DESC QUALITY CONFERENCE #4

20-21 OCTOBER 99

MINUTES

The Deputy Director Operations for the Defense Energy Support Center (DESC), Col. Ray Rodon officially opened the fourth Customer Quality Day Conference on 20 October at approximately 0840hrs.  He welcomed all the attendees and stressed how he felt that Quality was not only important but also essential.  He remarked how DESC was becoming more and more like a business and had been directed by DLA and OSD to perform as such.  He emphasized how personnel within DESC must try to keep costs down whenever possible.  It had become evident that other outside organizations think that DESC has deep pockets, but the Center has to evaluate the best gain at the best price on all requests no matter where they originate.  DESC has been directed by OSD to move to commercial specifications whenever possible.  DESC has a need and obligation to find out how it can make contracts more commercial.  It is now a requirement within DESC to report on how the Center is doing in this area every year.

Capt. (Sel) Dale Scheffs Director of Bulk Fuels then stated that he too was happy to see the turn out.  He was particularly encouraged by the fact that the group assembled intended to tackle the issue of whether the Conference should remain in its current format, and was very much interested to see what the members would advocate.

Lee Oppenheim, Chief Quality Operations Division began by speaking of some administrative matters. He informed the attendees that this year’s Conference was to be broken down into two segments. Informational Briefings would be held the first day and briefings covering Quality Concerns on the second and last day. He then took the members over the open Action Items from the previous conference, providing a brief status on all of them.  Of the items still open, 5 of them were closed out while the rest were given revised extension dates.

Col. Rodon then spoke of how two oil companies had been expressing problems with all the inspections that DESC requires.  They also had a concern about DESC not lifting what was originally agreed to in contracts. The two companies are currently so upset that they appear to be at the point where they may not bid on any future government contracts that come up.

The last matter visited before moving on to new business was to introduce John Russell of DESC-FE.  He presented slides showing which Air Force bases had already obtained or projected to acquire new filtration systems at their installations.  This was in conjunction with Action Item # 98-NOV-27 from the previous Conference.

Tier II Effects on Gasoline and Diesel: The informational briefings for the day began with Lindsey Hicks of DESC-BP who gave this presentation.  Initially Tier I emission standards were set in 1994 which affected predominately cars and light trucks.  The new emission standards aptly named Tier II is scheduled to take effect in 2004.  These new standards will result in passenger cars being 77% cleaner than those under Tier I.  There will also be marked improvements for light trucks and SUVs.  They will be 95% cleaner than under Tier I standards.  There are currently proposals that plan to lower the sulfur levels of Diesel from the current 500ppm to 30ppm or lower.  Tier II levels are not currently being looked at for jet fuels as the original intention was for ground fuels only.  The gas restrictions apparently will be applied across the board, no one area of the country will have different standards than the other.  We can expect that specification changes in the fuel necessitated by the enacting of the new standards will undoubtedly affect the price of the product.  A meeting will be held with all concerned before this new law takes affect.  It appears to be all but certain that the newly proposed strict Diesel standards will become law.  The question at this point is if it will happen simultaneously with the Gasoline standards, which is the desire of the petroleum industry.  If so both will take effect in 2004.  Two action items came out of this briefing.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-01. (Action Office: TARDEC) Validate requirement for acceptability of use of JP-8 to meet Tier II requirements for Gasoline/Diesel. 

ACTION ITEM: 99-0CT-02. (Action Office: DESC-BP) Incorporate in the Exception/Waiver/Deviation process the legal requirement review during evaluation and submission to the Service Technical Office.

PURCHASING BIODIESEL AT DESC: Pam Serino of DESC-BP gave this presentation.  Biodiesel is defined as a clean burning product derived from renewable lipid feedstock such as vegetable oils or animal fats for use in compression ignition diesel engines.  It is most commonly made from soybean oil.  It can be used neat but is most commonly blended with petroleum diesel.  Suppliers are currently using and meeting the specifications outlined by the Biodiesel Board.  ASTM is in the process of approving a Biodiesel specification that closely resembles the specification of the Biodiesel Board.  A greater interest in Biodiesel by many was initiated by and a direct result of the Energy Policy Act.  Using a 20% Biodiesel blend (B-20) can generate EPACT credits.  A request to procure Biodiesel was received from the Department of Agriculture during the summer of 1999.  Presently the product is being purchased locally.  At this point Lindsey Hicks got up to say how he and Dana Davidson had earlier gone to Beltsville, Maryland to observe the first delivery of Biodiesel to the Department of Agriculture.  A splash blending operation was witnessed which illustrated the difficulties in coming up with the proper ratio of Biodiesel and Diesel.  It was believed that instead of the B-20 mixture Beltsville had hoped for, more than likely they received a B-30 or even B-40 mixture.  Because of such observations it has been recommended that Biodiesel be already blended prior to delivery to any facility.  The Air Force’s Air Mobility Command made a request for Biodiesel in July 1999.  The Air Force also requested that the product be blended before delivery to its bases.  There are currently 12 locations that have been targeted for Biodiesel usage.  DESC is currently acquiring additional information from these locations to ensure the ability to provide better support.  DESC is also looking into the overall availability and costs of the product.  Current prices for 100% Biodiesel range from a low of $1.50 to a high of $3.75.  In spite of this when B-20 is blended with petroleum diesel, it is the least expensive fuel that will comply with the EPACT.

