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Evaluating Component Reliability in Safety Applications through Failure Analysis
Kaushik Krishnamurthy
Lakshmi Narasimhan Venkata Ramanan
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Abstract
This master’s thesis project addresses the critical role of component reliability in
safety-critical system design, filling a substantial gap in existing research. It inves-
tigates a specific power distribution scenario presented by Volvo Cars, focusing on
mitigating reverse current flow between two power supplies. Two design approaches
are considered: one featuring an ISO 26262 non-compliant ideal-diode controller
(LM74700) and the other incorporating a compliant alternative (STPM801). The
study assesses the impact of component reliability through failure-analysis tech-
niques, such as, failure modes, effects, and diagnostic analysis (FMEDA) and fault
tree analysis (FTA), which calculates key safety hardware metrics per ISO 26262
— single point fault metric (SPFM), latent fault metric (LFM), and probabilistic
metric for random hardware failure (PMHF). Findings indicated that the LM74700
resulted in a less reliable system in context of latent faults when compared with the
system that used STPM801.
While the non-compliant indicated to be less reliable due to lack of internal safety
mechanisms, the rationale for choosing non-compliant components over compliant
ones hinges on the specific application’s needs, considering complexity, ISO 26262
compliance, and design flexibility. The insights in this thesis project provide valuable
guidance for engineers and stakeholders grappling with the intersection of safety and
hardware design. Future research directions encompass comparisons between non-
compliant designs with external safety mechanisms and practical verification tests
to bridge theoretical and empirical outcomes, facilitating practical applications in
safety engineering.

Keywords: ISO 26262, hardware circuit design, functional safety, safety analysis,
failure analysis, SPFM, LFM, PMHF, FMEDA, FTA
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1
Introduction

The advancements in automotive technologies in the recent past have resulted in
vehicles becoming increasingly complex with their interconnected systems and au-
tomation [1]. As the dependence on technology grows further, the importance of the
safety and reliability of the vehicle is more relevant now than ever before, particularly
with the vast amount of electrical and electronic (E/E) systems used to determine
the functional behavior of the vehicle. Any issue or failure in these electronic sys-
tems can potentially lead to a hazardous situation for the driver and the passengers.
To tackle this problem, many safety mechanisms have been put in place from safety
belts to airbags, anti-lock braking systems, automatic emergency brakes and so on.
Even with these technologies in place, close to 1.3 million casualties occur annually
due to automobile accidents [2]. The discussion on improving safety standards for
automotive vehicles led to the International Organisation for Standardization (ISO)
to officially release the road vehicles functional-safety standard ISO 26262 in 2011
and a second edition followed in the year 2018 [3].
ISO 26262 is an international standard for the functional-safety of E/E systems in
road vehicles. The standard defines the safety life-cycle of electronic systems in ve-
hicles, including hazard and risk analysis, safety requirements specification, design
and implementation, verification and validation and, production and operation. It
also specifies the roles and responsibilities of different stakeholders involved in the
development process, including the original equipment manufacturers (OEMs), sup-
pliers, and engineering service providers. It aims to ensure that electronic systems in
vehicles are designed and tested to meet specific safety requirements, including the
prevention of accidents and minimising the risks of injury or damage in the event of
an accident.
ISO 26262 is widely recognised and adopted by the automotive industry, and is
becoming increasingly important as vehicles become more autonomous and rely
more on electronic systems. Compliance with the standard is often a requirement
for suppliers and OEMs working in the automotive industry, and is seen as a way
to enhance safety and ensure compliance with legal and regulatory requirements.

1.1 Background
In the field of automotive engineering, functional-safety plays a crucial role in the
overall safety of the vehicle. Since the time of its introduction in 2011, ISO 26262
series of standards has striven to provide the best set of guidelines to build a safe
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1. Introduction

and reliable vehicle. In 2018, a second edition of the ISO 26262 was introduced with
added chapters to the different parts of the series of standards. A new chapter in ISO
26262 part 8, clause 13 discusses about reliability of hardware elements in safety ap-
plications. As per the standards, to build a safe and reliable system, the components
used to build the E/E architecture should also be reliable. One way to achieve this is
to develop the component as per the development process detailed in the standards.
For the purposes of the thesis project, these components will be called ISO 26262
compliant components or just compliant components. The standards also provide
details on ways to use components that have not been developed as per the ISO
26262 in safety applications. For the purposes of this project, these components will
be termed ISO 26262 non-compliant components or just non-compliant components.
While there have been numerous research papers that have explained different ways
to implement safe systems as per the ISO 26262 guidelines, they do not specifically
explore the reliability of the components being used in their designs. The related
work in the field of this thesis project is elaborated in Section 1.2.

For the purposes of this thesis project, a power-distribution solution is considered
as it is an integral part of building a vehicle. Power distribution plays a crucial role
in ensuring the safe operation of modern vehicles. It is a safety critical functionality
that needs to be developed with high integrity and reliability. For this purpose,
Volvo Cars has proposed to analyze a hardware design that provides safe and reliable
power source to a zone controller, from a safety perspective. Zone controllers are
critical components in the vehicle with wide range of functionalities ranging from
power distribution to managing resources between electronic control units (ECUs),
sensors and actuators.

1.2 Related Work
This section focuses on the related works that discuss safety-oriented hardware de-
sign. The section is mainly divided into two parts. The first part discusses the
different works that have been pursued for performing failure analysis. The second
part discusses papers that have implemented a power-distribution solution using the
safety standards described in ISO 26262.

1.2.1 Related Works on Failure Analysis
The research done on failure analysis mainly addresses the determination of random
hardware failures and performing safety analysis through methods such as fault tree
analysis (FTA), dependent failure analysis (DFA), failure modes and effect analysis
(FMEA) and so on. As per ISO 26262, failures can be classified into systematic
failures and random failures. Systematic failure is defined in ISO 26262 as, "fail-
ure related in a deterministic way to a certain cause, that can only be eliminated
by a change of the design or of the manufacturing process, operational procedures,
documentation or other relevant factor". Random hardware failure is defined in
ISO 26262 as, "failure that can occur unpredictably during the lifetime of a hard-
ware element and that follows a probability distribution". One main factor that
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1. Introduction

determines the random hardware failures is the hardware metrics defined in ISO
26262 standards. These hardware metrics include the probabilistic metrics for ran-
dom hardware failures (PMHF), single point fault metric (SPFM) and latent fault
metric (LFM) [4].

In [5], the authors propose an ISO 26262 Automotive Safety Integrity Level (ASIL)
oriented hardware design framework using an example of autonomous emergency
braking (AEB) system. ASIL is a risk classification scheme used in the automotive
industry. A detailed explanation of ASIL is provided in Section 2.2. The authors
propose an FTA-based weak point analysis to effectively apply safety mechanisms
to the system design that can be used to design a system of any ASIL integrity. The
paper focuses on calculating the PMHF, which is a concept used to quantify the like-
lihood and impact of random hardware failures in a system. It is used to evaluate the
reliability of different hardware components, as well as to assess the overall reliability
of a system. While the proposed FTA method in the paper is useful to calculate the
PMHF values, the authors are yet to improve the method for calculating the other
hardware metrics that are stated in ISO 26262. There are other quantitative and
qualitative methods that help in evaluating the SPFM and LFM hardware metrics
such as failure mode, effect and diagnostic analysis (FMEDA), timing analysis and
DFA which are discussed in [6]. This paper presents a comprehensive introduction
to the basic concepts of functional-safety analysis and optimization. The authors
also present the impact of the different design methodologies on design and verifi-
cation of safety applications by addressing the various types of failure analysis used
to determine the hardware metrics of the system.

The authors of [7] present a novel approach for automotive system safety analy-
sis, focusing on FMEDA. This method employs model-based techniques, such as
meta-modeling and code generation, to streamline FMEDA processes. Model-based
development (MBD) reduces complexity, promotes standardization, and boosts pro-
ductivity by leveraging models and model technologies to elevate the level of abstrac-
tion in the development of applications. Meta-models serve as an additional layer of
abstraction, emphasizing the characteristics of models and defining the connections
among their constituent elements. These techniques enhance consistency and save
up to 60% of effort compared to manual methods. It includes reusable failure-modes
database, interface adapters for component interrelations, and improves data main-
tainability and correction implementation. Additionally, the approach introduces a
verification aspect through simulation-based failure propagation analysis. While it
reduces manual tasks, elementary component analysis remains necessary, with plans
to integrate fault injection experiments for further automation.

For the purpose of this thesis project, we rely on the quantified FTA and FMEDA
methods to address failure analysis. The referenced papers provide a comprehensive
and insightful understanding of quantified FTA and FMEDA. However, the tradi-
tional approach of these techniques have been considered for this thesis project.
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1. Introduction

1.2.2 Related Works on Power Distribution in Safe Appli-
cations

Power distribution in automotive safety applications is crucial in ensuring the safe
operation of modern vehicles. In recent years, researchers and engineers have been
working on developing new technologies and techniques to improve the reliability,
efficiency, and safety of power-distribution systems. In [8], the authors show the
current developments in power supply systems for electronic fuse applications having
a 12 V and 48 V power bus. The paper presents the rise of E/E concept in contrast
with the traditional hardware oriented design approach. The E/E architecture is
a more software-oriented design that uses zone controllers which interacts with the
ECUs based on their placement in the vehicle. This architecture was found to have
a higher voltage and current rating, higher sensing precision, usage of augmented
digital processing and non volatile memory.
While the implementation of E/E systems has been on the rise, integrating hardware-
software interface (HSI) with their power input is still dependent on the power supply
system that is shared across the vehicle. Any failure in the power distribution can
lead to critical situations. In [9], the importance of having requirements on safety-
related availability (SaRA) of power-supply systems is explored. The paper evalu-
ates the similarities and differences between these SaRA requirements, fail-passive
behavior and fail-active behavior. It proposes that, along with fault tolerance mea-
sures, fault prediction and fault avoidance also need to be considered. It provides
a comprehensive methodology on dealing with SaRA for power supply from failure
analysis, fault detection, to design considerations for safety mechanisms in the con-
text of ISO 26262. The paper aims to standardize functional-safety concepts in the
power-supply domain.
The same authors have also worked on another paper, [10], that provides guidelines
on developing a safe power-supply system. The main objective of this paper is to
provide a standard approach to design and ensure safety in power-supply systems.
The authors discuss the trends in electrification and automation in the industry and
state that, in order to ensure safety in power supply, three main safety requirements
are to be considered for power input: the power sources, the distribution through
wiring harness and the freedom from interference (FFI) between safety and non-
safety relevant loads. FFI, as defined in ISO 26262, is the ’absence of cascading
failures between two or more elements that could lead to the violation of a safety
requirement’. Overall, the paper gives a deep insight and gives useful suggestions on
developing power-supply systems.

1.2.3 Research Gap
In this thesis project, the main focus is on determining the impact of using ISO
26262 compliant and ISO 26262 non-compliant components in designing the safe
power-distribution. ISO 26262 standards provide certain guidelines, design recom-
mendations and the evaluation methods to ensure that non-compliant components
can be used to achieve a safety goal. However, in the process of understanding
the previous works, we found that there is a lack of research papers that address
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reliability of components being used in safety applications. To address this gap in
the open literature, this thesis project aims to contribute to understanding the issue
better.

