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Purpose of the workgroup: Application of best practices in data quality to create ready to go addresses for just in time mailings.
Opening Statements:
Jan Caldwell – requirements are just the minimums. What can be done to build on that as a cross functional effort between the USPS and the industry? Let’s not be restricted by today’s standards, but what can be done for the future.

Jim Wilson – one of the things we’ve always seemed to recognize is what are the things we can bring together to identify as “best practices”. What can we do to achieve this level of “best practices”? The USPS identifies this as all elements present, formatted, and presented according to their rules.

Mike Murphy –also there is an issue of what is done to update the mailer’s database.

Sharon Harrison – there are issues not only with field length, but also issues regarding to consistency among the various products including CASS and NCOALink certified products.

Discussion regarding address line length:
Field lengths and presentation conflicts among the following key areas:

Customer database


Legacy systems and storage concerns

USPS database


Compatibility with capital investments

Mailpiece 


Size and presentation constraints

Rendition rules – pub 28 is perhaps only one set

What are the major components we can identify?

Rendition – Is the 30 character field size the true standard?

99.2% of all addresses can fit within the 30 character limit. The USPS has created an ancillary table of aliases that are supposed to cover this additional 1%.

There appears to be a wide variances of field sizes, which in turn results in differences between the CASS certified products

Jim Wilson – will look at the databases and see if 100% of the addresses can indeed be represented in a 30 character field length.

Are all the CASS certified products conforming to this length? 
Customer database constraints

Mike Murphy – are we limiting our future growth by making 30 characters the limit? What about multicultural influences on street names? Has anyone looked to see if the CASS certified products can actually match the USPS data once the data has been compressed to 30 characters?

Joe Lubenow – France offers a 37 character presentation option for their addresses

Jim Wilson is suggesting that the USPS and the industry perform the “perfect address” test again. He also pointed out that all city/town names can be expressed in 13 characters

This allows for a 28 character last line (13+1+2+2+5+1+4)

If there is a 30 character address there should still be rules for getting to a shorter address that can tabulate successes and failures following Pub 28 rules, or extensions to those rules.  This could be built into the software, perhaps in CASS software.  

Joe Lubenow said that on a small number of test cases of longer addresses, all of them could be shortened using rules to 30 characters, and all but one to 28 characters.  But the rules should be defined and agreed upon.

Best Practice – store the parsed address element groups in conjunction with the “freshness” date for when each element group of the address was last standardized, verified, and updated.

Tangible ROI related to this – future parsing is no longer necessary, thus saving time and ultimately costs

Joe Lubenow raised the issue of electronic validation of address files

The USPS would benefit from this and so would mailers in case questions are raised. One possibility is to store the addresses behind a firewall, protected with some form of a digital signature, rather than send them to the USPS as with Mail.dat. This would allow the USPS to match the rendered address (ex. via MERLIN) during verification, sometimes, always, or in conjunction with a risk-based verification system.

Jim Schemmel says address by address documentation is a useful option to have, considering that there is more and more co-mailing.  Documenting each address is more accurate.

Joe Lubenow said that a Form 3553 can cover millions of records, and then what is mailed is a much smaller number that might have a high percentage of defective addresses.  What really matters is the individual address.

Discussion Regarding Best Practices
The following items were identified by the group as areas of “best practices” for addresses
· Rendition

· Data Storage

· Data interchange

· Data collection

· Acceptance and validation

· Multicultural addresses and names

· Timeliness of the data

· Transition to best practices

· Accuracy of the data

· Information dissemination

· Measurement / metrics

· Address maintenance process

· Just in time processes

· Data carry through during matching and consolidating data

· Supply chain relationships (list renting, software evaluation)

· Selection of quality addresses

· Disaster response (ex. hurricanes Katrina and Rita)

· Opt-out approach versus opt-in approach

· Management of un-assignable addresses

· Use all available data resources to correct “broken” addresses

Another best practice to consider was adjusting software defaults in the various CASS certified products as a means to improve address assignments.

