MTAC 136 Meeting Notes


MTAC 136 Meeting Notes
	A: Enhance the value and understanding of the NIXIE return codes, including understanding the process, data elements, business rules, and final disposition of ACS and NIXIE records

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	1) 
	What codes are not available in PARS?


	Outlined in 1st meeting’s PowerPoint presentation.  Those listed with an acronym are available in PARS. The acronym is used by the delivery employee to identify the UAA reason, and is also printed on the piece by PARS during processing.
	AMEE whitepaper

	2) 
	When do Nixie codes get generated?  Business rules around codes?
	Nixie reasons are identified by the delivery employee for each piece of UAA mail.
	Reviewed AMEE white paper charts on pg 31 and Action Codes on pg 38.

	3) 
	Moved Left No Address & PO Box Closed No Order  
	Since MLNA does not come from the customer.  First Class mailers would rather it be considered a Nixie.  Bound by regulations that they must keep mailing to that address so it’s not counted against them as a MU requirement.  Wants 1 yr before it’s counted against them due to their legal requirement to continue mailing unless they receive info from the customer (i.e. a COA submitted by customer or phone call from customer).
	Recommendation: Periodical mailers would rather receive K & G each time the piece is processed in CFS, and not according to their Periodical ACS Notification Option.

	4) 
	Review deliverability codes application and recommendations

Business rules, inconsistencies, relevancy, and recommendations

Entire separate meeting agenda item
	individual meeting to discuss specific codes, relevancy,
	Completed
See notes below

	5) 
	Review employee generated change of address rules
	
	

	Deliverability Code, Descriptions, and Suggested Actions (AMEE White Paper)

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	6) 
	K
	Customer has moved and left no forwarding address.

(Employee generated COA… introduced in 1983 to minimize need for delivery employee need to mark each piece of mail as UAA)
	· Base your action on the Move Effective Date.  If recent, the odds are still good that recipient will file a COA form.  The older the Move Effective Date, the less likely that a COA form will be filed.

· Suppress until new address provided via NCOALink processing or from the recipient.

· If you continue to mail to these addresses after 95 days, MERLIN would catch this in the Move Update sampling and verification. 

· If you cannot make the change (due to legal or company policies) this address would have to be mailed at the full single piece First-Class rate.  The mailpiece may not be deliverable.  

	7) 
	G
	Customer’s Post Office box has been closed, and no forwarding address was filed.

Employee generated COA… introduced in 1983 to minimize need for delivery employee need to mark each piece of mail as UAA)
	· Base your action on the Move Effective Date.  If recent (effective in the current or prior month), the odds are still good that recipient will or has just filed a COA form.  The older the Move Effective Date, the less likely that a COA form will be filed.

· Suppress until new address provided via NCOALink processing or from the recipient.

· If you cannot make the change (due to legal or company policies) this address would have to be mailed at the full single piece First-Class rate. The mailpiece may not be deliverable.  

	8) 
	W
	Matched with a

COA order for a temporary change of address

(May also be provided as a Nixie if the addressee did not file a temp COA.  “W” provided as Nixie when “Hold” period has expired.
	· There is no indication of when the temporary COA was filed nor when it is set to expire.  Therefore, mailers will need to base their decision of when to mail again based on their own knowledge and prior experience with the same customers and tracked information (when was the first Temp-Away notice received, what is the typical Temp-Away effective time).

	9) 
	A
	Attempted, not known

(Involves a carrier actually attempted deliver of either this piece or a previous piece but was returned as “Not Here”.  Interchangeable with “Q”.  Based on knowledge of carrier on route that day)
	· Investigate address.  

· If a correction is determined – mail to corrected address.

· If all indication is that address is valid (or is now valid) continue to mail to this address, but perhaps change to an “or current resident” address format if appropriate.

· Attempt to obtain address confirmation / correction from the recipient via an alternate communication method.

	10) 
	B
	Returned for better address

(Often determined at the plant operation or clerical sort level.  The address has critical components missing such as missing the last line, or city and ZIP.  May be a window envelope with address not visible in window)
	· Investigate address.  

· If a correction is determined – mail to corrected address.

· If all indication is that address is valid (or is now valid) continue to mail to this address.

· Attempt to obtain address confirmation / correction from the recipient via an alternate communication method.

· Consider using AEC to resolve incomplete or incorrect addresses

	11) 
	D
	Outside delivery limits

(Commonly applies to rural areas. Addressee must request and be approved for extension of route to receive delivery)
	· Contact the customer to obtain a correct mailing address.  

	12) 
	E
	In dispute

(Usually resolved via a COA, but to get the COA you must continue to mail to the address)
	· No way to know when dispute is resolved.

· Consider a temporary suppression of mail to this name/address.

· Attempt to contact recipient via an alternate communication method for when to resume mailing (or an alternate address to use).

	13) 
	I
	Insufficient address
	· Investigate address probably missing a secondary (apt, st, etc).  

· If a correction is determined – mail to corrected address.

· If all indication is that address is valid (or is now valid) continue to mail to this address.

· Attempt to obtain address confirmation / correction from the recipient via an alternate communication method.

· Consider using AEC to resolve incomplete or incorrect addresses

	14) 
	L
	Illegible 

(May also be due to damage during postal processing)
	· Investigate what in the production process caused the mailpiece to be illegible – and resolve

	15) 
	M
	No mail receptacle

(Mail may be held for a period of time; may also be recipient receives mail in a POB vs. street)
	· Suppress mail to this address.

· Attempt to contact recipient via an alternate communication method for when to resume mailing (or a deliverable mailing address to use).

	16) 
	N
	No such number
	· Investigate address.  

· If a correction is determined – mail to corrected address.

· If all indication is that address is valid (or is now valid) continue to mail to this address.

· Attempt to obtain address confirmation / correction from the recipient via an alternate communication method.

· Consider using AEC to resolve incomplete or incorrect addresses

	17) 
	P
	Deceased

(DMM requirement that delivery employee must write “Deceased” on each mail piece. “P” code ACS record can only be created in CFS, not available in PARS)
	

	18) 
	Q
	Not deliverable as

addressed/unable to forward

(Also includes Forwarding Order Expired when the delivery employee knows of a COA with a start date of more than 18 months in the past.  If the current delivery employee does not have that Delivery Force Knowledge, then they will identify the UAA reason as “A”)
	· Process against NCOALink with 48 month data to obtain Change of Address information for addresses with expired COA records. If no COA new address found:

· Investigate address.  

· If a correction is determined – mail to corrected address.

· If all indication is that address is valid (or is now valid) continue to mail to this address.

· Attempt to obtain address confirmation / correction from the recipient via an alternate communication method.

	19) 
	R
	Refused
	· Suppress

· Attempt to contact recipient via an alternate communication method for an alternate address to use.

· Process against NCOALink to look for a COA that may have been filed.

	20) 
	S
	No such street

(Street doesn’t exist.  May be new development?)


	· Investigate address.  

· If a correction is determined – mail to corrected address.

· If all indication is that address is valid (or is now valid) continue to mail to this address.

· Attempt to obtain address confirmation / correction from the recipient via an alternate communication method.

	21) 
	U
	Unclaimed

(Abandoned or failed to call for mail.  Normally about GD or could be Certified or COD mail)
	· Suppress

· Attempt to contact recipient via an alternate communication method for an alternate address to use.

· Process against NCOALink to look for a COA that may be filed in the future.

	22) 
	V
	Vacant

(Used on “occupant” or “Or Current Resident”.  DPV provides info on addresses vacant for more than 90 days.  ACS provides real-time vacant info.  May use NCOA to find COA on addressee.  About 54% of the time someone moves in within 90 days.   FCM mailers may still be required to mail.  May use DPV to confirm vacancy over 90 days.  May wait until DPV drops it to mail to that address)
	· Suppress

· Attempt to contact recipient via an alternate communication method for an alternate address to use.

· Process against NCOALink to look for a COA that may be filed in the future.

	23) 
	X
	No such office 

(also No Such City)
	· Investigate address.  

· If a correction is determined – mail to corrected address.

1. Attempt to obtain address confirmation / correction from the recipient via an alternate communication method.

	24) 
	Question: Does CASS provide the 9-digit ZIP code if it does not DPV?  
	We believe the answer is ‘no’.
	The answer is “NO”.

	25) 
	Question: Do we need a separate code for mail is received at a POB vs. street address?
	
	Question: would the PO consider adding a category for POB only delivery addresses

	26) 
	Question: Do we need all of the codes related to addresses?  Team to review.
	
	

	27) 
	Kai shared Nixie statistics
	Went through the chart she had prepared.  Requested “W” as a nixie code but exceptionally rare.  2009 is a full years of service and statistics.

Charts are color coded across all the charts.
	She will post on website.  Bar chart – not pie chart.  

	28) 
	Question in 2010 statistics it appears that COAs dropped 10% across the board?
	Apples and Oranges.  With introduction of IMb – that is designed to take away the traditional ACS volumes and move it into Full Service and OneCode.
	

	29) 
	Regardless of how the ACS information is presented back to the mailer…………
	The volumes in each are each similar to one another in percent of total volume.
	

	30) 
	Full Service Statistics
	Box Closed No Order, Moved, Left No Address and “W” for Temporarily Away are not included in Full Service.  Needs additional programming to pull that into this report.
	

	31) 
	Will this report be “institutionalized” so we get it periodically?
	Mailers:  Seems unanimous that they would like this chart updated.
	Kai:  Priority low – resources are currently utilized in much larger projects.

	32) 
	Any codes we don’t get today that would be nice to have?  
	“No Such State”?  


	USPS uses ZIP Code to sort.  

	33) 
	Controls in place to prevent the misidentification of Nixie mail?    
	Yes – Audits are performed on letter carriers UAA mail.
	If tray of PARS or CFS RTS mail is dropped and the mail gets mixed – it’s returned to the delivery unit for them to reorder it with the correct reason cards and then resubmitted to the plants for processing.

CFS units may require that the delivery use header cards or a buck slip (Form P-13) – basically a half size sheet of paper marked with the reason for non-delivery.

	34) 
	PARS will look for a COA on any mail sent to PARS as Q or A.
	Mail piece will be treated as a COA action if a COA is found.
	

	Process Flows of ACS from UAA Identification to Fulfillment

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	35) 
	PARS – Barry – machineable mail forwarding 


	Image lift – is this where the remote encoding centers enter the picture?  Now the image is handled at the plant – AFR – Advanced Forwarding Reader – AFR1 and AFR2 – must match if not, then it is sent to the remote encoding site.
	AFR1 and AFR2 – updated daily.  UMF – Universal Mailer File

Jody – using non-postal mailing lists in PARS?  Kai – No.  Jody will look it up and send to Kai.



	36) 
	When a person moves within the same building, does PARS look at delivery point?  
	Currently PARS uses 11 digit logic for Intercept.  Carrier Identified COA mail matching logic can occur if there’s a 5 or 9 digit available, as long as address on mail can be matched to COA.
	

	37) 
	Barry resumes the PARS flow chart.
	RTS/Nixies – separator cards for every reason code.  Cards trigger the endorsement.

CFS units may require that the delivery use header cards or a buck slip (Form P-13) – basically a half size sheet of paper marked with the reason for non-delivery.

Question is – what controls are in place if the clerk puts the identifier cards in the wrong place in the tray – 
	Note:  Include a picture of a FFT for next week’s meeting.

Result is mailers get the wrong reason for their mail.  



	38) 
	Barry shows mail flow chart from delivery.  

UMF = Universal Mailer File that is updated and transmitted daily.

CFS and PARS use the same UMF


	Discussion about mailpieces that are ACS but hardcopy is coming back to the delivery unit.  Single delivery points (i.e. colleges, universities, nursing homes, businesses) handle their own undeliverable mailpieces.  

Finger stamps are not exclusive to the USPS. 

Question?  Do these single delivery points give it back to the Postal Service for proper processing?  

Side note:  There has been a great deal of education from the post office to single delivery points on how to handle the mail.  They have access to order finger stamps and PS Form 3579 forms.

Discussion over disposition of the mail processed in mail processing.  i.e.  waste.

