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This document proposes text for introductory sections to the final FMH report. The proposed text comprises a general introduction, providing some background on the rerason for the FMH study, and a description of what is meant by “semantic alignment”.
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Introduction

The purpose of this document is to propose changes which should be made to the Fault Management specifications by 3GPP and by TM Forum in order to obtain semantic harmonization. The reason behind this work is the desire by network operators to drive down the cost incurred when management solutions, which are conformant to different sets of standards, need to be integrated. 

It is a given that management solutions exist which are conformant to different sets of standards. The decision to introduce the wireless network as an independent overlay network led to the fact that network management for wireless networks was specified in relative isolation from existing network management standardization. This course of events allowed the rapid and very succesfull introduction of wireless communication services as wireless networks could be built with only minimal impact from the need to interwork with existing wireline based networks. However, as network operators begin to look at integrating their wireline and wireless networks, and the management thereof, this traditional separation is increasingly being perceived as a hurdle. Although management standards for wireless and for wireline based networks have a lot in common, the differences are big enough to require considerable effort for unifying them.

In 2010, 3GPP SA5 and TM Forum NGWW agreed to start a study on the possibility to come to a single set of management specifications which should work for wireless as well as for wireline networks. Fault Management (FM) was choosen as one of the pilot subjects. From the start, it was clear that the simplest solution towards unification, being to stop the work on one of the two solutions and promote the other solution as the single future solution for converged network management was not feasible. Installed base and existing preferences in the market did not allow that solution. Therefore the joint working group on FM harmonization decided to consider in detail the differences between the 3GPP and the TM Forum FM solutions and to discuss ways to remove those differences as much as possible so that the two solutions would evolve in a convergent way, instead of each being further developed independent of the other one. 

It was recognized that just agreeing on the lower layer protocols would not be very helpful as the major effort in integration of different management solutions is in the alignment of higher order concepts. Therefore it was agreed to work towards semantic harmonization.

Semantic harmonization

Semantic harmonization comprises in the first place a common understanding of the nature and the meaning of the concepts which make up both FM solutions. Secondly, it requires that the information representing an alarm from the wireless realm is similar enough to the information representing an alarm from the wireline realm to allow meaningful comparison. Example: “alarm raise time” should have the same meaning for both realms, because correlation, based the observation that alarms were raise (almost) simultaneously, will not be possible if the definitions of this piece of information would be too different. Thirdly, semantic harmonization requires that to a client similar controls are available to interact with agents from both realms. Example: executing an “alarm acknowledge” action should cause the same state transistion in agents from both realms. Note that “clients” is used here in a very generic sense: it includes applications in higher layer management systems as well as human operators.

In this way, semantic harmonization should make it much easier for clients to work with networks comprising FM agents which support 3GPP specified FM  interfaces, as well as TM Forum specified FM interfaces: a client can use one user virtual model, will get comparable alarm information from both realms and will have comparable controls at his dispersal for both realms. Of course, in an ideal situation, alarm information and controls should be identical for both realms, but there are (still) practical issues which prevent this ideal situation.

It should be noted that semantic harmonization does not necessarily imply that both interfaces support exactly the same set of managed objects or the same message set, nor that both support the same protocols.

​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​____________________


PAGE  

- 1 of 2 -