BRIEFING ON STANDARDIZATION: Andrew Certo, Deputy Director Defense Standardization Program Office gave this brief.  He stressed that the Defense Standardization Program (DSP) is required by law under the Defense Cataloging and Standardization Act, title 10, U.S. Code Chapter 145, Sections 2451-2457.  This law requires the achievement of the highest practicable degree of standardization of items and practices used throughout DOD.  Some of DSP’s objectives are to improve operational readiness of military services, and the minimizing of the variety of items, processes, and practices used in acquisition and logistic support.  Some other objectives are the enhancement of interchangeability, quality, reliability, and maintainability of military equipment and supplies.  Some of DSP’s policies and procedures can be found in DODI 4120.24, and DOD 4120.3-M.  There is a hierarchy in the standardization world, starting at the top is the Defense Standardization Council that focuses on senior level policy and strategic direction.  It emphasizes standardization versus standards.  All the major services have departmental standardization offices as well as other organizations like DLA, DISA, NSA, NIMA, and DTRA.  By definition standardization is the process of developing and agreeing on (by consensus or decision) uniform engineering criteria for products, processes, practices, and methods. You have two main activities that move the standardization process along. One is the Lead Standardization Activity (LSA) which is the management activity within the DSP that guide DOD standardization efforts, authorizes standardization projects, ensures standardization documents comply with DSP policies and procedures, and resolves standardization issues or elevates the problem to the DepSO level.  There is also the Preparing Activity (PA) which writes and coordinates standardization documents as part of the DSP, and resolves essential comments before issuing documents.  Essential comments that are unresolved move from the PA to the LSA and if still unresolved to the DepSO of the PA for arbitration.  If not resolved the issue is forwarded to the Defense Standardization Program (DSP) Office for a decision.  On June 24, 1994, then Secretary Perry issued a memo that emphasized performance requirements and use of commercial products/processes.  What came out of this was Specification and Standards Reform goals that tried to save money, remove barriers to integration of the commercial/military industrial bases, and enable DOD access to state of the art technology.  There are now various ways to help the common user to become familiar with and help to work within standardization guidelines.  Automation tools consist of the Defense Standardization Program web site at www.dsp.dla.mil and the Acquisition Streamlining and Standardization Information System (ASSIST).  This has new hardware and software installed, is more reliable and faster, and it has online PDF documents.  An account is not needed to view any documents, but an account is needed to access document management information.  You also have the option of taking formal training to learn about the standardization process.  This includes taking courses such as PQM 101, 104, 202, 203, or 212, plus ANSI 40-209.  There is also a computer based training module called Making Standardization Decisions, which identify standardization opportunities and benefits, balance standardization decisions against other decisions, make correct standardization decisions, and make document standardization decisions.

HANDLING OF SPEC EXEMPTIONS/JP8 ACID NUMBER: Pat Bonner of DESC-BP gave this presentation.  She explained that the focus and responsibilities of DESC-BP includes reviewing exceptions and writing the contract “C” clauses such as C16.23, the F76 appearance requirement and C16.64-3, JP8 Acid number.  An exception can be defined as a request or proposal made by an offeror to deviate from requirements specified in a solicitation prior to the award of a contract.  The procedure for evaluating exceptions is as follows: the offeror submits a proposal to the Contracting Officer.  The Contracting Officer records the request on a DESC Form 1220, and then the form is forwarded to DESC-BP who enters the request in the waiver database.  DESC-BP will review all exceptions and requests.  If they have merit and should be accepted, they will be forwarded to the Service Control Point and the Quality Operations Division for coordination.  A recommendation is then made to either approve or disapprove a product exception and that recommendation is forwarded to the Contracting Officer.  When writing a contract “C” clause it is important to ensure the clause incorporates the product requirements.  DESC-BP can add or delete a requirement but all changes are coordinated with the Service Control Point and the Contracting Officer.  When updating clauses, thorough research of all changes is made.  This may include obtaining information from the supplier, reviewing cost data, scrutinizing the advantages and disadvantages of utilizing in country or in state suppliers and utilizing the PQIS database.  A few examples of updating clauses were then given which was followed by discussion among attendees.  The discussion centered on a service-related problem in which the Air Force was not satisfied with the language contained in the clause for acid number for JP8 in Alaska, and wished to have it amended.  Two action items emerged from this presentation.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-03. (Action Office: DESC-BQ) Make “C” clauses accessible on the DESC-BQ web site.  Annotate on the site any update to the clauses.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-04. (Action Office: DESC-BPA) Develop appropriate clause regarding Alaska JP-8 delivery to address customer concerns.