If mail must be returned to sender the return address barcode is applied, so the mail can sort on the return barcode when appropriate.  This mail is run along with the mail being forwarded on the same sort programs.
	Hand addressed First Class mail is honored as forwardable but USPS cannot add that forwarding address to the database.  

Other mail classes are not forwardable unless First Class postage is applied/paid.

No – they can dump it in a blue collection box, bring it to the BMEU or hand it to a carrier.



	39) 
	Question:  Are parcels intermingled with the flats?  
	
	Yes – if they’re small enough – like boxes of checks.

	40) 
	Do all CFS units have photocopy machines? 

Periodical mailers ask: What determines whether you get a photocopy or hardcopy?  Issue is periodicals.  Which is most cost effective?  
	Up to local site whether they photocopy or hardcopy.
	Yes.

Barry is encouraging CFS operations to mail the periodical covers back to the publisher because the copy quality is bad from the photocopiers.

	41) 
	Should a cost study be done?  
	
	

	42) 
	Question on how are partially obliterated barcodes handled?  
	
	Barry – 100% obliterated can’t be scanned.  Partially obliterated, the clerks will try to scan it.

	43) 
	
	
	Kai - provide a definition of all the acronyms used.

	44) 
	Kai – takes over with her flow chart – showing the electronic flows.  Not the mailpiece flows.

Jody – does it cover both COAs and Nixies?  Will update Visio chart for next week’s meeting.
	As records received at NCSC, they are already sorted by class of mail.  Then NCSC sorts into Traditional ACS, OneCode ACS and Full Service ACS.

Deduping – in PARS using the ID tag.  If the ID tag and everything else is the same – then any duplicates are discarded.  

Some are for COA only, but both COA and Nixie are deduped if from the same piece and info is identical.
	Examples:  Letter – label falls off and sorts back to delivery unit.  Resent to PARS and gets another label and ACS record.  Same ID Tag (letter), same COA info, 2nd ACS record is discarded as a duplicate.  No delay to the mailer because the 1st one comes in it goes to the mailer.  It’s only subsequent duplicates are stripped out of the file.

	45) 
	
	Fulfillment processes: RIBBs, CD/ROM, etc.

Full Service – information sent to PostalOne and they do their own processing.

Full Service provided by 6 am

OneCode we say by 8 but closer to 6 am
	Kai – to verify cut-off time.

Included in the ACS Record Flow Chart posted to MITS.

	46) 
	Are there CFS units working 7 days a week?  


	
	Barry- Yes.  4 run on Sunday – they report to Mail Processing so since that’s the hours for Mail Processing.  All run on Saturday.

PARS – appears to be running imaging at the end of Tour I -- 4 am timeframe and the labeling operation is done on Tour 2 or early on Tour 3.

	47) 
	What is the match logic used with Traditional ACS?
	
	Same as for OneCode or Full Service ACS

	48) 
	Are there plans to dedupe between Traditional and OneCode ACS
	The NCSC does not have that capability at this time.  It would require data from the mailer to identify the MID to Participant Code matches.  
	Kai – at this point – no.  It’s under discussion.

	49) 
	Kai shared volume of ACS records fulfilled by type and by Deliverability/Nixie Code from Jan 2009 to July 2010
	Consistent ratio of UAA reasons across time period and ACS type.

Unable to break down Full Service ACS records by COA type (K, G, or new address included).  Data is not available and programmer time is prioritized.

Kai will add a breakdown by class, and change the pie charts to bar charts.

Kai presented pie chart demonstrations for ACS records fulfilled from January 2009 through July 2010. These charts show COA and nixie volumes broken into Traditional, OneCode, and Full Service records by year.  The charts will be converted to PowerPoint slides and posted on the MTAC WG notes.  Kai agreed to add the percentages to the data labels to make the distributions clear. 

Kai will also post the flow charts of the ACS record fulfillment process with timeline, and Barry will post the ACS generation process on MITS.
	Updated charts have been posted to MITS.

	50) 
	What happens when the IMB asks for one service and the printed endorsement is different?
	
	Printed endorsement on piece overrides the request of the STID in the IMb

	B: Enhance mapping of ACS data usage and its application for keeping source name and address data current

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	51) 
	Linking multiple moves how does ACS do that?  Handling “chaining of moves”.  
	Linking of COAs is not done in ACS.  The linking takes place within the change of address database.  COA records cannot be chained if something is different, i.e. if the names are different, if the COA type does not match (Individual, Family, Business), or if the NEW address on COA A to B does not match the OLD address on the COA from B to C.
	

	52) 
	Move effective date clarifications.
	ACS records provide the original move effective date provided by the customer.
	Requested via MTAC 133 Include date of COA availability in the ACS record

	53) 
	Discussion of move effective dates and application-specific to Move Update compliance
	investigate business rules around move effective date
	A request for the date that the update was made is addressed in MTAC 133.

	54) 
	Wrong Information Match Both old and new address are identical
	Should these be brought one by one to Postal?
	Work with BSN – have USPS BSN investigate

	55) 
	PARS Label Explanation
	
	Kai/Barry will provide updated label format to show Qs and ???

	56) 
	
	
	Note:  Include a picture of a FFT for next week’s meeting.

	57) 
	Wrong format fulfillment
	Can we track when the fulfillment comes back in format other than requested?  For example, mailing full service and receiving hardcopies.


	Postal cannot provide those statistics.  This is something that at the last meeting it was requested that mailers track these statistics back to the group.

Kai working with periodicals with stats on full service, electronic ACS & ______________.  Do not have statistics on hardcopy because the two systems are entirely separate and manual statistics are not tracked anywhere.

Endorsement options are the same – it’s the service type indicator that can change.

	58) 
	
	Mailers – what do you do with the codes you get now?

Can we group them by recommended action?

Will there be differences between mail classes?

What about differences by industry?  i.e. financial, medical, catalog sales all have different needs.  Helps postal understand why you continue to mail to an address we’ve told you time after time is undeliverable.
	Look at AMEE white paper.  Many answers in the AMEE white paper.



	C: Evaluate Non-delivery point validated addresses and identify barriers of getting a completed address

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	59) 
	9/20/2010 -  Non-DPV New address information received in ACS records.  Not AUTOMATION eligible new address information.


	USPS accepts information provided by the customer on their COA request, even if it doesn’t code immediately
	USPS runs COA data through a CASS process at time COA is accepted.  COA data is also run through CASS process weekly to receive updates if available.

	60) 
	9/20/2010 -  Possible reasons:

If no known correction, attempts are continued through the weekly CASS run.  
	New construction – mailer will receive update in a future CASS run

Address information provided by the customer is incorrect (i.e. Apt 7 when it should be Apt 7A or house # incorrect or street name incorrect)

E911 issues
	If CASS process is unsuccessful: eUARS (electronic Unresolved Address Resolution System) – NCSC sends address to the delivery office for resolution.  Delivery investigates address and provides a correction.  Delivery has a deadline for resolving eUARS requests.  Corrections (if known) provided by delivery update the COA that night.  

	61) 
	9/20/2010 -  Consider unique zips – do they have an 11 digit DPV assigned?



	
	Answer: Yes – the +4 may be -0001, and the DPV may be either “00” or “99”, but these are not always the case, local decision based on local need.

If no DPV, then it’s not a valid Firm Unique ZIP.

	62) 
	9/20/2010 -  How many COAs are in the database that have both old address and new address have some delivery point (11-digit)?
	Need to know the scope of the issue.  Probably issue with REC Site.  Keyers don’t see new address information.
	Kai will look into it.

	63) 
	9/20/2010 -  USPS needs to be notified by city and counties and input into AMS within a time frame.
	“USPS policy is to wait until carrier notifies AMS”  


	Check with Chuck Pruitt on GMT and how it works to get AMS information on new construction / addresses. Invite to meeting on non- DPV / non-automation eligible new address information.

	D: Understanding the difference between ACS and NCOALink data to ensure consistent application and use of data, as appropriate.

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	64) 
	9/27/2010 -  Matching logic for COA 


	Strict match for NCOALink and PARS Intercept Relaxed for Carrier Identified forwardable mail. No matching logic used for Nixie UAA.
	

	65) 
	9/27/2010 -  NCOALink code 15, 19: no new address available so PBV doesn’t count
	NCOALink will not provide new address if it does not DPV.  ACS will
	

	66) 
	9/27/2010 -  Does industry compare ACS against CASS results?  

Does industry compare ACS against NCOA results?  
	Yes & Yes
	Agenda item for meeting on 8/23/10

	67) 
	9/27/2010 -  PARS – does it always go to secondary information?  NCOALink is allowed to drop the secondary information if they can’t get a match using the secondary information.  


	Roger seems fundamentally wrong if PARS creates a label that exactly matches what’s already on the mailpiece.

Adam – sent samples to Lisa & Kai same old and new address.  FOE – could possibly be a temporary that was put in as a permanent.
	Kai needs some examples to follow-up on this issue.  Please send.

Kai will follow-up – one apartment to another apartment.

	68) 
	9/27/2010 -  Roger – can a mailpiece be forwarded from the same postnet to the same postnet?
	
	Yes.  If the postnet contains a range of apartment numbers.  

Barry says do not put in a change of address unless you’re physically moving.  If it’s a 911 conversion, do not file a change of address.  LACS still exists and 911 conversions are still occurring.

	69) 
	9/27/2010 -  The next discussion stemmed from samples that seemed to show that a new address matched the original address. 
	Jody asked if there was a way to inhibit the delivery and billing of records of this type as the record is not useable by the mailer.
	Kai provided examples in a ppt presentation that showed the actual old and new addresses in the COA were not the same.  Some showed a different secondary on the COA.

Many are a result of customers filing a COA for LACS changes (i.e. e911 conversions or renaming of streets by the county/city).  Customers are not supposed to file a COA under these instances, and the Post Office attempts to intervene, however some are obviously missed. 

	70) 
	9/27/2010 -  
	Adam Collinson had submitted a spreadsheet, Kai wanted to wait to have him present it.

Everett talked about their experiment with the coordination between ACS and NCOA results.  While they felt they had only preliminary data and had more research to do, they are investigating why they received particular error codes where they expected a match to the ACS record.  

Kai pulled up the NCOA error codes to talk about the meanings of the codes to help demonstrate Everett’s process.

Jody and Laine discussed the question of why NCOA and ACS processes do not use the same error codes.  

Stephanie will provide Kai with some examples of NCOA that were not also received via ACS.
	Kai explained that because the context is different, it may not be appropriate for the codes to match each other.  NCOA provides a more specific level of information.  

	71) 
	9/27/2010 -  Stephanie talked about an experience where the customer was updating with ACS weekly, but when they ran the list against NCOA, they found many matches older than 95 days.  Sharon shared an experience where they had been using ACS to update, then switched to NCOA and expected the ACS volume to drop significantly, but it didn’t.
	What methods does USPS use to validate that the data in NCOA is accurate?


	Only addresses that have a DPV are provided in NCOAlink.  

Strict matching rules may prevent a match if there are subtle differences in the name or address presented for update.  It must match the COA information.  

Addresses are run against a CASS-type process to standardize addresses at the time the COA is entered, and again each week while the COA is active. If information on COA is not enough to find a match, the delivery unit must submit a form to correct an address.  Delivery can also correct the name and COA type (Family/Individual) if the correct information is known.  

	72) 
	9/27/2010 -  Individual Moved out but Moved Back as Family
	Why if he’s back at the original address is there a COA?  Shouldn’t the carrier have delivered it?  It was intercepted for Michael only.  There is a legitimate move on file.  Appears to be moving back and forth.  How do you get mail to these people when they mail keeps bouncing back and forth?
	Cannot chain orders unless they are the same type.  i.e.  Family to family or individual to individual.  Again, BSN rep can investigate this at the local level.



	73) 
	9/27/2010 -  Why do I get change of address pieces back, the old and the new address are identical
	Kai – has done some research especially with the samples provided.
	If a COA record is provided, you will see that the old and new address does not match.  2ACS means that it’s First Class option so the piece is returned and an electronic correction ACS is provided also.  Also happens if a Customer filled out the COA for a LACS conversion.  Customer should not do it.  

