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Abstract

This paper introduces an analysis framework and procedure for the support of cognitive error
analysis of emergency tasks in nuclear power plants. The framework provides a new perspective in the
utilization of error factorsinto error prediction. The framework can be characterized by two features. First,
error factors that affect the occurrence of human error are classified into three groups, ‘ task characteristics
factors (TCF) , ‘ situation factors (SF)' , and * performance assisting factors (PAF)’ , and are utilized in the
error prediction. This classification aims to support error prediction from the viewpoint of assessing the
adequacy of PAF under given TCF and SF. Second, the assessment of error factors is made in the
perspective of the performance of each cognitive function. Through this, error factors assessment is made
in an integrative way not independently. Furthermore, it enables analysts to identify vulnerable cognitive
functions and error factors, and to obtain specific error reduction strategies. Finaly, The framework and

procedure was applied to the error analysis of the* bleed and feed operation’ of emergency tasks.
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