09/15/04

 


MTAC Workgroup 88 

Barriers to Address Quality Meeting

September 08 Minutes
Attendees:

	#
	First
	Last
	Company
	Phone
	Attended   June 28
	Attended   August 3
	Attended   September 8

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

	2
	Rick
	Arvonio
	USPS
	202-268-7105 
	Present
	Absent
	Present

	3
	Jan
	Caldwell
	USPS
	901-681-4600
	Present
	Present
	Phone

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

	5
	Ray
	Chin
	Group1
	301-918-0369
	Absent
	Absent
	Absent

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

	7
	Paul
	Fagan
	USPS
	202-268-5122
	Present
	Present
	Absent

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

	9
	Mark
	Gundersen
	ADVO
	860-298-5627
	Present
	Phone
	Present

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

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

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

	13
	Anne Marie
	Himmel
	Capital One
	804-284-6207 x431
	Absent
	Phone
	Absent

	14
	Darron
	Holland
	USPS
	202-268-7423
	Absent
	Present
	Phone

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

	16
	Charles
	Hunt
	USPS
	901-681-4651
	Present
	Present
	Present

	17
	George 
	Hurst
	USPS
	202-268-7103
	Present
	Present
	Present

	18
	Kaz
	Jaszczak
	Parascript
	888-772-7478
	Present
	Absent
	Absent

	19
	Rob
	King
	Consultant 
	303-403-1737
	Phone
	Absent
	Absent

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

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

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

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

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

	25
	Stacey
	Mentzel
	Firstlogic
	608-782-5000 x2297
	Phone
	Present
	Present

	26
	Dale
	Miller
	RRD
	815-844-1321
	Present
	Absent
	Absent

	27
	Dan 
	Minnick
	Experian
	224-698-5683
	Absent
	Absent
	Absent

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

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

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

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

	32
	Wayne
	Orbke
	USPS
	901-681-4658
	Present
	Present
	Present

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

	34
	Thom 
	Roylance
	BYU
	801-422-6023
	Phone
	Absent
	Phone

	35
	Jim 
	Schemmel
	CDS
	515-246-6824       
	Phone
	Present
	Phone

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

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

	38
	Frank
	Spencer
	USPS
	202-268-7424
	Present
	Present
	Present

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

	40
	Joel
	Thomas
	NAPM
	877-620-6276
	Present
	Present
	Present

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

	42
	Paul
	Watkins
	MobileHwy
	704-644-1598
	Absent
	Absent
	Absent

	43
	Jim 
	Wilson
	USPS
	901-681-4676
	Present
	Absent
	Phone

	44
	Mike
	Winn
	RRD
	717-291-9040
	Absent
	Phone
	Present

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

	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	Present
	19
	17
	12

	
	
	
	
	Phone
	11
	10
	15

	
	
	
	
	Absent / N/A
	15
	18
	18

	
	
	
	
	Total Attendance
	30
	27
	27

	
	
	
	
	Percentage Attendance
	67%
	60%
	60%


Introduction – Opening Remarks:

Jody Berenblatt began the meeting with a reminder that the workgroup name officially has been changed to “Barriers to Address Quality.”  The workgroup then proceeded to review the remaining consolidated issues that had been prepared by the subgroup but not reviewed at the August 3, 2004, meeting.

Discussion:

Non-typical Address Types
It was clarified that this set of issues does not necessarily belong together as each is somewhat of a niche issue, but they have been categorized together for organizational purposes.  The group briefly reviewed each of the issues in this category, with the following discussion highlights.

Issue 18, Validating College and University Addresses.  Thom Roylance reported on the recently approved new MTAC workgroup (# 90).  He noted that the mission of that workgroup has little to do with addressing in terms of standardization and barriers to barcoding. The proposal being explored is that student housing mail address changes, which are not included in the USPS Change of Address file, be added.  Mr. Roylance explained that a considerable volume of mail continues to come to students’ addresses even after the student has left.  NACUMS would like to see a study done to confirm the impact of such a change.  Mr. Roylance noted that there would be benefits to the students, the college/university, and the USPS. 

Mr. Roylance reported that the workgroup is still in the formation stages, with about 100 individuals that want to participate.  He is attempting to decrease the number of participants but still have representatives from a cross-section of school sizes and types.  An informal meeting likely will be held during the National Postal Forum to formulate some strategies.  Jim Wilson will be the USPS co-chair.

