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Scieniific- Atlanta would like to address a number of issnes raiscd in the initial
comments. Scveral commenters claim that the current set-top hox market is not
compettive. In fact, this market is competitive, with over 50 companies producing or
having produced set-top boxes. The problemn with the markcet is not competition among
suppliers. but the fact that the consumer is often limited in his ur her choice of buxes due
to the security requirements for analog devices. Cable operators and their suppliers
operatcd in the marketplace for many years without objections to this way of doing
busincss. However, as applications for the cable network expznd, this type of
arrangement has become limiting. For this reason, the cable industry has cstablished a set
of standards for both digital set-tops and cable modems to help ensurc that the consumer
has more clinices and so that these devices can be obtained frcm more than one source.

Statemcents were made in the inital round of comment; to the effect that consumer
clectronics manufacturers have no rolc in the set-top box marliet. In fact, Zenith, Pioneer,

and Panusonic all manufacture set-top boxes for the U.S. market. Korcan manufacturers
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also makc set-top boxzs. Matsushita manufuctures set-top boxcs for Scientific-Atanta.
While these foreign manufucturcrs do not have anywhere close to 100% share of the U.S.
market for set-top boxes as they do tor televisions and VCRSs, 11 is not the intent of the
commercial availability provisions to provide foreign manufacturers with 90%+ market
share of the set-top box market as is the case in telcvisions and VCRs.

With respect 1o analog devices, there is little conscnsus for addressing the analog
environment among the commenters in this proceeding. Not only docs the decoder
intedface face potentally insurmountable lcgal obstacles, there is little indication of any
demand for such a product. 1t there is a demand for such a proJuct, particularly among
cable operators, Scientlic-Atlanta would be willing to producc such a product. However,
given the current uncertainties and the lack of demand for devices' previously prescribed
under the cable television and consumer electronics compatibil ty proceeding, such an
undertaking is dubious at best.

With respect to digital devices, there is general consensus (even among those fcw
whose comments supporting addressing analog) that the digital domain should be the
focus of the Commission’s deliberatons. However, therc is ar apparent lack of awareness
among a number of the original commenters about the complexity and progress in
developing digital standards. It is disappointing that most of those parties that criticized
the cable industry did not address the current proposed standards for cable modems, set-
tops and nther digital devices. The cable industry standards rely on and extend much of
the work done by a widc range of standards hodies including MPEG, DAVIC and the

1SO. This has been an enormously complex and difficult undestaking, requiring cxtensive

! For example, dual tuver converters and Watch & Record and Tape & View set-top boxes,



consulwtion among numerous manufacturers and network operators. Yet, there were
few, if any, comments among those who criticized the cable industry (i.c. retaiers,
consumer electronics manufacturers, computer industry®) that address these standards
issues. The new standards move in the direction of the portability, interoperability and
openness desired by thesc critics. Any Commission effort to address these issues must
start from the current cable industry standards. It would be unprecedented and purc folly
for the Commission to impose on the industry standards that ars in conflict with those
already in existence, The Commission should request interested parties to address the
strengths, weaknesses and inadcquacies n the current standards.

This is not to suggest that the current standards are adequate or complete. Indeed,
they only provide the foundation for the digital technology and services which will soon
become availabie. Much additional work needs 1 be done in Celermining what the
consumer wants and desires. Dcadlines such as thosc suggested by some retailers and
others arc not likely to be met. It will take somc time to deterraine the right mix of
standards. tcchnology and services in the digital domain. This does not mean that the
Commussion cannot set target dawes for updates and eftorts by standards organizations to
develop the standards which will facilitaie commercia! availability. However, like the
Commission’s etforts to establish a stundard for Advanced or High Definition Telcvision,
intcrvening events and rapid changes in tcchnology may necessitale delays or require

additional development of standards.

? Sce comments uf the Consumer Electronics Manufacturers, Consumes Electronics Retailers Coalition,
Business Software Alliance, Information Technology Industry Council #nd Computing Technology
Industry Association.



