Shade IPT Meeting – 4 May 2011 (0830 to 1600)

Brookwood Laminating Facility, Plainfield, CT


1. Welcome/Agenda/Introductions
a. Review of Actions – last meeting				
i. Jim Buckley to investigate the process of utilizing the DSCP website for minutes; Deb will post minutes on FEDBIZOPS
1. Jim Buckley was not able to attend this meeting.  Debbie said that there is resistance from fedbizops to post minutes on that site.  She will ask Jim to talk with DLA to find out if they have a website that can be used for posting the minutes.  Larry Griffin suggested that if the group of 6 has a website the minutes can be posted there.  However, the group wants to publish on a government website. 
2. ACTION: Debbie will post on FedBizOps and Frank will investigate using the AAFA website for publishing the minutes.

ii. Fernanda – use of Option A in contracts
1. Fernanda reviewed the use of Option A in contracts.  Since some specs have the old language to evaluate shade, a change needs to be made for each of those specs.  Jamie suggested writing a Product Group Code (hereinafter referred to as “PGC”) for Option A matching so the change goes across all specs.  Debbie noted that the Navy has one that can be used for all services.  Larry said that this is okay.
2. ACTION: Debbie will send the Navy’s PGC to Luisa, Miguel, Jim Mello, and Katie for implementation – completed – to be forwarded to Larry Griffin on behalf of the Shade IPT

iii. Addition of 339 form to flow chart to make it part of the procedure for all services – It will be under the waiver process
1. 339 Form was added to the flow chart – new flow chart was distributed to all members with Agenda.

iv. Clarification of if government can initiate waiver, Debbie and Fernanda will talk to legal for a determination (is there an FAR clause that says the government can initiate waiver?)
1. Fernanda called their legal office – Primes must initiate request.

v. Jim Buckley will ask DSCP how to change the language about a failure on the communicating email that goes to the prime and report back to the group
1. Jamie: Language was changed to read “This is a failing report.” This leaves all the other language out, which may have been confusing. Prime needs to request waiver. 

vi. Melanie and Rachel asked that Natick be added to the flow chart. They follow the same process – See Flow Chart – Completed

b. Source Sampling Presentation
i. Jamie presented her power point to the group, which is in the packet that was given to everyone at the meeting.   It covers getting samples to the right place at the right time.  Jamie noted that the 4155.3 document is the bible for source sampling.  If it is not followed, and paperwork is incorrect, it will delay testing which will delay shipping.   The 4155.3 is an old document and DLA is working on updating it. Jamie will email.
ii. ACTION:  Larry Griffin will provide the 4155.3 when requested
iii. Jamie told the group that DLA certifies labs and to contact Joe Jaworski to make arrangements for that.  Someone asked if an ISO lab can be used and Jamie said that ISO does not supersede a government certified lab. 
iv. Regarding shade evaluation, Jamie mentioned that she sometimes receives samples in the wrong size and that it would be helpful if sample sizes were standardized.
v. ACTION: Kate, Melanie and Rachel will work on sample size standardization.
vi. Right now the lab has 30 days to complete shade acceptance testing.  Jamie noted that amount of time isn’t needed and it was recommended that the wording in the contract be changed to 15 days.  She also said that if a mill doesn’t agree with their decision, that she would welcome a visit from the mill to review together.
vii. A conversation began regarding correlation testing and verification testing. This topic was tabled as it was not an issue for the Shade IPT. 
c. Debbie advised that the next update to CS Web is July 13 and will take place at Quantico.

2. Old business
a. Shade room correlation update
i. Melanie reviewed the Shade Board Configuration (to be used as a guide only).  There is a question as to the temperature of the foot candles.  Melanie will discuss at the next AATCC committee meeting for an answer and will advise.  A preliminary sketch can be found in the packet that was given out at the meeting. 

b. Instrumentation data for shade evaluation
i. Alan reviewed LMI’s study. They found that there is a correlation between spectrophotometers and the human eye for solid colors.
ii. The goal was to come up with appropriate standards for using spectrophotometers to evaluate shade. It is likely that the standards will vary by color and substrate. They looked at 12 shades, 263 samples all together.
iii. ACTION: Debbie will forward LMI’s presentation to all - completed

3. Team Status Reports 
a. Shade Standards
i. Frank reviewed the Standard Sample Charter, which is included in the packet given out at the meeting.  It included problem statement, effort and goals, background, proposed steps for Process improvement and outliers.  There was a discussion about putting a form into the award which asks the prime to submit a candidate for a standard in the correct substrate within five production lots and would have to be reviewed by DLA.  Larry noted that the form would have to be reviewed by contracting and legal.
ii. ACTION: Establish timeline for standards on new products in the correct substrate.

