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MTAC Workgroup 88 

Address Quality Enhancements Meeting

June 28 Minutes
Attendees:

	#
	First
	Last
	Company
	Phone
	Attendance at 6/28 Mtg

	1
	Jody
	Berenblatt
	Time Warner
	212-484-6315
	Present

	2
	Rick
	Arvonio
	USPS
	202-268-7105 
	Present

	3
	Jan
	Caldwell
	USPS
	901-681-4600
	Present

	4
	Karen
	Bogdanovich
	MassMutual Financial
	413-744-4462
	Phone

	5
	Ray
	Chin
	Group1
	301-918-0369
	Absent

	6
	Ron
	Collins
	Dept of Defense
	703-325-0674
	Absent

	7
	Paul
	Fagan
	USPS
	202-268-5122
	Present

	8
	JP
	Gillotte
	Presort Services
	517-887-7545
	Absent

	9
	Mark
	Gundersen
	ADVO
	860-298-5627
	Present

	10
	Cindy
	Harrelson
	BellSouth Billing
	770-888-0995
	Present

	11
	Sharon
	Harrison
	SBC Billing Solutions
	916-376-2040
	Phone

	12
	Steven
	Heiskell
	Ecological Mail Coalition
	800-620-3975
	Phone

	13
	Anne Marie
	Himmel
	Capital One
	804-284-6207
	Absent

	14
	Darron
	Holland
	USPS
	202-268-7423
	Absent

	15
	Charley
	Howard
	Harte Hanks
	410-412-1749
	Absent

	16
	Charles
	Hunt
	USPS
	901-681-4651
	Present

	17
	George 
	Hurst
	USPS
	202-268-7103
	Present

	18
	Kaz
	Jaszczak
	Parascript
	888-772-7478
	Present

	19
	Rob
	King
	Consultant 
	303-403-1737
	Phone

	20
	Chris
	Kite
	Böwe Bell & Howell
	847-423-7505
	Present

	21
	Paul
	Kovlakas
	Pitney Bowes GMS
	203-924-3264
	Phone

	22
	Chris
	Lien
	First Logic
	763-560-9690
	Present

	23
	Joe
	Lubenow
	Lubenow & Assoc
	773-478-2249
	Present

	24
	Dennis
	MacHarg
	Advance Presort Service
	773-736-8333 x115
	Absent

	25
	Stacey
	Mentzel
	Firstlogic
	608-782-5000
	Phone

	26
	Dale
	Miller
	RRD
	815-844-1321
	Present

	27
	Dan 
	Minnick
	Experian
	224-698-5683
	Absent

	28
	Peter
	Moore
	Peter Moore & Assoc
	303-449-1908
	Phone

	29
	E.C.
	Nix
	DST Output
	303 466 8035
	Phone

	30
	Bob
	O'Brien
	TCS
	813-878-6903
	Absent

	31
	Dan 
	O'Brien
	First Data Corp
	402-777-1601
	Absent

	32
	Wayne
	Orbke
	USPS
	901-681-4658
	Present

	33
	Sue
	Panella
	Quad/Graphics
	414-566-3364
	Phone

	34
	Thom 
	Roylance
	BYU
	801-422-6023
	Phone

	35
	Jim 
	Schemmel
	CDS
	515-246-6824       
	Phone

	36
	Wanda 
	Senne
	Ace Marketing
	770-431-2591
	Present

	37
	Kathy
	Siviter
	Postal Consulting
	703-237-1740
	Absent

	38
	Frank
	Spencer
	USPS
	202-268-7424
	Absent

	39
	Jeff
	Stangle
	Pitney Bowes
	630-435-7353
	Present

	40
	Joel
	Thomas
	NAPM
	877-620-6276
	Present

	41
	Phil 
	Thompson
	Quad/Graphics
	414-566-4731
	Present

	42
	Paul
	Watkins
	MobileHwy
	704-644-1598
	Absent

	43
	Jim 
	Wilson
	USPS
	901-681-4676
	Present

	44
	Mike
	Winn
	RRD
	717-291-9040
	Absent

	45
	Christine
	Zarbock
	Time Warner Cable
	704-731-3431
	Absent
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	11

	
	
	
	
	Absent / N/A
	15

	
	
	
	
	66% Attendance
	45


Introduction – Opening Remarks:

The MTAC Workgroup # 88 - Address Quality Enhancement meeting began at 12:00 p.m. with opening statements from industry co-chair Jody Berenblatt and postal co-chair Rick Arvonio.
Rick stated the goal of this meeting is to discuss barriers to quality addressing and barcoding. Jody then passed around the charter for MTAC Workgroup #88 effort. To reiterate, the major points are:

Issue Statement: Address quality represents the foundation upon which barcode quality depends and “raising the bar” in both respects is the key to the Postal Service’s corporate automation plan to meet future processing and delivery commitments in a cost efficient manner. The main focus for this workgroup will be the identification of barriers which currently exist regarding the generation of quality addresses and barcodes.
Impact on Other Issues or Procedures: This initiative will support our objective of achieving 85% DPS (delivery point sequence) barcoding by the end of 2004 and 90% for 2005 as well as supporting future concepts such as FSS (flats sequencing system) and hopefully DPP (delivery point packaging).
Desired Results: The desired result of this work will be to identify a weighted/prioritized list of barriers to the application of quality addresses and barcodes.

There was concern from the members about how the 85% and the 90% would be measured to determine success/failure.  What are the current measures, etc? However, the answer was unknown for this meeting but is currently being investigated.

Discussion:

The members of the workgroup submitted a total of 72 issues to be included in the initial list of barriers. While all submissions had merit, 31 of the 72 issues were found to be outside the scope of the work effort. Therefore, the remainder of the meeting was a discussion and determination of whether these particular issues needed to be eliminated or have the respective authors rewrite them for resubmission. The following table outlines the issues initially deemed outside the scope, needs to be rewritten for clarity, or needs to be consolidated with other issues.
	Issue

#
	Category
	Issue Initially Deemed Outside Scope
	Action

	12
	Address Elements
	Jeff Stangle - 40% of the errors that get into a database come from the point of data entry.  How can the industry promote using ZIP+4 addressing tools at the most effective place, the point of data entry?
	Consolidate with Issue # 10

	16
	Address Elements
	Steven Heiskell - Address Inconsistencies that Result in Poor Merge/Purge Results (1) Mixing of Key Address Components, (2) Compression of Addresses, (3) Inclusion of Extraneous or Inaccurate Information (Note: See Document # 3 for complete explanation)
	Needs to be restated

	17
	AMS Database
	Charley Howard - ZIP+4 File Construction.                                                                                                                                                     (Note: I dislike the fact that when the ZIP+4 file is constructed, the USPS create ranges that have gaps   ie.   16-24 main st ... where 20 might not exist. Why don't they split that up and give us two sets of ranges?)
	Out of scope unless re-submitted and 
restated

	18
	AMS Database
	Charley Howard - Finance codes.                                                                                                                                                                       (Note: It clearly was a solution that no longer has legs. The USPS needs to add a "search key" that is on the city/state and also on the zip+4 file and they need to maintain that key outside any influence from the USPS other objectives other than matching)
	Out of scope unless re-submitted and 
restated

	23
	AMS Database
	Christine Zarbock - Unit Designator Discrepancy Also in Houston Texas, the local cable operators inform me that several apartment buildings in the complex were constructed in stages.  Buildings constructed early on in the development have been identified as apartments whereas buildings occupied at a later date are identified as units.  This is a nuance that many locals are not sensitive to, but TW cable identifies as an obstacle to coding.  When the residents refer to their abode as 'apartments' but the USPS database designates them as 'units' the records will not code.  What possible resolutions can be considered for this unit designator discrepancy?  Is there any harm in allowing either unit designator to be considered valid for coding purposes?  In other words, whether the resident indicates unit or apt either term would be recognized by the coding software and present the proper zip+4 code.       
	Needs to be restated

	24
	AMS Database
	Christine Zarbock - Military There may be ways for Mailers and the USPS to work together to broadcast the process by which Military addresses are to be formatted for delivery point coding and ultimately, confidence in deliverability. As an example, for Time Warner Cable’s Waco division it wasn’t until they contacted the postal representatives at Fort Hood, which gave them the opportunity to address their postal concerns. It would be beneficial if there was more formalization at the national level in how to approach addressing issues on a local level.   
	Solution instead of a problem -          Needs to be restated

