NOTES FROM 7/19 TELECON IN BOLD

1.  A summary, possibly on an overall certificate of compliance, identifying weld material used, the origin of the shim, the casting test material, and the shim test material, would help our understanding of the data package. For example, for the C-1 casting, the shim was poured from ladle #1, Heat 27728, of the alloy material used to pour the casting.  The test specimens (as we interpret it from the hand-written note on Doc. #7) were 18 bars incorporated into the mold and poured with casting C-1. The test specimens for the shim were ____.  The weld material used to upgrade C-1 was Lincoln LNM 4455 Lot 3012668/82743 & ?.

Similarly, a little more information on the Shim Certificate of Compliance, at minimum, the heat number, would be helpful.

MT comment:  The test specimens for the coil were cast on.  We used one of the heat numbers to identify the material.  MT failed to ID the cast on bars and subsequently wrote a corrective action #1300.  This has been corrected on C-2 and on.  The results from the cast on bars were used for the C-1 Shim spreadsheet.  No separate testing was performed.  Extra keel blocks were poured.  However because cast on bars were used for the testing the extra bars have been discarded.  The Lincoln LNM 4455 Lot 3012668/82743 was used.  MT provided the test results for the other weld material because we had performed the testing.

PPPL: Thank you for the clarification. As separately requested, PPPL would like the Certificate of Compliance (CofC) to include details (see above) of the items certified to readily answer questions like these.  Is EIO willing to provide such a CofC?
NOTES;  MTK plans to develop a COC.  Chuck thinks he understands what Fank has in mind, and will call if questions arise.  
2.  The note on Doc # 7 says the test bars were “cast-on”, as does the MTS Step 15, but the St. Louis Testing reports for the casting (doc 8, 8a, 8b, 9, & 10 ) all reference Heat 27728, which is ladle #1 of the 3 ladle pour.  Were the bars cast-on or poured separately?  If they were cast-on, it is confusing to have them referenced to a single ladle of the casting pour.

MT comment:  When the material was taken to St Louis Testing it was identified by a heat number instead of the C-1 coil test material.  This is our customary tracking method.  MT failed to ID the cast on bars and subsequently wrote a corrective action #1300.  This has been corrected on C-2 and on.  

PPPL: A CofC as requested in #1 would hopefully make something like this clear by stating that the bars were cast on, but 27728 was used as a unique identifier.  We realize this should not be a concern with castings after C-1.

NOTES:  The C of C will clarify this, and this can be closed out with a satisfactory C of C.  
3.  Please check that the alloy average reported on the spreadsheet is the weighted average.  I calculate a different value for the Nitrogen (.27 vs. .26)
MT comment:  The number is a typo and should read .27% N.

PPPL: Please issue corrected certificate and spreadsheet, clearly identified as a corrected copy.

NOTES:  With the correction to the spreadsheet and lab test report C of C, this can be considered closed.  
4.  The note on the weld material with its reference to “typical” is confusing.  The bulk of the note identifies differences between weld material and alloy chemistries and I believe is telling PPPL that the weld material chemistry will not meet the alloy chemistry requirements.  A note along this line is helpful since the spreadsheet (and Spec) does not (yet) have a separate chemical requirement for the weld material.  However, since the spreadsheet shows actual chemistry (as documented on Docs #5 & #6) measured for these lots of material, the reference to “Typical” creates confusion.

MT comment:  As explained previously these are actual test results. The notation was provided to avoid confusion and not link the weld chemistry to the casting chemistry. If one were to look at the current spreadsheet the assumption would be made that the weld chemistry should match casting chemistry.
The weld chemistries are actual and will be noted as such on the spreadsheet.EIO 7-8-05
PPPL: That change should make the note clearer.
NOTES:  See PPPL above. If Mfg. cert from Lincoln is actual, this will suffice.  MTK notes they also do an internal check of chemistry.   
5.  The Lincoln, lot 3012668/82743, weld material chemistry on the spreadsheet varies from that on the referenced MetalTek certification (Doc#5) for Mn. (3.4 on sheet, 7.3 on cert.).  Note that the chemistry values on Doc #5 match those on the Lincoln table for the same lot closely with the exception of Phosphorus which is less than half as high on the Lincoln cert. (.014)  than the value on Doc #5 (.03). 

MT comment:  The purpose of our test is to determine if the weld material is what it is supposed to be, similar to a positive material analysis.  We select the best standard and program to check the material against.  As a result there will variations in the analysis. 

PPPL: This probably needs discussion.  As a start, the question raised two issues – first a mismatch between the percent reported for Mn reported on the spreadsheet as compared to the Mn percent reported on the referenced document. The MetalTek response does not seem to address this. We believe the spreadsheet just needs to be corrected.
The second was an observation that some values for the same lot of weld material vary noticeably between the Lincoln and MetalTek reports.  This was italicized in print and identified as only an observation in the 7/5 teleconference since all values meet the requirements.  PPPL requires no further action on this second aspect.
NOTES:  MTK’s instrumentation that was used originally would only record up to 3.4 max. for Mn.  They sent it out to an independent lab for re-test;  they  got a value of 7.3.   EIO will update the spreadsheet accordingly and insert mfg. cert.  
6.  Both the spreadsheet and the certification for the Lincoln lot 3012668/82743 weld material appear to have a typo as the number reported for Sulfur is an order of magnitude higher than the number reported by Lincoln (and that reported for the Metrode material).

MT comment:  The purpose of our test is to determine if the weld material is what it is supposed to be, similar to a positive material analysis.  We select the best standard and program to check the material against.  As a result there will variations in the analysis.

