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Scienlific-Atlanta wottlc.l Hke to address c1 number of iSSlle.~ raised in the initial

comments. Scverall~ommenters claim t.hat the current set-top hox market is nOl

competitive. In fact, this market is competitive, with over 50 companies producing or

having prouuced set-top hoxes. Th~ problCln with the market is not competition among

suppliers, but the fact that the consumer is often limited in his or her choice of boxes due

to the security requirements for analog deviccs. Cable operator:> and their suppliers

operated in the marketplace for many years without objection!; to th~ way of doing

business. However, as applications for the cable network exp,nd, this type of

arrangen1ent ha.~ become limiting. For this reason. the cable industry has estabHshed a set

of standards for both digital set-tops and cable modems to help en$;Urc that the consumer

has more choices and so that these devices can he obtained frc·m more than one SOllrce.

Statements were made in the initial round of commenl. to the effect thal consumer

electronics manufacturers have no role in the seHop box martet. In fact, ~nith, Pioneer,

and Panasonic all manufacntre set-top boxes for the U.S. marl:et. Korean manufacturers
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also make set-top box~. Matsushita manufactllrc.~ Set-lop bo,,-cs for Scientifit;-Atlanta.

While these foreign manufUl,:lllfcrs dn not have anywhere close to 100% share of the U.S.

market for set-top boxes as they do for televisions and VCRs, i1 is nOl the intent of the

commercial availability provisions to provide foreign manllfacttlrer~ with 90%~ market

share of the set-top box market as is the case in telcvisiuns and VCRs.

With respect TC'l analog d~vice.s, there is linl~ consensus for addressing the analog

environment among the cnnunenters in this proceeding. Not ouly docs the decoder

intctfoce face potentially insunnountable legal obstaclcs, there is little indication of any

demand for such a product If there is a demand for such a pwJuct, particularly amoni:

cable operators, Scientific-Atlanta woultl bt:- willing to proc.lucc such il product. However,

given the current llncer(.aintie~ and the lack ot demand for devi.~esl previously prescribed

under the cilble television and <,;onsumer elcctron;cs compatibiLty proceeiling~ such an

undertaking is dubious at best.

With respect to digital devices. there is gtmeral cnnsenws (even among those few

whose (;Omments supporting addressing analog) that the dighal domain should be the

focus of the COlllm i~sion's deliberations. However, there is :m ilpparent lack of awareness

among il number of the original commenters about the comp1eKity and progress in

developing digital Slanctards. It is disappointing that most of tilose parties that Critici7.ed

the cable industry did not address the current proposed standard~ for cuble modems, set­

lOps and t'lther digital devicl....s. The cable industry standards rely on and extend much of

lhe work done by a wide fani:c of slandanls hodies including MPEG, DAVIC anu the

ISO. This has been an enonnously complex and difficult undt:l'taking. requiring extensive

I ror example, dll;IJ tUlIer conveners ancl Walch & Record and Ta~ &; View set-top boxes,
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consultation among numerous mant1facturer~ and nelwork opentors. Yet, there were

few, if any, comment.\; among those who criticize<llhe cable indllstry (i.e. retailers,

consumer electronics manufactul"er~. computer indusu'Y'Z) that address these standurds

issue.~. The new standards mnve in the diTCction of the portability, interoperability nnd

opennes~ desired by these critics. Any Commission effon to audress these issues must

start from the current cable industry standards. It would bt: llnflrecedented and pure folly

for the Commbsion to impose on the industly smndanls that al'l~ in conflict with those

already in existen(,;~. The Commission should request interested parties to address !.he

strengths. weaknesses and inadequacies in the current standard;.

This is not to suggest that the current standards are adequate (IT complete. Indeed.

they only provide the foundation for the digital technology and services which will soon

become available. Much additional work needs to be done in l"elermining what the

consumer want~ and desires. Dcadlines such as those suggested by some ret3iler~ and

others arc not likely to be met It will take some time to detelTl'line the right mix of

standards. tcchnology and services in the digital domain. This does not mean that the

Commission (,.~annot set target dates for updatcs and efforts by standards organi7.ations to

develop the standards which will facilitaLe commercial availability. However. like the

Comrois.~i()n·s efforts to establish a standard for Advanced or High Detinit.ion Television,

intervening events and rapid changes in technology may necessitate delays nr require

additional development of standards.

