Mailers’ Technical Advisory Committee
Address Quality Methodologies

- e = = 5 -

\NA D = SIS T Gt AT N o T
LA A CUIRSE Sl S e o i OS



MTAC Workgroup 97
Addressing Quality Methodology

Preface

Undeliverable-as-Addressed (UAA) mail costs the United States Postal Service®
approximately $2 billion each year, as likely twice that amount to the industry.
The amount of mail pieces that contribute to this cost exceed five billion annually
and that number is expected to rise unless proactive measures are put in place
to reduce the volume and cost of this UAA mail.

The Postmaster General, John Potter, has called for a 50 percent reduction in
UAA mail by 2010. In response to this challenge, the Mailers Technical Advisory
Committee created a workgroup to focus on address methodologies and to
present a list of best practices that would aid in the reduction of UAA mail. This
document represents the effort of this workgroup and its thirty contributing
members.

The following twenty-seven best practices represent short, medium, and long-
term approaches to improving address quality. Where applicable, efforts have
been made to provide a quantitative approach to identifying the tangible benefit
of applying these best practices.

It is the suggestion of this workgroup that these best practices be shared with the
industry at large via several suggested methods including educational venues as
well as marketing efforts. It is further suggested that, where noted, some of these
best practices should evolve into larger recommendations for adoption by the
industry and/or the USPS®.

The co-chairs for this workgroup would like to thank the members for their
outstanding contributions in creating this document. We suggest that MTAC
members review the contents of this document and implement the short-term
suggest practices immediately as well as continue research and implementation
into some of the long-term solutions.

Industry Co-chair:  Chris Lien
USPS Co-chairs:  Jim Wilson, Wayne Orbke
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The implementation of best practices in address quality can range from low

impact to high impact and with an associated cost of low to high. The following

graph is intended to illustrate the impact of implementing the various best

practices provided in this document.
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The following items have been identified by this workgroup as best practices for
address quality. Each best practice has been assigned a category, a definition,
identification of current practices within the industry, and suggested best
practices for improved address quality.
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1. Rendition
Category: Standards

Definition: The process through which the address data is formatted for
presentation for a specific medium (which may be a mail piece). This
includes abbreviation, order and placement of address elements. An
industry standard of 30 characters per line exists with 99.2% of current
addresses fitting into this space.

Current Practice: Mailers are concerned about their ability to provide fully
standardized addresses. Addresses in existing legacy systems may have
a ZIP + 4° code but not necessarily meet the USPS definition of “complete
and correct address”. Many mailers have difficulty in modifying individual
address elements or adding missing elements to addresses in an existing
file. Many mailers do not allow the output from the CASS™ validation to
be presented into the physical address components presented onto the
mail.

Best Practice: Use the output from the CASS validation tool to present
the corrected address and standardized address onto the physical mail
piece. Use the postal standardized address whenever possible. CASS
certified software should follow the guidelines established in PUB 28
(http://www.usps.com/publications/pubs/welcome.htm) for abbreviation of
address components in order to accommodate the address space
specified by the user. If a significant number of addresses require
abbreviations it is indicative that the space allocated for the address
component is inadequate. This is most common when databases have
been designed to meet the constraints of an address labels.

Recommendation: The USPS and the industry should continue their
progress toward standardizing on a 30-character output for all address
related products. Five lines of customer name & address data are
recommended to ensure all data components can be presented. CASS
software vendors should develop abbreviation logic to be certified by the
USPS for addresses that have been shortened to fit in fields less than 30
characters per line.

2. Data Storage
Category: Storage

Definition: Data storage refers to how name and address elements and
related information such as documentation of address hygiene
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performance, are stored in a persistent manner, so as to be available for
various task related to mailing and mail production.

Current Practice: Presently, strung with defined line content is the best
and most supported format. In using any format adequate space should
be reserved for the field or line to contain at least the fully standardized
field or line. Confusion currently exists around secondary data elements
storage and presentation when an address length does not allow the
complete address line. Secondary address components are many times
stored on a line below the primary address line due to limitations or
business practices.

