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MTAC Workgroup 88 

Address Quality Enhancements Meeting

June 28 Minutes
Attendees:

	#
	First
	Last
	Company
	Phone
	Attendance at 6/28 Mtg
	Attendance at 8/03 Mtg

	1
	Jody
	Berenblatt
	Time Warner
	212-484-6315
	Present
	Present

	2
	Rick
	Arvonio
	USPS
	202-268-7105 
	Present
	Absent

	3
	Jan
	Caldwell
	USPS
	901-681-4600
	Present
	Present

	4
	Karen
	Bogdanovich
	MassMutual Financial
	413-744-4462
	Phone
	Phone

	5
	Ray
	Chin
	Group1
	301-918-0369
	Absent
	Absent

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

	7
	Paul
	Fagan
	USPS
	202-268-5122
	Present
	Present

	8
	JP
	Gillotte
	Presort Services
	517-887-7545
	Absent
	Absent

	9
	Mark
	Gundersen
	ADVO
	860-298-5627
	Present
	Phone

	10
	Cindy
	Harrelson
	BellSouth Billing
	770-888-0995
	Present
	Present

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

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

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

	14
	Darron
	Holland
	USPS
	202-268-7423
	Absent
	Present

	15
	Charley
	Howard
	Harte Hanks
	410-412-1749
	Absent
	Present

	16
	Charles
	Hunt
	USPS
	901-681-4651
	Present
	Present

	17
	George 
	Hurst
	USPS
	202-268-7103
	Present
	Present

	18
	Kaz
	Jaszczak
	Parascript
	888-772-7478
	Present
	Absent

	19
	Rob
	King
	Consultant 
	303-403-1737
	Phone
	Absent

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

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

	22
	Chris
	Lien
	First Logic
	763-560-9690
	Present
	Absent

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

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

	25
	Stacey
	Mentzel
	Firstlogic
	608-782-5000
	Phone
	Present

	26
	Dale
	Miller
	RRD
	815-844-1321
	Present
	Absent

	27
	Dan 
	Minnick
	Experian
	224-698-5683
	Absent
	Absent

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

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

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

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

	32
	Wayne
	Orbke
	USPS
	901-681-4658
	Present
	Present

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

	34
	Thom 
	Roylance
	BYU
	801-422-6023
	Phone
	Absent

	35
	Jim 
	Schemmel
	CDS
	515-246-6824       
	Phone
	Present

	36
	Wanda 
	Senne
	Ace Marketing
	770-431-2591
	Present
	Present

	37
	Kathy
	Siviter
	Postal Consulting
	703-237-1740
	Absent
	Present

	38
	Frank
	Spencer
	USPS
	202-268-7424
	Absent
	Present

	39
	Jeff
	Stangle
	Pitney Bowes
	630-435-7353
	Present
	Phone

	40
	Joel
	Thomas
	NAPM
	877-620-6276
	Present
	Present

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

	42
	Paul
	Watkins
	MobileHwy
	704-644-1598
	Absent
	Absent

	43
	Jim 
	Wilson
	USPS
	901-681-4676
	Present
	Absent

	44
	Mike
	Winn
	RRD
	717-291-9040
	Absent
	Phone

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

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	Present
	19
	17

	
	
	
	
	Phone
	11
	10

	
	
	
	
	Absent / N/A
	15
	18

	
	
	
	
	Total Attendance
	30
	27


Introduction – Opening Remarks:

The MTAC Workgroup # 88 - Address Quality Enhancement meeting began at 9:00 a.m. with opening statements from industry co-chair Jody Berenblatt and postal co-chair Jan Caldwell.
Jody recapped the consolidation effort of like issues. She also informed the group of the new formation of MTAC Workgroup #89 that is tasked CASS refinements and awareness promotion. All CASS issues submitted in this workgroup will be handed over the #89 for further discussion and resolution. Wayne Orbke shared with the group that the USPS is currently delivery point sequencing (DPS) 74% mailstream. 
Discussion:

The members of the workgroup submitted a total of 92 issues that was included in the initial list of barriers. While all submissions had merit, many issues were found to be outside the scope of the work effort, other were redundant. Therefore, the subteam grouped and combined issues of similar nature. The final effect is that we now have a total of 26 issues divided over 8 major categories. The following table outlines the issues.
	Issue Number
	Category
	Issue (brief) 
	Workgroup Originator

	1
	Address Elements
	Preface: This issue includes barriers to address quality resulting from missing or inaccurate address elements.  Address elements are defined as the smallest meaningful parts of addresses.  For purposes of this issue, it is assumed that the address elements in question are available from the USPS database.  Other issues have to do with data not available from USPS files.
	 