	74) 
	9/27/2010 -  Barry noted that this piece may have only had a 5 digit on it and so it was sent for processing to update the ZIP Code.
	
	Minimal volume.  Issue closed per USPS for this work group.

	75) 
	9/27/2010 -  What kind of data checking is done on LACS COA records
	
	Done weekly.  NCSC compares old and new addresses and if they’re the same, the record is deleted.

	76) 
	9/27/2010 -  Can you be consistent when speaking about 911 and LACS?  Since now most of these changes are not done due to a 911 community service.
	
	Kai will rename her slides and documents to change 911 to LACS.

	77) 
	9/27/2010 -  
	
	Kai sited several scenarios to explain this situation where the original mailing address is the address returned.  COA Old address showed street # 186 new address 186A and the mailer had already mailed 186A.  Keyers only see the old address not the new address.

	78) 
	9/27/2010 -  
	
	Kai action item:  Find out if this statistic is available.

	79) 
	9/27/2010 -  
	
	Kai promised for 2nd time to provide the secret decoder ring to decipher yellow labels.  Both a PARS label mapping and a CFS label mapping.

	80) 
	9/27/2010 -  Multiple questions (same ones brought up last week):
	· Full Service – from time of mailing time until receive update back to Mailer.

· What is percentage of full service where provided as full service and what are provided in some other format?

· Are there statistics when a mailer requests one service and receives an entirely different service.


	Kai as started to prepare a chart but must be approved by Jim and he’s out this week on a test.

Postal has no statistics that show for example a mailing of 1,000,000 where 3,000 are undeliverable for various reasons.  We can see from the report and you get it for those that are received electronically.  The number of hardcopies returned, postal keeps no statistics on that.

	81) 
	9/27/2010 -  
	
	Postal (Kai) is working on periodicals to see some statistics on how many electronic returns and which kind of electronic corrections they are receiving.  

	82) 
	. 9/27/2010 -  
	Kai responded that the printed endorsement on the piece should match the service type code in the IMb.  

Mailer’s response to Kai’s statement software must recognize and change STIDS – very complex and every expensive.
	5-Digit ZIP presort only what are options for the 5-Digit – are the mailers putting an endorsement on there.  Mail pieces don’t qualify for Full Service.  Mailer software must be able to print different STIDs for full service qualified mail and a different STID for those who don’t and print the endorsement on the mailpiece.  Mailer must also be enrolled in OneCode ACS to get those corrections.  

	E: Evaluate fiscal impacts and usefulness to mailing industry of various ACS records, for example, Temporary-Away notices, duplicate COA notices, etc

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	83) 
	10/4/2010 -  Handling rules for Temporarily Away -how a Temp Away comes about –mechanics COA vs. Nixie
	COA: Temp move request submitted by addressee with start and end date.

NIXIE: 30 day hold which expires, but customer didn’t change address; or if mailpiece is endorsed “or current resident/occupant”
	6/21 discussion on temp away

	84) 
	10/4/2010 -  How the industry would/should use Temp Away information / what action should be taken
	expense for paying for this information by some that can’t actually use it
	6/21/10 Meeting Agenda focus on Temporarily Away COA and Nixie ACS notices

	85) 
	10/4/2010 -  
	???  mentioned the large number of Temporarily Away notices that they receive as a percentage of their COA ACS volume. The closing question was “How can we use this information?”  
	Recommendation will be submitted by MTAC 136 to provide “W” COA records at no charge.

	86) 
	10/4/2010 -  Percentage of codes that get Temp Away
	Kai is gathering ACS record stats for 2009 and YTD 2010
	

	87) 
	10/4/2010 -  Differences between classes of mail

Endorsements
	What about checks? USPS need to know if delivered to address mailed to…usually RSR
	Chart provided in MTAC 136 Meeting notes from 6/21/10.  Outlines when Temp Away notices are provided in an ACS record.

	88) 
	10/4/2010 -  First class mailers not useful unless the ending date is known.  Prefer to not receive.

Should start / end dates be included in data? Concerns around privacy: Recommendation is to revisit decision because already know house is empty…


	Currently USPS is not allowed to give end dates due to privacy.  Can the decision be revisited by privacy and security?
	Suggested Options:

A: No W notices (default)

B: Non-delivered Mail:

1. If mailpiece is forwarded by USPS: do not generate notice 

2. If mailpiece is wasted/returned; generate a notice (on mailpiece itself, but want it as an electronic notice) 

3. provided each mailing, for periodicals)


C: Alternative is to drop the charges for W but keep the notices. 

	89) 
	10/4/2010 -  Bigger question that these pieces went to the REC site.  WHY???
	What are the mailers doing on their mailpieces that are forced into remote keying?
	

	90) 
	10/4/2010 -  *HIPPA might need temporary moves (duration of move key); 
	Understand USPS requirements, and advice to not use the results
	Perhaps confine temp option based on request… mailer id, participant code, or service type id?

	91) 
	10/4/2010 -  Standard mailers: interest in using it to adjust campaigns (offers)... really only useful for someone who has a multiple mailing campaign across a limited timeframe; 
	
	

	92) 
	10/4/2010 -  Periodicals: not useful (CVS) 
	
	Periodicals receive “W” only when provided as Nixie.  Never provided to Periodicals as COA notice

	93) 
	10/4/2010 -  Periodicals receive COA notices only when scheduled, Nixie notices are received for each piece processed as Nixie.
	Frequency of COA notice is currently based on 1 of 6 Periodical Notification Option selected.  
	

	94) 
	10/4/2010 -  Hardcopy notification for ACS participating Periodicals will not be an option in the future due to changes in the CFS software… implementation date not yet known at this time.  


	Periodical Sub-group has been asked to suggest new Periodical Notification Options that will replace Option #1 (ACS at first appearance after Move Effective Date and follow-up hardcopy after 60 days from MED) and Option #3 (ACS at first appearance after MED and follow-up hardcopy 120 days after MED).  
	

	95) 
	10/4/2010 -  PERIODICALS: K - MLNA, G - BCNO  
	Having name and address is helpful, so keep that info
	Provide K & G ACS notices every time presented (provide same as if a Nixie record).

	F: Enhance the consistency and timeliness of data from all of the ACS solutions

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	96) 
	10/11/2010 -  Industry, not a huge level of confidence in the first notice.  May wait until the 2nd notice before taking action.
	
	

	97) 
	10/11/2010 -  How does the PO insure consistency?


	Part of new carrier training on how to handle UAA mail. Still only as good as the carrier on the route on that day.
	Quality Control checks in delivery units.

	98) 
	10/11/2010 -  PARS and CFS consistency, code synchronization
	
	

	99) 
	10/11/2010 -  Question:  Is the status of the CFS Units tracked?  


	Stephanie – Adam sampled Full Service on average 17 days from mailpiece mailing to mailpiece return but Stephanie has seen it in electronic corrections. 21 Days returns????  
	Barry – yes – we track on a daily basis both the on hand volumes of forwardable and return to sender mail.

	100) 
	10/11/2010 -  
	Delivery units holding onto it?  
	No – no space to store it – they dispatch it to CFS.  Regardless of the speed of the keyers – the mail must be turned in 24 hours or report it as delayed.  

	101) 
	10/11/2010 -  Quality auditing of ACS and Nixie data:
	
	USPS needs to create an evaluation process to determine accuracy of Nixie & COA data provided

	102) 
	10/11/2010 -  Timeliness of Data:


	ACS records received as much as one year later.

45 to 60 days later as much as 5% for a STD mailing

For First Class?
	

	103) 
	10/11/2010 -  Full Service notices vs. Traditional or OneCode ACS.


	What is the expected time frame.  What current average.  What’s the % that USPS is hitting that target? What is the drivers.
	

	104) 
	10/11/2010 -  What % of FS ACS records do not get posted/fulfilled?
	Tentative for future meeting.
	FS participation at the Oct 18 meeting

	105) 
	10/11/2010 -  Question -- why are temporarily away included with nixies since it is really a “move” type?


	Discussion around the codes you get as a mailer.  Kai has prepared a chart showing which codes are NCOA and NCOALink used prior to mailing.  The other codes are post mailing.  They are 2 different systems with entirely different requirements.
	“Temporarily Away” is a reason for non-delivery as are all the nixie codes.  The entire grouping is “Reason for Non-Delivery” and that includes but is not limited to COAs, MLNAs, Box Closed No Order, and nixies.

	106) 
	10/11/2010 -  Adam sharing notes from his spreadsheet
	Request to email to everyone so we can see what Adam is talking about.
	Kai sent email with Adam’s chart attached. - done

	107) 
	10/11/2010 -  B & C columns - returned
	E&G  CASS Run
	Highlighted in yellow were returns.  Issue again that the mailpiece continues with inexplicable reasons for return.  Furthermore the reasons are not consistent.  

	108) 
	10/11/2010 -  MLNA
	MLNA is a postal initiated COA.
	Mailer’s asking what does postal want them to do?  

	109) 
	10/11/2010 -  Does USPS compare ACS returns against NCOALink or NCOA?
	Kai – that is a not normal procedure.  We are only doing it this one time for this MTAC group.
	Recommendation from mailers that some kind of self check by postal on itself.

	110) 
	10/11/2010 -  Disconnect when ACS & NCOA
	Kai – they are not the same project.
	Example:  NCOA saying its MLNA and ACS calling it undeliverable.  Kai Action Item:  Check if possible to run periodically.

	111) 
	10/11/2010 -  Adam – approximately 10% of the returns are mis-matches between NCOA vs. ACS.
	Kai – the older ones, it’s understandable that with personnel changes, the ACS reason codes could change.  
	Adam – 4 box closed – came as hardcopy.  Everett has taken the returns 250,000 and ran against NCOA.  Between 15-17% you get different results. 

	112) 
	10/11/2010 -  PARs captures approximately 50% of the Undeliverable as Addressed ACS records and the other half is identified by the delivery person.
	Kai – answer the carrier sends it to PARS either as a move or nixie.  Codes A & Q, PARS actually does a look up and get a double-check on the piece.  The other undeliverables are run based solely on the code provided by the delivery person.
	Perhaps this should be expanded to Ks and “G” – Box Closed No Order.

Kai wants to check part of Adam’s report where it shows both a good forward and a MLNA on file.  Discussion surrounding when a MLNA is submitted, and there is a good COA on file, the MLNA is ignored – it does not become part of the database in PARS.

	113) 
	10/11/2010 -  Adam – is it possible for there to be instances where the carrier DOESN’T fill out a MLNA.  
	Yes – if the carrier knows they lived there 6 years ago, they would manually mark it up as MLNA.
	Kai – does it happen often?  Adam supplied several examples from his spreadsheet.  Out of these 100 examples there were 3 over 18 months, 3 others where there was a good address it should have matched to.

	114) 
	10/11/2010 -  Rolled into another issue – none of these were in NCOA.
	
	Kai emphasized that NCOA has be to an EXACT match.  Two different systems with two different algorithms.

	115) 
	10/11/2010 -  Doesn’t every return mailpiece go through PARS?
	Instructions are that they’re supposed to go through PARs – they’ll do the look-up on A & Q.  And the others will be imprinted with the reason for non-delivery.
	Kai:  postal working on more training for delivery units on how to handle undeliverable as addressed mail.

	116) 
	10/11/2010 -  
	
	Kai Action Items:  Will post her charts, Adam’s and Everett’s on MITs. DONE

	117) 
	10/11/2010 -  Stephanie – recommends that all undeliverable (including nixie) should be run through PARs.
	Adam and Everett agree with this concept.

Are there other systems or data that Postal has that it could use to validate itself?
	Action item:  Kai to determine Rough order of magnitude what that would cost.

Kai – we don’t save ANYTHING from a mailpiece that is a nixie – non-periodical.   We don’t keep the name, the address or anything else to give you.