Best Practice: Best practices for data storage is to include the ability to
store the data at levels of granularity sufficient to meet practical needs
such as rendition, comparison, matching and detection of missing items.
The ability to store data at multiple levels of granularity is also desirable
provided that business rules concerning which data values depend upon
other data values have been defined. For example, changing address
elements may require changing the ZIP Code, and that in turn may require
changing the documentation of when and how the address was updated,
or specifically how the ZIP Code was obtained. The data about the names
and addresses, not actually name and address data itself can be referred
to as metadata.

Also, data storage systems should permit file updates to be permanently
retained. If there is a need to retain original input data, then this should
also be available as a feature of the systems. In addition to storing
elements, there may be a benefit from storing composites, even whole
renditions provided that they have a “freshness” date attached.

Recommendation: For new system development, use the ADIS
specification (Address Data Interchange Specification as outlined by the
IDEAIlliance at http://www.idealliance.org/adis/) for recommendations on
the finest depth of data storage needs.

3. Datainterchange
Category: Exchange

Definition: Data interchange pertains to the exchange of name and
address data among parties in the mailing industry or between mailers
and the postal service using an agreed upon format.

Current Practice: Address lists have traditionally been exchanged without

reliable information concerning the quality of address lists, even on the
basis of characteristics of the list as a whole. Correct and complete
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positioning of data elements becomes a challenge due to the various
formatting requirements between mailers, vendors & USPS.

Best Practice and Recommendation: Best practices in this area include
the ability to exchange name and address elements as well as full
renditions, the ability to exchange metadata concerning names and
addresses, including data identifying the address quality performances
and the resulting quality status, and the tagging or other means of
identifying element by element information using standardized naming
conventions.

Best practices also include the ability to exchange data quickly and
efficiently without the need for the receiver to convert the data to another
format and with some degree of protection against transmission errors.

A better practice is to have available documentation of quality
characteristics of the list as a whole, including NDI ratings or the
information available from Form 3553. A best practice is to have this data
stored on an address by address basis as well as on a list by list basis, so
that each address carries its own quality portfolio documenting the status
of the address as complete and correct or otherwise, dates of move
updating, and dates and sources of postal codes such as the DPBC and
carrier route code. This would allow renting lists on a “ready to go” basis
so that they could be directly incorporated into mail production, at least
prior to some specified expiration date, without the need for further
address hygiene activities.

4. Data collection
Category: Data Collection and Acquisition

Definition: Data collection refers to the initial acquisition of name and
address data, whether through the Internet, telephone, fax, hard copy,
mail, or other means. The data may be acquired directly from the
potential recipient of mail, or indirectly through third parties.

Current Practice: Failure to capture a complete and accurate address is
a problem for the USPS and Mailing Companies. Mailers often only use
batch versions of address cleansing tools after the data has been
acquired, and thus are losing the opportunity to query the data provider for
corrections or missing information.

Best Practice: Best practices in data collection depend upon introducing
at the earliest possible stage, and preferably in real time (first-time), a
means to validate and confirm the name and address elements. This
includes the ability to make any necessary changes or additions, based on
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information from the primary source, and before the name and address
elements are placed in persistent storage. This should include a DPV-
based Address Validation interface for all address capture systems, which
is currently considered best practice.

Recommendation: Clarify existing standards for abbreviations. DPV and
other transactional address cleansing tools should also be leveraged at
the point of data acquisition, where feasible. Records that cannot be
coded should be flagged for further additional action.

5. Mail Address Validation
Category: Verification

Definition: Mail address validation involves using an approved industry
process or tool to validate the correctness of the address prior to
submitting it to the USPS for verification.

Current Practice: The current practice for validating mail addresses
involves using only CASS certified software. This is often done days,
weeks, or even months before submitting the addresses for USPS
verification. The lapse in time and limited application of data cleansing
often results in addresses that are non-deliverable.

Best Practice: Best practices for mail validation would include
implementing a just-in-time approach to validating mail addresses. This
would involve CASS certified software, Delivery Point Validation (DPV),
and LACS""™

6. Mail Acceptance and Address Verification
Category: Verification

Definition: Mail acceptance and address verification refers to the

activities of a postal service or other agency in receiving items with names
and addresses, making sure that the physical and informational properties
of the items meet requirements, and if relevant, determining rate eligibility.

