
Verizon provided CLEC-spccilic data to verify its
on-time performance:

3 Verizon submilled evidence of a DTE
supervised data reconciliation of Covad's orders
from February 7-11, 2000, which found that
Verizon timely completed 92 percent of Covad
orders once orders that Covad incorrectly ascribed
as Verizon misses were properly excluded. App. B,
Tab 423, at Checklist Aff.1207.

3 Verizon also demonstrated that its on-time
performance for Covad's xDSL loops improved
every month from October 1999 to March 2000
under the measurements used in the C2C
performance reports. App. 8, Tab 423, at Checklist
Aff.!(207.

3 In response to a DTE Information Request,
Verizon provided CLEC-specilic data for missed
appointment measurement from October 1999 to
February 2000 for UNE Complex Services. App.
8, Tab 443 (response to Information Request DTE
5-13) (proprietary).

3 "Earlier this year, the Department oversaw a data
reconciliation between VZ-MA and Covad for 132
of Covad's orders completed between February 7
II, 2000. The carriers agreed that 116 of the orders
were completed on time. In addition, through this
reconciliation, it was determined that six orders
scored as 'misses' should have been counted as
'met,' increasing VZ-MA's on-time performance to
92 percent." DTE Eva!. at 308-309.

3 "[W]e do not consider Covad' s data to
demonstrate poor provisioning performance." DTE
Eva!. at 308.

3 "Until we read Covad's FCC comments, we were
unaware that this lack of CLEC-specific data posed
a hindrance to Covad because Covad never raised
this issue during our proceeding. Indeed, the only
requests made to VZ-MA for CLEC-specilic non
hot cut loops during this year's § 271 proceeding
came from the Department; and we heard nothing
about the mailer from Covad until its October 16
comments." DTE Reply at 70 & n.23I.

"Neither Covad nor Rhythms mentioned any VZ
MA refusal to provide C'LEC-spccilic data in our
§ 271 proceeding (or in any other Department
proceeding)." DTE Reply at 75.
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Verizon also filed in its application all the evidence
that was included in the state record.
Verizon filed in its appliCation all the evidence that
was included in the state record.



3 Verizon demonstrated lhat, from October 1999
through March 2000, it met 94.2 percent of its
installation appointments for Vitts, and that in
March Verizon met nearly 98 percent of its
appointments for Vius. App. B, Tab 423, at
Checklist Aff. 1 210.

3 Verizon demonstrated that, in March 2000, its
on-time performance for Rhythms increased to
more than 95 percent despite a big increase in order
volume. App. B, Tab 432, at Checklist Aff.1211.

3 "Vitts has not contested VZ-MA's performance
this year." DTE Eval. at 301.

3 "VZ-MA reviewed Rhythms' claims and noted
that its C2C Guidelines data for Rhythms indicate
that its percentage of missed appointments dropped
from over 21 percent in October, 1999, to 4.73
percent in March, despite a tenfold increase in
Rhythms' orders." DTE implies that Rhythms
dropped these claims, noting that "Covad is the
only carrier that continues to make specific claims
about VZ-MA's provisioning performance." DTE
Eval. at 302.

2. Verizon demonstrated that it is providing loops in a non-discriminatory manner.
Verizon demonstrated that it is completing pre
qualified xDSL loops at least as quickly as retail
orders, even though unbundled loop orders arc
more complicated to provision:

3 Under the measurements used in the C2C
performance reports, Verizon demonstrated that, in
second quarter 2000, th~ average interval offered
and average interval completed for xDSL loops was
roughly the same for wholesale and retail. App. B,
Tab 537.

3 "VZ-MA's performance data indicate that it
generally provisions xDSL loops for CLECs in
approximately the same amount of time th!lt it
provisions xDSL loops for its own retail service."
DTE Eval. at 298.

Verizon's "provisioning intervills, fur both its retail
ADSL service and the service it provides to
CLECs, are decreasing." DTE Eva!. at 305.

"We affirm our findings wntained III our
Evaluation: VZ-MA provisions xDSL loops to
CLECs when CLECs reljuest Ihelll." DTE Reply at

3

Verizon demonstrated that. from May through July
2000, the weighted average intcrval completed for
itself and CLECs was at parity. In addition,
Veri/.on suhmitted evidem:e in its Application of a
study of randolllly selected DSL urders from June
and July that updated and expanded upon a study in
the state proceeding and demonstrated that, for pre
qualilied loops, the average offered and completed
intervals for wholesale and retail were at parity.
Verizon further noted that, because unhundled DSL
loops arc much more difficult to install than retail
DSL service, the fact that performance is
comparahle fur the two services means that CLECs
actually receive service that is superior to what
VerilOn provides itself. Appliciltion at 24; G/C
'I 7l)-lW & An. K; UR'I 100-10 I.

