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Mr. Samuel J. Chilk iy 1.

Secretary of the Commission

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555

ATTENTION: Docketing and Service Branch

Dear Mr. Chilk:

We are taking this opportunity to comment on the Commission's proposed
rules regarding its Access Authorization Program, as they appear in 49 FR

30726-30739, August 1, 1984, as well as the associated Regulatory Guide.

The Commission maintains that it "is not persuaded at this time that the
psychological assessment and behavioral observation elements are appropriate

n

requirements for this agency to adopt.

The Association for the Advancement

of Psychology, which includes psychologists in all areas of academic, sci-
entific, and professional endeavor, believes that verified knowledge and
experience of the science and profession of psychology provide a sound basis

for developing an effective, efficient, equitable, and humane access

authorization program. Each mechanical component of a nuclear power plant is
inspected and rested with extreme scrutiny; it is crucial that the people
comprising the human component of these systems undergo thorough evaluation
as well. We understand that these tests are to be administered to personnel
who seek unescorted access to protected areas and vital islands at auclear
power plants. Our comments address the questions specifically raised by the

Commission in 49 FR 30730-30731.

Question: What purposes are being served by the use of psychological

.

assessment in the nuclear industry? 1Is psychological assessment used to
address fitness for duty concerns, radiological sabotage concerns, or both?

Both inside and outside the commercial reactor industry psychological
assessment procedures are used to screen employees for emotional instability

and behavioral response styles which are in conflict with specific job
requirements. For example, the Baltimore Gas and Electric Company and
the Virginia Electric Power Company have used psychclogical screening

programs for several years with a high level of success (see the enclosed

descriptions of their programs). Historically, the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission has addressed the question of employee reliability in terms of
trying to prevent radiological sabotage. Sabotage, however, is only one

of a large number of behaviors any one of which, if perpetrated by
unreliable employees, would be hazardous to public safety and property.
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Within the general area of emplovee reliability, psychological
assessment procedures are typically thought of as a tool (along with back=-
ground investigations and drug screening) to be used for minimizing the
selection of unreliable employees. In this broad context, there is
little question that psycholgical assessment plays an important role as a
means of screening out individuals who are likely to act in an unreliable
fashion because of emotional instability and/or the presence of behavioral
response styles which are in conflict with spe« fic job requirements.

Question: How do the proposed procedures contribute to decreasing
the risk of sabotage? Does the benefit outweigh the infringements on
individual privacy associated with the initiatives?

While in a strict scientific sense it is not possible to conclude
that the psychological assessment procedures described in the proposed
rules have been demonstrated to reduce the specific risk of sabotage,
there is abundant evidence that these procedures are extremely effective
in detecting individuals who are unreliable employees by reason of
emotional instability. It is noteworthy that few, if any, instances of
radiological sabotage have occurred in this nation's commercial power
reactor industry. It is probable that psychological screening programs
already in place have contributed to this safety record be detecting

emotionally unstable applicants who might have endangered workers in the
reactors or the public at large.

The two tests proposed by the Commission--MMPI and 16PF--have
records of demonstrated reliability with respect to measuring emotional
instability. Furthermore, the issue of emotional stability is clearly
relevant to the commercial power reactor industry. For these reasons,
individual rights should be well protected under the proposed rule, which
also has safeguards regarding privacy. The personnel qualified to carry
out such procedures are defined in Section 73.56(d) of the proposed rule,
and in Chapter 3 and Appendix B of the associated Regulatory Guide.
These professionals are bound by very strict guidelines regarding matters of
confidentiality. For example, psychologists are bound by a code of
¢ .i.ical principles and by Standards for Providers of Psychological Services
which insure the safeguarding in individual privacy and confidentiality.

Furthermore, the proposed psychological assessment is certainly less
intrusive into the privacy of the applicant than the standard background
investigation which requires multiple interviews concerning the applicant
with neighbors, friends, former employers, etc.

The components of the psychological assessment program contained in
Section 73.56(d) of the proposed rule and in Chapter 3 of the associated
Regulatory Guide conform completely to the provisions of the Uniforwn
Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures, with respect to validity and
relevance of the assessment procedures. When the assessment procedures
being measured (in this case emotional instability), and what is being
measure is relevant ot the job, then the courts have consistently found

psychological assessment procedures acceptable.
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We strongly emphasize that psychological tests should never be used
alone, or without interpretation, as a basis for decision making. The
noticn that certain tests can be used in isolation for decision making
is erroneous. While psychological tests are important, sometimes in-
valuable, tools in the evaluation of an individual, they must be combined
with professional interpretation to have any large-scale validity.

