MTAC Workgroup 113

Address/Barcode Requirements for Flats Sequencing System

Meeting Notes: February 20, 2007

The meeting began with an introduction of the participants.

Discussion on FSS barcoding and how to drive towards higher barcoding rates
The preliminary results from the Northern Virginia flats testing showed that 93% of the pieces contained barcodes.  The Postal Service wants to drive that number higher so that more flats could be delivery point sequenced.  The question posed to the group was what are the obstacles facing mailers that prevent them from barcoding.
It was proposed that perhaps we should be three separate questions because there could be three sets of obstacles.

1. Why are mailers currently not barcoding?

2. What are the obstacles associated with moving from a 9-digit Postnet code to an 11-digit Postnet?

3. What are the obstacles associated with moving from an 11-digit Postnet to the new Intelligent Mail® barcode?

Since everyone in the room and on the phone currently barcode, the answer to the first question needs to be answered by looking at the non-barcoded mailpieces from the sample (7% not barcoded) and find out from them.
Obstacles associated with moving from 9-digit to 11-digit (and Intelligent Mail barcode):

· MERLIN issues – longer barcodes create more chance for skew and greater chance for failure, so safer to use 9-digit barcodes
· Address block space limitations

· Not required to do it to receive discount (i.e., no incentive to change until it is a requirement)
· Space issues primarily (moving from 9 to 11 or 11 to Intelligent Mail restricted due to size/real estate constraints)
· Inkjet block or label sizes
· Software changes easier to make than hardware – the latter ismore expensive, so the ability to make changes depends on when fiscal year ends and budget cycle for that company
· Size of stock.  If new stock is needed (outers, labels, etc) then investment/movement to new material will depend on quantity of existing items in stock

· It is hard for publishers to dedicate more space to address block.  Providing more requires internal negotiation

Question:
What is average width today for address info?

Answer:
- Typical inkjet box is 1.5" high by 3" – Periodicals primarily

- 2" x 4" is typical address block
- Paper labels seem smaller than ink jet block (approximately 1” x 3.5”)

- 11d barcode is 3.1" so have to make sure address block is big enough to accommodate increased width of the barcode.  Also have to account for float since inkjet printing is not a precise science (approximately 1/8" additional width on each side of barcode needs to be provided) 
- Length can be handled with the right inkjet printers but height requirement of Intelligent Mail barcode more of a concern

Question: 
How does industry transition to larger barcodes?  

Answer:
The Postal Service’s intent is to make 11-digit a requirement for discount qualification by Summer 2008.  We are looking at providing 15-16 months from first notice to implementation, but will specify at least 1 year from final rule until requirement is implemented to allow industry to make the change.  The Postal Service is concerned about window envelopes and if shift will cause barcode to be unreadable.  We would like to carry over what we do for letters to flats (e.g., tap test).

REMINDER:
Our goal is to specify all changes needed for the FSS at once, not just address location, but anything that affects the size of the address block.

Intelligent Mail update
Gary Reblin presented the status of the barcode height test.  Presentation provided in separate attachment so will not provide summary in these notes (Reblin-barcodeheights.ppt).
A joint Intelligent Mail / Engineering test was conducted on the UFSM 1000.  Samples of images were sent to Siemens and we are awaiting an assessment.  An update from Engineering on what can be done with UFSM height readability issue will be provided at the next meeting.

The Postal Service is moving to a 10 degree skew acceptable in MERLIN for flats (versus 5 degrees for letters).  In none of the sample tests, even when barcodes were printed at speed, did we see skew issues that would impact readability or the ability to pass MERLIN.
Question:
What percent of UFSM 1000s will be in commission in 2009?

Answer:
About 9% of flats volumes are processed on UFSM today, which will probably not change significantly in 2009.  UFSM’s displaced by FSS will be re-deployed to smaller facilities; they will not be decommissioned.  What is automate-able on one platform also needs to be automate-able on the other (AFSM 100 and UFSM 1000).  The sorters will be deployed in two different types of facilities – largest facilities will have the AFSM and smaller facilities will have UFSM.  The UFSM will be the “workhorse” at smaller facilities.