Veri IOn agilin pointed to this perfofllwnce in its
Reply COlllmenls. Reply COllllllents ilt 9-10; LlR



3 Verizon conducted a study of 144 randomly
selected xDSL-loop orders from January and
February 2000. The study found that the average
completed interval for these loops was 7.6 days.
App. B, Tab 423, at Measurements Aff... 70. (In
January and February 2000, DSL was not
separately backed out from other complex services
in the C2C reports; Verizon's own average intervals
for complex services in January and February were
7.58 days and 8.34 days, respectively. App. B, Tab
424.) In response to a DTE request, Verizon
provided supporting documentation for its interval
study. App. B, Tab 443 (response to Information
Request DTE 5-30).

Verizon demonstrated that interval measures - such
as orders completed within 6 days (PR-3-1 0) - do
not accurately measure Veril.on's performance.
First, Verizon, noted that the correct interval for
CLEC orders that arc not prequalified - which
make up the bulk of all CLEC DSL loop orders - is
nine days, not six. App. B, Tab 565 at 5632 (old
numbering). Second, Verizon demonstrated that
CLECs often request a longer interval than 6 days,
but that CLECs often do not code their orders
properly so that interval measures such as PR-3-1O
do not capture this fact. App. B, Tab 423, at
Measurements Aff.170; App. B, Tab 494, at
Measurements AlT. '119. Verizon demonstrated
that this coding problem is confirmed by the fael
that CLECs are given the intervals they request.
App. B, Tab 520, at 2527-2528 (old numbering);
App. B, Tab 565, at 5632 (old numbering).

74.

3 "In response to DOl's concern that we may have
relied upon a VZ-MA study of POTS lines to
support our finding that VZ-MA provisions XdsL
loops to CLECs when they request them, we note
that in its May measurements affidavit, VZ-MA
discussed a study of randomly selected xDSL
orders from January and February 2000. The
Department requested and received the supporting
documentation for this study, which indicates that
for xDSL orders requiring a dispatch, CLECs
miscoded approximately 30 percent of the orders,
CLECs request longer than the stated interval but
neglected to code those orders with an 'X' instead
of a 'W.' The Department expects this
clarification, which we neglected to make explicit
in our Evaluation, will resolve any of the DOJ's
concerns about any inappropriate reliance on VZ
MA's POTS studies." DTE Reply at 75-76.
"VZ-MA has testified before the Department that
its retail representatives do not use manual loop
qualifications or engineering queries, which will
add additional time to the process.... It is only
logiealthatthis added step would increase
provisioning intervals for CLECs, thus making it
appear that VZ-MA's performance for CLECs is
out of parity, when in fact it is not out of parity."
DTE Eva!. at 306.

"VZ-MA has explained persuasively how including
loops that arc pre-qualified and loops that require
manual loop qualilkation in Ihe measure creates a
mis-impression of a lad of parily." DTE Eva!. al
307.
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Reply 158.

Verizon also liled in its application all the evidence
that was included in the state record.

Verizon demonstrated in ils applkation Ihal loops
Ihat have nol been prequalified are induded in Ihe
dala Ihal go inlo the percentl:Ompleled in 6 days
measure (PR-3-1 0), and thaI as a result Ihe reported
results incorreclly appear as though Veril.On is
providing beller service to ilself than to CLECs.
Application at 24; UR 11 UX)-I 0 I; G/C 1178-8 I.

In response to complaints about Verizon's
provisioning performance and allempts 10 rely
predominalely on PR-3-1O, Verizon reiteraled in ils
reply comments thai PR-3-1 0 docs not relleet
Verizon's performance, and is skewed, inta a!ia.
.by Ihc fael lhal many CLEC loop orders h.lve nol
been prequalilied. Reply Commenls al H; UR
Reply '1'161-65; G/C Reply 'I 10. Drs. Gertner and
Bamherger confirmed Ihal Ihe reporled results arc
skewed hy CLEC behavior. and Ihal one simple fact



accounts for about 50 percent of the apparent
difference in the percentage of Verizon and CLEC
orders completed within 6 days. GIB Reply 1'1 21,
23,24.

Verizon also filed in its application all the evidence
that was included in the state record.

