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1. 
Executive Summary
The purpose of this document is to communicate the findings around business process and data management improvement opportunities of the MTAC Workgroup 106 “Improve and integrate data sources that facilitate optimal mail preparation and induction”. Essentially the workgroup was established to analyze, evaluate, and make recommendations for changes needed to support a seamless business process for mail preparation and drop shipment by aligning the data sources so every user of the data is reaching the same conclusions with the following desired outcomes 

· How to prepare all mail products – content of containerization, work-share discounts, destination of contents, and processing needs.  

· What mail products can claim entry point discounts (EPDs)

· Alignment of mail preparation data with drop ship data to determine physical USPS facility drop-off locations for mail products claiming EPDs.

· USPS Administrative policies, business rules, and functions to manage and maintain process and data sources to meet USPS / mail industry needs.

This document specifically deals with industry input about data management and process issues and recommends solutions.
2. Challenges, Opportunities and Improvement suggestions
2.1 Data management, Integration and Business Rules

1. LL(Labeling Lists)/MDF(Mail Direction File v1/2) destinations in almost all cases are synchronized, however, there are a few anomalies that can occur which can cause confusion at the induction facility.

· The MDF instructs mailers to deposit mail at a specified USPS facility for induction -> mailer brings the mail to the specified facility -> the facility refuses to induct mail because it is not identified on the labels as being for that facility. The labels are identifying the mail should be taken to a different facility for induction. This is a case where the MFD has been updated but the label list has not been updated or visa versa and the online posted information is not used by all parties.

· Another case is where the label list has indicated that specific ZIP codes or processing categories are for the destination indicated in the label. Even though the destination is correct, the facility informs the mailer that certain ZIPs or processing categories do not enter at that facility. The labels (LL) are identifying the mail should be taken to a specific facility for induction. This is the case where the label list has indicated that specific destination (routing code) is for the destination indicated in the label. The facility no longer processes mail with that destination and refuses the mail.  

· The MDF instructs mailers to deposit  mail at a specified USPS facility for induction -> mailer brings the mail to the specified facility -> the facility refuses to induct mail because it is recognized that that facility no longer processes mail with that label destination. 

· Examples – 
· Where the LL and MDF files are disconnected with actual USPS facilities – Lima and Toledo Ohio – Lima mail directed to Toledo but labeling list still identifies containers and pallets to be labeled to Lima.  When mail arrives at Toledo facility, they don’t want  the mail labeled to Lima – creating “looped” mail.
· Mailer arrives at USPS facility – the facility won’t take certain ZIP Codes.

· Recommendation 
· This requires a more streamlined electronic process to get facilities to update information quickly as well as operations to update LL and MDF data prior to or in sequenced with making changes in the field. MDF v2 resolved this issue, for further improvement a data structure (for the multiple data sources) should be developed that incorporates USPS administrative policies, business rules, and functions to manage/coordinate data changes made to any of the source data (LL or MDF) to ensure updates and validations to dependent data sources are performed when ever the source data is updated.  This will enforce USPS business processes to coordinate/sync mail preparation changes with mail directional changes.  Attached is a proposal to create a single data source for a  mail preparation and drop ship data model that links LL data to Drop ship data

2. Some USPS facilities require mailers to drop mail on the same truck load at multiple docks. In many cases they need to offload the shipment and leave what belongs at the first dock there then reload the remainder and take it to a different dock door at the same facility.

· Example 
· When Mailers arrive at a USPS facility like Springfield BMC – they are instructed to separate the mail at the facility and induct it different sections of the facility. 
· Recommendation 
· Make a data change to the MDF that identifies facilities that require different mail classes and processing categories to be inducted at different sections of the building -> the LL should specify to build separate pallets (there should be some indication in the container label as to what is destined to which dock).  This will help mailers plan how to build correct pallets and configure the load on the trucks based on what dock doors to drop-off pallets of different mail at a facility. The change to the labeling list would begin to potentially erode the presort qualifications.  However, it could be viewed as a guide to identify when making pallets at certain volumes, these should be separated.  An example would be if you had SCF or finer pallets they are going to go to this dock, and BMC pallets that must be worked at that facility must go to this dock.  From a transportation standpoint Industry may not like the idea.  But, it would at minimum support the accurate loading of trucks and physical facility entry location identified throughout this document. 
3. Mailers use two distinct data sources: LL and MDF to perform mail preparation and drop shipment.  USPS creates LL and MDF data sources from multiple data sources. If the electronic data updates are not driven automatically based upon policies and procedures, that may cause disconnect between mail preparation and drop ship data sources.  Changes made to the LL data sources aren’t necessarily reflected in the MDF data sources as well as data changes to the MDF may not always get reflected in the LL data or vice versa because it requires manual action on the part of personnel responsible for updating information in LL or MDF. In some cases facility field changes are out of sync with both the LL/MDF data sources.