2 See comment." llf \be Consumer Elec:troniCl.l Manufactunsr$;. Conlumetlalec:troniCii RetniJerl!l Co.-tUUon.
BUllhICS$ So!twnre Alliance, InfOrnultion T~hnology lndllslry Council ~I!ld Computinf, Technology
ImJulltr)' Associntion.
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The Commission and private industry 1'itandal'ds organl7.:llions cannot drive the

technology process by seLLing rigid deadlines, rather the reverse is true. FOl' example, if

Microsoft had complied with an arbitrary deadline for finalizing a ba5il,; software package

and operating system for the PC and this d~dline had been a couple of years ago, there

would be no provision for Internet access or network computer:;. Bill Gates initially

minimized the 111lportance of both the IIltt:mel and nctwork computers. In each instance,

Microsoft reversed course and is now providing software solut; Ons to the consumer. If

Bill Gates can't forecast where technology is headed, how can ,mmdards organizations.

the Commission and Wa~hlngton~hased trade associations? Tht~ Commission witnessed

the futility of such deadlines in the Advanced Televisic.)n proceeding. Right before the

initial cJeadline, Gcneral Insullment proposed a digital system. which would not have been

fully implemented by the original deadline. If the Commission had sUlek to it~ deadline.

thereby forcing adoption of an analog-ha~ed High Definition Tc~leviSlon standard, where

would that process bl~ today? The Japanese tried to adhere Lo ,n arbitrary deadline and

stuck with their analog or MUSE High Defmition Television standard. Their High

Defmition Television effort is now viewed as a failure.

The comments of those who criticize the cablc jndu~try reflect an apparenl naivcte

or ignorance about the cun-ent standulus. For example. there i~ praise for the MPEG ~et

of standards, the develnpment of which was indeed a remarkable accomplishment. Yet.

whUe different delivt:ry mechanisms use MPEG standards. that does not necessarily make

them interoperable, l)CCause they use different transpOlt strearrs. For example, DVD and

cable use exactly the same MPEG-2 specification, but DVD uscs a program stream, while

cable uses a neLwork stl'eam. To date. there is no device or mt:chanism for converting
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from one stream to another. DBS alsoll~es MPEG-2, but hu~ i ~~ own proprietary

transpoIt (since it wa!1 finalired before the actual standard was c:omplete.cJ). Thus. none of

these u~vices can currently talk to one another. despite using what is now a world

standard. By some n,:count.li and analysis. the digital domain in·~(')lves as many as seventy

interfaces, ~ome of them with extremely (;omplcx and intricate,ssues such as the one just

described.

In the iniLiallound of comments, thcre were a number (,f comments in favor of a

single universal box ('lr some fonn of national portability. From the con~umer's

perspective. the mosl effective such dcvi~ would be one that would allow the consumer

to switch between different delivery mechanisms (i.c. cable. DBS and MMOS). This

would enable most consumcrs to have a choicc in service providers. Other efforts at so­

called national portability would apply to mUL~h more limited 5':tS of consumers. such as

those that move or have more than one household. However, for cablc and MMDS. there

can be no gua.rantee of national pOltability. 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 c·)st of such a box is likely to

be prOhibitive. In the injtial round of commenters. DBS service pl'oviders do not indicate

any willingness to provide a single hox or llevicc for the vario.ls DBS semces. so any

such portahle device would have to accommodate multiple DHS fomats, driving the costs

substantially high~r. Any effort to standardize devices ac;ros~ llelivery mechanism~ is lik~ly

to disadvantage new entrants. Further, for digital technologies and services. the market is

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



The complexity of standards for the digltal domain is daunting. However. these

standards have widely availabl~ public docnment'5 and network intt:rface speciticlltions.

For example. the systems asp~clS of thc Gcneric Coding Moving Pictures and Associated

Auoio is available as ISOIIEC 13818-1 International Standanl 11994) and is known a~

MPEG-2 Sy~tems. The vid~o aspects of the General Coding of Moving Pictures and

Associated Audio is available as ISOIIEC 13818·2 Intemation,l standanl (1994) and is

known a~ MPEG-2 Video. Th~ audi(l aspects of the Generic Coding of Moving Pictures

and Associated audio are available as ISOflEe 11172-3 International standard (l99~) a.nd

is known as MPEG-I Audlo. The DAVIC or Digital Audio Vi sua) Council 1.1 standard

runs to well over 1,000 pages and includes low~r layer protoco,s and physical inrerfaces

and is known as DAVIe 1.1. Por identification canis - intcgra:ed circuit cards with

COnLactll is available as ISO 7816-1 (IS) July J987 for physical characteristics; ISO 7816-2

(IS) May 1988 for dimensions and location of the cl.mlClCIS; anll IS07R16-3 (IS)

Septemb& 1989 for decU"onic sjgnaJ~ and transmission prOLOc,)ls. The Data Encryption

Standard or DES is available as NIST PIPS PUB 46·2 (Januarv 1988) and DES Modes of

Operation as NIST FlPS PUB 81 (December 1980). Security l'equiremcnts tor

cryptographic modules, U.S. Department of Commerce is available us FIPS PUB 140-1

(January 1994). ATSC System lnfonnation is available al; ATSC Stand81'd AJ56 (1996).