Current Practice: No current USPS practice can validate an address to
ensure that name and address components are complete and correct, that
the Delivery Point Bar Code corresponds to the address components, and
that timely move updating has been performed.

Best Practice: Best practices include the ability to examine the name and
address data for each mailpiece, to detect errors both in content and in
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procedures followed, to minimize any unneeded efforts in delivery and to
ensure that any preferential rates have been earned.

Since it may be difficult or impossible to physically examine all of the
submissions, sampling may be used to gather data. Within the category
of sampling, in-line sampling may be more efficient than off-line sampling,
and automatic sampling may be more consistent than manual sampling.
No matter what sampling method is used, mailers want to be assured that
if their entire mailing meets standards, they are not at risk of penalties due
to accidental characteristics of the sample.

To meet these requirements, the capability should be developed for the
USPS to compare an address on a mailpiece to a securely coded
representation of the address data and related data such as processing
dates, database dates, and freshness dates. This can ensure that the
certified address quality processes have been followed, that alterations
have not been made and that timeliness requirements have been met.

The USPS should ensure that tools are available either directly or through
vendors for use by mailers to evaluate address quality of their own files in
a certified environment. This capability should be available prior to
implementation of any USPS requirement for complete and correct
addresses.

The issue of mailer risk from sampling could be eliminated if a means
were developed to include secure codes in a four-state or two-dimensional
barcode on each mailpiece that would verify that the address used was
exactly the same as the address obtained in a certified environment, and
also that the date was within range in terms of freshness. The issue
would center not upon what the USPS considers correct at the time of
verification, but only on whether the mailer faithfully reproduced what was
defined as correct as part of a certified address quality process performed
in a timely manner. However, mailers may be concerned with the need for
a second four-state code or a two-dimensional barcode to be included on
the mailpiece.

The mailer or agent could send names and addresses through a certified
process and create a mailing which is submitted to the USPS, while at the
same time placing an electronic standardized address file in escrow. In
the event a MERLIN type device or any USPS equipment detects address
errors, the four state barcode on the mailpiece need only identify the
mailer and agent uniquely, and this enables an optional process to verify
address quality. The mailer asks the USPS to verify that the escrowed file
does match the physical mail, and if it does, verify that the escrowed file
has not been altered in any way, and if it has not, check to see if the entire
file meets applicable criteria including any tolerances. If the entire file
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meets the applicable criteria, the address quality for the mailing is then
proven to meet standards. This model does not require that data be sent
to the USPS but only that it be made available for inspection.

This process can also be designed in such a way as to prevent statistical
risk for mailers and eliminate the need to argue about individual cases.
This can be done by storing the security codes along with the name and
address in the electronic file that has been placed in a 90-day escrow.
Then there is no need for a second four-state code on the mailpiece just to
carry along the information needed to confirm that the name and address
has not been altered.

As a further enhancement, if the mailer is able to place an electronic
standardized address file in escrow, this can normally be accomplished
prior to mailing. That makes the information available slightly ahead of
real time. In this option, the USPS at its discretion scans the mailing file in
escrow and may detect address quality defects prior to mailing. This
could be part of verification within the PostalOne! environment. It would
not prevent the need for supplementary validation of physical mail, but by
using just one four state barcode on the mailpiece with unique identifiers,
the physical and electronic processes can be linked together.

7. Non-typical addresses and names
Category: Management

Definition: These are address types that include multicultural, dual,
military, multiple secondary, firms, dual use, colleges and universities,
prestige, and geographic addresses that have attributes such as leading
zeros. These non-typical addresses can complicate issues including
collection, matching, storage, and rendition.

Current Practice: Although it appears that both USPS and private
software company data files have been enhanced to improve coding
results for addresses in Puerto Rico, mailer files are still coding
significantly less than the code rate for continental addresses.

Inclusion of Extraneous or Inaccurate Information: Problem: Business
addresses tend to have more address elements as well as extraneous
(non official postal delivery) data in the address database fields. The
presence or absence of these additional data as well as the absence of
additional space to house this extraneous data inhibits proper coding.
Businesses are reluctant to change current practice and remove elements
that are considered important for internal mail delivery practices.
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Best Practice: Best practices in this area include storing name and
address elements using a methodology that retains positional information,
such as pre-directional and post-directional. Additional fields may need to
be defined, such as multiple surnames and surname prefixes. It may then
be necessary to concatenate fields in order to match to databases that
may combine multiple elements into a single field, but this is easier than
parsing a single field to match to multiple elements.

