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Dear Ms. Salas:

Yesterday, W.P. Barr, T. Tauke, M. Glover and E. Young ofVerizon met with
Commissioner Powell and K. Dixon to discuss the enclosed materials regarding DSL.
The issue of reciprocal compensation was also discussed in which Verizon urged the
Commission: 1) not to supplant existing state decisions that have already moved to a
''bill and keep" regime or imposed traffic ratio caps lower than the FCC transition plan;
and 2) make any federal transition plan to "bill and keep" mandatory.

Please let me know if you have any questions. The twenty-page limit does not apply as
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INDEX TO DSL EVIDENCE

What VZ demonstrated to the DTE . What the DTE found What VZ demonstrated to the FCC

A. Installation Timeliness

I. Verizon demonstrated that it is providina xDSL loops to CLECs on time.
Verizon demonstrated that, in first quarter 20<X), its "VZ-MA is performing as a wholesale provider Verizon demonstrated in its application that, during
on-time performance for xDSL loops reached 96 should. It gives CLEC customers the service they June and July, its on-time performance for DSL
percent for completed orders (i.e., excluding no- request." DTE Eval. at 306. loops met or exceeded 95 percent in each of the
access and no-facilities situations) using data that separate reporting categories included in the PAP.
was collected following the same parameters as are "The more experience VZ-MA gains, the better its Application at 18; UR 196; G/C Att. M.
used in the Performance Assurance Plan (PAP). performance becomes." DTE Eva!. at 305.
App. B. Tab 423, at Checklist Mr.1 103. Verizon submitted C2C reports demonstrating that,

"IVerizon'sl provisioning intervals, for both its from May through July, Verizon met between 96
Vcrizon demonstrated that, from ~arch through retail ADSL service and the service it provides to and 97 percent of its appointments for all xDSL
June 21)()(), its on-time performance exceedcd 96 CLECs, are decreasing, as arc the percentage of loop orders. G/C Atl. E.
percent for completeu orders using data that was missed installation appointments." DTE Eval. at
collected following the same parameters as arc used 305. Verizon again pointed to this strong on-time
in the PAP. App. B, Tab 494, at Checklist Mr.1 performance in its Reply Comments. Reply
96. "We affirm our findings contained in our Comments at 6; UR Reply 157.

Evaluation: VZ-MA provisions xDSL loops to
Verizon demonstrated that this strong on-time CLECs when CLECs request them." DTE Reply at Verizon also filed with its application all the
performance continued in July 2000. App. B, Tab 74. evidence that was included in the state record.
552.
Verizon demonstrated that it provides CLECs with "CLECs receive their requested xDSL provisioning Verizon demonstrated in its application that, in
the due dates they request. Verizon conducted a interval approximately 99 percent of the time." June 2000, the average interval offered for pre-
study of approximately 3,000 June orders for two- DTE Eval. at 306. qualified wholesale xDSL orders was at parity with
wire digital and DSL loops and found that almost retail. It also demonstrated that, in July, there was
all of these orders received the date that was less than one-third of a day difference, which is
requested or that is set forth in the C2C guidelines. smaller than the half-day difference the
App. B, Tab 520, at 2527-2528 (old numbering); Commission found was not competitively
App. B, Tab 565, at 5632 (old numbering). significant in New York. Verizon further

demonstrated that the average intervals offered for
loops that required qualification in June and July
were well within the 9-day interval for such loops.
G/C 11 79, 81 & Au. K.



Verizon providcd CLEC-spccilic data to vcrify its
on-time performance:

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

3 Verizon also demonstrated that its on-time
performance for Covad's xDSL loops improved
every month from Octohcr 1999 to March 2(X)()
under the measurements used in the C2C
performance reports. App. B, Tah 423, at Checklist
Aff.1207.

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 hctwecn VZ-MA and Covad for 132
of Covad's orders completed hctween February 7­
II, 2000. The carricrs 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 ",Wle 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-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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Veri70n 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 that. from Ol:tohcr IlJlJlJ
through March 2000, it llletlJ4.2 percent of its
installation appointments for ViliS. and that in
MardI Verizon met nearly 98 perl:ent of its
appointments for Vilis. App. B, Tah 423, at
Checklist Arf. 1 210.

3 "Vills has not contested VZ-MA's pcrf()rmance
this year." IHI: hal. al 301.

3 Verizon demonstraled Ihal. in March 2000. ils
on-lime performance for Rhylhms increased 10
more Ihan 95 percent despile a big increase in order
volume. App. B, Tab 432. al Checklisl Arf. 1211.

3 "VZ-MA reviewed Rhylhms' claims and nOled
that ils C2C Guidelines data for Rhythms indicale
Ihat its percenlage of missed appointmenls dropped
from over 21 percenl in Oclober, 1999, 104.73
percent in March. despile a lenfold increase in
Rhylhms' orders." DTE implies that Rhythms
dropped Ihese claims. noling Ihat "Covad is Ihe
only carrier Ihal conlinues 10 make specific claims
about VZ-MA's provisioning performance," DTE
Eval. al 302.

