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	Meeting Minutes



	Subject:
	BMA BPR Task Team 2 - Streamline Business Mail Entry 
	Location:
	Teleconference

	Dates:
	October 07, 2010
	Start/end time:
	2:00pm – 3:00pm

	AHCC Attendees:
	Steve Soto, Lois Miller, Kevin Ogburn


	USPS and Customer Attendees:
	Bob Galaher, Susan Thomas, Charley Howard, Clarence Banks, Laine Ropson, Sharon Harrison, Bob Rosser, David Robinson


Agenda

	1. Action Items

	Item No.
	Action Item Description
	Date Expected
	Status
	Assigned To

	1
	
	
	
	

	2
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	


2. Purpose of this meeting

The purpose of this meeting was to conduct the Task Team 2 Business Mail Entry session. 
3. Details

Bob Galaher briefly reviewed the previous meeting, which focused on payment account management. Bob said we included those evaluating the enterprise payment activities (current state analysis), who will come back with recommendations on transforming USPS to provide more efficient payment options for customers. Bob asked if anyone had any issues with last week’s meeting minutes, and then  invited attendees to email Lee, Ana, Mike, and himself regarding any issues they may have as they review the minutes.
Integrated Customer Support and Feedback - Introduction
Bob said we’re ready to look at the fourth strategic initiative. We already looked at Results-based Verification, Centralized Account Management and Payment, and Network Optimization. Today we’ll discuss Integrated Customer Support and Feedback. 

We want to look at the current limitations to access to some types of help, such as mail piece design, approval for barcodes, etc. We want to look at the services we provide today that we can improve, such as through moving functions online. 

Once we have electronic information available, we could have some 24/7 help desk regional functions there to deal with some issues. 
Regarding feedback, we’re seeing with the Full Service mailing, the eDoc verification – that verification is not going back to an acceptance unit where the mail is being handled. Verification is having to take place with some type of centralized support. They’re making customer contacts with those submitting the data for the sites to work through issues. We’re beginning to see that in the future world, there may not be much localized interaction.  

Bob asked if anyone had comments or questions regarding what this strategic initiative is trying to address, and Bob invited the group to begin sharing their business needs and thoughts in this area. 
Becky asked whether this is a 12 to18 month vision, or a 36-month vision. 

Bob said his charter was to come up with a 2-5 year vision.

Integrated Customer Support and Feedback – Group Discussion
Trapping Samples and Stopping a Mailing

Sharon said she sees an issue in which mailers need to know the details of what you’re seeing in the system. An actual visual of the piece or tray at issue is critical to helping to define the situation and resolve it. The ability to capture mail that might be occurring in that condition would also be a value add to being able to solve what is occurring. Depending on how egregious the condition, we might need USPS to trap the mail identified as a problem for the customer to receive for further investigation. 

Bob summarized that Sharon is indicating a need to at least trap some samples, and Sharon confirmed. 

Sharon said without that capability, it will take us longer to resolve the issue, and in some cases, we may not be able to figure it out at all. 

Another group member said he likes the idea of the 2-5 year out vision, but because we’ll always deal with representing a physical mailing with electronic documentation, we need to consider how the mail will be tested and every error needs to be validated back to the mailer so they can fix it. 

Bob asked for clarification – are you saying if I capture a barcode issue on a machine, what would you need? Diagnostics?

The group member said if the weight is captured as different from the weight claimed, it would be good for the mailer to get an example of that mailpiece back so they could determine what caused the mail to go over the expected weight. 

Sharon agreed, saying you couldn’t get to the bottom of the problem (without having a physical sample.) She said if a problem is found post mailing, she would love to have the capability to isolate that mail and even pull it back from being mailed.

Bob said that would mean us having to put some information out to sorting equipment to stop a given mailing when it arrives at that equipment. 

Sharon said where we can identify solutions to mailers that improve and mitigate some of their risk, that would be advantageous to the collectiveness of the discussion.  

Sharon asked if this is the type of thing she’s looking for in this discussion, and Bob confirmed. 

Decision Making Authority and Communication
Elaine said the USPS workers they interact with must be empowered to make decisions that are national in scope. For example, if an approval is given, it should hold for that mailing and a certain number of future mailings until that issue is resolved.

Sharon agreed, saying that there should be a centralized place where those type of authorizations are granted. 

Bob said that’s part of what is being attempted.
Charley said he remembers that new SOX rules say there’s no responsibility at the local Postal level, and the mailer gets screwed no matter what. 

Elaine said this also covers mail piece design. There should be a database within USPS. Once we get approval on a mailpiece design, USPS needs to be able to communicate internally that it is approved. We need to get rid of the issue in which decisions can only be made at a local level. 
Mailer Quality Trending

Elaine said another issue is that results on mailer quality should be trended, so that if a quality customer has a problem with a given mail, there should be consideration that this is a high quality mailer. 

Sharon said the only way this concept will fly is if there is trended data. 
Bob said he agrees to some degree of exposure, trending is the way to go. But if a quality spike shows that only 40% of what came in for a given mailing was high quality, would you want that simply included in the monthly trend? That sets up USPS to absorb the cost of problem mailings. Perhaps there could be some tolerance or threshold regarding when a given quality issue would result in additional payment.

Elaine said the defining of what gets trended, and percentages and thresholds all need to be part of the discussion. 

