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1 Background
RAN1 has agreed that for carrier aggregation, the first criterion to determine the periodic CQI report content is to "prioritise between CCs based on reporting mode/type".
In this contribution, we show our view how to define this priority.
2 Discussion
In Release 8, a priority exists when different contents can collide in one reporting instance; basically an RI report has a higher priority than a wideband CQI/PMI report, which in turn has a higher priority than a subband CQI report.
For Release 10, the periodic reports are classified in 36.213 into the following types:

· Type 1 report supports CQI feedback for the UE selected sub-bands 

· Type 1a report supports subband CQI and second PMI feedback
· Type 2, Type 2b, and Type 2c report supports wideband CQI and PMI feedback

· Type 2a report supports wideband PMI feedback

· Type 3 report supports RI feedback

· Type 4 report supports wideband CQI

· Type 5 report supports RI and wideband PMI feedback

· Type 6 report supports RI and PTI feedback

In addition, the following reporting modes are defined:

· Mode 1-0

· Mode 1-1

· Mode 2-0

· Mode 2-1

When trying to define priorities, we have previously shown that we think that the basic periodicity would be the best criterion, as it will ensure that only reports are dropped which will be transmitted as soon as possible again. However, RAN1 63bis decided that insetad of the periodicity, the reporting type/mode should serve as the main priorisation criterion.

From that perspective, we think that taking the reporting type as a criterion comes much closer to a periodicity-based priority than a reporting mode priority,m since we can usually expect that RI is configured with a longer periodicity than wideband CQI/PMI, which in turn is usually configured with a longer periodicity than subband CQI. In addition, we think that for multiple CCs, it would quite oten occur that the same reporting mode is configured, so that using this as a primary criterion would not help much.

Then, we need to further define priorities among the 10 reporting types. The brute-force approach would assign to each reporting type one priority, resulting in 10 priority classes. However, we think this is neither necessary nor useful, as it is not evident that automatically some reporting types are by definition more important than certain other types. Instead, it should be sufficiently useful and at the same time sufficiently simple to define three basic priroity categories along the lines of whether the report relates to RI, to wideband information, or to subband information.
Proposal:
· In case periodic CQI reports for different CC occur in the same subframe, only CCs are considered whose reporting type belong to the highest prevalent priority class; other CCs' reports are dropped

· In case multiple CCs' periodic CQI reports survive, the winning report is determined according to RAN2's decision

· The priority classes are as follows (1st priority is highest, 3rd priority is lowest):

· 1st priority: Type 3, Type 5, Type 6

· 2nd priority: Type 2, 2a, 2b, 2c, 4 
· 3rd priority: Type 1, 1a 

3 Conclusion

We propose that RAN1 adopts the following priroities for periodic CQI reports:
· Reporting priority for periodic CQI reports is based on the reporting types listed in 36.213 clause 7.2.2
· Reporting types are classified into priority classes as follws:

· 1st priority: Type 3, Type 5, Type 6

· 2nd priority: Type 2, 2a, 2b, 2c, 4 
· 3rdpriority: Type 1, 1a 
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