FRAUD AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT: John Ralston of DESC-G presented his briefing at this time.  Fraud is committed by a myriad of personnel such as fuel contractors, base employees, testing laboratories, and virtually anyone that has the opportunity to inject themselves into the process of acquiring petroleum products.  The participation of employees on both sides of a transaction seems to multiply the inherent risks of fraud.  There are three main types of fraud committed against the government.  These are product substitution, pilfering, and price.  Some examples of this are, a contractor delivers used oil instead of heating oil from virgin feedstock.  A delivery of regular unleaded gasoline is substituted for the mid-grade gasoline originally procured.  Or employees of a testing laboratory falsify reports for a contractor. In fact recently there were two convictions of laboratory employees who plead guilty to falsifying test reports on reformulated gasoline from Japan.  Companies who discover that their employees are engaged in fraud can often get off light from the EPA if they turn these individuals in.  The company will undoubtedly say when caught that the fraud is not their common business practice, but just a few rogue individuals.  But unless they cooperate and turn these people in on their own, their liability increases substantially.      

FUTURE FUELS BEYOND 2010: This presentation given by Dr. Dennis Hardy of the Naval Research Laboratory was a direct rebuttal to a presentation given during the World Wide Fuels Conference earlier this year by Thomas Burns of Chevron Corporation.  Mr. Burns felt that his research and analysis proved that there wouldn’t be a petroleum inventory problem in the near future.  Dr. Hardy felt that given the facts stated by Mr. Burns his own analysis led to a different conclusion.  One that stated the opposite of Mr. Burns, one that said the world does not have an inexhaustible reserve of petroleum, and at the rate it is being used the chances of a shortage in the future is indeed very real. Through known, newly discovered, and proven areas, it is believed that the world petroleum supply is currently limited to about 1 trillion barrels.  Current figures seem to indicate that world production/consumption of petroleum in the late 1990s is about 25 billion barrels per year.  The demand in the world appears to be increasing about 2 to 3% per year despite a virtual cap on world oil production.  With no increase in the world oil production there is only a 40-year petroleum supply remaining.  The other areas where petroleum could be obtained coal, shale, and tar sands are incapable of producing 25 billion barrels per year and would require about a 30 year lead time to convert.  The fact is that there is no world energy policy at this time.  There is not even a US/National energy policy, neither is there an industrial or company energy policy.  There are no plans at any level for long term energy stability through the end of the 21st century.  DLA/DESC should be strongly proactive regarding this issue at the DOD level.

DRA MONITORING PROGRM UPDATE: Lindsey Hicks of DESC-BP gave this presentation.  DRAs or Drag Reducing Agents are used to help increase product flow speed through pipelines.  Depending on who you talk to this increase in speed can be as much as 5 to 20% greater than before the introduction of DRAs.  DRAs are usually injected at a pipeline pump station in dosages of 10-20ppm.  It is to be used only in non-government, non-aviation fuels.  DRA has been determined to have possible detrimental effects on aviation fuels.  The Air Force has conducted studies on its effect on thermal stability and carbon formation.  DRAs appear to be highly susceptible to shear and must be continually injected.  It is current DESC policy that all pipelines that have agreements to transport government products must cease injection of DRAs 2 hours prior to arrival of such product at the point of injection and not resume until 2 hours after the product has passed the injection point.  If this requirement is not met, pipeline companies at a minimum must provide evidence (such as lab testing) that no DRAs are present in the fuel.  There has been an initial study to determine the effects of DRAs on jet fuels spearheaded by Buckeye Pipeline.  The study used an 8ppm additive polymer on thermal stability.  This test showed no detrimental effects.  Another study will be conducted using up to 32ppm additive polymer.  DESC is conducting a survey/monitoring program to determine specifics of pipeline injection practices.  They will also gather empirical data to support or refute the need for a uniform 2-hour window for non-injection. DESC will also try to determine if the industry has adequate Quality Control procedures to ensure compliance with an authorized concentration limit of DRA in additive fuels.