Customer Feedback:

Bob Galaher shared the following customer feedback with the group:

1. Pitney Bowes Presort Services request that the Mail owner exposure of qualification and postage dollars be limited to the permit holders from which the postage was paid, as it is today. As a third party provider of mail consolidation services, we offer a very competitive fixed price to our customers. This is a very common practice in the industry. This is a similar marketing concept to any consumer product. For example, Ford Motor Company will charge a certain negotiated price for a car, but they are not required to disclose their costs to produce that car.  By identifying the cost, it reduces negotiating power and causes prices to decline. The current fixed price structure provides the industry a means to reinvest in the business. It motivates creativity and ingenuity to develop new ways to offer more value to customers and the USPS through more 5-digit trays, and active participation in new programs such as Intelligent Mail and Seamless acceptance. 

2. The Mail owner feedback should not provide details for trays or containers in an MLOCR environment. The current Mail owner feedback provides mail owners detailed information to the container and tray level. Since we are logical mailers, we do not know what specific tray a customer’s pieces are in. As a result, mail owners get all quality data on any tray group they are mailing too. This causes much confusion for mail owners. Since the report only show the errors, they are not presented in the proper perspective. For example, a mail owner gives us 500 pieces of nationally distributed mail. This mailer might see 10 tray errors, when they only gave us 2 trays of mail. This looks like the service provider has a major quality problem to the mail owner. However when one considers that the mailing is 8 million pieces with 20,000 trays, the error is  %.05 which is actually very good quality. 
3. In general. The MLOCR environment has a very different mailing rules and relationship with the mail owner than a list processor, and request that USPS consider this when designing reports. We would like to see the reporting established based on the nature of the business. The MLOCR industry mails at least 35 billion pieces of mail per year. This industry provides significant value to the USPS in the form of clean automated mail, customer management of thousands of mail owners, as well as the added value of 5-digit trays. We believe this justifies the added expense of developing special reporting. As always, we are willing to help out in any way we can.

Near Real-Time Feedback
Bob Rosser said it would be useful for USPS to have the ability to push an alarm that is received by the mail owner or mail service provider so they can identify any flaw in their mail manufacturing so they can do something about the problem as soon as it is detected.  

Bob Rosser said it would be helpful to be able to understand when there are things that are out of standard occurring even within facilities. For example, it would be helpful to be able to see that for a given facility, a significant number of USPS staff are unable to get to the facility in time, possibly due to weather or traffic issues, and this will impact the mail. With that knowledge, the mail owners could be preemptive in handling potential impacts. We want to identify mailing issues from a quality perspective, but also, when mail is moving through the system and a given facility is moving faster than normal, or more slowly than normal, the ability to get a gauge on that would be useful. 

Bob Galaher summarized that there are two sources of near real-time feedback being discussed: 

1. Quality issues impacting processing of a mailing, allowing the mailer to respond quickly.

2. Facility operational performance to indicate that a facility managed its throughput or cleared all mail on time, or if there was an impact causing a backlog (such as a machine breaking down).

Sharon said it would be useful to see at a company enterprise level, the mail volumes I have ready to go into certain locations, and to see the mail in progress. We struggle to know what causes some of the spikes in our call center. At this point, I don’t have visibility to see what may be occurring – such as where mail is held up. 

Sharon said it would be useful to see a periodic view at different times, showing how mail is working through the system – a visual to show mail movement. A total view for USPS, and additional views for individual companies. 

Communication

Another team member said we also need to sometimes talk to a person, and that communication needs to be a two-way street. We need to be able to initiate conversations, but we need USPS to also know who to contact in our organization. 
Communication is not well coordinated from local, district, to area levels. It needs more coordination, and to be handled as a single entity. 

Becky said, from a national operations center perspective we do that, but from a mailer or mailing perspective, wherever the mail is coming into the system, as it enters into the database, if any issues arise at any given facility impacting a mailing, you would like that feedback?

Sharon said that is some of what we need. The problem has been that there’s no general communication log or system that tracks communication. We need to know who to contact in USPS, and USPS needs to know who to contact within the mailer. Having contact lists, and knowing who to contact about what for both USPS and the mailer, is critical.
Escalations and Prioritization

Sharon said the escalation process must include a priority – a criticalness that impacts the response time. Sharon said a mailpiece design question is very different from an urgent question about a mailing that is already being processed. 

Bob said that how each person prioritizes a given issue can be different. We would need to prevent abuse, such as a customer who always identifies everything as a priority 1.
A group member said you could set Priority 1 for an issue regarding a mailing already in the mail, but give other levels for issues regarding a mailing at an earlier stage.

Bob said if he provides the capability for someone to specify the priority level, it is left up to the customer to make that assessment. 

Another group member said if a mailer drops a large mailing and an issue arises, and the mailer is contacted, I’d like the mailer to have the ability to establish their own criteria for how to escalate it to the next level. For example, if USPS contacts a mailer at night and nobody responds, they could escalate it to the next level established by the customer as to who to contact next.
Concluding Discussion
Bob asked if anyone had any additional issues to raise.
Mike said he wanted to thank everyone for their input. 

Bob invited the group to email any additional thoughts they may have. 

Bob said he’s been working through the initiative #1 feedback to organize it into relevant groupings. Some items were tactical, which we could capture in a spreadsheet and hand off to a work group to include in their considerations as they get direction for their work. 

Bob said he’s hoping to have some discussion around that next Thursday. As he reviewed the material, some additional questions were raised that we could discuss next week as well. 

Bob said he’ll try to get through as many of these as possible in the next two weeks so we’ll have a good strategic document, along with another tactical layer that will help us with our final decisions going forward with the work groups. 
Mike said our target is to have something ready to hand out at MTAC.
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