	 
	 
	Missing/out of range secondary address values  The mailer may have the name but not the secondary address information such as an apartment or suite number.  The USPS may know the secondary address information, as in a high-rise building, but does not carry the name on its files.  Lack of or incorrect secondary addressing is a significant problem that results in the majority of undeliverable-as-addressed mail for all mailers.  (Note: See document, MMA Issues and SBC Issues, for complete explanation)                                                                 
	Charley Howard (1), MMA (14), Sharon Harrison (15), (1998-14)

	 
	 
	Unit Designator Discrepancy     When the resident/customer refer to their abode as 'apartment' but the USPS database designates them as 'units' the customer preferred address with not get a zip+4 code.  On those occasions when the data entry group learns that another secondary address designator term is codeable, such as the use of 'unit' instead of apartment, a zip+4 code is obtainable but the customer is often very angry and insistent that their mail is addressed incorrectly. We have no way of knowing if the customers term is correct and the USPS is in error or if the customer is in err and the USPS is correct.   It would appear that codeability and quality are not always the same thing.   
	Christine Zarbock (23), (1998-14) 

	 
	 
	Missing pre- and post-directionals and street types   Many mailpieces fail to use directionals and thus can't be accurately barcoded. Sometimes there is only one possible directional, but often there are multiple possible answers and CASS software cannot determine which might be correct. The same situation can occur with missing street types such as "Avenue" or "Drive" or "Circle" when the same street name is present.
	Charley Howard (2), Chris Kite (6)

	 
	 
	House number not on street   This problem occurs when addresses have been processed through CASS certified software but not through DPV.  The CASS software uses range files, and cannot determine when a house number does not exist within the range.
	Charley Howard (3)

	 
	 
	Misspelled street names     There are cases where the street name in the input address is spelled differently than the street name in the USPS database.  These records may not code.  This can sometimes be corrected by CASS certified software, but not if the misspelling is too severe.  And even if the CASS software can provide the match and return the correct spelling, the mailer may not incorporate the results back to the file.
	Charley Howard (4), Christine Zarbock (21)

	2
	Address Elements
	 Accurate Addressing Using Postal Carrier Knowledge     Only the construction of methods that will incorporate the knowledge locked in the delivery work force, to provide the needed address elements, can solve certain problem addresses. The carrier can sometimes make a match when software is unable to do so, but the correct address must also be in the USPS database, or be added to it.  The code name in WG 16 was AEC II. The world waits. 
	Jim Schemmel (80b), (1998-7)

	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	AMS Database
	AMS database errors     Problem:  While processing the raw AMS data into the vendor's proprietary database, many entries are flagged by the 'build' program as 'in error'.  These AMS database errors create ambiguity and reduce ability to match to desired range. Solution: Create mechanism for feedback of AMS errors back to the USPS. .  This information could be fed back to the USPS in a standardized format indicating the range(s) and the error(s). (i.e. duplicate entries with different zip+4 codes, Invalid Hi/Low primary range pairs, and ZIP codes void of preferred name,...). 
	Paul Kovlakas (27), (1998-17)

	4
	AMS Database
	More Intelligence Flags     The ZIP+4 product should contain more intelligence flags.  Just like the LACS indicator currently, there should be an NCOA/Link flag at the ZIP+4 level.  This could save on computer processing time, efficiency and programming logic.  There should not be any barriers to security as no names are introduced into ZIP+4 file.  There may be other opportunity for newer intelligence flags to future or existing USPS products. Possible USPS concerns could be:  1) timing of NCOA/Link flag - products built different times/locations/logistics to keep in sync.  2) development time to adjust AMS  3) security approval  4)  how long to keep NCOA/Link flag on ZIP+4 and other rules on use.
	Ray Chin (73), (1998-17)