3. Verizon demonstrated that there was no backl02 of orders.
Verizon testified (and provided supporting "Covad acknowledges that it did, indeed, include As described above, Verizon demonstrated in its
proprietary data, DTE No.3) that VZ reviewed 'no facilities available' in the category of a VZ-MA application that it completes more than 95 percent
nearly 100 percent of Covad's so-called backlog caused canceled order, constituting 32.4 percent of of DSL loop orders on time. Application at 18; UR
orders and found that 22 percent had been the total. Covad also admitted that it erroneously 196; G/C Att. M; G/C Atl. Eat 10,24,38.
completed and Covad had given Verizon a serial included orders that were canceled because a
number; 7 percent had been canceled; 28 percent duplicate order was issued (6.5 percent of the total). Verizon also filed in its application all the evidence
had been queried back to Covad for errors (they Moreover, Covad indicates that eleven percent of that was included in the state record.
didn't even appear to be MA PONs); and 31 the total is attributable to canceled orders due to
percent came in and are due since the strike. This long loops; eight percent due to trenching; two
left less than 1 percent on the backlog. App. B, Tab percent is due to the presence of digital loop carrier;
520, at 2522 (old numbering). and one percent of the total orders that were

canceled is attributable to electronics on the line."
DTE Eval. at 302-303.

B. Loop Quality
1. Verizon demonstrated that it provides quality loops to CLECs.
Verizon demonstrated that the overall network "[W)e find that VZ-MA provides Vcrizon demonstrated in its application that it was
trouble report rate for CLECs was very low. App. nondiscriminatory access to loop installation for providing loops at a level of quality suflicient to
B, Tab 565, at 5633 (old numbering). Verizon xDSL loops." DTE Eval. at 314. permit competitors a meaningful opportunity to
submitted C2C reports demonstrating that this was compete. It submitted evidence that, from May
the case throughout second quarter of 2000. App. through July 2000, the overall network trouble
B, Tab 537. report rate for CLECs was very low under the

measurements used in the C2C pcrformaOl.:e
reports. G/C Atl. E.

Veri IOn also liled in its application all the evidence
that was induded in the state record.

Verizon demonstrated that the low network trouble "According to VZ-MA, a majority. "llIlost 60 Veri IOn delllonstrated in its application that. in
report rate is confirmed hy the hil!h incidence ~)f percent, of the troubles were c1med to NTF codes. July, lIlore than XO percent of CLEC repair requests
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trouble reports that arc closed with No Trouble
Found:

Verizon submitted data that, from January to Marl:h
2000, approximately 50 percenl of all CLEC
reported troubles were dosed with No Trouble
Found. App. B, Tab 423, at Chel:klist Aff. 1253.

Verizon submitted data that, in July 2000, the
majority (59 percent) of the troubles on DSL loop
troubles were closed with No Trouble Found. DTE
Eval. Att. F (Response to DTE RR-323); App. B,
Tab 494, at Checklist Aff.1145.

Verizon submitted CLEC-specific data
demonstrating that, from April to June 2000, the
majority of trouble reports submitted by virtually
all individual CLECs were dosed with No Trouble
Found. App. B, Tab 550 (Response to DTE RR
324) (proprietary).
Verizon demonstrated that 56 percent of the
installation troubles submilled by Covad between
April 15 and June 15, 20m, resulted in no trouble
found. Combined with the fact that Covad submits
trouble reports for only a small fraction of its loops,
the fact that most of these trouble reports result in
no trouble found demonstrates that an even smaller
fraction of its loops have actual troubles of any
kind. App. B, Tab 494, Checklist Aff. at1144.

.. It appears from our record that no CLEC is
disputing VZ-MA's exptanation of the disparity
[between wholesale and retail] in numbers of
trouble tickets issued (i.e., CLECs accept loops and
file trouble tickets immediately thereafter)." DTE
Eva!. at 311-312.

"Covad is incorrect when it states that 'at least 44C1f
of the loops [VZ-MAI delivered to Covad were
non-functioning loops.' ... According to VZ-MA,
Covad reported installation troubles within 30 days
of an installation (captured by PR-601) during April
through June 2000. for [a small, single digit
percentl of its completed installations. The figure
of 'at least' 44 percent of loops with a found
'trouble' cited by Covad docs not represent 44
percent of all loops provisioned to Covad but,
rather [a small, single digit pen:entl of all loops
VZ-MA provisioned to Covad during this three
month period. This ligure is a far cry from 44
percent of the loops delivered hy VZ-MA to
Covad." DTE Reply at KO.

"In its comments to the FCC. Covad dramatically
overstates the number of ib loor~ Ihat experience
troubles within 30 days of pro\l~ioninl!. The
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that were submilled on DSL loops were tral:cd to
either problems that should have been revealed
during acceptance testing. or were dosed with no
trouble found. Application at 25-26; LlR TI 104
105.