Discussion on Current and Emerging Tools

Z4 Change

This is a current solution that some vendors either offer as an add-on option or is integrated into their CASS certified software. It expedites the assignment process by indicating which ZIP+4 codes have changed and only those addresses are updated. Unfortunately, though most software vendors offer this option and few customers are utilizing it.

Intelligent Z4 Change


At a delivery point level, represents the correct representation of that corrected address. This may be a tool to bridge the database format and the rendition based format. This solution is not currently available to the industry.

Address Element Correction (I and II)

It was recommended that commercial address matching products incorporate AEC file management into their products for non-matched addresses.
Delivery Point Validation (DPV)

It was noted that there are some companies unwilling or unable to implement DPV possibly due to a misunderstanding of the licensing rules pertaining to “false positives”. Consideration should be given to rewording and clarifying the language so the meaning and intent is clear that not ALL processing is shut down but only the DPV portion. If DPV is ever going to be considered a default, or an opt-out versus the current opt-in approach, this may be a barrier. 
For 5-digit addresses, perhaps NCOALink could provide a new nixie that indicates what you can do to get a match.


Types of 5-digit errors



5-digit due to errors on the input address


5-digit due to new development



5-digit because it simply has no match
The group recognized that there are indeed addresses that exist, but are not in the AMS database. These addresses are non deliverable by the USPS and the occupants receive their mail only via a PO Box. The group believes there are advantages to having the USPS carry ALL of the physical addresses and simply flag those that are PO only deliverable. The connection between the physical and the PO addresses can be connected using commercial software and databases.

Mike Murphy suggested that now is an opportune time to consider enhanced firm name matching as a method of best practices. This would be a change to the matching rules specifically for firm names only.

Jim Wilson stated that SuiteLink is being developed that that may assist in improving address assignments for business addresses. Beta testing will commence in the next month or so. SuiteLink will only contain secondary address information for business addresses. Residential addresses, considered in an APTLink concept, may expand this functionality; however this does raise privacy concerns that have not yet been resolved. 
Total DPS – algorithmic recalculation of delivery points where necessary

5.6 million delivery points are involved, says Jim Wilson, and most of them are in the database. But sub high rise apartments even in the database are not differentiated in the DPBC. This would have been an impediment to DPP with delivery point separation. The sub high rise apartment numbers can be treated as extraneous information by DPV. Operations is evaluating this proposed solution now

5-Digit ZIP Code Pass-Through Problem
Laine offered that there is an issue contributing to UAA in which mailers are falsely assuming that the mere presence of a 5-digit ZIP Code is correct and complete and thus placing this code on the mailpiece and claiming discounts. The best practices approach here is that the ZIP Code and the City/State should always be in correct relationship prior to rendering on the mailpiece and achieving presorted discounts.

Coordination of New Address Entities

There does not exist a standardized way to convey the creation of new addresses from municipalities to the USPS. The notification from the municipality is only a trigger for the USPS to go out and record the new address schemes. A potential conflict can arise, however, in that the builder, municipality, and the USPS may all have a different interpretation of what the correct address is. Is there an opportunity for the USPS to become the authoritative source for expedited conflict resolution of these new addresses as a best practice? It was suggested that this may be accomplished as simply a change on the web page to direct to the local AMS office. 

Certified Addresses
Certified mailing lists should be made up of certified addresses.  The other addresses can be rented out, but mailers should understand they are not certified.  The response rates may not necessarily be lower for uncertified addresses, because the USPS makes efforts to deliver all the mail.  This raises the issues of whether the USPS is as a side effect protecting the mailers from adverse consequences when mailing to defective addresses.  It may well be that the USPS is the most direct and immediate beneficiary of the mailer improving address quality.

Next Meeting
The next meeting will be on November 4 from 8:30 am to 12:30 pm EST in the Washington, DC area.

By next Friday September 30, the draft notes will be issued.  There will be a week for reviewing the notes and making comments.

