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1. Call to order/Attendance/Minutes 

The meeting was called to order by Tom Franklin.  The attendance list has been included as Attachment 1.  The minutes from the 11/04/04 conference call were unanimously accepted without changes.  Tom Franklin then briefly reviewed the meeting agenda included as Attachment 2.

2. Status and discrimination matrix
Abdul Cassim presented a summary of the discrimination matrix results to date.  Some clerical errors were discovered by the group.  Abdul Cassim agreed to send the revised data at a later date.  In lieu of this, the presentation given by Abdul Cassim at the HDEOCP meeting, as sent out previously by Tom Franklin, has been included as Attachment 3.

Jim McGeehan asked for some description of Ref oils A & D.  Abdul Cassim stated that Ref Oil A is a CI4 quality oil and Ref Oil D is CI4+ quality.

Daryl Baumgardner asked if the tests were all run with the same setup and under the same conditions.  Abdul Cassim replied that the tests were indeed run under the same conditions.

Abdul Cassim stated that using the data from these tests it appeared that the oils discriminated on TLHC and TLC.  He went on to ask the group if the use of the worst piston might help discrimination rather than average ratings of all six pistons.  The group responded that a single piston may make the test too difficult to pass since it is possible to have five relatively clean pistons and one really bad piston.  The group also felt that it would be difficult to gain acceptance of this method from the class panel.

A side discussion of LSC resulted in a suggestion to include wording in the procedure to specify that 0.00 SC actually means it is less than the smallest feeler gauge used for the measurement.

3. Superfluous measurements / procedure
It has been proposed that measurements such as ring and bearing weight loss may be unnecessary in terms of the scope and purpose of the C13 test type.  Some other suggestions were to also look for unnecessary chem tests, and to remove liner wear step since the C13 is not a wear test.

The question of superfluous measurements and analysis was deferred until the results of the mini-matrix can be analyzed as a whole.  With that intent it was agreed that the mini-matrix test data would be sent to Jeff Clark of the TMC for compiling and posting.  After the data has been analyzed decisions can then be made about what measurements are indeed beyond the scope of the C13 test.

Jim McCord also asked that the test numbering portion of the procedure be changed in order to shorten test numbers and better accommodate data retrieval.  Jim suggested that the same data, engine number, engine hours, etc. could be included in some additional fields other than the test number.  Since the test numbering requirements were simply carried over from another multicylinder test type it was not considered a problem.  Tom Franklin asked that Jim McCord and Jeff Clark work out some appropriate wording and update the test procedure accordingly.

4. Parts availability

Chuck Dutart gave presentations on C13 liner inspection and parts availability which have been included as Attachments 4 and 5.

Chuck Dutart reviewed the presentation on the liner inspection process including brief explanations of the use of both optical and eddy current methods.  

Chuck Dutart went on to parts availability.  Chuck Dutart stated that the tighter piston chamfer tolerances have been difficult to meet as of late.  As a result, Chuck Dutart asked if and how much of an impact the chamfer had on test results and whether it would be possible to relax the tolerances.  The general consensus of the group is that chamfers do make a difference.  However, exactly how big of an impact cannot be determined without testing.  Jim Wells pointed out that consistency is probably most important.  Chuck Dutart agreed to investigate the possibility of moving the tolerance band or tooling in order to reduce the rejection rate and keep the task force updated on progress and/or changes.

5. Pre-matrix lab inspection team/ lab status

As a preface, Tom Franklin reviewed an excerpt of the MOA for PC-10 matrix testing, included as Attachment 6.  The main topics of interest are the number of statistically required tests, labs and stands, final procedure, hardware availability for one reference cycle of non-matrix testing, and lab visits.

Tom Franklin went on to ask the task force which labs would be participating in the matrix and how many runs would be committed to the matrix by each lab.  PerkinElmer and Southwest Research will each run two tests.  ExxonMobil, Lubrizol, and Afton will each run one test.  Abdul Cassim stated that CAT may also be able to run one test.

A core engineering team headed up by Jeff Clark, and including Chris Mazuca and Jim McCord will visit all participating labs prior to the commencement of matrix testing.  Additional participating engineers are invited to join the team as their schedule allows, the more participants the better.  Jeff Clark will compile and circulate a check list prior to the lab visits.  The data will be compiled and reported upon completion.

6. Final questions/comments

The topic of the task force position for the HDEOCP will be addressed when the mini-matrix data has been made available and reviewed.

7. Next meeting

Tom Franklin will schedule a conference call when all of the mini-matrix data has been disseminated with a tentative date of 2/8/05.   

