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e BFe 9% AL EF AMY 10%FE ojth A5 AT AU
220 7HAHol2ty] B 4RH 89, F MY @‘é} A4 AKEH, 713
o AR Alole] B3], AR EALY] FA, A 71A AEHolze tiE ol FF, 9F
2 5 AEA 23 Agodded itk ol AFHA QAES U FH & 29
% M2 2EY low AT uigAduldl tigk A2 (management system)ol] T g
Alge 2 AZdn. max B d7dAe A2 SudAE =9, At de -

[+]
Z 2] (Process Safety Management) A= 5 F QF9 {3, AHLFEAY o, AAA,
AHY A HrkA9 A oF BA HIUHE 55 Zx‘-H 3l3x} gt
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A2 clal AnAYL $F LIS old] BE JABAVAL BIPAA B4
Anel BAE faod A4 2Fel dY 2R & 879

Ak T =FF F8 Sl AR eE AP F 7
2l(Process Safety Management of Highly Hazardous Chemicals, 40CFR1910.119)% 3}
(@)(3)(vi)ol) & AN AR Zae "9y g X 2 13 (Risk Management Program, 40CFR68.24)
& 23 Q9lA AF 2 7E 13T AL AAS T Qo). Table 1.& Abo] ArG&A LA
Aabe WH2A 1 B9 A7lol me} BRI Aol

bt

Table 1. Classifications into the human behaviors during the working time in the industrial
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A Z1EEHARl I F A, ATl Andd gL Vg e RE
e dod 93 oF7 nejHA 4 AYAEY e 2 9 E(completeness) ¥ o A
o] 9 REsch B dFaE oqai 243 7Y F vlmA o] &8H= Checklist W
7t HAZOP| tidte] 217 ZHg =9d3he Re 2 £33 ¢k

2.1.1  Checklist “o H
Checklisr3 e 4% 44 efdl 73, 34 7 L%} $¢ wedoz g4In]

Broie F2 Abeh 7] A B A (man-machine interface)e] F&Ao] W3t FF o=z ZaxE 3
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Table 2. Examples of questions for close examination of human errors
T AE
- ALY A&, FHY FEol EFY AT vma FEIY T2
Aste] AAH ghakg B Jhsd S AeTt
APE7 FE |- AAF FHULE, #3, &% § N 0] AFFYPd dH¥S
2E oA =7
A9 A4 |- F8 AR, AH(FEE7), WE, YE, A%, el F)7t oldErl 4
£olx U471 fA BAEHAETT
AZ7E | P . -
B9 A% | A, v AEFde ad Bagut gy HAew, 4F 47}
geg wg SEIA A=ANET
gol=
AHolel golz |-FAe] A4, vRBELET Aol oajEtr] dA EAIHET}

)
.

2.1.2 HAZOP A4+
k

HAZOPEA o] ¥ 291 =418y] e AdAa 2/ 293U L U(root
cause)S 922 Alil(brainstorming)S T Fe FAo] a7EH dE 9 FFE
Az dasiz Zatan AMY 2XE FHA ET AF 2FI/E Aol 19 24
HQ Adele A FH2F AX wFo] LT L Z(reading error), THA] Y
REo2 A 25, ov nAY AU FFAS VAT 25, AN #3HP @
Ag FR3A B FF 5 98 7HA wAel He 9d$ 8T + Avh HAZOP &
Mgy F UdF HHe 99, 293 9dS Fed Table 37 2L JES FuE F

i o
o 9Fe) R LFE WANA @ WPE 2UHY =80 Yot

Table 3. Examples of close examinations for basic causes induced from human errors.

[-X-2 1 X1 i Fo] == Y<l(underlying causes)
A A, §44 4, AFYEE § AYH A
Ao H A&/ FHR EBA
3} 39 S 28
EHLE 2AAY AN B A ¥4
R JED 4B EE FEQ TIATL, AF A9 AdAl=
s A, 2da34ae] 74, AzHF 8H(Ergonomics)EH ] A

22 A%% 494 FANNY A8 o7 ng”

go3g A QA oFol UE AFRHe ANE T3 vedd Fig 13
2TG) WA BAUA QF 250 o Rele AEsg 1 U4 A4E, HF £93
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Fig. 1. Quantitative analysis procedures of human errors
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279 AYE FEN 2YL W T4 FAAATL A" "B'Y F I
AVAZ o FolA U2, ANV AV WA 953 2 ez PAwd B
FAAE AHA A B9 ee8e IS AAE UHAPA i 4, B2 T
53, A%RAE AVA) YFL dehiEA 284 o b2 Er€ch BAV A

O
¢t B7F 25 A sforrt A7t *é%’— Aede 2 A3EE Pse

2, m

Ps=P(a)P(b] a) (N

% RIL YAV W, BT e AATA BIFY A 4FQA 4 2

Ps=Pa)P(b/ a)+ Pla)P(B/a) + P(A)P(b/B) ')
=1—-P(AYP(B/A)

