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Sequence VH Surveillance Panel Call 

October 24, 2024, Webex 
 
Roll Call:  

Afton: B. Maddock, A. Stone  
Ford: M. Deegan, R. Zdrodowski 

GM T. Cushing, B. Cosgrove  
Haltermann: W. Hairston, E. Hennessy, I. Mathur 

IMTS: S. Clarke, D. Passmore 
Infineum: J. Anthony, T. Dvorak, A. Ritchie (Chair) 
Intertek: A. Lopez 
Lubrizol: T. Catanese 

OHT: J. Bowden 
Oronite: R. Affinito, R. Stockwell 

SwRI: D. Engstrom, T. Kostan, P. Lang, M. Lochte 
TEI: D. Lanctot 

TMC:     R. Grundza 
Valvoline: A. Sawant 

 
Chair’s Comments 

• Meeting minutes from 10/10 are posted.   
• Chair Ritchie started the meeting and outlined the agenda items: 

1) Fuel Inventory & New Batch Status 
2) ICF proposal 
3) Old Business 
4) New Business 

 
Fuel Inventory & New Batch Status 
Test Stand Activity: 

• IAR ran 6 tests in October.   
o Ordered another tanker of fuel, which is 10 tests, and will order another load in 

December.   
o  IAR has 3 tests worth of fuel on site and will start running on high-gravity fuel in 

November. 
• Lubrizol will receive drums of high gravity fuel next week and will run a fuel dilution experiment 

and calibration test November. 
• SwRI has 4-6 weeks of test fuel on site.  

o SwRI ran 6 tests in October. 
o Plans to run 8 tests in November after bringing a 4th stand online. 

• Valvoline has not run any tests recently and does not have any tests scheduled. 
• Afton is running 4 tests/month. 
• Industry is at capacity, about 14 test per month and could go up to 20 tests/month with new 

stands coming online. 
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New Fuel Batch Status: 

• Haltermann has sent the contract. 
o Labs are reviewing contract for final approval. 

• Haltermann has started blending the new batch and will have more detail by next meeting. 
• Batch is being blended in new tank. 
• Should be ready for matrix by late November. 

 
ICF Discussion 

• Ford asked the SP to consider Afton’s ICF proposal. 
• Afton’s statistician presented slides to gauge the interest of the SP in applying an ICF to account 

for the severe calibration results at Lab A & Lab G. 
o Pro:  

 Allows labs with severe calibration results calibrate stands more easily. 
o Cons:  

 Applying an ICF to results that are still trending down does not accurately 
represent the performance of the test. 

 An ICF will allow labs to calibrate, but the SA’s will continue to grow and not 
accurately represent the performance of candidates. 

• A majority of SP members, including TMC, believe that the industry should continue testing with 
this fuel batch without an ICF since the supply will be exhausted in a few more months. 

• TMC Comments: 
o Fuel degradation over time has happened with past Sequence V fuel batches.   
o The degradation was not as noticeable while using the DJ batch because half of the fuel 

was used for VG. 
o An ICF will correct the current results but will not be accurate for results that are 

trending on the same direction. 
o ICF is to help labs calibrate but will not help candidates. 
o It is possible that the stand differences are exacerbating the issue. 

• SwRI believes applying an ICF will allow the results to drift further from target instead of being 
capped by the SA limit. 

• Infineum’s statistician showed a chart indicating that an ICF would not address the lab 
differences. 

• Oronite believes all the labs verified calibration test results should be considered valid whether 
or not they are on target. 

o Agrees that more calibration tests may be a good solution to reduce SA lag and produce 
more data to determine the source of severity. 

• There was no consensus from the SP that an ICF should be pursued further. 
• The statisticians agreed to research further options to address the severity drift. 

 
Old Business:  
 
New Business:  
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The meeting ended at 10:00 am EDT. 
The next meeting will be held on 11/7/2024 9am EDT. 
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Stats Group
• Amanda Stone, Afton/New Market

• Amy Ross, Valvoline

• Jo Martinez, Chevron Oronite

• Martin Chadwick, Intertek

• Phil Scinto, Lubrizol

• Ricardo Affinito, Chevron Oronite

• Rich Grundza, TMC

• Seth Demel, Shell

• Todd Dvorak, Infineum

• Travis Kostan, SwRI
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Summary of Options

1. Do nothing and allow the SAs to carry the fuel severity for the remainder of the 
fuel batch.

2. Implement an AES ICF of 0.36 for fuel batch lots N-000010-11 and later.  Total 
adjustment (ICF+SA) will be capped at 1.8 standard deviations, which would be 
0.90 for AES.
• This analysis is excluding the 3 recent extreme results.

3. Implement an ICF of 0.64for AES, an ICF of 0.14 for AEV50, and an ICF of -0.23 
for RAC (transformed) for fuel batch lots N-000010-11 and later.
• This analysis is including all valid AC, AF, and OC results.
• This option is not recommended by the statistics group.
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Statistically Significant Differences in Fuel Batches
• Batches N-00010-11+ show as significantly 

different from previous batches for AES 
when we include all data and when we 
exclude the 3 recent extreme points
• AES plot shown below, additional plots in Appendix

w/o Green ICF P-Value

AES 0.36 0.0166

AEV50 -- 0.2588

APV50 -- 0.8128

RAC (Transformed) -- 0.1782

All Data ICF P-Value

AES 0.64 0.0002

AEV50 0.14 0.0208

APV50 -- 0.5556

RAC (Transformed) -0.23 0.0175
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AES Before and After 
Proposed ICF Options

• Since batch N-000010-11 all but two 
references have been below target.

• Both ICF options improve AES yi balance



Classified as Confidential

Summary of Options

1. Do nothing and allow the SAs to carry the fuel severity for the remainder of the 
fuel batch.

2. Implement an AES ICF of 0.36 for fuel batch lots N-000010-11 and later.  Total 
adjustment (ICF+SA) will be capped at 1.8 standard deviations, which would be 
0.90 for AES.
• This analysis is excluding the 3 recent extreme results.

3. Implement an ICF of 0.64for AES, an ICF of 0.14 for AEV50, and an ICF of -0.23 
for RAC (transformed) for fuel batch lots N-000010-11 and later.
• This analysis is including all valid AC, AF, and OC results.
• This option is not recommended by the statistics group.



Classified as Confidential

APPENDIX
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RAC, AEV50, AEP50
Yi Plots
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AES and RAC without 3 Low Points
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AEV50 and APV50 without 3 Low Points
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AES and RAC with All Data
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AEV50 and APV50 with All Data
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