1.3 Problem Statement
While performing the literature survey, it was found that there were multiple safe
power-distribution solutions proposed, that comply with ISO 26262. However, the
research papers fail to address whether the components that are being used have been
developed in accordance with the standards. Component selection is an important
factor to be considered during hardware design. In the automotive industry, high
ASIL ECUs are extremely important and the components selected for designing such
ECUs are preferred to have been designed, tested and analysed for potential faults
as per ISO 26262 standards.
When a component is not developed as per ISO 26262 standards, there is a chance
that the supplier has not performed the failure analysis in depth, which could lead
to failures in the system that can potentially violate the safety goals. These compo-
nents do not have extensive safety documentation done to qualify them for use in
safety applications as compared to the components developed as per the standards.
However, Part 8 Clause 13 of ISO 26262 specifically discusses the methods to ap-
proach using such components in safety applications. The standards do not restrict
designers from considering to use non-compliant components for safety applications.
Instead, the standards suggest for the components to meet certain requirements and
additional testing, to be qualified for use in safety-critical systems. In the automo-
tive industry, this is generally done by the supplier who designs and manufactures
the component. This analysis is then provided to the OEMs for their safety analysis
of the system.
In this thesis project, the aim is to assess if component reliability is an important
factor to consider while designing safe systems. To realize this, Volvo Cars has
proposed to analyze a hardware design that provides safe and reliable power source
to a zone controller, from a safety perspective. For the purposes of this thesis
project, the goal is to provide power to an ASIL D System Basis Chip (SBC) that
monitors the microcontroller within the zone controller. The concept of ASIL levels
is discussed in section 2.2. To achieve ASIL D in the power-distribution functionality
of zone controllers, a comprehensive failure analysis needs to be performed on the
requirements and design to understand the possible failures that can occur within
the system.
The design is implemented to have a redundant power source for power supply
to zone controller. To ensure that the redundant power supply implementation
does not lead to a current flow between the supplies, reverse current protection is
required. In pursuit of this objective, the thesis involves the development of two
distinct systems focused on reverse current protection. To achieve this, diodes can
be used to block current from flowing in opposite direction. However, diodes have
a higher forward voltage drop (typically 0.7 V) compared to the voltage drop in an
ideal diode controller. Therefore, an ideal diode controller is used for reverse current
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1. Introduction

protection.
One design chosen for this project incorporates compliant ideal-diode-controller
while the other utilizes non-compliant ideal-diode-controller. The main focus of
analysis will be the probabilistic metrics values obtained for random hardware fail-
ures to occur in the proposed designs and compare the results. The results are
expected to indicate the significance of using compliant and non-compliant compo-
nents in safety systems.

1.4 Research Questions
Based on the problem statement, the following research questions are answered in
this thesis report.

1. Why is evaluating component reliability required while designing safety-critical
systems?

2. What methodologies can be employed to conduct failure analysis and subse-
quently assess the reliability of components in a system?

3. How does the utilization of ISO 26262 compliant and non-compliant compo-
nents influence the overall reliability of a system in the context of safety-critical
applications?

4. What are the practical considerations and methodologies for the integration
of non-compliant components in safety-critical systems while maintaining or
enhancing overall system safety and reliability?

1.5 Thesis Outline
This section provides insight to the contents of the coming chapters. Chapter 2 pro-
vides the theoretical foundations of hardware design for safety-critical applications
as per ISO 26262. It also provides an insight to terms and techniques used within
the automotive industry for functional-safety. Chapter 3 explains the research ap-
proach, tools used in the thesis project, scope limitations and assumptions. Chapter
4 focuses on the design of the circuits using non-compliant component and compli-
ant component for failure analysis, including technical safety concept, components,
design considerations and the failure analysis. Chapter 5 presents the results ob-
tained from the analysis of both designs. It also discusses the interpretations and
implications of the results obtained. Chapter 6 summarizes the research objectives,
methodology, major findings, and contributions. It also discusses limitations, future
of scope of the research and final reflections on the thesis project.

6



2
Theory

In this chapter, the theoretical concepts used in this thesis project are explained.
The chapter is mainly focused on the topics that contribute to understanding the
different aspects of hardware design. Firstly, ISO 26262 standard and its parts are
explained. The concepts of ASIL is then discussed in detail, followed by information
on the types of failures, bathtub curve and other failure analysis terminologies. A
brief overview of the power-distribution design recommendations by ISO 26262 is
then provided. Finally, the differences between ISO 26262 compliant and ISO 26262
non-compliant components and their corresponding failure analysis are discussed.

2.1 Functional Safety and ISO 26262
Functional safety in vehicles refers to the ability of a vehicle’s electronic systems
to operate safely, reliably, and consistently under all foreseeable conditions. It in-
volves the use of engineering techniques and safety measures to minimize the risk of
accidents or injuries resulting from malfunctions or failures in a vehicle’s electronic
systems. The automotive industry has established several standards for functional
safety, including the ISO 26262 standard, which provides a framework for managing
the safety of automotive electrical and electronic systems throughout their entire
lifecycle, from design and development to operation and maintenance.
The ISO 26262 standard is a risk-based safety standard that is derived from IEC
61508 and applies to E/E systems in production vehicles. It covers all of the func-
tional safety aspects of the entire development process, including requirements spec-
ification, design, implementation, and integration. The standard is critical for au-
tomotive product development. The OEMs, their suppliers, and developers of auto-
motive components, all need to comply with it while designing and manufacturing
a road vehicle. The standard is divided into twelve parts, each covering a different
aspect of functional safety in road vehicles. Figure 2.1 shows an overview of the ISO
26262 series of standards. A brief explanation of each part is given below:

1. Vocabulary: This part defines the terms and concepts used throughout the
standard.

2. Management of functional safety: This part covers the management processes
and requirements for ensuring functional safety throughout the product life
cycle.

3. Concept phase: This part covers the development of the concept for the prod-
uct and its functional safety requirements.

7



2. Theory

Figure 2.1: Overview of ISO 26262 series of standards [3].

4. Product development at the system level: This part covers the development
of the system-level requirements and the overall safety concept.

5. Product development at the hardware level: This part covers the development
of the hardware requirements and the safety integrity levels (SILs) for the
components.

6. Product development at the software level: This part covers the development
of the software requirements and the SILs for the software components.

7. Production, operation, service and decommissioning: This part covers the
requirements for ensuring functional safety throughout the entire life cycle of
the product, including production, operation, service, and decommissioning.

8. Supporting processes: This part covers the supporting processes that are re-
quired to ensure functional safety, such as documentation, change manage-
ment, and configuration management.

9. Automotive Safety Integrity Levels (ASIL)-oriented and safety-oriented analy-
ses: This part focuses on decomposing the system into elements and assigning
ASIL integrity based on their impact on safety. It provides guidelines for as-
sessing hazards, faults, and failure modes to determine the appropriate ASIL
level for each element.

10. Guidelines on ISO 26262 - This part provides valuable guidance on how to
effectively apply and implement the requirements outlined in the standard,
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ensuring the development of safe and reliable automotive systems.
11. Guidelines on Application of ISO 26262 to Semiconductors: This part provides

guidance on how to apply the ISO 26262 standard to the development of
semiconductors that are used in safety-related automotive systems.

12. Adaptation of ISO 26262 for motorcycles: This part provides guidance on how
to apply the ISO 26262 standard to the development of safety-related systems
in motorcycles.

For the purposes of this thesis project, we focus mainly on Part 5 [4], Part 8 [11],
and Part 9 [12] of the ISO 26262 standard.

2.2 Automotive Safety Integrity Levels (ASIL)
As explained previously in section 1.2.1, ASIL is a risk classification scheme used in
the automotive industry to determine the safety requirements for various automotive
systems. ASIL is a part of the ISO 26262:3 standard, which is a functional-safety
standard that provides guidelines for the development of safety-critical automotive
systems. The ASIL rating system is based on the severity and probability of harm
that can result from a malfunction or failure of a system. There are four ASIL levels,
with ASIL A being the lowest and ASIL D being the highest. ASIL D represents
the most stringent safety requirements, and systems with this rating must have the
highest levels of safety integrity, for example, airbag system or electronic stability
control (ESC). There is another rating known as quality management (QM) which
indicates that the hazard is not safety critical in any sense and does not compromise
the safety of the driver in case of its occurrence, for example, infotainment systems
in vehicles.
To determine the ASIL integrity of a particular system, the potential hazards and
probability of occurrence of those hazards are analyzed. As per the ISO 26262
standards, the process of determining the hazards and their impact involves the
following steps:

1. Hazard Analysis and Risk Assessment (HARA): The first step in the process
is to perform a HARA to identify potential hazards associated with the sys-
tem. The HARA identifies hazards and assesses their severity, probability
of occurrence, and potential impact on the vehicle occupants and other road
users.

2. Functional Safety Concept (FSC): The next step is to develop an FSC that
describes the functional requirements of the system and how it will mitigate
the identified hazards.

3. ASIL Determination: Once the hazards have been identified, and the func-
tional safety concept has been developed, the ASIL can be determined based
on the severity and probability of the hazards.

4. ASIL Verification: Once the ASIL has been determined, the system must
be designed and verified to meet the safety requirements associated with the
ASIL. This includes designing the system to be fault-tolerant, implementing
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Figure 2.2: ASIL rating determination system

safety mechanisms to detect and mitigate faults, and ensuring that the system
meets the required safety standards.

The ASIL determination part of the process involves assigning an ASIL rating to
each hazard. This ASIL rating is based on three factors: Severity, Exposure and
Controllability.

1. Severity: Severity refers to the potential harm that can be caused by a hazard
associated with a system. Hazards can cause harm to people, the environment,
or property. Severity is classified into three levels: S1, S2, S3 with S1 being
less severe and S3 being critically severe.

2. Exposure: Exposure refers to the frequency or probability of a hazard oc-
curring. Exposure is classified into four levels: E1, E2, E3 and E4 with E1
indicating lower probability and E4 indicating high probability of occurrence.

3. Controllability: Controllability refers to the ability to control or avoid a haz-
ard. It considers the effectiveness of safety mechanisms to detect, control, and
mitigate hazards. It is classified into three levels: C1, C2 and C3 with C1
indicating easily controllable and C3 indicating difficult to control.

Overall, the combination of severity, exposure, and controllability determines the
ASIL rating of a system. Figure 2.2 indicates the system of rating used to classify the
hazards. For example, if a system has a high severity rating, S3, a high probability of
occurrence, E4, and low controllability, C3, it will require an ASIL D rating, which
represents the most stringent safety requirements. In contrast, if a system has a low
severity rating, S2, a low probability of occurrence, E3, and high controllability, C2,
it may only require an ASIL A rating.
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2.3 Types of failures
ISO 26262 defines different types of failures that can occur in automotive electronic
systems. These failures are classified into two categories based on their severity and
potential impact on the vehicle and its occupants. These categories are:

1. Systematic failures: These are failures that occur due to a systematic error
in the development process, such as a mistake in the requirements or design.
Systematic failures can have a significant impact on the safety of the system
if not detected and corrected.

2. Random hardware failures: These are failures that occur due to random events
or conditions, such as a component failure or a voltage spike. Random hard-
ware failures can have a moderate to severe impact on the safety of the system,
depending on the criticality of the affected component.