PPPL: Is MetalTek saying that the Sulfur is 10X the maximum and out of tolerance? PPPL had presumed a typographical error.  Please check and either correct the documents or issue an NCR.
NOTES:  The data as given shows Sulphur is 10 X allowable.  Use the same corrective action as for (5).  
7.  The weld map previously submitted for C-1 and CA1251 both show 2 R-1 repairs of Defect # 109, but the weld map submitted with this package does not. Also, although there is an RT interpretation report showing a second set of 25 exposures labeled as repair views,  there does not appear to be a third interpretation report for the re-radiograph of the Defect 109 R-1 repairs. Please clarify.

Rick Suria to review and respond by 7-10-05.

NOTES:  Final doc. Package does not show Defect 109.  MTK stated weld map was revised and re-submitted on 7/8.  Reader sheets were also revised to reflect R1 and R2, also on 7/8.   Re-shots will be clear on the revised sheets.   Pete suggests to Chuck that they add a “tie in sheet” to clarify.  Frank states he has not received this yet – Pete will re-send.

8.  The solution anneal procedure called for 4 hours + ½ hour per inch (presumably thickness). The solution anneal performed was good for at least 12” of material, so PPPL is not questioning the adequacy of the heat treatment.  We would like to know what minimum soak time was established for the Type C castings.

MT comment:  The procedure was developed by MT based on typical solution anneal procedures.  Four hours is standard for austenitic stainless steel.  The ½ hour per inch assures that sufficient time to thoroughly heat the part and obtain proper solution.  Mechanical testing was performed which verified the procedure.

PPPL: There was no question of why the 4 hours + ½ hour per inch.  PPPL only asked what minimum soak time MetalTek was using.  This is not worth pursuing further. 
NOTES:  MTK needs to state  max. thickness and soak time. 
9.  A703 jpg is not needed as part of the doc package (it only is a reference for to note #1 on the spreadsheet) and the paragraph excerpted is actually from A751, not A703.

A703 will be dropped from the document packages.As all are aware this reference was placed in the documents to again note that an average for chemical analysis is in fact acceptable and per the specification.EIO 7-8-05
PPPL: Issue closed.
10.  MTS Supplemental Routing Card Step labeled “NOTICE” (prior to 260) calls for 5 day notice to EIO and DCMA, but says “waived”.  It is not clear who waived this notification, but it should have been both EIO and either DCMA or PPPL.  Such waivers should be more clearly documented.

MT comment:  We will do so in the future.  Both EIO and the DCMA representative has advised five days is not necessary, however MT will provide as much notice as possible.

PPPL: Thank you.
11.  As discussed at the 6/27 meeting, if the C-1 shim was poured from Ladle 1 and mechanical results for the C-1 casting are from a mixture of all 3 ladles, then the mechanical properties values reported for the C-1 Shim should not be those reported for the casting.

MT comment:  We will remove it from the report.

PPPL: Thank you.  We’ll await the updated report.
12.  The Shim MTS has four heat numbers - why if poured from ladle #1, Heat 27728? Also, it shows keel blocks poured “YES” – were separate keel blocks poured for the shim?

MT comment:  The lab simply copied what was on the MTS for the coil casting.  Extra test material was poured from the heats used for the coil; however due the cast on bars it has been discarded.

PPPL: The first part of the PPPL question concerned the MTS, not a lab report.  Why were four heats listed on the MTS?

As for the second part, thanks for clarifying that separate keel blocks were poured but destroyed.
NOTES:  MTK states 4 charges made; they were blended in 1 ladle.  Frank’s confusion is why the shim shows only 3.  Chuck notes this was an error- it was poured at the same time.  Charge = heat number to MTK.
13.  The Shim MTS says no welding, just grinding, yet the spreadsheet show magnetic permeability checks of the weld repairs.  Presumably this is a remnant of using the casting sheet as a start for the shim sheet and it is recognized that the spreadsheet is a working tool, not required documentation.
MT comment:  The box should have been marked “NA”.  It was copied from the C-1 coil spreadsheet.  This also explains the next comment.

PPPL: Thank you.  We’ll await the updated report.
14.  The Shim spreadsheet lists Doc. 17 for documentation of several inspections.  If Doc 17, the Final Inspection Report, is to cover both the casting and the shim, they should be individually called out on it.  Also, what does Cert Number S-73140-1 on the Final report refer to?

MT comment:  As indicated above the correct document was not referenced.  It will be corrected.

PPPL: If correctly interpreted, EIO will update and re-submit the spreadsheet with the correct document referenced and, if not already provided, will also provide the correct document.  

NOTES: MTK will supply corrected reference and updatedspreadsheet.

15. Are Docs 5 & 6, chemistry of the Lincoln and Metrode weld material, reporting test results that MetalTek obtained or transmitting the chemistry from the Lincoln and Metrode certifications on a MetalTek form?  Please provide the supplier’s material certification for the weld materials used.
16. What happened to Heat # 27729, listed on the C-1 Shim MTS?
NOTES:  This was a charge number;  it was combined into ladle 27728.
17. What do S.W.E./D.W.E and S.W.V./D.W.V. mean on the MetalTek Radiographic Shooting Sketch for the C-1 Shim, Doc. A6?
NOTES:  Clarified; thank you.

18. Document A3 is a Certificate of Conformance with Cert Number S73220-1.  Docs 1-4 are MTR’s for the 3 ladles and avg. Each references Cert No, S73140-1.  What do these certificate numbers indicate?
NOTES:  Clarified.  Thank you.
19. NCR’s CA 1252 and 1302 should be part of the package.
NOTES:  1302 refers to C1.  1251 will go into the C1 doc. Pkg.  