	5
	AMS Database
	New Housing Developments     Due to population growth, postal delivery points are growing annually. Some of these new delivery points are borne as a result of new building developments (both business and residential).  The process by which real estate developers and local county governments establish street names and house numbers is a bit of a negotiation with changes evolving during this timeframe. The real estate developer (and/or the property owners) takes the official county documentation to the United States Postal Service for zip code and zip + 4 coding.  Cable and telephony services tend to encounter customers in new developments sooner than other types of service providers.  
	Christine Zarbock (19), (1998-5)

	 
	 
	New Housing Developments (continued)     Often enough the cable provider needs to accept the address information provided by the prospective new customer and keep in touch with the local post office until that development has been assigned a zip+4 code.  While we acknowledge that the current process is awkward, at this point in time we are not suggesting a change in procedure but a clarification and formalization of the existing protocol.  As we understand it, there are currently no national standards for the length of time the local postmaster may take prior to assigning a zip+4 code to a given delivery point.  Please consider the benefits of documenting a standard operating procedure so that customers throughout the nation are provided consistently timely assignments of zip+4 codes in new developments. 
	Christine Zarbock (19), (1998-5)

	6
	AMS Database
	Street Addresses in geographical areas where the USPS does not provide delivery     There are pockets of communities that do not currently receive mail delivery.  Residents of these communities are assigned a PO Box at the local post office.  The challenge for mailers such as TW Cable is that the prospective (or existing) customer typically supplies their street address.  When the street address is processed along with all the other customer records, coding products (such as those provided by Group1) typically reject these records as the street address does not correspond to any zip code.  Ideally, the USPS could validate that the street address is in that PO Box zip code.  Additional Data Requested in AMS Database: i.e.,  Street data for PO Box only small towns.
	Christine Zarbock (20), Paul Kovlakas (26), (1998-11)

	7
	AMS Database
	Additional Apartment/Suite Information     The USPS needs complete and correct addresses, including not only high-rise, but also non-high-rise apartment and suite numbers, for Flats Sequencing System (FSS) and especially for Delivery Point Packaging (DPP). Furthermore, there are times where industry will have addressing information that the USPS does not, e.g., multiple secondary address elements. This calls for adding new data to the USPS AMS II database for the apartment/suite information.
	Joe Lubenow (25), (1998-4/14)

	8
	AMS Database
	AMS & Firm Names     Problem: When a firm name is supplied by the user and there is more than one FIRM range for the same company with similar "company names", a match to a FIRM range can only be made if the user supplied a FIRM name either identical to one of the ranges, or a name sufficiently distinct enough to exclude all others.  Many times the multiple FIRM entries are very similar, forcing the user to supply an exact match to one of them. Solution: 'connect' firm addresses that are entered with duplicate (similar) names so that matching software can match to any of them without an exact match to one of them.  This could be done explicitly to the raw data with a key (i.e. Base/Alt) or implicitly through CASS matching logic changes (based on 'sameness' of secondary info and ZIP4)
	Paul Kovlakas (29), (1998-10/17)

	
	
	
	

	9
	Data Entry
	Data entry problems:  Failure to capture a complete and accurate address is a problem for the USPS and Mailing Companies.  Barriers include: lack of automated systems or products available to validate address components on front-end systems for both the USPS and mailer, no certified systems for up-front validation software tools, address field limitations by mailers cause abbreviated addressing, no clearly defined USPS standards exist for abbreviation of addressing when required, no automated tool allows for address compression or abbreviation that is USPS certified, and customers do not know their correct mailing address due to varying addresses between governing entities. 
	Dan Minnick (10), Joel Thomas (87) (1998-6/7); Jeff Stangle (12)

	 
	 
	 
	 

	10
	Ground Rules Policy
	Making Move Update Universal     Move Update is not currently required on all mail and thus mail gets introduced into the system that is undeliverable as addressed. The consistent use of NCOA Link and other move update products could help increase the amount of mail that receives accurate delivery point barcodes. To help with move updates, consider the concept discussed at MITF of having a voluntary permanent individual ID assigned that can be used to track move updates even when neither the prior nor the current address is known by the mailer.  This would work best with PARS processing or some other step near the point of mail origin, but would still work for drop shipped mail.
	Chris Kite (69), Joe Lubenow (71), (1998-1)

