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1. Call to order/Attendance/Minutes 

The meeting was called to order by Jeff Clark at approximately 10am.  Attendance was taken by Chuck Dutart and is included as Attachment 1.  

2. Agenda/ Background

No formal agenda was sent out prior to this meeting.  However, the stated agenda consisted of discussing a list of topics suggested by Task Force participants and sent via e-mail to, and compiled by, Jeff Clark.  The compiled list was sent to Task Force participants prior to the meeting and is included as Attachment 2.

3. Topics 

1. Parts cleaning

Parts washers are known to leave a detergent residue.  This was not addressed in the procedure.  Jeff Clark will send wording from the procedure of another test type to Tom Franklin for consideration.

Riccardo Conti suggested specifying the use of a nylon brush for cleaning of the intake manifold as the T10 specifies for the cleaning of EGR components.  Jeff Clark suggested perhaps using wording similar to T10 and will forward to Tom Franklin.

2.  Hardware and Stand Referencing

Chuck Dutart asked for clarification on whether calibration time covered the stand or engine of the reference run.  Jeff Clark responded that the calibration of the cell would give maximum flexibility to the labs.  Chuck Dutart then asked if that would include the block and head.  Jeff Clark replied that that would be the interpretation.

3. Control Charts

Jeff Clark commented that it is a bit premature to have the control charts completely defined.  However, once the parameters have been chosen and data generated this section of the procedure should be applicable.

4. Initial Oil Charge/Oil Leveling

Richard Butcher commented that after having added 31.54kg in sump the weigh bucket was short by 1.4kg when attempting to hit 5.5kg.  The 1.4kg was then added as needed.

Richard Butcher asked where the 31.5kg came from as 32.8kg was the original number.  Chris Mazuca pointed out that the 31.5kg was chosen as a middle ground between PE and SRI, the only two labs running at the time.  Jim McCord added that the level should give everyone at least 5kg.  

Chuck Dutart asked if hose diameter and lengths were specified.  The group responded that they were.  Richard Butcher stated that the C12 specifications were used in the cell in question.  Riccardo Conti added that sump height is probably a bigger variable.

Richard Butcher asked about the tolerance on oil charge.  Chuck Dutart responded that it should perhaps be left to the labs to add 31-33kg.  Jeff Clark commented that it would be best to avoid adding different amounts of fresh oil.  This led to the question of oil leveling.  

Jeff Clark continued that based upon his experience in other test types, variations in the addition of fresh oil should be a source of concern for those involved and will lead to problems down the road.  Chuck Dutart replied that is was the intent within CAT to simulate field conditions as closely as possible.

Jeff Clark then stated that by using the oil consumption to determine the amount of oil to add back, the issue is clouded as oils that consumee more oil will be aided by the addition of more fresh oil than an oil that consumes less.  Jim McCord commented that it should not, however, affect deposits.  Jeff Clark replied that he believed it would affect deposits.  Jeff Clark continued by stating that though he would not be convinced otherwise he would defer to the wishes of the group with respect to oil leveling using the fill to full method.  He did, however, feel obligated to voice his concern based on previous experiences.

Richard Butcher stated that his own concern was simply running low on oil.  Jeff Clark replied that the level would be chosen such that this would not be a problem.  Chuck Dutart added that CAT felt strongly about the use of the fill to full method.

Stacy Bond then informed the group that, although he agreed with Jeff Clark, early in the test development process this matter was discussed at great length, no conclusion was reached and those involved had to simply agree to disagree.

Jason Bowden then asked if this may be a reason for the lack of discrimination up to this point.  Jim McCord replied that there was no proof one way or the other.  To which Jeff Clark responded by stating that that was exactly the point and a good oil may inadvertently be penalized as a result.

Jim McCord stated it was his recollection that Abdul Cassim felt an oil with a high consumption should be a fail.  Jim McCord continued by stating that different amounts of fresh oil may also have an affect on borderline oils.  Good oils will be more severe and bad oils are milder with the fill to full method.

Chuck Dutart stated that the issue would be discussed further within CAT.

After some discussion it was decided that 32.8kg would continue to be used until a more suitable initial charge number has been determined based on data from future runs.

5. Break-in

Jim Gutzwiller pointed out that some wording and titles of tables would be confusing.  Table 2 will be changed to “Break-in Conditions” rather than “Warm-up and Break-in Conditions”

The wording in the procedure should also reflect the fact that if a Break-in is interrupted it is not resumed where it left off from “warm up” conditions, but is simply started over.

