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1. Introduction

Open Mc interface has being widely discussed in 3GPP. TS 29.232 has specifies that MGW Resource CHP(Congestion Handling Package, described in ITU-T H.248.10) shall be supported by UMTS Capability Set, in order to make it possible for the MGW to control its load. But another package OCP(Overload Control Package, described in ITU-T H.248.11) could also control MGW’s load. In this contribution, we presents a discussion and comparison between these two packages. 
2. Summary of CHP and OCP
ITU H.248.10 specifies the description for CHP as:
· CHP specifies one event MGCongestion, the event occurs when the MG requires that the MGC start or finish load reduction towards the MG or to adjust the Load Reduction Percentage. 
ITU H.248.11 specifies the description for OCP as:
· OCP makes it possible for an MG (or virtual MG) to control its load so that it can process in a timely manner all transactions received from its MGC whilst maximising the effective throughput (in calls/second) of the overloaded MG.
· OCP specifies only one event MGOverload, the event occurs only when the MG (or virtual MG) receives an ADD command from an MGC and the MG has determined it is overloaded.
3. Comparison between CHP and OCP in TISPAN
In previous TISPAN meeting, document 07TD274 presents a comparison between them and believes that CHP has the some defects when compared with OCP. 
1. It specifies the use of percentage rejection, which doesn't bound admitted rates, and so the control has a harder job adapting to rapidly changing demand levels.  (H.248.11 specifies the use of leaky bucket throttles)
2. H.248.10 has no specification of either when control should be activated, or of the need to configure the initial throttle level. 
3. There is no description of the objective of the control.  (H.248.11 requires that the control should maximise MG throughput subject to bounding MG response times). 
4. There is no indication of how the level of throttling should be adjusted to achieve its aim.  (H.248.11 requires that bucket leak rates should be adjusted so that the measured rate of MG_Overload notifys is driven to a configured rate) 
5. There is no specification of how control should be terminated in such a way as to avoid the control repeatedly terminating and re-starting at borderline MG overload levels. 
6. There is no specification of how the control should use the 16 priority levels for contexts or the optional emergency indicator for contexts.
4. Conclusion
We believe that these defects also exist in 3GPP if using CHP. In order to control MGW’s load more effectively, we recommend using OCP instead of CHP.


