COMMERCIAL FUEL GRADE INITIATIVES: Dr. Dennis Hardy returned to the podium to give this briefing which discussed the proposal for a new grade of fuel in ASTM D975.  The rationale for the proposal is to provide mid distillate fuel that is certified for long term storage for emergency diesel power generation applications.  It is also to provide an acceptable commercially defined substitute for certain military requirements.  The proposed new grade would retain all ten properties currently specified for Grades Number 1-D and 2-D.  It would also change five of the values currently specified for in Grade 2-D, and add five new properties for use in defining storage stability in the new proposed grade only.  These five are density, color, demulsibility, storage stability, and particulate contamination.  All this had been previously presented at the June 1999 D02 Subcommittee E meeting in St. Louis.  Action items that came out of that June 1999 meeting was for subcommittee E to continue discussion of the proposal, formation of a task group, ballot the item before the June 00 meeting, and liaison this action with ISO.        

MARINE GAS OIL FUEL CONCERNS: Tomas Gahs of the Coast Guard delivered this presentation which was an update of the presentation given at the previous Quality Conference.  The Coast Guard has been burning a lot of MGO since F76 is no longer readily available.  The Coast Guard has 4 major concerns about MGO which include the 6 week use limitation from the time taken aboard the tanker, and the fact that gas turbine powered cutters are prohibited from burning MGO except as an emergency fuel.  Added to that are these two questions.  Are the Navy Purchase Descriptions (NPD) requirements adequate and are standard commercial practices good enough?  Most of the parameters of F76 and MGO are identical.  There are currently no requirements in MGO for storage stability, particulate contamination, demulsification time, or trace metals.  There are less restrictive requirements in MGO for acidity, carbon residue, ash, and copper corrosion.  Current Coast Guard priorities is to work on storage stability.  An expansion of the 6-week storage limit is sought, and there is a need to resolve the Gas Turbine concerns as well.  The use ban as it now stands results in serious operational restrictions for high endurance cutters.  There is a need to define operational/maintenance actions required to mitigate MGO concerns.  Would like this expanded to look at all Coast Guard fuel handling policies, including the use of biocides.  FT4 Gas Turbine issues include FT4 material laboratory burner rig testing, investigation of hot section corrosion concerns, (initially only examined the impact of higher carbon residue levels), and potential follow up testing for typical trace metal content.  This phase of testing has been completed and the analysis of gathered data is currently underway.  An examination of past MGO use showed that it was being used with Gas Turbine cutters more than originally thought.  A formal review of Coast Guard fuel systems characteristics/capabilities is nearing completion.  It will establish a baseline for where we are and identify where procedural and physical changes must be made.  This will include a review of biocide additive use.  Overall the basic quality of fuel is better than expected.  But storage stability does appear to be a legitimate concern.  May need to expand accelerated storage stability testing.  FT4 Gas Turbine concerns may not be valid.  So a controlled ship board test may not be warranted.  The Coast Guard is working toward adopting Navy fuel practices and in the process of phasing out the use of biocides.    

LIMS UPDATE: This presentation given by Lee Oppenheim of DESC-BQ was delivered at this point.  For those not in the know, LIMS is an acronym for the Laboratory Information Management System.  The Air Force CONUS phase of implementation of LIMS is nearing completion.  The Army and Navy have now come on board and agree that LIMS is needed for their labs.  It is DESC’s desire for LIMS to integrate into a total quality system.  This essentially means the ability to integrate with procurement specifications, exceptions, deviations, and waivers.  DESC also wants to integrate origin test data, depot quality data, and customer quality data.  The Air Force is currently funding LIMS from their internal funds.  The Army and Navy have requested that DESC provide funding for their LIMS projects.  DESC has budgeted in their POM funds for the design, development, and implementation of LIMS for FY 01-03.  But budget priorities in other areas may in due course affect DESC’s ability to fund LIMS.

APPLE JELLY INVESTIGATION UPDATE: This was a joint presentation by Lindsey Hicks of DESC-BP and Mike Shannon of DESC-BQ.  In spite of rumors to the contrary, the Tiger Team does still exist.  There has been a slow down in tempo lately due to waiting for and trying to correlate the results from the world wide survey on Apple Jelly that went out.  This has been hampered by the fact that not a lot of results from the field have been forthcoming.  In the interim there were attempts to recreate Apple Jelly in the laboratory.  In the process various good and interesting theories were put forth as to how Apply Jelly is actually formed.  But unfortunately after evaluating each of these theories they failed to hold up under intense examination.  A question was raised as to whether Apple Jelly would effect FSII specifications and/or JP-8/JP-5 specifications.  It was also pointed out that Faudi Filters, which have been fully qualified for JP-8 use, never seem to see Apple Jelly.  Currently there are two model bases that are to have and test Faudi Filters, Minot AFB, ND and Otis ANGB, MA.  Actually Otis AFB already has the filters on hand and they were installed on 1 September.  Otis also has enough for one filter change out on the shelf.  Minot AFB ordered their filters in late September 99 and has yet to receive them.  Minot has experienced one Apple Jelly incident so far, while Otis has Apple Jelly appearing consistently. Discussion ensued on just how Apple Jelly is formed, after which two action items were enacted.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-05. (Action Office: DESC-BP/BQ) Provide findings of results of all investigative queries to Apple Jelly Team.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-06. (Action Office: DESC-BQ) Provide three Faudi filter elements to NAVAIR Pax River for evaluation.