2. Verizon demonstrated that it is providinaloops in a non-discriminatory manner.
Verizon demonstrated that, from May through July
2000, the weighted average interval completed for
itself and CLECs was at parity. In addition.
Verizon submitted evidence in its Application of a
study of randomly selected DSL orders from June
and July that updated and expanded upon a study in
the state proceeding and demonstrated that, for pre­
qualified loops, the average offered and completed
intervals for wholesale 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
'179-80 & All. K; UR 1100-101."We affirm our findings contained in our

Evaluation: VZ-MA provisions xDSL loops to
CLECs when CLECs request them." DTE Reply at. 1 Verizon again pointed to this performance in its

Reply Comments. Reply Comments at9-10; UR

Verizon's "provisioning intervals, for both its retail
ADSL service and the service it provides to
CLECs, arc decreasing." DTE EvaI. at 305.

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

Verizon demonslraled Ihal il is compleling pre­
qualified xDSL loops al leasl as quickly as relail
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.
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7.t Reply 'ft 5X.

Verizon also filed in its application all the evidence
3 Vcri/.on I,;ondocte<! a slutly of 144 randomly 3 "In resJ'(lOse to DOl's (om:ern that we may have that was included in the state record.
selel:led xDSL-loop ordcrs from January and rclicd upon a VZ·MA study of POTS lines to
Fehruary 200(). The study found that thc averagc support our finding that VZ-MA provisions XdsL
completed interval for these loops was 7.6 days. loops to CLECs when they request them. we note
App. B. Tah 423. at Measurements AIT. 1 70. (In that in its May mcasurements affidavit, VZ-MA
January and February 200n, DSL was not discussed a study of randomly selected xDSL
separately hacked out from other complcx servil:cs orders from January and February 2000. The
in the C2C reports; Verizon's own average intervals Department requcsted and received the supporting
for complex services in January and Fehruary were documentation for this study, which indicates that
7.58 days and 8.34 days. respectively. App. B. Tah for xDSL orders requiring a dispatch, CLECs
424.) In response to a DTE request. Vcrizon miscoded approximately 30 pereent of the orders,
provided supporting documentation for its interval CLECs request longer than the stated interval but
study. App. B. Tah 443 (response to Information neglected to code those orders with an 'X' instead
Request DTE 5-30). 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.

Verizon demonstrated that interval measures - such "VZ-MA has testified before the Department that Verizon demonstrated in its application that loops
as orders completed within 6 days (PR-3-1CJ) - do its retail representatives do not use manual loop that have not been prequalified are included in the
not accurately measure Verizon's performance. qualifications or engineering queries, which will data that go into the percent completed in 6 days
First, Verizon, noted that the correct interval for add additional time to the process.... It is only measure (PR-3-1O), and that as a result the reported
CLEC orders that arc not prequalified - which logical that this added step would increase res':llts incorrectly appear as though Verizon is
make up the bulk of all CLEC DSL loop orders - is provisioning intervals for CLECs, thus making it providing better service to itself than to CLECs.
nine days, not six. App. B, Tab 565 at 5632 (old appear that VZ-MA's performance for CLECs is Application at 24; UR 1'1 100-10 I; G/C '1'178-8 I.
numbering). Second, Verizon demonstrated that out of parity, when in fact it is not out of parity."
CLECs often request a longer interval than 6 days, DTE Eval. at 306. In response to complaints about Verizon's
but that CLECs often do not code their orders provisioning performance and attempts to rely
properly so that interval measures such as PR-3-1O "VZ-MA has explained persuasively how including predominately on PR-3-IO, Verizon reiterated in its
do not capture this fact. App. B, Tab 423. at loops that are pre-qualified and loops that require reply comments that PR-3-1 0 does not reflect
Measurements Aff. 'I 70; App. B, Tab 494, at manual loop qualification in the measure creates a Verizon's performance, and is skewed, inter alia,
Measurements Aff. 'I 19. Verizon demonstrated mis-impression of a lack of parity." DTE Eval. at by the fact that many CLEC loop orders have not
that this coding problem is confirmed by the fact 307. been prequalified. Reply Comments at 8; LIR
that CLECs are given the intervals they request. Reply 1161-65; G/C Reply 'I 10. Drs. Gertner and
App. B, Tab 520, at 2527-2528 (old numbering); Bamberger confirmed that the reported results arc
App. B, Tab 565, at 5632 (old numbering). skewed by CLEC behavior, and that one simple fact
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accounts for about 50 percent of the apparent
difference in the percentage of Verizon and CLEC
orders completed within 6 days. G/B Reply 1121 ,
D,24.