Verizon again noted this in its Reply Comments.
Reply Comments at 12.

Verizon also filed with its applil:ation all the
evidence that was induded in the state record.

Veril.on demonstrated in its applil:ation that. in the
l:ase of one major CLEC, 56 pen.:ent of repair
requests from April 15 to June 15. 2000, were
resolved with no trouble found. and 90 pcrl:enl of
the remainder were outside fal:ilities issues that a
properly performed al:l:eptanl:e test by the CLEC
would havc disdosed. Applil:ation at 26; UR
1105.

In response to Covad's daim that Verizon's
statementl:onstituted an admission that 44 perl:enl
of the loops provided to Covad did not work.
Veril.On noted that its earlier stalement that 56
perl:ent of the trouble reports submilled by Covad
were dosed with no trouble found has no bearing
on the perl:entage of total loops wilh trouble
reports. Veri IOn demonstrated th~lt, in fal:t. Co\'ad
~uhmil~ trouhle reports for only a small fral:tion of
Ib loops. and that 11I0~t of Ihesc Irouhle rcoorts



accurate number, provided above, is a fraction of result in no trouble found, which shows that an
the 44 .per£ellt it claimi aDd is ROt indK:ative of even smaller fraction of Covad's loops (in the low
discriminatory behavior by VZ-MA." DTE Reply single digits) have actual troubles of any kind.
at 82-83. Reply Comments at 12 n.ll; UR Reply 167.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.

2. Verizon demonstrated that the ''trouble report.within 30 days" results that are reported do not accurately measure
Verizon's performance, but instead renect CLEC behavior (such as accepting loops that are not suitable for the service they
want and filin2 trouble reports).
~erizon demonstrated that, in July 2000, more than "VZ-MA reviewed xDSL loop troubles reported in Verizon demonstrated in its application that CLECs
75 percent of the 594 loops on which CLECs had the month of July, which amounted to almost 600 are submitting trouble reports on many loops that
reported troubles within 30 days were loops that loop troubles.... VZ-MA states that the vast they certified as working during acceptance testing.
CLECs had certified as working during joint majority (one third of the total troubles reported) Verizon repeated the results of its study in the state
acceptance testing. App. B, Tab 565, at 5634 (old were closed to cable conditions despite the fact that . proceeding that, of 594 CLEC trouble reports in
numbering); DTE Eva!. App. F (Response to DTE over 75 percent of these loops had recent July, more than 75 percent had recent acceptance
RR-323). acceptance testing (with the serial number testing and corresponding serial numbers provided

provided) by the CLEe. VZ-MA argues its by the CLEC. Application at 25-26; UR 1104 &
This is consistent with the evidence described analysis supports its conclusion that CLECs are Att. L.
above that the majority of CLEC trouble reports accepting loops that they should not be accepting.
resulted in no trouble found. It appears from our record that no CLEC is In response to comments relying predominately on

disputing VZ-MA's explanation of the disparity in measures such as trouhle reports within 30 days.
numbers of trouble tickets issued (i.e., CLECs Veriwn again pointed out that the vast majority of
accept loops and file trouble tickets immediately trouble reports submilled hy CLECs in July were
thereafter). DTE Eval at 312. dosed with No Trouble Found. Vcriwn also

submilled results of a study hy Drs. Gertner and
Bamberger that confirmed that, once trouble reports
for which CLECs provided a serial number arc
excluded, the percentage of CLEC orders with
trouble tickets within 30 days is lower than
Verizon's retail trouble report rate. Reply
Comments at 12·13; UR ReplY166 & All. F; G/B
Reply 125.

Verizon also liIed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.

3 Verizon demonstrated that CLECs appeared to be 3 "Our record supports VZ·MA's contention that Verizon demonstrated in its Application that, in
intentionallv acceptinl! loops they knew would not CLECs sometimes accept loops they know will not July, more than 80 percent of CLEC repair requests
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support the service they wish 10 provide and shortly
thereafler submitting trouble tickets on thescloops.
App. B, Tab 520, at 2553-2555 (old numbering).

3 In response to DTE RR-323, VZ studied 594
DSL loop troubles reponed in the month of July
and determined that the vast majority of those with
trouble found were cable issues that, given they
were reported so close to the turn-up date, and
considering the extremely high percentage of I:able
troubles, there is very lillie likelihood that these
types of problems had occurred subsequent to
installation. Sec DTE Eva!. at App. F (Response to
RR-323).

