks later 1n the best of cases. With some

of the HD test lengths, we might not know 1t for
several months.




Summary

m Without question we all want precise engine tests,
and more precise than we have seen in the past

m No one wants needless calibration re-runs

m How do we get there?

— [ believe the answer lies within the labs

e If you hold them accountable, you must also give them the
power to control their own destiny

* You can’t have one without the other

m How do you make this consistent in the Industry?

— The proof 1s in the pudding. If we believe 1n the
LTMS severity and precision methodology, then
the answer lies 1n the lab results




Summary Page 2

m How did some of the gear test type areas reach the
decision not to implement the precision alarms?




Attachment 15

EVWMA False Alarm Error
Rates

* Typical Industry Level

— Warning Alarm: 7 %
— Action Alarm: 1%

* Typical Laboratory Level
— Warning Alarm(Precision): 7 %
— Action Alarm (Precision): 1 %
— Action Alarm (SA-Severity) 7-10 %



False Alarm Error Rates

Number of Laboratory Laboratory Shewhart

Critical EWMA EWMA Stand Lab

Test Parameters Severity Precision Severity Precision

Action Warning | Action Action Action

IVA 1 7% 7% 1% 7% 7%
VI 1 7% 7% 1% 5% 5%
VG 5 10% 7% 1% Historic 7%
VIB 2 Continuous 7% 1% 10% 7%
lHIF 3 10% 7% 1% Historic 7%

Sequence VIB values are based on stand level
For test areas with more than 2 parameters the False Alarm Error Rates are perceived to be as stated.
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