Issue:  There is an issue associated with printing at height specified (0.135”).  Printing industry is concerned about variable thickness printing and whether they can maintain the tolerances and quality in doing so.
DMM barcoding and address block requirements
Discussed the following documents:
· USPS Flats Addressing and Barcoding DMM Requirements

· Comparison of DMM Requirements and Pub 177 Guidelines

· Automation Flats Template (notice 124)

· Delivery Point Barcode Gauge (item 04A)

Automation Flats Template

There was a suggestion to introduce a new template for Intelligent Mail and call it Notice 124X.  Leave Notice 124 strictly as Postnet for now and X, which is not required now, but could be used as a tool for customers to use.  Following the requirement to use Intelligent Mail barcode on all automation mail, version X goes away and it replaces the former Notice 124.  The Flats Template as designed is too busy to try and include IMB.  Have had complaints from customers that they don’t like the clearance on the template – they think it is confusing.

Delivery Point Barcode Gauge

Sept 2006 is latest edition and it included the Intelligent Mail barcode.

Comparison of DMM Requirements to Guidelines

Karen Magazino, USPS Business Mail Acceptance, reported that they are looking at changing the background and print reflectance difference requirements.  They are now testing a change to those requirements to read in grayscale.  They expect that the DMM references will be changed in September to reflect the new requirement.  At the same time they will be rolling out envelope reflectance meters.  Then all will be in sync – MERLIN and auto equipment grayscale.

Guidelines vs. Requirements

· As we move to FSS, what should become requirement and what should remain guideline?

· When we went through APPS process and ran into an address visibility issue, someone decided that the old rule which applied to address labels also applied to bundle labels – when it did not.  We therefore need to make sure we know what has been required and what makes it required.
· ACS DMM 302.3 requirements, not consistent with Guidelines.  The DMM specifies that the type size for an endorsement must be at least 8 pt but Guidelines recommend 10-12 point fonts.  Font size must be consistent throughout the address block per DMM 708.7.2.

· Specifying font sizes are a big issue with some printers because they measure Characters per Inch.  Some went to Memphis to try and resolve this issue and they were told that they should work through this workgroup for resolution.
· Need to address fixed- versus variable-pitch printing.
Items to Consider
· Rather than look at what is currently required can we start with what does the FSS need?  What are the degradations for the equipment that is significant?  
· Should the requirements be built for the lowest common denominator, which today is the UFSM 1000 OCR technology?  But with upgrades on that – what is the starting point?  DMM requirements are based on old technology and the Guidelines are not based on post-FSS technology.  Why get into discussions on either one if that is not what is needed today?
· The Postal Service is in the process of updating Notice 124, so we would like to take into account those pieces that should be included in that update.
Next Steps

Telecon to discuss analysis that Mike’s group has been conducting on images to see what types of mailpieces FSS can read 

· The analysis needs to be broken down by class and type of errors
· Target date is March 22 but if the analysis is not complete by then it will be pushed to the 1st week in April.  Tim and Mike will send something out.  

The address block location requirement (per WG 101) will be issued within the next 2-3 months.  We would like to prioritize the focus of our workgroup to address issues that impact the overall size of the address block so we can provide input into that Federal Register notice.  Items to consider are:
· clear zones (between lines, around barcode, between characters)

· barcode size

· font size

· extraneous info and where it can be placed

· allowances for inkjet printing

· etcetera

Please feel free to add your own!
Action Items
Please prioritize those things that you feel would impact the industry and that we should discuss and resolve so that it can be included in the Federal Register notice.

Please send your comments back to Tim (timothy.e.gribben@usps.gov), Mike (michael.j.amato@usps.gov) and John (john_stark@condenast.com).

· At the meeting we requested to have the responses back by March 2 but that has been extended to Friday, March 23.
Page 1 of 4