ATSC Digital Audio Compre~~ion (AC·3) ~ available as ATSC Smndard N52 (1995).

lTU QAM Modulation and Forward Error Correction is available as rru J.83 Annex B.

In au appendix to its filing. General Instrllment cited most of these standard~ and a

number of other standards which it is utilizing in its product'i. including QPSK Modulation
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and Forward Error Correction (ITU-R Draft Recommendation [11/38J system C); and

various DVB standards,

Given the widespread availability of these materials and standard~, it is difficulllO

understand what is meant by statemtmlS such as "no competitive market in CPE will be

possibl~ unless CPE manufacturers are granted sufficient aCCe5;) to specifications and

standards necessary to ensure the interconnection and interopcration of commercially

available na\ligation devices with MVPD nelworks. The CornT:1~siol1111USt ensure that

mlutichannel video s~rvices providers publ1cly di.'iclose inionm lioll about the physical and

logical inlerfaces of their systems in a way that allows 'plug ani play' of CPE. if il

competitive market for such video CPE is to be realized:') What is it that the consumer

electronics manufacturers want that is not already available?

Similarly. Circuit City states that "disclosure l.'e.quiremfmts are needed to assure

that manufacturers have timely access to standards and technical specifications for CPE

interconnection".4 What docs Circuit City propose be made availahle to manufacturers?

The computer industry, in the comments of the Information TEJChnology Industry Council

and Computing Technology Industry Association states that "'he Commission should

require MVPDs to di~close technical infOl'matinn necessary [(:r competitors to produce::.

and coosumer~ to attach, CPE, but it should pro~ctthe disclo~;ing parties' intellectual

pr(lpetty rights ...required disclosures must be sufficiently bl'o~d in scope and defined in

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

, See COuunClIUI of the ConsumlSr Electronic$ MaTII.lfJ\cturen Assoc:luti(m
~ See ~umU1Cnl$ of Circuit City Stures, !tlC., p. 21.
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compatihle with MVPDs' transmission syslem~:,·i This Slatemt:nt is somewhat

hypocritical. The tekl:ommWlications industry has a far higher level of disclosure than the

compllLCf industry. If the Commission adopL'l such a disclosurt: requirem~nt, il should

apply it to the computer industry as well, particularly since that industry is advocatin~ a

rightlO attach. For all pral;tic.:al purposes. there is no distinction between computers and

digiuu. set.top hnxes.

Even more remarkable is the statement from the BusinE;ss Software Alliance lhat

"in order to fadlitate a competitive market for MVPD CPE, lht; Commission should

require any MVPD sY5tem thal is nor subject to effective COIlll:lctition lo disclose

infonnalion necessary to allow non-affiliated manufacturers to develop products that can

be used in conjunction with the system.,,6 This statement is more than just hypocritical, it

is disingenuous. Thl~ software industry, known for its proprietary technology, is

demanuing c1i5clo~ure from the terec.:ommunicati(')ns industry, which is known fOf its open

standanl.s. Ally such requirement should be applied first to tht: software industry,

particularly since it is asking for u right to attach its cquipmen': and intellectual property to

MVPDs. There is a greater need for disclosure and open interface-c; in the software

industry than in the telecommunications indu~try.

Cahle modems are one area where there is widespread agreement that the

Coolmissinn can help facilitate commerciaJ availability. The Commission shOllld allempt

to assure that these devices meet the stannory requiremenlS for commercial availability.

~ See ~;ununcnts of Infonntltion Tecl1no)ol:Y Industry Council anll lhe CClI:nplJting Tecbnol\lg)' Industry
ASsoc1l\tinn.. (I. 10.
, See cumUICUI.S at' 8usin~s Software Alliancc, p. 8.
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Ba.~ed on the comments filed in this proceeding, the " right to "uach" concept is another

area where the Commission might be able to obtain general agreement.

In conclusion, Scientific-Atlanta helieve.s that the cable industry has made major

progress in developing d;gital standafd~ that should help ensun: inreroperahility and

portability. Any Commissinn action on commercial availabilit:r ~hOllld take cognizance of

these efforts. Scientific-Atlanta believes that retail availability is desirable and will be

forthcoming through the voluntary industry standards sening process.



Respectfully submitted,

SCIENTIFIC-ATLANTA, INC.

June 16, 1997