3 CLECs admitted to engaging in this pral:tice:

Covad: "The prol:ess that Covad experiences, if
Bell Atlantic provisions the loop and through Harris
testing we discover it has, for example, load coil on
it, the way that is dealt with is through a trouble
ticket. We have to call and open up a trouble ticket.
Bell Atlantic has a commitment to dear a lrouble
ticket within 24 hours." App. B, Tab 233, al 3247
(new numbering).

support the service they intend 10 offer.... the
Department does not accord a significant amount of
weight to this metric. We will not draw negative
performance implications on VZ-MA's part derived
from the conduct of some CLECs in playing an
angle in the system." DTE Eva!. at 313-314.

"In questioning VZ-MA's xDSL performance, it
appears to the Department that the DOJ is relying
upon CLEC allegations that (a) are being made by
DTE 99-271 participants for the first time in their
FCC comments, or (b) are being made by CLECs
that never sought to participate in DTE 99-271. We
base our recommendation upon information
contained in our record." DTE Reply at 84.

3 "[Tlhe Department docs not agree that a 'trouble'
on a loop equals a non-functioning loop. as Covad
contends. VZ-MA stated that some CLECs will
accept a loop and then open a trouble ticket to have
VZ-MA perform work on that loop to meet certain
technical specifications (e.g., faster transmission
speed)." DTE Reply Eva!. at 81.

3 "During a technical session last year. several
CLECs acknowledged accepting loops that, absent
additional work by VZ-MA. wuld not support
xDSL servil:e (i.e., loops wilh load wils. excessive
bridged tap) and then. imlllediately thereafter, filing
trouble tickels 10 oblain loop conditioning...."
DTE Eva!. aI313-314.

"While we cannot say - wilh allY a~~urance - why a
CLEC would do so, we I:an ~a\' IIMt ascribing the
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for DSL loops were traced to problems that should
have been revealed during al:l:eptanl:e testing or
were closed with no trouble found. Verizon stated
that the fact that CLECs arc submitting trouble
reports within short periods after loops are installed
- and after they provide a serial number accepting
the loops as working - suggests that CLECs re
accepting loops that are not capable of supporting
the loops they wish to provide and then submitting
'repair' orders in an effort to force Verizon to
rebuild or replace the loop. Application at 25-26;
UR TlI03-105.

Verizon repeated these facts in its Reply
Comments. Reply Comments at 12-13; UR Reply
'I 66 & Alt. F.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.



consequence of a CLEC business decision to a
Covad reiterated Ihis claim in July 2000: 'The purported VZ~MA failure appears unwarranted."

only way we can gel a redispatch on a had loop is DTE Reply al 81.
by accepting a bad loop or a loop thaI we didn't
even gel from the RCCC and opening a trouble "The Department cannot and will not guess why
ticket with the RCMC." App. B, Tah 462, at Covad would accept a loop Ihat docs not support
Szafraniec/Katzman Decl.165. the xDSL service it intends to offer over that loop. .

VZ~MA has posited that CLECs want to "lock in" a
Vius: Our approach has been the same manner loop, a claim we note no CLEC has challenged."

with the trouble report. They have two or three DTE Reply at 81.
days' turnaround time repairing those, depending
on how many load coils they have and how much "[S]tatements made by Covad's experts before us
work is involved." App. B, Tab 233, at 3248 (new contradict the position it has taken before the FCC
numbering). (i.e., it does not accept loops that would not support

the level of xDSL service it intends to offer)." DTE
Reply at 83.

3. Verizon demonstra(ed that CLECs submit fewer repeat trouble repOrts than Verizon.
Under the measurements used in the C2C "IW)e note that CLECs suhmit significantly fewer Verizon demonstratcd in ils Applicalion that. from
performance reports, Verizon demonstraled that, in repeat trouble reports on xDSL loops than docs VZ- May Ihrough July 2000. Ihe rcpeallflluhlc report
second quarter 20m, CLECs suhmiltcd fewer MA for its retail customers. This melric for CLECs was lowcr than for retail. G/C All. E.
repeal lrouhle reports Ihan Verizon did for its retail demonstrates that once CLECs receive loops that
cuslomers. App. B, Tab 423, at Checklist Aft'. arc appropriate for xDSL service. they experience In response 10 crilicisms of Vcril\ln's loop ljualily
11144-146; App. B, Tab 446; App. B. Tuh 537. fewer problems than VZ-MA." DTE Eva!. at 321. performance and altempts to rely predomin.llc1y on

measures such as Iflluhle reports within 30 days.
Version ugain slaled Ihese facls. Reply Commenls
al 13; G/C Reply Au. D.

Verizon also liled with its applicalion aillhe
evidence that was included in Ihe stale record.

