
Comments on Straw Ballot:  Options for Next API S Category 
 
Preference Options Comments 
1Ethyl 
1SafetyKleen 
1BPCastrol 
2 LZ 
2ChevronTex 
2Motiva 
3Shell 
3Valvoline 
5 ExxonMobil 
6Infineum 

Option 1: 
5 ILSAC-Only 
Grades,  Same as 
for GF-1, 2, and 3 

Ethyl:  Eliminate TEOST MHT-4 for other grades (like IIIG MRV), or revert to 
API SL Limit of 45 mgs. Maximum.  Maintain GF-4 minimum phosphorus 
limit. 
Shell: Of the acceptable options this is the one we least prefer.  It adds 
nothing to the industry, provides no real value to the consumer and 
represents inertia. 
Safety-Kleen: Best option so far, by default! 
Infineum:  Options 1 and 1A are considered equally unattractive. 
ChevronTexaco:  This option forces SM globally on ILSAC grades. Markets 
outside of North America may not want this. 
ExxonMobil:  This option would be OK for SM if it weren't for SM in non 
North American markets and being tied to GF-4 specs in markets where GF-
4 is not an important spec. If we could license specifically for North American 
markets, this option would be OK. But we can't. We believe it's time for some 
grades, especially the 10W-30 to no longer be bound to GF-4 spec limits. 
Motiva:  API SM and GF-4 (Starburst) would be OEM recommendation for 
new cars, while API SM would become recommendation for older cars and 
vehicles outside North America. 
BPCastrol:  Fully acceptable option, particularly if the straw ballot footnotes 
must be included with the other options.  This option offers some flexibility 
with the least consumer confusion as it follows the traditional approach to 
category upgrades.   

1ChevronTex 
1Valvoline 
4LZ 
5ExxonMobil 
6Ethyl 
6Shell 
6SafetyKleen 
6Infineum 
6Motiva 
6BPCastrol 

Option 1A: 
Same as Option 1 
But With 
“Emissions System 
Protection” 
Classification 

Ethyl: Proposed 3 Part API Donuts too consumer confusing. 
Shell: No comment.....discuss at meeting 
Safety-Kleen: Introduces additional potential interpretation and consumer 
confusion beyond any apparent benefit. 
Infineum: Options 1 and 1A are considered equally unattractive. 
ChevronTexaco: This should be Emission System Compatable.  Same for 
2A and 3A. 
ExxonMobil: If we opt to stay with Option 1, then option 1A seems like it 
would be unnecessary 
Motiva:  Another symbol that will not be understood by consumers. 
Valvoline:  Valvoline believes that this option provides the greatest flexibility 



for marketers while still providing OEMs the means to specify oils that protect 
engines and catalyst systems for consumers who choose to use non-
preferred grades or are unable to obtain the preferred grades.  
 
This option also would help promote API SM in international markets where 
catalyst protection is not critical while promoting Emissions System 
protection in markets where it would be desirable but ILSAC grades may not 
be preferred. 
BPCastrol:  As mentioned above, BP Castrol does not agree with 
introducing this attribute to the API system.  The inclusion of this attribute 
adds complexity to a system already poorly understood by the consumer.   
 
The ESP attribute wrongly and dangerously implies that non-ESP products 
are unsuitable for pre-Tier II emission systems, when this is not the case.  
The ESP designation seriously mis-represents a special applicability to the 
overwhelming majority of consumer vehicles.  Indeed, it has not been 
demonstrated that the P and S max levels associated with GF-4/ESP provide 
any benefit whatsoever to Tier I vehicles that used vastly different catalyst 
formulations. 

1LZ 
2ExxonMobil 
3Infineum 
3Motiva 
4ChevronTex 
4Valvoline 
6Ethyl 
6Shell 
6SafetyKleen 
6BPCastrol 
 

Option 2:   
No Specific ILSAC-Only 
Viscosity Grades   

Ethyl: Would result in almost total consumer confusion. 
Shell: No comment.....discuss at meeting 
LZ:  Lubrizol would like the API LC to consider a relaxed limit on MHT-
4 TEOST. 
Safety-Kleen: Confusing labeling complexity. 
Infineum:  For all non SL cases, need to review technical justification 
for not including the Sequence IIIG-A: unsubstantiated problems?, 
highly correlated with viscosity increase so redundant parameter. 
ChevronTexaco: This would be unacceptable to ILSAC. 
ExxonMobil:  This option is acceptable to us but we believe it will be a 
"non starter" without adopting an emissions friendly SM category along 
with it. 
Valvoline:  Valvoline would prefer to have positive claims on oils 
designed for Emissions System Protection rather than negative 
comments on those oils that are not so designed. 
BPCastrol:  BP Castrol ranks this option 2, as written, a 6.  The option 



is flawed due to the required footnote for SM only oils.   (i.e. “Requires 
special label for ILSAC grades not meeting ILSAC GF-4 catalyst 
compatibility specifications:  Not recommended for gasoline engine 
vehicles under emissions systems warranty.”) 
Recent MY Tier I vehicles are still under their emissions systems 
warranty and do not require the GF-4 limits.  There is no logical reason 
to include such a footnote on this SM only option.  We believe the 
wording of this footnote could restrain trade in the marketplace.   
 
