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The call began shortly after 2:00 p.m. Eastern Daylight Time by reviewing the summary of the break out session the subteam conducted in Alpharetta, Georgia on September 30 submitted by Mary McCormack.  
The second issue discussed in the breakout session in Alpharetta, issue 14 on CASS Directory – Distribution, was the first issue re-discussed during the conference call.  CASS directory vendors would like to receive the data (directories), now distributed monthly on CD, by FTP but the files are so large, in the neighborhood of 600 megabytes, that transmission seems to be a problem.  It was noted that contrary to the impression everyone seemed to have at the September 30 meeting, the monthly data updates provided by the USPS consist of six directories and one of those contains only the data that has changed during the last month.  Providing changes rather than the entire data base was one of the ideas discussed at the September 30 meeting as a way to expedite delivery of the monthly data. At the September meeting Art Davis expressed belief that it should be possible for the USPS to find some way to transmit the CASS directories/data electronically via FTP as well as sending CDs.  The assumption was that CASS vendors would in turn, send the data to end users electronically as well to further improved (reduce) delivery time.

Some members of the subteam suggested that the electronic delivery of the directories/data could be improved by using “Gorilla” software or something similar.  Art Davis agreed to raise this issue with the NSCS.  
However, it was noted that improved (reduced) transmission time would probably save at most a day or so, while the need for the vendors to massage and test the directors they send out takes a week to a week and a half.
During the call it was noted that the NSCS does not provide all data at the same time.  Specifically it was stated that DPV data comes later each month than the CASS directors.  If this continues into the next CASS cycle, this could exacerbate the current problem by further delaying distribution of CASS directors that must at least support the use of DPV which seems to imply a need for vendors to test and confirm that their directors are properly processing DPV data.

The second item re-discussed was issue 13. Though DPV is not currently used in all environments, CASS systems will be required to support DPV in the next CASS cycle and the use of DPV may become a requirement for qualification for worksharing discounts.  The problem is that industry end-users are uncertain as to what constitutes a “match” for purposes of DPV.  The confusion centers on the “F”, “S”, and “D” codes.  What is needed is a clear statement to the vendors and end-users of what constitutes a match. Are only addresses that get a “Y” code matches?   If only “Y” codes are a match, then 20% of one mailers records do not match and that simply isn’t possible or means that DPV has serious problems.  
It was noted that some addresses to which the USPS delivers are not in the AMS data base.  This raises the issue of the yard stick against which DPV matching to be measured as well as what can be done to ensure that all delivery address are included including brand new addresses.  Mailers will have a serious problem if they are expected to accept the notion that deliverable addresses won’t produce a match for DPV purposes because they are not included in the AMS data base.  Everyone agreed that we, both the USPS and the industry, need to understand the causes of failures to match and work to improve match rates.  What we need to avoid is a situation in which discounts are denied because of problems with data and systems that mailers cannot correct.  It was noted that while 100% matching should be the goal, that goal will probably never be attained.  Thus some reasonable tolerance that can be tightened over time as the problems that cause match failures are identified and corrected will be needed.
The third issue re-discussed was issue 16. When the USPS requires accurate coding to the “finest depth of sort,” mailers are very anxious to avoid another problem like the one that they experienced earlier this year when the use of “quad zeros” and improper “quad nines” was mandated with insufficient understanding of the reasons these improper +4 ZIP Code extensions were being assigned.  Various mailers noted that unless the USPS intends to effectively mandate the use of a single set of address matching algorithms, it must allow a tolerance that reflects the fact that the same address processed by two different CASS certified products will occasionally produce different delivery point barcode assignments.  Thus, if the result produced by one set of “certified” algorithms is tested by a different set of algorithms the USPS will have to allow a tolerance that recognizes and allows for errors by both sets of algorithms.  It was also noted that while the passing score for CASS can and will be raised to 98.5% the real issue is the nature and number of difficult addresses included in the test deck. Whatever the acceptable passing score for CASS certification is, it must be realistically obtainable. In addition, whatever standard is used to grade either the CASS products at certification or their output (MERLIN) must be fully and completely integrated so that the testing of CASS output allows for the errors inherent in the testing software as well as  the software (or the output of software) being graded—i.e., these two systems need to be fully coordinated and compatible and allow a tolerance for errors by both systems.
There was also concern that some of the problem relates to how secondary address data is recorded by different Postal Service Areas.  In short its seems that how secondary data is treated by the USPS for purposes of the AMS data base needs to be standardized across the country and communicated to the mailing industry so it can follow the same process.