FSII GELLING PROBLEMS: Continuing on the Apple Jelly theme, Erna Beal of the Naval Research Laboratory led the discussion on this topic.  First off housekeeping at bases is very important in combating this problem.  It was emphasized that all filters should be drained at night at the conclusion of work which along with general housekeeping would help eliminate Apple Jelly, or more correctly the Brown Gelatinous Precipitate problem.  The NRL has itself conducted some detailed tests on the formation of the brown gelatinous precipitate.  It is believed that FSII is not the sole ingredient responsible for the problem.  It appears that the formation of gel requires sufficient residence time of both FSII and SDA in storage.  There was further discussion on the test parameters being used, like the type of chemicals and compounds being tested.  It was felt that there should be a two pronged attack on the problem, one operational and another pure scientific.  One action item resulted from this brief.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-07. (Action Office: DESC-B/SVCs) Tiger Team is to meet within the next 30 days.

MIL-STD XXX UPDATE: Richard Brawley was inserted at this point and gave a thorough review of lube specifications and allowed all attendees to offer their inputs. Some minor changes were requested and it was agreed that they would be asked for. He also stated that what had before been known as MIL-HDBK 200 would be re-christened as MIL-STD 3004 upon publication.  One action item came from this brief.  

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-08. (Action Office: DESC-BP) Review MIL-HDBK-161 to consider being put under DESC MIL-STD XXX update.

This terminated the official proceedings for the day.  It was noted before everyone’s departure that there would be a no host social taking place at Kate’s Bar in Springfield and directions to the establishment was given to all participants.  The conference was then adjourned until 0800hrs the following day. 

Mr. Lee Oppenheim, Chief Quality Operations Division, Bulk Fuels Directorate opened the second and final day of the Quality Conference by welcoming everyone back and introducing the personnel who were not able to attend the previous day’s proceedings.  It was stressed that while yesterday’s briefings were termed informational, this day’s agenda would be filled by briefings on Operational Quality concerns.  

ARMY CONCERNS: Emilio Alfaro of the Army Tank Automotive RD&E Center began the day’s proceedings.  It was stated that TACOM had 4 major concerns, the first being Biodiesel. Interest arose in B-20 (20% biodiesel and 80% petroleum diesel) as a result of a 1992 EPACT, 1998 ECRA, and executive orders 13031 and 13134.  A proposal for B-20 was submitted to DESC on 19 August 1999 and TARDEC is currently waiting for a decision.  B-20 field tests have been conducted and the data from it is being used to evaluate the product. A second concern is MIL-S-53021, which is a multi-functional diesel fuel stabilizer additive. A question arose as to why the focus is on Diesel when everything is supposed to be converted to JP-8?  Not all the Army bases will covert to JP-8 as the decision to convert is based upon 1. High deployable units, 2. Capability of DESC to economically supply JP-8. The Army will still be requiring Diesel, at least for the foreseeable future. With JP8+100, the third major concern, the Air Force transfers over 15 million gallons of the fuel to the Army and there are over 15 thousand transactions taking place worldwide. Army aviators appear to be at the greatest risk of exposure to +100, but they have all been notified of the Army’s policy against using the fuel. Unfortunately sometimes the pilots will do what they want irrespective of what they were briefed. Army Special Operation Forces (SOF) are at medium to low risk of exposure. It is felt that more work on a filter coalescer system is needed.  On ground fuel systems, elastomers and materials are compatible.  There are no potential benefits from conversion identified at this time.  Implementation costs are expected to be over 50 million dollars.  In aviation use, elastomers and materials are compatible, but inspections revealed carbon buildup problems.  The potential benefit costs can not be quantified at this time. There is a possible maximum saving of 6.5 million dollars, but it is TARDEC’s recommendation to have a formal field trial to quantify those savings.  Current problems between the Air Force the primary supplier of JP8+100 and the Army on the mixing of the fuel appear to be working itself out fine.  The official Army policy on JP-8+100 use is that the Army sees no overall benefit so far.  If the Army does go in that direction there is expected to be very large implementation cost.  The Army will maintain its do not use policy for the foreseeable future.  For units being accidentally exposed to the fuel, contact the Army Petroleum Center for guidance. The fourth and last concern is Non-tactical vehicles in Korea and JP-8.  There are two installations from the 19th TAACOM in Korea, Camp Long and Camp Henry, that are testing 51 and 44 vehicles respectively using JP-8.  The tests were initiated in December 1998 and completed in September 1999.  The Army has also begun to test emergency vehicles and is scheduled to complete these tests in November 1999.  Reports of field trials have so far been positive, as there have been no problems reported.  Prior to 1995 perceived problems could not be corroborated.  Misunderstanding appears to be the root cause of problems at that time.  Current field tests confirm there is a lack of problems in non-tactical vehicles.   One action item resulted from this brief.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-09. (Action Office: TARDEC) Validate continuing need for MIL-S-53021 based on JP-8 conversion in tactical vehicles.

