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1.
Introduction

As agreed in TR 23.799, “the architecture should support mechanisms to avoid issues caused by the persistence ("stickiness") of UE-specific associations on at least NG2.”.

The specific issue to be addressed boils down to changing the serving AMF instance for a given UE without having to unnecessarily involve the UE. Solving this issue for instance enables the system to move UEs across AMF instances for load balancing or operational purposes but may also allow for “stateless” AMF implementations. 

It is worth pointing out that the scenarios listed above need to be differentiated from cases where an AMF change is necessary in multi-vendor deployments (i.e. where an operator deploys different AMF implementations in different regions). The latter is assumed to be supported by an AMF relocation procedure via the NG14 reference point.

2.
Discussion
During the NextGen study phase initial discussions have occurred (without conclusion) whether the notion of MME pooling is still needed in NGCN (i.e. essentially AMF pooling) or whether a single serving AMF for a given area (per slice per PLMN) is sufficient. This is relevant in the context of the discussion on NG2 (and NG11) persistence since in case of a single AMF NG2/NG11 persistence does not pose any problem (as there is no need to change the AMF anyhow).

It is worth noting that scaling can be supported in both models: either by adding additional AMF instances (scaling in/out as per ETSI NFV terminology) or scaling within the single AMF instance (scaling up/down).

In addition, it is important to note that stateless AMF implementations, i.e. AMF implementations that store UE contexts temporarily into a separate database can be supported with both models.

Given that both approaches (AMF pooling and a single serving AMF for a given area) are valid implementation options, it is proposed to efficiently support both when selecting mechanisms to address persistence related issues on NG2 (and NG11). In other words, solutions supporting change of the serving AMF should not add unnecessary signalling for scenarios where a single serving AMF (per area) is deployed.
Proposed assumption: Mechanisms to avoid issues caused by the persistence ("stickiness") of UE-specific associations on NG2 (and NG11) should efficiently support scenarios where either a single AMF or multiple AMFs serve a given area.”