· Understanding that uses of LL and MDF are very different and their merger of information in MDF may not be explicitly mapped or integrated. LL and MDF are each independent mapping from ZIPs and other attributes such as Mail Class, Processing Category... plus "footnotes".  The "link" between LBL and MDF is never explicitly defined (in the sense of data relationships).

· Example 
· Verified in L605, L004C; problem in L601, L602; not yet verified with the 5-digit schemes or other lists)

· Recommendation
· Need further investigation if MDF v2 resolved this issue. MTAC 106 created and proposed a single data model with business rules with in the model to keep the data in sync.

2.2 Guidelines, Training, and Supporting Documentation

4. USPS LL and MDF user guides use have vague, dated, and inconsistent definitions describing data elements and business rules for using the data. Vague non-standardized user guides leads to customized mailer LL/MDF solutions resulting in conflicts between mailers and USPS operations.
· Recommendations
· USPS should standardize their LL and MDF data (where possible) and business rules definitions and then an official set of documents that provide users with the definitions, rules, and implementation guidelines. Specific identification of how to use the LL and MDF to prepare mail, and deliver it to the appropriate destination to claim certain discounts are required as described in #2 below, Data maintenance rules could solve many core issues.

5. USPS provides multiple user guides (different one for each data set) defining how to use either LL or MDF data sources independently.   There’s no user guide that clearly defines business rules describing how the LL and MDF data models are linked and describes how to use the various data sets together for the single drop shipment process from preparation of the mail on the pallet to the induction of the mailing at the destining facility..  This leads to mailers implementing customized data solutions to meet individual business needs with no industry standards. 

· Recommendations
· USPS should standardize their LL and MDF data (where possible) and business rules definitions and then an official set of documents that provide users with the definitions, rules, and implementation guidelines.
· USPS should define the business rules that describe how the LL and MDF data models are linked and then publish the business rules definitions in an official set of documents that mailers could reference when implementing their mail preparation and drop ship solutions.  The publication should be on-line so it can be easily accessed.  This will lead to standard terms, business rules, and solutions across the industry and reduce confusion between Mailers and USPS regarding business logic used to determine what USPS facilities accepts what mail types.

6. MDF documentation doesn’t clearly define locale keys, drop site keys, NAS Codes, and Facility IDs, nor does the documentation clearly articulated when and how to use the locale or drop site keys.

· Recommendation 
· USPS LL and MDF documentation needs to clearly define – what locale keys are and what drop site keys are? The documentation must supply information as to when and how they are to be used. The documentation can be and should be created and updated by designated USPS owner organizations such as Marketing, AIS, and Operations and must supply information as to how they are changed and what the mailer is to do when they are changed. The USPS needs to supply more in depth and defined rules surrounding the use of these keys. 

· To simplify the process, The USPS should decide to identify a specific locale or facility id and reduce the number if identifiers communicated internally and to the public. 
2.3 Communication and Reporting Capabilities

7. The high update frequency of data in FAST (daily), and the wide range in the "grace period" (7 to 75 days), is working against the low update frequency practiced by most software vendors (bi-weekly to monthly), This can and is resulting in situations where different parties in the supply chain can be using a different snapshot of the MDF.  The industry needs more formal policy on lead times on the "Effective-dates" and a mechanism for software vendors to "sync their watches" 

· Recommendations 
· Recommendation is for FAST to update it's on-line data in real-time, but issue an "official release" only once a week. USPS should provide timely, accessible, and easy communications methods to disseminate LL and MDF information to the mailing industry.  USPS should create a push capability to automatically send LL and MDF changes to mailers who subscribed to be notified. The USPS needs to articulate “can use”, and “compliance” dates for implementing the data changes.
2.4 Customer Service

8. Customer Service support is fragmented (in silos) leading to confusion and frustration with trying to obtain assistance with using the products and services. Mailers have to ask different USPS help desk organizations to find answers to different LL and/or MDF questions all being used for the same “Drop Shipment” business process.  Mailers have to contact FAST to find out answers to MDF questions and contact AMS to find out answers to LL questions.  

