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

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

3 Verizon submitted 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. § 207.

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. B, Tab 423, at Checklist
Aff. 4 207.

3 In response to a DTE Information Request,
Verizon provided CLEC-specific data for missed
appointment measurement from October 1999 to
February 2000 for UNE Complex Services. App.
B, 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-
11, 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 Eval. at 308-309.

3 “[W1le do not consider Covad's data to
demonstrate poor provisioning performance.” DTE
Eval. 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 becausc Covad never raised
this issuc during our proceeding. Indeed, the only
requests made 10 VZ-MA for CLEC-specific non-
hot cut loops during this year's § 271 proceeding
came from the Department; and we heard nothing
about the matter from Covad until its October 16
comments.” DTE Reply at 70 & n.231.

“Neither Covad nor Rhythms mentioned any VZ-
MA refusal to provide CLEC-specific data in our
§ 271 proceeding (or in any other Department
proceeding).” DTE Reply at 75,
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Verizon filed in its application all the evidence that
was included in the state record.




3 Verizon demonstrated that, 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 Vitts. App. B, Tab 423, at
Checkiist Aff. § 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.§211.

3 “Vitts has not contested VZ-MA’s performance
this year.” DTE Eval. at 30}.

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, t04.73
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-
qualificd xDSL loops at least as quickly as retail
orders, even though unbundled loop orders are
more complicated to provision:

3 Under the measurements used in the C2C
performance reports, Verizon demonstrated that, in
second quarter 2000, the 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
approximaltcly the same amount of time that it
provisions xDSL loops for its own retail service.”
DTE Eval. at 298.

Verizon’s “provisioning intervals, for both its retail
ADSL service and the service it provides to
CLECsS, arc deercasing.” DTE Eval. at 305,

“We affirm our findings contained n our
Evaluation: VZ-MA provisions xDSL. loops to
CLECs when CLECS request them.” DTE Reply at

3

Verizon demonstrated that, from May through July
2000, the weighted average interval completed lor
itself and CLECs was at parity. In addition,
Verizon submitted evidence in its Application of a
study of randomly sclected DSL orders from June
and July that updated and e¢xpanded upon a study in
the state proceeding and demonstrated that, for pre-
qualificd loops, the average offered and completed
intervals for wholcsale and retail were at parity.
Verizon further noted that, because unbundled DSL
loops are much more difficult to install than retail
DSL service, the fact that performance is
comparable for the two services means that CLECs
actually receive service that is superior to what
Verizon provides itself. Application at 24; G/C
§79-80 & Au. K L/R § 100-101.

Verizon again pointed to this performance in its
Reply Comments. Reply Comments at 9-10; L/R




3 Verizon conducted a study of 144 randomly
selected xDSL-loop orders from January and
February 2000. The study found that the avcrage
complieted 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).

74.

3 “In response to DOJ’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 sclected 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 studics.” DTE Reply at 75-76.

Reply § 58.

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

Verizon demonstrated that interval measures — such
as orders completed within 6 days (PR-3-10) - do
not accurately measure Verizon's performance.
First, Verizon, noted that the correct interval for
CLEC orders that are 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
CLEC: often request a longer interval than 6 days,
but that CLEC:s often do not code their orders
properly so that interval measures such as PR-3-10
do not capture this fact. App. B, Tab 423, al
Mcasurements Aff. § 70; App. B, Tab 494, at
Mecasurcments Aff. § 19. Verizon demonstrated
that this coding problem is confirmed by the fact
that CLECs are given the intervals they request.
App. B, Tab 520, at 2527-2528 (old numbering),
App. B, Tab 565, at 5632 (old numbcring).

“VZ-MA has testified before the Department that
its retail representatives do not use manual loop
qualifications or enginecring qucries, which will
add additional time to the process. . . . Itis only
logical that this 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 Eval. at 306.

