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 Dr. Adriane Kaufmann

Interoperability of digital interactive television services 

Dear Sir or Madam,

please find enclose the position of the Austrian Federal Economic Chamber concerning the Commission staff working paper on the interoperability of digital interactive television services.

4.4.1.

a) the different levels of interoperability, and access and interworking issues, described in Sections 1 and 2, i.e:

· Simple interoperability: device to network interoperability, typically ensuring access in free-to-air broadcasting:

Device to network interoperability regarding free-to-air digital TV broadcast services in the EU is at a very high level, as long as a single type of network access is used. Appropriate standards for satellite, cable and terrestrial networks (DVB-S, DVB-C, DVB-T) are defined and used throughout the member states. If simple interoperability is extended to include receivers which support more than one front-end (e.g. combination of DVB-S and DVB-T front-end) things look very different. Although there seems to be plans within various receiver manufacturers, actually there is no availability of such devices in the market.

In addition the advent of broadband IP networks (xDSL, ETTx) raises the additional demand for receivers which support an additional (from a transmission point of view very different) network, which is also capable of carrying digital TV services.

· Content interoperability: portability of content between different API platforms:

Portability of content between different API platforms is in fact non existing. BBC for example has to code its iTV services for the following systems: MHEG, Liberate, OpenTV corresponding to the different API platforms used at the network operators which BBC has an agreement with to distribute its digital TV services.

b) the role of market forces:


· to what extent can market forces ensure that interoperability is provided to meet user needs?


Full interoperability (including conditional access and interactive services) needs rigid directions from public authorities in an EU wide manner.


· will the market on its own produce “one box“ receiver solutions, e.g. containing several proprietary APIs and conditional access systems?

The market will not produce “one box“ receiver solutions on its own, because of pricing issues in the consumer electronics market. 


· will the deliverables resulting from the CENELEC report and the follow-up mandate (in particular, authoring guidelines and possibly a common content format) facilitate adequate interoperability across the different markets of the EU?

Probably, but it depends on how stringent the implementation of authoring guidelines and the use of a common content format is.

d) the result of including the MHP standard in the voluntary list of standards published in the OJ in December 2002:

· is MHP being implemented by market players? If so, by which market players?

Currently MHP is already implemented by: Philips, Humax, Panasonic, ADB, Sony, Nokia (list is incomplete).

· at what point after publication would it be appropriate to decide whether or not the standards have been adequately implemented?

After 3-4 years enough pilot projects have been rolled out to take this decision.

4.4.2.

In addressing this issue, respondents are invited to comment on the following:

· how would compulsory implementation of MHP standards improve interoperability and freedom of choice for users?

Both, interoperability and freedom of choice would considerably improve for the user. Just compare it to the history of teletext services within analogue TV: Imagine there would be 5 to 7 non interoperable proprietary teletext systems on the TV channels you are using every day.

· who would benefit? who would not benefit? when would the benefits be felt? Which undertakings would be required to implement the standard?

All players (users, content providers, network operators, receiver manufacturers) would benefit. Only the creators of proprietary middleware APIs would not benefit, but in using their digital TV experience its easy for them to change their business focus in a successful way.


· who would bear the costs? would the benefits exceed the costs?

In a first step the costs would be beared by the consumers (early adopters), although this could be avoided if public authorities would fund standardized receivers. Anyway, a single middleware API (MHP) on the receivers in the long run would bring the prices down very quickly.

· if implementation were to be made compulsory, from what date would it apply? Would there be a phasing-out period for legacy systems?

As early as possible, since the further roll-out of legacy systems should be avoided.

· how would the imposition of the MHP standards affect switchover and related policy objectives?

In case of terrestrial analogue to digital switchover, the competitiveness of terrestrial networks against satellite and cable networks would suffer if MHP is not adopted as a standard. 

4.4.3.

Possible candidate standards include:

- MHEG 5, currently undergoing a standardisation process in ETSI;

· Other possible outputs from the standardisation mandate M331, mentioned in section 3.2.3 above.

Yes.

The only serious commercial roll out of MHEG-5 is located in England. Thus, the European wide relevance is questionable.

Best Regards

Univ.Doz. Dr. Hanspeter Hanreich
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