With parsed address elements it is possible to validate an address and
render it in the customer-preferred manner or the postal preferred manner.
However, today most addresses are not presented in a parsed manner so
the best practice is to use the address as returned by address matching
software. As for names, the best practice reserves sufficient space to
store longer names and store them in the order of their cultural preference
(not all cultures put the given name first).

Recommendation: All additional data elements, not used to match for
the address records, should be maintained by the CASS vendor products
in an auxiliary file. This data should be allowed to be presented onto the
physical mail if the mailer deems this necessary for internal mailing
delivery. Puerto Rico: Education, awareness and additional space in the
address database for the extra elements (such as Urbanization codes)
critical to PR addresses.

8. Timeliness of the data /just in time processes
Category: Management

Definition: This topic includes meeting and exceeding the requirements
for updating name and address files with respect to coding, address
accuracy, and move updating.

Current Practice: When most CASS certified systems were installed, the
intent of this requirement was to place the ZIP + 4 and Delivery Point
Barcode onto a physical mail piece. With the improved understanding of
addressing — it has been determined that the frequency and process for
performing CASS updates has increased. In addition, other tools to
enable improved addressing capabilities have been developed and
provided to the mailing community.

Best Practice: Best practices include performing address hygiene
activities as close as possible to the time of mailing. Based on move
update statistics, 400 to 500 of every 1,000,000 names and address
records can be expected to be recorded as moves, on average, each day
of the year. So if the file is updated three weeks before the date of
mailing, 10,000 out of a million may require additional work to deliver.
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While requirements may be 90 or 180 days before mailing, mailers may be
able with special efforts to do much better than this.

Addressing updates need to be validated and communicated timely.
USPS AMS/CASS Database updates need to be provided with greater
immediacy and in an electronic download could allow for quicker
dissemination of updates into mailer systems. New or removed addresses
added to the AMS database need to be validated. As ZIP Codes or other
address data elements are added or deleted, these need to be
communicated in a more timely fashion to mailers.

Ensuring the quality and all required components of address data, as it is
passed through various systems to the downstream production, is critical.

Recommendation: It is important that if address data components are
changed at the back-end process, just prior to mailing, that the corrected
elements are provided back to the source database for correct updating of
the customer address data.

9. Transition to best practices
Category: Management

Definition: This topic reflects the difficulties of making changes all at once
to existing procedures in name and address quality in an environment with
many interacting suppliers and frequent mailing events.

Current Practice: Implementing a data quality solution, in this case an
address cleansing solution is often done with only an upfront cost in mind.
The budget for the address cleansing solution is often placed solely upon
the IT department or the mail center rather than considering the impact
data quality will have on the entire organization. As such, implementations
are often rushed with crucial steps overlooked or forgotten. This ultimately
results in more costs and further delays.

Best Practice: Best practices in this area may include developing
timelines to meet expected increases in postal requirements, establishing
new methodologies outside of legacy systems, and gradually moving
applications to the new approach. In some cases, a cutover from an old to
a new system may be accomplished, but in this situation, the ability to roll
back should be provided for.

The return on investment (ROI) needs to be considered for transitioning to
best practices. Both the industry and the USPS need to be mindful of
where the key areas of costs and returns are related to transitioning to a
best practice,

Best Practices in Address Quality — February 2006 11



MTAC Workgroup 97
Addressing Quality Methodology

10. Accuracy of the data
Category: Management

Definition: Address accuracy is best defined as the application of address
cleansing tools, including move update, to yield a complete and correct
address. Address accuracy includes ensuring all address components,
critical for mail delivery are presented on the physical mail piece.

Current Practice: The postal database must satisfy criteria including
internal consistency, unique definition of each delivery point, and timely
addition of new delivery points. Further, there may be non-postal delivery
addresses that are not necessarily defined in any database outside of
proprietary applications.