Mr. Roylance said that there is a lot of interest from the college/universities for this project.  He noted that those having permanent addresses (faculty, staff, etc.) are a clientele for a solution as are those with non-permanent addresses (students, etc.).  The group further discussed this issue, noting that the first step would be agreeing on a standardized address format for college/university addresses and the second step would be getting the information into databases.  Jim Wilson stressed that until the addresses can be put into the USPS AMS database, users can not benefit from programs such as PARS, NCOALink, forwarding, etc.

The concept of an “E” code was mentioned, with further discussion suggesting that perhaps a separate “C” code for colleges/universities should be explored.  The USPS noted that the existing “E” code is not exclusively used for colleges/universities and said that while it is not opposed to exploring a separate code, it would need to know more about industry’s needs.  Joe Lubenow stressed that this workgroup needs to keep focus on identifying barriers, not arriving at solutions.  Mr. Roylance agreed to take the “E” vs “C” code concept back to his group to be pursued in another venue.  The group agreed that no changes are necessary to the issue statement.

It was noted that there will be a session on college/university addressing held at the National Postal Forum on Monday, September 20, from 4:00 to 5:15 p.m.

Issue 19, Military Addresses must be converted to standard civilian style addresses and added to the AMS database.  The group agreed that this is a similar situation to the college/university addressing issue.  Mike Garner, USPS, said he is working closely with the workgroup industry representative on military addressing issues.  He agreed that the NCSC likely would view the military and college/university address issues in a similar way and possibly utilize the same database structures and thought processes in arriving at solutions to these issues.  The group agreed that no changes are necessary to the issue statement.

Issue 20, Puerto Rico address code rates.  The USPS stressed that Puerto Rican address styles are significantly different than other styles used within the continental U.S.  There is a lack of standardization, and lack of use of the official USPS standardized formats.  While Puerto Rican addresses are included in the CASS tests that CASS-certified vendors must pass, there still are inherent problems with these addresses, partly because of cultural accepted address styles that differ from the USPS standardized address style.  Mr. Wilson suggested that the USPS may have gone as far as it can with broad CASS changes and coding changes, and now needs to target some specific remaining CASS issues as well as the larger issue of education/training.  The group agreed that no changes are necessary to the issue statement.
Issue 17, Inclusion of Extraneous or Inaccurate Information
The group agreed that this impacts a small, but growing, industry segment.  The group agreed that no changes are necessary to the issue statement.

Address Elements  

Joe Lubenow reviewed the individual issues categorized under “Address Elements.”  In addition, he noted that some in the industry feel that the USPS, in its database design, tries to do too much through design.  Is it ultimately the best policy to have one secondary indicator, or are there enough addresses out there with more than one secondary address indicator?  He noted that vendors say some addresses naturally have 2-4 indicators, and suggested that the USPS and industry could explore whether the USPS’ decision to have just one secondary address indicator may be limiting.

***

Standards
Mr. Lubenow reviewed the individual issues categorized under “Standards.”  He noted that these issues assume that all the necessary address elements exist, and instead relates to the presentation of the information (e.g., lack of space, abbreviation, etc.).

Sharon Harrison discussed an issue relative to limiting the output of field lengths.  She noted that the USPS needs to pick a consistent address/field length format.  In addition, there needs to be limiting of use of inconsistent assumptions on how to split data into different fields/locations in the address.  If all products/solutions moved to the same standard, it would eliminate any rules or additional programming that mailers use that results in problems in the address through concatenating, etc.  Jan Caldwell reported that the USPS already is looking at all its products to see where there are conflicts in a standard of 30 characters length.  She said the workgroup can leave it on the barriers list, however the USPS already has started looking at this issue.

The group agreed that the issue statement needs to better articulate this aspect of the issue, and Ms. Harrison agreed to draft language and send it to Jody.

Issue 22, All Required Elements Present/Finest Depth of Code.  The workgroup discussed whether finest depth of code, while needing a definition, is a barrier and relevant to this workgroup.  Mr. Lubenow noted that there are differing viewpoints on this topic and the USPS must decide how it wants to proceed.  Once industry knows the USPS’ direction, it will know what it needs to do.

***

Issue 23, Consistent Addressing.  Mr. Lubenow noted that the group has become more aware of this issue through working on others.  Ms. Berenblatt expressed her frustration with the inconsistencies between addresses used by emergency services (911) and the USPS.  The group agreed that there are many independent bodies with address associations and standard formats that are not consistent with those used by the USPS.  The USPS stressed that it has tried over the years to work with some of these independent groups, but with little success.