	118) Kai
	10/11/2010 -  What would be involved with capturing the image of the nixies and returning that to the mailer?
	Discussion around isn’t it the purpose of this group to provide new and novel products and procedures?  Yes – it is.
	Kai – extremely expensive to modify the postal equipment to capture an image and or the data.  Well, the data IS the image.  

	119) 
	10/11/2010 -  Tad – in Delivery what are the checks and balances in place to ensure the quality and consistency?
	Tad unavailable.

Recommend this become next week’s topic.
	Adam – wants to go over various situations what is supposed to happen and what is really happening.   Would like to add to next week’s agenda.  Kai answered that handwritten forwards on First-class are honored.  Adam – these mail pieces are being returned.

	120) 
	10/11/2010 -  If you’re already using A & Q in PARS – they’re you’re providing the information?!?!
	Adam & Kai – both answered that it’s looking for COAs in the PARs database – not imaging the mailpiece.
	

	121) 
	10/11/2010 -  Question asked why the USPS doesn’t provide the address from the mail piece on Nixies
	
	Request was made from MTAC 121 and denied

	122) 
	10/11/2010 -  Chart – Bar Chart
	Is there any way to note the timing from the data creation to delivery??  Is there a way to determine if there is a way to track if the mailer is getting back what they requested?  ACS record available today – mail tomorrow – when does the mailer get that event?
	Kai is working on a timeline – chain of events for mail pieces.  Must run by Jim.  There are some time spans – not single days in many cases.

	10/17/2010 - Timeliness and Consistency of ACS Data

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	123) 
	10/17/2010 – Kai posts the timelines she created across mail classes  Starts with Day 0 – see Kai’s slide
	Discussion why there is a lag on intercept.  Issue is that that intercept may not happen until it hits the Delivery Unit Bar Code Sorters.  In addition – it is only counted as “completed” in processing once it has been labeled.  So the image may be one day with a video lift.  Lift processed the next day and then possibly the mail is labeled the next day.  Further discussion about how long the carrier could have before it is identified as undeliverable.  In addition – could be a 10 day hold awaiting a customer move.
	

	124) 
	10/17/2010 – Kai presents slide on Standard Mail – discussing the 10 day standard
	But everything else about identification follows the same situations that 1st Class does.
	

	125) 
	10/17/2010 – Kai presents slide on Periodicals
	No machine interception available at this time.  Same issues with unavoidable delays as other classes,

Once the record is transmitted and received at NCSC they have 24 hours to process 
	

	126) 
	10/17/2010 – Full Service provided a flow chart 
	After 11:30 pm CST – all records between 0-34 days are attempted to be matched with the eDoc.  EDoc records are kept for 45 days.  Consensus is that 45 days is not sufficient to match the records.  
	Recommend that this be extended t0 at least 60 days.

	127) 
	
	MMA requested to share data on how many ACS records are after 45 days.  MMA study was done in 2006.  
	

	128) 
	
	Mail Day 1 eDoc submitted 3 days later?  Adam – tries each day for 45 to find the match.
	

	129) 
	10/17/2010 – Are there capture those statistics on how many are capture and how many match and are fulfilled?
	Stats exist but now with Adam. 
	Adam please to provide for next meeting.

	130) 
	10/17/2010 – Perfection from mailers is that traditional/OneCode ACS is faster than Full Service ACS.  Is that true?
	Does USPS have any statistics from eDoc to time of fulfillment to mailer.
	“They” will look into it for next meeting.

	131) 
	10/17/2010 – Is all of this dependent on a readable IMB?
	Yes.
	

	132) 
	10/17/2010 – Work group  hears for MTAC mailers that they mailed picture perfect mailpiece but don’t receive Full Service ACS.
	What quality control methods are in place?  Kai spoke to PARS – can’t generalize on the situation because could be many many different situations which would cause.  
	

	133) 
	10/17/2010 – Previous conversations about PARS captures approximately 50% of COA undeliverables.


	Balance identified by Carrier.
	

	134) 
	10/17/2010 – Nixies are 100% identified by carrier?
	Yes.
	

	135) 
	10/17/2010 – Does CFS key all information or scan it?
	They have scanners. But they may have to key some information.
	

	136) 
	10/17/2010 – Kai shows the FFT 
	
	

	137) 
	10/17/2010 – Are there some rules about where the person running the FFT position the label?
	Clerks try to keep it near the label and straight.  Most of these pieces are flats so skew has no bearing.
	Kai will post picture of the FFT on MITS.

	138) 
	10/17/2010 – Bonnie commented on the doubles pushes the timeline out.
	Kai clarified that the new equipment added to the DBCS and labeler for PARS has virtually eliminated doubles.
	

	139) 
	10/17/2010 – Bonnie also commented on the people like herself who get customer mail for the previous tenant and sit on it.
	
	

	140) 
	10/17/2010 – Is there a standard for returned mail?
	No – only the delivery person has the rule for 10 days before submitted the Moved, Left No Address or Box Closed No Order.
	Kai currently does not have statistics on return to sender mail.  Kai will speak with the Quality Control people on the time range for return to sender mail.

	141) 
	10/17/2010 – PostalOne seems to go down frequently.
	It plays such a pivotal point in the timeliness of Full Service responses.  Adam – does the process continue even when updates are being made?  
	

	142) 
	10/17/2010 – When does the 45 day counting start?  
	Adam – it starts the minute either when the eDoc is filed and/or when the mail is processed.
	

	143) 
	10/17/2010 – Kai – aren’t the records posted to Postal One multiple times during the day.
	No - Records posted to Postal One only one time per day.  Refunds available?  Clock starts when the record is actually posted and available to the mailer (customer).
	That closes that issue.

	144) 
	10/17/2010 – Is there a specific time when the Full Service records are posted to Postal One?
	Unknown at this time.
	Adam will check into the time and provide for the next meeting.

	10/25/2010 - Continue Consistency & Timeliness Discussion – Agenda Topic

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	145) 
	10/25/2010 - 
	
	Kai is in the process of posting the timelines she presented last week into MITS for everyone to see.  Has added the missing portion of NCSC ACS record processing to the charts.

	146) 
	10/25/2010 – Reviewed what was discussed last week about the timeliness of ACS records.  Mailers were requested through their data and provide examples where the ACS records.
	Delissa & Adam have a few examples.  Delissa only has nixies.

Adam reiterated the issue and the impact.  Full Service eDoc and notifications must be completed within 45 days.  Anything over 45 is lost – nixies seem to have a large number of nixies past that 45 day limit.

2.8-3.0 % appear to be coming after the 45 days.

Delissa – just over 4%. 

Give us another week to pull the examples together.
	Bottom line is that 3-4% of nixies are over 45 days.  This data comes from PARS/CFS because it no longer exists in Full Service.

Inspection Service needs to be added into the loop here because it could be construed as non-compliance.

	147) 
	10/25/2010 – Mailer – can we expect some kind of feedback on these issues raised today?
	Discussion around the issue of discount compliance.
	Kai stated that you only get into trouble when you’re over the 70% - right?  

Mailers – while it may be small – we don’t want to fail and only then find out that it was due to the non-receipt of a timely correction from USPS.

	148) 
	10/25/2010 – Other risks?
	Waste of mailpiece not reaching intended target.
	Primary risks are:  Compliance failure and cost of mailpiece creation and perhaps customer loss.

	149) 
	10/25/2010 – Question – Adam didn’t you previously show the percentage of mail past the 45 day?
	Adam:  2 years ago – we made a presentation to the mailing industry (Postcom).  Have provided some updated information to Full Service.
	Adam – conclusion – Postal hasn’t changed its operations has it?  No.  What could/would change that would change that situation.  

Kai – we can track the OneCode.

	150) 
	10/25/2010 – Kai – did we ever resolve why the eDoc is delayed after the mailing?  Do you always submit the eDoc with the mail?
	Everett – believe it is at the same time or within 24 hours otherwise there are postage cost issues.
	

	151) 
	10/25/2010 – Where do we go from here?
	Issue Statement:  Accessing ACS …….. and the group is supposed to be ending with a recommendation.
	

	152) 
	10/25/2010 – Question – what kinds of time can we expect from the post office?
	
	Kai – the timelines I presented last week shows the range of processing times.  (Recap of timelines.)

	153) 
	10/25/2010 – Looking at these timelines, do you have any particular problems relating to the timelines?
	No Answers.  
	Kai – It appears to have a hit a wall on the timelessness issue.  We have also covered the reasons for non-delivery in detail.

	154) 
	10/25/2010 – Side note.
	Adam Racine provided Full Service timeline.
	Kai posted to screen and will put in MITs the Full Service timeline from Adam.

	155) 
	10/25/2010 – Adam continuing to work on collecting data on timelines.


	Adam reviews the slides he provided last week.
	There was a question last week about how often this information is sent to NCSC.  Adam checked into it and it occurs at 9:30 pm EST – one time daily.

	156) 
	10/25/2010 – continue this topic next week.
	
	Kai - notes from last week’s meeting and today’s meeting will be posted on MITs by COB tomorrow (Tuesday 10/25/2010)

	11/1/2010 – Timeliness & Consistency of ACS Data Discussion Continued

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	157) 
	11/1/2010 - Pre-question – did we ever get the ACS counts by class?
	Discussion about format – Didn’t catch that but Kai outlined what she had planned and Stephanie (?) asked for another format too.  Kai knows the particulars.
	Kai – NCSC – manager wants stats for year.  Kai will get stats for both FY 2009 and FY 2010 within 2 weeks and prepare them by class.

	158) 
	11/1/2010 - Kai – Full Service was supposed to provide some statistics today but no one is on-line from Full Service so defer to next week.
	
	They’re not on today so will ask they provide that next Monday.

	159) 
	11/1/2010 - Sunset of group is coming up shortly.
	Leadership committee met this past week and came up with the group’s recommendations.  Stephanie wrote up the group’s results.
	November 18 – 2 days after MTAC meeting in DC on the 16th.

Stephanie’s document will be placed on MITs and up on screen for meeting.

	160) 
	11/1/2010 - One open question – when we talk about duplicates are we talking about duplicates on the SAME mailpiece or identical results from multiple mailings.
	Both.  But primary problem is with the different results like a COA and a Nixie on the same day on the same mailpiece.

Example:  Customer John Smith, get correction for John Smith and also receive one for Dominic Smith who is not their customer.
	This all goes to the bigger issue that the postal service does not appear to have a method ensuring data integrity.  

Kai – this is usually caused by human error.

Problem is to do any quality control after the fact – we no longer have the mailpiece to look at and compare to the electronic notice.



	161) 
	11/1/2010 - Discussion about “creating” a new business to track down dead beat dads.  This was used as an example.
	Discussions around how accurate the data must be before you start garnishing someone’s wages.


	Federal law prohibits the postal service from having, using or maintaining a mailing list.

	162) 
	11/1/2010 - Data Quality – no checks in place.
	Discussion – even within a delivery point barcode strange things can happen.

What are we going to compare any of this information to?

It’s not the mailer’s role to define – it’s up to the Postal Service to create a data integrity program.

Solution might be a billion dollars and “x” percent has to be acceptable because it’s just too costly to develop a 100% accurate ACS and manual process.
	Develop a data quality process to validate the information provided through ACS to ensure the accuracy of the records including:

1. Class of Mail

2. COA Information

3. Nixie vs. COA

4. Nixie vs. UAA returns



	163) 
	11/1/2010 - Training and USPS manuals should be updated to ensure everyone knows the current correct procedures.
	
	Kai – that is this office’s responsibility and I (Kai) am working on that as we “speak”.

	164) 
	11/1/2010 - Data statistics
	
	Any and all information mailers can provide about electronic versus manual corrections and by class would be extremely helpful.

	165) 
	11/1/2010 - Recommendation:  Hold the Postal Service accountable for the manuals.
	We (mailers) hear all of this information about training, working on it, etc. Etc. etc. 
	Accountability needs to be put into that manual process.

	166) 
	11/1/2010 - Does the postal service charge for manuals?
	Yes – but that payment occurs at the local office.  
	For the USPS and Industry to partner to identify quality issues and develop systemic solutions to reduce costs and improve mail deliverability.