Accuracy of move updates can be verified by reference to postal
databases, but this is subject to earlier availability of information through
direct customer communications or commercial databases. Postal
databases should be maintained by checking moves both at the old and
new address.

Best Practice: Best practices in this area include using delivery point
matching (DPV or DS_FZ) to verify address accuracy and both pre-move
tools such as NCOA""™ and post-move tools such as ACS to verify move
updates.

Recommendation: At the initiation of a new address, capturing of the
address data between the municipalities and the USPS needs to be
strengthened so new address data points are consistently validated and
updated in all areas.

11. Information dissemination
Category: Management

Definition: This topic relates to how and when information is
disseminated throughout the industry and the USPS. It includes such sub-
topics as disaster response, new addresses, never delivered addresses,
vendor communication, and other issues.

Current Practice: Currently the mailing industry is not provided

information on non-delivery points or temporary moves during times of
disasters or massive address changes.
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Best Practice: The best practice is where the mailers and the USPS
work together to minimize the impediments to mail delivery. This would
include the sharing of crucial information in a timely manner for expedited
updates to the industry. Consistency in the message is vital here to
prevent further disruptions.

Recommendation: An MTAC workgroup should be formed to focus on
the methodology and implementation of best practices in information
dissemination for both intermittent, emergency situations such as
hurricanes, as well as continual communication, non-emergency issues
such as network alignments.

11.1 Disaster response (ex. hurricanes Katrina and Rita)
Category: Management (Information dissemination)

Definition: The dissemination of information during a disaster is crucial to
the mailing industry as well as the Postal Service. The application of best
practices here will not only ensure timely mail deliverability, but also help

prevent additional costs incurred with routing of mail to avoid the disaster
areas.

Current Practice: Presently, information related to disasters is provided
through various methods and from numerous sources. These include the
USPS web sites, mailers newsletters, vendor notifications, and industry
association web sites and list servers. With information coming from so
many sources, there are issues related to timeliness and accuracy of the
data, particularly in rapidly developing disasters such as a major
hurricane.

Best Practice: Provide the industry with information, via a flag, related to
temporary moves filed for customers within NCOA""™. This will enable the
ability for mailers to proactively manage customers that may have a
temporary move on file. Provide the industry with information regarding a
non-delivery point, following any known disaster. This enables mailers to
clearly identify those locations where mail can no longer be delivered.

11.2 Measurement / metrics
Category: Management (Information Dissemination)

Definition: Measurement and metrics are a part of the software process
(for CASS and PAVE certified products) and the Postal validation
procedures. This may also be expanded to include either mailers software
procedures or address lists.
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Current Practice: As discussed above with regard to data interchange,
address lists have traditionally been acquired without reliable information
concerning overall list address quality. A basic metric is to document
quality characteristics of the list as a whole, including NDI ratings or the
information available from Form 3553. This can be compared with various
system-wide or segment-wide averages to gain an index of relative
quality.

Information on CASS and PAVE certified product changes should be more
readily available for mailer management teams regarding the vendor-
required changes imposed by the USPS for future cycle releases.

Best Practice: USPS and the industry should develop an improved
communication strategy regarding CASS & PAVE certification changes —
to ensure that mailers can accurately test and validate measurement
changes within products to ensure data integrity and accuracy of match
assignments. Disaster related metrics should also be shared with the
industry as a means to provide context to the information provided.

12. Supply chain relationships
Category: Management

Definition: The Supply chain relationship encompasses the entire value
chain of entities involved in order to produce a complete and correct
address. This includes entities such as list providers, service bureaus,
mailers, the USPS, and software vendors.

Current Practice: There are often many different entities that touch,
store, or move address information throughout the supply chain. Often,
there is a false assumption that the address is correct as it travels from
one entity to another.

Best Practice: A best practice approach to supply chain relationships is to
understand which entities handle the address and what processes are
involved at each step. PS Form 6014 is a good example of a statement
that identifies which company performed an approved move update on the
address and at what date.

Other best practices include software evaluation when selecting a new

address quality solution and software testing when applying an update to
address quality software.