“VZ-MA has cxplained persuasively how including
loops that are pre-qualificd and loops that require
manual loop qualification in the measure creates a
mis-impression of a lack of parity.” DTE Eval. at
307.

Verizon demonstrated in its application that loops
that have not been prequalified are included in the
data that go into the percent completed in 6 days
measure (PR-3-10), and that as a result the reported
results incorrectly appear as though Verizon is

.| providing better service 1o itself than to CLECs.

Application a1 24; L/R 4§ 100-101; G/C ] 78-81.

In response to complaints about Verizon’s
provisioning performance and attcmpts to rely
predominately on PR-3-10, Verizon reiterated in its
reply comments that PR-3-10 docs not reflect
Verizon's performance, and is skewed, inter alia,
by the fact that many CLEC loop orders have not
been prequalified. Reply Comments at 8; L/R
Reply §f 61-65; G/C Reply § 10. Drs. Gertner and
Bamberger confirmed that the reported results are
shkewed by CLEC behavior, and that one simple fact




accounts for about 50 percent of the apparcnt
difference in the percentage of Verizon and CLEC
orders completed within 6 days. G/B Reply § 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 n

o backlog of orders.

Verizon testified (and provided supporting
proprietary data, DTE No. 3) that VZ reviewed
nearly 100 percent of Covad’s so-called backlog
orders and found that 22 percent had been
completed and Covad had given Verizon a serial
number; 7 percent had been canceled; 28 percent
had been queried back to Covad for errors (they
didn’t even appear to be MA PONs); and 31
percent came in and are due since the strike. This
left less than | percent on the backlog. App. B, Tab
520, at 2522 (old numbering).

“Covad acknowledges that it did, indeed, include
‘no facilities available’ in the category of a VZ-MA
caused canceled order, constituting 32.4 percent of
the total. Covad also admitted that it erroneously
included orders that were canceled because a
duplicate order was issued (6.5 percent of the total).
Moreover, Covad indicates that eleven percent of
the total is attributable to canceled orders due to
long loops; eight percent due 1o trenching; two
percent is duc to the prescnce of digital loop carrier,;
and one percent of the total orders that were
canccled is attributable to electronics on the line.”
DTE Eval. a1 302-303.

As described above, Verizon demonstrated in its
application that it completes more than 95 percent
of DSL loop orders on time. Application at 18; L/R
9 96; G/C Aut. M; G/C Aut. E at 10, 24, 38.

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

B. Loop Quality

1. Verizon demonstrated that it provides

uality loops to CLECs.

Verizon demonstrated that the overall network
trouble report rate for CLECs was very low. App.
B, Tab 565, at 5633 (old numbcring). Verizon
submitied C2C reports demonstrating that this was
the casc throughout second quarter of 2000. App.
B, Tab 537.

“[Wile find that VZ-MA provides
nondiscriminatory access to loop installation for
xDSL loops.” DTE Eval. at 314.

Verizon demonstrated in its application that it was
providing loops at a level of quality sufficient to
permit competitors a meaningful opportunity to
compete. It submitted evidence that, from May
through July 2000, the overall network trouble
report rate for CLECs was very low under the
measurements used in the C2C performance

reports. G/C At E.

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

Verizon demonstrated that the low network trouble
report rate is confirmed by the high incidence of

*According to VZ-MA, a majority, almost 60
percent, of the troubles were closed 10 NTE codes .

Verizon demonstrated in its application that, in
July, more than 80 percent of CLEC repair requests
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trouble reports that are closed with No Trouble
Found:

Verizon submitted data that, from January to March
2000, approximately 50 percent of all CLEC
reported troubles were closed with No Trouble
Found. App. B, Tab 423, at Checklist Aff. § 253.

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. ] 145.

Verizon submitted CLEC-specific data
demonstrating that, from April to June 2000, the
majority of trouble reports submitted by virtually
all individual CLECs were closed with No Trouble
Found. App. B, Tab 550 (Response 1o DTE RR
324) (proprictary).