Issue 24, MLOCR limitations.  The group discussed this issue, agreeing to some language changes in the issues statement (change “addresses” to “barcodes”).  It was stressed that MLOCRs do not generate addresses, they read existing addresses and spray barcodes.  Ms. Harrison noted that there are issues when addresses that are not in line with USPS standards are eligible for postage discounts after MLOCR processing when if the mailer presented the address to the USPS in the same way, it would not be eligible for the discount.

Issue 25, Envelope Construction Standards.  The group discussed the issue of envelope construction and potential impact on address quality.  Charley Howard stressed the issue of return address specifications which could increase “loop mail.”  He also asked that it be specified that this issue discussed enveloped flats only.  It was also recommended that some clarification be made to the issue statement to include mailpiece design/format, not just material construction.  The USPS asked how this issue fits into barriers for address quality.  After some discussion, the group agreed to delete it from the barriers list and raise the concerns in another venue.

Firstlogic Webinar Review
Stacey Mentzel, Firstlogic, briefly discussed a handout provided to the workgroup which presents information on the participants and discussing during a Firstlogic webinar, “Raising the Bar in Coding Addresses.”  It was noted that the unsolicited issues raised during the webinar were very similar to those brought to this workgroup.

The group noted that 54 of the 226 webinar attendees were not sure if their company currently is using DPV, which some in the group found surprising/concerning.  Rick Arvonio pointed out that many companies use intermediaries and third party vendors and may not be aware of processes such as DPV.  The webinar attendees included a broad mix of position levels, and some actual software users.

Issue Prioritization/Ranking Methodology
The workgroup discussed how best to prioritize/rank the 25 issues.  It was determined that any prioritization/ranking should look at two factors: magnitude of impact, as well as ease of implementation.  Two different methodologies were explored by the workgroup.

Mike Winn presented a pairs comparison methodology, where each issue is compared with every other issue and a ranking made between the two according to each criteria being used (e.g., one set of comparisons for magnitude of impact and another set of comparisons for ease of implementation).  For each pair comparison, one issue receives a “0" and the other (the higher ranking one) receives a “1" entry into a spreadsheet.  The results from the workgroup then would be tallied to present a prioritization/ranking of the 25 items.  

Sharon Harrison presented a methodology used by her company, in which each participant would rank their top 10 (in order of criteria being used).  A ranking of “1" would receive a weighting factor of 10 points, “2" a weight of 9 points, etc. and the total points would determine the final ranking.

The group agreed that no matter which method were used, there needs to be some additional conversation once an initial ranking has been completed to ensure that it adequately met the needs of the participants.  The group also agreed that only those representatives that have participated in the meetings/telecons will be allowed to vote.

The group discussed whether issues that could be easily implemented (i.e., “low hanging fruit”) should somehow be separated in its recommendations.  Having the top ranked issue be nearly impossible to resolve but a lower ranking one easily implemented, would not be a desirable outcome.  After some discussion, the group was uncertain as to whether there would be issues that the majority agreed would be easy to resolve, and decided that determining this would be another benefit to the ranking methodology.

After some discussion, the group agreed to attempt the pairs comparison ranking methodology.  Charles Hunt will prepare a spreadsheet with instructions, which will be e-mailed out to participants by Monday, September 13.  The deadline for completion and return will be September 30, 2004.  The group then will discuss the initial results via telecon on Thursday, October 14, 2004 from 2:00 to 3:00 p.m. EST.  The next in-person meeting tentatively is scheduled for Monday, October 26, 2004, from 9:00 a.m. until noon in conjunction with the MTAC meetings that week in Washington DC. 

Mr. Lubenow stressed that the MTAC Steering Committee will review the recommendations from the workgroup and determine the best course, which may or may not be in line with the specific recommendations or ranking from the workgroup.

Report to MTAC Steering Committee
The group briefly discussed the format and content of the workgroup’s final report/recommendations to the MTAC Steering Committee.  It was agreed that this will be further discussed at the October 26, 2004, workgroup meeting.  In the interim, however, a subgroup will work on developing a draft report that describes the process used by the workgroup to solicit barrier issues, consolidate and eliminate barrier issues, and prioritize barrier issues.  The final ranking/prioritization can be added to the report at the conclusion of that process.

Next Steps

The group will meet by telecon on Thursday, October 14, 2004 from 2:00 to 3:00 p.m. EST.  The next in-person meeting tentatively is scheduled for Tuesday, October 26, 2004, from 9:00 a.m. until noon in conjunction with the MTAC meetings that week in Washington DC. Meeting room and call-in number will be forthcoming.
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