MTAC Work Group # 117 Resolution Statement (note:  this is work group formerly named “Seamless Acceptance and Performance-Based Verification Implementation, Benefits, Obstacles and Feedback”
Issue Title: Intelligent Mail Design and Specification

The workgroup convened to focus on the following:

1. Review and validate Intelligent Mail barcode and label specifications for mailpieces, handling units and containers. 

2. Define requirements for submitting electronic mailing information via Postage Statement Wizard, Mail.Dat or Web Services. 

3. Define feedback mechanisms to deliver start-the-clock and address correction information. 

Five subgroups were established to achieve this task: 

· Intelligent Mail barcodes and Electronic Documentation

· Periodicals Mailer Subgroup

· Continuous Mailer Subgroup

· MLOCR subgroup

· Origin Containerization

· Web Services subgroup

Intelligent Mail Barcodes and Electronic Documentation Subgroup Objective

The subgroup was convened to discuss issues relating to the Intelligent Mail barcodes and electronic documentation. 

Accomplishments

Intelligent Mail Tray Barcode/Label 

The group reviewed the specifications for the 10/24 digit Intelligent Mail Tray Barcode and Label. The mailers requested additional space on the 10/24 digit Intelligent Mail Tray Label for mailers to use in their processing and accommodate the existing label stock minimum height of 1.86 inches. To accomplish this request the following actions were taken: 

· Extend the Printer Line across label width

· Minimize the 10/24 digit barcode print ratio 

· Reposition the location of the human readable barcode text information

· Define a new Mailers Area to the right of the lower barcode and exclude Postal acronyms in the new Mailers Area (AADC, ADC, etc) 

Participating mailers prepared samples to demonstrate their ability to meet the new proposed specifications. The tray label specifications were revised and final specifications are published for the 10/24 and 24 digit Intelligent Mail Tray label on ribbs.usps.gov. Mailers have begun using the 10/24 digit Intelligent Mail Tray label. The 24 digit Intelligent Mail Trayl label will be available for use in the future.

Intelligent Mail Container Barcode/Label

The mailers provided feedback on the Intelligent Mail Container Label and Barcode.  They requested a smaller size adhesive placard and changes to the bracketing bars and included in the container placard and padding requirements in the barcode.  Through the evolution of this barcode’s development, several issues and comments were discussed with the industry.  The primary concern raised by the industry (pilot participants) was the lack of scan data.  To address the issue, several sites visits were conducted to understand the root causes.  Two key areas of concerns emerged as a result of this exercise – “recognition” of the barcode and the ability to scan through multiple layers of stretchwrap.  Several tests were conducted to identify the best possible resolution.  To mitigate this issue, the following actions have been taken:

· The barcode size and placement have been enhanced to aid with recognition and scanning

· The barcode specification has been modified to allow for “zeros” and “dashes” as padding values in the serial number field

· The pallet label layout has been standardized to enhance identification and enable better recognition of the barcode.  Two labels sizes have been identified – 8”x11” and 4”x7” (self adhesive)

· Packaging guidelines were updated to mitigate scan performance through layers of stretchwrap.

The specification was updated to accommodate industry requests and resolve operational issues and, and has been ratified through MTAC.  The final Intelligent Mail Container Barcode specification and label layouts are published on ribbs.usps.gov.

Mailer ID Application Process

The group reviewed and provided feedback on the Mailer ID application process. Modifications were made to simplify the Mailer ID application form and enable mail owners to authorize mail preparers to request a Mailer ID on the mail owner’s behalf. This new form is being posted on ribbs.usps.gov. The group recommended an online application for Mailer ID as well. 

CRID Identification 

The MTAC group also discussed and defined solutions to receive CRID (Customer Registration ID) information back from the USPS. The CRID is a USPS generated ID that identifies a company at a unique address. The group also defined Mail.XML automated data exchange communication as well as a Web interface to request and receive the CRID information. The solutions are documented in the Guide.