NAVY/MARINE CONCERNS: Sherry Williams of the Navy Petroleum Office presented this briefing for the Navy. The Navy is trying to unite several of its organizations to better deal with fuel concerns.  An IPT consisting of OPNAV, ONP, NAVAIR, NAVSEA, NAVPETOFF, NRL and Marine Corps liaison has been meeting informally and the group is now working on a charter to formalize the IPT.  By working as a team on fuel quality issues, the Navy hopes to provide better support to The Fleet and other customers.  On specification issues, the JP-5 specification MIL-DTL-5624 is current.  The F-76 specification MIL-F-16884 is being revised as a performance specification.  The FSII spec MIL-DTL-85470 “B” revision was published 15 June 99.  The LTL spec MIL-L-17331 was revised as a performance spec and is out for comment.  The L06 spec MIL-L-9000 is currently on hold due to funding issues.  MGO (Navy Purchase Description) is being rewritten as a commercial item description.  With regard to MIL-HDBK 200, the Navy’s comments have been submitted to DESC-BP.  On additive issues specifically SDA policy, CENTCOM had requested to use SDA in JP-5 to support joint efforts with the Air Force.  There are concerns with shipboard applications.  Currently it is only approved for the CENTCOM region, and not approved for direct delivery to ships.  SDA is not approved for use in F-76 as it degrades water separation properties.  The Tracer policy comes from NAVPETOFF Technical Advisory 99-8 dated March 99. (All NAVPETOFF technical advisories can be found at www.navpetoff.navy.mil). Tracer A is approved for JP-5 and F-76.  Tracer R is approved for JP-5.  The max concentration has been lowered to 1ppm and pre-approval is no longer required.  All post-inoculation information is maintained at NAVPETOFF.  Biocide additives are not approved for continuous use in either Navy jet fuel or marine fuel.  There are defuel concerns and replenishment at sea issues which have been addressed in NAVPETOFF Technical Advisory 99-12.  Further biocide policy will be released soon in another NAVPETOFF Tech Advisory.  The +100 additive is currently not approved for Department of Navy (DON) use.  It is not compatible for shipboard application.  There are ongoing cost benefit studies for future shipboard implementation.  The In-Line sampling program is a DESC/USN/USCG program developed to assess the quality of MGO worldwide.  The MGO property most often off spec is cloud point.  The samples are also tested to a few F-76 requirements.  One of those is the accelerated storage stability test.  Over 70% of the tested samples did not meet the F-76 long-term storage stability requirement.  A second project that the Navy is working with DESC on is commercial fuel initiatives.  There is a joint effort between DESC and the Navy to add a new grade of fuel to ASTM D975 and D2069 for military use. One major concern is access to PQIS data.  The following action item came from this briefing. 

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-10. (Action Office: DESC-BP) Provide PQIS data to Services on CD-ROM. 

AIR FORCE CONCERNS: Jim Young gave this briefing for the Air Force.  He stressed the Air Force mission and then gave some examples of the problems the Air Force had been experiencing in the field with regards to fuel quality.  Charleston AFB, SC had 4 filter separator element change outs in April 98 due to high PC.  Another incident of high PC took place in August 98 but DER-A waived the PC and AMC received the fuel.  In February 99 Charleston found high amounts of water, and in September 99 again high PC was discovered.  For the April 98 incident DESC funded additional receipt filtration.  For the February 99 problem DESC initiated corrective action against the contractor.  For the September 99 problem pads were sent for analysis and DESC initiated an investigation. Other problems included JFTOT problems at Nellis AFB, NV and CAL-NEV pipeline, problems when receiving at Langley AFB, again for high PC as well as Quality problems in Alaska.  Mr. Young also went over the Air Force’s take on the Apple Jelly problem.

At this point Bill Harrison was given time to show a short video on JP-8+100 Cold Flow tests as performed by the Air Force.