6. Inlet Manifold Pressure

Table 4, pg. 31

Intake manifold pressure is gauge not absolute.

7. EBP tolerance 

Chuck Dutart stated that the tolerance was previously not very tight in order to give some flexibility during test development.  Mike Griggs added that Inlet Air Pressure would far out weigh the effects of EBP.  The tolerance was changed to +/-1.

The conversation then turned to Inlet Air Pressure.  Chuck Dutart stated that it is not inconceivable for high altitudes to see pressures as low as 90kPa.  However, Chuck Dutart continued by asking the group if that number seemed too low.  Richard Butcher commented that changes in Inlet Air Pressure did not seem to affect engine performance as Intake Manifold and Pressure are controlled parameters.  The Inlet Air Pressure range was changed from 90-99 to 92-98 kPa abs.

8. High Speed Idle for Oil Adds

Richard Butcher asked that the task force consider allowing for a ramp down to high idle while lab personnel enter cell for oil adds.  This is strongly encouraged by European lab managers for safety purposes.   Richard Butcher continued by stating that he is currently running a shakedown in which the engine ramps down to high idle for the oil add then ramps back up through the Warm-up steps in approximately five minutes.  The results of the shake down look very similar to results generated in previous testing, added Richard Butler. 

Chuck Dutart asked if wording should be added to the procedure to cover this.  Stacy Bond warned that this could lead to having, in effect, two separate procedures.  Jim McCord suggested that using the Cool Down steps to Stage 1 and then the Warm Up steps back to test conditions would negate the need for any additional wording in the procedure.  To which Richard Butcher replied that it would be best to ramp down and get back on test as quickly as possible in order to minimize any unknown affects.  Jeff Clark added that even if the test were not any different by the letter of the procedure it would still differ in practice. 

Chuck Dutart asked if some other parameters besides speed and load such as boost could be lowered in order to meet the safety requirement.  Richard Butcher replied that it would be best to ramp to high idle since the test would already be different if any other parameter were used.  

Chuck Dutart then asked if this was a EU directive.  Richard Butcher replied that it was not a EU directive, but strongly recommended by lab managers across Europe.

The matter will be revisited at a later time after the results of the shakedown run have been reviewed.

9. Fuel Flow

Chuck Dutart asked if the Fuel Flow should be elaborated upon further in the procedure as in the 1P procedure.  Jeff Clark replied that what is currently in the procedure is typical of other test types.  Chuck Dutart indicated that this response sufficiently addressed the question.

10. Oil Purge/Addition Wording

Chuck Dutart suggested that Full Drain Weight in section 10.8.6.4 be changed to Full Weight for clarity.  Jim Gutwiller suggested that “forced oil drain” be removed from section 10.8.6.  Richard Butcher then pointed out that the 10.8.9.3 and 10.9.3 in section 10.8.6.4 should be changed to read 10.8.6.3

11. Oil Drain

Jeff Clark asked if paragraph 10.9.2 was necessary.  Chuck Dutart speculated that it was a hold over from the C12 procedure where a flush and run procedure was being considered and no longer felt it to be necessary.  The group agreed that it could be removed.

12. Retaining oil

Jeff Clark stated that for various reasons other procedures ask for the retention of up to 2 gallons for a specified length of time.  Since each lab has it’s own internal requirements it will be left to the discretion of each lab.  The group agreed to remove 10.9.3.

13. Oil Consumption Calculation

Currently the procedure covers the omission of oil weight data after shutdowns, but does not mention the omission of data after 50hr oil adds.  Some wording should be added to cover the 50hr adds.

14. LSC and Ring Sticking

Jim Gutzwiller pointed out that in 11.3.1 the ring sticking references section 8.1.8 which is the LSC section.  This also brings up the question of an as of yet  officially accepted rating method for ring sticking.

5. Final Questions/Closing Comments

Jim McCord asked about the “new” pistons.  Chuck Dutart stated that is was not yet known whether there would be a design change in the piston, but that CAT was still aiming for the July 1st deadline and is still hopeful that the timeline will be met. 

Richard Butcher asked about the matrix design.  Jeff Clark responded that John Zalar completed the design and that it would be forwarded to Tom Franklin.

6. Next meeting/teleconference

The next task force meeting is set to take place at ASTM Week in Salt Lake City, Utah on June 21st from 11am to 12pm.

