LTMS V2 Meeting at SwRI Meeting Minutes
A LTMS meeting was held at 8:00AM – 5:30 on July 20, 2010 at SwRI.  The attendees included Martin Chadwick, Bob Mason, Janet Buckingham, Jim Rutherford, Todd Dvorak, Phil Scinto, Doyle Boese, and Jeff Clark*.
*Called in
The agenda and highlights of the discussion topics of the meeting are summarized in the below paragraphs. 
i. Debrief of LTMS V2:
A brief review of the progress regarding the implementation of LTMS V2 was discussed.  As outlined in the below list, it included a brief discussion of the PCMO, HDD, and Gear Panels.
1. PC LTMS V2 Meetings

a. III 07/14/10 
b. VG 07/13/10
2. HD LTMS V2 meetings

3. Gear Oil meetings (which are scheduled at the TMC on August 9th or 10th)
ii. Call your shot:
The “Call your shot” approach is based on the test engineer’s estimate for the result of the next test.  The ei is then calculated from the “called shot” in lieu of the historic (zi) value.  Members of the group outlined the potential problems associated with this type of system.  After some discussion, it was agreed to not include the “call your shot” approach in the LTMS V2 system.
iii. Bringing in a New Test Stand:
It was agreed to duplicate the language from LTMS V1 on how to bring in a new test stand.  The sections copied into V2 are identified in Section 1C, “Guidelines for Numbering of New Test Stands.” 

iv. Bringing in a New Reference Oil:
The LTMS document indicates that monitoring and severity are not affected by results until 8 tests are run and then targets are determined.  After some discussion, it was agreed to change the wording of the document for new (including re-blended) reference oils:

· The reference oil results for new reference oils should be subject to Level 1 ei alarms (See appendix F) using the original reference oil targets to determine reference oil acceptability.  The surveillance panel should also decide whether results should be judged against any Zi limits.

v. Zi Discussion Topics:

a. Motivating a Lab to have on target performance (zi = 0) 
A concern was expressed that a test laboratory may not have sufficient motivation to move to on target performance with LTMS V2.  Thus, a test laboratory may be consistent and calibrated; but, it is operating at a completely different severity level.  (Some members referred to this problem as a “rogue” test lab, which has consistent ei performance).   Some of the discussion highlights and/or potential remedies are summarized below:

· The HDD and PCMO fired engine tests have non-stationary processes (statistical properties of the processes, such as the mean, may vary over time).  Factors such as hardware changes, fuel batch changes, honing procedures, etc. can have an effect the severity of the test.  For this reason, it may be difficult to a test lab to always operate consistently with other laboratories.

· One possible remedy is to set up limits such that such that the test result is capped and cannot exceed an established (ei + zi) limit. 

· Another possible remedy is to perform an Ei check, which is the difference between the Industry Zi and the test laboratory Zi or Yi value.
· One other remedy is to perform a check to see the results for a single lab differ greatly from the remaining (Industry wide) test laboratory results. 
b. Annual Reviews
After a great deal of discussion, it was agreed that periodic reviews of the test laboratories could help to resolve the issue of encouraging a lab to move toward the other laboratories.  As a result, some modifications to the LTMS document were added to include an annual review process for the zi parameter.  The agreed wording for the LTMS V2 document is summarized below:

“As part of this preparation, the surveillance panel together with the TMC will review data to determine if any laboratory or laboratories exhibit(s) unusual performance. Such unusual performance might include but not be limited to severity differences from other laboratories, poor relative precision, high invalid rates, and etcetera. Concerns identified in LTMS data and in the LTMS process should be brought forward to the TGC annual review meetings.”
vi. one test too far

a. individual test acceptance limits?

b. Put into sp guidance to consider examples – does a meaningless result allow calibration acceptance?

vii. Merit Based SA:

Phil gave his presentation on his Merit based systems for the HDD C13, ISM, and T12 tests.  His analysis is based on the simulation results of 3 different test scenarios:

1. No individual parameter adjustment

2. Adjustment to the overall merit score

3. Adjustment to the individual parameters that are used to calculate the overall merit score.

His analysis illustrated that it is unclear which method should be selected for merit based systems.  In fact, the merit based adjustment system - selection appeared to be strongly influenced by the variance-covariance matrix.  

For more information regarding Phil’s analysis, please refer to the document titled “Merit System Simulations 7_16_2010.ppt.”    

The LTMS TF meeting was adjourned at 5:30 PM on Tuesday.
A LTMS meeting was held at 8:00AM on July 21, 2010 at SwRI.  The attendees included Martin Chadwick, Bob Mason, Janet Buckingham, Jim Rutherford, Todd Dvorak, Phil Scinto, and Doyle Boese.


i. ISM – Achieving Full Merits 

A problem with the ISM is that the correction factor for the IAS weight loss makes it theoretically impossible to achieve full merits for a candidate oil that has perfect performance attributes.   Phil’s proposal is to adjust the IAS result with the following calculation:

· IAS Result Correction = (IAS^.8 +8.8)^1.25   

· The correction can be capped at a maximum of 19.9 (if desired).  

Phil indicated that if the IAS result is greater than 7, nothing will change.  However, if it is less than 7, there will be more merits awarded.   Please refer to the PowerPoint presentation titled “Merit System Simulations 7_16_2010.ppt” for more information.

At the end of Phil’s presentation, we agreed that we have a technique that comes close to the surveillance panel’s specifications in Phil’s approach. If it turns out to be the one we select, we could present as just the tabled implications. In the mean time, we will continue to explore all possible options such as:

· look at removing plateaus with various methods of SA (no SA, SA applied in measured units, SA applied to total merits, SA applied to individual criteria, others?

· Transformations of merits

· Consider range of severity adjusted merits

· Flesh out options

· Apply to existing data

· More simulations
ii. Action items

 Previous

Action: Jim pursue sharing HD process and progress with PC – done 

Action: Phil and Jim communicate with Jerry Gropp – in process

Action: Jeff set up share on TMC website? – done 

New

Action: Share draft 17 document 

Action: email Cummins Surveillance Panel
The LTMS TF meeting was adjourned at 1:45 PM on Wednesday.

Respectfully Submitted,

Todd Dvorak