There was some discussion of the problems posed by default matches at the ZIP +4 level and problems this creates in Section D  of the 3553 and a feeling that default matching rules may require tightening.

The first “new” issue discussed was issue 25.  While, in a sense, the issue is vendor specific, there was a general feeling among many mailers that all vendors need to provide more assistance to end-users on the reasons for the inability of their CASS software to code an address.  Many people producing or advising people producing and entering mail simply do not understand why some addresses do not code.  The vendors all felt that the information was available, but it was clear that may people simply do not know where or how to access the information.  Many mailers felt that some of the folks in their IT departments that receive, install and even test vendor software may understand the codes indicating why various addresses did not code, but non-technical end-users do not.  The solution seemed to be finding some better way for each vendor to make information that apparently already exists more readily available to everyone working with their software via the internet.
The second “new” issue discussed was Issue 26.  As the subteam understood the issue, what is sought is a program or sub-program that would automatically look for names that sound like other words when creating address records.  The vendors generally felt that this sort of variation was too open-ended for inclusion in CASS software.  However, they thought that there were already available front-end programs of this sort that could be used by a company when it initially takes in an address over the phone or even over a counter.  The idea is to determine at the outset if a new customer lives on “Dachshund” or “Oxen” Street.  What is needed is software that will query the USPS data base to determine if Dachshund Street will code.  If there is no “Dachshund St.” within the 5-digit ZIP Code, then the software would look for another street with names like “Oxen” and flag the issue for immediate resolution with the customer.  A similar process could and already may be available for common misspellings or alternative spellings.  This lead to some discussion of problems related to frustration over persistent issues over the proper spellings of street names between residents and the USPS and the need to find some way to resolve these problems more quickly.
The third “new” issue discussed was issue 30 with respect to ensuring that those running CASS software understand the parameters of CASS and that CASS software will meet new (anticipated) USPS requirements.  However, the subteam seemed to agree that these issues were essentially the same as those already covered in the discussion of issue 25 regarding the need to resolve user misunderstandings of CASS software and the codes for address that do not code and issue 16 regarding the need to ensure that end-users can rely upon CASS processing of addresses to ensure complete compliance with USPS addressing coding requirements and the need to ensure complete coordination of the CASS certification process with end-user testing—i.e. MERLIN.

The conference call proceeded with a discussion of “new” issue 41. The concern here is that not all USPS products use the “standard” 30 character field length.  It was the understanding of several members of the subteam that some USPS products ask for data in different field lengths.  Some appear to allow fields of considerable length such as 64 characters, but only one line, which may require mailers with shorter field lengths such 30 characters to combine address elements from different fields into one field and line and then separate it out again while other USPS products allow two lines or fields of 25 characters which requires some mailers to separate data in one file into two fields or lines and then recombine this data which induces errors.  The consensus was that the USPS needs to consistently allow data fields of 30 characters if that is to be the standard.

Finally, the subteam discussed “new” issue 42 which raises the question of what to do for mailers who have less than 30 characters for a street addresses.  The subteam was under the impression that the NSCS is reviewing this issue and looking into whether the development of standardized abbreviations would allow addresses with more than the number of characters available in a database field to be shortened to fit into their shorter field length without loss of ability to encode the address with an 11-digit delivery point barcode.  There was some feeling that some mailers with extremely short fields such as those with 20 characters may have to expand their field length, but that a serious effort to determine if the use of standard abbreviations by all mailers could permit data bases with fields under 30 character to successfully encode longer addresses.  There is some feeling that the standard abbreviations in Pub. 28 are insufficient to this purpose and need to be expanded.
The call ended shortly after 4:00 p.m. with the understanding that the subteam would meet again by conference call on Thursday, November 4, 2004 at 3:00 p.m. Eastern Standard Time.