Electronic Documentation Solutions

The group has worked to refine and update the Guide to ensure optimal interaction between the mailers and the USPS. The group identified required changes to Mail.dat and Mail.XML to support Full Service implementation. The significant initiatives are as follows: 

Determined available By/For identification options 

The group defined multiple options to identify the mail owner and mail preparer in the electronic documentation, namely the Mailer ID, the Permit Number and the Customer Registration ID. These options are listed in the Guide and support the By/For identification need at different data levels in support of multiple functionalities to be implemented by the industry and the USPS.

Mailers may provide mail owner information through the following mechanisms:

· Mailer ID of Owner in IMB Indicator on PDR (or PDR.XML)

· Mailer ID of Owner in IMB Indicator on IMR (or IMR.XML)

· Mailer ID in the MPA (or Mailer Data in Mail.XML)

· CRID in the MPA (or Mailer Data in Mail.XML)

· Permit Information in the MPA

· Mailer ID in the Mailer Owner Identifier field of the CPT

· CRID in the Mail Owner Identifier field of the CPT

Mailers may provide the mail preparer information through the following fields:

· Mailer ID in the MPA (or Mailer Data in Mail.XML)

· CRID in the MPA (or Mailer Data in Mail.XML)

· CRID in the Mail Facility ID field of the SEG 

Defined spoilage solutions 

The group defined multiple options to identify spoilage and these are described in the Guide. The industry now will be able to file for spoilage by providing the piece detail information and marking the specific pieces for spoilage; the industry will be able to file an adjustment transaction where USPS will find the latest and appropriate postage statement for spoilage adjustment (for those mailers who may not know specific information); the industry will be able to uniquely identify, control, and manage the postage statement generation and maintenance processes with the help of a new file created to identify postage statements and to tie to specific spoilage adjustment transactions. 

Defined shortage solutions 

The group defined two options to identify shortage and these solutions are described in the Guide. The industry now will be able to file for shortage postage adjustment scenarios where part of the handling unit (trays, sacks) and bundles are short. The partial shortage related postage adjustment can be filed by the customers by providing piece detail information and marking the shortage pieces as short. For scenarios where a full container is short, the industry will be able to cancel or delete a full container/handling unit and the USPS will adjust postage for the identified containers/handling units. 

Developed data distribution rules using a Mailer ID Profile and the Cast of Characters message 

The group reviewed the data distribution options for Full-service mailings and proposed flexible options for the distribution of data to accommodate Full-service, ACS and Confirm. These are articulated in the Guide. The data distribution options include data dissemination based upon the By/For information as well as profile and mailing specific data dissemination to third parties which was not possible before the group assembled.
Electronic Documentation Nesting

The group reviewed the nesting options for electronic documentation and proposed separate sections to describe the different mailer profiles such as Manifest Mailings, MLOCR mailings and Continuous mailings. The solutions will allow the Manifest, MLOCR, and Continuous mailers to participate in the full-service and satisfy their business needs. These solutions are included in the guide in addition to descriptions on how physical versus logical handling units, containers, and dispatches will accommodate the various mailing profiles and be represented in the electronic documentation. 

Comail, Combined Mail and Co-palletization

The group recommended allowing the inclusion of POSTNET, Basic and Full-service mailpieces in a comail, combined mail and co-palletization environment. This has been accommodated in the Guide. The guide provides details on how to prepare electronic documentation under each of these environments. The group spent extensive time in identifying both Mail.dat and Mail.XML solutions for Co-palletization and now the USPS will be able to identify the linkage between original and consolidated mail through industry supported data exchange.

