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Ballot Summary (issued April 29, 2004; closed May 29, 2004) 
Ballot Item Result Comments w/ committee resolution following June 3, 2004 Lubricants 

Committee Meeting 
1. Approve API Service SM as an API 
Service Category that may be licensed for use 
in the upper portion of the API Service Symbol 

10 approve 
3 approve 
w/comments 

Ethyl (approve w/comments): New Table G-4 is inconsistent in formatting with 
current Tables G-1 through G-3.  In Table G-4, engine tests include, where 
available, ASTM D Numbers, while predecessor Tables do not.  Also, in the 
Bench Test and Measured Parameter section, Tables G-1 through G-3 lists the 
tests as “Test Method D XXXX….”, while Table G-4 lists the tests as “ASTM D 
XXXX….”. 

Ethyl recommends that a consistent naming practice be adopted among all 
Tables for required tests, for example, commonly used industry name 
(Sequence VG, Ball Rust Test, Noack) followed by ASTM D Number (if 
available).  For instance, throughout API 1509, the Sequence VG test would 
always be listed as “Sequence VG, ASTM D6593”. [Resolution: Make 
editorial changes necessary to make tables consistent.] 
 
ExxonMobil (comment on 1 and 2) (approve w/comments): Within the 
automotive industry, emission specifications are a major driver for technology 
employed.  However, while emission specifications are becoming more 
demanding, the actual specifications vary from region to region.  In addition to 
the regional variation in these specifications, different technologies are 
available and are being used by different vehicle manufacturers.  As a 
consequence of both the differences in the emission specifications as well as 
the technology being used to control emissions, significant variation in industry 
& OEM lubricant specifications are observed from region to region.  At times, 
these specifications can be mutually exclusive.  As an illustration, several 
passenger car engine oil phosphorus specifications are listed below. 
 

Specification   Phosphorus Limit

ILSAC GF-4 0.06-0.08% 
ACEA A1, A3, A4, A5 None 
ACEA B1, B3, B4, B5 None 
ACEA C1 0.05% max 

ACEA C2 0.07-0.09% 
ACEA C3 0.08% min 
MB 229.31 0.08% max 
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It is recognized that some stakeholders in the API licensing system have a 
vested interest in API S specifications paralleling ILSAC specifications.  
However, the ILSAC specifications are only one of many specifications that oil 
marketers may need to meet.  If it is intended for the API S specifications to be 
used worldwide rather than on just a regional basis, then API should carefully 
consider ways to introduce greater flexibility in future S specifications. 
 
In addition, ExxonMobil believes that the API should pursue approaches within 
the EOLCS that promote both product differentiation and communication of 
enhanced product consumer benefits.  One concept that would achieve both 
product differentiation and provide consumers with additional product 
information is adding a new portion to the API service symbol to indicate 
catalyst compatibility attributes.   We believe this is a form of consumer 
education similar to the 'Nutritional Facts' labels that appear on food products 
or emission information ('CFC Free'). that is found on many aerosol products. 
[Resolution: Raise concerns with AGP and ATIEL.] 
 
Infineum (approve w/comments): Editorial comments on high-temperature 
foaming: should be “Sequence I, ml, max, tendency/stability” for all sequences 
and for high-temperature foaming need to add “ml, max” prior to 
tendency/stability [Resolution: Make editorial corrections as noted.] 

2. Approve the description of API Service SM 11 approve 
1 approve 
w/comments 
1 abstain 

Infineum (abstain): Infineum is concerned that oils labeled as API SM could be 
mis-applied in use in vehicles of MY2005 and newer vehicles. While we 
agreed the proposed footnote in Table G-4 highlighting this issue was not 
appropriate, we believe it would be prudent to include similar wording to that 
proposed by M McMillan “ These oils may not provide all of the performance 
requirements consistent with vehicle manufacturer’s recommendations for 
gasoline-fueled engines” with respect to “all other grades” in Section 2.3.2.1. 
Since we believe the stakeholders of this issue are the oil marketers and the 
OEMs, we respectfully abstain [Resolution: Committee did not support 
adding the comment.] 

3. Accept 4 months from API Service SM 
approval as the first date API may issue 
licenses to display API Service Category SM in 
the upper portion of the API Service Symbol 

8 approve 
3 disapprove 
2 abstain 

ChevronTexaco (comment on 3 and 4) (disapprove): Although products that 
are ILSAC GF-4 may be ready to market, non-ILSAC products may not be 
ready to market because the P&Cs for those products will be defined by this 
ballot.  ACC has suggested a six month qualification period from the approval 
of SM.  To ensure a level playing field, ChevronTexaco supports that timing. 
 
Ethyl (comment on 3 and 4) (disapprove): Ethyl is concerned that four months 
time for first license of API SM is not sufficient to schedule all the engine tests 
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required to cover all viscosity grades.  Sequence IIIG test availability in 
particular could be very tight.   

In addition, for the “all others” viscosity grades, for which there are no 
proposed phosphorus or sulfur maximum limits, and for which significant 
quantities of Group I base stocks may by used, additive package technologies 
different from those used for the “ILSAC grades” will likely be used, and which 
are still under development.  This is in contrast to the “ILSAC grades”, where 
development is considerably advanced. 

Ethyl is also concerned in principle that four months time is too short for the 
introduction of a new category, and would propose six months instead. 
 
Infineum (comment on 3 and 4) (abstain): In further reviewing industry test 
capacity and customer needs with the new (late) definition of API SM primarily 
for ‘all other grades’: specifically no phosphorus maximum and no sulfur 
requirements, Infineum believes that six months is the minimum time required 
to complete programs qualifying Non ILSAC grade oils in the additive package 
and baseoil combinations desired by our customers. 
 
Pinnacle (disapprove): Four months is too short of period for the transition to 
“SM” Category. We would like this to be changed to at least six months 
 
[Resolution: Lubricants Committee Chair deemed comments not 
persuasive.] 

4. Accept 4 months from API Service SM 
approval as the first date API may issue 
licenses to display “Energy Conserving” in the 
lower portion of the API Service Symbol in 
conjunction with API Service SM in the upper 
portion 

8 approve 
4 disapprove 
1 abstain 

Comments on ballot item 3 also apply to this ballot item.   
 
Pinnacle (disapprove): We would like minimum Six month period for the first 
date API may issue “SM” with Energy conserving in lower portion of the donut 
 
[Resolution: Lubricants Committee Chair deemed comments not 
persuasive.] 

5. Allow oil marketers to license API SM 
products as API SL beginning June 1, 2004 

13 approve none 

  Other Comments:  
ILMA: ILMA wishes to express their displeasure in the decision to ballot first 
use of API SM "four months" after SM approval. Assuming SM ballot issues 
are resolved in a timely manner first use could be as early as mid-Oct which is 
not that different Sept 30/Oct 1 that was rejected by the straw vote taken 
during last weeks conference call. I am surprised that we continue to give a full 
month for return of ballots. Due to level of discussion so far on this issue, the 
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time for ballot return could have been reduced to two weeks and that time 
used to extend "first use" date.    
 
Basis feedback from the additive suppliers, the consensus view was minimum 
of "six months." One additive supplier expressed concern re tight test 
equipment avails and indicated a "nine month" time line should be considered. 
 
Citgo: Voted approve on all items. 

 
 
 
 