C. Maintenance and Repair
I. Verizon demonstrated that it is providin2 maintenance in a nondiscriminatory manner

y



Yerizon submitted C2C performam:e data that its
missed r"Pair appointment rate in the second
quarter 2000 was low. App. B, Tab 446; App. B,
Tab 537.

Yerizon also submitted carrier-specific missed
appointment data for April through June 2000 that
demonstrates that missed appointment rates for
individual CLECs were low. App. B, Tab 550
(Response to OTE RR 324) (proprietary).

Yerizon demonstrated that, in second quarter 2000,
CLECs submitted fewer repeat trouble reports than
Yerizon did for its retail customers. App. B, Tab
423, at Checklist Aff. 11 144-146; App. B, Tab 537;
App. B, Tab 446.

"(W}e find that YZ-MA provides maintenance and
repair for CLEC xDSL toops in substantiatty the
same time and manner as it docs for retail
customers." OTE Eval. at 322

"(WJe note that CLECs submit significantly fewer
repeat trouble reports on xOSL loops than docs YZ-
MA for its retait customers. This metric .
demonstrates that once CLECs receive loops that
arc appropriate for xOSL service, Ihey experience
fewer problems than YZ-MA." OTE Eval. at 321.

Ycrizon demonstrated in ils Application Ihal Ihe
missed repair appointmenl rate was low and
declining, and Ihat, in July 2000, the missed rcpair
appoinlment rate for CLECs was wmparable 10 the
rctail rale. G/C All. E.

In response 10 comments relying predominalely on
measures such as trouble reports wilhin 30 days,
Yerizon again noted in its Reply Comments thaI the
missed repair appointmenl rale for CLECs in July
was comparable to the retail rate. Yerizon further
noted thaI, in August and September, the rale for
CLECs was beller than for retail not withstanding
Ihe impacl of the August work stoppage. Reply
Comments al 14; G/C Reply All. O.

Verizon also liled with ils application all the
evidem:e thaI was included in the state record,
Verizon demonstrated in ils Application that the
rcpeat trouble report for CLECs was lower Ihan for
Veril.On from May through July. G/C All. E.

In response 10 crilkisms of Veri/on's mainlenalll'c
and repair performance and allcmpls 10 rely
predominalely on repair inlcrvalmeasures, Veri/on
again noled in ils reply commenls Ihal CLECs
submit fewer repeat trouble reports for OSL Ihan
Verizon's retail customers. Reply Commenls al 13;
G/C Reply All. D.

Verizon also filed with its applicalion all the
evidence thaI was included in the state record.

2. Verizon demonstrated that it provides maintenance and repair within non-discriminatory intervals.
Verizon demonstrated that Verizon's wholesale and ",WJe lind Ihal VZ-MA provides mainlenance and IVeril.On filed with ils applkalion .l1llhe evilknce
retail maintenance and repair inlervals arc repair for CLEC xDSL loops in sUhsl,lnlially the ·Ihal was included in Ihe slale record.
comparable once numerous adjuslments arc made 10 same lime and manner as il Joe, for relail
account for the ways in which CLEC behavior customers." OTE Eval. al .122
affects these intervals. For example, Verizon
Idemonstrated that choosing a Monday appoinlmenl
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when a Saturday appointment is offered adds 46-48
[hours to the intervaL DTE EvaL AU. F (VerizoA
Response to DTE RR 323). at 2. Verizon also

~
emonstrated that a main cause of long repairs for
LECs appeared to be the CLEC's acceptance
uring the provisioning process of loops that cannot

support the CLEC's xDSL service. Id. at 3. Verizon
ICxplained that the only solution in these instances is
to reassign the loop to a new facility. or, if no spare
facilities arc available. build new facilities, and that
these activities are unlike traditional repair work and
require considerable time and effort. Id.
,First. Verizon demonstrated that repair intervals are
affected by the fact that CLECs intentionally accept
loops that do not support the DSL services they want
to provide. which forces Verizon to reconstruct or
reprovision the loop. App. B, Tab 520, at 2553-2555
(old numbering); DTE Eva!. App. F (Verizon
Response to RR 323); App. B, Tah 494, at Checklist
Aff.1 139.

Verizon noted that individual CLECs admitted to
ICngaging in this practice. App. B, Tah 520. at 24K6
24K? (old numbering); App. B. Tah 494. at Checklist
AfT.'l139.

"We also find that several ofVZ-MA's metrics are
affected by the propensity of some CLECs to
accept loops they concede are unable to support
xDSL service, absent additional work by VZ-MA
technicians.... Because CLECs are accepting
loops that do no support xDSL service, VZ-MA's
efforts are much greater than with its retail xDSL
service (e.g.. involving VZ-MA's construction and
engineering crews) and much more time
consuming." DTE Eva!. at 320.