Co-palletization solutions have been identified for:

· Standard Mail Trays

· Standard Mail Bundles

· Periodicals

· Mixed Standard Mail and Periodicals

· First-Class Mail under a CSA

Mail.dat and Mail.dat XML

The group has recommended several change requests in support of Full-service which have been submitted to IDEAlliance for inclusion in the Mail.dat 9-1 and Mail.dat XML 4-1 specifications and where most of the change requests (CRs) have already been discussed with solutions identified. The specifications are expected to be published by September 2008. The extensive work done by the group included processing the following Mail.dat and Mail.XML change requests:

Mail.dat:

Several change requests were submitted to update Mail.dat to support Full-Service and Basic.. The change requests included Co-Palletization support, MLOCR support for logical Pallets and logical handling units, Spoilage postage adjustment support by identifying generation of unique postage statements by the industry, multiple ways of identifying By/For relationships in multiple files at multiple hierarchical mailing levels, identification of dispatch information at the pallet level for plant loads, identification of Full/Basic or mixed mailing to support easier communication of data for Full-service, separation of retail and commercial rates, 

Mail.XML:

Several change requests were submitted to update Mail.XML to support Full-Service and Basic... The change requests included a multitude of modification requests for Mail.XML to incorporate qualification reports, postage statement support, Full-service support for piece and piece range identification, support for CRID and MID requests, By/For identification, Joint Scheduling support to allow LTLs and other carriers to attach their appointments with stand alone content, bundle data support, batch manifest and MLOCR support, push and Pull support for start-the-clock, container scan, and ACS data, eVS content update support.

Periodicals Mailers Subgroup Objective: 

Identify any constraints and define optimal strategies for implementing the Intelligent Mail Barcode Basic or Full Service options for Periodicals mailers.

Accomplishments:

· A solution has been designed and proposed in order to finalize the advertising percentage for electronic postage statements submitted to PostalOne!  A status indicator in Mail.dat and a check box in the Advertising Percentage Worksheet in PostalOne! can be used to finalize for payment.  Those options will work for the different Periodical work flows (Centralized Postage Payment, PAGE certified titles, etc).  Also, a Mail.XML payment request notification message will be sent to the mail preparer so that the job can be closed out.


· A solution has been designed and proposed to establish Component and Equivalent books at the book weight and/or advertising percentage level.  This will reduce and simplify the amount of data entry required to input the book weights and advertising percentages of common versions.


· A solution has been designed, proposed, and agreed to for handling Periodical Spoilage or Shortage mail.  If not reordered, the shortage or spoilage will be known at the piece level and the postage statement will be adjusted as needed.


· The group decided that the Container and Bundle Payment Method 1 is not being used by the industry and no longer needs to be supported.  Method 1 is where the mail preparer pays for the container and bundle charges and then bills the mail owners directly.  The option will be removed from Mail.dat and Mail.XML but can still be entered manually by the BMEU or through Postage Statement Wizard.


· As an awareness issue, the group stressed that industry must agree and monitor the inputting of the issue date through the supply chain in order to view the consolidated postage statement reporting at the issue level.  Either the issue date or the Volume Number and Issue Number must be consistent for reporting.  

Continuous Mailers Subgroup Objective: 

Define optimal strategies for implementing the Intelligent Mail Barcode, Intelligent Tray barcode and Intelligent Container barcode and for communicating in electronic documentation using Mail.dat or Web Services and FAST specific to a continuous mailer environment. 

Accomplishments:

Below are the definition and details for continuous mailings derived by the workgroup.

A continuous Mailer is defined as one that regularly:

1.  Dispatches portions of the mailing to the USPS at multiple times throughout the production period of the total mailing.

2.  Provides a USPS Qualification Report for the multiple dispatches.

3.  May submit portions of the mailing to the USPS before qualification and postage documentation can be finalized.

Continuous Mailers will submit and generate documentation as follows:

· Create electronic documentation for each mailing prepared over the course of the production day.  The production day is the period of time (not to exceed 24 hours) when mail is produced and dispatched.  Submit the electronic documentation for the original planned mailing (e.g., list or One-Pass Finalization mailers) prior to production or after first pass (for MLOCR/BCS environment) to PostalOne!.  Manifest mailers will submit documentation prior to production unless approved by Business Mailer Support.  Payment for that production day will occur with the updated, final submission to the PostalOne! system or as stipulated in the mailer’s postage payment system agreement. 