	167) 
	11/1/2010 - Need to define “duplicates”.
	Duplicates vs. Multiples

Exact duplicates are rare.  Mostly “multiples”.

Multiple ACS records provided for the …….
	Kai – defined duplicates vs. multiples – Kai you’ll have to fill this in – the dogs saw a squirrel and I missed this whole discussion.

	168) 
	
	
	Recommendation that we list all of our recommendations and then decide which 5 we want to push forward.

	169) 
	11/1/2010 - Issue about getting back different class corrections when you only mail 2C.
	Use separate STID for the same action but different class of mail.
	Note:  Does this not speak to the dynamic STID that Lisa receiving funding approval for?

	170) 
	11/1/2010 - Inconsistent ACS data.  2 mailers (of those on the work group) disregard the first nixie they receive because they don’t believe they are correct.
	How do they know that they have “thrown away” the first nixie when the 2nd nixie comes through matching the first one? 
	So if they match, you take action.  What happens when they don’t match?  Do you wait for the 3rd to be the tie breaker?

	171) 
	11/1/2010 - Timeliness issue still valid?
	When someone from full service gets on the line – they are supposed to have some data on that.
	

	172) 
	11/1/2010 - Kai – just instituted mover’s on-line termination of their COA data on-line.
	How is that secure?
	There are checks in place that only the original filer has to make this change.

	173) 
	11/1/2010 - Is there any way when a customer moves temporarily but they file a permanent change and then they change it back?  Could this part of the problem?
	Kai – not sure how we can do that because it is up to the customer to designate whether the move is temporary or permanent.
	

	174) 
	11/1/2010 - We’ve talked about this before we (postal service) still need to know which mailers can or cannot use the information.  For example, hospitals – medical records, can’t be changed without customer direct approval and not just from a correction from USPS.
	A few mailers on the work group responded that they will try to get this data.
	

	175) 
	11/1/2010 - Another issue – need to define what happens when you get one nixie and then nothing.  That appears to happen to about 50% of the nixies received by mailers.
	Is this due to perhaps the T6 sending it in but the regular carrier knows that it is still good even though there are some errors in the name/address?
	

	176) 
	11/1/2010 - Lisa – PARS actually intercepts between 65-70% of the nixies that are COA related -- MLNA & BCNO
	Mailer Question – did this result in a big increase in the number of MLNAs and BCNOs?
	Not more, just a larger percentage are intercepted before getting to the carrier

	177) 
	11/1/2010 - Question:  Have we covered our mandates?  Are we ready to leave this topic?
	Some answers yes some people saying that giving more time may not make any more changes – we’d be reiterating what we’ve already recommended.

Would like more time to make more specific recommendations.
	Kai – in the time remaining we focus on our recommendations.

	178) 
	11/1/2010 - Lisa – RIBBS MTAC has very specific, standardized format for your recommendations.
	
	Kai – yes we could do that as we move forward.  Well – forward in this next week.

	179) 
	11/1/2010 - One of the recommendations was to achieve more consistency between CFS and PARS.
	Stephanie – just wanted to make sure all the mailers need to know about this change because it might affect their programming.
	Note:  there are three non-delivery codes will be consolidated into Q (see chart).

	180) 
	11/1/2010 - Kai – question for the group – recommendation #4.  What happens if you get the follow-up DPV?  And then you don’t keep that information in the record when you prepare a new mailing.  Some mailers when they run their address list against CASS – come back with again a non-DPV’d address?
	Homework for everyone.  
	Kai will post the question when she sends out today’s notes.

	MTAC Group 136 Recommendations

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	181) 
	11/8/2010 - Adam shared the dates of his fulfillment on ACS
	Discussion around the anomalies he received.  Some were after the mail date.  Brand new MLNA then some days later;
	

	182) 
	11/8/2010 - 
	60 days is the forward on hardcopy was the time limit on electronic.
	

	183) 
	11/8/2010 -
	Delay might be that customer moves and does not file a change of address some weeks later the new residents give the mail back to the carrier.  Then the 10 day hold begins.


	

	184) 
	11/8/2010 - Kai shared her pie chart (which she had promised not to use) with data and volumes by date range.  MLNA and BCNO are included in the COA volumes.
	Why did you include the MLNA and BCNO?  Because Postal considers those a COA record.  Mailers – usually can’t use it because it’s not the mailing address they put on the mailpiece.  It has only the record of the old address that the delivery person says the old address is.
	

	185) 
	11/8/2010 - Perhaps in the future you could pull out the MLNA & COA?
	Perhaps that could be separated out.
	

	186) 
	11/8/2010 - Are these only permanent records?
	Yes – Kai did not include the temps (W).
	

	187) 
	11/8/2010 - Perhaps in the future you could pull out the MLNA & COA?
	Perhaps that could be separated out.
	

	188) 
	11/8/2010 - Are these only permanent records?
	Yes – Kai did not include the temps (W).
	

	189) 
	11/8/2010 - Kai will look into the possibility of requesting the data separated and provide at the next meeting.
	
	

	190) 
	11/8/2010 - Adam’s presentation (See above) will be converted to a document and posted on MITS
	
	

	191) 
	11/8/2010 - Stephanie pulls up group’s recommendations.
	Stephanie read through the recommendations.  Discussion around the charges and fulfillment for “W” – temporarily away because they can take no action.  Asking that they not be provided and not be charged and make it the same across all classes.
	

	192) 
	11/8/2010 - Nixie Codes
	Discussion concerning that all mailers need to know this change not have the chart just change in the tables but be specifically pointed out so mailers who have programs recognizing the deleted code.
	

	193) 
	11/8/2010 - Final DPV address correction
	When the postal service provided an address that isn’t DPV’d – when the address becomes DPV’d – send a follow-up.  Kai would like further discussion on how this ‘corrected” information could be indentified and how would it be done.  Needs a separate discussion with industry on that one.  No fee?  Kai – not saying that.  One mailer, I wouldn’t want to pay for it.  I’d just wait a couple of months for it to be included in CASS.
	

	194) 
	11/8/2010 - Does Postal get updates to these records?
	Yes – if the customer gave their address as 123 Main and it needs a directional – that comes in later with the directional and the COA is modified in the database.  Heated discussion about if you don’t make the change on the first go around because it cannot be DPVd – then they’ll probably get a DPVd COA on that next mailing.  But the mailer who makes the change, how could you tell them there is a more accurate address?  How do we get that DPVd address?


	

	195) 
	11/8/2010 -
	Point:  In the example above the new address not wrong – it’s just incomplete.
	

	196) 
	11/8/2010 -
	Discussion about NCOALink and ACS and PARS – Postal seems to not treat the move addresses the same in all products.
	

	197) 
	11/8/2010 - Back to “W” code – mailers would like the option to not receive them and not be charged.
	Something in Option 1&2 have it Option 3 needs to be changed.
	

	198) 
	11/8/2010 - What happens to the recommendations?
	Worried that all this work and the recommendations and then they fall into the black hole of postal “Found in Supposedly Empty Equipment”.
	

	199) 
	11/8/2010 - Moving on to Postal Quality Control Issues – Kai sharing notes.
	
	

	200) 
	11/8/2010 - What to do with conflicting data on the same COA?
	When need to make a list where the nixie codes are similar enough in nature they can be treated the same. 
	

	201) 
	11/8/2010 - Not the issue – it’s when the information from the carrier knowledge.  Names are a not a match on the mailpiece or match to the mailer’s record because of the carrier has corrected something on the mailpiece.
	Recommendation:  include the information whether it is a PARs intercept or a carrier identified.
	

	202) 
	11/8/2010 - Issue about mailers who only mail First-class but receive 2nd and 3rd class corrections.
	Is that because the indicia are being misread?  Yes. Both PARS & CFS anything depend and go to the printed information on the mailpiece not the IMB.
	

	203) 
	11/8/2010 - Kai questions 7D from the recommendations?  What was the issue?
	Full Service issue that the corrections are not coming back through the Full Service.
	

	204) 
	11/8/2010 - Clarification if the address correction is not printed on the mailpiece and the IMB is incorrect.
	First-Class mailpiece will forward or return.
	Recommendation even if you use Full Service, it is always a good idea to print the endorsement to ensure if the barcode cannot be read, you get the action from the post office that you want.

	205) 
	11/8/2010 - Kai – 7E might be tied to conflicting data discussed.
	Further issue is that one time nixie comes back and next time comes back a different nixie than the first and then next one doesn’t come back at all.
	

	206) 
	11/8/2010 - Recommendation that Postal run the ACS records against NCOALink.
	An in house Quality Control issue.  Perhaps wait several weeks to ensure.  Recommendation grows out of mailpiece returning nixie and NCOALink is making a match to a move.  Also the address coming back if compared to NCOALink match do are not the same.
	Recommendation that if the Postal service does this match NCOA and ACS file.  Then hold those records until the differences are resolved.  Issue then how long to hold and resolve?  Especially since CFS is supposed to have the latest and greatest.

	207) 
	11/8/2010 -
	
	Lisa – NCOA and ACS will never match.  NCOALink has much tighter match logic.  Postal has greater confidence in the information from ACS. 

	208) 
	11/8/2010 -
	
	Stephanie extended discussion……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

	209) 
	11/8/2010 - Lisa again every PARS software improves the intercept rate for PARS.
	
	

	210) 
	11/8/2010 - Kai – Adam recommendation that full service out to 45 days.
	eDoc needs it’s uniqueness for at least 45 days.  Mailers have been telling other mailers to maintain the uniqueness up to a year.
	Full Service would also have to maintain those extended eDoc   Kai has discussed this issue with Adam (Full Service).  Would they still respond?  Yes.

	211) 
	11/8/2010 -
	
	Kai will send out a message in #4 – how the industry would use that data and also about the conflicts.  

	212) 
	11/8/2010 -
	
	Kai – we will be having our meeting next Tuesday morning at the real MTAC meeting in DC.

	213) 
	
	
	

	G: Other discussions not related to MTAC 136 Issues Statement

	214) 
	Reason why K&G request was denied.
	K & G are provided as UAA information via COA to provide a more efficient way to notify mailers than by catching each piece of mail and treating as a “Nixie”.  

Mail is UAA at that address because addressee moved.  

K & G will be included in Move Update tests – effective 1 yr from publication date of Federal Register 
	Industry request was considered and the USPS is providing a 1 year delay from the publication date so the mailers are given time to prepare.

Publication date not yet known.  



	215) 
	Errors sometimes occur at the REC, what causes these pieces to go the REC site???
	What are the mailers doing on their mailpieces that are forced into remote keying?
	

	216) 
	5-Digit ZIP Presort
	What happens to the non-qualifying Full Service mailpieces? 

If you don’t have an 11-digit on the mail – it’s not full service qualified.  Mailer software needs to change to basic service code so you get an OneCode ACS record.  You must also have an OneCode account.  Mailer feedback that these types of programming change is very expensive.
	At some point in the future, full service will provide the “F” (Not FS Compliant) and “N” (Unassociated to eDoc) ACS records but no dates set for that service.

	217) 
	
	
	CFS units may require that the delivery use header cards or a buck slip (Form P-13) – basically a half size sheet of paper marked with the reason for non-delivery.

Note:  Include a picture of a FFT for next week’s meeting.

	218) 
	Continue Discussion of our Recommendations

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	219) 
	11/15/2010 – “Light” Nixie Code
	Conflicting COA vs. COA or COA vs. Nixie or Nixie vs. Nixie.  This is based on the discussion where mailers said they ignore the first nixie code and wait to see what comes on the next mailing.  “Q” Nixie code default or catchall.  Discussion about the fact that there are different human beings (delivery personnel) on different day’s mailers may receive different reason codes for return.


	Kai working on revising the POM (Postal Operations Manual) with emphasis on sorting and delivering based on the address not the name. 

Tad Gallo – confirmed that the carriers receive their mail sorted by address and when they manually sort in the office, they sort by address.  If the address is good, they deliver it.  If it is then returned from the customer you get the nixie code for “Attempted Not Known”.

This isn’t new – it’s just getting back to basics.