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

3. Verizon demonstrated that there was no backlog 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; LlR
orders and found that 22 percent had been the total. Covad also admitted that it erroneously 196; GIC Att. M; GIC Att. Eat 10,24,38.
completed and Covad had given Veri IOn a serial included orders that were canceled because a
numher; 7 percent had been cam:eled; 28 percent duplicate order was issued (6.5 percent of the total). Verizon also filed in its application all the evidence
had been queried hack to Covad for errors (they Moreover. Covad indicates that eleven percent of that was included in the statc record.
didn't even arpear to be MA PONs); and 31 the total is attributahle to canceled orders due to
ren:enl came in and are due since the strike. This long loops; eight percent due to trenching; two
left less than I per~'ent on the backlog. Apr. B. Tah percent is due to the presence of digital loop carrier;
520. at 2522 (old numbering). and one pen:ent of the total orders that were

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

B. Loop Ouality
1. Verizon demonstrated that it provides lIuality loops to CLECs.
Verizon demonstrated that the overall network "(W)e find that VZ-MA provides Verizon 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 sufficient to
B. Tab 565. at 5633 (old numbering). Verizon xDSL loops." DTE Eva!. 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 performance
reports. GIC Att. E.

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

Verizon demonstrated that the low network trouble "According to VZ-MA, a majority. almost 60 Verizon demonstrated in its application that. in
report rate is confirmed by the high incidence of percent, of the troubles were closed to NTF codes. July, more than 80 percent ofCLEC repair requests
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trounle repons that arc dosed with No Trounlc . , It appear' frolll our rCl:ord Ihat no CLEC is that were sunmilled on DSL loops were traced to
Found: disruling VZ-MA's cxplanalion of Ihe disparily eilher prohlems Ihat should have heen revealed

Ihel Ween wholc'alc and relaill in numners of during acceplance testing, or were closed with no
Veril.lJn suhmilled data that, from January 10 March trouhle lidels issul'd (i ,c " CU~Cs accept loops and trounle found. Application at 25-26; LlR 11104-
2000, approximately 50 percent of all CLEC file Irounle tidets immedialely thereaner)." DTE 105.
reponed trouhles were dosed with No Trouhle Eval. al ~ II- ~ I:!,
Found. App. B, Tan 423, at Checklist AfT. '1253, Veri/,on again noted this in its Reply Comments.

Reply Comments at 12.
Verizon suhmilled data Ihat, in July 2000, the
majority (59 percenl) of Ihe troubles on DSL loop Veril.on also filed with its application all the
trounles were closed with No Trouhle Found. DTE evidence that was included in the state record.
Eval. All. F (Response to DTE RR-323); App. B,
Tah 494, at Checklist Aff. 'I 145.

Veril.lJn suhmilled CLEC-specific data
demonstrating that, from April to June 2000, the
majority of tfOunle reports suhmilled hy virtually
all individual CLECs were closed with No Trouhle
Found. Apr. B, Tah 550 (Response to DTE RR
324) (proprietary).
Verizon demonstrated that 56 percent of the "Covad is incorrect when it states that 'at least 44% Verizon demonstrated in its application that, in the
installation trouhles suhmilled by Covad between of the loops IVZ-MAI delivered to Covad were case of one major CLEC, 56 percent of repair
April 15 and June 15,2000, resuhed in no trouhle non-functioning loops.' .. , According to VZ-MA, requests from April 15 to June 15,2000, were
found. Combined with the fact that Covad submits Covad reported installation troubles within 30 days resolved with no trouble found, and 90 percent of
trouble reports for only a small fraction of its loops, of an installation (captured by PR-601) during April the remainder were outside facilities issues that ~
the fact that most of these trouble reports resuh in through June 2000, for la small, single digit properly performed acceptance test by the CLEe
no trouble found demonstrates that an even smaller percent] of its completed installations. The figure would have disclosed. Application at 26; LlR
fraction of its loops have actual troubles of any of 'at least' 44 percent of loops with a found '1105.
kind. App. B, Tab 494, Checklist Aff. at 'I 144. 'trouble' cited by Covad does not represent 44

percent of all loops provisioned to Covad but, In response to Covad's claim that Verizon's
rather [a small, single digit percent) of all loops statement constituted an admission that 44 percent
VZ-MA provisioned to Covad during this three of the loops provided to Covad did not work,
month period. This figure is a far cry from 44 Verizon noted that its earlier statement that 56
percent of the loops delivered by VZ-MA to percent of the trouble reports submitted by Covad
Covad." DTE Reply at 80. were closed with no trouble found has no bearing

on the percentage of total loops with trouble
"In its comments to the FCC, Covad dramatically reports. Verizon demonstrated that, in fact, Covad
overstates the number of its loops that experience submits trouble reports for only a small fraction of
troubles within 30 days of provisioning. The its loops, and that most of these trouble reports
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,\l',-'urate nUlllhcr. provided ahove. is a fraction of result in no trouhlc found, which shows that an
the 44 percent it claims and is not indicative of even smaller fraction of Covad's loops (in the low
discriminatory hdlavior hy VZ-MA." DTE Reply single digits) have actual troubles of any kind.
at H2-ln. Reply Comments at 12 n.11 ; UR Reply If 67.

