First-Class Mail Subgroup Meeting

August 9

The meeting started with a discussion of the service standards for mail to/from non-contiguous states.  Jody noted that based upon recent Congressional hearings, she anticipates that standards for service to/from non-contiguous states will be a sensitive political issue.  We noted that our recommendation should reiterate that the service standard should reflect service that can be consistently delivered.  The group agreed that we should underscore in our recommendation for an annual review of the standard and performance, the need to focus on the standards to/from off-shore locations.

We went through revisions of sections of the service standard draft that had been sent out prior to the meeting.  The group agreed with the rewrite prepared by Joel Thomas describing the on-time and consistency indicators with the deletion of the word be and addition of the word 'not' in the first sentence of the last paragraph.  The update will read:

Finally, there was consensus that service standards should not change without prior notice...

We reviewed a separate proposal submitted by Barry Walsh concerning service indicators and agreed that Joel's rewrite adequately covered the subject.  Barry's proposed wording was not necessary.

We next reviewed a rewrite prepared by Barry regarding the goals of a measurement process.  The group agreed that with some minor rewording edits, the rewrite was good for including in the final recommendation, possibly as an introduction.  Barry will update based upon the input.

The group next discussed reporting and the differences between the requirements for reporting service scores to the PRC and the reporting of information that will be useful to business mailers.

Generally, the group is not so concerned about the PRC reporting requirements except that the data and process for computing service performance to the PRC must be the same as the data and process for computing service performance to the public and to the mailers.  The service computation process, from what data is captured, to what data is excluded from the calculations, to how the data is weighted must be open, transparent, and subject to independent audit.

However, mailers want more detailed information than the PRC is likely to require from the Postal Service.  Mailers feel there is great business value in aggregated (all customer) originating and destinating service performance data between 3-digit pairs, especially when available by shape, type of entry (collections and commercial) and for selected periods of time.  Service measurement information aggregated to Plant, District, and Area will also be useful for identifying and resolving service issues with USPS managers.  They do not want individual customer data disclosed to anyone not authorized by that specific customer.  They recognize the Postal Service may charge for detailed data about their mail.

The group then moved to a discussion of a draft of a measurement proposal prepared by Jeff Lewis.  Numerous edits were identified for revising the draft, but overall, the group thought it was a good start on the measurement recommendation.  Some shortcomings and additions were identified.

· The paper did not include the EXFC system, the current process for measuring single-piece FCM

· In the discussion of that omission, the group noted that the current EXFC test kits should include mailpieces with no barcode

· The group agreed that it was not necessary to get too detailed in the descriptions of the planned procedures for capturing start and stop the clock data, however, they felt there was a significant gap in the proposed start the clock alternatives listed to date by the Postal Service.  They feel the current proposals do not adequately address start the clock procedures for continuous mailing shops, which produce a high volume of FCM.  The group suggested a review of CONFIRM acceptance procedures found in Publication 197 (sections 4 and 5 and Appendix G).

· The group recommended that the retention period for raw measurement data could match plans for retaining Seamless Acceptance data, 45 days.  After 45 days, only summary data should be retained.

The group again discussed the need for transparency in the procedures for identifying data that will be excluded from service measurement, the weighting of measured mailpieces, and the computation of service performance scores.  Everyone needs to understand how those processes will work and what the groundrules are because many mailers and entities also track service performance for their mail and for customers.  It is in everyone's interest to minimize and be able to explain differences in computed scores.

Nest the group reviewed a draft of a write-up of standards for Forwarded and Returned mail prepared by Jim Callow.  They proposed some changes but agreed the recommendation is very close.  Jim will add more detail about the change of address verification process and how it impacts the timeline for initial forwarding of mail.

The last item for discussion was a paper by Larry Chaido on International Mail measurement and reporting.  The group understands that International Mail is thoroughly measured.  The Postal Service reports service on the domestic inbound and outbound legs of International Mail through the EXFC system.  However, there are issues that prevent the reporting of the international service scores.  The workgroup leaves the reporting of international mail service to the discussions between the USPS and PRC.

The discussion of International Mail moved to a short discussion of measurement and reporting of APO/FPO mail.  As with the measurement of International Mail, it is possible to measure service performance for the domestic inbound and outbound legs of APO and FPO mail.  Performance measurement stops once mail is handed over to the military mail system.

The meeting adjourned at 3 with the plan to meet again on August 14.