"Covad fails to make the obvious connection
between CLECs accepting loops they know or
should know will not support the level of service
they intend to offer'and what effect that will have
on the number of trouhle tickets for newly
provisioned loops." DTE Reply at HI-H2.
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As noted above. Verizon demonstrated in its
application that. in July. more than 80 percent of
CLEC repair requests for DSL loops were traced to
problems that should have heen revealed during
acceptance tesling or were dosed with no lrouhle
found. VerilOn explained that this indicated Ihal
CLECs were aCl:epling loops Ihal are not capahle of
supporting Ihe services Ihey wish 10 provide .md
Ihen suhmitting repair mdl'rs. Applicalion al 25
26; LJR 11 102-105 & Atts. I.. ~1.

In response 10 complainls ahoul Veri IOn 's
mainlenance and repair performance and attempts
to rely predominately on repair inlerval Illeasures,
Verizon noted in its Reply COlllmenlS Ihat if repair
intervals arc adjusted 10 exdude only Ihose requesls
Ihal arc allrihulahle to situations where VeriIOn is
forced to eondilion and reprovisiOll a loop that was
never capahle of supporting DSL service, Ihe
reporled difference belween me.tO lime to repair fur
wholesale and retail is reduced 10 only nine hours
I'm Jul y and Ihree hours for Seple mher. As nOled
helow, Vei/on also demonslraled Ihal when the fad
Ihal CI.ECs frel.juently decline weekend
appointments is laken inlo aCCllunt, the difference
hl'lween VerilOn's wholesale and relail
performance is H.-dUl:ed 10llnly five hours in July



Second, Verizon demonstrated that repair intervals
are affected by CLECs failure to accept weekend
appointments. This occurs because Verizon docs
not stop the clock over the weekend so postponing
the repair appointment extends the interval. App.
B, Tab 494, at Checklist Aff. 1'1135-138; DTE
Eva!. App. F (Response to RR-323); App. B, Tab
565, at 5633 (old numbering).

IThird, Verizon demonstrated that repair intervals arc

"We also find that several ofVZ-MA's rnetrics are
affected by ... the preference for Monday and not
weekend repair appointments." DTE Eval. at 320.

"Other than Rhythms indicating in its FCC
comments that it accepts Saturday repair
appointments and appointments outside of the
standard 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. period, no CLEC
has contested VZ-MA's assertion that CLEC
behavior adversely affects several of its
maintenance and repair metrics (e.g., declining
Saturday appointments, inahility to isolate
accurately a source of trouhle on a loop, accepting
loops that require additional work by VZ-MA
technicians)." DTE Reply at X6-X7.

"While VZ-MA did pcrforJn a study of the effect of
CLEC-rejecled weekend appointments for non
xDSL loops, it undertook the same sludy for just
xDSL loops. . .. It is clear to the Department that
this VZ-MA study was of just ",DSL, not POTS,
loops. Later in its comments, the DOJ questions
the accuracy of VZ-MA 's study hecause 'CLECs
deny that they avoid weekend repair appointments.
Rhythms is the only CLEC that has affirmed, albeit
in its FCC comments, that it docs indeed accept
offered weekend repair appoinlmenls from VZ
MA. Therefore, we respc~·tfully disagree with the
oars use (in foolnole -n of the DOJ Evalualion I
of FCC comments liIed hy em aJ anJ NAS... to
4uestion the validity of the VZ-MA sludy." UTE
Reply at Xl}-l)O.

"VZ-MA's eviJence of h:1\ inl! 10 reh on CLH\ til
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and is eliminated in Septemher. Reply Comments
at 12, 14-15; LlR Reply 'ft 71-72 & Alt. F; G/B
Reply 125.

Verizon also filed with its applkation all the
evidence that was included in the state record.
Verizon demonstrated in its application that CLECs
frequently choose not to schedule repair
appointments at the earliest available date, even
though they are offered the same repair intervals
(including weekend appointments) as Verizon's
retail customers. Applicalion al 20; LlR 1173-75;
G/C 11103-105.

In response to niticisms of Verizon's maintena'nce
and repair perlilflllance and aHempts to rely
predominately on repair inlerval measures, Verizon
demonstraled thai when Ihe propensity of CLECs 10

decline weekend repair appointments is taken illlo
account, Ihe reported difference for wholesale and
retail orders is reduced hy an additional four hours.
When comhined with Ihe dlcct described ahll\e of
CLECs m:cepling loops thai do nol support ",USL
service, this reduces the dllference hetween
Verizon's wholesale and relail performam:e 10 only
live hours in July and eliminales the dilTerence in
Septemher. Reply Commenls.1I 15; LlR Reply
'173.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence thai was included in Ihe state record.

