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RAN2 has agreed to introduce per CG autonomous denial configuration for the NR IDC issue. Based on this RAN2 has sent an LS to RAN4 [3] asking RAN4 to define the corresponding RRM requirements if needed.
In RAN4#107 following was agreed [1]:
<Agreement>: 
RAN4 adopts a similar approach to defining IDC-related RRM requirements for NR as for LTE.
Additionally, RAN2 has sent an LS to RAN4 [2] on autonomous denial. In this paper we address the IDC aspects.
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Capturing UE requirements
In LTE RAN4 has defined a set of IDC requirements. It is understood that any IDC solution is UE implementation specific. In LTE discussion it was agreed to capture the requirement in an implementation agnostic manner.
One example from 36.133 is:
7.6.2.5 Minimum requirement under IDC Interference 
When the UE is provided with IDC solution, the UE shall also perform radio link monitoring and meet the corresponding requirements in clause 7.6.2.
Similar approach was added specifically for some sections, for example for section 8 UE Measurement procedures in RRC Connected state.
In LTE we have other places an additional delay allowed when IDC is configured:
When L3 filtering is used or IDC autonomous denial is configured or the UE is performing reception and/or transmission for ProSe Direct Discovery and/or ProSe Direct Communication, or the UE is configured to perform SRS carrier based switching, an additional delay can be expected
As agreed RAN4 has agreed to take a similar approach in NR when defining requirements for a UE which has been provided with an IDC solution.
In our understanding, when IDC is configured, it should in general be as agnostic to the existing UE requirements as possible (accounting it is a UE implementation issue in the end). However, to ensure best overall system performance and also having clear requirements we suggest including a generic requirement in NR.
Instead of adding: 
‘When the UE is provided with IDC solution, the UE shall also perform ‘feature’ and meet the corresponding requirements in clause x.x.x’
In each section, we suggest adding a generic requirement in 38.133 addressing that the existing requirements are to be met when UE is provided with IDC solution. Such generic requirement could be included in section 3.
Introduce a generic requirement in 38.133 addressing that the existing requirements are to be met when UE is provided with IDC solution.
One example how this could be captured, for example in section 3.16, could be:
Unless stated otherwise, for a UE provided with IDC solution for NR, UE shall meet the corresponding requirements in all clauses. 

For the scenarios when UE is allowed additional relaxation due to being provided with IDC solution, this would then be captured explicitly in each section.
Captured explicitly in each section if UE is allowed additional relaxation due to being provided with IDC solution. 
Hence, for each section where RAN4 agrees that a UE provided with IDC solution, is allowed additional relaxation, RAN4 will explicitly define such relaxation.

LS discussion
RAN2 sent another LS to RAN4 in [2]. The LS includes multiple aspects which we address next.
1. The LTE autonomous denial configuration is only for the LTE frequency in EN-DC.
a. Hence, if the UE is provided with IDC solution in LTE such solution is only applicable to LTE carriers. Hence, there shall be no impact on the NR frequencies. This may need a clarification in 36.133.
Clarify in 36.133 that LTE autonomous denial configuration is only for the LTE frequency in EN-DC.
2. The UE sums up the denied UL slots together across all CC(s) in the CG.
3. The UE sums up the UL slots together across all CC(s) in the CG as validity time period.
4. The dropped/denied UL slots across CCs at the same time are counted as a single slot (based on longest slot). The details are up to UE implementation.
It is not clear if this has direct RAN4 impact but sets the rules how the UE shall sum and count the denied UL slots. In the end RAN2 also informs the details are up to the UE implementation.
However, RAN4 has captured following in 36.133:
IDC autonomous denial subframes: The maximum number of uplink subframes in which the UE is allowed not to transmit E-UTRAN signals when configured with IDC autonomous denial (TS 36.331 [2]).
If similar is defined in 38.331 it may be captured in 38.133 together with other definitions regarding IDC to be included in section 3.1.

TP for capturing the generic UE requirement
TP for 38.133:
3.6.15	Applicability of requirements for a UE provided with IDC solution
Unless stated otherwise, for a UE provided with IDC solution for NR, UE shall meet the corresponding requirements in all clauses.
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In this paper we continue the discussion related to the IDC aspects. Based on the discussion we propose:
1. Introduce a generic requirement in 38.133 addressing that the existing requirements are to be met when UE is provided with IDC solution.
1. Captured explicitly in each section if UE is allowed additional relaxation due to being provided with IDC solution. 
1. Clarify in 36.133 that LTE autonomous denial configuration is only for the LTE frequency in EN-DC.

We also provide one TP for capturing the generic assumption regarding the Ue requirements when the Ue has been provided with an IDC solution. 
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