Veri7.0n 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" resull~ 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 tilinE trouble reports).
Verizon demonstrated that, in July 2000, more than "VZ-MA reviewed xDSL loop trouhles reported in Veri7.0n 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 arc suhmitting trouble reports on many loops that
reported trouhles 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, Tah 565, at 5634 (old were closed to cable conditions despite the fact that proceeding that, of 594 CLEC trouble reports in
numhering); 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 numher testing and corresponding serial numbers provided

provided) by the CLEC. VZ-MA argues its by the CLEC. Application at 25-26; UR 1104 &
This is consistent with the evidence descrihcd analysis supports its conclusion that CLECs are Alt. L.
ahove that the majority of CLEC trouhle reports accepting loops that they should not he accepting.
resulted in no trouhle 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 trouble reports within 30 days,
numbers of trouble tickets issued (i.e., CLECs Verizon again pointed out that the vast majority of
accept loops and file trouble tickets immediately trouble reports submitted by CLECs in July were
thereafter). DTE Eval at 312. 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 serial number are
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 Reply 166 & Att. F; GIB
Reply 125.

Verizon also filed 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
intentionally accepting 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 to provide and shortl~ support the service Ihey intend to offer. ... the for DSL loops were traced 10 prohlems that should
thereafler submillinl! trouhle tickets on these loups. Department docs not ;l\:cord a sil!nilicant arrll)unt of have been revealed during acceptance testing or
App. B. Tah 520. at 255.'\-2555 (old numhering), weil!ht to this IIK'lnc. We will not draw negative were closed with no trouble found. Yerizon stated

performance implic;lIions on YZ-MA's part derived that the facl that CLECs arc suhmilling trouble
from the conduct of some CLECs in playing an reports within short periods after loops are installed
anl!le in the system," DTE Eva!. at 313-314. - and after Ihey provide a serial number accepting

the loops as working - suggests that CLECs re .
"In questioninl! YZ-MA's xDSL performance, it accepting loops that are not capable of supporting
appears to the Department that the DOJ is relying the loops they wish to provide and then submitting
upon CLEC allegations that (a) arc being made by 'repair' orders in an effort to force Yerizon to
DTE 99-271 participants for the first time in their rebuild or replace the loop. Application at 25-26;
FCC comments, or (b) are being made by CLECs UR 11103-105.
that never sought to participate in DTE 99-271. We
base our recommendation upon information Yerizon repeated these facts in its Reply
contained in our record." DTE Reply at 84. Comments. Reply Comments at 12-13; UR Reply

166 & Att. F.

3 In response to DTE RR-323, YZ studied 594 3 "(Tlhe Department does not agree that a 'trouhle' Yerizon also filed with its application all the
DSL loop troubles reported in the month of July on a loop equals a non-functioning loop, as Covad evidence that was included in the state record.
and determined that the vast majority of those with conten~s. YZ-MA stated that some CLECs will
trouble l(mnd were cablc issues that, given they accept a loop and then open a trouble ticket to have
were reported so close to the turn-up date, and YZ-MA perform work on that loop to meet certain
considering the extremely high percentage of cable technical specifications (e.g., faster transmission
troubles, there is very little likelihood that these speed)." DTE Reply Eva!. at 81.
types of problems had occurred subsequent to
installation. See DTE Eva!. at App. F (Response to
RR-323).

3 CLECs admitted to engaging in this practice: 3 "During a technical session last year, several
CLECs acknowledged accepting loops that, absent

Covad: "The process that Covad experiences. if additional work by YZ-MA, could not support
Bell Atlantic provisions the loop and through Harris xDSL service (Le., loops with load coils, excessive
testing we discover it has, for example, load coil on bridged tap) and then, immediately thereafter, filing
it, the way that is dealt with is through a trouble trouble tickets to obtain loop conditioning...."
ticket. We have to call and open up a trouble ticket. DTE Eva!. at 313-314.
Bell Atlantic has a commitment to clear a trouble
ticket within 24 hour~." App. B, Tab 233, at 3247 "While we cannot say - with any assurance - why a
(new numbering). CLEC would do so, we can say that ascribin~ the
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nmscquenl.'c of a l'LEl' husiness del."ision to a
Covad reileratcd Ihis claim in July 2IMIO: "The purported VZ-MA fililure appears unwarranted,"

only way we can gel a redispiltch on a had loop is DTE Reply al !( I.
hy accepting a had loop or a loop that we didn't
cven get from the RCCC and opening a Irouhlc 'The Department I.·annot and will not guess why
licket with the RCMC:' App. B. Tah 462. al l'ovad would accept a loop that docs not support
S/afranicc/Katzman Ded. 1 65. the llDSL servke it intends to oller over that loop.