.. It appears from our record that no CLEC is
dispwting VZ-MA’s explanation 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
Eval. at 311-312.

that were submitted on DSL loops were traced to
either problems that should have been revealed
during acceptance testing, or were closed with no
trouble found. Application at 25-26; L/R §§ 104-
105.

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

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

Verizon demonstrated that 56 percent of the
installation troubles submitied by Covad between
April 15 and June 15, 2000, 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 cven smaller
fraction of its loops have actual troubles of any
kind. App. B, Tab 494, Checklist Aff. at § 144.

“Covad is incorrect when it states that *at least 44%
of the loops [ VZ-MA] delivered to Covad were
non-functioning loops.” . .. According 1o 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
percent] of its completed installations. The figure
of ‘at least’ 44 percent of loops with a found
‘trouble’ cited by Covad does not represent 44
percent of all loops provisioned to Covad but,
rather [a small, single digit percent] of all loops
VZ-MA provisioned 10 Covad during this three
month period. This figure is a far cry from 44
percent of the loops delivered by VZ-MA to
Covad.” DTE Reply at 80).

“In its comments to the FCC, Covad dramatically
overstates the number of its foops that experience
troubles within 30 days of provisioning. The

Verizon demonstrated in its application that, in the
case of one major CLEC, 56 pereent of repair
requests from April 15 1o June 15, 2000, were
resolved with no trouble found. and 90 percent of
the remainder were outside facilities issues that a
properly performed acceplance test by the CLEC
would have disclosed. Application at 26; L/R

4 105.

In response to Covad’s claim that Verizon's
statement constituted an admission that 44 pereent
of the toops provided to Covad did not work,
Verizon noted that its carlier statement that 56
percent of the trouble reports submitted by Covad
were closed with no trouble found has no bearing
on the percentage of total loops with trouble
reports. Verizon demonstrated that, in fact, Covad
submits trouble reports for only a small fraction of
it loops, and that most of these trouble reports
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accurate number, provided above, is a fraction of
the 44 percent it claims and is not indicative of
discriminatory behavior by VZ-MA.” DTE Reply
at 82-83.

result in no trouble found, which shows that an
even smaller fraction of Covad’s loops (in the low
single digits) have actual troubles of any kind.
Reply Comments at 12 n.11; L/R Reply ] 67.

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 reflect CLEC behavior (such as accepting loops that are not suitable for the service they

want and filing trouble reports).

Verizon demonstrated that, in July 2000, more than
75 percent of the 594 loops on which CLECs had
reported troubles within 30 days were loops that
CLECs had certified as working during joint
acceptance testing. App. B, Tab 565, at 5634 (old

numbering); DTE Eval. App. F (Response to DTE
RR-323).

This is consistent with the evidence described
above that the majority of CLEC trouble reports
resulted in no trouble found.

“VZ-MA reviewed xDSL loop troubles reported in
the month of July, which amounted to almost 600
loop troubles. . . . VZ-MA states that the vast
majority (one third of the total troubles reported)
were closed to cable conditions despite the fact that
over 75 percent of these loops had recent
acceptance testing (with the scrial number
provided) by the CLEC. VZ-MA argues its
analysis supports its conclusion that CLECs are
accepting loops that they should not be accepting.
It appears from our record that no CLEC is
disputing VZ-MA’s explanation of the disparity in
numbers of trouble tickets issucd (i.c., CLECs
accept loops and filc trouble tickets immediately
thereafter). DTE Eval at 312.

Verizon demonstrated in its application that CLECs
are submitting trouble reports on many loops that

they certified as working during acceptance lesting.
Verizon repeated the results of its study in the state

-proceeding that, of 594 CLEC trouble reports in

July, more than 75 pereent had recent acceptance
testing and corresponding serial numbers provided
by the CLEC. Application at 25-26; LIRT 104 &
At L.

