MTAC Task Team #2 – Streamline Business Mail Entry

 Meeting Minutes for Thursday, September 30, 2010

2:00 pm – 3:00 pm

Attendees:

Ana Cikowski
Anne Brown
Bob Galaher
Bob Rosser 

Charley Howard

Clarence Banks

John Sexton
Mike Winn
Murray Salls

Laine Ropson
Sharon Harrison
Steve Colella
Steve Krejcik
Steve Soto

Susan Pinter
Susan Thomas

Richard Daigle

Centralized Accounting Management and Payment Systems Brainstorming Session 
· Bob G. asked for consensus on the Minutes.  No changes were requested.
· Bob G. informed the team that the Result-Based Verification initiative is finished.  Bob G. has been reviewing the minutes to organize the information in logical groupings.  Calling some of the team members of obtain clarification may be necessary.  
· Mike and Bob G. will work together to review all the information generated from the brainstorming session and present to MTAC leadership.  
· Bob G. provided an overview of the next step -- Centralize Payment brainstorming session -- and introduced payment industry consultant Anne Brown.  
· Anne provided a brief explanation of her background and experience, including her role.  Anne discussed the complexity of the task and requested the team members’ perspective and other commentaries.  
· Anne indicated that the USPS is looking at their entire enterprise payment structure and how it looks to the industry in today’s world.  From a product perspective and the way that payment is accepted for products and services, the USPS has acknowledged that they are in a silo.  The USPS is interested in bringing all into to one place to provide customers with more efficient payment methods and improving internal operating efficiencies.
· Anne’s company has been tasked with reviewing what is happening today and figuring out how money flows from the customer to the USPS and back, including the constraints placed on clientele when interacting with the USPS.  In addition, the difficulties faced by customers when managing financial relationships with the USPS.  There are legal constraints that require the USPS to collect postage payment before releasing mail for processing and delivery.  
· Anne requested information from the team members regarding how they were accomplishing their payments today such as using checks, electronic formats, etc.
· Steve C. indicated that his company brings checks and deposits them into client permits; they also withdraw money from AIC account for stamps and some clients use CAPS accounts.
· Sharon H. commented that they have a variety of things and theirs is primarily through CAPS – ACH debit.  They do all that Steve C. referenced.
· Bob G. asked if they were able to accomplish all the services and financial transactions with USPS through CAPS.  Sharon H. indicated that 95% of volume and revenue is through caps.
· Murray commented that some of those things cannot be done in ways other than a check.  Anne indicated that this represents all the issues that the team faces.  
· Sharon will receive a survey from Anne asking how they manage their payments.  
· Anne indicated that a great opportunity exists to have centralized payment functions inside the USPS that would allow various products to be paid from one place.  Anne provided an example similar to an online banking relationship where the customer is able to see a balance, any charges against the account, and what would be necessary to trigger a transaction, charges, or payments.
· Anne commented that the intent is not to remove any good functionality in existence; checks may not go away but may be handled differently.  The scope would be centered on a channel redistribution concept; this would entail focusing on electronic transactions.  This would be about providing better options for the customers and how they would make and manage their payments online.  The products lines would not go away and the systems that support them would not go away.  If customers were to maintain multiple online relationships, there would be a need to manage them under an access. 
· Sharon commented about the access to others although having complete access and visibility to all transactions from a single point.  Anne affirmed that this would be the construct that is envisioned, and there would be limits and levels to certain individuals within the company.  Sharon mentioned that this process does not exist today.  Sharon commented that if someone is identified as point of contact to manage funds, they should have visibility to manage those funds and that is not the case in today’s world. 
· Anne commented that the future state vision is in the early stages of development and there would be limits and levels of credentials that would allow certain people within the organization to have access to everything.  The ability to build matrices for access would be built within the systems created.  
· Sharon stated that there is need to acknowledge that this could create a change within the business structure for enabling a single point of contact.
· Anne also believes that there may be companies which would not have interest in such systems due to their inability to manage them.
· Sharon emphasized that an enterprise view is needed and it will be an internal battle.  Anne stated that would be outside of her scope and she requested initial reaction to the concept, ideas or comments from the group.
· Bob R. indicated that there seems to be a discrepancy in terms of what a DMU clerk can view versus what a mail owner or service provider can view.  In a world of Commingling, Comailing, multiple clients and multiple postage statements, the USPS probably needs to be looking at a more commercial type of approach when it comes to mail service providers.  It seems that for the USPS to ensure its revenue and that all mail moves for all clients, the ability to add or reallocate funds to clients’ accounts needs to be added, including the ability to allow mailings to go with the assurance that the USPS would receive payment.  
· Anne asked for assistance understanding what happens when funds are not available in the account.