2.3.1 Systematic failures
When it comes to hardware design of power distribution, the systematic failures and
random hardware failures are very important to analyze, particularly in the case of
using ISO 26262 non-compliant devices where the probability of these failures is
higher as the components are not developed as per the ISO 26262 standards. As
per the standards, in clause 4.6 of Part 4 of ISO 26262 titled "Systematic Capabil-
ity" [13], it emphasizes the need for organizations to establish systematic capability
management to address and mitigate systematic failures. It provides guidance on
implementing processes, techniques, and measures to ensure that systematic failures
are systematically managed throughout the development life-cycle.
System and design FMEA, give a deep insight into the possible failures and their
effects on the system. As per ISO 26262, FMEA, DFA and qualitative FTA are
recommended failure analysis techniques to identify systematic failures during de-
velopment of hardware designs for safety applications [4]. Components that are not
developed as per the ISO 26262 often do not have these failure analysis performed
on their hardware design as required by the standards. However, if the components
are to be used for safety application, a comprehensive failure analysis and rigorous
testing needs to performed on it in order to identify the potential failures [11].
Part 8 of ISO 26262 provides requirements for hardware elements that are not devel-
oped as per the standards but are used for safety applications. It provides methods
for evaluating the hardware elements through analysis and testing. The steps involve
the following:

1. An evaluation plan needs to be developed that provides a specification of the
environment in which the component is planned to be used, along with a
strategy outlining the analysis methods and necessary tests.

2. Evaluation of the hardware elements by analysis and testing.
3. Test plan developed with allocated safety requirements, test specification,

traceability methods between the tests and safety requirements and test envi-
ronment description.
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4. A comprehensive argument developed based on the analysis, data obtained
from operational experience and the test results obtained, to show sufficient
evidence for systematic failure avoidance.

While ISO 26262 does not guarantee the complete elimination or reduction of all
systematic failures, it provides a comprehensive framework that, when properly
implemented, significantly enhances the capability to identify, manage, and miti-
gate systematic failures. The standard promotes a systematic mindset and sets the
foundation for organizations to develop safe and reliable automotive systems. It is
important to note that the effectiveness of reducing systematic failures depends on
the thoroughness and diligence with which the ISO 26262 processes and guidelines
are applied.

2.3.2 Random failures
Random hardware failure, within the context of ISO 26262, refers to unforeseen and
unpredictable faults that can occur in electronic or electrical hardware components
of automotive systems. These failures are considered random because they can
happen at any time without a specific pattern or easily identifiable cause. Random
hardware failures can lead to hazardous situations or malfunctions in the vehicle’s
electrical and electronic systems, posing risks to the driver, passengers, and other
road users.

ISO 26262 provides a systematic approach to manage random hardware failures,
and it involves the use of various hardware metrics to determine their impact on
functional safety. The different metrics used to quantify random hardware failures
under ISO 26262 are SPFM, LFM and PMHF. These hardware metrics play a crucial
role in the safety analysis of automotive systems under ISO 26262. As per the
standard, these metrics are determined by identifying the total failure rate of single
point faults (λSP F ), total failure rate of residual faults (λRF ), total failure rate of
safety related failures (λSR) and total failure rate of multiple point faults (λMP F ).

The failure rates of each component in the hardware design are provided by the re-
spective suppliers or they are taken from a failure-rates catalog that provides failure
rates for commonly used components. The failure-rates catalogs commonly used
for automotive industry are IEC TR 62380 and SN 29500. These catalogs will be
discussed in detail in further sections. Along with failure rates, failure modes are
also considered. Failure modes are different ways in which a hardware element or
an item fails to fulfill its intended functionality. The suppliers of components pro-
vide the failure modes and the failure-mode distribution. Failure-mode distribution
provides the failure-rate contribution of each failure mode on overall failure rate of
the component. For example, a ceramic capacitor has three failure modes as per
IEC TR 62380 failure-mode library, which are ’open’, ’short’ and ’drift’. The failure-
mode distribution is 80% probability for capacitor failure to lead to open circuit,
15% for capacitor failure to lead to short circuit and 5% probability of for capacitor
to provide output outside the range if expected value. Once the hardware design
has been realised, a deep analysis on the role of failure modes of each component
is performed to determine the ones that lead to a violation of safety goal. The re-
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sulting failure rates associated with the failure mode is then used to calculate the
hardware metrics.

2.3.2.1 Single Point Fault Metric

SPFM assesses the probability of a single fault leading to a hazardous event. It
measures how likely it is for a single hardware failure to cause a safety-critical
malfunction or hazardous situation in the system. The SPFM is calculated using

SPFM = 1 − Σ(λSP F + λRF )
ΣλSR

(2.1)

where Σ(λSP F + λRF ) is sum of all single-point faults and residual faults, and ΣλSR

is sum of all safety-related faults.

2.3.2.2 Latent Fault Metric

LFM quantifies the potential undetected faults in the system that could lead to
hazardous situations. It evaluates the probability of latent faults remaining dormant
or undetectable until they are activated by specific conditions or events. The LFM
is calculated using

LFM = 1 − ΣλMP F

(ΣλSR − Σ(λSP F + λRF )) (2.2)

where ΣλMP F is the sum of all multiple-point failures (MPF), Σ(λSP F + λRF ) is
the sum of all single-point faults and residual faults, and ΣλSR is the sum of all
safety-related faults.

2.3.2.3 Probabilistic Metric for Random Hardware Failures

PMHF is a comprehensive metric that considers both SPFM and MPF to evaluate
the overall probability of a hazardous event occurring due to random hardware fail-
ures. It provides a more complete picture of the system’s safety integrity concerning
random hardware failures, considering both detected and undetected faults. The
PMHF is calculated using

PMHF = Σ(λSP F + λRF ) + ΣλMP F (2.3)

where Σ(λSP F + λRF ) is the sum of all single-point faults and residual faults, and
ΣλMP F is the sum of all multiple-point faults.
These hardware metrics help developers assess the safety of their systems regard-
ing random hardware failures and identify potential weaknesses in safety mecha-
nisms. It also provides an indication to implement additional safety mechanisms,
such as redundancy or fault-detection systems, to reduce the risks associated with
random hardware failures. By utilizing these metrics, automotive developers can
make informed decisions, enhance functional safety, and reduce the likelihood of
safety-critical incidents caused by unpredictable hardware faults. This approach is
essential to building safe and reliable electronic systems for vehicles in accordance
with ISO 26262 standards.
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2.4 Failure analysis techniques
Failure analysis is highly relevant in the automotive industry due to the critical
nature of safety and reliability in vehicle systems. Automotive systems are complex
and consist of numerous interconnected components, subsystems, and software. Any
failure in these systems can have severe consequences, including accidents, injuries,
or even loss of life.

ISO 26262 proposes different failure analysis techniques to reduce the systematic
failures and random hardware failures. As explained in Section 2.3, systematic
faults occur due to mistakes in requirements or design of a system while random
hardware faults, as the name suggests, occur due to failures in hardware components
over time.

2.4.1 Systematic failures analysis
Some techniques which can be used to reduce systematic faults are FMEA, DFA
and qualitative FTA.

2.4.1.1 Failure Modes Effect Analysis

FMEA is a detailed component and functional-level-failure analysis which considers
the failure modes of different components used and the effects the failure modes have
on the functionality of the system. It is a bottom-up approach where the different
failure modes for each component are listed. Once the failure modes are linked
to the components, the effects of a combination of the failures or the individual
component failures are analyzed on a functional level. The result of an FMEA is to
suggest safety mechanism to be implemented or suggest a different design approach
to implement the functionality. The FMEA also suggests the testing strategy to
verify different use cases and the procedure to document them to ensure a safe
hardware. A pictorial representation of the FMEA process is shown in Figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3: A basic FMEA process [14].

2.4.1.2 Dependant Failure Analysis (DFA)

DFA is used to analyze failures in a system when there are shared resources between
two sub-systems [6]. The main purpose of performing a DFA is to analyze if there
are any common failures affecting different sub-systems. One of the scenarios for
which a DFA should be performed is when there are two sub-systems with similar
architectural designs since a common failure could affect the performance of both
the sub-systems with similar probabilities.
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2.4.1.3 Qualitative Fault Tree Analysis (FTA)

FTA is a top-down approach where the top-level safety goal is defined. Once the
safety goal is defined, the allocation of safety mechanisms to the specific interfaces
is done. For example, under-voltage and over-voltage protection mechanisms can be
allocated to a power-management IC (PMIC). Similarly, different safety mechanisms
are allocated to different hardware elements. Once that is done, the violation of the
safety goal is broken down into the failure modes which could occur in a specific
element. ’AND’ and ’OR’ symbols are used when a combination of failures would
lead to the violation of safety goal. The goal of the qualitative FTA is to analyze
the cause-effects relationship in a system design and to suggest preventive measures
that should be taken to have a desirable ASIL.

2.4.2 Random hardware failures analysis
The commonly used techniques to analyze the random hardware failures are FMEDA
and quantitative FTA.

2.4.2.1 Failure Modes, Effects and Diagnostic Analysis

Failure Modes, Effects, and Diagnostic Analysis (FMEDA) is a failure analysis ap-
proach to assess the reliability of a system. Every component is analysed to un-
derstand the functionality it provides in a system. The effects of each failure-mode
in the component on the entire system is evaluated and estimated to either be a
SPF or a MPF. The failure in time (FIT) rates and the failure-mode distribution
of each component is obtained from a catalog called SN 29500 which is explained
Section 2.8.1. After the analysis of each failure mode for all the components in the
system, the SPF and the LFM metrics are obtained to check the ASIL rating the
system satisfies.

2.4.2.2 Quantitative Fault Tree Analysis

Quantitative FTA is a similar approach to the qualitative FTA but the objective
of a quantitative FTA is to obtain the PHMF metric which gives the reliability
of the system over its entire lifetime of operation. The metrics are calculated by
considering a top-level event and the subsequent failures that violate it. Each failure
that violates the top-level event is further analysed and down to the failures of
individual components. The failures of individual components are either provided
by the supplier of the component or they are based on the SN 29500 catalog and
IEC TR 62380 failure-mode library which provides the FIT rates for commonly used
components and the failure-mode distribution of the components. While FIT rates
are defined as failures occurring per 109 hrs, in the automotive field, the PHMF is
estimated for 10-15 years of operational life-time. This period is defined based on
the concept of bathtub curve described in the next section.
The acceptable ranges of the failures for different ASIL are shown in Table 2.1.

15



2. Theory

Table 2.1: ASIL Levels and Failure Rates [4]

ASIL Level SPFM LFM PMHF (FIT)
ASIL B ≥ 90% ≥ 60% ≤ 100 FIT
ASIL C ≥ 97% ≥ 80% ≤ 100 FIT
ASIL D ≥ 99% ≥ 90% ≤ 10 FIT

2.5 Bathtub curve
The bathtub curve shown in Figure 2.4 is a graphical representation of the failure
rate of a system over time. It is often used in reliability engineering to analyze the
reliability of systems, including those in the automotive industry that adhere to the
ISO 26262 standard.

Figure 2.4: The bathtub curve to determine failure rates [15].

In context of ISO 26262, the bathtub curve is used to describe the failure rate of
safety-related systems over their lifetime. The curve is divided into three phases:

1. Infant Mortality Phase: This phase represents the initial period after the
system is put into service. During this time, failures are more likely to occur
due to manufacturing defects, design errors, or installation problems. It is
possible to mitigate the early life failures by performing accelerated life tests.

2. Normal Life Phase: This phase represents the period during which the system
operates reliably without any major issues. Failures during this period are
generally caused by wear and tear, aging, or environmental factors.

3. Wearout Phase: This phase represents the period during which the system’s
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failure rate starts to increase again exponentially. Failures during this phase
are typically caused by the degradation of critical components due to extended
use, high stress, or environmental factors. The ISO 26262 standard does not
support the estimation of random hardware metrics based on a non constant
failure rate. Therefore, an approximation is made on the products lifetime
which is used to calculate the PMHF.