At the conclusion of the video some time was taken among attendees to discuss what had initially came up during the Navy briefing and that was the coordination of the flow of information and communication back to the Services from DESC-BP/BQ.  The Services explained that they did not want to talk to two different people on the same issue.  They asked that they be given all requested information on hand at one time for their own evaluation.  DESC-BP tried to explain that at times the information they receive is given to them piecemeal and not complete.  In the spirit of getting the information out as quickly as possible, they often don’t wait or even expect anything else to come in and so forward what they have to the Services.  When other information does trickles in, they quickly forward that to the Services too.  The Services also feel that BP doesn’t exactly trust them as they are constantly asking a myriad of questions.  But BP responded by saying they often go to the Services with all these questions because they themselves have been asked these very questions by the Contracting office and are just passing it along so that they can all talk from the same page. BP emphasized that there was also a need for the Services to try and speak in one voice, as it appears that sometimes one Service will override the other.  The Services stressed that sometimes when they give out information that is thought to be outdated, the info is in fact valid due to the age of the equipment, system, or aircraft that it deals with. There was a good give and take discussion between all attendees with the following action item being the result.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-11. (Action Office: DESC-B) Develop standardized review process for Exception/Deviation/Waivers.

CURRENT FUEL QUALITY ISSUES EFFECTING MSC: Robert Foster of MSC gave this presentation.  The Military Sealift Command’s mission was described as providing sealift of DOD worldwide bulk fuels requirements in peace, contingencies, and war with Quality efficient cost effective tanker assets.  Areas of concern were tank inspections; safe entry into confined spaces, and communication.  It was emphasized that QSRs, QARs, and BQ are all MSC’s technical partners and a good working relationship with all must be maintained to faithfully be able to carry out any mission.  MSC is very much interested in Cargo Quality Feedback, which includes conducting customer surveys.  MSC would like to get constant feedback on their tankers and how they are doing when they bring in fuel.  It was felt there is a need to get timely discharge quality information which at times is not currently the case.  Everything these days seem to be moving toward automation.  MSC would like to be involved in the automation of the DD Form 250 so there won’t be any duplication of effort.  MSC would also like DESC-BP/BQ to come to them and give a minimum of a half-day briefing on what they should be looking for in regard to specification and quality issues in the fuel they transport.   At the conclusion of this briefing the following action item was enacted.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-12. (Action Office: DESC-BQ) Provide a briefing to MSC reviewing what information is needed for vessel evaluation. 

IMPROVED COPPER FILTER FOR AVIATION FUEL: Robert Morris of the Naval Research Laboratory presented this briefing.  Copper in jet fuel can pose a significant problem.  The impact of dissolved copper in JP-5 includes chemical changes in the fuel. Copper acts as a catalyst for thermal oxidation.  It greatly accelerates engine coking and increases maintenance frequency.  Copper concentration in shipboard JP-5 can be as high as 1000ppb.  Thermal stability of jet fuel may be degraded with as little as 10-15ppb.  Would like to get the copper content down to below 10ppb. Ways to deal with dissolved copper is the addition of soluble copper chelant (metal deactivating additives).  Soluble copper complex is thermally unstable and liberates copper in hot sections.  It is desirable to be able to remove dissolved copper from fuel before use leaving fuels additives intact.  What is wanted is to develop filtration technology to remove dissolved copper and design such filters to interface with existing fuel handling systems.  This would eliminate the effects of copper on fuel stability, eliminate copper influence on fuel properties, and give us the ability to cleanup existing unusable stores of copper contaminated fuel.  Work is ongoing to try and solve these questions of copper contamination.

HARRIER FUEL TEST DEVELOPMENT: Janet Hughes of the Naval Research Laboratory presented this briefing.  The idea was to develop a test to screen fuels for suitability in the F402 engine.  Couldn’t find one true element to test for engine failure, so one was created.  Laboratory tests would approach the problem using gas chromatograms of whole fuels.  Two tests would be used, one checking chemical composition, and the other physical properties.  When testing chemical composition employed chemometrics (mathematical pattern recognition techniques) to identify correlations between composition and performance.  For physical properties a 3-tiered test was developed based on physical properties that effect combustion.  From this a prediction model was developed and tested.  Both the composite test and the 3-tier property test were successful in differentiating the acceptable and unacceptable Harrier fuels.  It is the desire of NRL to create a computer program or spreadsheet with all test variables and performance parameters and give it to NAVAIR for their evaluation.  NRL will also want to investigate the use of chemometrics to define fuel constituents responsible for future fuel problems.    