The professional codes of ethics require that interpretation accompany
testing, and the proposed rules should also reflect this reality.

Question: What evidence does or does not support the use of objective
diagnostic tests such as the MMPI as screening tools when specifically
used only to initiate overall clinical assessments? What evidence does or
does not support the use of clinical assessment by a licensed psychologist
or psychiatrist as a consideration in determining whether or not an individual
should be granted unescorted access to commercial nuclear power reactors?

The two-tiered approach to psychological assessment reflected in the
proposed rule (written test followed by a structured clinical interview)
is a logical and widely used approach to screening for employee
reliability purposes. Tests such as the MM?I and 16PF were specifically
designed for screening purposes. There are over a thousand research
articles in which the validity of these tests for detecting emotional in-
stability has been consistently demonstrated (e.g., Dahlstrom & Welsh, 1960;
Graham, 1977). The use of a clinical interview to intensively iavestigate
the specific areas of psychological fuactioning which have been highlighted
by the screening test is a widely used practice by psychologists and
psychiatrists when assessing individuals with regard to emotional instability.

uestion: What specific characteristics are identified by a clinical
psychological assessment that relate directly or indirectly to reducing
the risk of radiological sabotage? What percentage of false positives
and false negatives (Type I and Type II errors) can be expected from using
the NRC proposed psychological assessment procedure? Are more effective
procedures available and practical?

The standard scientific approach to minimizing the inevitable
statistical error that can occur when only a single assessment procedure is
used (e.g., use of only background investigations, drug screening, or
psychological assessments) is the utilization of a number of different
investigative tools in combination with each other (e.g., background
investigations along with psychological assessment procedures and continual
behavioral observation). Keeping in mind that no employee reliability
program is 100X perfec. errors can be minimized by implementing a two-
tier system of psychological assessment, namely, written personality tests
followed by a clinical interview. Tondow, Schultz, and Olson (1984) reported
in their study of almost 15,000 people that had been both tested and interviewed
that 38% of those individuals who, following an interview, were judged to be
psychologically unsuitable for unescorted access had not manifested serious
emotional problems on the MMPI. That is, a 38% false negative rate
occurred when only written psychological tests were administered. This
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may have resulted for a variety of reasons, including certain applicants’
test savvy, not taking the inventor' seriously, testing at an inappropriate
time (on day off, or after a long shift), language difficulties due to
cultural background, etc. Such problems, which might result in false
positives or false negatives, could be caught during the clinical interview.

In brief, psychological testing cannot be used in isolation, and it
cannot be viewed as an infallible decision-maker in the absence of professional
involvement, clinical assessment, and a personal interview. The considerable
experience of psychologists who are currently screening employees for
nuclear facility work, using methods as outlined in the proposed rules,
makes clear the necessity of follow-up interviews after testing. These
interviews can help overturn a possibly negative decision, and can help
eliminate potential employees who do not exhibit emotional instability on the
MMPI alone. The clinical interview is of considerable value in reducing the
extent of some false positives and false negatives.

Psychological testing with a follow-up clinical interview, combined
with a background investigation and continued behavioral observation,
is the most effective and practical procedure available.

uestion: Can the use of psychological assessment in the commercial
nuclear industry be justified solely on the basis of reducing the risk of
radiological sabotage? 1Is there any evidence which would help quantify
the extent, if any, of risk reduction supplied by psychological assessment,
background investigations, and behavioral reliability programs?

It has already been noted that sabotage is merely one of a large number
of behaviors any one of which, if perpetrated by unreliable employees, would
be hazardous to public safety and property. Thus, the cost of psychologica.
assessment to the commercial nuclear industry is small relative to the
potential damage which might be done by emotionally unstable, unreliable
individuals hired in the absence of such an assessment program.

Risk reduction could only be quantified if access authorization programs
were established at some sites while, at the same time, not established at
other sites. A comparison of the results could then be made. It would be
irresponsible and dangerous, of course, to conduct an experiment that
would knowingly increase the risk of emotionally unstable, unreliable
employee behavior.