If portions of the planned mailing as originally submitted in the electronic documentation are not dispatched during the production day and these portions will be moved to the next day’s mailing, then the updated, final submission to PostalOne! must reflect the removal of those pieces and the proper qualification of all remaining pieces in the dispatched portion.  The non-dispatched portion which is moved to a different mailing must be re-qualified for the prices for which they are prepared.

· Alternatively, mailings submitted across multiple days will be represented in an original submission of electronic documentation. In this scenario, payment is made as stipulated in the mailer’s postage payment system agreement for the containers dispatched during each production day, provided that the documentation represents pieces associated to physical handling units and physical containers. Payment is accomplished by updating the electronic documentation and marking those containers as ready to pay.

Continuous Mailers will have Customer Supplier Agreements (CSA) with the Postal Service as described in the guide.  The CSA will define how and when the mailing must be dispatched for start-the-clock purposes.  Container information will be submitted to the PostalOne! system for all the containers on the associated postage statement for that production day. Dispatch information for the containers that are complete and ready for acceptance and payment will be submitted to PostalOne! in a transportation update.

MLOCR Subgroup Objective: 

Define optimal strategies for utilization of the Intelligent Mail Barcode, Intelligent Tray barcode and Intelligent Container barcode in the MLOCR industry both for application on the physical mail and for communicating in electronic documentation using Mail.dat or Web Services. 

Accomplishments and Recommendations:

· Issue: The USPS is requesting that every customer be separated and reported as a separate batch when commingling on a sorter. Today many low volume customers are batched together by postage affixed because the significant down time it takes to change batches. Sites with several small batches will also have a problem keeping counts accurate for so many batches. The purpose of this rule is to know who is mailing and approximate volumes. This rule will also cause presort bureaus to raise prices for small mailers causing them to drop directly with the USPS. The USPS will lose the benefit of presort bureaus with these small mailers.
Resolution: When a Mail Owner has provided a small amount of mail, the MLOCR Mailer has the option to combine that mail with mail from other Mail Owners and will not be required to identify the Mail Owners associated to those mailpieces.  The minimum volume required before a customer must be processed separately, and have the mail owner identified either in the IMB or electronic documentation will be documented in the Customer/Supplier Agreement or Postage Payment System Agreement established with the USPS based on the following formula: 1% of the average daily volume up to 3,000 pieces. The volume will remain constant throughout the term of the agreement.   If a presort operation chooses to jackpot multiple customers’ mail, the presort bureau will be held responsible to the USPS established address quality requirements for that mail.

· Issue: The USPS is requesting that every customer be separated and reported as a separate batch when commingling on a sorter. Today , all rejects are re-run on different sorters with complimentary readers to increase the 11-digit assignment rate. They are run using a generic customer because of the significant time it takes to change batches on a sorter when only a few rejects will be run.
Resolution: Allow the industry to continue this practice and report pieces assigned in reject modes as generic mailers with the presort bureau's MID. The pieces that receive a barcode during reject processing represent a small percent of the entire mailing. These pieces will be reported as a generic customer under the correct postage affixed category as is done today.

· Issue: The USPS is requesting through the federal register that every mail piece have the MID of the mail owner. Every presort bureau customer will have to be assigned a 6-digit MID since MLOCR's need the full 9-digit serial number to ensure uniqueness.  Large mailers will have to provide a separate six digit MID to every service provider in order to ensure uniqueness. Some large mailers have 800+ service providers. Since the serial number will be assigned at the presort or service bureau, each will have to have a separate MID to ensure that two pieces do not have the same MID + serial number.
Resolution: Allow the presort bureau to in most cases to apply its own MID in the IMB. This will ensure uniqueness and minimize the number of MID's required. The Edoc By/For relationship will be used to provide mail owner information. Basic mailers will submit edoc if they do not apply the mail owner MID to the piece. The mail owner MID will be applied to the piece if requested, otherwise, the presort bureau MID will be applied.

· Issue: MLOCR's will need all 9 characters of the serial number to ensure uniqueness so they will not be able to apply a nine digit MID. Almost all Presort bureau customers fall into the lower volume tier which only allows them a 9 digit MID.

Resolution:  Allow the use of the routing code to ensure uniqueness. This would increase the uniqueness capability to the point where bureaus could spray 6 or 9 digit MID. 

· Issue: Presort bureaus are unable to completely comply with the federal register request that information is provided for each mail owner. Very often a presort bureau will receive batches of mail from a letter shop or service bureau that already contains many mail owners' mail batched together.  There may be several levels of service providers between the actual mail owner and the presort bureau.

Resolution: Presort bureaus will provide the mail owner information when it is available but may also provide the mail source in cases where the mail owner is not known. This can happen when mail is processed through one or more service bureaus before going to the presort bureau.

· Issue: The USPS has requested information on each permit in the mailing to prevent the unnecessary cancellation of permits that appear to be inactive because there is no money flowing through them. The postage for these permits is paid out of the presort bureau's permit account. 

Resolution: The industry supports this request. The USPS will not receive this information from basic mailers that do not submit edoc.

· Issue: The Federal Register implies that all mail will require an IMB barcode. There is no mention on machinable or reject mail mailed at the single piece rate.

Resolution: Machinable rate pieces will optionally have an IMB. Machinable make-up rules will remain as they currently are. MLOCR rejects mailed at the single piece rate may have, but will not be required to have an IMB because of the many issues associated with MLOCR reject mail. 

· Issue: Since the USPS is requiring that the mail owners MID be applied to the piece upon the mail owner's request, the uniqueness of the piece relies entirely on the mail class and serial number. Applying the mail owner's MID in the clear zone offers value to the mail owner if it is resprayed from an address block IMB which has a unique MID and serial number.  

Resolution: Vendors may develop proprietary solutions for the spraying of 6 or 9-digit MIDs and the assignment of serial numbers. Each sorter vendor will also allow sorters to apply a range of serial numbers for each sorter. Using the range method, MLOCR's will not be able to apply a 9-digit MID (unless it is re-sprayed from the address block IMB) due to the insufficient number of digits in the serial number. 

· Issue: Some members of the group wanted to be able to mix Postnet, Basic and Full Service in the same mailing. While respraying an IMB in the clear zone would uplift the piece to full service, they did not want to have to do that so they could run precoded mail on a bar code sorter rather than an MLOCR.

Resolution: The USPS will allow Postnet, basic and full service IMB's in the same mailing. The eDoc requirements are under development..

· Issue: Mail owners do not have a way to automatically associate address change or UAA data back to a specific record in a specific database when the presort bureau assigns the piece.

Resolution: Use the Piece ID field in the PDR record of the edoc files as a match back code. The MLOCR will read the address block IMB (or other symbology such as a 2D) barcode and store this in the match back field. This code will contain a link to a record in the mail owners database. The USPS will include the match back field with ACS or UAA data. The mail owner can then automatically associate the address change information with a specific record in a specific database. Currently there are poor or no systems in place to assist the mail owner to update records processed by a service provider or presort bureau. If the USPS wants to clean up the address lists, they will need to provide a complete system to help mailers.

Origin Containerization Subgroup Objective: 

Define optimal strategies for implementing the Intelligent Mail Barcode, Intelligent Tray barcode and Intelligent Container barcode and for communicating in electronic documentation using Mail.dat or Web Services and FAST specific to a continuous mailer environment.

Accomplishments:

Below are the accomplishments and recommendations derived by the workgroup.

· We defined the contents of Customer/Supplier Agreements for origin-entered mail, including containerization, acceptance windows, and transportation schedules.

· We defined optional DMM standards to enable presort software to support First-Class Mail containerization for list mailers.

Recommendations

· Consistent with USPS proposals, we recommend mailers prepare origin-entered mail as defined within individual Customer Supplier Agreements (CSAs).

· We recommend the CSAs and associated processes align with the requirements for full service and enable eligibility.

· We recommend the USPS provide requirements for origin containerization sufficient to enable presort software development.  

· We recommend that transportation management systems support full service eligibility including the assignment, and printing of properly formatted IMB container labels.

· Any solution for the functionality and integration of transportation management systems for containerized air-assigned and surface-routed mail must be an automated solution.

· We recommend that the USPS publish a timeline for developing and implementing new Customer Supplier Agreements that include origin mail preparation. Mailers need adequate time to prepare for any changes to their mailing operations and software systems.

· We recommend that the USPS develop a process for drafting Customer Supplier Agreements with mailers who have multiple facilities and multiple origin entry sites. These mailers need a streamlined and consistent process for creating and maintaining multiple Agreements.

· We recommend that the USPS develop a procedure for local Operations personnel to communicate with mailers. The procedure can be included in the Customer Supplier Agreement to specify how often the mailer will receive updated information for mail preparation, and how that information will be provided.

· We recommend that the USPS develop a formal escalation procedure for mailers to appeal local decisions when developing Customer Supplier Agreements, changing an agreement, affecting origin mail preparation, or modifying CETs.

Web Services Subgroup Objective:

Review requirements to develop a client-side application to ease the transfer of electronic mailing information using Web Services. Define electronic documentation solutions for communicating piece, handling unit and container barcode information. Identify gaps and resolutions to promote the adoption of Web Services and encourage completion of Web Service solutions by software providers. 

Accomplishments:

This document identifies the collected list of enhancements requested for implementation in the Wizard Web Service (WWS), a Web service supporting the submission of postage statements and supporting documentation for business mailings. Based on the feedback received, the list has been ordered by the priorities expressed by the group. 

· Provide a method to "get" a list of all of the mailing groups for a permit – perhaps "all for permit number" or the ability to pull the current Dashboard

· Provide a method to "get" a list of all documents within a group. In addition, implement a new "get transactions" method to allow for the retrieval of a group of transactions (based on postage statement sequence number)

· Add "document type" to "get" response

· Have the SOAP layer validate that the mailing facility ID matches the location registered within the system (otherwise the documents can be submitted but the user can not see them on the Dashboard)

· Implement a subsystem that generates an email to a permit holder to notify when a postage statement has been finalized against their account. The email would contain a link to a PDF version of the postage statement allowing the mail owner to retrieve a postage statement without having to login to the system.

· Provide a user-defined document ID and document description. It is possible that the current 40 byte "customer reference" field provides the necessary identification at a document level. 

· Need a way for a third-party to submit data on behalf of mailing agents and permit holders. This would allow the third-party to manage all electronic data for their customers. (See the “cast of characters” or “exception broker” initiatives.) Third-party functionality might include the ability to update documents sent in by a mailing agent (cancel, resend, etc.)

· Log the raw SOAP packet to an audit table for a period of 30 days or so to allow for investigation of issues

· Error messages; add numeric values to error messages and retain in a reference table. The developers guide would be updated with the table.

· Provide a postage estimator – remove validations and allow a pared down postage statement to be submitted. There would be no display of information in the system. The system would just return the postage calculated for the line item.

· Enterprise Payment – provide a method of submitting a payment transaction once e-payment initiative is available

· Provide the ability to take out a permit (dependent upon payment initiative) 

· Allow the processing of a postage adjustment request from a mailer. The BMEU personnel would need to verify and accept the transaction. 

· Eliminate the need for users to submit name and address information along with the postage statement. Instead the system will look the information up in the database

· Need to ensure that the Web service supports all possibilities of postage statements (including PS Form 3700, partial permit imprint, etc.)

Enhancements Identified by the USPS (the list is not ordered)

· Provide a method for submitting itemized piece level data based on requirements for Basic and Full Service and future requirements for Seamless Acceptance. 

· Provide code or code snippets to commercial developers to foster development efforts in communicating with the Web service. Provide a test client to external developers

· Develop a "client-side extractor" that would take a mail.dat file as an input and produce an XML data structure as the output. (This is intended to foster development efforts for communicating with the Web service.)

· Log the raw SOAP packet to an audit table for a period of 30 days or so to allow for investigation of issues

· Add "completed" flags to signal that all of the documents for a group had been submitted

· Provide cross-check of data from qualification report, PVDS, and postage statement

· Need to ensure that the Web service supports all possibilities of postage statements (including PS Form 3700, partial permit imprint, etc.)

· Add data elements to the mailing group to capture the commercial software company name, the software product name, and software product version (to assist in contacting and resolving issues from commercial software products)

· Eliminate the need for users to submit name and address information along with the postage statement. Instead the system will look the information up in the database

· Change the style of the Web service from RPC-encoded to document literal based on current W3C recommendations 

· Change the namespace to conform to U.S. Government guidelines: urn:us:gov:usps.

Outstanding Items to be reviewed in MTAC 122

· Transition Plan:

·  Furnish a transition plan to describe what functionality will be available and when. 

· All issues subject to change per the note on page 4 in Section 1: "Purpose" is problematic insofar as this document was supposed to be final.

· Mailers are concerned about the impact of mail preparation changes on their operations and processes, and the timelines needed for implementation.

· Mailer ID

· The Mailer ID application process and requirements needs to be finalized.

· Processes need to be defined to manage separate MIDs across a mailing.

· Verification Procedures for Intelligent Mail: 

· Mailers would like to understand mail verification procedures for Intelligent mail. 

· OneCode ACS: If a mailer fails "full service" at acceptance and the pieces are endorsed with OneCode ACS, will they be charged for ACS or can they refuse the data? 

· Shrinkwrap on the Outside: If the mail is fine at acceptance could that be reversed at receiving BMC/SCF dock in shrink wrap has been added?   Also we need clarification on if one pallet is bad does that disqualify only that pallet or the entire mailing?  Finally, why does the pallet placard completely disqualify full service when the only item that is affected is the pallet scan data.

· Business Reply Mail: 

· BRM specifications need to be revisited.(1/16th) - more wiggle room to accommodate envelope printing and conversion tolerances 

· Question the requirement for a Mailer ID in QBRM and PRM.

· Start-the-Clock

· In the case of the combined mailing, who gets the free Start-the-Clock?  The Mail Preparer and Mail Owner as defined in the By/For?  Mailers are concerned that Mail Owners will get several emails and whether they will have access to PostalOne! and the associated postage statements?

· The processes and definitions for Start-the-Clock need to be defined, especially for continuous mailers.
· Placards on outside of pallets: 

· Mailers are concerned about the requirement for pallets on the outside for full-service, especially the costs associated with adhering to this new requirement. 

· Industry has the ability to scan through the shrink wrap for our electronic requirements; can the Postal Service explore options of scanner upgrades?  

· Once mail leaves the mailers facility they would are not necessarily aware when a transportation firm adds additional wrap to secure loads. 

· Issues with pallet placards on the outside of the shrinkwrap include adhesive process, ensuring adhered through transit and impact to mailing discounts.  Also concerns about the opportunity to comment on this item prior to the issuance of the Final -  Federal Register Notice.

· Timing of the container label changes should be consistent with the implementation of IMB for Full Service or later. 

· Address Correction Issues

· Request Memphis to align software releases – NCOA, CASS.

· USPS may want to consider the strategic value of providing FREE ACS for the 5 digit coded mail. Even if it not just move update the USPS may want to keep the communication channel open. If there is a way to correct these addresses the system exists to get the changes to list owners. Why exclude the addresses that need the attention that prevents these pieces from being processed on automation.

· 5 digit coded mail cannot go into NCOAlink.   ACS and NCOALink do not use the same criteria for matching.  We need validation from  Jim Wilson or Lisa West that addresses with a 5-digit ZIP Code/barcode or with no ZIP can go through ACS and that there is always an ACS fee.

· Consideration needs to be given to charge the Mail Owner the ACS charge for full-service pieces that do not meet full-service requirements (i.e. 30 days for Standard Mail, 60 days for Periodicals). 

· Service Codes

· As the Service Type Codes for a full-service, basic and nonautomation pieces are different, mailers would have to assign the Service Type code after mailsort.  For many, mail going to a presort bureau, the mailer may not know that their address is not good enough for “automation” rates, and should not have a Full Service Option.  A determination up front if it is based on a ZIP+4 assignment, but if it is based on mail piece attributes (size, shape), that won't be determined until selections are made for the presort process.  Work will need to occur with software vendors to determine implementation.

· Mailers who mail Standard Mail and want ACS on the full-service option, have an issue with the nonautomation portion of the mailing because “free” ACS does not apply.  The concern is driven by the situation where the Ancillary Service Endorsement (ASE) would be preprinted on all the envelopes.  One alternative is to enlarge the address block/window area so that the ASE could be printed above the address (with the required 1/4” around it) and therefore controlling exactly which pieces do or do not participate in ACS.  By doing this, mailers could also control using ACS for only specific lists, etc.

· FAST

· Recurring appointments for Mixed loads - xml messaging... 

· Standalone appointments with Mail.dat changes (need timing feedback) 

· Electronic Documentation 

· Add a scenario to reflect Agency involvement.

· Identify codes for Mail.dat - Simplified Address

· Current full service requirements specify that the MLOCR industry will document logical handling units and containers in the electronic documentation  in a way that is inconsistent with the definition of a logical handling unit or container. Currently a logical container record is required for each container separation. Because of the complex sorting of trays by the TMS system, and USPS operations, it is impossible to associate actual handling units to logical or physical containers in a logical environment. Various limited implementations of this approach do not offer any value to the USPS since the electronic documentation cannot identify which container a handling unit is on. This approach also creates a significant amount of work for vendors. Logical container records should be created for each facility; not the sort level or TM Route/Carrier. Physical containers should be associated to a logical container record (that indicates the destinating facility). Physical handling units would be associated to the appropriate logical container record (that indicates the destinating facility). 

· Current full service requirements specify that handling unit and container information be submitted to PostalOne! using Mail.dat for reoccurring appointments and Mail.XML for one time appointments. The reason given for this was that Mail.XML will provide data to USPS operations in real time while Mail.dat will not. In the MLOCR industry, handling unit and container data are submitted long after the mail is received by the USPS so the suggested reason for this requirement is invalid. This dichotomy is confusing and will be error prone in the field because operators will not know which method to use. We recommend that the user choose either Mail.dat or Mail.XML for these updates, but not both. This will also cause the vendors to do extra work creating two separate file formats when they are so busy implementing all the other changes.

· Mailers need guidelines for the TMS system and how it will link with electronic documentation as well as how it will output container labels and how data will be secured.

· The functionality and integration of PostalOne Transportation Management  Systems for air assignments and palletization of surface routed mail needs clarification.

· Periodicals
· The implementation timeframe of the Component and Equivalent Books still needs to be established.  The programming request needs to be prioritized by the Postal Service.

· Implementation timeline for the requirements Specification 206 MTAC 117 Periodicals.  

· Customer/Supplier Agreements

· When can Mailers start using the CSA ?  

· Will Mailers be permitted to use the optional pallet rules and a CSA before May?  

· Clarity required on how customers will access a list of CATs and CETs.  USPS says Facility DB has the data - check to see if MTAC 120 is building both the CAT and CET repository.

· Due to the complex and diverse systems implemented at many high volume continuous mailers’ facilities, the USPS will need to iron out the details with each site individually through the CSA and Postage Payment System Agreements.

· Mailers need definitions in the CSA to cover dynamic mailings with unscheduled trailer dispatches. 
· Customer Supplier Agreement template should be shared with the industry prior to finalizing.

· An issue escalation process, at the USPS headquarter level, needs to be established so local plant/mailer issues can be escalated within the USPS when concerns arise with CET or mail make-up requirements of pallets/containers.