b. Tolerances
i. Luisa reviewed. Services establish the tolerances for guidance only, will not be referenced in the contract. The tolerances would be sent to DLA who would be responsible for the dissemination of the information. Ideally they would like to enter this information into some sort of web database, but they are not there yet. 
ii. Once a tolerance is decided, DLA will get a completed package with all the appropriate information on a tag. 
iii. Melanie suggested the tag should just have the color differences instead of the absolutes. It was decided that just the differences would be put on the tags.
iv. A question arose regarding one tag for all services or can a DD form be used, and only the form number would be changed for each service.
v. ACTION: Tag team to investigate this idea.
vi. There is a pilot program for this. The Navy has a web tolerance database already. It is Lotus based and the Navy is willing to share that.
vii. Jamie noted that if they see an acceptable tolerance, she will let the service know and forward to them.
viii. See packet for more details.

c. Standards Maintenance
i. Jamie reviewed Standards Maintenance.
ii. The goal of this team was to establish guidelines that the service and contracting agencies will follow in the lifecycle of standard samples.
iii. Right now there is no complete system in place for maintaining standard samples. This group is recommending a procedure which is outlined in your meeting packet

d. Post Cure
i. Debbie reviewed this charter and the goal was to ascertain acceptable post treatment shade tolerances to avoid delays and ambiguity. 
ii. The mill and the post cure finisher are both equally responsible. The two companies need to communicate so the dyer knows where the shade needs to be prior to finishing.
iii. Swatches will be evaluated by government only after treatment and all standards shall be representative of the required color and finish. Shade approval will now look the same as the finished item. Untreated samples will not be evaluated for shade. 
iv. Please refer to the meeting packet for the proposed/recommended process

e. Waivers
i. Fernanda reviewed this charter. The problem is inconsistent shade waivers representing unknown costs and long lead times for the waiver process. Goal would be to reduce number of waivers and for consistent guidelines for people to follow.
ii. See packet for the team’s recommendation for waiver reductions.  It is important to note that the outcome of the other four charters will help to reduce the number of waivers.

f. Open Discussion on team proposals/efforts

4. New business
a. Sarratt Proposed Charter
i. All members agreed that Bob’s proposed charter is more of what the groups are already doing.
ii. ACTION: Frank will respond to Bob saying that a pilot is already in place – completed – email sent to B. Sarratt.

b. Identify Training Needs
i. Debbie asked if there were any Services in need of training to help with the implementation of these Charters. Please contact her.
ii. Melanie informed the group that on May 20, 2011, AATCC will have a Webinar with Ann Laidlaw

c. Determine systematic issues within and outside of organizations which prevent implementation
i. Air Force intends to setup a shade room, similar to the other Services
ii. Debbie and Frank to meet with DLA. Representative to discuss implementation strategies and milestones. Deb Mclean asked that Rose Marie Di Meo from the Air Force be included in that meeting

d. Meet with individual Services on internal implementation strategy
i. Once it is known how each charter will go forward, meetings with the Services will be set up

e. Present final findings to CS WEB and obtain endorsement of implementation.
i. Debbie and Frank? will meet with CS Web on July 13th at Quantico. 

f. Fernanda suggested that a brief be given at APBI next year to let industry know what has been accomplished with each Charter.

g. After this meeting, the Shade IPT will be dissolved. A smaller team of 5-7 members will be formed to monitor implementation.
i. It was suggested that one person from each Service be on this team, but Debbie and Frank will talk with CS WEB on how to proceed.
ii. ACTION:  This is the last Shade IPT Meeting. 

5. Frank and Debbie thanked everyone for their hard work on the Charters.
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Research Question







What are appropriate standards for using spectrophotometers to screen fabric rolls for further evaluation?
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Data





Color shade measurement data was collected using a spectrophotometer from 163 rolls of fabric plus 100 fabric samples used in previous color shade evaluation study.