In response to comments relying predominately on
measures such as trouble reports within 30 days,
Verizon again pointed out that the vast majority of
trouble reports submitted by CLECs in July were
closed with No Trouble Found. Verizon also
submitted results of a study by Drs. Gertner and
Bamberger that confirmed that, once trouble reports
for which CLECs provided a scrial 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; L/R Reply § 66 & Au. F, G/B
Reply 4 25.

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

?! Ver?zon demonstrated that CLECs appeared to be
intentionally accepting loops they knew would not

3 “Our record supports VZ-MA’s contention that
CLECs sometimes accept foops they know will not

Verizon demonstrated in its Application that, in
July, more than 80 percent of CLEC repair requests
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support the service they wish to provide and shortly
thercalficr submitting trouble tickets on these loops.
App. B, Tab 520, at 2553-2555 (old numbering).

3 In response to DTE RR-323, VZ studied 594
DSL loop troubles reported 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 cable
troubles, there is very little likelihood that these
types of problems had occurred subsequent to
installation. See DTE Eval. at App. F (Response to
RR-323).

3 CLECs admitted to cngaging in this practice:

Covad: “The process that Covad expericnces, 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 clear a trouble
ticket within 24 hours.” App. B, Tab 233, at 3247
(new numbering).

support the service they intend to 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 Eval. 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 “[T]he Department does 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 troubie ticket to have
VZ-MA perform work on that loop 1o meet certain
technical specifications (c.g., faster transmission
speed).” DTE Reply Eval. at 81.

3 “During a technical session last year, several
CLECs acknowledged accepting loops that, absent
additional work by VZ-MA, could not support
xDSL service (i.c., loops with load coils, excessive
bridged tap) and then, immediately thereafter, filing
trouble tickets to obtain loop conditioning. . . ."
DTE Eval. at 313-314,

“While we cannot say - with any assurance - why a

CLEC would do s0, we can say that ascribing the

for DSL loops were traced to problems that should
have been revealed during acceptance testing or
were closed with no trouble found. Verizon stated
that the fact that CLECs are submitting trouble
reports within short periods after loops are instalied
- and after they provide a scrial number accepting
the loops as working — suggests that CLECs rc
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;
L/R ] 103-105.

Verizon repeated these facts in its Reply
Comments. Reply Comments at 12-13; L/R Reply
§66 & A F.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
cvidence that was included in the state record.
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Covad reiterated this claim in July 2000: “The
only way we can get a redispatch on a bad loop is
by accepting a bad loop or a loop that we didn’t
even get from the RCCC and opening a trouble
ticket with the RCMC.” App. B, Tah 462, at
Szafranicc/Katzman Decl, § 65.

Vitts: Our approach has been the same manner
with the trouble report. They have two or three
days’ turnaround time repairing those, depending
on how many load coils they have and how much
work is involved.” App. B, Tab 233, at 3248 (new
numbering).

consequence of a CLEC business decision to a
purported VZ-MA failure appcars unwarramted.”
DTE Reply at 81.

“The Department cannot and will not guess why
Covad would accept a loop that docs not support
the xDSL service it intends to offer over that loop. -
VZ-MA has posited that CLECs want to “lock in” a
loop, a claim we note no CLEC has challenged.”
DTE Reply at 81.

“[S]tatements made by Covad’s experts before us
contradict the position it has taken before the FCC
(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 demonstrated that CLECs submit fewer repeat trouble reports than Verizon.

Under the measurements used in the C2C
performance reports, Verizon demonstrated that, in
sccond quarter 2000, CLECs submitted fewer
repeal trouble reports than Verizon did for its retail
customers. App. B, Tab 423, at Checklist Aff.

91 144-146; App. B, Tab 446; App. B, Tab 537.

“[W]e note that CLECs submit significantly fewer
repeat trouble reports on xDSI. loops than does VZ-
MA for its retail customers. This metric
demonstrates that once CLECS receive loops that
are appropriate for xDSL scrvice, they experience
fewer problems than VZ-MA.” DTE Eval. at 321.