Question: To what extent is the use of psychological assessment related
to a behavioral reliability program? Would the proposed behavioral relia-
bility program be effective without pre-employment psychological assessment?
What specific risks would remain if both psychological assessment and a
behavioral reliability progran were not part of a screening programs, i.e.,
if only background investigations were adopted?

The purpose of each program element, and the type of behavior assessed
by each, is very different.
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The purpose of the pre-employment psychological assessment procedures
is to detect emotionally unstable individuals within a general pool of
applicants who are seeking employment in the commercial power reactor
industry. Tc do this requires significant knowledge and expertise regarding
the manifestations and demensions of emotional stability and emotional
instability. More specifically, this requires the skills of professional
psychologists and psychiatrists with qualifications matching those contained
in Appendix B of the Regulatory Guide.

In contrast, the continual behavioral observation program is meant to
detect changes in the behavior of otherwise emotionally stable individuals. It
is our understanding that the goal is to teach supervisory personnel how to
detect changes in the behavior of individuals already well known to them--
changes which may be indicative c{ emotional unreliability--secondary to
changes in the person's life circumstances.

For this reason, the psychological assessment procedures and the
continual behavioral observation component are not equivalent programs in terms
of their purpose, scope, and requirements. Rather, they are complementary
programs, both of which are essential ingredients of a comprehensive employee
reliability program such as that envisioned by the proposed rule.

Question: What kinds of individuals have been "screened out" of
nuclear industry by the use of psychological assessment, by the use of
background investigations, or by the use of behavioral reliability programs?

According to Tondow, Schultz, and Olson (1984) and Raleigh (1981, enclosed),
the individuals who have been "screened out" have been individuals who are
emotiona’'ly unstable. As discussed earlier, the psychologicel assessment
procedures have been developed and validated for the specific purpose of
detecting emotional instability. When these procedures are used for this
purpose, they are as accurate as is scientifically poussible.

With respect to the proposed centinual behavioral observation program,
it is our understanding that this program is not intended to "screen out"
employees, but is meant to be a constructive one in the best sense of the
term. When supervisors observe that employees have undergone a change in
their on the job behavior, one of the program's goals is to assist the em-
ployee in taking remedial and/or therapeutic action to correct the situation
that has caused the employee's behavior to deteriorate. In this sense, the
program is an ideal one in that it not only serves to minimize acts that
are hazardous to public safety but it also helps an employee to become a
more productive individual as well.

Question: What examples, if any, exist of management abuses of screening
procedures, including psychological assessment, background investigations,
and behavioral reliability programs?

Management abuse can be minimized by insuring that psychological
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assessment is carried out only by the types of qualified psychologists and
psychiatrists defined in Appendix B of the Regulatory Guide.

Professional psychologists and psychiatrists comply with their respective code
of ethics and standards of practice. The provisions of these codes and
standards preclude these professionals from recommending action on any

basis other than the objective results of the data they obtain.

Psychologists who do not adhere to ethical standards are subject to censure

or expulsion from the American Psychological Association, as well as
malpractice lawsuits brought by the client whose privacy was violated.

If management abuses have been documented by others, it should be
stressed that such abuse is by no means inherent in the use of psychological
assessment procedures for employee reliability purposes. On the contrary, the
correct use of such procedures is one of the best safeguards against
management abuse in selecting and maintaining reliable employees.

Miscellaneous Comments Regarding Regulatory Guide

On page 26 of the Guide, at the end of the first full paragraph on
that page, reference is made to the following statement:

"Judgements [sic] or diagnosis on emotional stability .re normally
medical judgements [sic) and should therefore be res rved
to qualified medical personnel." o

In addition to being factually inaccurate, this statement is unsupported

by case law within the Federal courts. For this reason, we suggest that

the wording used in the first full paragraph on page 28 of the Guide also be
used in the above reference sentence on page 26. Thus, the passage wculd
read:

"Judgments or diagnosis of emotional stability should be made
only by a qualified and, if applicable, state-licensed psychologist,
psychiatrist, or medical doctor, as appropriate."”