12.1 Software Evaluation
Category: Management
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Definition: Software evaluation best practices may be developed both for
assisting customers in purchase decisions among products with similar
capabilities, and in using other developed best practices to identify
products with more relevant capabilities than others.

Current Practice: The current practice for software evaluation is often
done through word-of-mouth recommendations via forums such as list
serves, postal customer councils, or industry associations. Software
selection can also be done by contacting companies listed on the RIBBS
web site (http://ribbs.usps.gov).

Unfortunately, while there are many certified software products available,
there can be significant differences in their features, functionality, price,
and support. Often, price is the only factor considered with little or no
thought toward growth opportunities for future expansion.

Best Practice: A software company and the solution they provide needs
to be thoroughly evaluated prior to licensing and implementing their
solution. Appendix A provides a list of questions that should be considered
when evaluating software.

12.2 Software Testing
Category: Management

Definition: Software testing in this document refers to understanding the
impact a software update may have on your current addresses.

Current Practice: The current practice is to simply install software
updates without fully understanding the impact it may have on the overall
address quality.

Best Practice: A best practice would be to carefully review the software
update release notes and follow a process of evaluating the update prior
to implementing. Appendix B provides a thorough list of points to consider
for software testing.

13. Address maintenance process
Category: Management

Definition: The process by which previously collected information is kept
current.
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Current Practice: The current practice for address maintenance varies
considerably throughout the mailing industry. For mailers who rent lists,
often the only maintenance applied is running the addresses through a
CASS certified product and applying Address Correction Services during
the mailings. In these instances, the updates are often not sent back to the
list owner.

Best Practice: Data should be run through CASS/DPV/NCOA-"
immediately prior to any mailing. Keep the original address if it is still
needed, but as a matter of best practices, you need to keep the new
information. Consider the application of the following flow chart.

Recommendation: It is important that if address data components are
changed at the back-end process, just prior to mailing, that the corrected
elements are provided back to the source database for correct updating of
the customer address data

Best Practices in Address Quality — February 2006 16



MTAC Workgroup 97
Addressing Quality Methodology

Mailer Begins Mailing

- Process
Basic )
Address Quality
Decision Tree AC?::;:E C:g;issses
Sources
(2)

|

Compiled Mailing
List (Base Version)

(3)

I

Address Coding
CASS/DPV
(4)

Send Bad
Address Code? Addresses to AEC
(5) (6)

(7)

Yes

A

Y
Customer Move
Management
NCOALink
(9)

!

Updated Mailing
List
(Updated Version)
(10)

I

Design / Create
Mailpiece for
Mailing
(11)

I

Apply ACS
Participant Code
to Mailpiece
(12)

|

Send Your Mail to
the USPS
(13)

Mailer Receives
Majority of Customer
COA Notifications via

ACS and Replaces Old
Addresses in Updated
Mailing List
(15

as Mailpiece
Delivered?
(14)

Job Well Done!

Best Practices in Address Quality — February 2006

Bad
Address Fixed
Coded?

Suppress Bad
Addresses from
Mailing List
(8)

17




MTAC Workgroup 97
Addressing Quality Methodology

13.1 Management of un-assignable addresses
Category: Management (Address Maintenance)

Definition: Un-assignable addresses are defined as those addresses that
have gone through a CASS certified and DPV validation process without
finding a match, no ZIP + 4 assigned, no delivery point validation, or not
considered a valid address. CASS will look at the address, but can’t take
any action.

Current Practice: There is no widespread Industry best practice in place
at a transactional or batch level for assignable addresses. It's unknown
what mailers do to evaluate un-assignable addresses. It's assumed that
they mail at full rate or pre-sort at the full rate or determine not to mail.
Most mailers don’t know what level of evaluation their company does to
identify root cause for un-assignable addresses. As a last resort, the
Mailer initiates customer contact to get resolution.

Best Practice: Address accuracy should start at the first inception of the
address — and when it doesn’t CASS & DPV code it should be highly
guestioned before allowing posting to a mailer database.

The primary objective is never to have an un-assignable. All mail is run
through a CASS certified/ DPV validation process. An assignable address
is defined as an address that goes through a CASS certified and DPV
validation process, which results in a ZIP + 4 and an 11-digit delivery point
barcode.

