Draft Minutes
PCEOCP Matrix Design and Funding (MDF) Sub-Group

June 16, 2008

Vancouver, BC
Attendance

Andy Ritchie, Bill Buscher, Chris Castanien, David Smith, Doyle Boese, Gail Evans, Hannah Murray, Jerry Wang, Jim Linden, Jo Martinez, John Zalar, Kevin Ferrick, Ron Romano, Robert Stockwell, Mike McMillan, Larry Smith, Norbert Nann, Dennis Bachelder, Glenn Mazamarro, John Rosenbaum, Patrick Lai, Bill Kleiser, Alex Boffa, Bill Lam, Charlie Passut, Bob Olree, Bob Sutherland
Agenda
·  Review and approve last meeting minutes

·  Review action items

· Update timeline

· Review precision matrix objectives

· Precision matrix oil selection criteria

· Lab selection criteria

·  Other business

·  Next meeting

Details

Due to logistic difficulty in the conference room, the teleconference equipment was not available therefore unable to connect those who might have called in.

Last Meeting Minutes

The June 5 teleconference minutes was approved without revision.
Action Items from June 5:

A list consisted of all oils proposed for the precision matrix was compiled.  
Update Status:

Based on the revised timeline released from VID consortium, a revised MDF timeline was proposed to reflect the fact that the VID proveout matrix would complete in the week of August 1 with a review meeting to release the final results to the industry by end of August.  The revised timeline was discussed and agreed.  Basically, the MDF would provide a final recommendation by end of August and would request a special PCEOCP to approve both the VID final results (demonstrate discrimination) as well as precision matrix and funding proposal by end of September to enable the initiation of precision matrix testing in October.
Bill Lab pointed out that qualification runs should be in addition to runs “7 run per stand minimum” as indicated in the hypothetical design.  It was clarified that the Seq VI Surveillance Panel should decide how a stand could be qualified and such qualification might not necessarily run on the same oil as in the precision matrix.  However, if the same oils used to qualify the stand were used in the precision matrix, then these qualification runs could also count as part of the precision matrix to same time and cost.
Action: provide final recommendation and notify PCEOCP for a special meeting in late September – TBD

Action: Request SP to determine criteria to qualify a VID stand including, but not limited to, number of tests to qualify (presumably 2) and what oils to run.  SP will determine whether a lab, if offering to participate in VID matrix, has qualified to participate. 
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Precision Matrix Oil Selection Criteria
The compiled list of 16 oils was presented.  0W30 was added as another GF-5 viscosity grade requested therefore making the total number of oils to reach 17.  Hannah Murray clarified that the 0W20 offered by JAMA was a GF-4 oil with VIB data.  Chris Castanien proposed to determine oil using the following criteria: multiple DI technology, BOI, VGRA, precision for each viscosity grade, GF-5 demonstration, tie back to VIB, the need for 2~3 reference oils, correlation with field performance and carryforward from proveout matrix (such as oils A, B, E).  The group designed a matrix as follows:
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Each member would fill up this survey and the information be compiled to show a general preference.  The weighting factor and VID A data shown above were an example.  The actual weighting factor would be determined by the group.  It was pointed out that a proposal would require several oils tied together rather than just picking those oils with higher scores.  Jerry Wang would contact each member after receiving the survey to consolidate proposals for the next meeting.

Action: send out survey and request response by July 1 – Wang/members
Lab Selection Criteria

A standing proposal came from the last meeting where the two independent labs were considered “gold standard” and the precision matrix would be conducted and funded at the minimal “2 labs, 3 stands” level.  Bill Lam and Thom Smith proposed to allow all labs that were qualified in time by TMC and SP to participate.  Patrick Lai proposed to let statisticians to decide what an optimal number of labs needed was.  At this point, in additional to the three labs already indicated interest of participating (SwRI, Intertek, Afton), Castanien confirmed Lubrizol’s intention to participate.  Patrick Lai indicated that Imperial Oil would participate if additional labs were needed to improve statistics.  The group agreed to send out a survey to assess support of either or other proposals.
Action: issue survey and collect responses regarding lab participation – Wang/members
The group agreed to allow 2 weeks for the surveys.  The next teleconference was scheduled on July 7, Monday, at 11 am Eastern Time.
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