ISO 26262 requires safety-related systems to be designed to minimize the risk of
failure during all three phases of the bathtub curve. This can be achieved through
various measures, including design verification and validation, regular maintenance,
and appropriate testing and analysis. The lifetime of the component is also deter-
mined using the bathtub curve which is used in calculating the hardware metrics.
When performing failure analysis such as quantitative FTAs [16], the system lifetime
is a very important factor to consider.

2.6 Hardware design development as per ISO 26262
When developing a hardware design for safety applications, ISO 26262 defines nec-
essary activities and processes for the product development at the hardware level.
These include:

1. The hardware implementation of technical safety concept.
2. The analysis of potential hardware faults and their effects.
3. The coordination with software development.

Figure 2.5 illustrates the development process steps in order to comply with ISO
26262 requirements. For the purposes of this thesis project, the highlighted part
in the figure is the main focus. Each step in the figure refers to a section in the
standard. A brief overview for each section and its relevance to this thesis project
can be seen below.

1. 5-7: Hardware design - Provides requirements and design recommendations
when developing hardware. This section helps in the development of the two
designs explored in this thesis project.

2. 5-8: Evaluation of the hardware architectural metrics - Provides details on
types of failures and safety-related failure metrics to be evaluated (Refer sec-
tion 2.3). This section provides guidelines on performing failure analysis specif-
ically to obtain the SPFM and LFM values.

3. 5-9: Evaluation of safety goal violations due to random hardware failures -
Provides guidelines on evaluating PMHF for safety-goal violations.

4. 8-13: Evaluation of hardware elements - Provides insight in differences between
compliant and non-compliant components. Additionally, it provides require-
ments that need to be fulfilled by non-compliant components in order to be
used in safety applications.
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Figure 2.5: Reference phase model for hardware development [4]

2.7 ISO 26262 compliant and non-compliant com-
ponents

When it comes to safety applications in the automotive industry, there are significant
differences between using ISO 26262 compliant components and ISO 26262 non-
compliant components:

1. Safety Considerations: Compliant components are specifically designed and
developed with safety considerations in mind. They undergo a rigorous devel-
opment process that includes safety analyses, risk assessments, and systematic
safety requirements. Non-compliant components may not have undergone such
extensive safety-oriented processes.

2. Documentation and Traceability: Compliant components are accompanied by
comprehensive documentation that includes safety plans, safety cases, and
other safety-related artifacts. These documents provide evidence of the com-
ponent’s compliance with safety requirements. Non-compliant components
may not have the same level of documentation and traceability.

3. Safety Verification and Validation: Compliant components undergo safety ver-
ification and validation activities to ensure that they meet the required SIL
as per the standard. This involves extensive testing, analysis, and evaluation
of the component’s behavior under various safety scenarios. Non-compliant
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components may not have undergone the same level of safety verification and
validation.

4. Functional-Safety Management: Compliant components are developed within
a functional-safety-management system, which ensures that safety-related pro-
cesses are followed throughout the component’s development life-cycle. This
includes activities such as safety planning, safety-requirements management,
and safety assessment. Non-compliant components may lack the same level of
formalized functional-safety management.

5. Certification and Compliance: Compliant components can be certified by inde-
pendent third-party organizations to demonstrate their compliance with the
standard. This certification provides confidence in their safety capabilities.
Non-compliant components may not have undergone similar certification pro-
cesses.

Using compliant components in safety applications provides a higher level of confi-
dence in their safety performance, as they are developed with specific safety require-
ments and undergo extensive safety-oriented processes. Non-compliant components
may still be used in certain applications, but additional measures are required to
ensure their suitability and to mitigate potential safety risks.
ISO 26262 Part 8 Section 13 introduces the classification of hardware elements into
Class I, Class II, and Class III in the context of safety applications. Non-compliant
hardware elements are those that do not fully comply with the requirements of ISO
26262. The term "hardware elements" specifically refers to non-compliant compo-
nents that are being considered for safety applications. The classification of hard-
ware elements is performed to evaluate and determine their safety significance and
the safety requirements they must fulfill to be used in safety-critical applications.
The section provides evaluation guidelines for assessing the class of a non-compliant
hardware element based on its potential impact on functional safety.
To classify a non-compliant hardware element, various criteria are considered, such
as its functional behavior, failure modes, and other relevant characteristics. This
evaluation helps determine whether the hardware element belongs to Class I, Class
II, or Class III. ISO 26262 Part 8 Section 13 also specifies the supporting docu-
mentation necessary for classifying hardware elements into their respective classes.
This documentation includes details about the hardware element’s functional behav-
ior, failure modes, and other relevant information that aids in assessing its safety
significance.
By following these guidelines and providing the required documentation, hardware
elements can be appropriately classified and subjected to additional measures to
mitigate safety risks in safety-critical applications. Based on this, suppliers for au-
tomotive application provide information on whether the components they have
produced is compliant or not. For example, Infineon is major supplier for auto-
motive applications. They have safety conformity levels that are assigned to all
their semiconductor products used for automotive applications. They classify their
products into QM products, PRO-SIL™ products, PRO-SIL™ ISO 26262-ready and
PRO-SIL™ ISO 26262-compliant products. Table 2.2 shows the mapping of these
products to the respective ISO 26262 hardware element classes.
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Table 2.2: Infineon automotive product classification [17]

Product ISO 26262 ISO 26262 Conformity to
classification Clause 8-13 Clause 8-13 ISO 26262

Class I Class II Standard
possible possible

QM products Customer specific

PRO-SILTM X
products

PRO-SILTM X
ISO 26262-ready

PRO-SILTM X
ISO 26262-
compliant

Another example of suppliers classifying their products is Texas Instruments. How-
ever, their method of classification varies from Infineon’s. Table 2.3 shows the
classification of products based on the different aspects of safety documentation.
As can be seen from the table, Texas Instruments functional-safety capable and
functional-safety quality-managed are not certified but can be argued to be under
Class II hardware elements based on their use case.
As per TÜV SÜD, an organization that specializes in ISO 26262 certification among
many other, components developed according to ISO 26262 standards can be more
expensive to implement compared to the same components that are not developed
according to these standards [19]. This is primarily because the development of
components in compliance with ISO 26262 involves rigorous documentation, verifi-
cation, and validation processes to ensure their safety and reliability in safety-critical
applications. These additional processes and requirements along with certification
costs, contribute to higher development costs, which in-turn affect the final price of
the compliant components. On the other hand, non-compliant components might
not undergo the same level of scrutiny and verification, resulting in lower develop-
ment costs and, consequently, potentially lower prices. Another factor to consider
is that implementing ISO 26262 requirements can be time consuming for suppliers
and have long lead times for the completion of product. In cases where specific func-
tionality need to be fulfilled by a component, having to comply with the standards
may require longer time than using a component that is not developed as per the
standards.
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FuSa-Capable FuSa QM FuSa-Compliant

Development QM process X X X

Process FuSa Process X

Analysis report

FuSa FIT X X X
calculation

Failure mode X included in included in
distribution FMEDA FMEDA

FMEDA X X
FTA X

Diagnostics FuSa X X
description Manual

Certification FuSa X
Certification

Table 2.3: TI categories for products in functional safety design [18]

2.8 Failure Modes and Failure-Rate Catalogs
In this section, the failure mode and the failure-rate catalogs used in this thesis
project is explained.

2.8.1 Siemens Norm SN 29500
Siemens Norm SN 29500 is a reliability prediction standard that provides up-to-date
failure-rate data at reference conditions and stress models for electronic components
used in harsh environments. The standard is an essential resource for reliability
calculations of electronic components used in harsh environments. The SN 29500
standard consists of several separate documents, including expected values for inte-
grated circuits, discrete semiconductors, passive components, electrical connections,
connectors and sockets, relays, switches and buttons, signal and pilot lamps, contac-
tors, optical components, and electro-mechanical protection devices in low-voltage
networks.
The failure rate, which is the most commonly used characteristic in determining re-
liability, is specified in the individual parts of the SN 29500 standard and is used by
Siemens AG and Siemens companies as a uniform basis for reliability calculations.
The standard serves as a basis for converting the failure-rate data at reference con-
ditions to the actual operating conditions in cases where the operating conditions
differ significantly from reference conditions

2.8.2 IEC TR 62380
IEC TR 62380 is a technical report published by the International Electrotechnical
Commission (IEC). The title of the report is "Reliability data handbook - Universal
model for reliability prediction of electronics components, PCBs, and equipment."
It was first published in 2004 and provides guidelines and methodologies for pre-
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dicting the reliability of electronic components, printed circuit boards (PCBs), and
electronic equipment [20]. Although this standard is now obsolete, the ISO 26262
standard has incorporated the IEC 62380 standard as part of its newly published
standards in ISO 26262:11 [21].
The report presents a universal model for reliability prediction that can be applied
to a wide range of electronic devices and systems. It establishes a standardized
approach to assess the reliability of electronics by considering various failure mech-
anisms, stress factors, and operating conditions.
The key aspects covered in IEC TR 62380 are:

1. Failure Rate Prediction: The report defines methods for predicting failure
rates of electronic components, PCBs, and equipment based on stress factors,
environmental conditions, and the type of component or system under consid-
eration.

2. Stress Factors: IEC TR 62380 provides a comprehensive list of stress factors
that influence the reliability of electronic components and systems. These
stress factors include temperature, humidity, mechanical stresses, electrical
stresses, and others.

3. Failure Mechanisms: Different failure mechanisms in electronic components are
considered, such as wear-out, random failures, and infant mortality failures.
The report outlines how to model these failure mechanisms and incorporate
them into the reliability predictions.

4. Environment Classes: IEC TR 62380 defines various environment classes that
help categorize the conditions under which electronic components and sys-
tems are expected to operate. These classes are essential for determining the
appropriate stress factors to use in reliability predictions.

5. Component and System Models: The report presents mathematical models
and equations for estimating the reliability of various electronic components
and systems. These models can be used to calculate the failure rate and mean
time between failures (MTBF) for different applications.

IEC TR 62380 aims to promote standardized approaches to reliability prediction in
the electronics industry. By utilizing the guidelines and methodologies presented
in the report, manufacturers and engineers can better assess the reliability of their
electronic designs, plan maintenance schedules, and improve the overall performance
and longevity of electronic devices and systems.
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As explained in the problem statement, the hardware design used for performing
the failure analysis is on a circuit that provides safe and reliable power to a zone
controller. One of the main function of the zone controllers is to provide power to
different 12 V components within the car. The block diagram shown in Figure 3.1
is the design of a power supply from the high-voltage battery to the zone controller.
The voltage from the high-voltage battery is stepped down using a DC-DC converter
from 400 V to 12 V, which powers the zone controllers (ZC1 and ZC2).

Figure 3.1: Block diagram from the step-down to the zone controllers.

The hardware metrics need to fulfill the target metrics for an ASIL D hardware
device as per the standards [12], which is 10 failures per billion hours of operation
as detailed in Table 2.1.