The Commission and private industry standards organiz.itions caanot drive the
technology process by setling rigid dcadlines, rather the reverse is truc. For example, if
Microsoft had complied with an arbitrary deadiine for finalizing a basic software package
and opcrating system for the PC and this deadline had been a couple of years ago, there
would be no provision for Internet access or network computer:. Bill Gates initially
minimized the importance of both the Internet and nctwork conmiputers. In each instance,
Microsoft reversed course and is now providing software solutions to the consumer. If
Bill Gates can’t forecast wherce technology is headed, how can standards vrganizations,
the Commission and Washington-hased trade associations? The Commission witnessed
the futility of such deadlines in the Advanced Television procccding. Right before the
initial deadline, Gencral Instrument proposed a digital system, which would not have been
[ully implemented by the original deadiine. If the Commission had stuck to its deadline,
thereby forcing adopiion of an analog-hased High Detinition Television standard, where
would that process be today? The Japanese tried to adhere (0 zn arbitrary deadline and
stuck with their analog or MUSE High Definition Television standard. Their High
Definition Television effort is now viewed as a failure.

The comments of those who criticize the cablc industry reflect an apparent naivetd
or ignorance about the current standards. For example, there is praise for the MPEG sct
of standards, the development of which was indeed a rcmarkable accomplishment. Yet,
while differcit delivery mechanisms use MPEG standards, that does not necessarily make
them interopcerable, because they use different transport strearrs. For example, DVD and
cable use exactly the same MPEG-2 specification, but DVD uscs a program stream, while

cable uses a network sucam, To date, there is no device or mechanism for converting



from one stream to another. DBS also uses MPEG-2, but has i:s own proprietary
transport (since it was finalized before the actual standard was completed). Thus, none of
these devices can currently talk to onc another, despite using what is now a world
stundard. By some accounts and analysis, the digital domain involves as many as seventy
interfaces, some of them with extremely complex and intricate “ssues such as the onc just
described.

In the inital tound of comments, there were a number ¢f comments in favor of a
singlc universal box or some form of national portability. From the consumer’s
perspective, the most effective such device would be one that would allow the consumcr
to switch between different delivery mechanisms (i.c. cable, D13S and MMDS). This
would enable most consumcis to have a choice in service providers. QOther efforts at so-
called national portability would apply to much more limited sets of consumers, such as
those that move or have more than one household. However, for cablc and MMDS, therc
can be no gharantee of national portability, because service is not universal and technology
and services are evolving rapidly and, in many instances, vary greatly from place to place.
Unless these different industries adopt similar standards, the cost of such a box is likely to
be prohibitive. In the initial round of commenters, DBS service providers do not indicate
any willingness to provide a single box or device for the vario ss DBS services, so any
such portable device would have to accommodatc multiple D13S formats, driving the cosls
substantially higher. Any effort to standardize devices across delivery mechanisms is likely
to disadvantage new entrants. Further, for digital lechnologies and services, the market is

not yet mature enough to determine what the consumer will eventually need.



The complexity of standards for the digital domain is deunting. However, these
standards have widely available public documents and network interface specifications.
For example, the systems aspects of the Generic Coding Moving Picturcs and Associated
Audio is available as ISO/TEC 13818-1 Intermational Standard (1994) and is known as
MPEG-2 Systems. The video aspects of the General Coding of Moving Picturcs and
Associated Audio is available as ISO/IEC 13818-2 Intemationz] standard (1994) and is
known as MPEG-2 Video. The audio aspects of the Generic Coding of Moving Pictures
and Associated audic ure available as ISO/IEC 11172-3 Interniional standard (1995) and
is known as MPEG-1 Audio. The DAVIC or Digital Andio Visual Council 1.1 standard
runs (0 well over 1,000 pages and includes lower layer protoco s and physical inter{aces
and is known as DAVIC 1.1. Por identification cards - intcgra ed circuit cards with
contacts is available as ISO 7816-1 (IS) July 1987 for physical characteristics; ISO 7816-2
(IS) May 1988 tor dimensions and location of the contacts; and ISO7816-3 (IS)
September 1989 for electronic signals and transmission protocols. The Data Encryption
Standard or DES is availablc as NIST FIPS PUB 46-2 (Junuary 1988) and DES Modes of
Operation as NIST FIPS PUB 81 (Dccecmber 1980). Security requiremcnts for
cryptographic modules, U.S. Department ot Coinmerce is available as FIPS PUB 14()-1
(January 1994). ATSC System Information is available as ATSC Standard A/56 (1996).
ATSC Digital Audio Compression (AC-3) is available as ATSC Standard A/52 (1995).
ITU QAM Modulation and Forward Error Correction is available as ITU J.83 Annex B.