In sum, we strongly support the use of the nroposed two-tier system of
poychological assessment, including valid and reliable psychological tests

as well as a follow-up clinical interview, conducted by a qualified psychologist

or psychiatrist. This psychological assessment program, complemented by the
background check and continued behavioral observation program, will yield
the most effective, efficient, equitable, and humane access authorization
program available. Furthermore, we strongly recommend that public hearings
be held before the Commission takes final action on the proposed regulations
in order to solicit testimony from experts in the field of psychodiagnosis
and psychometrics.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. !\

—

and General Counsel
AAP

CIM/le
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THE ASSESSMENT OF EMOTIONAL INSTABILITY

IN NUCLEAR POWER PLANT APPLICANTS

Diane L. Raleigh, Ph. D.

Palisades, New York
Abstract

Emotional instability is a prime factor in the screening of nuclear
power plant employees for unescorted access to nuclear facilities.
This study examined the screening potential of the MMPI as used by
Behaviordyne Psychological Corporation, and found that it adequately
measured the majority of behavioral criteria deemed to pose risk to the
nuclear industry. The study resulted in a more precise definition of
risk in regards to nuclear facilities, and contributed toward a more
clinically definable description of the non-certifiable nuclear

employee. Suggestions for further research are made.

Introduction

The question of whether the United States should continue to
develop nuclear power to help meet the energy demands of the future
remains a very controversial issue. Central to the issue is the concern
that adequate safeguards be developed to protect the public from expo-
sure to radiation. While physical protective systems are essential,
also important to the safety of the nation are safeguards aimed at en-

suring that responsibility be placed in the hands of emotionally stable



individuals who are capable of working on a daily basis in a potentially
dangerous environment, and who can act appropriately under high stress,
emergency conditions.

Emotional stability 1is thus a.ptinc factor in the screening of
nuclgat power plant employees for unescorted access to nuclear facili-
ties. Since 1977, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has been addressing
the need to formulate screening regulations focused specifically on
emotional instability. While no formal regulations have yet been estab-
lished by the Comuission, the NRC staff has repeatedly recommended
uniform screening raguirmnu including psychological testing and
clinical interviews.

In the absence of specific guidelines, the quality and depth of
screening of employees for nuclear facilities varies greatly. While
some utilities are conducting comprehensive screening programs, others
are meeting the minimum requirements with minimum evaluations. 1In an
attempt to provide mere specific guidelines, the American National
Standards Imtitut; last year proposed ANS 3.3 (American, 1982). These
guidelines include safeguard standards agreed upon by the nuclear
industry. In the area concerned with psychological screening, ANS 3.3

states:

"Reliability and stability shall be indicated by the results
of a reliable and valid written personality test or by other
professionally accented clinical assessment procedure adminis~
tered by or under the supervision of a licensed psychologist
or psychiatrist cognizant of this standard” (American, 1982,

p. 11).

(]



for thorough evaluation. With the recognition of the need for psycho-

logicql testing, Specific testing instruments Bust be evaluated in view

Perooulity Invon:ory (MMPI) as used by lohaviordync Pcycholog:lcll

Corpoutlon-for its relevance to the nuclear industry's Perceptions of

807 nuclear plant employees who had received 4 Status of interinm cer~
tification or non-ccrtiflcauon A8 an {initial step in g, screening
Procedure uyged by three nuclear power plants,

In order to obtain g4 definition of emotional 1nltnbluty. this
author relied upon the only ewo ruurﬁﬁ projects (Punk. Lindley ang
Cohen, 1980; Buchannn, Davis and Dunnette, 1980) aimed at establishing
criteria for defining rigk in a nuclear envirooment. These research
teams, fronp their work vith nuclear Supervisory personnel, compiled a
list of behavioral descriptions which they deemed Tepresented rigks to
the security of nuclear plants. This Study relates these dimensions of
emotional 1nlub111ty to the pPersonality chcucuricticc identified with

those employees who received interinm non-certification.

Method

Sub Jects

The sample consisted of 807 employees {n three nuclear power

plants during the years 1978, 1979 and 1980. 'y, socio~economic and




educational levels of the employees varied greatly, {inasmuzh as

screening covered all positions within the nuclear facilities.

Data

The data vere obtained from the files of Behaviordyne Psychological
Corporation, an organization employed by several nuclear facilities to
assess the emotional stability of employees. The Behaviordyne Program
is an assessment instrument used as part of aa overall evaluation pro-
cess. It 1s based on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(MMPI) devised by Hathaway and McKinlay (1951). The MMPI is a true-
false inventory consisting of 566 items. The items range widely in
content, covering such areas as health, psyc .osomatic symptoms, neuro=-
logical disorders, and motor disturbances; sexual, religious, political
and social attitudes; educational, occupational, family and marital
statements; as well as neurotic and psychotic behavioral manifestations
(Anastasi, 1976). The MMPI scores the 566 {tems into ten clinical
scales and three validity scales. It was developed to furnish an objec~-
tive evaluation of the major personality characteristics which influence
individual and {nterpersonal adjustment. The Behaviordyne Program
contains the original 13 MMPI scales along with 153 additional research
scales derived from studies utilizing the MMPI. The Program scores by
computer each scale, and combination of scales, and provides a narrative
interpretation of the results.

The Behaviordyne Program was administered to all employees by the
personnel departments of the nuclear power plants as part of a screen~
ing process for unescorted access. Each inventory was evaluated by a

licensed psychologist. On the basis of this evaluation, & clinical



judgment was made regarding interim certification or non-certification.
As the Behaviordyne Program constitutes only one part of the assessment
for emotional instability, final certification or non-certification is
obtained after a clinfical interview. This analysis considers only-the
judgments based on this reading of the MMPI inventory without interview
data.

From the Behaviordyne files, consisting of over 3,000 test
{nventories obtained from the three nuclear power plants, 807 test
inventories were selected for this study: 530 randomly selected from
employees who received interim certification, and 277 iaventories of
employees who received interim non-certification status. The 277 in-
ventories constituted the entire sample of employees receiving interim

non-certification.

Procedure

The Behaviordyne data were used to test for statistically signifi-
cant differences in MMPI scale scores between the interim certified and
non-certified groups using analysis of variance techniques. A discrim-
inant model was develcped to determine the strongest discriminators
between the two populations in order to obtain a description of each
popuia:ion with a view toward later deriving clinical profiles of each.
Finally, matrices were constructed to quantify the relationship between
the scales discriminating between certified and non-certified groups,
and the behavioral criteria representing the industry's descriptions of
emotional instability.

The author and three clinical psychologists with many years of
experience with the MMPI judged the appropriateness of the scales as

[
measures of the behavioral criteria.



To test whether the scales having greatest discriminatory power
measure the most risk-laden behavioral characteristics, a matvix (Table
1) was constructed in which the behavioral characteristics were weighted
according to the psychoiogtsts' jud(nni as to the degree of risk they
represent. Risk was defined as behavior endangering the safety of a
nuc lear plant displayed by an individual who cannot, or will not,
because of his emotional state, consistently discharge his duties in a
manner which insures that safety. Assignment of risk was accomplished
by developing a Likert-type scale comprised of five degrees of risk,
ranging from m;‘ligibl.c to extreme. The psychologists assessed the rel-
ative risk associated with e=zcn critgrion and assigned a weight to each.
This assignment was arrived at by consensus via discussion. The weights
were recorded on the marrix. Each scale was then given a sum of the
wveightad correlations with each behavioral criterion. This sum was

labellel the risk factor.

Results

Examination of the analysis of variance found the paired means
(certified vs. non-certified) of 86 variables of the 165 Behaviordyne
scales to be significantly different at the 0.00' level. The dis-
criminant analysis resulted in the tcduction’of the variable set, and
identified 22 important scales which, as a set, statistically discrimi-
nated between those emplovees that received interim certification and
those that did not with about 85X precisica. The stepwise discriminant
process was conducted by initially computing an F - value for each vari-
able. This measured the discriminatory power, i.e. partial correlation,
of each variable. Table 2 lists the F - values of the 22 scales which

most strongly discriminate between the twd> pu_.ulations.



It can be <concluded from the discriminant analysis that
Behaviordyne's interim classification depends heavily on a limited set
of variables. This conciusion is significant because it allows for
cross coup.rioon of the clinical dclcri;tionn of the 22 Behaviordyne
scales to the behavioral criteria given by the nuclear industry.