Verimn JelllonslraleJ in lis appli~alion Ihat CLECs



affected by CLECs' failure to isolate troubles on direct VZ-MA technicians to the exact location of frequently submit maintenance and repair requests
loops, which Causes multiple dispeuches and ties up the trouble is uncontroverted in our record." DTE that do not fdentify the trouble they are
repair personnel. App. B, Tab 445 (Response to Eva!. at 319. experiencing with the loop, even though they arc
~nformation Request DTE-5-11); App. B, Tab 423, responsible for doing so. Verizon demonstrated
at Checklist Aff. 11251-253; App. B, Tab 494, at "[W]e find that VZ-MA's maintenance and repair that, from May through July 2000, 59 percent of the
Checklist Aff. 'I 150. performance is hindered by the CLECs' inability to maintenance requests for unbundled loops were not

identify the source of the trouble." DTE Eva!. at properly isolated, and the loop was found to be
320. okay or the problem was traced to customer

premises equipment. Verizon further stated that the
"A CLEC's inability to locate the source of a problem is compounded by the fact that Verizon
problem not only delays repairs for that CLEC but technicians, in an effort to accommodate CLEC
other CLECs, too." DTE Eval. at 320. requests, frequently assign expedited repair

appointments for CLECs that are shorter than
Verizon will assign for itself. Application at 20,
UR 1'176-78.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the slate record.

:Emu:!h, Verizon demonstrated that the vast majority "VZ-MA's data indicate that its ... 'NTF' INo As noted above, VerilOn demonlttrated in ils
of trouble tickets that CLECs have submitted on Trouble Found) rates are signiticantly higher for application and Reply COllllllenb that the valtt
DSL loops were for loops where no trouble was CLEC than VZ-MA retail customers." DTE Eval at majority or trouble reporb "re c10lted with No
found to exist, which ncedlessly ties up Verizon 319-320. Trouble Found. Application at 25·26; lJR '1'1 102·
technicians in unnecessary appointlllents. App. B, 105 & Atts. L, M; Reply COllllllcnts at 12·14; IJR
rrab 445 (Response to Information Request DTE-5- "Covad also argues that simply because VZ-MA has Reply '1'171·72 & Att. F; <JIB Reply 'I 25.
II); App. B, Tab 520, at 4280 (new numbering); not found a problem from some of Covad's repeat
App. B, Tab 494, at Checklist Afr. '1'1143·145; OTE trouble tickets does not mean trouble does not exist Verizon also lilcd with its application all the
Eval. App. F (VZ August 22, 2000 Response to DTE because it is possible that the repeat trouble ticket is evidence that was included in thc stale record.
RR 323). still open. We disagree with this argument. It is

clear to us that when VZ-MA states that 29 percent
Verizon provided carrier-specific data that, or all the or Covad's repcattrouble tickets'~ resulted in a
troubles submitted by Covad between April 15 and found [VZ-MAltrouble: it means VZ-MA has
~une 15, 2000, nearly 56 percent were closed with closed almost a third of Covad' s repeat trouble
No Trouble Found, and that in the majority or cases tickets as NTF." DTE Eval. at 321.
once Verizon lold Covad this it did not issue a
further trouble report. App. B, Tab 494, at Checklist
Aff.1f 144.
Finallv, Verizon demonstrated that its repair "It is only logical that an unnecessary dispatch Verizon demonstrated in its application that no
intervals are affected by "no access" situations, means thai the VZ-MA technidan is unable III access situations have a disproportionate impact on
which also needlesslv ties Ull Verizon technicians attend to a bona Iide request trouble that much OSL loolls 1!i ven that there are often thrcc
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who could be completing repairs where they could sooner." DTE Eva!. at 320. companies involved - Verizon, the CLEC, and the
!,ielll'ccs£, App. B, Tab423. at Checklist Aff. ISP. Frol11 April through JUly, Vcrizon was unable
~ 202; App. B, Tab 520, at 2486, 2498-99, 2522-24 10 gain access 10 the CUSlomer's premises 10
kold numbering). complete a repair in connection with nearly 59

percent of CLECs' complex loop repair requests
compared to only 3.4 percent of the maintenance
requests from Verizon's own retail customers.
Application at 25; LlR 1106 & Au. N.

In response to criticisms of Verizon' s mainlenance
and repair performance and auempls to rely
predominately on repair interval measures, Vcrizon
again pointed to lhese facls. Reply Commenls at
15.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence thaI was included in the state record.
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