	11
	Ground Rules Policy
	Origin of Accurate Addresses     Accurate addresses are a process of collection – and then correction. Information initially provided for a mailing list is often incomplete; in several instances inaccurate. Software matching to address databases, using incomplete information, may produce a “match” and – at the same time – an error. This work group needs to visit again MTAC Workgroup 1 [updated to 16] observations and recommendations. In the end testing finished mail for accurate addresses will not lead to quality improvements. Only the construction of methods that will incorporate the knowledge locked in the delivery work force, to provide the needed address elements, can lead to improved quality addresses. The code name in WG 16 was AEC II. (e.g., I am currently buying a new house, and my agent, and the contract give the wrong address -- which in turn I would have given to my financial providers, and utilities and others who generate mail to me) Needed Additional Quality Tools to Improve Addressing     
	Jim Schemmel (80a), Wanda Senne (83), (1998-5/7/17) Sharon Harrison (94)

	 
	 
	Origin of Accurate Addresses (continued)     Mailers need additional quality tools to improve addressing - AEC needs improvement, other tools aren't clearly communicated or validated prior to rollout to the industry.  Mailers have little choices of ways to automate fixing addressing after CASS / DPV attempts. (MMA concern 3.1, 3.6, 3.8)
	 

	12
	Ground Rules Policy
	Software Modification Timelines     Time required to modify systems can be extensive.  Performance and response time is also critical and barriers to solving system issues USPS requirements don't include adequate time to modify systems and ensure products are functioning with quality (MMA concern 3.2, 3.3, 3.5)
	Sharon Harrison (92)

	13
	Ground Rules Policy
	Legal/Regulatory Barriers  Legal/Regulatory barriers impede some companies from being allowed to make customer changes to their process.  Need to evaluate these issues and make a recommendation for improvement in this area.
	Sharon Harrison (93)

	 
	 
	 
	 

	14
	Business Value of Address Quality
	USPS Should Explore Address Quality Incentives.   The USPS should explore a variety of address quality incentives to motivate mailers to improve address quality.   One model would be the three-tier rate structure developed in USPS product redesign.  The USPS needs to identify and validate the business value provided by improved performance of address products within industry. (Note: See document, MMA Issues, for complete explanation)  The rewards for proper addressing need to be deep enough, or the penalty for bad data needs to be steep enough, to motivate mailers to improve address quality.                          
	Paul Kovlakas (58), Sharon Harrison (56/60), Joel Thomas (84/86), Joe Lubenow (55), Chris Kite (39), (1998-1-2-17)

	15
	Business Value of Address Quality
	USPS should develop a Corporate Address Quality Plan.   There is no official document that outlines the Postal Service's strategies for achieving address quality.  This leads to industry and USPS efforts that are not always in concert and do not provide consistent support tools and communications to improve address quality.   The USPS should develop a comprehensive Corporate Address Quality Plan which would outline its strategies for address quality improvement.  This plan would be the basis for future education/awareness on the importance, benefits, and methods for improving address quality.  The communications message and venue should be targeted to the level of sophistication of the industry audience.  In addition, all USPS address quality support tools (such as forms, reports, publications, etc.) should be designed with the Corporate Address Quality Plan in mind, to promote and facilitate address quality improvement and give mailers clear, understandable information on deficiencies and how to make improvements.
	Jeff Stangle (52/70), Paul Kovlakas (57), Joel Thomas (85), (1998-2), Wanda Senne (50/82), Sharon Harrison (91, MMA concern 3.4), Joel Thomas (89), (1998-2/8/17)

	16
	Business Value of Address Quality
	Determine USPS Approach to Improving System-Wide Address Quality.   In general, for FSS/DPP to work best, system-wide address quality must be improved.  There are four main approaches the USPS could take: (1) Inform mailers of apartment numbers, if policy allows (for those who have the name and the main part of the address) (2) Invent a new coding system nationally (not regionally as was the case with the New York plan for key numbers) (3) Infer the complete and correct address from some mail pieces (and then internally use it to barcode other pieces) (4)  Incent the mailers to solve most of the problem (by acquiring and exchanging information to earn discounts).  The USPS should explore the various approaches to determine that which would best work for the USPS and industry to improve address quality.
	Joe Lubenow (54), Jim Schemmel (81), (1998-1/2)

