Larry,

The sketch provided by Major Tool is acceptable.

A fillet weld of ¼” should be used to meet the strength requirements during the thermal cycle and vacuum leak check.

Larry & Brad,

Should we be concerned about liability issues here?
I just want to make sure that we (NCSX) is going into this eyes wide open:

MTM is deviating from our design and methods for leak check (cover attachment method)
We have agreed to substitution of 316 at contract signing.
We have approved their process outline which says little about how the covers are to be attached.
We received an RFD (12-008) regarding the covers and disapproved it with the caveat that they could offer an alternative material.

We have received a bill for returning to Inconel covers.

We have received a sketch of their leak check cover attachment method and are approving it.
Thanks,
Mike Viola, PPPL, (609) 243 3655


From: Paul Goranson 
Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2005 12:05 PM
To: Michael E. Viola; Bradley E. Nelson
Subject: RE: PPPL Response to MTM Quotation Q05-00973
Note that carbon steel would be in the range of  8.1-8.4 so the 617 is really about as good a choice, plus the chemistry is more compatible.
I would not be afraid of using 617, with a fillet weld of approx. 1/4”.
Paul


From: Michael E. Viola [mailto:mviola@pppl.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2005 9:02 AM
To: Nelson, Brad E.; Goranson, Paul L.
Subject: RE: PPPL Response to MTM Quotation Q05-00973
 

Brad,

You always amaze me with finding sources for info online.

I can never find what I need - LOL

 

From your website, 

the 617 is 

6.4 @ 200 C

7.0 @ 400 C

 

the 625 is

7.3 @ 20-204 C

7.5 @ 20-316 C

7.7 @ 20-427 C

 

the 316L is

8.9 @ 0-100 C

9.0 @ 0-315 C

 

Yes 617 is closer than 316 but it errs on the lower side at low temperatures.  Is this good enough?

Also, they asked us to size the weld on their sketch.  If you need more information please let me know ASAP.

Bottom line, we are approving their proposed redesign for leak checking.

SO they are asking us for approval of the material and weld configuration of the cover plate that they are proposing.

 
Thanks,
Mike Viola, PPPL, (609) 243 3655
 

-----Original Message-----
From: Bradley E. Nelson 
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2005 5:37 PM
To: Michael E. Viola; Paul Goranson
Subject: RE: PPPL Response to MTM Quotation Q05-00973

 

Paul, Mike

 

I plucked some info off the web, and for whatever it is worth it appears

that the Inco 617 has about the same CTE as Inco 625, around 7.3 x 10-6

in/in-F.  The strength is not as high for 617, but it is better than

stainless.  Please see attached.

 

Brad

 

Brad Nelson

Oak Ridge National Laboratory

P.O. Box 2008

Oak Ridge, TN 37831-6169

nelsonbe@ornl.gov

voice:  865-574-1507

fax: 865-576-7926

 

-----Original Message-----

From: Michael E. Viola [mailto:mviola@pppl.gov] 

Sent: Monday, November 21, 2005 4:39 PM

To: Nelson, Brad E.; Goranson, Paul L.

Cc: Larry L. Sutton

Subject: FW: PPPL Response to MTM Quotation Q05-00973

 

Brad,

Paul,

We negotiated the seals out of the equation.

The 35K was a cost savings for the difference in material between 316

and

625. Since they have already performed the labor for manufacturing the

six

316 covers as agreed to during the original contract negotiations then

they

need to charge us material and labor cost for making another 2 plates

out of

Inconel. They replied with a breakdown of cost for the two cover plates

(below) and attached is the sketch of their proposed configuration for

the

leak check.  

 

As I mentioned before, they do not have the resources to perform

mechanical

analysis.  They have 617 in stock and extra thick 625 available in

California.  The 617 would probably not result in a schedule loss.  In

both

cases they would machine the edge of the cover plate to print.  They

require

that we perform the analysis and decide which plate material to use (and

pay

for).

 

Thanks,

 

Mike Viola, PPPL, (609) 243 3655

 

-----Original Message-----

From: manuel-majortool-com-offsite 

Sent: Monday, November 21, 2005 4:25 PM

To: Larry L. Sutton

Cc: Michael E. Viola

Subject: RE: PPPL Response to MTM Quotation Q05-00973

 

Larry

 

Attached is the Sketch we talked about on the phone and below is the

cost breakdown for each item;

 

Item #1 625 cover

Material - $31,532

Labor - 44 hours (Engineering, Inspection and Machining)

 

Item #4 617 cover

Material - $ 22,932

Labor - 44 hours (Engineering, Inspection and Machining) 

 

No delivery Impact but material needs to be ordered this week for item

1.

 

Mike M

 

-----Original Message-----

From: Larry L. Sutton 

Sent: Monday, November 21, 2005 2:05 PM

To: 'mtmsales@majortool.com'

Cc: manuel-majortool-com-offsite; 'jamanship@majortool.com'; Michael E.

Viola; Bradley E. Nelson; Frank A. Malinowski

Subject: PPPL Response to MTM Quotation Q05-00973

 

 

Ms. Hubbard:

 

Attached are PPPL comments pertaining to MTM Quotation Q05-00973

(Subcontract

S005243-F)

 

Regards,

 

Larry Sutton

 