In an appendix to its filing, General Instroment cited most of these standards and a

number of other standards which it is utilizing in its products, including QPSK Modulation



and Forward Error Correction (ITU-R Draft Recommendation [11/38] systemn C); and
varipus DVB standards.

Given the widesprcad availability of these materials and standards, it is difficult to
understand what is meant by statements such as “no competitive market in CPE will be
possible unless CPE manufacturers are granted sufficient access to specifications and
standards necessary to ensure the interconncction and interoperation of commercially
available navigation devices with MVPD networks. The Comraission roust ensure that
multchannel video services providers publicly disclose inform: tion about the physical and
logical interfaces of their systems in 4 way that allows ‘plug and play” of CPE,1if a
competitive market for such video CPE is to be rcalized.”> What is it that the consumer
electronics manufacturcrs want that is not already available?

Similarly, Circuit City states that “'disclosurc requirements are needed to assure
that manufacturers have timely access to standards and technical specificadions for CPE
interconnection”.* What does Circuit City propose bc made available to manulacturers?
The computer industry, in the comments of the Information Technology Industry Council
and Computing Technology Industry Association states that “the Commission should
require MVPDs to disclose technical information necessary fCcr competitors to produce,
and consuimers to attach, CPE, but it should protect the disclosing parties’ intellectual
property rights. . .requived disclosures must be sufficiendy bro:d in scope and defined in

detail to permit CPE manufacturers to design equipment that will be completcly

: See comunents of the Consumer Electronics Manufacturers Association.
See commcnts of Circuit City Stures, loc,, p. 21,



compatible with MVPDs’ transmission systems.”* This statement is somewhat
hypocritical. The telecommunications industry has a far higher level of disclosure than the
computer industry. If the Commission adopts such a disclosure: requirement, it should
apply it to the computer industry as well, particularly sincc that industry is advocatng a
right to attach. For all practical purposes, there is no distinction between computers and
digital sci-top boxes.

Even more remarkable is the statcment from the Business Software Alliance that
“in order to facilitate a competitive market for MVPD CPE, th:: Commission should
require any MVPD system thal is not subject to effective comyietition to disclose
infurmauon necessary to allow non-affiliated manufacturers to develop products that can

be used in conjunction with the system."‘

This statement is more than just hypocritical, it
1s disingenuous. The software industry, known fou its proprietary lechoology, is
demanding disclosure from the telecommunications industry, which is known for its open
standards. Any such requirement should be applied first to the software industry,
particularly since it is asking for a right to attach its cquipmen' and intellectual property to
MVPEDs. There is a greater nced for disclosure and open interfaces in the soltwarc
industry than in the ©lecommunications industry.

Cahle modcms are vne arca where there is widesprcad agreement that the

Commission can help facilitalc commercial availability. The Commission should attempt

to assure that these devices mect the statutory requirements for commercial availability.

* See comuncnts of Information Technology Industry Council and the Computing Technolugy Industry
Associagon, p. 10.

¢ See commcuts of Business Software Alliance, p. 8.



Based on the comments filed in this procecding, the * right to allach™ concept 1s another
area where the Commission might be able to obtain general agreemcent.

In conclusion, Scientific- Atlanta believes that the cable industry has made major
progress in developing digital standards that should help cnsur: interoperability and
portability. Any Commission action on commercial availability should take cognizance of
these efforts. Scientific-Atlanta belicves that re(ail availability is desirable and will be

forthcoming through the voluntary industry standards setting process.
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