· Recommendation
· USPS should provide a single point of contact for support. The same support function should be able to provide the customer with technical or business assistance as well as report customer problems or issues, log a dispute, or report issues the customers claim regarding the data or information currently being used for the drop ship process. 

9. Mailers have no communication medium to communicate disputes between LL/MDF and USPS facilities refusing mail or out-of-sync data problems between the LL and MDF data sources. 

· Recommendation
· Define administrative processes and provide feedback capabilities that report/ track/ resolve discrepancies between LL/MDF data sources and mail accepted at USPS EP facilities to mailers.  Mailers should be able to use the system to track problem’s status on weather USPS has fixed a LL/MDF problem - and how/when it was fixed.  

10. Mailers arrive at USPS facilities and have disputes with operation whether USPS is obligated to take the mail or refuse the mail based on LL and MDF data sources.

· Recommendation
· Provide a standard tool used by USPS employees and mailers to access the centralized mail preparation and MDF data structure to settle disputes in the field.    
2.5 Tracking and Measurements

11. As mailers begin to utilize Service Performance and Seamless Acceptance features, mailers are concerned about the business processes and rules for using the LL and MDF data to validate service measurements and entry point discounts (EPD) claimed.

· Recommendations
· Seamless Acceptance will need to validate preparation and induction based on the data version used by mailers to prepare and ship mail vs. using the mail directional files that change daily.  This will help settle disputes between mailers and USPS when accepting mail.

· USPS shouldn’t exclude problems reported where mailers’ mail preparation and MDF data differs from FAST mail preparation and MDF data.  FAST uses application business logic to fix problems detected in the LL and MDF data but those changes aren’t always sent to mailers.

12. Mailers do not think that their mail should be refused or the service performance measurements on mailings they drop should be impacted when there is a difference between the mailers’ mail preparation and MDF data differs from FAST mail preparation and MDF data.  FAST uses application business logic to fix problems detected in the LL and MDF data but those changes aren’t always sent to mailers.

· Recommendation
· USPS shouldn’t exclude problems reported where mailers’ mail preparation and MDF data differs from FAST mail preparation and MDF data.  FAST uses application business logic to fix problems detected in the LL and MDF data but those changes aren’t always sent to mailers. 

13. There are concerns that the USPS will be able to adequately monitor service performance id the information system used to monitor service is not in synch with the LL and MDF systems. Will the FAST/Surface Visibility and AMS systems ensure the service measurement system is continuously updated with changes? Will data identified as problem or incorrect or currently being challenged as accurate data within the LL of MDF data sources be used in the service performance system? How will this data be flagged as “exception” data?

· Recommendation
· USPS should develop processes/analysis/systems that collect data used measures service performance to identify bad mail preparation (LL) and MDF data.  
2.6 Administrative and Change Management Processes

14. Current mail directional files changes made in the field are recorded using paper where an Area/District manager reviews the change – the manager may correct problems – submits paper docs to AMS to implement changes in LL and MDF data sources.  The paper/manual process causes data between the field and LL/MDF data sources to be out of sync. In many cases the facility change is reported to the FAST system via an online application. The facility information (MDF) gets updated almost near real-time while the Label List information takes another path and can take up to 60 days to be updated and published for mailer’s access. 

· Recommendation
· USPS should create an electronic administrative system that implements business rules for updating LL and MDF changes and monitor changes for mistakes.  The system should enable facilities to submit changes – allow managers to review/edit changes – then automatically update the relevant data sources (i.e. MDF and AMS label list). 

· Updates to the mail prep and MDF data source needs to be modeled after the CASS file update process.  Provides a model to periodically distribute LL/MDF data to mailers.  Establish a “may use” and “must use” process that facilitates the mail manufacturing and logistics business processes. Is a 75 day grace period long enough to accommodate temporary redirects?

· Labeling List should be linked to Mail Direction file and subject to a QA Process to detect and correct misaligned data prior to the data being distributed to mailers. 