This power supplied by the DC-DC converter is distributed to multiple loads in
the vehicle. A load can be defined as any sensor, actuator or other ECUs that are
connected to the vehicle. Each of the loads have their own safety standards and are
classified to different ASIL levels based on the application and requirements they
fulfill. In order to fulfill its safety requirements, the safety integrity of the load
should be maintained throughout the operation of the load. This means that the
power supply to the load should also match the ASIL level that they have been
classified to.
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3.1 Component selection
To understand the effect of a component on the overall reliability of the power-
distribution system, a design using non-compliant component and a design using
compliant component are analysed in fulfilling the reverse-current protection re-
quirement.
The non-compliant component chosen for the design is LM74700 developed by Texas
Instruments [22]. This component is selected because it is widely available and com-
monly used in the automotive industry for power-distribution applications. This
component is not developed as per the ISO standards, however, TI has provided
sufficient documentation for its use in safety applications and has classified it as
functional-safety capable which is equivalent to Class II hardware element (See Ta-
ble 2.3).
The compliant component chosen for the design is STPM801 manufactured by
STMicroelectronics [23]. This component is chosen since it is the only ideal-diode
controller developed as per ISO 26262 standards [24].

3.1.1 LM74700-Q1 Low IQ Reverse Battery Protection Ideal
Diode Controller

LM74700 ideal-diode controller has its applications in many automotive fields such
as in autonomous drive assistance systems (ADAS), automotive infotainment sys-
tems, industrial automation solutions and much more. The main application of the
LM74700 which is used in this project is the active OR-ing of the redundant power.
The LM74700 controller is operated with an external N-channel MOSFET.
The pin diagram of the LM74700 ideal-diode controller is shown in Figure 3.2 and
the pin description provided by Texas Instruments is shown in Table 3.1.

Figure 3.2: Pin layout of the LM74700 ideal diode controller [25]

The functional block diagram of the LM74700 is shown in Figure 3.3.

3.1.1.1 Key features

The key features of LM74700 ideal-diode controller are:
1. Input voltage range of 3.2 V to 65 V
2. 20 mV forward voltage drop from anode to cathode
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Table 3.1: Pin description of LM74700

Pin name I/O/G Description
EN I Enable pin to switch LM74700 ON/OFF

GND G Ground pin
N.C - Not connected

VCAP O Output pin connected to the charge pump
capacitor

ANODE I Anode pin connected to the anode of the external
MOSFET

GATE O Output pin connected to the gate of the external
MOSFET

N.C - Not connected
CATHODE I Cathode pin connected to the cathode of the

external MOSFET
*I=Input, O=Output, G=Ground

3. Has a shutdown current of 1 µA when EN pin is low
4. Has a 80 µA quiescent current when EN pin is high
5. Fast response to reverse-current blocking, typically less than 0.75 µs

Texas Instruments says that it is only ’functional-safety capable’ which means that
it can be used in safety applications but extra verification should be performed by
the OEM to ensure that the usage of this component satisfies the safety goal of the
solution.

3.1.1.2 Safety Related Information

The FIT rate with the SN 29500 catalog for LM74700 is 20 FIT and the failure
modes along with the failure-mode distribution is provided by Texas Instruments as
shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Failure modes and the distribution for LM74700

Failure modes Failure mode distribution (%)
GATE output stuck Low or HIZ 50%

GATE output not in specification 40%
- voltage or timing

GATE output stuck on Hi 5%
Short circuit any two pins 5%

3.1.2 STPM801 - Hot Swap and Ideal Diode Controller for
high redundancy power architectures

The STPM801 (Figure 3.4) is an integrated circuit developed by ST Microelec-
tronics that offers various protections and functionalities to enhance the safety and
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Figure 3.3: Block diagram of LM74700 [25]

reliability of automotive systems. It incorporates hot swap, soft start, and OR-ing
protections to safeguard loads from high voltage transients and regulate the out-
put during over-voltage events, such as load dump. The device monitors the input
supply to protect against over-voltage and under-voltage conditions. It utilizes an
integrated ideal diode controller to drive a second MOSFET (the OR-ing) for reverse-
current protection and output voltage holdup, minimizing reverse-current transients
in case of power-source failure or input short. The STPM801 is equipped to meet
functional-safety requirements as defined by ASIL standards, making it suitable for
safety applications.
The block diagram of the STPM801 can be seen in Figure 3.5. STPM801 provides
additional diagnostics, monitoring and safety mechanisms, and a fault pin that in-
dicates if an internal failure has occurred.

3.1.2.1 Key features

The key features of STPM801 are:
1. It has a wide input voltage range: 4 V to 65 V.
2. Provides reverse input protection up to −65 V.
3. Drives 2 external N-channel MOSFET.

(a) One for Hot-swap feature (Note: Hot swapping is a technique used to
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3. System Description

Figure 3.4: STPM801 pin out diagram [23]

add/remove/replace a component from a system while the system is still
powered on. It also helps with a soft start of the MOSFET).

(b) One for OR-ing feature (Note: OR-ing feature is used for the reverse-
current protection functionality).

4. Has an integrated charge pump with charge pump monitoring.
5. Has input over-voltage and under-voltage protection.
6. Output over-current protection.
7. AEC-Q100 qualified and developed according to ISO 26262 to support ASIL

D application.

3.1.2.2 Safety Related Information

ST Microelectronics provides a safety manual that describes the details of each
feature and the safety mechanisms. The safety manual also consists of their safety
goal and safety requirements, which are defined considering the the STPM801 as
a safety element out of context (SEooC). The failure modes for the STPM801 are
considered as the violation of their defined safety requirements. The safety manual
provides the SPFM, LFM and PMHF values for the failures of each of the safety
requirement. The information on the hardware metrics is however confidential and
cannot be shared publicly.
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Figure 3.5: STPM801 block diagram [23]

28



4
Methods

To address the problem statement in Section 1.3 a functional-safety circuit is intro-
duced between the power-supply from the DC-DC converter to the zone controller.
The methodology used to achieve this design is derived from the guidelines stated
by Volvo Cars Corporation (VCC) and ISO 26262:5 [4] as discussed in Section 2.6.
The methodology used for this thesis project is divided into three phases as shown
in Figure 4.1. The first phase is ’Analysis Phase’, followed by ’Design Phase’ and
finally ’Result Phase’. These phases are explained in the following sections.

Figure 4.1: Methodology used for the thesis project.

The tools used in this thesis project are:

1. EasyEDA - Used to create the circuit schematics and generate bill of materials

2. Medini Analyze - Used for maintaining safety goal, requirements, performing
FMEDA and FTA to calculate the hardware metrics (SPFM, LFM and PMHF)

3. draw.io - Used for creating block diagrams and other figures
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4.1 Analysis Phase
To perform the failure analysis, the tool being used is Medini Analyze by Ansys.
Medini Analyze provides a platform that allows the user to implement the entire
safety process in accordance with the ISO 26262 series of standards. It can be used
for requirements management at a system level, performing the hazard and risk
assessment, designing system architecture, technical safety concept and performing
qualitative and quantitative failure analysis. For the purpose of the project, the
failure analysis and developing technical safety concept aspects of the tool are being
used.

4.1.1 Safety Goal
The first step of the safety analysis is done by setting the safety goal that is to be
achieved by the system. Figure 4.1 shows the safety goal of the system in Medini
Analyze.

Table 4.1: Safety Goal provided by VCC

ID Name Description Safe State

G001 SG001 Provide power supply to SBC Inform application when loss
from two independent power of supply to allow degradation
supplies

4.1.2 Derived technical safety requirements
The technical safety requirements (TSRs) are derived from the safety goal by VCC
and those are outlined in Medini Analyze as shown in Figure 4.2.

4.1.3 Assumptions
1. The power supply to the circuit being designed fulfills the ASIL D require-

ments.
2. The TSRs are the outcome of qualitative failure analysis performed by VCC.

30



4. Methods

Figure 4.2: Technical Safety Requirements

4.2 Design Phase
The design phase includes mainly the following:

1. Understanding the technical safety concept (TSC).
2. Designing the hardware based on the concept.
3. Performing the FMEDA on the design by determining the failure modes of

components that violate the safety goal. This is required to determine the
SPFM and LFM of the design.

4. Performing quantitative FTA on the design to determine the PMHF of the
design.

The first step in the design phase is to conceptualize the solution from a safety
perspective. This solution is the TSC. This concept is derived from the TSRs from
the analysis phase. The hardware circuit design is then realised in EasyEDA tool for
designs using ISO 26262 compliant and non-compliant components. The FMEDA
and FTA designs are realised in Medini Analyse tool using the bill of materials
(BOM) generated by EasyEDA tool.

4.2.1 Ideal-diode controller
The component of interest in this project is the ideal-diode controller. The main
purpose of the ideal-diode controller is to prevent reverse current from occurring
between the two power supplies. The reason to use this component as basis of
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analysis for the thesis project is due to the different operating modes and parameters
it has that enables it to fulfill its functionality. The controller can either be developed
as per ISO 26262:5 or be classified as a Class II hardware element, which can give
an insight to understanding the differences between using compliant component and
using non-compliant component for a safety application.
Other components being used in the hardware design are passive components that
qualify as Class I hardware elements and therefore, are not of interest while per-
forming the comparison.

4.2.2 Assumptions
1. The system level TSC outside the scope of the design in this project has been

developed as per ISO 26262 guidelines.
2. The effect of different physical parameters influencing the failure rates are not

analyzed, instead the default recommendations from the failure rate catalog
have been considered.

3. ISO 26262:11 provides failure-mode libraries for a combination of components
fulfilling a specific functionality (for example: passive networks, MCU with an
intended functionality, etc.). However, as the failure analysis of the design in
this project is done on an individual component level, IEC TR 62380 failure-
mode library has been used instead.

4. For the non-compliant component used in the design, it is assumed that the
supplier has done enough tests, as per ISO 26262:8-13, to ensure that the
effects of any systematic failure that can occur is not critical.

4.3 Results Phase
The results phase includes analyzing the obtained results from the Medini tool and
developing a proposal to improve failure metrics for both designs. The point of
reference used to determine the target metrics are defined by the ASIL classification
of the requirement. In this thesis project, the aim is to fulfill the target metrics of
ASIL D. The result phase deals with the interpretation of the results obtained from
each design, the design constraints of the components used, identify key differences
between the features of the components.

4.3.1 Scope limitation
The limitations of the scope of the thesis project is listed below.

1. The hardware realization of the designs falls outside the scope of this project.
2. The verification and validation of the designs are out of scope for this project.
3. The scope is limited to the results obtained from the quantitative failure anal-

ysis.
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This chapter discusses the TSC, the circuit designs using the non-compliant com-
ponent and the compliant component along with the failure analysis done on both
the circuits using the Medini Analyze tool.

5.1 Technical Safety Concept
The TSC consists of the technical safety architecture (TSA) and the technical safety
requirements (TSRs). To fulfill the safety-goal and the TSRs defined in Section 4.1,
a functional-safety circuit using the non-compliant component has been provided.
The TSA shown in Figure 5.1 gives the overview of the circuit and the control unit
in the zone controller.

Figure 5.1: Technical Safety Architecture

The functional-safety circuit takes inputs from the left and right DC-DC converters
(PWR_L and PWR_R). To fulfill TSR 1.1 and TSR 1.2, one of the inputs is used as
a redundant power supply which is used only if the other input fails. The functional-
safety circuit is divided into circuit blocks as shown in Figure 5.1. To satisfy TSR
1.3, each supply has an overshoot protection and a reverse-current protection to
prevent current flowing from one supply to the other in case of voltage imbalances
in the inputs. The blocks associated with PWR_R are denoted as "right" blocks,
while those associated with PWR_L are denoted as "left" blocks. The output of the
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reverse-current-protection blocks are filtered and rectified before supplying to the
control unit.
This TSC is applicable to the design that uses a compliant component and also the
design that uses a non-compliant component.