Verizon demonstrated in its Application that, from
May through July 2000, the repeat trouble report
for CLECs was lower than for retail. G/C Au. k=

In response to criticisms ol Verizon's loop quality
performance and attempts to rely predominately on
measures such as trouble reports within 30 days,
Version again stated these facts. Reply Comments
al 13; G/C Reply Au. D.

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

C. Maintenance and Repair

1. Verizon demonstrated that it is providing maintenance in a nondiscriminatory manner
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Verizon submitted C2C performance data that its
misscd repair appointinent rate in the second
quarter 2000 was low. App. B, Tab 446; App. B,
Tab 537.

Verizon 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 DTE RR 324) (proprietary).

“[W]e find that VZ-MA provides maintenance and
repair for CLEC xDSL loops in substantiatly the
same time and manner as it does for retail
customers.” DTE Eval. at 322

Verizon demonstrated in its Application that the
missed repair appointment rate was low and
declining, and that, in July 2000, the missed repair
appointment rate for CLECs was comparable to the
retail rate. G/C At E.

In response to comments relying predominately on
measures such as trouble reports within 30 days,
Verizon again noted in its Reply Comments that the
missed repair appointment rate for CLECs in July
was comparable to the retail rate. Verizon further
noted that, in August and Scptember, the rate for
CLECs was better than for retail notwithstanding
the impact of the August work stoppage. Reply
Comments at 14; G/C Reply Att. D.

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

Verizon demonstrated that, in second quarter 2000,
CLECs submitted fewer repeat trouble reports than
Verizon did for its retail customers. App. B, Tab
423, at Checklist Aff. 44 144-146; App. B, Tab 537;
App. B, Tab 446.

“[W]e note that CLECs submit significantly fewer
repeat trouble reports on xDSL toops than does VZ-
MA for its retail customers, This metric
demonstrates that once CLECs receive loops that
arc appropriate for xDSL service, they expericnce
fewer problems than VZ-MA." DTE Eval. at 321.

Verizon demonstrated in its Application that the
repeat trouble report for CLECs was lower than {or
Verizon from May through July. G/C Au. E.

In response to criticisms of Verizon's maintenance
and repair performance and attempts to rely
predominately on repair interval measures, Verizon
again noted in its reply comments that CLECS
submit fewer repeat trouble reports for DSL than
Verizon's retail customers. Reply Comments at 13;
G/C Reply Au. D.

Verizon also {iled with its application all the
evidence that 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
rctail maintenance and repair intervals are
comparable once numerous adjustments arc made to
account for the ways in which CLEC bchavior
affects these intervals. For example, Verizon
[demonstrated that choosing a Monday appointment

“|Wie find that VZ-MA provides maintenance and
repair for CLEC xDSL loops in substantially the
same time and manner as it does for retail
customers.” DTE Eval. wt 322

Verizon filed with its application all the evidence
that was included in the state record.
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when a Saturday appointment is offered adds 46-48
10urs {0 the interval. DTE Eval. Att. F (Verizon
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 acceplance

uring the provisioning process of loops that cannot
support the CLEC’s xDSL service. Id. at 3. Verizon
cxplained that the only solution in these instances is
to reassign the loop to a new facility, or, if no spare
facilitics are available, build new facilities, and that
these activitics are unlike traditional repair work and
require considerable time and cffort. Id.

IFirst, 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 Eval. App. F (Verizon
Response to RR 323); App. B, Tab 494, at Checklist
AT 4 139.

Verizon noted that individual CLECs admitted to
engaging in this practice. App. B, Tab 520, at 2486-
2487 (old numbering); App. B, Tab 494, at Checklist
AT q 139.

“We also find that several of VZ-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 arc accepting
loops that do no support xDSL scrvice, VZ-MA's
cfforts are much greater than with its retail xDSL
service (e.g., involving VZ-MA's construction and
cagincering crews) and much more time-
consuming.” DTE Eval. at 320.

