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Acronym Definition
As, ool 1 out of 1 voting
2003 2 out of 3 voting
BPCS Basic Process Control System
BrTco Bad PV failure rate
CPU Central Processing Unit (or Controller Card)
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How 1o Estimate Relative Risk of Sensors

Shared? Conclusions

* Fault Tree Analysis could be used, but it is difficult fo model
fallure modes and failure sequences in time.

« Markov models can handle different failure modes and

failure sequences in fime. on Demand (PFD) is 5.62E-4. This is a reasonable

* A Markov model was used [3].

* For simplicity, the model was limited to the sensors Vqlue for Illhe sensor pqrt Of an SIF

contguraten. -For median select or mid-value select for control
sensors, the expression PFD = AT/2 Is solved for A.

Calculations done by

*For 2003 sensor voting, the Probabillity of Failure + The Markov Model Module in Reliability
Workbench 13.0.2.0 provided by

Isograph LTD.
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