5.2 Design using ISO 26262 non-compliant com-
ponent

In this section, the hardware design of the circuit with the non-compliant component
is shown. The FMEDA analysis and the FTAs for each circuit block linking to the
safety goal is also shown.

5.2.1 Hardware design and failure rate allocation
The circuit design with the non-compliant component (LM74700) is shown in Figure
5.2.
There are 16 capacitors used with different capacitance values, four resistors of
1 kΩ, two TPSMA18AHE3_B/I universal diodes, two KDZVTFTR36B low-power
Zener diodes, one VSSAF5M10HM3/H Schottky diode, four SQJ140EP-T1_GE3
MOSFETs, one 100 µH/35 V choke coil and two LM74700-QDDFRQ1 ideal-diode
controllers. The entire BOM used for the design is shown in Figure 5.3.
The list of failure modes already available in Medini Analyze is shown in Figure 5.4.
The failure-mode library used for the failure analysis is IEC 62380 failure modes.
The reason to use this failure-mode library is already explained is Section 4.2.2.

5.2.1.1 Transient-Voltage Suppression (TVS) block

The TVS blocks are the first block after both DC-DC converters. The TVS cir-
cuit block consists of two capacitors in series which is in parallel to a branch of
TPSMA18AHE3_B/I and KDZVTFTR36B diodes in series. This circuit block
suppresses any transient-voltage spikes from the DC-DC converter to protect the
circuitry ahead of the TVS circuit block.

5.2.1.2 Reverse-current-protection block

There are two reverse-current-protection circuit blocks, one after each TVS cir-
cuit block from the DC-DC converters. Each reverse-current-protection block has
three capacitors of 0.1 µF, two resistors of 1 kΩ, two MOSFETs and one LM74700
ideal-diode controller. One of the capacitors is used to connect the ’VCAP’ pin of
LM74700 to the ’VCC’ and the other two capacitors are connected in series between
the ’ANODE’ pin to the ’GND’. The MOSFETs are connected in series between the
’ANODE’ and the ’CATHODE’ pins of LM74700 and the resistors are connected
between the gate of the MOSFETs and the ’GATE’ pin of LM74700. The outputs
from both the reverse-current circuit blocks are combined and current flows to the
Pi-filter block explained in Section 5.2.1.3.
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Figure 5.2: HW Schematic of Functional Safety Circuit using ISO26262 non-
compliant Ideal Diode Controller (LM74700)

The reverse-current-protection blocks purpose is to prevent reverse-current flowing
from the junction point. The MOSFETs are controlled by the ideal-diode controller
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Figure 5.3: HW part Library created from Bill of Materials

to block any reverse current. The LM74700 controls the MOSFETs by keeping
them closed to allow forward current and turns the MOSFETs OFF during any
reverse-current event.

5.2.1.3 Pi-filter block

The Pi-filter block has a set of capacitors in parallel, one VSSAF5M10HM3/H Schot-
tky diode and a 100 µH/35 V choke-coil inductor. This set of components is used
to protect the circuitry from any external electromagnetic interference (EMI) and
rectification of the supply from the DC-DC converters. The intention is to finally
have a stable DC voltage to the control unit from the Pi-filter block.
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Figure 5.4: Failure Mode Library available in Medini Analyze

5.2.1.4 Failure-mode allocation

The allocation of the failure modes to the components is shown in Figure 5.5.

Figure 5.5: Allocating failure modes to component part numbers

The SN 29500 failure-rate catalog is used to assign the FIT rates for the compo-
nents used in the design. The set of components available in SN 29500 catalog
for failure rates is shown in Figure 5.6. The failure rates for the passive compo-
nents are imported using the SN 29500 catalog but for the LM74700 ideal-diode
controller, the failure modes and failure rates are defined manually as provided by
Texas Instruments.
The hardware parts with the individual failure rates and failure modes are shown
in Figure 5.7.
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Figure 5.6: SN29500 Failure rate catalog

5.2.2 FMEDA
The FMEDA is done for the circuit in Figure 5.2 by analyzing the failure modes
for different components which could potentially violate the top-level safety goal.
The safe-fault distribution for failure modes of different components is estimated by
analyzing the percentage of failures which could lead to not providing power to the
control unit.

5.2.2.1 TVS blocks

There are two TVS blocks of circuits used as shown in Figure 5.2, one for each output
from the DC-DC converters. There are two capacitors, one TPSMA18AHE3_B/I
diode and one KDZVTFTR36B Zener diode used in a TVS circuit block. Based on
the circuit design in Figure 5.2, a ’Short’ in all the four capacitors leads to a failure
in the power supply circuit since it leads to a short between ’VCC’ and ’GND’. This
is the reason a 75% safe fault distribution is allotted for all the four capacitors with a
’Short’ failure mode. An ’Open’ failure in any of the capacitors would not affect the
functionality of the circuit hence they are not selected to be violating the safety goal.
Similarly, the TVS diodes, ’U1’, ’U2’, ’D1’ and ’D2’ are used as shown in Figure 5.2.
Similar to the capacitors, only a ’Short’ failure mode in all the four diodes leads to
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Figure 5.7: HW parts with their failure rates and respective failure modes

a complete failure in the power supply. Since the diodes are different, a 50% safe
fault distribution for all the four diodes are allotted. The FMEDA analysis for the
TVS circuit blocks is shown in Figure 5.8.

Figure 5.8: FMEDA for the left and right TVS blocks
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5.2.2.2 Reverse-current-protection blocks

The FMEDA analysis for the reverse-current-protection circuits on both supplies
is same since the type of components used in both the blocks are the same. The
capacitors ’C9’, ’C10’, ’C11’ and ’C12’ used are connected to ground and connected
to the ’ANODE’ pins of the LM74700. The capacitors, when shorted, lead to a
direct short between the ’VCC’ and the ’GND’. This leads to a failure in controlling
the MOSFETs as intended. The safe-fault distribution for each capacitor is 75%
since only if three of the four capacitors are shorted, the power supply fails.

The resistors ’R1’, ’R2’, ’R3’ and ’R4’ are connected between the ’GATE’ of the
MOSFETs and the ’GATE’ pins of LM74700. There is no issue with the functionality
when the resistors are shorted as the MOSFETs can still be controlled as intended
but an ’Open’ failure in the resistors makes the connection between the ’GATE’
of the MOSFETs and the ’GATE’ pin of the LM74700 not connected. This leads
to the MOSFETs being uncontrollable by LM74700. A 50% safe-fault distribution
is allotted as a failure in ’R1’ or ’R2’ will lead to a failure in the ’reverse current
protection left’ failure but a functioning ’reverse current protection right’ block.
Similar failures occur when either ’R3’ or ’R4’ resistors fail but the power supply
still manages to function with the ’reverse current protection left’ circuit block.

The capacitors ’C7’ and ’C8’ are connected between the ’VCC’ and the ’VCAP’
pins of the LM74700. A short in the capacitors would not lead to any failures in
the power supply but if the capacitors are open, there would be no supply to the
LM74700 controller which leads to a failure in the reverse-current protection. The
power-supply would still be intact if any one of the capacitors fail which is the reason
to allocate 50% as a safe-fault distribution.

There are four OR-ing MOSFETs used, ’U5’, ’U6’, ’U7’ and ’U8’ to control current
only through one direction and protect the current in the reverse direction. By
analyzing the circuit, both the failure modes, ’Short’ and ’Open’ leads to issues in
the power supply. Only if both the MOSFETs in the same circuit block are shorted,
the reverse-current-protection fails. Hence, a 75% safe-fault distribution is allotted
to the ’Short’ failure mode for all the four MOSFETs. If any of the two MOSFETs
on each protection circuit block is ’Open’, the power supply fails to supply power to
the loads. Hence, a safe-fault distribution of 50% is set to the ’Open’ failure modes
for each MOSFET.

Two ideal-diode controllers, LM74700, are used to control the MOSFETs which en-
ables reverse-current protection between the two DC-DC converters. The failure
modes and the failure-mode distribution for LM74700 provided by Texas Instru-
ments are used for the analysis. The failure mode ’Gate output stuck on Hi’ does
not lead to a failure in the power supply as the MOSFETs are still active to protect
the reverse-current based on the signals received by ’ANODE’ and ’CATHODE’
pins. The other three failures ’Gate output stuck Low or HIZ’, ’Gate output not in
specification - voltage or timing’ and ’Short circuit any two pins’ lead to a failure
in protecting reverse current. Since there are two different power supplies, a failure
in one LM74700 does not make the circuit non-functional. Hence, a 50% safe-fault
distribution is allotted.
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Figure 5.9: FMEDA for the left reverse current protection block

Figure 5.10: FMEDA for the right reverse current protection block

The entire FMEDA analysis from both the reverse-current-protection blocks in
shown in Figure 5.9 and Figure 5.10.

5.2.2.3 Pi-filter block

For the Pi-filter in the circuit, the power distribution fails if both the capacitors
on each branch are shorted. Hence, the ’Short’ failure mode for the capacitors is a
possibility which could violate the safety goal. These failures are multiple faults as
only if both the capacitors on the branch fails, it leads to loss of power. The safe-
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Figure 5.11: FMEDA for the Pi-filter block

fault distribution for the capacitors is 50% since there is always another capacitor
on the same branch which could mitigate the effect of a failure in one capacitor.
The power-supply fails if the choke coil is open but has no effects in providing power
if it is closed. Similarly, the power-supply fails if the diode VSSAF5M10HM3/H is
open. These are single-point faults as it is not dependent on any failure in other
components. The consolidated FMEDA for the Pi-filter is shown in Figure 5.11.

5.2.3 Quantified fault tree analysis
The quantified FTA is derived from the FMEDA analysis. The failure-mode analysis
done in FMEDA are used in the FTAs. The FTA can be considered as a visualisation
of the analysis done in FMEDA. The PMHF metric is calculated by connecting
different failure modes of different components with either ’AND’ or ’OR’ gates
to imply that a combination of different failure modes occurring together violates
the safety-goal. A failure in the safety-goal occurs only if there is a failure in the
Pi-filter or a combination of failures in the reverse-current circuit blocks and the a
combination of failures in the TVS circuit blocks. This combination of failures which
violates the safety-goal is analyzed by performing a truth table analysis as shown
in Figure 5.12. The resulting FTA for the violation of the safety-goal is shown in
Figure 5.13.
The FTAs for the TVS blocks is represented based on the FMEDA analysis as shown
in Figure 5.14 and Figure 5.15.
Similarly, the FTAs for the reverse-current-protection blocks is shown in Figure 5.16
and Figure 5.17.
Finally, the FTA for the Pi-filter circuit block is as shown in Figure 5.18.
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Figure 5.12: Truth table for analyzing the TVS and the reverse current blocks

Figure 5.13: FTA of Safety Goal violation
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Figure 5.14: FTA of TVS Right Circuit Block

Figure 5.15: FTA of TVS Left Circuit Block
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Figure 5.16: FTA of Reverse Current Protection Right Circuit Block

Figure 5.17: FTA of Reverse Current Protection Left Circuit Block
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Figure 5.18: FTA of Pi-filter Circuit block
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5.3 Design using ISO26262 compliant component
This section discusses the design considerations taken for the functional-safety circuit
developed using ISO 26262 compliant component. The features of the ISO 26262
compliant component (STPM801), the hardware design schematic, FMEDA analysis
and the FTAs for each circuit block are also discussed in this section.

