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1. Call to order/Attendance/Minutes 

The meeting was called to order by Tom Franklin at approximately 12pm.  An attendance sheet was passed around.  The attendance list is included as Attachment 1.

Jim Wells moved that the minutes of 5/19/04 – 5/20/04, and 6/03/04 be accepted with the noted changing of a date typo in the 5/19/04 minutes.  Abdul Cassim seconded the motion.  The minutes of 5/19/04 – 5/20/04, and 6/03/04 were unanimously accepted.

2. Agenda/ Background

Tom Franklin briefly reviewed the agenda which was sent out prior to the meeting and is included as Attachment 2.  

3. PRL Status report

Abdul Cassim briefly reviewed a one slide presentation included as Attachment 3 and added that the parts will be available August 4th.

Question: (Lew Williams) Were differences in lab set up or procedures investigated as a possible cause for the wide spread on BOT OC.

Answer: (Abdul Cassim)  The labs reported the same parameters and ran consistently in comparison.  The Castrol run almost mirrors the ExxonMobil run.  CAT does not attribute the BOT OC spread to be procedural differences, but suspects it has something to do with differences in the PRL which are not yet understood.  It is hoped that the CAT PRL department will sponsor some testing to better understand the problem.

4. MDTF information requirement

Steve Kennedy showed a slide which would be presented to the MDTF in order to stress the urgent need for matrix planning.  Steve Kennedy went on to state that the number of participating labs, participating number of stands in each of those labs, and calibration criteria information will be critical to meeting the precision matrix timeline.  The Task Force will be asked to provide this information in the next 2 to 4 weeks.

5. Stand Availability

Tom Franklin presented the stand availability table included as Attachment 4.  Tom Franklin noted that the column labeled “REFERENCED” refers to those stands which have completed a satisfactory run on Ref Oil #1.  Abdul Cassim then noted that the Castrol stand should be labeled as referenced.

6. Upcoming testing

Tom Franklin asked for verification that there would not be a new piston design.  Abdul Cassim stated that there would not be a new design.  However, the parts will not be available until August.

Tom Franklin asked if there were any new developments in the search for a discrimination oil.  Abdul Cassim replied that CAT was still working on it.

Jeff Clarke emphasized that the selection of the first two oils in John Zalar’s mini-matrix design must be two oils which are expected to produce a wide separation in results.  Tom Franklin stated that the only known oil is the borderline fail oil.  Abdul Cassim added that CAT does have an oil that has passed.  However, a repeat test has not run yet.

Tom Franklin asked for a status on the CCV design.  Abdul Cassim stated that CAT has the CCV design.

Tom Franklin reminded the group that it was decided by consensus in a previous meeting that although CCV, ULSD, and the “new” pistons will be included in upcoming testing, the individual impact of each of these new variables will not be determined.

Question:  Will the turbo be inspected for coking?

Answer:  (Abdul Cassim) Yes


   (Tom Franklin) Additional measurements can also be added as needed.


Lew Williams stated some concern about meeting time constraints for the mini-matrix if the hardware will not be available until August.  Tom Franklin stated that CAT will be running short tests inside in July in order to verify the “new” PRLs.  Tom Franklin continued by stating that the Task Force must be able to state that the C13 discriminates and is repeatable before presenting to the HDEOCP.

7. Mini – matrix proposal

John Zalar’s mini-matrix proposal was sent out prior to the meeting and is included as Attachment 5.

Phil Scinto asked if it was perhaps a waste of time to only have two tests running in step 4 of the design and all the other stands down instead of running more tests.  Tom Franklin stated that this could be an opportunity for labs not yet running to have their stands included.

Tom Franklin went on to clarify that although more tests are possible within the time frame of the mini-matrix design, John Zalar was asked to design the matrix using the fewest possible runs due to funding issues.

8. Industry matrix

Tom Franklin began by asking for input on when a stand should be deemed suitable for participation in the matrix.

Question: Who decides?

Answer: (Abdul Cassim) The C13 TDTF decides when a stand is suitable for matrix participation.

Jason Bowden asked if it was currently possible to define readiness.  Phil Scinto further questioned whether it could be done without lab visits.  Tom Franklin reminded the group that lab visits have been conducted, but only at PE and SRI.  Tom Franklin continued by stating that lab visitation was one possible criteria for determining readiness.

Steve Kennedy stated that he would send Tom Franklin a copy of the Memorandum of Acceptance for PC-9 which may be useful in determining stand readiness.

Phil Scinto stated that a lab readiness date should be established in order to design the matrix.  Steve Kennedy added that the deadline is needed before beginning matrix design in order to know how many stands will participate and how much time will be needed to complete the matrix.

Tom Franklin stated that stand readiness and participation will need to be decided in the next month.  

9. Stand Calibration

Tom Franklin proposed a change in thinking with respect to stand calibrations.  The calibration proposal is included as Attachment 6.

Tom Franklin commented on the need to rethink the definition of a “new” stand and its calibration requirements in order to allow the labs to amortize the cost of running a 21 day test without increasing the price of the test.

Main points of proposal:

· Calibration time: 24 months or 10 valid C13 tests, whichever comes first.

· If stand remains down for 60 days then full instrumentation calibrations should be performed in order to avoid any problems resulting from the down time.

· If stand remains down for 120 days then a full calibration and shakedown with a slave engine must be performed and noted in the test report.

Dwight Bowden added that if the calibration time is extended then parts should be taken into consideration in order to guard against batch problems.

Tom Franklin stated that a teleconference will be held in order to further discuss new  calibration requirements, as the meeting was beginning to run long.

10. Closing Questions

Bob Campbell asked if the data from CAT’s internal PRL testing would be available for the next conference call.  Abdul Cassim said it depended on the date of the conference calls.

11. Next meeting/teleconference

The next task force teleconference is tentatively set for the week of July 12th to discuss matrix design.  A second teleconference will follow two weeks later to discuss calibration requirements.