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

with the trouhle report. They have two or three DTE Reply at MI.
days' turnaround time repairing those. depending
on how many load coils they have and how much ",Sltatements made hy Covad's experts before us
work is involved." App. B, Tab 233, at 324M (new contradict the posilion it has taken before the FCC
numbering). (i.e., it docs 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 ",Wle note that CLECs submit signifkantly fewer Veri/.on demonstrated in its Application that. from
performance reports, Veril.On demonstrated that. in repeat trouble reports on llDSL loops than docs VZ- May through July 2(X)O, the repeat trouble report
second quarter 20m. CUTs submitted fewer MA for its retail customers. This metric for CLECs was lower than for retail. G/C Att. E.
repeat trouble reports than Veri IOn did for its retail demonstrates that once CLECs recei ve loops that
customers. App. B, Tab 423. at Checklist Aff. are appropriate for xDSL service, they experience In response to criticisms of Verizon's loop quality
11144-146; App. B, Tab 446; App. B, Tab 537. fewer problems than VZ-MA." DTE Eval. at 32 I. performance and attempts to rely predominately on

measures such as trouble reports within 30 days,
Version again stated these facts, Reply Comments
at 13; G/C Reply Att. 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

9



I Yni/on submith:d C~C performance dala Ihal I" '" W Ie find lhal "1- M:\ I'rm ides maintenanee and
missed repair appoinlment rate in thl' sl'cond rl'pair for CI.I:(' 'OS!. "'ops in substantially the
quarter 21)()() was low. App. B, Tah ..\..\6; App. B. same timl' and Illannl'r as it dol'S for retail
Tab 537. customers" IHE E\al. at U2

Yerizon also submilled 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).

Veriwn demonstrated in its Application that the
missed repair appointment rate was low and
declining, and that. in July 2()()O. the missed repair
appointment rate for CLECs was comparaille to the
retail rate. G/C All. E.

In response to comments relying predominately on
measures such as trouille 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 September. the rate for
CLECs was beller than for retail notwithstanding
the impact of the August work stoppage. Reply
Comments at 14; G/C Reply All. D.

Yerizon also liIed -.vith its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.

Yerizon demonstrated that. in second quarter 20(X).
CLECs submilled fewer repeat trouble reports than
Yerizon did for its retaill:ustomers. App. B. Tall
423. at Checklist AfT. '1'1 144-146; App. B. Tall 537;
App. B. Tab 446.

",Wle note that CLECs submit significantly fewer
repeat trouble reports on xDSL loops than docs YZ­
MA for its retail customers. This metric
demonstrates that once CLECs receive loops that
are appropriate for xDSL service, they experience
fewer problems than VZ-MA." DTE Eva!. at 321.

Yerizon demonstrated in its Application that the
repeat trouille report for CLECs was lower than for
Verizon from May through July. G/C All. E.

In response to criticisms of Verizon's maintenance
and repair performance and altempts 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 Alt. D.

Verizon also filed 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 "(W]e find that VZ-MA provides maintenance and IVerizon filed with its application all the evidence
retail maintenance and repair intervals are repair for CLEC xDSL loops in substantially the that was included in the state record.
Icomparable once numerous adjustments are made to same time and manner as it does for retail
account for the ways in which CLEC behavior customers." DTE Eva!. at 322
affects these intervals. For example, Verizon
'demonstrated that choosing a Monday appointment
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when a Salurday appoinlmenl is offered adds 4f,-4!l
hours 10 Ihe inlerval. DTE Eval. All. F (Veril.on
Response 10 DTE RR 323). al 2. Veri IOn also
demonslraled Ihal a main ~ause of long repairs for
ICLECs appeared 10 he Ihe CLECs a~~eplam:e
Iduring Ihe provisioning pro~ess of loops Ihat cannol
supporllhe CLEC's xDSL servi~e. Id. al 3. Verizon
lexplained Ihat Ihe only solution in these inslan~es is
to reassign Ihe loop 10 a new fa~ility. or, if no spare
facilities arc available, huild new facilities, and thaI
these a~tivities arc unlike traditional repair work and
require considerable timc and effort. Id.
FirSI. Veril.On demonslraled Ihat repair intervals are
laffe~led hy Ihe facl that CLECs inlentionally accept
loops Ihal do not support the DSL services Ihey want
to provide, which fOfl:es Vcril.On III reconstru~1or
reprovision Ihe loop. App. B. Tah 520. at 2553-2555
(old numbering); IHE Eval. App. F (Veri/on
Response to RR 3B); App. B. Tah 494, al Che~klist

All '. I.W.

Veriwn noted that individual CLECs admitled to
engaging in Ihis pra~lkc. App. B. Tah 520, at 2486­
2487 (old numbering); App. B, Tah 494. at Checklisl
Aff.1139.

"We also find Ihat several of VZ-MA' s metri~s arc
affected by the propensity of some CLECs to
accept loops they concede are unable 10 support
xDSL service. absent additional work by VZ-MA
lechnicians.... Be~auseCLECs arc a~cepling

loops Ihat do no support xDSL service, VZ-MA's
cnons are mu~h grealer Ihan with its retail xDSL
servi~e (e.g .. involving VZ-MA 's constru~tionand
engineering crews) and mu~h more lime­
consuming." DTE Eval. 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 trouble tickets for newly
provisioned loops." DTE Reply at 81-82.
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As nOled above, Verizon demonstrated in its
applicalion thaI. in July, more than 80 percent of
CLEC repair requests for DSL loops were traced to
prohlems Ihal should have heen revealed during
acceptan~e tesling or were dosed wilh no trouble
found. Veril.On explained thatlhis indicaled Ihal
CLECs were an:epling loops that are not ~apahle of
supporting Ihe servi~es they wish to provide and
then submitling repair orders. Application al 25­
26; UR 11 102-105 & Ails. L. M.