5.3.1 Hardware design and failure rate allocation
The hardware circuit design using STPM801 can be seen in Figure 5.19. There
are 28 capacitors used with different capacitance values, 16 resistors of different re-
sistance values, two TPSMA18AHE3_B/I diodes and two KDZVTFTR36B Zener
diodes, four MM5Z12VT1G Zener diodes, four SD0805S020S1R0 Schottky diodes,
one VSSAF5M10HM3/H Schottky diode, two SQJ140EP-T1_GE3 OR-ing MOS-
FETs, two STH315N10F7-6 hot-swap MOSFETsz, one 100 µH/35 V choke coil and
two STPM801 ideal-diode controllers. The failure rates and failure modes differ
based on the type of material used for the components. The failure rates and allo-
cation of failure modes of the components are assigned in a similar method as done
for design using LM74700. This is shown under the respective component types in
Figure 5.20 and Figure 5.21.

The TVS left and right, and Pi-filter implementations are the same as in the design
with non-compliant component. However, the reverse-current-protection left and
right differs for this design.

The STPM801 provides wide range of functionalities that are utilized in this design.
One functionality that is absent in the non-compliant design is the hot-swap feature.
Hot-swap is a technique used to add, remove, or replace a component from a system
while the system is still operational or powered on. The term "hot" refers to the
fact that the process can be performed without the need to shut down or power
off the system. The hot-swap feature ultimately serves as a mechanism to prevent
high in-rush currents from damaging the circuit. This application is also used to
soft start the MOSFET, which is a technique used to gradually increase the current
supplied to the MOSFET during its initial power-up. In Figure 5.19, there are two
STH315N10F7-6 hot-swap MOSFETs used for both power supplies. In the event
of failure in one of the supplies, the other is used. The diode ’D2’ and capacitor
’C5’ are connected to the ’HGATE’ pin of STPM801. The ’C5’ capacitor charges
slowly to ensure that the hot swap MOSFET is not switched on instantly, thereby
enabling the soft start feature during initial power up, and also preventing high
in-rush current from damaging the circuit during hot swapping.

The OR-ing functionality is common for both designs. In this design, the SQJ140EP-
T1_GE3 is also used for the reverse-current-protection feature in both left and
right power supplies. The functionality of the protection is similar to that in non-
compliant design. The other functionality provided by STPM801 that is not im-
plemented in the other design is over-current measuring at the output through the
shunt resistors, ’R8’ in left and ’R16’ in right, connected to ’SENSE’ input of the
STPM801. Apart from this, an over-voltage and under-voltage monitoring at the
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Figure 5.19: Schematic of Safety Circuit using ISO26262 compliant Ideal Diode
Controller (STPM801)
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Figure 5.20: Hardware parts with their failure rates and failure modes

input is done by the STPM801. The STPM801 has inbuilt control and diagnostics
unit that can also detect any failures that has occurred in the charge pump. At an
event of any internal failure of the STPM801, a fault pin output, ’FLT’, is set to
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Figure 5.21: Hardware parts with their failure rates and failure modes (contd.)

low, which can be connected to an external microcontroller for handling the failure.

5.3.2 FMEDA
The FMEDA is done for the circuit in Figure 5.19 by analyzing the failure modes
for different components which could potentially violate the top-level safety-goal.
The safe-fault distribution for failure modes of different components is estimated by
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analyzing the percentage of failures which could lead to not providing power to the
control unit. In this section, only the FMEDA for the reverse-current-protection
circuit block is discussed as the Pi-filter block and TVS blocks are the same for this
design.

5.3.2.1 Reverse-current-protection blocks

The FMEDA for the reverse-current-protection circuits on both supplies is same
since the type of components used in both the blocks are the same. The capacitors
’C3’ and ’C4’, (’C13’ and ’C14’ in right block) are connected to ground and to the
input power supply ’VB’ pin of the STPM801. The capacitors, when shorted, lead to
a direct short between the ’VCC’ and the ’GND’. This leads to a failure in powering
on the STPM801 as intended.
Figures 5.22, 5.23 and 5.24 contain the information of the FMEDA for each com-
ponent that contributes to the reverse-current-protection-left circuit block. The
safe-fault distribution for the ’Short’ in each capacitor is 50% because, only when a
’Short’ failure occurs in ’C3’ or ’C4’, and in ’C13’ or ’C14’, at the same time will
lead to violation of the safety-goal. As can be seen from the figures, the failure-mode
distribution is 50% for the relevant failure modes of all components in the circuit
blocks since they have to occur at the same time in both supply networks to violate
the safety-goal. Given that the left and right circuit blocks complement each other,
all failures in these blocks are considered to be part of multiple failures that violate
safety-goal and not single-point failures.

Figure 5.22: FMEDA for the right reverse current protection left block

As can be seen in Figure 5.22, a ’Short’ failure and ’Open’ failure in capacitor ’C5’
(’C15’ in right block) can lead to the hot-swap MOSFET, ’Q1’ (’Q2’ in right block)
to be turned off, which can lead to supply failure at the output. Capacitors ’C6’
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and ’C7’ (’C16’ and ’C17’ in right block) fulfill the under-voltage and over-voltage
monitoring functionality. Both failure modes, ’Open’ and ’Short’ will lead to failure
detected in STPM801 which will result in the MOSFETs turning off. Capacitors
’C8’, ’C9’ and ’C10’ (’C18’, ’C19’ and ’C20’ in right block) are capacitors used for
the charge-pump of the STPM801. Both failure modes of these capacitors will lead
to malfunction of the charge-pump, due to which the charge-pump voltage monitor
will detect a failure and switch off the MOSFETs ’Q1’ and ’U2’ (’Q2’ and ’U5’ in
right block). ’D2’ (’D7’ in right block) Schottky diode is used for the hot-swap
application. A ’Short’ failure is not considered as a safety critical fault as it will
not lead to the violation of the safety goal. However, an ’Open’ will result in a
disconnection to the ’C5’ (’C15’ in right block) capacitor, which leads to a failure
in the hot-swap application and consequently violates the safety-goal. ’D3’ (’D8’ in
right block) diode is used for the reverse-current functionality. It is assumed that
an ’Open’ in this diode results in a fault detected by STPM801, as the STPM801
datasheet gives an indication that this diode is necessary but does not delve into
the consequences of its failure. ’D4’ and ’D5’, (’D9’ and ’D10’ in right block) cause
an issue only in cases of a ’Short’ and it would result in a shorting of the ’HGATE’,
’SOURCE’ and ’DGATE’ pins of STPM801.

Figure 5.23: FMEDA for the right reverse current protection left block (contd.)

Figure 5.23 shows the failure modes of the hot-swap MOSFET ’Q1’ (’Q2’ in right
block), all resistors in the circuit, ’R1’ to ’R8’ (’R9’ to ’R16’ in right block), and
the OR-ing MOSFET ’U2’ (’U5’ in right block). For ’Q1’ MOSFET, both failure
modes, ’Short’ and ’Open’ can prove to be critical. A ’Short’ failure can be critical
during initial wake up of the system and during hot swapping. in this case, a high
inrush current cannot be prevented from damaging the circuit. An ’Open’ failure
will not activate the circuit and that results in low output voltage. The resistors
’R1’ and ’R2’ (’R9’ and ’R10’ in right block) are not considered to be violating the
safety-goal, as a path always exists through the ’D2’ and ’D3’ diodes (’D7’ and ’D8’
in right block).
’R3’, ’R4’ and ’R5’ (’R11’, ’R12’ and ’R13’ in right block) resistors are used for
the over-voltage and under-voltage detection. The STPM801 can detect a false
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positive fault if these resistors ’Open’ or have a high ’Drift’ in its resistance value.
A fault in the shunt resistor, ’R8’ (’R16’ in right block) could lead to faulty current
measurement at the output that could cause the STPM801 to interpret a failure and
turn off the MOSFETs.

For ’U2’ MOSFET, both failure modes, ’Short’ and ’Open’ can prove to be critical.
A ’Short’ failure can be critical in cases when left power-supply is lower than the
right. In this case, the power-supply would be considered from right block and the
left STPM801 turns off or opens the ’U2’ MOSFET. But if the MOSFET does not
open due to a ’Short’, then the reverse-current passes through to from right to left
power-supply, which could potentially damage the system. An ’Open’ failure will
be an issue when the left supply is the primary supply. In this case, the MOSFET
is expected to be turned on, but an ’Open’ failure will lead to low voltage at the
output.

Figure 5.24: FMEDA for the right reverse current protection left block (contd.)

Figure 5.24 shows the failure modes of the STPM801 itself. Since the controller
has been developed as per ISO26262, STM Electronics have provided three TSRs
that they have been implemented along with the failure metrics for each TSR. These
failure metrics have been determined by by ST Microelectronics through an extensive
failure analysis and implementation of internal safety mechanisms. The SPFM, LFM
and PMHF have not been directly used, as the Medini Analyze tool requires the
safety related failures along with their SPF and latent fault (LF) coverage. The
SPF coverage and LF coverage give an indication to the percentage of safety-related
faults that have been covered by the safety mechanisms implemented within the
controller. As two STPM801 is used in this use case, the SPF of the STPM801 now
becomes LF at a system level. Therefore, in the figure, the STPM801 failure modes
are also chosen as multiple failures that violate safety goals.
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5.3.3 Quantified fault tree analysis
The top-level event failure is same for both the designs. The FTA for the ISO 26262
compliant design differs only in the reverse-current-protection left and right circuit
blocks. The truth table in Figure 5.12 is applicable for this design as well. Since the
STPM801 provides a number of features that are used in the design, the FTA is more
extensive than in the design using LM74700. As shown in Figure 5.25, the number
of components involved are more and there are sub-trees for hot-swap failure and
Ideal-diode failure which can be seen in Figure 5.26 and Figure 5.27 respectively.

Figure 5.25: FTA of Reverse Current Protection Right Circuit Block

The method of performing the FTA is similar as in the previous design. The failure
modes of components from the FMEDA are used to form the root of the tree. By
analysing the circuit, the failure modes are traced to the top level event through ’OR’
and ’AND’ combinations. In Figure 5.26 and Figure 5.27, the FTA is designed based
on the components involved in fulfilling the hot-swap and OR-ing functionality. As
many safety mechanisms are in place for the STPM801, only a double failure (failure
of the safety mechanism and the components involved) would lead to failure of the
Hot-swap and OR-ing failure events.
The FTA for the reverse-current-protection-left block is similar to the reverse-
current-protection-right block. Figure 5.28, Figure 5.29 and Figure 5.30 show the
FTAs derived for the reverse-current-protection-left block.
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Figure 5.26: FTA of hot-swap failure Right

Figure 5.27: FTA of Ideal diode failure Right
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Figure 5.28: FTA of Reverse Current Protection Left Circuit Block

Figure 5.29: FTA of hot-swap Failure Left
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Figure 5.30: FTA of Ideal Diode failure Left
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6
Results

This section shows the results obtained after performing the functional-safety anal-
ysis for the designs using the ISO 26262 non-compliant device and the ISO 26262
compliant device. A comparison between the hardware metrics for the circuit using
ISO26262 compliant device and the circuit using ISO26262 non-compliant device is
discussed.

6.1 Failure analysis results for circuit with ISO
26262 non-compliant component

Figure 6.1: FMEDA results overview for circuit using ISO 26262 non-compliant
component.

Figure 6.1 shows the SPF (Single-Point Failure) and the LFM (Latent-Fault Met-
ric) of the circuit designed (Shown in Figure 5.19) with non-compliant component.
The total SPF and LF obtained are 2.327 FIT and 25.308 FIT (Failure In-Time)
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respectively. This corresponds to an SPFM (Single-Point-Fault Metric) of 96.49%
and an LFM of 60.49%. The results indicate that the ASIL D target metrics are
not met with the current design. Based on these results, it is clear that the us-
age of non-compliant component without any safety mechanisms can lead to a less
reliable design in safety-critical applications. This analysis is necessary to under-
stand the extent of external safety mechanisms needed to be implemented in order
to compensate for the unreliability of a component.