· Bob R. responded that local people are at a loss, in fear of Sarbanes-Oxley rules, and don’t know what to do.  The clients don’t even necessarily have ready access to move funds from one CAPS account to another; the mailing may not go because of error or oversight as to getting the right amount of funds into the appropriate account.  The reason those exist is to make it easy for reconciliation.
· Sharon commented that her company has similar issues with multiple CAPS; however, they have the ability to link under one account, and have one master statement that indicates the limits that can be transacted for that day across all accounts.  
· Bob R. stated that there seems to be confusion in the field and it is only in the event that a situation arises when an account is overdrawn, and what is done in situations like that.
· Bob G. inquired about the business need from a payment perspective and asked for more information on the situation described by Bob R.  
· Bob R. responded that it is analogous to making a hotel reservation using a credit card.  The USPS doesn’t know how many other mailings may be affected because of a single client CAPS account.  Bob R. indicated that it goes back to visibility and what can be done besides visibility to ensure that funds and the mail move, and mailings aren’t held because of something that a mail service provider has no ability to influence.
· Sharon stated that there is an education gap and maybe greater flexibility for source customers to be able to merge funds between CAPS for more immediate transactions, and advance notices to USPS.
· Bob R. is not sure if flexibility is universal or maybe clients don’t set it up correctly the first time, or don’t anticipate how it is going to work in the real world.

· Sharon commented it is “learning by fire transaction process.”

· Laine asserted that it is hard to get people involved in CAPS because there is no demo, training, or sample report; it should not be that way.  There should be clear documentation and benefits to the mailer.  There is a problem where training is lacking with CAPS system and postage payment systems in general.
· Steve K. suggested that it would be good have immediate feedback regarding problems with the payment, such as a warning message or something coming back to the mailer indicating there is problem with the mailing other than a problem with the eDoc submission. A potential situation that could be happening with the funds.

· Sharon added that if the USPS were trending specific expenses or data from certain customers, it would be able to anticipate problems in advance of the eDoc being filed and send a notification to the customer. 
· Anne indicated that there is possibility to do this and it is a matter of business rules and risks.  

· Steve C. indicated that it would be a problem and analogous to allowing someone to look into their checking account.  Seeing an amount may not help because of multiple service providers.

· Sharon expressed concerns as mail owners may have priorities they need to fund in advance and may not like the concept.

· Laine indicated that postage meter monitoring is needed, such as control over what meter is being funded.  There are several concepts that could be explored.
· Steve C. uses meters for multiple customers and does not agree with the concept of allowing others to fund meters.
· Sharon added that meter visibility is where control is lost. 

· Bob G. suggested the team think about Information-Based Indicia (IBI) instead of meters as there is data in 2D barcodes.  
· Sharon added that as mail owner she would prefer not to fund each meters and have a structure that would enable mailers to have those charges differently.
· Laine suggested that the team open up the door to every concept of data and digital systems.
· Anne asked the team if they could talk about having multiple meters and how it works from a payment perspective.
· Bob R. believes the money would be put into the meter and the meter would be used until it was out of money and then it would be refilled.
· Sharon responded that when there are several meters one must ensure sure that the right amount of money is in the right meter.
· Bob G. asked if the money would come directly from company or vendor.  Money comes through phone line.  Vendors would handle all payment transaction.

· Anne asked Sharon if payment must be sent for each individual meter.  Sharon responded that it would be beneficial to link each meter to one CAPS account and have the transaction directed to the USPS and have it visible.
· Unidentified attendee indicated that one issue was visibility and he believes the team is going down the right path.  He stated that Bob’s comment about metering was off base and on a different topic, and he was unsure about the agenda relative to meters.  He further indicated that there was value from a communications perspective.

· Bob G. responded that that is why sending money and putting info on an IBI on the piece would impact the meter industry.  Bob agrees there are two aspects: visibility and a way to fund the meters.  USPS does not have access to view meter information.
· Sharon indicated that USPS has access to view information and asked for flexibility to link accounts together and a dispute process with the USPS when needed.  

· Bob G. indicated that USPS does not have view of meters because the USPS does not fund meters.  USPS has postage statements with meter postage on them.  The USPS does not know how much money is being placed in anyone’s meter.  
· Anne stated that it is all very complex and summarized that it is about being able to have flexibility to make payments, and getting the reporting related to that payment or service in a more visible and easy fashion.  Bob G. added easy of use to get onboard, how to get it, and how to use it.

· Bob R. added that there should be an aggregate view for the USPS, mail owner and service provider without regard for mail class.  This would allow the USPS to look at their customers from a marketing perspective and operate like other commercial organizations and look at customer transactions, patterns, trends, and be able to incent them better than looking at them as a collection of products.   
· Sharon indicated customers would like to be treated like enterprise customers across the board.

· Anne added that it would be a huge deal.  After everything was interfaced all products could not connect immediately.  From a financial perspective that view would be available out of what is being proposed.  From a payment processing perspective it would have to be rolled up into the relationship.  There would have to be on the set up on the rapid end of a larger customer relationship where the customer input would have to be included.
· Sharon reiterated the necessity for a dispute mechanism and what it tied into the accounts.

· Anne indicated that from an implementation perspective data scrubbing is going to be a big part of what is needed.

· Steve C. asked if survey was going to be sent to the team members.

· Anne responded that the survey is a work in progress and Tanya Perry would be administering the survey. 

Meeting adjourned at 2:58 pm
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