	220) 
	11/15/2010 - Mailer – we had a joint audit in 1993 the delivery unit some years ago but at that time there was no audit being done on the throwback case.  Is there a quality check on the throwback case?

Further conjecture about what the carriers are thinking and sorting into the throwback case.
	 Yes – both the clerks preparing it for PARS.


	Redefine management’s role in quality control checks of the throwback case mail.  Perhaps a flow chart decision process on how to handle this undeliverable mail.

	221) 
	11/15/2010 – Name on the COA doesn’t match the name on the mailpiece.
	Yes – we had an instance where a COA – one person moved out.  One person remained at the address.  The mailpiece was addressed to both but it was sent back.

Postal – rule is if there is a person at the address on the mailpiece whose name is listed on the mailpiece, we deliver it.  That’s in the DMM.

When you have two names on the mail piece and there are two separate COAs for each.  The rule is to provide the correction and/or the forwarding to the first name listed on the mail piece.
	

	222) 
	11/15/2010 – 10 Day Hold
	When the carrier realizes that the mail is building up and no one is picking it up, from that point the carrier starts the 10 day hold.  If the carrier sees some activity at the address, the carrier will leave a notice that the mail is being held.  If they get no response, then when the 10 days are up, the delivery person completes a Moved, Left No Address.

Many situations can cause differences in how it’s delivered.  The Move Validation Letter (MVL) and Customer Notification Letter (CNL) go to the new address where it can’t be delivered because the house isn’t finished and the family hasn’t moved in.  Again, that can trigger a 10 day hold.

Tad Gallo requested that a copy of the 1993 Audit be sent to him to review their results.
	Appears that rules don’t need to be changed but just re-emphasizing everyone’s responsibility.  Kai’s rewrite of POM is a piece of that action.

	223) 
	11/15/2010 – Identify Mail Class
	The class mail is based on the postage on the mailpiece.
	No change required.

	224) 
	11/15/2010 – Provide notifications Based on Service Type Code / Profile
	Occasionally PARS misreads the mail class.  But if you have a Service Code in the IMb.  Then you’re going to get the service type code based on the class we identified.  The biggest issue is the difference in fees.  
	We know this is an issue at times.  We are considering someway but it’s low on the priority class.

We know the refund process is time consuming.  We’re thinking of something at the delivery unit where the mailpiece is sent.

	225) 
	11/15/2010 – Question about Full Service – you get the ACS you get the information from the eDoc and the 95 day clocks starts.  Does the 95 day clock that same date does it apply across all classes?
	Kai – no I think that it is class specific.  
	No definitely this is class specific.

	226) 
	11/15/2010 – Provide consistent nixie code notifications.
	Again, perhaps a decision tree to ensure there is consistency with unified training for all delivery personnel.
	Kai – action – rewriting of POM working with Tad to ensure that information gets sent to all delivery personnel (he’ll have to coordinate with his counterpart who deals with clerks).  Do the M-39 and M-41 need to be revised?

	227) 
	11/15/2010 – Provide DPV Addresses
	How can the industry use an updated address?  If you get a non-DPVd address, you put that in your database.  Then postal corrects the new address that IS DPVd – how will you match it to your file if you don’t have that original address.

Some mailers strip out those name and address that are non DPVd and keep running it against NCOA until it can be DPVd.

Perhaps you could get the customers to use a better quality address for their new address. 

The customers who fill out a hardcopy – what do you do?  They are scanned into the system.  
	Postal Service is pushing customers to enter their COA on-line.  That is a big push and we had the greatest increase this past year.

When we can’t find the DPV – we send notice to the new address delivery unit (process called eUARS – Unresolved Address Resolution System).  The large majority of these are corrected and sent back to CFS for entry.

Postal does write to the customer and say we have a move to the address (CNL – Customer Notification Letter).

Future enhancements for the POS keyboard so it’s a full keyboard so customers could enter it there in the lobby.

	228) 
	11/15/2010 – When Postal knows that the address is defective, why do we have to pay for something you know is defective?

Goes toward the agenda item “provide DPV addresses”.
	We shouldn’t be paying for defective information.  That’s the only address we have for them and in the meantime while we’re trying to correct the address to a DPVd address, we have to forward the mail. 

Or perhaps a discounted or free fee for non-DPVd address?

Could the change be completed by the clerk?

Discussion about the postal in-house rules about what we can change from the customer’s COA.  We can change one item but if there are two or more changes needed, we won’t make them without confirmation usually through eUARS.

We have the effective date and the date it was entered.  If the effective date is in the future, we wait until that date to begin forwarding.  If the date is in the past, we make the move effective date the day it is entered to the database.

The 95 days for fees that date comes from MERLIN.

Seems superfluous to put a COA with a date in the past.  Should either be today’s date or a future date.  This would require no change on the industry’s part.

Would postal then forward from the date entered?


	Postal is doing a lot to get that address DPVd.  And according to the percentages, we’re doing a good job.

When the customer completes their COA on-line – can they enter on a non DPVd address.  They have to override 3 times to force a non-DPVd address into the on-line form.

This was looked into several years ago but the clerks at the counter don’t have to be keyboard literate.  Not part of their job requirement.  Plus this would be extremely time consuming adding to the time customer’s stand in line at the postal facility.

Recommendation:  Post Office provide both the effective date or the date that postal received it and entered date.  This is already in the MTAC 133 but where is the Postal Service in that 2 year time-line.

Revised recommendation use today’s date if the move effective date is in the past.  Otherwise if the move effective date is today or any date in the future, the move effective date indicated on the COA will be used.

Kai – will check into it but here note from Bonnie – The current processing used currently is a change from historical manual entry.  If the customer identified as the move effective date was in the past we used the current date as the effective date.  CFSII software would not allow a COA to be entered more than 2 weeks in the past.

Kai – will speak with Ed Long about the issue.

	229) 
	11/15/2010 - 
	Back to the non-DPVd address.
	Recommendation that postal look into possibility of a new code when the new address cannot be DPVd and NCOA codes provide them as part of the record returned to the mailer.

	230) 
	11/15/2010 - 
	Industry recommend all non-“Y” codes should be free.
	

	231) 
	11/15/2010 - 
	Next meeting will be next Monday even though it’s Thanksgiving week.
	

	11/22/2010 Meeting                      

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	232) 
	11/22/2010 – MTAC Comments
	Will upload the PowerPoint presentation that was presented at MTAC.  Also met with the periodicals group while at MTAC.
	Conclusions based on discussion with periodicals are included in the group’s recommendations.

	233) 
	11/22/2010 – Discussion where did we leave off at last meeting?
	Multiple notices.  Multiple different nixies codes for the same customer.
	Recommendation:  That USPS management of Quality Control of the Throwback Case and Box Closed No Order and Moved, Left No Address.  Kai previously had mentioned that she is in the instructions in the Postal Operations Manual.  Kai will send to Delivery Group for their comments.  

	234) 
	11/22/2010 -  Question – is the Postal Operations Manual something that can be shared with industry
	Todd was going to check into it but Kai’s concern is that at this point it is so out of date that it won’t be shared.
	Must have concurrence from Delivery about the changes she has made to the POM before decision can be made about sharing with industry.

	235) 
	11/22/2010 - Kai – Is this topic complete?  Have we covered everything under Enhancement the Consistency and Timeliness of data from all ACS Sources? 
	(No one speaks up).  Kai & Adam have been discussing an enhancement but it is not specific to ACS.  More discussion needed but not part of Workgroup 136.
	

	236) 
	11/22/2010 – Moving on to the Periodicals recommendations.
	See slide from uploaded MTAC PowerPoint presentation.  There are actually 6 options for periodicals.  In the past there was always the option for hardcopy notifications.  That option is being discontinued.  Option 1 is the Whittington.

Option 1 is the situation where you will receive 2 notices on the same piece.

To clarify – hardcopy is still available but then you’re not part of ACS.  You just can’t request hardcopy through ACS.

Option 3 means that we will never go beyond the 60 days.

Another thing we discussed was treating the MLNA and BCNO not as a “move” but as a nixie.  See slide in MTAC presentation.

Many mailers do not suspend delivery on only one notice but if they get a notice for each and every piece generates (nixie), then they industry is more comfortable suspending mail to that customer.

Someone else recommended that it be an option not to receive it.  Kai did not include it because she wasn’t really sure what the suggestion was.  Think it was Laine who suggested receiving or not receiving temporarily away.


	Kai will follow-up with Laine and see what she was suggesting.



	237) 
	11/22/2010 – Next slide in MTAC presentation about PARS do a Q and an A look-up?
	There has been some discussion with CFS because as it stands now only PARS can accomplish this but CFS cannot.
	Kai will continue her discussions with Barry.  This will come up again when the recommendations get into RITS.

	238) 
	11/22/2010 - Want to discuss the non-delivery point records.
	If the COA is updated after you have received your ACS notice but how we could provide this information.  Kai has discussed this with Jim – the NCSC manager.  Problem is every mailer seems to have their own method for handling the ACS.  Some mailers react to the first ACS.  Others respond to the 2nd.  

Industry comment has a mailer that once they receive the ACS record they turn around and send a First-class mailpiece to the old address.  And they don’t get it back.  Kai asks how do you know it was delivered to the old address?  How do you know it wasn’t forwarded to the new address?  
	Industry – need to track it.  If there is no endorsement it could be forwarded.  

	239) 
	11/22/2010 – Kai the question is – when you receive an ACS record where the new address is a non-DPVd – what do you do?
	One mailer turns it over to their business service tech to find it.

Another mailer tries to “fix” the record.

Another mailer goes ahead and mails and if they get a nixie – they’re stuck.

Kai discusses eUARS (background noise so missing some of Kai’s comments.)  eUARS where we send the new address to the delivery unit for correction.  AEC2 process discussion.  We could consider using something like the AEC2 process to get the information.

That would mean that everyone would have to subscribe to AEC2.  But that will cost us.

Kai – well, we’re doing additional work so we’re mandated through SOX (Bonnie added SOX comment because with the massive budget cuts that will be necessary in the next years) to cover our operating costs.

Late arriver (Jody) asks where are we in the presentation because there are no page numbers.


	We have the recommendation but how to get the information to you that all mailers can live with?

Kai will continue discussion with her boss on this.

Kai will add page numbers.

	240) 
	11/22/2010 -  Discussion about the DPV Codes - 
	Industry – some mailers use Y or blank.  Not sure what the “M” stands for – maybe Missing?  (Joke)
	Kai will follow-up with Ed Long concerning the DPV codes and what they include.

	241) 
	11/22/2010
	
	Kai will clean-up the presentation; add slide numbers and a bullet about the AEC2 possibility.

	242) 
	11/22/2010 -  ANEE White Paper Slide
	Jody – both the industry and postal take action to make this come true.

Pub 8 under revision and these suggestions for these codes seems to cover all mail classes so just trying to find a way to insert this into the Pub 8.
	Kai will speak with the people who wrote the AMEE white paper.

Kai will follow-up.  Bonnie will include in Pub 8 as directed by Kai.

	243) 
	11/22/2010 - Anything else?
	Remember to take your turkey out today to thaw out?
	Everyone have a great Thanksgiving.

	11/29/2010 Meeting – Quick Review of MTAC and Recommendations

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	244) 
	11/29/2010-  Kai – fixed the PowerPoint presentation and will post to MITS after teleconference
	
	

	245) 
	11/29/2010- What is left for this work group to do?
	
	Kai (postal) will create a table

	246) 
	11/29/2010- Appears only 2 goals left – consistency between NCOA and ACS notifications.
	NCOALink often finds different matches or different information than the ACS record shows.  Kai – there is the only one COA database whether it be NCOALink or ACS.  How each product uses this database may differ.  Postal is in the process of creating a new COA database.
	Postal is in the process of creating a new COA database.  PAD – Pars Address Database.  This should eliminate some of the inconsistencies.

	247) 
	11/29/2010- When will this be done?
	What gives Postal any confidence that this will be any better the current database?
	PARS sites are right now in the process of converting to PAD.  Again, we think this will eliminate inconsistencies.  Postal will particularly monitor the issues the group has brought up in their discussions.

