MTAC Workgroup 113

Address/Barcode Requirements for Flats Sequencing System

Teleconference Notes: May 14, 2007

The meeting began with an introduction of the participants.

NOVA Flats Study – Error Analysis Update
Mike Amato walked through the flats study they are analyzing.  Following are supplemental notes related to the material distributed prior to the telecom.
The weighted barcode error rate shown on slide 7 dropped to 1.2% after taking high rise defaults into account, which was information we did not have for the preliminary analysis.  The preliminary analysis counted pieces not coded to the finest depth of sort as errors but the subsequent analysis excluded those pieces because they are not considered errors according to current rules.
We looked at two different examples of coding errors.  The example shown on slide 9 caused the most discussion because it showed a mailpiece coded to an apartment’s ZIP + 4 record but the mailpiece did not contain a secondary field (e.g., apartment #), so the piece should have been coded to the building default.  We discussed some of the reasons why this may have occurred.  E.g., apartment numbers may “drop off” if the address block is not wide enough.  Even though automation would be able to sort this type of piece in delivery point sequence we would still consider it an error because we would not be able to validate correctness without Carrier Force Knowledge™.
The Mail Class Analysis slide (#12) also generated some discussion.  Mike Amato clarified that the error analysis was not weighted because we did not count how many pieces of each mail class were in the entire image set.  A concern was raised about showing this slide out of context because it gives the appearance that standard mail is contributing to most of the errors but if compared to the total number of standard mailpieces in the image set it might not.
Intelligent Mail® Barcode Height – Testing Update
We engaged in a lengthy discussion about the IMB height issue but the subsequent announcement by the Postal Service that the height requirement has been reduced to 0.125” made much of that discussion no longer relevant.  However, some on the call were still in favor of providing the same 0.010” tolerance below the 0.125” spec that exists today for the postnet barcode.   
One potential concern from Gary Reblin was if the industry scanning equipment could read the IMB at the reduced 0.125” height.

Despite the announcement the Postal Service is still proceeding with its internal testing and IDEAlliance and the Postal Service are proceeding with the external testing in Carol Stream.
Non-Barcode Related Address Block Requirements
We need to provide feedback to WG 101 for their Federal Register notice regarding address block location however there was not a large response to our survey.  Therefore as a group, we need to decide by July what aspects might affect address block size so it can potentially be included in the same notice.
Some questions to consider are (aside from the IMB issue):

· Are current DMM requirements sufficient?
· With FSS can they be loosened or do they need to be more restrictive?

· Do we need to specify a minimum font size?  What is the smallest font size that anyone is using?  If the minimum were set to 8 pt would it be problematic for anyone?  (One caveat is that carriers need to be able to read the address when they are delivering the mailpiece).
· If flats could still be processed on three pieces of equipment (FSS, AFSM, UFSM) should we set standards for the most restrictive one (i.e. UFSM)?
· Are the length of the IMB and barcode clear spaces the only things driving the horizontal size of the address block?  Is it possible to loosen the 1/8” clear space requirements?

· Do we need to set minimum spacing requirements between lines?  Currently the spec requires 0.04” space between barcode and first line of text but we are testing reducing that spec to 0.028”.  There is no clearance spec between lines of text.

· Can a line be saved by using OneCode ACS?  Answer: only if the customer number can be printed left justified on the OEL line.  If more room is needed on the OEL line can carrier route/presort make-up for shrunk/abbreviated?  Marc McCrery said they will look at the OEL line specs to determine if it can be shortened.

Next Steps

Telecon to discuss:

· Mike Amato’s results from internal testing

· Requirements for Federal Register article.
Page 1 of 2

