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Collect feedback

· Bob G. requested feedback on the Vision document.
· Laine requested bullet points for every one of the key areas, and a review to determine impact on the mailers.  

· Bob G. has not sent out version 17 of the document, and will wait until he receives additional information from team members.
· Murray will submit additional comments in the next two days.
· Sharon requested clarification to the “success factor” statement on page eight of the document.  The goal is to help business mailers understand the strategy and offer clarification on what the investment will mean in terms of budget and planning strategy, including what the USPS is expecting from the industry.
· Bob G. requested additional time to consider Sharon’s request.  Bob feels that the team is not ready to identify investment as the team is currently at the strategy level.  Investment identification needs to take place once the strategy has been determined, and there needs to be a clear understanding of what is the return on investment from a mailer’s perspective, including any incentives.
· Steve C. is not certain of the implications of what “optimize and customer interfaces” represent, and the risk that the USPS is asking mailers to take.  The benefits don’t offer sufficient incentives to take the risk. 
· Bob G. stated that the team needs to agree on the initiatives, and the tactical aspect of the initiatives.  There is no definition around results-based automated verification, and that is part of what this group is attempting to identify.  The question remains is there a benefit to performing that type of verification?  

Brainstorming Session

· Mike asked all team members to participate in the brainstorming session by parting with prejudice and pre-conceived ideas.  Although Mike appreciates Steve’s commentary, he indicated that the job of the team is to provide the ideas and define the work to allow the workgroups to formulate and implement.  
· Sharon indicated that she was attempting to mitigate other mailers’ concerns and remove inflammatory issues that would cause confusion.  Mike agreed the wording needs to be refined.

· Sharon questioned the statement asking the industry to make an investment, and suggested that the language be revised to reflect prudent business practices that identify factual or active evaluations of impact, or measure return on investment for the industry and USPS.  
· Bob G. suggested that the language also include a statement such as “an investment may be required.”  
· Mike requested that input be provided to Bob before version 17 of the Vision document is published.
· Bob R. indicated that the team agrees with the initiatives in principle.  The known USPS benefits are cost and risk reduction, streamlining the process, etc.  When discussing return on investment, it appears that benefits are: consistency of delivery across the country, reducing risk to the mailers business model and being able to budget, removing the surprise factors of using the mail as a channel.  Optimizing electronic customer interface is a tactic as opposed to a benefit that should be in the key steps.  Bob R. will provide comments to Bob G. within the next few days.
· Bob G. stated that he cannot dictate the benefits.  If there are no benefits, then there will not be an agreement.  As an example, Bob is looking for things such as online mail approval to avoid manual processes. The team needs to articulate benefits so they can use those benefits as part of the direction that will be provided to the tactical workgroups in terms of what they need to be designing.  Bob G. is open to feedback.  
· Bob G. suggested a future session to discuss benefits or the lack thereof.  Bob indicated there must be a consensus.  
· Team members with observations about the language or means to improve the document --including ensuring its viability as an effective communications tool-- need to send an email to Bob. 
· Mike and Bob G. requested a brainstorming session.  
· Mike requested a list of initiatives or “off the charts” ideas that would represent savings to both sides.  Mike would like to see the extra time, people and effort eliminated from the equation.  Mike suggested taking the list of ideas as a starting point from which to work.

· Mike provided the rules for the brainstorming session and opened the session by presenting initiative #4 “Optimize Business Mail Acceptance Network.”  Mike asked the team to think about business mail acceptance and the type of ideas that they would like to see in the future.  Mike suggested that the process needed to be sanitized, consistent, streamlined, and provide cost-reductions for both sides.
· Murray would like to see the system support continuous entry instead of the batch process in existence today.
· Sharon would like to see customizable automated notices sent to mailers for issue resolution.  Sharon suggested that the USPS examine trends to optimize mail acceptance and avoid revenue assessments based on one-time factors.  
· Lee asked Sharon if she was referring to a standard deviation to determine assessment policy.  Sharon suggested that this would be decision-making data provided for analysis.
· Bob G. stated that this would be similar to process cycle measurement and impact trend.

· Sharon suggested that a gap exists between USPS accountability of internal issues and mail delivery, including the decision-making process when assessments apply. Sharon would like to see immediate notification of issues.
· Mike indicated that process capability is paramount on both sides and must be included on list of objectives. 
· Murray would like to see the TMS system technology integrated to support induction and acceptance processes.  If notifications can be done immediately, mailers will be able to react in a timely manner.  

