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Opening Statements:
The workgroup meeting began with opening remarks by the co-chairs, which focused on revision 2 of the report and the necessity to conclude the workgroup prior to the February 29, 2008 extended deadline.
It was then suggested that each attendee introduce themselves and offer suggestions for additional areas to be built out in the report or for the workgroup to consider. Due to our time constraints, we were unable to provide sufficient time for all attendees including those attending via telephone.

Also, a number of concerns were raised that had already been discussed in previous workgroup meetings. Therefore, these discussions are not reflected in the notes from this particular meeting.

However, there were also some very good suggestions and excellent discussions, which are captured in the following notes.

Discussion and Suggestions:

The report needs to have sections added to discuss the challenges of address quality related to:

· Legal barriers to address quality

· Industry practices that hinder address quality (i.e. quota of mailings for some industries)

A section also needs to be added to the report that discusses the various suppression lists, its source, and metrics as was originally discussed in early workgroup meetings. Chris noted that this would be added in revision 3.
Another section needs to be added that helps set the record straight on the truth about mail:
· Dispelling the myths, misunderstandings, and misguided comments about mail

Concerns were expressed that it has be easy for the public to indicate that individuals no longer live at a specific address and should have their name suppressed from future mailings, including:
· Deceased

· Moved longer than 48 months ago

· Divorced

Though it was suggested that the USPS could be a source provider for this, most attendees suggested that it would be too large of a project and responsibility for the USPS to undertake. The concern was certainly noted, with perhaps a resolution fleshed out in a future meeting.

Information related to address quality and specifically the goals of this workgroup needs to be disseminated to a broader area and the USPS and MTAC need to be sensitive to this as they work on this reports. Key industry stakeholders include:
· PCC

· General public

· Small printers

· Lettershops

Question: Are there clear returns on investment models that this group can bring forward?
· DMA may have some models that can support this

· The USPS also has an ROI calculator that speaks to lifetime value

Should we provide a bifurcated message from this workgroup for two key constituents?

1. The mailers, both large and small

· Best practices in responsible mailing and address quality

2. The public in general

· Value of mail and the truth about responsible mailing

· How to inform mailers about customer choices

The workgroup needs to also ensure that the appropriate address quality tools are being used.
· Provide a list of the current address quality solutions and services available

· Reference back to workgroup 97

There were also numerous discussions on the use of the “link” technology as a means to make the data available in a uniform methodology.

· Pros and cons were presented
· Uniform consistency for implementation via the various vendors

· What would the market adoption actually be for the solution

· Is there a sufficient ROI for implementing and providing the solution?

· Are there cost barriers for small mailers

· 68% of all mailings submitted are less than 2,000 pieces

· Concerns about performance

· “link” products are already having performance issues with DPV, LACSLink, and soon SuiteLink

· Concerns were also raised that this could hinder matching capabilities

· “link” technologies have very specific and strict matching rules, particularly with names

· Industry provided name tables could possibly be used to improve matching and add a competitive opportunity for the market

Next Steps

Revision 2 of the document was distributed to the workgroup members. Each member was asked to review the document and provide suggested improvements. Furthermore, each workgroup member was asked to select a specific section of the document for further work.

Please send all comments and materials to Chris Lien (clien@businessobjects.com).

The workgroup notes will be distributed the week after MTAC. Revision 3 of the report will follow shortly thereafter.

Future workgroup meetings will be announced later depending on feedback from workgroup members.

