MTAC Subcommittee Teleconference Minutes for March 7, 2003
Purpose of the meeting was to discuss implementation issues related to the Periodicals co-palletization experiment.  The next telecon is scheduled for Friday, March 20.
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Chuck Tricamo
OUTSTANDING ISSUES FROM PREVIOUS TELECON

The Postal Service is investigating the possibility of allowing an exception under the experiment to allow a printer (or consolidator) to submit Forms 3510, Application for Additional Entry, Reentry, or Special Rate Request for Periodicals Publication, on behalf of the publisher at the additional entry site to facilitate the process and reduce waiting times.  This issue may be resolved by the next telecon.
DOCUMENTATION
Joe Bailey and Bob Schimek attended the Mail.dat meeting last week.  They are waiting to get the meeting notes to find out when new values would be available for the experiment in the existing mail.dat format.  They are confident that it will happen because the changes are relatively minor.  
Frank Lynn mentioned there might need to be a process change down the road for co-palletizers to accommodate zone analyses for postage payment reviews.   This issue was raised at the Periodicals Advisory Group meeting and concerns the annual reviews BMEU employees are required to perform to verify the accuracy of Periodicals postage.  As a result of recent Inspector General audits that found reviews were not being conducted as required, Business Mail Acceptance is looking at developing a better, more efficient process, such as a certification program.  Part of the process includes examining how zones are determined when preparing a mailing and generating a postage statement.  This doesn’t affect co-palletization now but it might down the road because a postage payment review would have to determine whether drop-shipped pallets were claimed at the correct zone.
OUTSTANDING ISSUES
The way the experiment is written, it is only for SCF or ADC pallets.  It was our assumption that we should still make a 5-digit pallet if possible and dropship that to an ADC.  Because it’s a finer level than an ADC or SCF pallet, it would also get the co-palletization discounts.  I understand now that this is not the case, but why?  
Because it complicates verifying what qualifies for the experiment.  When you get to the 5-digit level, you have lots of kinds of pallets, such as carrier route, L001, etc.  So you’d be looking at comailing rather than co-palletization.   It would add rate complexity to the experiment and one of the requirements is to keep it simple to get small publications out of sacks and on pallets.  It would also be too complex to audit.  Down the road we would certainly want 5-digit pallets, but right now people are doing those through comailing.

Do the two sides have to be equal on the data collection form published in the Federal Register?

Yes, side one represents the mail before co-pall.  The “with copall” side provides information about where the previously sacked mail ends up.  So the weight and addressed pieces under sacked should equal the total on the “with co-pall” side.

However, this may not be the case in a comailing situation because the “after” data doesn’t include 5-digit pallets, just ADC and SCF pallets.  We’ll need to consider this and get back to the group about this.  Residual mail may also end up on an origin working pallet, won’t be eligible for a co-pall discount, and will not show up in the “after” data.

The minutes from the last telecon say one mixed ADC pallet is allowed. Is that correct?
There may be too much mail for a single pallet, so there might be an overflow pallet.

Will USPS provide a sample of after documentation?

Yes, as soon as possible.  It would help if anyone from the industry has any solutions or documentation samples.  Several industry members offered to provide samples.
How do you complete a consolidated postage statement?  What do you enter in the fields for weight, etc.?
Enter “nonidentical” in those fields and check the “consolidated” block.  We will have the registers attached to document what is in the consolidated mailings.

Can we include a ride-along piece if the piece is polybagged?  
Yes.  
What if we have multiple issues with different ride-along pieces?  
This will roll up on the consolidated form.  Put the total weight by AIC of every ride-along.  Not a per-piece weight, the actual, total weight, the same as for CPP postage statements.  There needs to be a total weight of all ride alongs on the consolidated statement in lieu of the weight of a single ride along for a single mailing.  Place the total ride-along weight and the total number of ride-along pieces on the front of the statement.  It would show something like 1,000 pounds.  It’s needed for Pricing.  Total weight of all ride alongs will have to be to the left of the number of pieces on line 45.