“Covad fails to make the obvious connection
between CLECSs accepting loops they know or
should know will not support the level of service
they intend to offer'and what cffect that will have
on the number of trouble tickets for newly
provisioned loops.” DTE Reply at 81-82.

As noted above, Verizon demonstrated in its
application that, in July, morc than 80 percent of
CLEC repair requests for DSL loops were traced (0
problems that should have been revealed during
acceptance testing or were closed with no trouble
found. Verizon explained that this indicated that
CLECs were accepting loops that are not capable of
supporting the services they wish to provide and
then submitting repair orders. Application at 25-
26, L/R§§ 102-105 & Aus. 1., M.

In response o complaints aboutl Verizon's
maintenance and repair performance and attempts
to rely predominately on repair interval measures,
Verizon noted in its Reply Comments that tf repair
intervals are adjusted 1o exclude only those requests
that arc antributable to situations where Verizon is
forced to condition and reprovision a loop that was
never capable of supporting DSL service, the
reported difference between mean time to repair for
wholesale and retail is reduced to only nine hours
for July and three hours for September. As noted
below, Veizon also demonstrited that when the fact
that CLECS frequently decline weekend
appointments is taken into account, the ditference
between Verizon's wholesale and retail
performance is reduced to only five hours in July




and is climinated in September. Reply Comments
at 12, 14-15; L/R Reply ¥ 71-72 & Aun. F; G/B

Reply § 25.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
cvidence that was included in the stale record.

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 weckend so postponing
the repair appointment extends the interval. App.
B, Tab 494, at Checklist Aff. §§ 135-138; DTE
Eval. App. F (Response to RR-323); App. B, Tab
565, at 5633 (old numbering).

“We also find that several of VZ-MA's metrics are
affected by . . . the preference for Monday and not
wecekend 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 (c.g., declining
Saturday appointments, inability to isolate
accurately a source of trouble on a loop, accepting
loops that require additional work by VZ-MA
technicians).” DTE Reply at 86-87.

“While VZ-MA did perform a study of the effect of

CLEC-rejected weekend appointments for non-
xDSL loops, it undertook the same study for just
xDSL loops. . .. Itis clear to the Department that
this VZ-MA study was of just xDSL, not POTS,
loops. Later in its comments, the DOJ questions
the accuracy of VZ-MA’s study because "CLECs
deny that they avoid weekend repair appointments.
Rhythms is the only CLEC that has affirmed, albeit
in its FCC commenits, that it does indeed accept
offered weekend repair appointments from VZ-
MA. Therefore, we respectiully disagree with the
DOJ’s use (in foonote 43 of the DOJ Evaluation)
of FCC comments liled by Covad und NAS. . .10
question the validity of the VZ-MA study.” DTE
Reply at 89-90).

Verizon demonstrated in its application that CLECs
frequently choose not to schedule repair
appointments at the earlicst available date, cven
though they are offered the same repair intervals
(including weekend appointments) as Verizon's
retail customers. Application at 20; L/R § 73-75;
G/C 49 103-105.

In response to criticisms of Verizon's maintenance
and repair performance and attempts to rely
predominately on repair interval measures, Verizon
demonstrated that when the propensity of CLECs 10
decline weekend repair appointments is taken into
account, the reported difference Tor wholesale and
retail orders is reduced by an additional four hours.
When combined with the eliect deseribed above of
CLECs accepting loops that do not support xDSE
service, this reduces the difference between
Verizon's wholesale and retail performance to only
five hours in July and eliminates the dilference in
September. Reply Comments at 15; L/R Reply
§73.

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

Third, Verizon demonstrated that repair intervals are

“"VZ-MA's evidence of having 1o rely on CLECs to

Verizom demonstrated inats application that CLECS
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affected by CLECs’ failure to isolate troubles on
loops, which causes multiple dispatches and ties up
repair personnel. App. B, Tab 445 (Response to
nformation Request DTE-5-11); App. B, Tab 423,
at Checklist Aff. 94 251-253; App. B, Tab 494, at
Checklist Aff. § 150.

direct VZ-MA technicians to the exact location of
the trouble is uncontroverted in our record.” DTE
Eval. at 319.