¢t et

oEm FAdHe] &E Pf=1-Ps & Aoz 38 5 ot a2l ZF #2119 LE2F
7 9% F Ao} JFEES] F§ F4 1 o] €

o] P(A, P(B/a)), P(B/AYS 2 #29] @ F&E(HEP : Human Error Probability)-& 7}
ot HrleARs 7|18 o F #E(BHEP, Basic HEP), 43 E4 Q1 x(PSF, Performance
Shaping Factor), %<:4(dependency), 38 A I}(recovery factor)’} glon) Hoz HHIH
g& 2ok

HEPi= ( BHEP) ;< (PSF) ;x(DEP) ;X (REC) , 3
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Table 4. Estimation guideline for Performance Shaping Factor

A= AP4A | U el uj&d
33 %g 294 2 2
3 2 2
Ty A4, ] 1
~r A 1 2
a4 2 4
2E 3 5 10
233 5 10

Ao - (BHEP)* (BHEP)*

(PSF)=0.25 (PSF)=0.5

Table 4= FHEAHAAE YeEld Ao QALFENA FYPEHAAE AlF9] P4
of Xle 4FE gujst=d AP 44, A4AY 4E, A Y 55 FES
$ Table 49} 22 x| #ol| mat B}t ?‘&E}.‘z’ 714 A EE AR Haho) @ g %
ZEHAE u|dch A FeA IGAH ZAdold Aol wet BAA HAAE &
e AT o] destn HHEAHA FAYE e HAE EIn TH Ado)F @HM
Aol wel A9 PHrt AAHE B B T2 JAEA, visy A F
A, 7159 Ao Ee olE9 2¥E FIYdte A& £ agn 3454 FRAAE
dAZ 6701 o]d9 ZAHS Ad AAAE 4, 2 o] 7
o gteh Table 404 & & AXxo] AYAY NFE7L e & B5 3%4 }—‘—HOI
7t AR AP AFo] YAHO|E FAHOE, SAHYNE HSHYE, ¥ 2AHE
o QA E Hed AFE} E4F T v5E AYY dFE FASAJAT AAA
Ho oo wgl e FEo] Ak 1ul3: NFEV & FHAAMY U APA A
S+ 279 FEo] ug a71 HEo] FHEHARE 52 FIA Fn sHUo|H o
025, s delH 059 LREES A&t

Table 5. Estimation guideline for dependency & recovery factor

2547 0019 7o 449 F
2 e (o) P01 BH() | AT T
(DEP) (DEP) P*(DEP) <5y 1.0 1.0
BEay 1 1 0.01 SE 108 0.25 0.125
AE&A | (1+19P)20P 5.95 0.059 108 208 0.10 0.05
ZZ&4 | (1+6P)7P 15.14 0.1514 | 20%- 302 0.05 0.025
nE&A | (1+P)2P 50.5 0.505 308- 608 0.03 0.015
A FEA /P 100 1.0 > 608 0.01 0.005
*P = [BHEP * (PSF)]

Table 59) 9% F44 W/ANHO2A F540F BPAH "A" st "B" Atolg] 4
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2493 Ad &4 Alo] FoA HAY TAES HAddYstd L3} Table 59 2%
< 3Bz WKLoz FHEAAE A 2FE AF AT WYL A=), ¥
i1 1 dEe g3tz £ Y 29¢ dusisd ALY F, AAEAL & A
Edtt® o714 2% o4 HHdol g A% 199 FYdol e AR} NBEY
7b 9 AR

A4 2F $AE EU2AYS Aol A FAN T 7 gl Abgel B9
ZAAE Grlol AHLHE AT 2L Bod Uz 283 ¥aAY
Qo] QoiA B4 FEAe FBH Bl JEsE A7

A olgm, 2 3
Br] 2o B4 &yl EAGY 2dn I TN ¢3Y, nid 3
godadel Ao AW AA HolEz} Ao gy HEel 4 BAUAY SN2 oF @
$¢ A% A% 28 R 487 F94 Bddo] o gHh

3 =2

A7 BBl oleld A oF E4 F 2
4 2% Abne 99 F Age 452 A% ol A
9 AT FAF Bastd £¢ AH oF
g wur o} Z4E SAAANA, MR g
S 3@ eIt o Yol BB A HA, B PA 4A, he
NP E A 2Ae wHctA 4y Aol EHE 2A ANE F Yok

2331 53]

Rl

1. Federal Register, 6404-6405, 1992.

2. Swain, A.D. and Guttman, H.E., "Handbook of Human Reliability Analysis with Emphasis
on Nuclear Power Plant Application", NUREG/CR-1278, 1983.

3. Hannaman, G.W., "Systematic Human Action Reliability Procedure (SHARP", EPRI

- 385 -



NP-3583, 1984.

. Spurgin, A.J,, "Operator Reliability Experiments Using Power Plant Simulations”, EPRI
NP-6937, 1990.

. Meshkati, N., "Human Factors in Process Plant and Facility Design",1994.

. "Guidelines for Hazard Evaluation Procedures, Center for Chemical Process Safety

AIChE, 1992.
. Loss Prevention in the Process Industries, Frank P. Lees, 2nd ed., 1996.

- 386 -