	
	
	
	

	17
	Non-typical Address Types
	Inclusion of Extraneous or Inaccurate Information:  Problem: Business addresses tend to have more address elements as well as extraneous (non official postal delivery) data in the address database fields.  The presence or absence of these additional data as well as the absence of additional space to house this extraneous data, inhibits proper coding. 
	Steven Heiskell (16c), (1998-8)

	18
	Non-typical Address Types
	Validating College & University Addresses  Identifying and validating college and university address types is a barrier to maintaining quality C&U addresses. There are continued concerns that not all C&U are listed in the AMS files and relatively new concerns about the inconsistent use of AMS fields (e.g. City field contains "University of") are both barriers to coding. There may be a concern (from NACCUMS) about the process by which C&U addresses are evloving - need to take that aspect of discussion offline. MTAC WG#30 identified three addressing formats that are flexible enough for colleges and universities to use in standardizing their addresses: 1. Street style address a) One street address for the entire school b) Use current street address according to local government and city configuration c) Create street style addresses assigned by the school 2. High-rise type addressing allow schools to use Suite, Mail code, etc. style addressing 3. Firm type addressing allow schools to include a department name as part of the address.
	Christine Zarbock (22), (1998-12), Ray Chin (74), Thom Roylance (30),  Mark Gunderson (75)

	 
	 
	Validating College & University Addresses (continued)   Lastly, if all college and universities have been identified with an Education E code and this code is part of the critical reference files (CDS, DSF and DPV files), mailers can use this flag to properly identify and thus improve C&U address quality.
	 

	19
	Non-typical Address Types
	Military Addresses must be converted to standard civilian style addresses and added to the AMS database.     Problem: The interpretation of military ranges requires special attention.  When these ranges are not located in a military ZIP code (APO/FPO) they need to be detected dynamically and treated (much the way) RR/HC are handled. Solution 1: Add new range type for 'military' ranges (i.e. 'M'). Solution 2: ZIP codes (outside of APO/FPO) that contain nothing but "military" addresses could be marked as "military ZIP codes".     In addition to basic education around Military style address requirements, leadership at the national level regarding how  to approach local addressing issues would be beneficial.
	Christine Zarbock (24), (1998-18); Paul Kovalakas (28); Ron Collins (31/32)

	20
	Non-typical Address Types
	Puerto Rico address code rates      Problem:  Although it appears that both USPS and private software company data files have been enhanced to improve coding results for addresses in Puerto Rico, mailer files are still coding significantly less than the code rate for continental addresses.  Solution: Education, Awareness and additional space in the address database for the extra elements (such as Urbanization codes) critical to PR addresses. 
	 (1998-15)

	 
	 
	 
	 

	21
	Standards
	Preface: Lack of address standardization, including the use of standardized address elements and consistent abbreviations, is a barrier to address quality and to efficient mail production.  The USPS has long advocated standardization and has more recently made additional tools available to help mailers maintain files with complete and correct addresses, but a number of specific issues stand in the way of achieving this goal.
	 

	 
	 
	Abbreviation Logic     Lack of space in address field to accommodate full address data, there needs to be standard abbreviation logic to resolve this issue. 
	Cindy Harrelson (7),  (1998-8)

	 
	 
	Standard Abbreviation     Failure of mailers to always use standard abbreviations.
	Joel Thomas (88), (1998-8)

	 
	 
	Inconsistencies in data information     Problem: Inconsistencies in data information. Solution: Set data standards for information that goes into the AMS Database.  Include standard abbreviations.
	Paul Kovlakas (30), (1998-8)

	 
	 
	Revising/Enforcing Addressing Standards     Compliance with mailpiece addressing standards is inconsistent. For mail that receives the highest level of discounts, compliance tends to be fairly good. For non-discounted mail, addressing standards frequently aren't followed and that will result in difficulty getting accurate barcodes on that mail. Potential solutions include revising addressing standards and raising enforcement to a wider range of mail.
	Chris Kite (38), (1998-9)

