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FAQ 06-0018 requests clarification regarding the relationship between Appendix L and 
Task 6, bin 4, the Main Control Board. It is also the RES & EPRI team’s understanding 
that there was some question as to what should be included in the Main Control Board 
given the wording provided in Appendix L. The FAQ as presented to the RES & EPRI 
team is included for reference as an attachment at the end of this response. 
 
On the first point, the team’s intent is that there is a one-to-one correspondence between 
the main control board as discussed in Appendix L and Bin 4 in the fire frequency task. 
 
On the second point, what constitutes the main control board, the intent of the guidance 
was to sharply limit the scope of the panels to be included in this bin. The main intent 
was to capture the main “horseshoe” and little else. For many plants, the main control 
board will be the main horseshoe and nothing else. This is important given that fires in 
the main control room that occur outside the main horseshoe were binned with the 
general electrical panel fires and not with the main control board. Changing the 
definition of a fire frequency bin (i.e., what goes into a particular bin) creates an 
inconsistency with the binning of events (in Chapter 6) and the resulting fire frequency 
estimates. 
 
The additional wording provided in Appendix L (the bullet list on page L-2) was intended 
to allow for some flexibility given the wide variability among control rooms around the 
country. The guidance was not intended to open the door to inclusion of more than a 
small handful of other control room panels. Any panel that is detached from the main 
horseshoe would generally be excluded from this definition of the main control board 
with few exceptions. 
 
The joint RES/EPRI efforts included demonstration studies where we exercised the 
consensus methodology at volunteer pilot plants. To illustrate the intended exception, at 
one of our pilot plants we encountered two ‘bench-board’ panels that were detached 
from, but directly in front of, the main horseshoe. (At some plants such panels are 
referred to as ‘consoles.’) The two panels were an integral part of the main plant 
monitoring and control functions. They were also in the center of the operators’ main 
work area and were manned on a nearly continuous basis. Our intent was to include 
these two bench-boards as a part of the main control board and the wording of the 
guidance was intended to allow for this flexibility. 
 
However, this same plant had numerous smaller detached panels housing such things as 
computers and the event recording equipment and printers. These panels were in full 
view of the operators (generally behind or to the side of their main work area). None the 
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less, they were not treated as a part of the main control board because they were clearly 
and distinctly detached from the main control board and served unique functions. 
 
There were also numerous “back panels” and other detached panels housing items such 
as balance of plant and offsite power controls and indicators. All of these panels were 
excluded from the main control board and were treated as general electrical panels. 
 
In general, the definition of the main control board is intended to sharply limit the scope 
of that bin to the main horseshoe and under certain circumstances a very small number of 
other detached panels. The intent is to treat the vast majority of the detached panels, and 
any “back” panels, as general electrical panels, not as a part of the main control board. 
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