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1. Introduction
ETSI SCP has been trying to make a decision on the High Speed Terminal Interface to Smartcards since early 2005. 
There are two candidate technologies under consideration: 
· an MMC based high speed interface and 
· a USB based high speed interface. 
Several undertakings to come to an agreement, including a scheduled voting (actually the second one already) at the March 2006 SCP plenary (SCP#25) have failed. In addition, this last voting did not even take place on the subject matter itself but merely on the question whether a formal vote should be made or not during that meeting, by other words, it was a vote on the vote rather than a vote on the technology. So ETSI SCP has ended up in a deadlock situation, and there was and still is no clear view how to continue although an ad hoc in the near future (but without fixing a date) was agreed. 
A further complication in the decision making process has been (and eventually still is) the IPR situation on the candidate technologies. 
Following ETSI SCP’s inability to finally conclude on the High Speed Interface matter SA1 has agreed a 3GPP internal requirement (S1-060624, CR 193 to TS 22.101) which was supposed to serve as a trigger for CT6 to take over ETSI SCP’s job to decide on the technology and to carry out the necessary specification work; this appears quite justified since effectively the only party currently visible to employ a High Speed Terminal Interface to Smartcards is in fact 3GPP. But unexpectedly (although not totally surprisingly), SA1 couldn’t reach an agreement on the urgency of this CR by approving it for Rel8 only. 
Note that the High Speed Terminal Interface to Smartcards is not supposed to be a mandatory requirement but only an option. However, it is of utmost importance to have just one option specified and not several ones (plus eventually proprietary solutions) to avoid a detrimental fragmentation of the market. 

2. Discussion

The “hard facts” are as follows:

· There is general consensus among operators to have one and only one High Speed Terminal Interface.

· There is general consensus that the consideration of alternative proposals, including the development of a new solution, is hardly a way forward since it would further delay a decision. This similarly holds for proposals made to create a kind of combined solution. 
· Although the support for the two candidate technologies is far from being equally distributed no signs are visible that either camp could establish a clear 71% or more majority for its proposal in another vote. 

· At ETSI SCP#25 there was some considerable confusion about SanDisk’s IPR with respect to the two candidate technologies. 

· With very short notice, SanDisk Corp. has indicated to ETSI SCP (SCP-060149) that they presently do not intend to grant licensees for any of their IPRs under ETSI FRAND conditions in case the chosen solution “is related to, derived from, or employs an MMCA interface or specification” (quote from SCP-060149). 
· SanDisk Corp. has also indicated to ETSI SCP that they are prepared to grant irrevocable licenses under ETSI FRAND conditions in case USB is involved. Notably, this information is not available as an SCP#25 document but only as an e-mail which was presented to the SCP#25 meeting. As such, it cannot be considered an official document since an e-mail is not legally binding information under French law. 

· Attempts to carry the High Speed Interface issue before governing bodies such as ETSI General Assembly or ETSI Board, whatever the outcome of such undertaking could be, are not suited to assist in achieving a rapid decision. 
The current situation is very unpleasant, and in case it continues to last for some time there is the real danger of further promoting and progressing proprietary solutions by the industry. To avoid this we believe that it is now up to 3GPP TSG SA to act. Article 42 of the 3GPP Working Procedures states that

... The System Aspects TSG shall have a particular responsibility for the technical co-ordination of work being undertaken within 3GPP, and for overall system architecture and system integrity. …
3. Conclusion
What is needed now from 3GPP TSG SA is twofold:

· an extraordinary approval of the SA1 CR to 22.101 as a Rel7 and not as a Rel8 CR only. We do recognize that Rel7 is functionally frozen, however, in this particular case the critical issue is not lack of time but the lack of a decision.
· a decision on the technology for the High Speed Terminal Interface to Smartcards. The 3GPP community cannot afford to lose even more time on the subject matter without any idea for a way forward. It is one of the proven strengths of 3GPP to finally resolve such a situation. We therefore believe that this 3GPP SA plenary should finally conclude on this matter.
