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Opening comments
Joe Lubenow started the meeting by reviewing the key goals of workgroup 104, namely that the focus would be on establishing a certification method for processes that produce the highest quality addresses. Furthermore, Joe recommended that a certified list should be defined as made up of certified addresses. These certified addresses would be deemed as deliverable as addressed as a result of leveraging tools such as DPV, LACSLink, SuiteLink, NCOALink, ACS, and AEC II. Jim Wilson added that SuiteLink data would be available sometime in September 2006.

It was suggested that address storage is still a crucial issue for mailers, particularly those with legacy systems such as mainframes. Some of these systems can only accommodate addresses of 23 characters. The result is that while the address may be processed through address hygiene tools, the final results may not  be posted back into the database or even printed on the mailpiece. Therefore, it was suggested that the group consider address rendering as a key attribute for the list certification process.

Several participants noted that many companies are still unaware of all the available address hygiene tools and thus an effort to provide visibility and education of the aforementioned address tools should also be considered.
Key Stakeholders

The group identified five key stakeholders for address quality and list certification.

1. End user mailers

2. Service bureaus

3. List suppliers

4. Software vendors

5. USPS

Furthermore, it was suggested that there are different types of lists that should be considered. These include:

· Owned lists

· Rented lists

· MLOCR (multi-line optical character reader)

Certification Criteria

The group discussed some key criteria for a list certification method. These include:

· Accuracy of the data; complete

· Data correction tools; correct

· Timeliness of the data as well as the name validation; current

· Feedback mechanism

This last criteria (feedback) was identified as a crucial component. There are many addresses which are deliverable, however, they do not validate against USPS data. For example, there are hyphenated addresses (deemed “unusual according to Pub 28) that do not code consistently across the various USPS certified tools. Vanity city names are another example.

A feedback loop to the USPS would provide a mechanism to better inform the USPS of these address “anomalies” in order to improve address correction and overall mail deliverability.
Establishing the connection between the Value of Address Quality & Response Rate
Barry Elliott brought up a key consideration of address quality. The following are his comments related to this issue.

As I noted on the call, some of our past marketers' campaigns have realized comparable response levels from non-ZIP+4 coded segments and the ZIP+4 coded (or DPV) segments.  In a few cases, the non-ZIP+4 records actually had a higher response rate.  These types of results potentially are an obstacle to reducing the amount of UAA mail.  On a somewhat related note, it is conceivable that certain classes or shapes of mail for a given undeliverable address will be delivered while other classes or shapes will be treated as UAA mail.  We have seen this occur with some of our pieces - the magazine (Periodical flat) gets delivered but another shape or class of mail is treated as UAA mail.  I imagine there are a variety of contributors (PARS, temporary carriers, etc), but these types of phenomena make it difficult to convince marketers of the connection between Address Quality, Deliverability, and Response Rate.

Postal Service's long-standing policy on delivery of incorrectly addressed mail - As noted on the call, the attached reminder is usually published in the Postal Bulletin every 12-18 months.  The most recent reminder is from PB 22160 (8/4/05).

REMINDER

Incorrectly Addressed Mail

The following reiterates long-standing Postal Service policy on delivery of incorrectly addressed mail. All Post Offices should follow the policy.

Delivery

Deliver mail to established delivery points based on the address on each mailpiece. If the address is incorrect and a Post Office knows the correct delivery location, deliver the mailpiece to the correct address, regardless of mail class. If the Post Office does not know the correct delivery location, there is no obligation to deliver. Return or dispose of the mailpiece according to the class of mail or endorsement.

Benefits of List Certification
The group raised the question of incentive and benefits to the industry for adopting a list certification process. One suggestion was to consider a postage discount. However, with a pending rate case, it was deemed highly unlikely to occur. Instead, the group discussed the benefit of mailers confidence in using a certified list.

A certified address that carries an indicator of the type of data quality application applied along with the timeliness of the data used would provide greater insight into the value of that address. For example, a grade “A” level address might carry a higher value to a direct marketer as it is most likely to be delivered in a consistent manner. Whereas a grade “C” address has a high level of risk associated with its ultimate deliverability.
Suggested next steps
The group suggested reviewing two key documents related to list certification. The first is the definition of list certification outlined in workgroup 97’s Address Quality Methodology Best Practices document. This is posted on RIBBS at http://ribbs.usps.gov/mtac.htm.
The second is reviewing the MPTQM program for similarities to list certification. This program is located at http://www.usps.com/mptqm/.
Finally, it was suggested for participants to reach out to others in the industry for participation in this workgroup. In particular, it was suggested for broader representation from the list suppliers such as members of the Direct Marketing Association.
Next Meeting

The next meeting of workgroup 104 will be on August 22 at 1:00 CDT via teleconference. The meeting is expected to last no more than 2 hours. A formal agenda will be sent prior to the meeting.

Teleconference Number: 877-874-5071
Participant Code:  622401
Future meetings will always use this teleconference bridge. A potential face-to-face meeting may occur in September.