Appendix C of this document provides suggestions for mailers, the USPS,
and vendors to consider for management of un-assignable addresses.

13.1.1 Selection of quality addresses
Category: Verification

Definition: The process of selecting and assessing the accuracy,
currency and value of addresses from a given source.

Current Practice: The current process of selecting quality addresses is
often left to those addresses that can be assigned a ZIP + 4 Code through
CASS certified software. This provides a false assumption that the
address is truly deliverable and current.

Best Practice: The best practice in quality address selection involves
processing the list through a data profiling tool, identifying those
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addresses that meet a particular business need based upon defined rules
and are truly deliverable (pass DPV) by the USPS.

13.1.2 Carry through address matching dates and return codes

Category: Management (management of address qualification
information)

Definition: Data carry through is the practice of carrying address
information, return codes and dates from the CASS address matching
process so that it is possible to distinguish addresses that have met the
postage discount requirements from those which do not meet these
requirements.

This topic applies particularly for unassignable addresses where the
combination of data elements is not complete and correct. It also applies
to addresses that may not meet the processing date restrictions for
postage discounts.

Current Practice: Today address data may be passed through CASS
address matching software and both good and bad addresses may be
written to a single output file containing all of the addresses(both good and
bad). This output file is then carried through to another software package
for mail sortation and some of this address data may be incorrect but there
is no process by which the bad addresses can be detected.

In CASS software there are available both dates and return codes that
indicate when addresses were CASS processed and what happened
during this process. These dates and return codes would identify
corrected/confirmed or rejected address information. However, this
information is not retained on the database or on address files. Therefore,
the mail sorting software is unable to determine whether a given address
is good and actually qualifies for a class of mail or a postage discount.

Best Practice: Dates and return codes are a way of tattooing data so that
each time it goes through a certification process it carries indicators of
when it was processed and of the quality of the address data. This would
have implications for the NCOA"™ output, as well.

PAVE software could be modified to require the date of processing and
return codes from CASS software to properly sort for postal discounts.
Therefore, the dates and return codes would have to be passed on each
address record from CASS on into PAVE. The actual counts of good and
bad return codes and dates within the qualification period could even be a
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required field on the 3600/3602s so that there would be human readable
support for discounts claimed.

Knowing the number of addresses that cannot be mailed at a discounted
rate would facilitate determining an ROI for the cost of improving the
address quality. The return code information could also be leveraged for
other uses such as creating a do not mail file. These identifiable
addresses could be included in first class mailings at a single piece rate to
solicit correct address information from the addressee or by using ACS to
further address clean-up efforts. The return codes information could also
be used to facilitate resolving unmatched addresses by identifying the
missing or incorrect address elements.

13.1.3 Carry through of additional supporting address data
Category: Data Management

Definition: Carrying through information can also include additional
address information that is not necessarily needed to match or assign the
delivery point barcode. This would include such items as additional or
supporting secondary information. An example would be having both a
building number and a suite number or both a floor and a suite.

Current Practice: The CASS system does not allow for using or carrying
through any additional secondary unit information. The result is that if
your address contains both a building number and a suite number only
one would be retained in the address and the other piece of information is
dropped.

Best Practice: CASS software should be able to detect when the
additional information meets the criteria for secondary information, then
there ought to be a separate field for secondary information instead of just
a general field for unidentified additional information. So if we choose to
display it in the address lines, we'll know where it would be appropriate to
put it.

13.2 Management of undeliverable addresses
Category: Management

Definition: This includes the return of the mail piece to the mail owner for
various reasons: address quality, customer moved, error by company,
customer, or postal service. Management of the process includes
actively reviewing, investigating, and resolving addresses to move from an
undeliverable to deliverable state. This includes evaluating specific types
of mailing, specific outcomes and available feedback.
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Current Practice: There is no known industry-wide practice to manage
UAA by identifying root causes and/or determining actionable items to
reduce UAA.

Best Practice: Best practices for managing undeliverable addresses
should include pre-mailing and post-mailing move update processing. It
should not be limited to software processes, but also should discuss
possible human intervention, which could mean additional processes such
as phone calls, and/or criteria for human interpretation of unclear
outcomes.

Best Practice UAA Management Processes include:

