Meeting Workgroup 127 Telecom 1/06/2009
Steve Colella announced the USPS has made the present 6014 available on line.

The group discussed recommended changes to the 6014 form submitted by Laine Ropson, Dave Dufford, Nathan Polete and Joel Thomas.  Nathan Polete’s version was used as the template for discussion.
Ellen Kirkconnell was concerned that referencing the DMM in the first paragraph would be limiting and require the form to be update as the DMM rules change.  It was agreed that the references are generic to the overall sections within the DMM. The group felt that while subheadings will change the generic sections referred to on the form would not and therefore the group decided referencing the DMM sections would not be an issue.
It also was noted that the 6014 title ‘Certification of Move Update Compliance’ was changed to ‘Acknowledgement of Move Update Compliance’.  Additionally in the second paragraph the first sentence ‘The undersigned certifies…..’ was changed to ‘The undersigned acknowledges……’  The group felt the document is having the signee acknowledge the rules of compliance and penalties for non compliance rather than certifying the process.
The words ‘/Agent (listed below)’ was added after the Mail Preparer also in the first line of the second paragraph.  The spaces where the mail owner and mail preparer names are in the original document were moved to the bottom of the form. This was done to reduce redundancy and to save space in the document.  
The first sentence in the second paragraph was changed from ‘discounted prices is required…..’ to ‘discounted prices are….”

The group then discussed Nathan Polete recommendation that lines, entitled ‘detailed ID information’ be added under each Move Update Method listed on the form.  Nathan felt adding a line for the detailed information relating to the jobs covered by the Move Update method checked would provide additional accountability from his clients. Most in the group thought this addition made the form too detailed and would complicate the form.  The majority also felt adding detailed information would increase the number of forms needed to be signed by a person each year.  Some suggested dropping the ‘detailed ID information’ language and just leave the blank line. The blank lines would allow someone to put additional information if necessary.  The group also felt lines without an explanation what they could be used for may just add confusion on how to complete the form.  The group decided not to include the lines and titles to the form.
Ellen Kirkconnell suggested that the second paragraph be changed.  The sentence on the form reads:
The undersigned acknowledges addresses on all First-Class and Standard Mail submitted to Mail Preparer /Agent (listed below) for mailing at discounted prices are required to have been updated within 95 days of the date the mail is submitted to the Postal Service™ using one or more of the following approved address updating processes. 

Ellen suggestion reads:
The undersigned acknowledges that addresses on all First-Class and Standard Mail submitted to Mail Preparer /Agent (listed below) for mailing at discounted prices have been updated within 95 days of the date as required  and are  submitted to the Postal Service™ using one or more of the following approved address updating processes. 

It was decided not make changes as Ellen Kirkconnell suggested.  However during the discussion it was agreed to make the word ‘process’ plural to ‘processes’.
The next discussion centered on creating a new check box entitled ‘Exempt Addresses’.  Under this check box the three types of addresses exempt from move update (Alternate Address Formats, Directly Acquired Addresses and Full Rate First Class Mail) would be listed would be listed with checkboxes under the major heading.

It was suggested by Joel Thomas that the acceptable ancillary endorsements for Move Update compliance be listed on the back of the form.  After some discussion it was decided to save space on the back only the one ancillary endorsement not acceptable (Forward Service Requested) for Move Update would be listed.  However it may be omitted if space does become an issue.  

Nathan had suggested the following line: 

‘I also understand that additional documentation may be required as proof of move update compliance’ be added at the end of the last paragraph.’

The sentence was changed to:

‘Additional documentation may be required as proof of move update compliance’ be added at the end of the last paragraph.’

The group then began to discuss whether the mail owner must sign or if an agent on behalf of the mail owner can sign.  Steve Lopez felt strongly that the universe of possible signees of the form be limited. Laine Ropson and others agreed that the form should be flexible enough to allow the mail owner to designate an ‘authorized representative’.  Laine Ropson with agreement from others suggested that instead of asking for a mail owner signature the form asks for an authorized representative signature.  
This lead to a general discussion as to maintaining the form’s original purpose of protecting the mail preparer or mail presenter-that is the one signing the postage statements.

Sue Sevening brought up the issue of how she would know the person signing is truly an authorized representative.  This could be an issue the further down the line you are from the owner. 

Discussion then turned to trying to determine if anyone other than the mail owner can sign the form.  Bob Tigner indicated he believes the USPS never transfers liability responsibility from the Mail Owner.  There was discussion about the relevance of the form in protecting the mail preparer.  Some felt the form is just a communication tool from customer to the mail service provider signing the postage statements on behalf of the mail owner and that the mail owner is aware of their Move Update responsibilities.  Some felt the form is one method of proof while others disagree saying the USPS will not use this as proof of Mail Compliance.
The group wants the form to eliminate any responsibility from the mail preparer/presenter and is just not sure how to design the form to do so.  The group is clearly divided on whether the mail owner only should be responsible to sign the form.  Some view the form as part of the chain of evidence.  The form would direct the USPS to the person who is responsible for having the required documentation proving compliance.
Steve Lopez read a statement by the USPS on what they interrupted the purpose of the form.  The statement said that if the 6014 was not on file by the Mail Preparer/Presenter then liability would shift from the mail owner to the mail presenter.   They define service provider as the entity that presents the mail and they do so to for revenue protection.
There was more discussion as to what does ‘authorized representative’ truly mean.  The present 6014 form and our revised one presently being worked on by the workgroup use the same terminology.  Does this mean only the mail owner or can the mail owner designate someone on their behalf to sign the form?  One solution suggested was to put two signature lines on the form, one for the mail owner and one for the designate if one exists.
Since the form is optional most believe the form needs to be signed by the owner to ensure revenue protection for the USPS. However no consensus was reached by the group so no change to the form limiting the parties allowed to sign the form was made. 
It was suggested that the mail preparer’s name be removed from the 6014. It was thought having the mail preparers name only helped the USPS find and possibly transfer postage deficiencies to the preparer in the event the owner could or would not pay. However it was argued that the form is from someone to someone and therefore the preparer/agent must have a name on it.  Otherwise the form would be too generic. Additionally the preparer signs the postage statements and the USPS could use that to locate the prepaper.
The question was raised if anyone was having problems getting the forms signed.  Some indicated they were because their clients were calling the USPS and being told the form was optional.  Additionally some also indicated that others didn’t want to sign due to the liabilities (civil and criminal) on the bottom of the form.  This group had rewritten this paragraph but had not at this time discussed this recommended change. 
Others indicated that they are not presently having problems getting it signed.  It did require some communication as to who is required to sign the form.

There also was discussion as to who the USPS really will go after if non compliance is discovered after acceptance.  Does the USPS have the legal right to go after the mail owner or just the permit holder?  Or will the USPS just take the path of least resistance and hit the permit holder for the deficiency.
Does the document bind the USPS legally to go after the owner?  Some think the document is more traffic direction rather than a legal binding to an entity for payment.  

There also was discussion regarding enforcement of the policy because of MERLIN limitations.  It was decided this is not the focus of the workgroup.

There was some discussion regarding non profit mailings.  If a college mailed a list made up of lists from various departments and the USPS found non compliance with one of the lists then the USPS would hold only that one department liable. Steve Lopez asked if there was written documentation of this because it had relevance with co-mailings.  Ellen Kirkconnell was going to forward this information to Steve Lopez.

There was concern that too much information on the form will allow the USPS to circumvent the channels set up by the 6014 form.
It was suggested that the mail owner and mail preparer lines at the bottom be moved to the top of the form leaving only a signature panel on the bottom.  
Steve Colella was going to revise the 6014 based on the changes agreed to during the call.  The form will then be distributed to the group. Putting a space for the mail preparer’s name in the second paragraph eliminates the ‘(listed below)’ addition discussed and agreed to earlier in the meeting.
It also was decided that we would not meet in person during MTAC week.  President’s Day is Monday February 16 and the USPS will be closed. No meeting could be held that day leaving just Tuesday and Wednesday mornings for workgroup meetings.  Finding a time slot that would not conflict with other workgroup meetings could prove difficult.  Additionally many 127 workgroup members are involved with other workgroups and not having a 127 meeting would help allow them to attend other meetings.  It was suggested we meet Thursday after the general session but one workgroup is already meeting.  We therefore decided to assume our telecoms after MTAC week.
The next telecom was scheduled for Tuesday January 13 at 1PM CST.
