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Abstract : Human error classification is one of the most important problems in human factor

reliability analysis. In order to explore the applicability of existed human error taxonomies
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in the context of continuous and rapid changes in operational tasks,based on the character-
istics of the operation tasks of the operator in the main control room under the background
of peak shaving and the evaluation criteria of the human error taxonomies,3 human factors
experts and 7 evaluators with experience in the operation of the main control room were
formed into an evaluation group. The method of combining evaluation and questionnaire
survey was used to evaluate the existed human error taxonomies from the aspects of com-
prehensiveness , reliability , theoretical validity , contextual validity, usefulness, resource effi-
ciency,and usability. The statistical evaluation results show that the existed human error
taxonomies have their own advantages and disadvantages when performing human factor i-
dentification of operators under the background of continuous and rapid changes in operat-
ing tasks, and none of them can be well applied. So a new method or an improvement of the
original method is needed to solve the problem of human error identification in the context
of continuous and rapid change of operational tasks.
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Table 1 Comparison of operating characteristics of operators in main control room
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Table 2 Evaluation result of applicability of human error taxonomies in the context of continuous and

rapid changes in operation tasks
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