	 
	 
	Minimal Address Fields     Standardization of an address field length – all systems require/provide various output lengths however there needs to be minimal address data fields.
	Cindy Harrelson (8),  (1998-8)

	 
	 
	Compression of Addresses     Similarly, many files may contain all of the address information (even if it consists of multiple components) in a single address line.
	Steven Heiskell (16b), (1998-6)

	 
	 
	Address Inconsistencies that Result in Poor Merge/Purge Results     Inconsistent and extraneous address information typically present in B2B addressing may prevent successful bar code reading, based on the way the address is formed by the mailer.  These issues are not always correctable via CASS, etc. (Note: See document, Ecological Mail Issues, for complete explanation)
	Steven Heiskell (16a), (1998-6)

	 
	 
	Address Standardization Project     To help solve the problem of incomplete and incorrect addresses, inform mailers about the ability to reconstitute valid and deliverable addresses from standardized components, as developed under USPS leadership in the UPU S42 address standardization project.  Instead of storing addresses in block form, parse them permanently into components, match to DSF2 or DPV, and then reconstitute them using the published standardized template.  Mail to one of 140 million plus valid delivery points whenever possible.
	Joe Lubenow (13)

	 
	 
	Accurate Address Standards     Information initially provided for a mailing list is often incomplete; in several instances inaccurate. Software matching to address databases, using incomplete information, may produce a “match” and – at the same time – an error. A standardized continual feedback loop mechanism is needed to close the gap.  
	Jim Schemmel (80c), (1998-7)

	22
	Standards
	Preface: Mailers are concerned about their ability to provide fully standardized addresses.  Addresses in existing legacy systems may have a ZIP+4 code but not necessarily meet the USPS definition of "finest depth of code" and "complete and correct address".  These terms must be clearly defined.  Many mailers have difficulty in modifying individual address elements or adding missing elements to addresses in an existing file.
	 

	 
	 
	All Required Elements Present (AREP)     Many mailers have expressed concern about the All Required Elements Present (AREP) portion of the Product Redesign Addressing Matrix.  They feel that this is impossible to implement.  Note: When the address is good enough for a match, the USPS certified software can return the missing elements, so the barrier in many cases is the mailer methodology. 
	Jeff Stangle (11)

	 
	 
	What does "Finest Depth of Code" mean?     (See document, SBC Issues 2, for complete explanation)
	Sharon Harrison (36), (1998-10)

	23
	Standards
	Consistent Addressing     Standardization of street data should be consistent to other addressing sources – county/city/E911 determined addresses.  The various participants in the process by which addresses are developed should be listed and categorized, and their methods and standards should be reviewed to ensure consistency wherever possible.
	Cindy Harrelson (9), (1998-10)

	24
	Standards
	MLOCR Limitations     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.
	Jeff Stangle (53), (1998-9)

	25
	Standards
	Envelope Construction Standards Envelope standards are currently very loose (especially for flats) and this causes significant problems automating the barcoding of mail. Potential solutions include standards to regulate placement and identification of return addresses, advertising, delivery address location, clear zones, etc.
	Chris Kite (62)

	 
	 
	
	 

	26
	Timing
	Addressing updates need to be validated and communicated timely.  USPS AMS/CASS Database updates need to be provided more frequently and in an electronic download could allow for quicker dissemination of updates into mailer systems.  New or removed addresses added to the AMS database need to be validated.  As ZIP Codes or other address data elements are added or deleted, these need to be more timely communicated to mailers.                          
	Chris Lien (40) (1998-5); Charley Howard (68), Mark Gundersen (76/77)


Next Steps

The next meeting of the MTAC Workgroup # 88 will be held on Wednesday, September 8, 2004 at 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. EST at the Time Warner Building in New York City in Conference Room 18-100. For those who cannot make the meeting the following call-in teleconference number has been provided: 866-822-5044 passcode 367478.

At this meeting, we will:
· Review the balance of issues not covered in the August 3 meeting, mainly the issues within Address Elements, Non-typical address types, and Standards categories

· Review proposed scoring and weighting format for ranking and prioritizing the issues

· Review approach to final recommendation and report to the MTAC Steering Committee
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