	33
	BMA - Address Quality Verific.
	Chris Lien - CASS Consistency Issues Our concerns regarding consistency issues related to CASS rest primarily on making sure that all address cleansing/validation tools should be held to the same certification standards. This includes not only vendor supplied products, but must also include MERLIN, the USPS website, and any other industry tool.
	Needs to be restated and/or passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	34
	BMA-MERLIN
	Jeff Stangle - The MERLIN and CASS rules need to be better aligned.  If MERLIN is going to be used to assess the accuracy of addresses, better communication between MERLIN and CASS needs to start.  The following issues of address coding relate directly to MERLIN. (1) Future MERLIN addressing rules are yet to be defined. (2) Mailers are concerned about the zero tolerance rule being applied to new addressing tests. (3) How will MERLIN validate the finest depth of code? (4) If CASS engine data varies from vendor to vendor, how consistent will the MERLIN data be?
	Eliminated

	35
	BMA-MERLIN
	Joe Lubenow - Use MERLIN and additional methods to verify address quality not just on a sample but for the entire mailing.  In this way avoid extrapolating from samples, and prevent both over-penalizing mailers and under-detection of quality issues.  Here are two ways to do this: For mail presorted on equipment, have a version of the four-state code with a one-digit flag denoting the completeness and correctness of the address, along with its move update status, and its presentation status.  A suitably enhanced MERLIN can verify the correctness of the flag. For mail presorted by computer, submit IDEAlliance ADIS files (standardized electronic representation of addresses in a Mail.dat file set with documentation of address hygiene performance) to make the corresponding claims on an address-by-address basis and then use the enhanced MERLIN in much the same way as above.  This requires unique ID on the mailpiece, but not an address quality flag.
	Eliminated

	36
	BMA-MERLIN
	Sharon Harrison - What does "Finest Depth of Code" mean?  (See Document # 2 for complete explanation)
	Will consolidate with Issue # 15

	37
	CASS
	Charley Howard - CASS Testing & Grading.                                                                                                                                                            (Note: I also don't like the CASS test process that they create the answers in advance and they think they do a good job resolving anomolies ... They don't .... changes in the city/state and alias files make a difference and they don't net them out to a satisfactory level.)
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	40
	CASS
	Chris Lien - CASS Directories - Distribution We would also like to see the USPS consider moving toward providing CASS directories to vendors via some sort of electronic download. This would enable vendors, such as Firstlogic, to quickly provide the latest directory information to our customers. This will be crucial as the USPS considers requiring monthly CASS updates.
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	41
	CASS
	Chris Lien - CASS Parsing & Matching We recognize that while CASS provides a level of consistency for testing purposes, however, there is no specific standard in how the various address cleansing products parse and match address elements in order to pass the CASS test. We do not believe the USPS or the industry should regulate or implement strict guidelines related to the parsing and matching of the address elements. It is our opinion that the various vendors should continue to leverage their own experience and technology to provide competitive solutions for address cleansing technologies and let the industry select the solution that best fits their needs.
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	42
	CASS
	Cindy Harrelson - Vendor Requirements, the certification requirements for CASS/DPV vendors should have more stringent certification measures. Customers are experiencing problems from vendors that the customers think are reputable due to their being certified.
	Needs to be restated

	44
	CASS
	Jeff Stangle - What is the process for identifying an address that the mailer/USPS believe is coding incorrectly?
	Needs to be restated and/or passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	45
	CASS
	MMA - Accurate Coding of Addressing Tools Incorrect coding of an address using a CASS/DPV product can significantly impact SBC’s ability to obtain postage discounts and ensure customer mail is delivered correctly/timely. (Note: See Document # 4 for complete explanation)
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	46
	CASS
	MMA - Ease of Use of Address Cleansing Tools Performance and quality from the CASS, DPV, NCOALink, and other USPS addressing products is critical to ensure accurate and timely product output. (Note: See Document # 4 for complete explanation)
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	47
	CASS
	Paul Fagan - CASS Issues from MTAC Workgroup #86 (Consistency) will be discussed at meeting by Paul
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	48
	CASS
	Sharon Harrison - Accurate Coding of Addressing Tools Incorrect coding of an address using a CASS/DPV product can significantly impact SBC’s ability to obtain postage discounts and ensure customer mail is delivered correctly/timely. (Note: See Document # 1 for complete explanation)
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	49
	CASS
	Sharon Harrison - Ease of Use of Address Cleansing Tools Performance and quality from the CASS, DPV, NCOALink, and other USPS addressing products is critical to ensure accurate and timely product output. (Note: See Document # 1 for complete explanation)
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	50
	CASS
	Wanda Senne -  PS Form 3553 CASS Summary Report's Section E. "Qualification Statistical Summary" needs clarification as to what the fields mean and imply. Solution: Rename the headings to promote correction change information. Only writers of tech guides probably relate to the current heading info.
	Will be passed on to new MTAC workgroup for CASS/MASS Issues

	51
	General
	Cindy Harrelson - Off-Shore Use, I understand DPV cannot be used off-shore. BellSouth has several of its IT applications being performed elsewhere. I can see the future including off-shore address database processes. What will the USPS provide as an alternate solution?
	Needs to be restated

	52
	General
	Jeff Stangle - How will the addressing standards for Bronze, Silver, Gold, and Platinum be verified?
	Eliminated

	53
	General
	Jeff Stangle - Software products provide more functionality and flexibility to correct and verify addresses over hardware (MLOCR) products. Delivery Point Validation (DPV) is a good example.  DPV has been available using software for two years, but no hardware solution exists. Mailers using software solutions will be generating higher quality addresses. Should they be rewarded extra for doing so? Both sides to this are unfair.  Either the hardware address cleansing mailers are exempt from tighter addressing standards, or they are penalized because the software technology has not caught up to MLOCR hardware technology.
	Eliminated

	56
	General
	MMA - Validate/Indentify Business Value and Justification for Improved Address Quality Initiatives USPS needs to identify and validate the business value provided by improved performance of address products within industry. (Note: See Document # 4 for complete explanation)
	Needs to be restated and consolidated with Issue # 57

	57
	General
	Paul Kovlakas - Problem: The biggest issue for correct addressing is industry education and awareness.  There are many barriers to overcome, and they are different from mailer to mailer.  For example, companies and people new to the mailing industry need general awareness of the addressing tools.  High volume mailers that have been in the industry for a while need to understand the need for best practices of address hygiene, even when it doesn’t meet their business rules. Solution: A potential solution for this is to look at different media and presentation of addressing educational information.  Today, when the industry addresses education, a workgroup delivers a white paper.  New media such as web seminars can be used and archived for future use.
	Consolidated with Item # 56.

	59
	General
	Rob King - UAA Issues USPS has implemented a number of address quality solutions in the last few years.  What do we know about their efficacy for reducing UAA's?  Have, or how are these programs measured to determine cost saving? Have the costs for UAA been determined by class?  What is the impact for 1C vs. Standard address quality? For bulk mailers claiming postage discounts, are there quality issues by type? i.e. a firm using a presort bureau vs. an in-house bulk mailer?
	Needs to be restated or possibly eliminated

	60
	General
	Sharon Harrison - Validate/Indentify Business Value and Justification for Improved Address Quality Initiatives USPS needs to identify and validate the business value provided by improved performance of address products within industry. (Note: See Document # 1 for complete explanation)
	Duplicate of Issue # 56 – eliminated

	61
	General
	Steven Heiskell - Deliverable to the Business, But Undeliverable to the Individual (1) Mail Code Not Included, (2) Title Slugs, (3) Bundled Mail, (4) Outdated Business Information, (5) Outdated Contacts (Note: See Document # 3 for complete explanation)
	Eliminated

	70
	Move Update
	Jeff Stangle - Since Ancillary Endorsements are no longer going to be an approved Move Update method, and Product Redesign Platinum requires a Pre and Post Mailing Move Update method, what will the Post Mailing Move Update methods be?
	Eliminated – More appropriate “Education & Motivation”

	72
	Move Update
	Steven Heiskell - Business Change of Address (“NCOA” for Individual Work Address Changes) (Note: See Document # 3 for complete explanation)
	Eliminated


Restatements of eliminated issues are due at end of business, Tuesday, July 6, 2004. Not all of those restatements have been incorporated into these meeting notes.  

Next Steps

After the “Out of Scope” discussion was completed, it was decided to form subteam to group and combine issues of similar nature. The volunteers for this subteam are: Jody Berenblatt, Joe Lubenow, Joel Thomas, Jeff Stangle, Chris Lien, Sharon Harrison, Wayne Orbke, and Charles Hunt. 
The subteam will have a teleconference on Friday, July 9, 2004. A revised Issues Matrix will be redistributed to the main group afterwards.
The next meeting of the MTAC Workgroup # 88 will be held at Postal headquarters on Tuesday, August 3, 2004 at 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. EST. Meeting details will be forthcoming. 

Agenda will include a review of the ‘accepted’ issues by the workgroup. The main group will then begin discussion of the methodology to be used to score each issue as to the severity and/or the pervasiveness as a barrier to quality addressing 
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