NEW FILTERS FOR JP8+100/API 1581 STANDARDS: Rick Kamin of NAVAIR presented this briefing.  API 1581 ed4 should hit the streets in January 2000.  There has been extensive DOD participation in its formation and it appears that everyone has had a chance to have their say.  There will be a 2-year grace period before full implementation of it is required.  It will include commercial, military, and military +100 categories.  This edition 4 will be much more stringent than edition 3.  The military specification MIL-PRF-15618 (shipboard systems) is a rewrite in progress.  When it comes on board there will be a commonality between the commercial world and shipboard world.  This will also qualify elements to API 1581 requirements. The Army is considering API qualification requirements with its MIL-F-8901 standard.  The overall goal is to have better performing elements and uniform qualification requirements.  For +100 compatible elements the goal is to have direct replaceable elements.  There is joint service and industry participation to accomplish this.  The Navy has taken the lead on 4" diameter elements while the Air Force directs the 6” diameter study. All testing will be to API 1581 ed4 requirements.  It appears that the 6” diameter element may be easier to accomplish than the 4”. Costs will be dependent on the market and competition.

FILTER MICRON SIZES AND RECEPT FROM DFSP: John Guillochon of DESC-Houston advocated the standardization of filter micron sizes at Air Force bases.  Currently there are many different sizes at the various Air Force bases.  The size of the micron will determine how often the filter gets changed out.  It was suggested that a 10 or 15 micron size would be enough to clean up the fuel passing through it.  There should be some type off happy medium that all could adhere to.  The following action item came from this briefing.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-13. (Action Office: DESC-Houston) Research current filter size use for in bound to base filtering.  Present the data and recommend standard micron filter size.

TAGGING FUELS: Pam Serino of DESC-BP spoke on this subject.  This was a very short and quick talk on how OSD had wanted to tag fuel but it was felt that it was not needed at this time.  The following action item came out of this talk.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-14. (Action Office: DESC-BP) Provide tagging report to the Services. 

MERITS OF CONFERENCE IN THIS FORMAT: This was a discussion open to all attendees and looked forward to the most by all.  It was brought up that maybe this forum was too large, and even if it was to stay in its current size, the frequency of the meetings should be on an annual basis, not the current semi-annual.  There was a request to see a presentation on which problems the Services had experienced had been resolved.  There was also a desire to see presentations on the daily or reoccurring problems experienced throughout the regions.  It was asked if a smaller forum of Quality personnel could actually go to the Services individually to talk their specific issues.  It was requested that emphasis be given to the small problems in the field so that they would not get overlooked.  It was suggested that maybe a quick synopsis of Quality problems experienced throughout the year would be a good presentation to give during future conferences.  The Army Petroleum Center welcomed the Regions to come in to them and talk quality problems.  The attendees as a whole voiced their appreciation that upper management stayed during the two full days of the conference to hear what everyone’s concern were, something that had not always happened in the past.  The question then came up as to when we would have the next conference.  It was the consensus of all in attendance that this time of the year appeared to be the most accommodating to all.  So it was decided that the conference would become an annual event and held during the 4th week of October.

NEW ISSUES/ITEMS: This discussion was also open to all attendees and began with comments about Col. Rodon’s earlier statements about Quality being tied to costs.  After a question on the subject was broached from the audience, Lee Oppenheim gave the status of DESC taking over the Services’ laboratories. A representative from DCMC (Annette MacDonald) stressed that she thought that DESC should come on board with the Pre-Award Survey System (PASS) automation program.  In fact this program was currently available to all the Services.  But Lee Oppenheim stated that Direct Delivery Into-Plane had indicated that the program didn’t really meet all of DESC’s needs. It was then asked if DESC was aware of the Electronic Data Warehouse (EDW)?  It appeared that DESC was only marginally aware of it.  It was stated that once a contract was let, the DESC automation shop would be asked to get with the DCMC automation shop to work these issues.  The question was asked why doesn’t the commercial standard that DESC wishes to move to ATA-103 include AVGAS?  The reason for this is that the requirement to purchase AVGAS has dropped off considerably to the point that there should be no AVGAS left in the Into-Plane program.  It was also added that in the OCONUS area, the big oil companies tightly control the OCONUS standards.  DOD/DESC has very little ability to provide input to needed changes to the OCONUS commercial standards.  DOD would be very unlikely to reference these standards in DESC solicitations until such time as DOD is offered an equal seat at the standardization table. There was a last request to put laboratory analysis of Into-Plane reports on the website.  It was said that maybe we wouldn’t really want it on the website, but could send it electronically to DCMC.  One last action item was added at the conclusion of this session.

ACTION ITEM: 99-OCT-15. (Action Office: DESC-S) Request the DESC-S automation office meet with DCMC concerning connectivity between DESC systems and DCMC pre-award survey system (PASS) and electronic data warehouse (EDW) systems to promote more efficient transfer of contract data and information.

Each attendee was given a copy of the 15 action items enacted during the conference and then the items were reviewed and accepted by all.

Capt. (Sel) Scheffs thanked everyone for their attendance and officially closed the conference.  

1
1