· Integrated technology to support induction is a project for a workgroup.

· Becky stated that this would be a 24-hour requirement and would not be discreet.  Becky would like to see 24-hour push information in real time, or as reasonably close to real time as possible.
· Sharon suggested that this information be noted on slide 6.

· Sharon asked about the treatment of enterprise customers who have more than one mailing facility, and how to integrate a solution for optimizing level acceptance.
· Mike stated that a strategic direction is needed to apply consistency across multiple sites.  Avoiding application of different treatment to multiples site mailers would be of benefit to the USPS. 
· Mike asked for a strategic direction and organization that ensures consistency across sites.

· Steve K. asked for elimination of requirements that are no longer applicable.
· Sharon questioned the need to date mail with the advent of barcode tracking capabilities and feedback solutions.  Sharon would like to see if those requirements can be eliminated, and technology utilized as a management tool and to the advantage of USPS and mailers.
· Steve K. suggested this idea be provided to a workgroup for development.

· Steve K. would like to see a single way of accepting for all postal products, regardless of induction point (DMU, BMEU, retail window, etc.). 

· Bob R. stated the importance of looking at a process on the basis of uniquely identifying mailpieces; the cost of quality based on the real risk, and how much volume and revenue is at stake, including the number of errors.  Bob believes that acceptance methods today with emphasis on SOX enforcements are assuming that 100% mail cannot provide this, and a manual process is introduced to ensure no risk for the USPS.  Introducing the idea behind not only having total transparency from owner/provider product as supplier to USPS, but total transparency of USPS processing the mail is a key initiative that has to result from this process.  
· Mike would like to see the direction of this process stay away from risk-based verification and to look for incentives for the mailing industry to invest in what it would take to implement a seamless-type solution in the future.
· Laine would like to see communications available to the entire cast of characters.  She would like to see visibility and view expanded to entities beyond the mail owners and mail preparers. 
· Mike would like to upgrade Laine’s request to the strategic level and provide a confidential transaction or communication related to the needs of owners, providers, and the USPS.  
· Sharon expressed concerns related to the information on slide six not having integrated vendors and cross-functional partnerships, including a dynamic interface which would integrate the current process.  Vendors are an integral part of how the solution is delivered.
· Bob G. indicated these were very interesting ideas about measuring the quality of the mailings being provided to the USPS based on a process cycle, and it differs greatly from the current process.  Mailing definitions are not available today as everyone struggles to define specific mailings such a continuous mailing.  The idea is to have a process cycle that would measure, monitor, or have some analytical capability to identify the impact and information used to make a determination of remedial action or need.  
· Sharon suggested that the USPS does not have to take an action on every single mailing as a penalty or adjustment.
· Bob G. conveyed USPS senior management’s opinions which acknowledge a mailing preparation environment evocative of the 1970s and 80s era, being employed in a 2010 network.  In their view, preparation level discounts may not be the way of the future as readability thresholds are of great importance to the organization.
· Steve K. suggested placing a weighted value to readability thresholds and taking this thought to the industry, brainstorming, and auditing the process.  Steve stated that the industry is more knowledgeable of the gaping holes in the acceptance process than the USPS.  
· Bob R. suggested that when looking at sampling across enterprise and operations network, the USPS should charge based on the handling that the clients use, adjusting time and the cost associated with moving the mail applied to all the pieces on the pallet.  This would provide 100% tracking capability in an environment that is 100% unique.
· Mike indicated that he would elevate tracking and tracing to a vision dependent on centralized location where all the electronic documentation and scans would be visible, providing identification and location.  Mike stated that mailers spend a lot of time trying to reconcile problem notifications from the USPS, which results in confusion when the problem is not created by the mailer.  Mike would like to see a mechanism that tracks the issues; identifies and determines the root cause of an issue, and information is used as communication and training tool for the mailing community and postal personnel.  
· Steve K. suggested a survey. 
· Sharon suggested that the data be available and examined at an operations center where it can be viewed across the nation; the data is trended and issues are identified.  The root causes are identified and routed; the system shows where the greatest percentages of the problems exist.  This information is used for education purposes and to resolve the issues that have been identified.  
· Mike informed the team that three remaining initiatives would be discussed in subsequent meetings.

· Bob G. and Mike expressed their gratitude to the team for their ideas and collaboration.

Meeting adjourned at 3:03 pm.
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