Figure 6.2: Main contributors to SPFM.

The reason for SPFM being lower than the target value is due to the VSSAF5M10-
HM3/H Schotkky diode (D5) and the choke coil 100 µH/35 V (U10) in Pi-filter
block. From Figure 6.2, it can be seen that total SPF is due to ’Open’ failure mode
of both D5 and U10. These two components do not have a redundancy or any other
mechanism that can mitigate the effects of the SPF. A possible solution to improve
the SPFM is by having two choke coils in parallel and having two Schottky diodes
in parallel. By doing this, the single-point failures would be converted to multiple-
point failures which would in turn increase the SPFM value, but would result in
reduction in LFM value.
Figure 6.3 and Figure 6.4 shows the failure-rate contribution of LM74700 in reverse-
current-protection left and right circuit block, respectively. The total FIT contribu-
tion by each LM74700 is 10 FIT. From Figure 6.1, it can be seen that the total LFM
in FIT is 25.307, and the combined FIT contribution from both LM74700 accounts
to 20 FIT, which is responsible for approximately 80% of the total latent failures
in the circuit. Since an in-depth analysis of the systematic failures and their effects
has not been done by the supplier, no safety mechanisms are in place addressing the
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Figure 6.3: FMEDA results for the circuit using LM74700 in left

Figure 6.4: FMEDA results for the circuit using LM74700 in right

failures within the component. The latent failures are high in the current system
due to the lack of monitoring, diagnostic and safety mechanisms, which could miti-
gate the effects of these failures. To satisfy ASIL D requirements, the failures in the
LM74700 need to be addressed through external monitoring and safety mechanisms
that ensure a safe reaction in case of a failure.
The result obtained for PMHF from Medini Analyze tool can be seen in Figure 6.5.
The FTA evaluated by the tool is not performed specifically to calculate the PMHF.
The evaluation also provides other information that is useful while performing risk
analysis. As shown in the figure, the parameters evaluated by the tool are unavail-
ability, unreliability, probability of Failure-in-Demand (PFD), conditional failure
intensity (CFI) average, and PMHF. However, out of these parameters, only PMHF
is of interest for this thesis project. The PMHF obtained is 2.33 FIT which is well
within the ASIL D target PMHF value. The consolidated safety-goal analysis for
the circuit with the non-compliant component is shown in Figure 6.6.
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Figure 6.5: FTA results for the circuit using ISO 26262 non-compliant component
(LM74700)

Figure 6.6: Safety goal analysis for the circuit using ISO 26262 non-compliant
component (LM74700)

6.2 Failure analysis results for circuit with ISO
26262 compliant component

The overall result of the FMEDA analysis performed on the circuit (See Figure 5.19)
with the ISO 26262 compliant component is shown in Figure 6.7.

Figure 6.7: FMEDA analysis for the circuit with the compliant component

The SPFM and LFM for this design is found to be 98.86% and 93.84%, respectively.
The SPFM does not satisfy the requirement for ASIL D although the LFM satisfies
ASIL D target metrics. The reason for the 98.86% SPFM is due to the Schottky
diode VSSAF5M10HM3/H (1.015 FIT) and the choke coil 100 µH/35 V (2.655 FIT).
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The SPFM can be improved the same way as suggested for the previous design for
the Pi-filter, as this block is the same for both designs.
The FMEDA analysis for the STPM801 gives a consolidated report of the safety
mechanisms and the latent failure for each failure mode as shown in Figure 6.8 and
Figure 6.9. The failures are latent faults with the safety mechanisms covering 99%,
99.84% and 99.09% for ’TSR1’, ’TSR2’ and ’TSR3’ failures respectively. It can be
observed that a single STPM801 unit contributes to a 0.323 FIT out of the total
12.426 FIT latent faults as shown in Figure 6.7. From this it can be inferred that,
the compliant component with all the internal safety mechanisms implemented, is
able to sufficiently mitigate the effects of the potential latent faults that can occur
in this design.

Figure 6.8: FMEDA report for STPM801 used in reverse current protection left

The quantitative FTA is evaluated based on the FTA design in Section 5.3.3. The
result of the evaluation of the FTA is shown in Figure 6.10. The PMHF obtained is
2.327 FIT for the design. This value is less than 10 FIT which is the recommendation
for an ASIL D design.
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Figure 6.9: FMEDA report for STPM801 used in reverse current protection right

The consolidated result of the safety-goal using quantitative failure analysis is shown
in Figure 6.11.
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Figure 6.10: Quantitative FTA evaluation of the design with STPM801

Figure 6.11: Safety goal analysis for the circuit using ISO 26262 compliant com-
ponent.

6.3 Discussion
Based on the results obtained for non-compliant component, LM74700, it is observed
that the component is responsible for 80% of the latent faults that could occur in
the design. Furthermore, the results indicate that without analysing the failure
probability of the components being used, the system being designed can have un-
known failures that would remain unaddressed. In safety-critical applications, the
margin for error should be very low, therefore, it is essential to know the reliability
of components.
When comparing the obtained safety metrics for the design using compliant com-
ponent and design using non-compliant component, it is noted that both designs
have the same cause of single-point failures. However, the SPFM for design using
STPM801 is higher (98.6%) than that of design using LM74700 (96.43%). This is
mainly due to the difference in the total number of safety-related failures in both
designs. As the design using STPM801 consists of more components, the total num-
ber of safety-related failures is higher (204.87 FIT) than the design using LM74700
(66.39 FIT), which has fewer components. From this result, it can be inferred that
while the usage of the components in question are done with redundancy, they
impact the SPFM indirectly due to their contribution to the total safety-related
failures.
The results obtained for the LFM in both the designs show a striking difference of
about 33% with the LFM for the design with LM74700 being 60.49% while the LFM
for the design with STPM801 being 93.84%. This is due to the fact that most of the
latent failures are mitigated by the implementation of safety mechanisms within the
STPM801 component while there are no safety mechanisms to protect the design
with LM74700 from latent faults.
The results for the design with the non-compliant component raises a pertinent ques-
tion: Why use non-compliant components if the results indicate higher probabilities
of failures?

1. Firstly, when using compliant components the total number of safety related
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failures may increase due to the number of components involved in implement-
ing the safety mechanisms. While these safety mechanisms are in place to mit-
igate the effect of the failures, it has to be noted that using more components
introduce more possibilities of failures in the system. Using a non-compliant
component can be beneficial in these cases, if the failure detection and safety
mechanism implementations are implemented externally with high ASIL in-
tegrity microcontrollers. In these cases, the less complexity of non-compliant
components along with the external safety mechanisms may result in a lower
total safety related failures and also achieve the target metrics.

2. Secondly, to achieve ISO 26262 compliance, the standard requires you to cover
for all SPFs and LFs within the component, which results in various internal
safety mechanisms implemented by supplier based on assumed use-cases and
assumed safety-requirements. While the components fulfill the main goal of
OEM, some of these assumed use-cases and requirements may not necessarily
align completely with OEM’s design. For example, STPM801 provides hot-
swap feature for ensuring high inrush currents do not damage the system.
This issue could be dealt differently by OEM on a higher level outside of the
functional safety circuit explored in this thesis project.

3. Finally, due to these internal safety features and mechanisms implemented
by suppliers, the OEMs are restricted in implementing a more design specific
solution for their use case. In such situations, non-compliant components,
along with the relevant documentation providing justification for its use in
safety applications may prove to be a more flexible option.
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One of the aims of this thesis project was to assess the impact of component reliabil-
ity while designing a safety-critical electronic system. Based on an initial literature
survey, it was found that there is a lack of research papers addressing the relia-
bility of components being used while designing safe system. To explore this, a
safety scenario was put forth by Volvo Cars that focused on addressing a reverse
current between two power supplies in a power-distribution solution. To understand
the effects of component reliability in this scenario, a design with ISO 26262 non-
compliant ideal-diode controller, LM74700, and a design with ISO 26262 compliant
ideal-diode controller, STPM801, are considered. A comprehensive failure analysis
was performed to evaluate the random hardware failure metrics on both these de-
signs. The failure analysis involved performing an FMEDA (Failure Mode Effect
and Diagnostic Analysis) and FTA (Fault-Tree Analysis) on the hardware designs
to calculate the safety hardware metrics defined in ISO 26262, namely the SPFM
(Single Point Failure Metric), LFM (Latent Fault Metric) and PMHF (Probabilistic
Metric for random Hardware Faiure), which indicate the probability of components
to fail and their effects on the whole system.

The overall result indicated that the non-compliant component, without safety mech-
anisms in place, is indeed less reliable compared to the compliant component. The
obtained results indicated that, the design using LM74700 had a slightly lower SPFM
as compared to the design with STPM801, while there was a significantly large dif-
ference in LFM between the designs. This is mainly attributed to redundancy in
using the components addressing the reverse-current protection. As only a failure in
both components occurring at the same time will result in violating the safety goal,
the effects of the ideal-diode controller directly impacted the LFM and indirectly
impacted the SPFM. The LFM for design using LM74700 was significantly lower as
it did not contain any safety mechanisms to cover for the latent faults in the design.
In contrast, the LFM for the design with STPM801 met the necessary targets as
most of the latent faults were covered by the internal safety mechanisms.

The rationale behind using non-compliant components, even when results suggest a
higher likelihood of failures, is worth considering. The decision to opt for such com-
ponents in safety applications, is based on the specific use case of each component
within the safety system. This choice considers several key factors. Firstly, compli-
ant components can introduce complexity due to the multiple internal safety mech-
anisms, which, may increase the number of safety-related failures. Non-compliant
components, when paired with external monitoring systems for failure detection and
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safety mechanisms, can simplify the system and lead to fewer safety-related failures,
and also align with target metrics set for that system. Secondly, ISO 26262 compli-
ance by suppliers mandates internal safety mechanisms in components, often based
on assumed use cases and requirements that may not perfectly match with OEM’s
specific design needs. Lastly, the internal safety features implemented by suppliers
can constrain OEMs in tailoring solutions for their unique use cases. In such scenar-
ios, non-compliant components, substantiated by suitable documentation justifying
their safety use, offer a more adaptable alternative. Ultimately, the choice hinges on
the intricacies of the safety application and the need for flexibility within the design
process.
Although this thesis project encompassed an examination of a non-compliant com-
ponent lacking internal safety mechanisms and a compliant component equipped
with built-in safety mechanisms, within the context of a particular power distri-
bution scenario, the findings and conclusions drawn from this study can still hold
relevance and applicability to a broader spectrum of safety-critical applications. In
future investigations, it may be advantageous to extend the scope by comparing
a non-compliant design incorporating externally implemented safety mechanisms
against a design utilizing a compliant component. Such an approach would enable
a comprehensive assessment of component reliability from a system-level perspec-
tive. Another prospective avenue for research involves the practical realization of
hardware designs followed by verification tests. The aim is to ascertain whether the
empirical outcomes align with the theoretical values derived in this thesis.
In conclusion, the outcomes of this study provide useful insights to engineers, de-
signers, and stakeholders seeking to balance safety considerations with hardware
design. The study contributes to the ongoing discourse on hardware design, compo-
nent failure and reliability in safety engineering within the framework of ISO 26262
compliance.
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