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of Human Error Risk
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Abstract: In the system reliability and safety assessment, the focuses are not only risk
caused by hardware or software, but also risk caused by “human error”. This paper
considers the effects of risk of human error on system, and presents a new risk assess-
ment model of human error based on fuzzy logic used to determine risk prioritization of
human error. The method not only considers the human error probability, but also
integrates the error-effect probability and consequence severity into the risk assessment
model to satisfy the objective of probability safety assessment. At the same time, the
method can model the complex system behavior to deal with subjective, vague and un-
certain information or knowledge and it is more realistic than traditional method. A case
example is presented to demonstrate the proposed approach. The results show that the
method is practicable, reliable and valuable.
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Table 1 Linguistic variables and fuzzy sets of risk indices of human error
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Table 3 Assessment of effects of CPCs on cognitive function failures
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Table 4 Comparison of analytical results

between HECA and FHECA
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1.1 0.000 074 4 0.429 12 10
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1.3 0. 000 266 7 0.429 9 10
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2.3.4 0.000 025 6 0.402 13 11
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2.4 0.000 079 3 0. 357 10 12
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