	248) 
	11/29/2010-  We had a previous recommendation that all MLNA and BCNOs go back through PARs
	Isn’t it already one of our recommendations?  All of the ACS records should be rerun through PAD before customer fulfillment.  There are additional issues that need to be address like is the mailpiece addressed exactly the same as the postal person submitted it?  How to handle hyphenated names?  Could we add a code that there is a close match but we aren’t quite there yet?
	USPS will verify that there is no subsequent COA filed when MLNA and BCNOs.

	249) 
	11/29/2010- What about when we get an NCOALink match but no ACS match?
	Stephanie provided some examples.  Postal does not know exactly what is happening.  Perhaps the record was deleted from the file between the NCOALink run and the ACS record wasn’t created.  Perhaps the keyline or participant code had an error that won’t allow ACS records to be generated.
	Table this item until Angela returns.  She is the programmer for this issue.

	250) 
	11/29/2010- Back to hyphenated names?
	When postal enters a hyphenated name, they go through creating records in many different records to aid matching.  This may be a vendor issue if their software doesn’t match.  Vendor makes the decision of name parsing.  NCOALink is working on issues like John and Mary Smith.  Not necessarily working on John Smith and Mary Doe-Smith.
	Postal – evaluate the risk of making the match or not making the match.  Kai to speak with the NCOALink people to see how they handle it now.

	251) 
	11/29/2010- Increasing the match rate in PARS.
	This goes back to when Lisa stepped in and gave the updated the information that PARS is capturing 65 – 70 percent of the undeliverable mail before it is sent to the carrier.
	Plan – always part of the process. PARS whole goal is to steadily increase the percentage of interception.  Of course, this does not cover flats.  That is in the future.

	252) 
	11/29/2010- Has our sunset date been accepted?
	
	Yes – we are approved through the end of January 2011.  That’s in line with the February MTAC meeting.

	253) 
	11/29/2010- While we want to wrap up, we have 193 items discussed so far.  Could everyone review the notes and see if we have missed something?
	Especially a good idea for the industry representatives to review.
	Agreed.  Everyone to review the notes and maybe we have covered everything and have recommendations to cover those discussion.

	254) 
	11/29/2010- Again, are we about ready to close this group out?
	Adam – couldn’t hear.  Allen – OK, Craig – OK, Barry – OK, Stephanie – No.  OK – so skip next week’s meeting, everyone review the notes on MITs.
	2 weeks have meeting and speak now or forever hold your peace.

	255) 
	11/29/2010- Suggestion that the submitted recommendations be prioritized and given a timeline.
	
	That is already part of the MTAC process.  When we submit our recommendations, they response will be whether they are approved or disapproved.  If approved, then we go on from there.

	256) 
	
	
	Next meeting December 13th.

	December 13 2010 Meeting – Final review and wrap-up of Recommendations

	Item#
	Comments / Concerns
	Discussion Notes
	Resource / Proposal / Action Items

	257) 
	12/13/2010 - At the last meeting we recommended that everyone look over the notes and make sure everything is covered and is correct.
	No comments – dead silence
	

	258) 
	12/13/2010 - Kai – I have received approval to post on MITS the sample labels from CFS and PARS with their explanations.  Will post on MITS today.
	
	Kai will post PARS and CFS Label examples on MITS today.

	259) 
	12/13/2010 - Question:  We have made here a number of recommendations.  What is the likelihood of any of them being implemented?  Or will they just sit on some shelf gathering dust?
	Kai – no – several of the items brought up in this meeting are already implanted or in the process of being implemented.

	We (Postal Service) will review all of them.

The recommendation to coordinate the PARS and CFS nixie codes is underway – we’re actually testing that software now.

	260) 
	12/13/2010 - Specifically the “W” code.  That was done several years ago.
	It was submitted and nothing happened.  Kai – actually the 122 subgroup wasn’t that specific.  That’s why that issue was given to this group to see if we could some up with something more specific.
	

	261) 
	12/13/2010 - Question:  Where will they be listed and will here be any priority given?
	Prioritizing may depend on whether it’s something simple and can be done without much additional expense.  RITS was designed to have a place where the issues are in black and white and shows the system.  What is missing at this point is a follow-up at the Quarterly MTAC meetings we need a recap of the open items.  
	Once the work group has approved their recommendations that are submitted according to the MTAC guidelines.  The response to them will be posted on RITS.

	262) 
	12/13/2010 - Who can see RITS?  Will we still be able to see the information for our work group after we sunset?
	Full MTAC leaders can see all of the groups.  The work group members can only see RITS for their particular work group.
Not everyone knows that they can access the RITS information for their work group.

It was designed to eliminate having work group after work group make the same recommendations.
	Kai – will find out if the logon information for the work group continues.  

	263) 
	12/13/2010 - What is the response date on here on RITS?
	Is that a date for completion or an update of the status?

	Kai will investigate and get an answer back to the group.

	264) 
	12/13/2010 - Where the group 121 and our 136 work group overlap – what does “in progress” mean?
	The in progress noted in 121 is the work that 136 is doing now.
The date is the MTAC workgroup best estimate of either when this task could be completed or when an update from postal is due.
	Leadership Committee will set the dates as they go through the recommendations putting them in RITS format.

	265) 
	12/13/2010 - Stephanie – still have not resolved my issue.
	This is the issue where her mailings are run through NCOALink and they get a match.  This customer doesn’t update based solely on NCOALink.  They wait for ACS to confirm and in many cases no ACS records are returned or some may be 30 or 60 days after the customer move date.
There may be several reasons for this:

Firm holdouts – mailer pays for having all their mail ready for them to pick up.  If they move within the same delivery unit – there may be no COA on file.  How long does this go on? Based on mail volume so when it trickles down, they cancel the firm holdout.

But as mailers, we can be held to the 95% qualification when run through MERLIN, but they never received an ACS record.

Again, concerned that the Postal Service will hold us accountable for something they don’t even know about.

Some of these rejects are investigated by the mailer and brought back to Postal and Postal ends up deleting.


	 

	266) 
	12/13/2010 - Stephanie – you (Postal) have a trend here where the databases don’t match.
	This firm holdout is only one reason why this could happen.

Some customers have Priority Mail reshipment.  If they pay for reshipment, no COA is filed.

So all mail goes into the Priority Mail box including magazines.

Why isn’t this intercepted by PARS or even at the delivery unit?

Paid Service where the customer (addressee) pays to have all of their mail redirected to them.

Extensive discussion concerning this reshipment because at this point, no one has pointed out there is no COA involved.  Questions repeatedly asking why PARS is not intercepting this mail and if it’s missed why isn’t the carrier identifying it as a move?

	Kai – post a link to the Premium Forwarding Service.USPS - Premium Forwarding Service
Don’t have to file a COA for Priority Mail Reshipment

I couldn’t fit the text in here so it is posted at the end of the meeting minutes.

	267) 
	12/13/2010 - Many businesses included in Stephanie’s sample.
	If the business or individual or family moves within the area covered by the same delivery unit, some units will “hand off” the old address mail to the carrier at the new address and just deliver it.
Stephanie – there seem to be a number of these exceptions why an ACS records is not generated.  Yet mailers are not allowed the same latitude.

Kai – your issue contradicts the issue we normally hear that they mailer is getting ACS records and why didn’t they get a match in NCOALink.

Kai recaps the exceptions already discussed.

Stephanie – I see where you’re coming from Kai.  I understand that they are two different products and two different processes.

Angela – we can suppress business mailers or whatever this group wants if that is what you really want.

Is there going to be this long list of exceptions?  This is why we are such a strong proponent of PARS.

Kai – we want that too.  PARS was built based on being able to move the mail faster and getting you corrections sooner too.

Is there a recommendation that comes out of this?  Yes – at least I’d like to understand the exceptions because they don’t come out in the mail flows.

You have brought up something that is totally different from what we generally hear.


	Angela – while Kai has done many things to emphasize to the delivery units that they cannot do this because we miss the NCOA possibilities and even if a COA is filed, then we miss the ACS opportunities.
Bonnie note:  It’s really hard when you’re working in a delivery unit and your customer comes in to complain that I only moved to a different apartment in the same building.  Why are you delivering my daily newspapers days later?  Try explaining to a single customer (addressee) that it’s necessary for the rest of the country so all mailing lists get updated.  About that time they say they are going to contact their congressman and/or the Postal General, in which case a great deal of effort is made to write back to the Congressman or Customer (Addressee) explaining exactly the same thing you had already verbally conveyed when the customer (addressee) complained.  Then because your District or Area Manager has been copied on all of this, you get a directive to make this customer happy, or make this problem go away.  It’s at about that time; you throw up hands and tell the carriers to go ahead and handoff the mail for that customer.  You can say that doesn’t happen that often but having had to answer those inquiries at headquarters and having been the manager or Postmaster of Delivery Units it happens quite frequently.
Kai – will document the exceptions.  (Ha!  Good luck with that one.)

	268) 
	
	Angela - One of the issues Stephanie brought up the misconception that non-DPVd confirmed old addresses are not in NCOALink.  They are included in NCOALink and we sent a clarification to all the vendors advising them of that fact and they can choose to use those records or not at their discretion.
Does that mean that a record non-DPVd-N, Y, S and D will all go into NCOALink?
Will it give a match?  Yes.  What is that code?  This is on the old address so no codes.  There are some codes in CASS that might give you some information on the old address.

Continued discussion about the non-DPVd addresses.  It’s at the discretion of the mailers.  
	The letter that was sent to the NCOALink vendors was based on this work group’s discussions.

	269) 
	
	Angela – another one of Stephanie’s issue was names like Hillary Rodham will not match Hillary Rodham Clinton.
We are working on this dual name issue.

Will this be included in the June??? Release?

Angela – too late for that.

But, from inception CFS when they received a COA with a name like Hillary Rodham Clinton.  It would be entered as Hillary Rodham, also as Hillary Clinton and as Hillary Rodham Clinton.  So if this reaches a CFS unit for processing, they can try other extract codes to see if they find a match.  It’s that human touch.
	USPS is working on this issue now.

	270) 
	
	It’s possible that these exceptions will become disclaimers in the ACS Technical Guides.
	

	271) 
	12/13/2010 - Larger issue – different options, different results – no global view.
	The Postal Service gives different answers depending 
Angela – while matching everything exactly the same result.  We need to keep in mind that these are pre-mailing and post-mailing products.  That means they have to have different rules.
	

	272) 
	12/13/2010 - After January 20th, what happens if we fail?  What recourse do you have?
	There is always the appeal process.  The appeal process holds your mail.  The appeal process doesn’t have to hold your mail.  Merlin has some problems reading.  Proving you’re right isn’t cost effective.  Perhaps a different appeals process for move update.
Angela – it would seem that if Merlin can’t read it correctly – you’re not going to fail that piece for move update.

Angela – I would need to see an example of Merlin misreading a piece and matching it to a completely unrelated COA.  I’m not sure we can write software to prevent that.
	

	273) 
	12/13/2010 - Kai – Stephanie is there a recommendation that you want to make come out this?
	No.  Perhaps after Angela, Stephanie and Kai discuss it perhaps it can then be shared it with the group.
	

	274) 
	12/13/2010 - Next Meetings for whole group?
	No – wait for Leadership Team to put the recommendations into the RITS format and then send out to group to review prior to the January 10th.
	Kai will not cancel the work group intervening meetings but WILL send out a notice before each of those “non-meetings” that there is no meeting.
Leadership Committee to meet several times in the coming weeks around the holidays to move the work group’s recommendations into the RITS format.

	275) 
	12/13/2010 - Group Wrap-Up time?
	Yes – January 10th, 2011
	Next general meeting will be January 10th.  Should be final meeting but if there are issues that come out of that meeting we can extend the work group conclusion. 

	1/10/2011 – Review RITS Prepared by Leadership Committee

	276) 
	1/10/2011 - Consolidate Undeliverable Codes
	Discussion went full circle from leave it as is to combine multiples back to leave it as it is.  
	

	277) 
	1/10/2011 - Training
	Kai is writing training for handling undeliverable mail.  Should be distributed this year.  Comment about training must be reflected in the Handbooks.  Union needs notification.  Is there a due date – industry people pushed back on Kai strongly for dates when this would be done.  How will the industry know when this is sent out?  Can you share with the industry a copy of the training?  Kai is aiming for February – totally unrealistic because of the union notification.  Worried again about these same issues over and over again and it seems like no action seems to be taken then another group is formed and recommends the same thing.
	Handbook changes go into PB.  Tad & Kai need to talk off line about the timing issue.

Next MTAC meeting has time set aside to go through the RITS process and what the status is on each recommendation.

If you have access, you should look at RITS so you can see the status of these recommendations.  RITS was created so that recommendations are in writing – all in one place where it can be tracked and if nothing is happening, request   

	278) 
	1/10/2011 - Kai – have I covered everything we wanted to recommend?
	Industry people say they could not get into MITS to read the recommendations.  Kai uploaded the meeting notes on December 7.  Perhaps we need another meeting when people can have reviewed?  Kai – does that mean since December 7 no one tried to read this?
Suggestion:  Someone (not identified as speaking) requested that she survey the group with each recommendation whether they concur or not with that recommendation.

Survey “I Agree”, “I Disagree” or “Comments”.

Should there be a threshold for moving it forward say 70%?  Well, the percentage isn’t a valid – you need to look at the comments then.

Another member – no need for survey – does anyone have objection to any of these recommendations?  If no, then the survey is unnecessary.

Kai - only concern is that we might have missed some.
	

	279) 
	1/10/2011 - Can we prioritize them?
	We do a lot of recommending and very little implementing.  Many industry people don’t want to participate in this process because they’ve been there done that and had no result too many times.  The Postal RITS process will in some respects prioritize them.  
Very very strong feelings about what happens to these recommendations – nothing seems to happen.

Adam Collinson:  RITS was designed specifically to answer these questions.  

Kai has some on her desk from other groups that require her response.


	

	280) 
	1/10/2011 - Problem with RITS is you have to have an issue number to find it.
	Workgroup number should remain with the recommendation.
	

	281) 
	1/10/2011 - Is there a name associated with the response or implementation?
	Yes – and it needs to be updated since many say Lisa West and now Lisa West is gone.  Angela needs to reassign the Lisa West ones to Ed or Kai or herself.
	

	282) 
	1/10/2011 - Again – STRONG concern that all this work is for nothing.  
	
	Kai will remain in contact with the group with actions taken.

	283) 
	1/10/2011 - Group Poll
	
	Stephanie will create a survey to make sure nothing was missed.  Will run it by the group leaders first then send to the rest of the group.

	284) 
	1/10/2011 - Postal Reorganization
	Who is your new boss – all senior VP level has been eliminated.  NCSC still run by Jim Wilson.  Jim Cochrane VP Product Information.
	

	285) 
	1/10/2011 - Next meeting January 24th.
	
	Kai send out the recommendations not meeting notes.

	286) 
	1/10/2011 - Will we prioritize them?
	Postal Service reviews and rates them through RITS.

Industry feels strongly that the INDUSTRY group ranks the recommendations as part of Stephanie’s survey. 
	Stephanie – will send out survey and ask that each industry person return them in ranked over.  There are 8 recommendations to rank.

	January 24 2010 Meeting – Finalize Recommendations

	287) 
	1/24/2010 – issue about increasing the ACS identification in PARS.
	Want to encourage Postal to make that a postal priority.
	Kai – that is a constant unwavering goal of the Postal Service.

	288) 
	Recommendation #7 – what does that one mean?
	Isn’t this more a requirement for the mailers than necessarily for the Postal Service.  You keep the unique ID for at least 45 days.
Craig – my interpretation of this that Full Service only holds them for 40 days.

Kai – more that when a later record comes through it might not match to an eDOC.
	

	289) 
	1/24/2010 – Craig – can you we just go through each of the recommendations and make sure we cover and answer any questions.
	
	

	290) 
	1/24/2010 – #1 - It is recommended that the USPS not bill for “W” or temporary moves.  Ideally, mailers would like the option to not receive these codes.  However, even if they are provided, it is recommended that they are provided without charge.  Because there are no updates such as time frame or new address, mailers cannot take action on this code. 


	Read silently.  Then comment.  #1 – you don’t want to be charged for the double notices and if you do get them you don’t want to be charged for them.
	

	291) 
	1/24/2010 – #2 - It is recommended that for all classes, including Periodicals, K (moved left no address) and G (box closed no forwarding order) be treated as a NIXIE code vs.  a) Change of Address, following the same protocols and notifications for all other classes of mail for NIXIE notifications.  Currently ACS Periodicals are notified of K & G records according to their ACS Notification option.


	What is the difference between a K and an A for example?  K means the carrier knows this person lived at this address but moved without leaving a forwarding address.  The delivery employee then completes a PS Form 3575 – Z to enter a MLNA (or BCNO).  The “A” the carrier doesn’t recognize the name it’s an A.

	

	292) 
	1/24/2010 – # 3 - It is recommended to synchronize CFS with PARS to provide more consistent data between the two solutions. CFS and PARS should use the same NIXIE Codes, except for “deceased” which can only be provided by CFS and “temporarily away” as a Nixie which can only be provided by PARS. (Expected Release Feb 2011 See table below for consolidation being done by USPS.)


	This is included in a software release currently being deployed and effective 1/30/2011.
	

	293) 
	1/24/2010 – # 4 - It is recommended that if a new address is provided as a result of a Change of Address and the new address fails Delivery Point Validation, that the Postal Service provides a final (DPV confirmed) address to the mailer once it has been corrected and a DPV is available.  MTAC will have to recommend the format and content of these notifications.  


	Question – why is this left up to MTAC?  Could the last sentence be removed?
Question – will there be a flag when the record is not DPV confirmed address?


	

	294) 
	1/24/2010 – # 5 - It is recommended the USPS run all nixie notifications through COA database to identify COA, in the same way that PARS is able to do a COA lookup for “Q” and “A”. 


	Discussion was about doing this for all undeliverable codes when running through PARS.
	Some may never match since some of the UAA reasons are due to bad or non-existent addresses (No Such #, No Such Street).

	295) 
	1/24/2010 – #6 - Recommendation from USPS on what to do w/ multiple notifications for the same mailpiece.

	This is perhaps misworded and should be when you receive multiple notices for the same customer.  When for whatever reason, there are a multiple magazines.
Is this covered any other place?  Perhaps in 8A.

If we expand 8A – can we delete #6?
No – because this covers something that stands alone.

Extended discussion regarding is this different by class?  Yes.

When you get 2 on the same day – which one do you honor if they are different?

What is the difference between 6 and 8?  6 covers same day and 8 covers different responses over time.

What really is the recommendation here?

How do you know when you only get one notice what happened to the other 10 addressed to that same address?  Don’t you assume they were delivered?

Again – this is a difference between classes.  

Periodicals – perhaps an option that you can request only one even when you have ten issues going to that same address?  Right now no – some mailers have separate keylines so can handle this.

There is no way to dedupe on nixies because USPS doesn’t have any name and address information stored to dedupe against.

Understand that Postal Service doesn’t have the ability to dedupe nixies.

Mailer – Kai – you and I could take this issue off-line.

Kai – wondering if when we got to # 8 that this isn’t covered and we just never got around to deleting this recommendations.
	Kai – will revise to same addressee rather than the same mailpiece.
See revised recommendations for exact wording change.

USPS doesn’t tell you how to handle the mailpiece.  In our documents, we make suggestions how you might want to handle it.

Agreement - # 6 is deleted.

	296) 
	1/24/2010 – #7 To expand the 45 day period for unique IMb for Full Service ACS to allow for those “later arriving ACS records” to be fulfilled via Full Service.
	We discussed this earlier – do we need more discussion?
	No.

	297) 
	1/24/2010 – # 8 Quality verifications; 

· Multiple / conflicting notifications for the same mail piece. Provide consistent nixie notifications (they change or fall off).

i. Recommendation: Revisit or redefine Management QC of Throwback case mail. 

ii. MLNA/BCNO hold mail review 

iii. Provide a decision tree for how a delivery employee determines the Nixie reason.

· Name for COA does not match or multiple names on mail piece with a COA for only one of them.

i. POM defines who gets the mail

· Appropriately identify mail class

i. Develop a process to catch and correct mail class issues prior to billing.

ii. Suggestion provide notifications based on service type code / profile

· Provide DPV addresses

i. Continue to drive incentive to send customers to submit their COA online with eventually

ii. Provide a flag that indicates when the new address is not DPV “Y” “S” “D” “N” “M”(?) and use NCOAlink codes.

iii. Discount or free for non DPV new address (non-Y)

iv. Recommend that ACS record provide the made-available date as well as the move-effective date.

v. Recommend that if the move effective date is older than the Made available date, use the made available date. Use this as the start forward date.

· Consistency between ACS and NCOALink notifications:

i. USPS is converting to PAD.  Items brought to USPS attention via MTAC 136

ii. Evaluate the ability to match hyphenated names, returning the new address to resolve that NCOAlink will match on Smith-Jones and Jones, but not Smith.

· MLNA and BCNO – USPS needs to verify more strictly that there is not a customer requested COA on file prior to submitting a MLNA or BCNO.  Incidents still occur under current situation.

Increase PARS intercepted COA notifications (currently 65-70%)
	Modify 8A  to change same address/mail piece.  If so – over what time.
Extended discussion about what situations can cause this situation.

Discussion about a “Do Over” in CFS.

Kai – Postal is already working on this issue and will continue to work on it.

Please add _________________.

What are we looking for on this?
Y = Fully Validated 

What is the Made Available date versus move effective.

Use this as the move effective date.

PAD = PARS Address Database

Is this just information because they’re really not a recommendation.

The real recommendation is here.

No comments.

Kai will remove her comment.
	See recommendations for revised text recommendations.
See recommendations for revised text recommendations.

Kai - Based on your mailer profile.
MAD is the date the COA was added to the database (generally the date the COA was processed), as opposed to the Move Effective Date, which is entered by the moving customer.
See recommendations for revised text recommendations.

Kai - we are constantly working on this.  It is a real goal for the Postal Service.

	298) 
	Motion on the table to sunset the group.
	
	

	299) 
	Are we going to prioritize these?  
	Kai – when you send the final version – ask everyone to list their prioritized.


	Everyone provide prioritization to Stephanie this week.

One really short meeting next Monday same time and same place to see the results of the prioritization.

	
	
	
	


HIPAA (the acronym) stands for Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act.
MTAC 136 Files posted to MITS:

	MTAC Presentation 2/2011

	MTAC 136 Final Recommendations 1/31/2011

	

	Grayhair ACSvsNCOAlink Statistics

	Image of CFS FFT

	COA New Address DPV Statistics

	RTS Mail Comparison to NCOA

	ACS Data Flow Diagram

	ACS vs NCOAlink Codes

	Grayhair Sample NCOAvsACS

	Full Service ACS Stats by DelCode

	OneCode ACS Stats by DelCode

	Examples UAA Mail w/same OLD & NEW Address

	Traditional ACS Stats by DelCode

	MTAC 136 Meeting July 12, 2010

	MTAC 136 Meeting Notes 6/28/10

	Temporarily Away Notice (table)

	Meeting Notes 6/21/10

	MTAC 136 6/14/10

	MTAC 136 Kickoff PowerPoint

	ACS Timeline from ID to NCSC Processing (3)

	Full Service ACS Process Flow


Recordings of the following MTAC 136 meetings are available on MeetingPlace:
	2010-11-01  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-10-25  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-10-18  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-10-11  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-10-04  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-09-27  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-09-20  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-09-13  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-08-30  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-08-23  
	MTAC 136
	0110393

	2010-07-26  
	MTAC136 7/19 meet
	8434061

	2010-07-19  
	MTAC136 7/19 meet
	8434061


Link to the meeting from the invitation in the same manner as you do to join on Mondays, be sure the proper Meeting ID is in the Meeting ID field, hen click the “Find Meeting” button and select the date you wish to listen to. 
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