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	Message:  
	Dear all, 
 
As promised during the last FMH meeting, I read the document Se5TMF0064, which is the TR 32.822 V.03.0 on Alarm Correlation and Root Cause Analysis and my comments are provided below. 
If some of you (Marie, Leen, Edvin) have access to 3GPP mailing lists, please feel free to share these comments.
 
Concepts: 
AC1:  this concept defines correlation as a simple set in the mathematical sense.  All elements of the set are viewed as equal. I don’t think this is a true representation, as in correlation, this is one key information (parent alarm for us) and related information (underlying alarms for us). TMF RAM BA identifies the related information as symptoms and contributory alarms.  The concept of parent seems lacking or implicit in AC1.
AC2:  The concept is the impact concept. It is strange to see that described as an Alarm Correlation concept, while it relates alarms to others objects (e.g. services).  We prefer to use the notion of impact for that rather than alarm correlation which we think is misleading. Note that the current RAM BA does not cover impact. However, impact has been studied for Problem Management and some description of it can be found in the Service Problem Management (SPM) doc.  Impact is one of the points discussed in our FM inputs document.
RCA: The description is very short and does not translate some of the FMH discussion on RCA, especially the fact than RCA might be relative to the system doing the analysis and while for some problems, an EMS might do a correct RCA, for some others, it might not, or might simply point in the right direction. 
Use of notification data: while I agree in some cases that the use of non-alarm notification data might be useful, I think it is a mistake to simply align everything to their lowest common denominator, the notification. The most frequent use case is correlation of alarms. Linking other notifications might be a useful indication, but the key requirement stays correlating the alarms to present only meaningful and actionable alarms to the operators.
Benefits:
AC1: the main benefit is facilitating the operator job by presenting only the parent alarm. The underlying question is what happens on clearance and operator actions. Is there propagation up and down form underlying to parent and vice versa?   We choose in RAM BA to state that this is implementation-specific while noting that most OSSs do have policies around those propagations.
AC2: this section is hinting at the need of another indicator than severity for prioritization of alarms. This is a debate that we had also within the RAM team, but so far, we tend to think the severity might be sufficient if it is settable and can be changed to reflect the current priority of the alarm and not just the one assigned by the source. 
 
AC-RCA Management Services
7.2.3 CorrelatedNotification: 
The current use of this attribute is so far for clearance. It is used to clear more than one alarm at the same time, as said in 32111-2, section 6.8.3.2: “It contains references to other AlarmInformation instances whose perceivedSeverity levels are Cleared as well. In this way, perceivedSeverity level of multiple AlarmInformation instances can be Cleared by one notification.”
Using this attribute for AC1 is making the implicit assumption that clearing the parent is clearing all underlying alarms. This is mixing AC1 with raised/cleared transition. 
7.2.5 Unique identification of notification 
This TR recommends using NE+ notification id for identifying an alarm. While we agree that the alarm id alone is not sufficient to identify globally the alarm, I think this is the wrong approach for the following reasons: 
· It introduces 2 ids for an alarm: the alarm id and the notification id, which is in fact only the id of the NewAlarm event.   

· The OSSs have already to be able to identify the alarms by alarm id to correlate the clear, ack and change events to the original alarm. As OSSs will receive alarms from multiple EMSs, there is already the need for some context, often the systemDN of the IRPAgent.  
· The use of NE name + notification id for clearing correlated alarms is broken in a large number of implementations we have seen. 
· Using systemDN + alarmID would have made more sense and would have helped the OSSs as the proposed scheme is forcing them to keep 2 sets of ids for the alarm: the alarm Id (with the EMS name) and the notification Id (with the NE name). This is complex and unneeded. 
7.3.1 AC1 function
I disagree with the recommendation of using the correlatedNotification for AC1. 
As said above, it forces to keep 2 sets of ids for an alarm: alarm id for correlating events (ack, clear, change) and notification ids for AC1. 
It also mixes clearance and correlation while we think this should stay separate and an implementation decision. 
I think the approach chosen here is to minimize the changes in the Alarm IRP, but this goal while good in principle, is in fact at the end not fulfilling the true requirements, as it is making things more complex and costly for OSSs and in the end for the operator. 
7.3.2 AC2 function
I am not sure to understand the recommendation here.  I don’t think that externalizing though an interface the way to group alarms of same priority is the right approach.
I think there should be impact information in the alarm, but it is not really what is stated there. Our view is that the impact information should be defined in the alarm. SPM uses ImpactImportanceFactor to classify impact while also predefining some attributes: affected resource, affected services (as list and or number), affected locations as well as an extendable attribute called ImpactPatterns. 
7.3.3 RCA function
We agree on the questioning on using standard rules for RCA and in fact, we don’t think it should be externalized. However, we think it is not sufficient to rely on AC1 output and experienced operators.
We think it is needed to have a clear hint different from the fact an alarm has underlying alarms, which is why we introduced this potential root cause indication in RAM. 
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