In response to complaints about Verizon's
maintenance and repair performance and attempts
to rely predominately on repair interval measures,
Verizon noted in its Reply Comments that if repair
intervals are adjusted to exclude only those requests
that are attributable 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 demonstrated that when the fact
that CLECs frequently decline weekend
appointments is taken into account, the difference
between Verizon's wholesale and retail
performance is reduced to only five hours in July



Second, Veril.On demonstrated that repair illlervais
arc affected by CLECs failure to accept weekend
appointments. This occurs hecause Verizon docs
not stop the clock over the weekend so postponing
the repair appointment extends the interval. App.
B. Tah 494, at Checklist AlT. 11 135-138; DTE
Eval. App. F (Response to RR-323); App. B, Tao
565. at 5633 (old numbering).

IThird. Verizon demonstrated that repair intervals are

"We also find thaI several of VZ-MA' s metrics arc
affected by ... the preference for Monday and not
weekend repair appointments." DTE Eva!. 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, 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. . .. It is 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 ofVZ-MA's study because 'CLECs
deny that they avoid weekend repair appointments.
Rhythms is the only CLEC that has affirmed, albeit
in its FCC comments, that it does indeed accept
offered weekend repair appointments from VZ­
MA. Therefore, we respectfully disagree with the
DOl's use (in footnote 43 of the DOl Evaluation)
of FCC comments filed by Covad and NAS... to
question the validity of the VZ-MA study." DTE
Reply at 89-90.

"VZ-MA's evidence of having to rely on CLECs to
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and is eliminated in Seplemoer. Reply Comments
at 12, 14-15: UR Reply "71-72 & Att. F; GIB
Reply <j/ 25.

Verizon also filed with its application 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 arc offered the same repair intervals
(including weekend appointments) as Verizon's
retail customers. Application at 20; UR 11 73-75;
G/C 11 103- 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 to
decline weekend repair appointments is taken into
account, the reported difference for wholesale and
retail orders is reduced by an additional four hours.
When combined with the effect described above of
CLECs accepting loops that do not support xDSL
service, this reduces the difference between
Verizon's wholesale and retail performance to only
five hours in July and eliminates the difference in
September. Reply Comments at IS; LIR Reply
173.

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

Verizon demonstrated in its application that CLECs



affcl:tcd hy CLEC's' failurc to isolatc trtluhlcs on
loops. whi<:h l:auscs multiple dispatl:hcs and tics up
rcpair personnel. App. B. Tah 445 (Response 10

Information Request DTE-5-11); App. B, Tah 4n,
at Chel:klist AlT. '1'1251-253; App. B. Tah 494. at
Chedlist All (1150.

IFourth. Verizon delllonstrated that the vast majority
of trouhle tidets that CLECs have suhmilled on
OSL loops were for loops where no trouhle was
found to exist, whil:h needlessly ties up Verizon
technkians in unnel:essary appointments. App. B,
Tab 445 (Response to Information Request OTE-5­
II); App. B, Tab 520, at 4280 (new numbering);
App. B. Tab 494. at Checklist Afr. TlI43-145; OTE
Eva!. App. F (VZ August 22, 2000 Response to OTE
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 issue a
further trouble report. App. B, Tab 494. at Chel:klist
Afr.'j144.
IFinally, Verizon demonstratcd that its repair
intervals are affected by "no acccss" situations,
whkh also needlessly ties up Vcrizon technicians

dircl:t VZ-MA Icchnil:ians to thc ellal:t IOl:ation of
the trouhle is unl:ontwn:rted in our rel:ord." OTE
hal. at ~IY.

"IWle lind that VZ-MA's maintenam:e and repair
performance is hindcred hy the CLECs' inability to
identify the source of the trouble." OTE Eval. at
320.

"A CLEC's inahility to IOl:ate the source of a
problem not only delays repairs for that CLEC but
other CLECs. too." OTE Eva!. at 320.

"VZ-MA's data indicate that its ... 'NTF' INo
Trouble Found) rates are significantly higher for
CLEC than VZ-MA retail customers." OTE Eval at
319-320.

"Covad also argues 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." OTE Eva!. at 321.

"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
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frequently suhmit maintenance and repair requests
that do not identify the trouble they are
experiencing with the loop, even though they are
responsihle for doing so. Verizon demonstrated
that, from May through July 2000. 59 percent of the
maintenanl:c requests for unbundled loops were not
propcrly 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 itself. Application at 20,
UR Tl76-78.

Verizon also filed with its application all the
evidence that was included in the state record.
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; UR TI 102­
105 & Atts. L, M; Reply Comments at 12-14; UR
Reply 1171-72 & Att. F; G/B Reply '125.