· USPS should create version control functions into the data structure that controls dataset versioning between USPS and mail industry.  The minimum acceptable Labeling List version must be present in the Mail Direction file. Without version control, there is no ability to go back and identify a moment in time when something may have been eligible for a discount at a location. 
· Example:
· A mailer prepares a mailing event in January 2007.  It is entered in the mail stream.  In January 2008, the same mailer wants to prepare the same mailing again.  However, does not understand why there is a difference in the drop ship discounts that were obtained in 2007.  “We are going to all of the same locations we did last time”  Because there is no way to identify version of LL and MDF being used at any given period of time, the customer has no means to accurately reconcile the current event with what took place in the past.

· This is also a large issue when performing problem resolution in the field, without version control there is no means to look back and say “This mailing was presorted under Version A of the labeling list and version DDDD of the MDF”   

· Recommendation
· USPS needs to identify mail processing changes at facilities as early as possible to give advance notification to mailers.  USPS needs to communicate where, when, and what so mailers can plan.

· USPS needs to create business rules to deal with delay of implementing changes.
2.7 Topics of discussion

Topic 1. For ZIP code 14733 there are two same rows the only thing different is Default End date. Why can’t USPS have one row instead of two?  

Comment – does this problem still exist?  I think FAST removed all references to Default in their latest  MDF release version 2.  Did FAST remove the Default reference in the underlying data of application level?

Row 1 -> D          14733  ALL PV14065  D           N          STD       LTRS      05112006      12312999        12312999                                14701  05212006

Row 2 -> D          14733  ALL PV14065  D           N          STD       LTRS      05112006      12312999        12312999        08042006            14701  05212006

Industry Input: This was a recurring issue in MDF.  Recent releases (e.g. 20080110) of MDF are free of this type of problem.  However, MDF2 (file date 20080110) has an occurrence of triplicate records.

The presence of this type of problems suggests a lack of consistency in the data maintenance process.

Topic 2. Do Mailers want USPS to discontinue the use of AIS Drop Ship database as a mechanism for mailers to determine destination entry point?  I think there has to be a single source.  IF FAST is the location then that is the location and AIS should go away.

Industry Input: Software vendors have switched to the MDF database for about a year now.  However, the new Label List format (ELLS) is significantly different from existing Label List from AIS.  We are still evaluating ELLS

Topic 3. USPS facilities of different types (like DDU and SCF) have different locale keys where the facilities a co-located at the same address causes mailers drop ship problems.

· Example – DDU La Crosse & SCF La Crosse both have the same address and ZIP+4, but different dropsite keys – We assume these are co-located based on address and ZIP+4.  Is this correct/ideal?

· Recommended solution – mailers would prefer one Locale Key per building else one per address.  Co-located facilities should have the same Locale Key. 

Industry Input: Our ad hoc approach is to use the Dropsite Key to lookup the Address File, then use the “Delivery ZIP” in the Address File to identify the drop-ship location.

Would this cause a problem for USPS to validate mailers’ EPD discount declared on a postage stmt?  

If USPS  uses one locale key for a facility and the facility has a dock located on H St. requiring mailers to induct periodical mailings and a dock located on T St. requiring mailers to induction std mailings -> would this cause a problem for mailers in determining they need to build two separate pallets? (I think if there are two different delivery locations with requirements for container make up and preparation, then these should be two different IDs.

Industry Input: Pallet content is built according to Label List (current DMM rules).  Eligibility of drop-ship discount is implicitly by MDF.  I do not believe there are published rule on “co-location” – something for MTAC 106 to register as an issue.

Topic 4. Why do mailers want to eliminate Footnotes from labeling lists and replaced with columns for entry and destination ZIP Codes i.e. like the Puerto Rico footnote?  What’s the business problem that footnotes cause mailers?  Footnotes can not be read in on a regular basis by code.  Custom code has to created to accommodate these situations.

Industry Input: “Footnotes” typically ADD qualifying conditions (attributes in DB lingo).  We really need to translate EVERY “footnote” to an explicit “attribute” before the Label Lists are readily usable as unambiguous database lookup tables.

For example, the “footnotes” for ASF pallets of Machinable Parcel essentially add processing category (MP) as an attribute to L601 and L602.  The new ELLS has not captured MP as an qualifier/attribute in using L601 and L602.