These same rolls were evaluated by human color shade experts at Natick. 
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Color Shades Included in Present Study	

		Color Shade		Number in Sample 		Percent of Sample

		Blue 450		72		27%

		Blue 451		91		35%

		AG 415		10		4%

		AG 489		10		4%

		BLACK 385		10		4%

		BLUE 3329		10		4%

		BLUE 3346		10		4%

		BLUE 3376		10		4%

		BLUE 3386		10		4%

		MC 2312		10		4%

		PEWTER 2246		10		4%

		SAGE GREEN 1590		10		4%

		TOTAL		263		100%*
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* Row does not add up to 100% due to rounding error







Methodology

For each fabric roll, we have measurements of ∆L*, ∆a*, ∆b*, and deCMC from the spectrophotometer.  We also have a pass-fail determination from the human color shade evaluators.  For each measure, we will find the standard that does the following:

Minimizes the number of fabric rolls that are sent to human color shade experts for further evaluation.

Results in few if any fabric rolls being determined by spectrophotometer measurements as passing the color shade standard when a human color shade expert would have rejected the fabric roll.
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Comparison of Means for Accepted and Rejected Rolls



On average, rejected rolls delta measurements and deCMC scores higher than accepted rolls.
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				N		Mean ∆L*		Mean ∆a*		Mean ∆b*		Mean DeCMC

		Accepted Rolls		217		.01		-.14		-.09		.39

		Rejected Rolls		46		-.07		-.01		.12		.88









Results for ∆L*
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Samples with greater ∆L* scores more likely to be rejected 

		Absolute value of ∆L* less than		Accepted by Natick		Rejected by Natick		Total		% Accepted by Natick

		.1		64		2		66		97%

		.2		60		5		65		92%

		.3		36		3		39		92%

		.4		26		6		32		81%

		.5		15		5		20		75%

		.6		7		5		12		58%

		.7		6		3		9		67%

		.8		1		4		5		20%

		Greater than .8		2		13		15		13%

		Total		217		46		263		83%









Results for ∆a*

No clear pattern between ∆a* scores and acceptance rates.
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		Absolute value of ∆a* less than		Accepted by Natick		Rejected by Natick		Total		% Accepted by Natick

		.1		95		14		109		87%

		.2		68		16		84		81%

		.3		19		7		26		73%

		.4		14		4		18		78%

		.5		11		0		11		100%

		.6		3		1		4		75%

		.7		4		2		6		67%

		.8		1		0		1		100%

		Greater than .8		2		2		4		50%

		Total		217		46		263		83%









Results for ∆b*

Samples with greater ∆b* scores more likely to be rejected.



10

		Absolute value of ∆b* less than		Accepted by Natick		Rejected by Natick		Total		% Accepted by Natick

		.1		66		6		72		92%

		.2		55		4		59		93%

		.3		38		2		40		95%

		.4		21		8		29		72%

		.5		21		6		27		78%

		.6		6		3		9		67%

		.7		3		1		4		75%

		.8		1		2		3		33%

		.9		0		4		4		0%

		1		6		4		10		60%

		Greater than 1		0		6		6		0%

		Total		158		5		163		









Results for deCMC

deCMC standard of .4 would have screened 135 rolls from requiring human inspection with only 1 incorrect approval.
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		Value of deCMC less than		Accepted by Natick		Rejected by Natick		Total		% Accepted by Natick

		.1		6		0		6		100%

		.2		27		0		27		100%

		.3		60		0		60		100%

		.4		41		1		42		98%

		.5		26		2		28		93%

		.6		23		4		27		85%

		.7		13		11		24		54%

		.8		11		8		19		58%

		.9		7		6		13		54%

		Greater than .9		3		14		17		18%

		Total		217		46		263		83%









Results for deCMC for Blue 450 and 451 Only

deCMC standard of .6 would have screened 144 rolls from requiring human inspection with no incorrect approvals.
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		Value of deCMC less than		Accepted by Natick		Rejected by Natick		Total		% Accepted by Natick

		.1		6		0		6		100%

		.2		23		0		23		100%

		.3		51		0		51		100%

		.4		32		0		32		100%

		.5		18		0		18		100%

		.6		14		0		14		100%

		.7		7		1		8		87.5%

		.8		5		3		8		62.5%

		.9		2		1		3		66.7%

		Total		158		5		163		96.9%









Conclusion

∆L*, ∆a*, and ∆b* scores are poor predictors of Natick acceptance.  DeCMC scores are strong predictors of Natick acceptance.



For this sample, a .4 deCMC standard would have screened out 135 out of 263 (51%) samples with only one incorrect acceptance.



Samples with deCMC scores above .4 had an increasingly high chance of being rejected by Natick.  For Blue 450 and Blue 451, Natick accepted all rolls for a deCMC of up to .6.
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