“[W]e find that VZ-MA’s maintenance and repair
performance is hindered by the CLECs’ inability to
identify the source of the trouble.” DTE Eval. at
320.

“A CLEC’s inability to locate the source of a
problem not only delays repairs for that CLEC but
other CLECs, too.” DTE Eval. at 320.

frequently submit maintenance and repair requests
that do not identify the trouble they are
experiencing with the loop, even though they are
responsible for doing so. Verizon demonstrated
that, from May through July 2000, 59 percent of the
maintenance requests for unbundled loops were not
properly isolated, and the loop was found to be
okay or the problem was traced to customer
premises equipment. Verizon further stated that the
problem is compounded by the fact that Verizon
technicians, in an effort to accommodate CLEC
requests, frequently assign expedited repair
appointments for CLECs that are shorter than
Verizon will assign for itsclf. Application at 20,

'L/R 99 76-78.

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

Fourth, Verizon demonstrated that the vast majority
of trouble tickets that CLECs have submitted on
DSL loops were for loops where no trouble was
found to exist, which ncedlessly ties up Verizon
technicians in unnecessary appointments. App. B,
Tab 445 (Response to Information Request DTE-5-
11); App. B, Tab 520, at 4280 (ncw numbering);
App. B, Tab 494, at Checklist Aff. §§ 143-145; DTE
Eval. App. F (VZ August 22, 2000 Response to DTE
RR 323).

Verizon provided carrier-specific data that, of all the
troubles submitted by Covad between April 15 and
June 15, 2000, nearly 56 percent were closed with
No Trouble Found, and that in the majority of cases
once Verizon told Covad this it did not issuc a
further trouble report. App. B, Tab 494, at Checklist
Aff. 4 144.

“VZ-MA's data indicate that its . . . *"NTF' [No
Trouble Found] rates arc significantly higher for
CLEC than VZ-MA rctail customers.” DTE Eval at
319-320.

“Covad also argucs that simply because VZ-MA has
not found a problem from some of Covad’s repeat
trouble tickets does not mean trouble does not exist
because it is possible that the repeat trouble ticket is
still open. We disagree with this argument. It is
clear to us that when VZ-MA states that 29 percent
of Covad’s repeat trouble tickets ‘never resulted in a
found {VZ-MA] trouble,’ it means VZ-MA has
closed almost a third of Covad’s repeat trouble
tickets as NTF.” DTE Eval. at 321.

As noted above, Verizon demonstrated in its
application and Reply Comments that the vast
majority of trouble reports are closed with No
Trouble Found. Application at 25-26; L/R ] 102-
105 & Atts. L. M; Reply Comments at 12-14; 1/R
Reply H 71-72 & Auw. F, G/B Reply 4 25.

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

Finally, Verizon demonstrated that its repair
intervals are affected by ““no access™ situations,
which also needlessly tics up Verizon technicians

“It is only logical that an unnecessary dispatch
means that the VZ-MA technician is unable to

attend to a bona fide request trouble that much

Verizon demonstrated in its application that no
aceess situations have a disproportionate impact on
DSL. loops given that there are often three
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who could be completing repairs where they could
¢l access. App. B, Tab 423, at Checklist Aff.
202; App. B, Tab 520, at 2486, 2498-99, 2522-24
(old numbering).

sooner.” DTE Eval. at 320.

companies involved — Verizon, the CLEC, and the
ISP. From Aprit through July, Verizon was unable
to gain access to the customer’s premises to
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; L/R § 106 & Att. N.

In response to criticisms of Verizon’s maintenance
and repair performance and attempts to rely
predominately on repair interval measures, Verizon
again pointed to these facts. Reply Comments at
15.

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