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

Verizon demonstrated in its application that no
access situations have a disproportionate impact on
OSL loops ~iven that there are often three



who could he completing repairs where they wuld sooner:' DTE Eval. at 120. companies involved - Verizon. the CLEC, and the
get al:cess. App. B. Tah 423. at Ched.list All. ISP. From April through July, Verizon was unable
'1202: App. O. Tah 520. at 24H6. 249H-IN. 2522-24 to gain access to the customer's premises to
(old numhering). 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 fmm Verizon's own retail customers.
Application at 25; UR '1106 & AU. 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 aI/the
evidence that was included in the state record.
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~: Application by Verizon New England for Authorization under § 271
of the TelecommunicatioAS Aet of 1996, CC Docket No. 00-176

Dear Chairman KCMatd and Comminioncn Nas, Fu.rchtgott-Rotb, Powell, and Tristani:

In less thaD three weeks, the F• ., Communicacions Commission C"ConunissionU

) \\'11:
rule on VerillOll New £D.lIncl's § 271 appIicatiOlL nw rulial will ha"c a searching effect on
Musae~usetts consumers ana on the telecommunications services available to them. Like the
Nev.' York and Tens public: service commiSSIOns before it. the Massachusetts Departmen: of
Teie¢ommW1icatior.s and EnuiY ("Department") awaits the Commission's ruling with keea
interest. 1date say that the public ServLce commissions in the other 47 states also will be a\'ld~y

intercs~c:d in how the C:»ml'Illssion "leoNS the consultative eval~tion that the Massachusetts
De~rtmcnt filed with the FCC on Ocrober 16. rsay so, because I Know bow C3gerly our
Depa."'tment awaited the CommisSion's New York Nilng last December as the first comptcte

•
stl~e:ne:1t of what constituted an ~ccertable application. Our Deplll"tJutot strictly followed your
g'\lLca.,ce in the New York ruling as we c.ondu::red our own investigation.

:n the five years since the 1996 Act was pused. our Departmeut has wor;Ccd hard to put
ti~e Act's tums into effect-Uu'ougll clse after case and arbitration after ubitration. Indeec. c'oen
:l full decade before the 1996 Act. t;le Department had already, on its own, adoptea a clear policy
Cim~:y In favor of intra-LATA competition. Intn·lATA Competition Investigation, D.P.lJ. 17j 1
c: 9S 5). As a result of the Department's initiative and of its unremitting regulatory pressure [or

Fax: (617) 345-9102
www.magneLsute.ma.usldpul
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the put fiftccu years. Massachusetts today enjo)'s the benefits ofone of the most competitive
telecommunications markets in the United States.

The five years sjncc passage of the 1996 Act have culminated in the Departmenr's
investigation-over the past eighteen lnonUu-e(Vc:rizon's co&npliaru::c with the § 271 l4-poin~

checklist. Because of the importan.ce thal the 1996 Act and the Commission accord to a State's
consultative role WIder § 271, the Deparunent devoted exte.l1si"e. S~te·funded resources to this
efron. Both the Department's evaluation ofVecizor.'s application and its recommendation 0:­
COITUnlSSlon approvaL rest on an extensive record. In the creation ortha' record., the Dcpa..-..:r.e~:t

Clc:orded all carriers and ac)' other int-erested person a full and [au opportunity fO participate.

The De.panm~tW. since its OctOber 16 report. reviewed all filincs made with the FCC~

Nottung presented since th= changes tho Deparauent's ~r..clusiODS and ~rr.menda1ions. The
Department fully considered ~d addressed all marters presented to it durinl its Ehorougn
investication. The record brfore this Department plainly warranted our findinls md
rec:omrnendat1on.s~and, I respectfuJly submit, the record now before the FCC also preser.:s a c:eu
and compe.lling ClSe (or approval.

A word about DSL: I sather from Department intere:hanges with the FCC thz.t sontl:
hngcnr.g concern may remaio about DSL performance. Let me note that, contrary to wilat lll:ly

have been alleged in ex partes, CLECs had full opponua.ity to present their assertions of lac: and
tncI: arguments to the Depar1meDt We aetively solicited their views. Moreover, C:...ECs had ~~e

ur.ietterecl opponunity to seek-and hid. in iKt-any and all relevant information necessary to
make their cases beforc the. Department closed its invcsueative record UI draft its evaluation.
The Depar.mcm evalwztad every DSL issue raised by &Dy panicipant in its investigation. tf
matters were withheld &om beine raised in our pracccdin&, only to be liter raised with the FCC
as unresolved. then Massachusetts, like any other state, must wonder what its § 271 consultative
roLe is all .bout.

Furthumore, "metrics"-though very usef.1l as a regc[atory tool, especia!ly iu morutoriog
the futu:e slate ofthl: market and protecting against bawHding-are not themSt/ves what § 27: :s
about. ACIUQI performance is the centerpiece of the enquiry. The Department would never
d:s?nze the importance ofclw metria as en!orc:eme,:1t or evaluative tools, but we would
differentiate between the measuring tools ~d the reality they measure-between, if you will, the
U,errr.orr..e~er and the ambient temperature. Our investigation shows th~l the ambient telnpe:a:'t1:e
ofDSL hes in an acceptable range ofpanty. eVCD though the thermorr:.eter rr.ay need
recaltbnuion. And so, I respectfu:;y urge tnar you nOl heed c.,unsel that wou1d have you nUst.U:'e
~.he one for other.

