ISSN  1738-480X (Print)

ISSN 2288-3592 (Online)

Journal of the Korea Society of Systems Engineering
vol.9, No.2: 15p~22p, December 2013

A28 ALY Z2EMA 2o 7|8Hst
o

OIX| A|AEI M7 Z2MA A4

A2, LEe 287

A Study of Systems Engineering Process Model
For the Cognitive Interface Design Process
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Abstract : The aim of this study is to propose the design process suitable for developing the cognitive
interface considering system engineering process (SEP) models. Due to the cognitive workload in an
operation of HMS, some cognitive interfaces have been developed. It is somehow difficult to use the
developed cognitive interface in real working environment since they often showed a conflict to stereotyped
interface. So it is necessary to develop the design process suitable for the more operator—specific interface.
Various SEP models were reviewed for selecting the suitable design process which might resolve the problem
from design—specific interface. The suitable process for designing cognitive interface was proposed
considering currently usable SEP models. The findings from the study may be helpful for systematic approach
to designing cognitive interface in digitalized environment. The proposed design process would be applied for
easily employing the cognitive interface in digitalized working environment such as main control room in

nuclear power plant.
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