Topic 5. Does any mailer still pay to receive LL and MDF data?  Do all mailers know they can download LL and MDF data for free from the FAST website?

See comment on Topic 2

Topic 6. Does FAST provide Mailers a way to download both the LL and MDF data from the FAST web site?

Industry Input: Yes, updated daily.  Actually, the HIGH update frequency (daily) of FAST, against the LOW update frequency (bi-weekly, monthly) of software from presort and postsort vendors, is actually creating quite a bit of confusions amount users -- each with a different snapshot of FAST.

Topic 7. Angelo – What do you mean by this statement?  Granularity of facility database must support service standard measurement.

Industry Input: One possible line-of-thought: Facility Hours is part of Facility Database. Facility hours (critical entry time in particular) can be a function of mail-class.  Service standard is a function of mail class.  Therefore, granularity of facility database needs to include mail class as a necessary attribute.

2.8 Other Considerations

15. Mailers recommend USPS should remove the LL from the Domestic Mail Manual (DMM).  Allows LL changes to occur more frequently and provides a specific/smaller source USPS has to review before distributing to mailers. Mailers recommend USPS should take out the exhibits from the DMM so they can be changed more often -> they need to become their own labeling lists.

A. Industry Input: Agree.  

16. USPS needs to make the LL changes less cumbersome and USPS should speedup the processes to report mail prep and MDF changes at USPS processing plants into the LL and MDF data sources.

A. Industry Input: Agree.  But see comments in Topic 6 in previous section.  We also need to establish a mechanism for the software industry to “synchronize their watches” in handling updates.  
17. Mailers feel USPS should consolidate the labeling List and Facility database maintenance into a single USPS department or have admin functions where changes in either data source triggers dependent data fields in other sources to be changed.

A. Industry Input: Agree.  I believe a “single source of truth” would fix 95% of all our current problems. If we also have an effective feedback path for “corrections” (from industry and USPS operations), we would have solved 99% of all problems (allowing 1% for Murphy).

2.9 Additional Meeting Notes
18. Some mailers and USPS personnel think the new 8125 form which makes shippers specify the USPS EP facility Locale Key on line 28 - will solve a lot of the problems/confusing about what facility to induct drop ship mail.  At the meeting, mailers stressed the point – this additional information still doesn’t address disconnects between mail preparation and drop ship data.
19. Mailers said USPS uses multiple sources that define different definitions for Labeling List (LL) and Drop Ship (MDF) terms which lead to loose business rules – many interpretations in defining how data structures should be used in business apps to perform mail preparation and drop ship activities.  This causes confusion in the industry how to use the data to correctly prepare mail and determine correct USPS EP facility to induct mail.

20. No feedback mechanisms to report problems between LL & MDF data and what mail facilities accept.  Also, no way to track problems’ status on weather USPS has fixed the problem and how it was fixed. 

21. Mailers feel USPS has inadequate communication channels to communicate to mailers what redirected mail is accepted at facilities.

22. Mailers can’t use the current LL and MDF data to fully measure service performance.

23. Mailers feel MTAC 87’s current efforts won’t fix the LL & MDF data integrity issues.  MTAC 87 starts when the mail has been already prepared on a pallet and scheduler needs to determine where to take it.  Mailers need MTAC 87 to integrate mail preparation and mail directional files.

24. Mailers use mail preparation and MDF data provided by USPS to prepare and ship mail.  In some instances the mail arrives at USPS EP facilities where USPS operations redirected the mail to another facilities but the changes hasn’t been updated in the data -> USPS doesn’t accept the mail.  Mailers have to fix the mail problems.  There’s no application tool to access data to settle disputes or no admin processes to specify what data versions are support to construct / transport mail that USPS will accept.  What about the 75 day floating period?
25. Currently, when mailers report LL and MDF problems to FAST -> Fast checks problem using FAST application which has build-in app logic that fixes problem – but problem still exists in the underlining data structures that’s send to the mailers.

26. Mailers have problems with USPS 30-90 days bulletin board announcements. [Need to contact Corrie to find out more about these problems.]

27. Using the new 8125 form for co-located facilities with multiple locale keys will require mailers to produce multiple 8125s.  What are the business rules determining how many 8125s mailers need to produce?
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