Where DSL metnes seemed at first loole to mcicate disparity rather than parity. the
Dc~artmcnt looked clceper. We asked whether, or not. the metrics ttemselves captured the
reallry of ac!'W1l performance. When we examined ajl :.he underlying £acts (including CLEC
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actions), any question of discriminatory treannent or of lack ofwe parity was resoLved. Mere
appearance yielded to facL These deeper investigations by the Department and the cone:lusions
we reached a.re spread OD the record before you.

Finally on this point, it appears th.tt some would argue that Conlmission conclwions
should be based on the anomalous period in late summer when Verizon workers were out on
suilce. 1would urge tne Commission to be inrensdy skeptical ofany aq:umeni thou the stresses
and strains on any business trying to serve conswnc:rs dur.nc a strike can really be said to
represent the actua.l underlying market. TIlis is a premise divorced fronl the reality of the wOllci
as It 15 lived.

The telephone was invented in Boston in 187S, aDd the Depa.'1mcnt has rcgulated Vcrizo:
and its predec:cssol'3 for over 100 yean. Whatever the outcome ofthe § 271 application. tr.e
Deparunent is not going away. It will ccntinue to promote the policy it adopted in 1985-nL'1lely.
to promote intra-LATA competition in order to benef:t ~assachusetts consum:rs and the Sta:c' s
e~onomy. DSL is a vi~J feature of that promotional etforL As [noted earlier. improved Cst
me:rl~S WJlI be a cCl11r.lJ part of that work. n~ is why we have e:xp~s5Iy and directly lir.;c..ec the
Ma.sPChusctts PAP's enforcement measures to the continuing industry coUaborative in ~e\\'

Yor, The Depanmcnt has committed-aDd I repeat that commitment here and nOlAl-to aeopt a..oo:y
and all eni:wJced New York mctric;.~ as Massachuseus' own as soon as they arc issuec. Like ~ew
Yor~. MassKhusctts IS pan of the former 1'.'YNEX system; and so it is adminis:ratively Cffic.ler.~

to follow New York's iead in this matter. Bill-and this is an important additional pledge-the
DcplttmCllt bas funher committed itself to develop its own enhmced DSL metrics and :0 an1el~=

C~ PAP accordingly. should the New Yorle collaborative prove dilatory. You have my anc! m~·

coUeagues' word on tMl.

Lel me clo,e by thanking che FCC for the cordial cooperation the Depa.:tmcnt hIS cn.io~·ed

over tbis long proccss. I hope anel tr.:.st tnat. :n renderinl: your panmount stannory judgment CD

thlS apphc.auon. you will be able to give due deference to the fact-finding and to the hard aDd
good-fAIth worle that the Massachuse::s Ocpatmeot ofTclecoaununications and Energy has
la~orcd to put before you. I dono: er.Y)' your task of dOUlg in a bare 90 days what we-\vi:h a
;mor knOWledge af our mlIket stretce:ng bac:ic. a century-have taken 18 months to do. Thank
you for yoW' attention to the views expre.ssed here and in the Depa.nment·s earlier filings.

Very t:rU!y you.rs.

61?34S9H!2
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I am writing to lain )'OW' SU;2port for the Verizon COIJ)OTuion's enny into to!"
M.u5&c:husctts Lone DisUDoc market.

At 12Ie J'tUCIlf lime. Verizol1 is waitinl for apFOvaJ from the Pederal Communications
C~mission (F.e.c.). This decision is due by lluUlday. I>~ell1bcr21. 2000.

For &he weJfare ofmy tInion manbtrl. i1 is irupottant that Verizon pt USaf ;ommiteent
fonD the F.C.C. In MasUCA\lSCftS, custom." 1I,lcaYinc the Uaionebuilt IletWDI'k ofVeriZOll because of
the i&mdJed services ofour non-uniOll compcdton. WRbout the option of loni distance lavi:e.
cuJ10mas are ChOOSUl' the "one-,top" ahoppia&~ to ptd:cirte1ephone. cable LV., JORe distance and
In~et from a list of companies rut docs nor iacJud. Verizon.

As a labor lnm. losiq customers .aeeu my ability to obtain a coU'obve bargainioe
~etlDeet -nd '!nOR importantly k.eepin, my members at work.

I wol.l1d appreciate you using yow ulflu.eace with the F.e.C. to SUPPO" this Lotal and
VCflzon Corpont.on in helping to obtaia long distlllc:e sel"VicCl.

Thank You foe yow ~ontJnuoussuppo" ot oroa/uzcd lIbor. Ifyou nave any q~er.ions,
plcue t.1/J me at 617-32&-9600.

Slr.efT :y, C

SC.IVey~
BU1iness Man.gee
Loca/2222. J.B.E.W.
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