The second step required to assess Behaviordyne's Program involved
a reduction of the behavioral descriptions given by Frank et al. (1980)
and Buchanan et al. (1980) to a manageable number of variables. This
reduced set of behavioral criteria heads * .2 columns of the matrix in
Table 1 where they are correlated by the psychologists consulted in this
study with the clinical descriptions of the MMPI scales. To refine the
correlation further, the weighted values of the risk associated with the
behavioral criteria were assigned to each cell and summed across the
rows corresponding to the 22 Behaviordyne scales. These summed weights,
or risk factors, should be roughly proportional to the F - values for
the 22 scales if the Behaviordyne Program gives comparable weight to

those criteria considered most undesirable by the industry.

for Behaviordyne's scales are strongest for those scales indicating
psychopathology, addiction and alcoholism. The scales identifying
psychopathic manipulation, paranoia, alcoholism, schizophrenia, psychas~
thenia, and projection of hostility have 7 of the highest F =~ values
from the analysis of Behaviordyne's scales, and also score in the
highest 10 of the 22 risk factors. The higher risk factors for some of
the remaining scales aaving a lower F - value, namely Addiction, Poor
Reality Testing, Alcoholism (Finney), and Responsibility, are a result

of the process included in the discriminant analysis. The analysis



diminishes the disc:!minatory power of a scale when the scale synony=-
mously measures another stronger scale. The descriptors measured in
these four scales are included in the stronger discriminating scales of
Alcoholism (MacAndrew), Alcoholic vs. Addict, and in the scales which
1d¢n;ify psychopathology.

There are several significant Behaviordyne scales which are accord-
ed a low risk factor. These include Lie, Sensitivity, Exhibitionism,
Narcissism, Control, and Orderliness. While elevated scores on these
scales may indicate undesirable personality traits, those traits do not
appear to constitute .high risk. Two scales found to be significant,
Masculinity-Femininity and Sex Difference, appear to have no relation-
ship to the behavioral criteria.

In viewing the behavioral criteria on the matrix, it zan be seen
that oo scales measure physically caused ‘nstability, or symptoms asso-
clated with organic brain tyndtoue; It is questionable as to whether

the MMPI {s capable of identifyin_ those characteristics.
Discussion

The Behaviordyne scales which statistically differentiated those
employees who received interis certifiability from those that did not,
strongly relate to the behavioral criteria deemed to pose high risk to
the nuclear industry. While not all of the significant scaies are
associated with high risk factors, it appears that the Behaviordyne
Progranm can serve as an effective initial screening tool in identifying

emotional instability as it relates to the industry.



Two of the major implications which result from the interpretation
of the matrices are a more precise definition of risk, and a more clini-
cally definable description of the non-certifiable nuclear employee.
-'!'hrough the reduction in the number 6! variables defining risk, and fhe
assignment of weights according to the degree of iiok, this study repre-
sents a further step toward the future establishment of an operational
defini“ion of risk. It contributes toward a uniformity of application
and interpretation by examining psychologists. Furthermore, an examina-
tion of the personality characteristics measured by the scales which
differentiated, and thereby defined, the non-certifiable employee, can
serve as a further step in the establishment of a clinically useful con-

struct of emotional instability as it pertains to the nuclear irdustry.

Recommendations for Further Research

The major limitation of this study is the lack of wverification
through longitudinal studies of criteria used for certification for
emotional instability in the nuclear industry. The clinical judgments
made by Behaviordyne were hased on empirically derived personality mea-
surements, and are a priori f{nasmuch as there has been no demons:rable
relationship between the criteria for selection and actual performance
in nuclear environments. WNo research on the job performance of previ-
ously screened employees has been conducted.

Verification of criteria for se'ection of nuclear personnel 1is
critically {important. Hitﬁout longitudinal studies examining the job
performance of certified employees, the problens iurrounding the

validity of criteria will remain unsolved.



In the absence of post employment studies, this study has attempted
to bring the criteria for selection closer to the behavioral criteria
deemed by the industry to pose r@lk. The behavioral criteria them-
selves, while empirically derived from observations by supervisory
personnel, have not been subjected to any formal measurement. These
criteria could be further refined by the deveiopment of a quantifiable
measure of behavior used to evaluate those employees whose behaviors
cl.irly present risk to the security of nuclear plants. Such a longi-
tudinal evaluation could be instituted on an industry-wide basis in a
systematic and uriform marner. This could be accomplished through the
behavioral observation programs now being developed, and could be
coordinated through such national organizations as the American Nuclear
Society. This focus by the industry on a definition of risk would
improve the effectiveness of screenink programs b<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>