
 LITERATURE REVIEW FOR NETWORK FAULT DIAGNOSIS & MANAGEMENT 

Network fault diagnosis and management is the set of techniques, tools and operational processes 

used to detect, localize, classify, and remediate faults that degrade network performance or 

availability. It spans multiple layers (physical, link, routing/control, application), multiple data 

sources (SNMP, syslogs, performance counters, packet/flow traces), and multiple paradigms from 

rule/threshold-based alarm systems to statistical model-based methods, machine learning 

classifiers, and recent deep-learning and graph-based approaches. Effective diagnosis must 

balance timeliness, accuracy, scalability, interpretability, and the realities of partial/heterogeneous 

telemetry (legacy devices, SDN controllers, virtualized overlays). ([PMC][1]) 

Chronological review of three literature reviews  

 1. Mehmood et al. (2018) : A Survey on Proactive, Active and Passive Fault Diagnosis from 

a Network Operations Perspective 

Source: Mehmood, A., et al., 2018. (Available via PMC) ([PMC][1]) 

What the review covers: 

This paper surveys fault diagnosis approaches from the network operations viewpoint and 

classifies methods into proactive, active and passive diagnosis strategies. It examines data sources 

(alarms, performance metrics, probes), diagnosis workflows (detection → correlation → 

localization → remediation), and practical constraints for deployed networks (resource limits, 

operator workflows). 

o Key findings and emphases: 

o Distinguishes proactive (predictive), active (probe-based), and passive (monitoring-based) 

diagnosis, discussing trade-offs in overhead and timeliness. 

o Highlights the importance of alarm correlation and root-cause analysis to reduce operator 

burden and avoid alarm storms. 

o Stresses operational challenges: heterogeneous telemetry, sensor placement, and the need 

to integrate human-in-the-loop actions. ([PMC][1]) 



Limitations noted by the review: 

• While it covers operational taxonomy well, it calls out a lack of standardized benchmarks 

and limited discussion on modern deep-learning methods’ operationalization (data 

labeling, drift, interpretability). ([PMC][1]) 

Why it matters for this topic: 

This review frames diagnosis as an operational workflow and is useful when designing systems 

that must interact with network operators and existing NMS/OSS tooling. 

2. A Survey on Fault Diagnosis in Wireless Sensor Networks (2018)  focused domain review 

Source: (multiple authors; 2018 survey available on ResearchGate / SciSpace). 

([ResearchGate][2]) 

What the review covers: 

Focused on wireless sensor networks (WSNs), this survey classifies node- and link-level faults, 

fault models (crash, Byzantine/erroneous readings, intermittent), and diagnosis architectures 

(centralized, distributed, hierarchical). It reviews detection algorithms (statistical tests, voting, 

watchdogs), localization approaches, and energy-aware diagnosis designs. 

o Key findings and emphases: 

o Emphasizes resource constraints (battery, bandwidth) driving lightweight, often distributed 

diagnosis algorithms. 

o Categorizes methods by decision center (local node vs. base station) and by whether 

diagnostics use temporal correlation, spatial correlation, or both. 

o Discusses application-driven tolerance levels: some WSN applications accept degraded 

data quality while others require strict fault-free sensing. ([ResearchGate][2]) 

 

 



Limitations noted by the review: 

o Many WSN diagnosis schemes assume simplified fault models or ideal communication; 

fewer works address cross-layer or multi-hop propagation of symptoms. 

o Transferability to larger, heterogeneous networks (e.g., cellular, ISP, SDN) is limited 

without modifications. ([ResearchGate][2]) 

Why it matters for this topic: 

Although domain-specific, this survey highlights recurring themes—fault taxonomies, the role of 

constrained telemetry, and distributed/localized diagnosis—that inform general network 

diagnosis architectures. 

3. Song et al. (2022) Model-based fault diagnosis of networked systems: A survey 

Source: Song, J., et al., 2022. (Wiley / journal survey). ([Wiley Online Library][3]) 

What the review covers: 

This more recent survey examines “model-based” diagnosis techniques for networked systems, 

presenting theoretical foundations (observers, residual generation, minimum error entropy, and 

analytical redundancy) and surveying model-based strategies for systems subject to delays, packet 

losses, and unreliable sensors. 

Key findings and emphases: 

o Provides a solid linkage between control-theoretic model-based methods and practical 

networked-system constraints (random delays, noise, partial observability). 

o Discusses residual-based detectors, observer design under network impairments, and 

statistical thresholds tuned for non-Gaussian/noisy measurements. 

o Notes increasing hybridization: combining model-based residuals with data-driven 

classifiers improves robustness in many scenarios. ([Wiley Online Library][3]) 

 



Limitations noted by the review: 

o Model-based methods require reasonably accurate system models; the survey highlights 

challenges when models are unavailable or expensive to build for complex or virtualized 

infrastructures. 

o Calls for more research on scalable, distributed implementations and methods that 

gracefully handle model mismatch and concept drift. ([Wiley Online Library][3]) 

Why it matters for this topic: 

This survey connects traditional control/observer theory with network diagnosis, offering 

methods for precise localization and theoretically-grounded detection valuable when high 

interpretability and bounded false-alarm rates are required. 

Synthesis  chronological insights and research gaps 

1. 2018 operational & domain surveys (Mehmood; WSN surveys): emphasized practical 

taxonomy and telemetry constraints; they framed diagnosis as an operational workflow and 

explored lightweight/distributed algorithms for constrained networks. ([PMC][1]) 

2. 2022 model-based survey (Song et al.): shifted focus toward rigorous observer/residual 

methods that explicitly handle network impairments and advocated hybrid model + data-driven 

designs for robustness. ([Wiley Online Library][3]) 

o Recurring gaps across the reviews: 

o Lack of standard benchmarks and labeled datasets, making comparisons and supervised 

learning difficult. ([PMC][1]) 

o Concept drift and long-term robustness: modern data-driven methods need continual 

adaptation strategies. ([Wiley Online Library][3]) 

o Cross-layer, hybrid environments: mixed legacy + SDN + virtualized stacks remain 

difficult to localize faults across layers. ([PMC][1]) 

 



RECOMMENDATIONS 

o Develop a hybrid diagnosis framework that uses lightweight model-based residuals for 

immediate detection and a retrainable data-driven module for complex patterns and 

localization  this directly follows the surveys’ combined recommendations. ([Wiley Online 

Library][3]) 

o Contribute a public benchmark dataset and evaluation suite for multi-layer network faults 

to address the repeated calls for standardization. ([PMC][1]) 

o Study online/adaptive learning and concept-drift handling tailored to network telemetry 

(sporadic labels, changing traffic) as repeatedly highlighted as a gap. ([Wiley Online 

Library][3]) 
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