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—A Study on the Performance Index of System Evalution for Safety

Monitoring Configuration based on Human—Computer Interaction—
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Abstract

As the development of modern technology. human works shift whoes roll from physical conditions to the
system monitoring tasks. In this paper, safety-presentation configuration is discussed instead of well-known
fault-warning configuration. Safety-presentation configuration is verified as superior to the fault-warning
configuration in hazard prevention.

The estimation of system states involves the decision making enviornments which lack of required in-
formations and most of all the informations are not precise too. And the limitation of human information
processing show doubtful results. So the estimation of system states is regardes as fuzzy number, and its
operation produces the parameter that explain the discriminability(d). decision criterion (B) of system oper-
ator’s behaviors. These two values served as performance indices. Especially the 8 is a good milestone of

the operator’s attitude degree of caution.’
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FIG. 1. System State Transition for Fault-Warning Configuration
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FIG. 2. System State Transition for Safety-Presentation Configuration
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become unsafe no action
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no action shut down
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S4 or S5 safe during(u. T)
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shut down complete
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S8 or S10 MODE3
shut down
MODE2
FIG. 3. Sequence of Event under Policy 2.
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FIG. 4. Perceptive Judgement on Uncertainty
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FIG. 5. Analysis of CE—PE
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FIG. 6. Analysis of PE—CE
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FIG. 7. Diagram of Conflict Detection
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