BP Castrol would consider Option 2 as our first preference 
without the footnote requirement.  With a proper footnote, it may 
be a viable option.   
 
If an acceptable footnote is deemed as necessary, we do not expect 
API to dictate where or how this footnote will appear on our label and 
the footnote should only apply where Tier II regulations are legislated. 

1ExxonMobil 
2Valvoline 
3ChevronTex 
3LZ 
4Infineum 
6Ethyl 
6Shell 
6SafetyKleen 
6Motiva 
6BPCastrol 

Option 2A:   
  Same as Option 2 But 
With “Emissions System 
Protection” 
Classification 

Ethyl: Proposed 3 Part API Donuts too consumer confusing. 
Shell: No comment.....discuss at meeting 
Safety-Kleen: Combination of 1A and 2 responses. 
ChevronTexaco: This would be unacceptable to ILSAC. 
ExxonMobil: It will be easier to obtain OEM acceptance if we provide 
for an SM category that has a low phos (emissions friendly) option for 
marketer who choose to offer such a product, especially  in North 
America 
Motiva:  Another symbol that will not be understood by consumers. 
Valvoline:  This option should not have the disclaimer, as its suitability 
for catalyst systems would be denoted by whether or not it carried the 
API Emissions System Protection notation in the API Donut. 
BPCastrol:  Same response as found in Option 1A. 

 
 
1Shell 
1Infineum 

Option 3:  
Keep API SL (i.e., no 
companion API SM) 

Ethyl: Need to upgrade API Categories in consort with ILSAC. 
Shell: SL is appropriate for pre 2005 vehicles and degree of 
appropriateness  increase as years recede from 2005.  
Having a new category just because it’s what we’ve always done is not 



1Motiva 
5LZ 
6Ethyl 
6SafetyKleen 
6ChevronTex 
6ExxonMobil 
6Valvoline 
6BPCastrol 
 

sufficient reason to have a new category.  To justify SM requires need.  
Maintaining SL promote “right oil” for the right vehicle 
A Point of Principle:  Since FE of older engines improves FE of oil 
become trivial for older engines..  FE of GF-x become irrelevant.   
Safety-Kleen:  SL should be kept anyway; need an API category 
covering GF-4 in some fashion. 
ChevronTexaco: The LC has voted that a new S category should 
accompany GF-4.  This would reverse that decision. 
ExxonMobil: We believe failure to move to an S category that 
parallels GF-4 in terms of overall engine performance/protection will be 
a big mistake for marketers who value the API engine oil 
licensing/classification system. 
Motiva: API SL and GF-4 (Starburst) would be OEM recommendation 
for new cars, while API SL would remain recommendation for older 
cars and vehicles outside North America. 
Valvoline:  Valvoline accepts the OEM’s position that a performance 
upgrade is needed.  We believe that failure to have a corresponding 
API classification for ILSAC GF-4 would erode API’s relevance. 
BPCastrol:  BP Castrol believes the API S categories should continue 
to reflect the engine protection requirements of the latest ILSAC GF 
specifications. 

2Infineum 
2Shell 
5SafetyKleen 
5Valvoline 
6Ethyl 
6LZ 
6ChevronTex 
6E-M 
6Motiva 
6BPCastrol 
 

Option 3A:  
Same as Option 3 
But with “Emissions 
System Protection” 
Classification 

Ethyl: Proposed 3 Part API Donuts too consumer confusing. 
Shell: The most appealing option aside from 3.  Provides “iron clad” 
resistance to mis application. 
Safety-Kleen: May be some merit, but would need more discussion to 
fully understand what it would accomplish in practical terms. 
ChevronTexaco: What does an SL “Emission System Compatible” 
mean.  Is this SL and 0.08% or 0.10% Phos? 
ExxonMobil:  We don't understand how this option would work. 
Wouldn't this be tantamount to a low phos SM category? Would the 
phos limit be other than the GF-4 limit? We think this is an infeasible 
option. 
Motiva:  Another symbol that will not be understood by consumers. 



Valvoline:  Same comments as for OPTION 3. 
BPCastrol:  Same response as found in Option 1A plus the following. 
During the teleconference of October 2, I specifically questioned the 
definition of the ESP attribute as it pertained to API SL.  I expressed 
my understanding that the ESP for SL should only require that what 
was required for GF-3 catalyst compatibility, namely 0.10 % wt P 
maximum.  This was confirmed.   However, that is not what is reflected 
in this straw poll.   

ChevronTexaco: The most favored option from Valvoline is not given.  It was a stand-alone option of three services; SM, 
Energy Conserving, Emission System Compatible.  This gave the maximum flexibility. 


