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An early point: change name of Acceptance and Validation to perhaps Mail Acceptance and Address Verification (or similar change) to refer to a postal service activity.  This allows room for another category on Validation which can occur anytime.  That needs a name, with address in the name.  

Moving to the topics listed, the points below should be taken as supplements or amendments to the preliminary submissions.
Rendition—should mention the 30 character line, and the development of rules (a task for a subgroup)   to get systematically below 30 using PUB 28 rules in some defined sequence while keeping track when transformations are not validity preserving and the address loses its status as complete and correct.  The CASS/NCOAlink vendor should be responsible to provide a rendition to fit a rectangle specified by the user.  This process can be certified.
Data storage—the consensus was that storage of parsed elements was a best practice, and that at least up to the point that the postal service used granular data, so should industry.  The postal service may have anomalies in its field definitions, so it would be better to use standardized elements.  Being more granular than the postal service is often unnecessary but would make sense if there were a good reason for it in a particular case.   Multiple secondary information might be such a case.  In addition to storing elements, there may be a benefit from storing composites, even whole renditions provided that they have a freshness date attached.

Exchange—USPS should use a standardized format, or one of a few standardized formats, which should be element based.  The USPS can facilitate this by defining use of standardized formats with certain characteristics such as element based, capable of rendition, and documenting address hygiene status as part of best practices.  Current USPS applications should be looked at for different lines and line lengths used for input and return.  

Data collection and acquisition—Note change in title.  Best practices are electronic and in real time.  Still if non-electronic there should be something to say here.
Mail acceptance and address verification—Note split into two categories as discussed above.  The idea of “decision needed” was not discussed in the meeting, but I think it is important when he need a USPS policy to be changed to do something.  They may say no but they should say something.  In this case, will they support standardized electronic files?  Can the group develop criteria for best practices for standardized address files? Such as element based, with documentation of hygiene performance on an address by address basis, support for rendition, support for UPU S42.  The USPS would have to do some work in order to develop reading capability for XML (possibly for several standards) and ADIS XML data dictionaries.  This applies to verification and also to list certification.

Address validation—new category for best practices.

Multi-cultural addresses—we agreed this would be part of Non-Typical Address Types of which quite a few were suggested.  Dual, military, business, college and university, multiple secondary, firm name, geographic special  cases, multi-cultural, prestige, grid addresses, leading zeros in primary number (the last two may be geographic).

We did not talk about what to say for multi-cultural addresses.   We should explain how they can present matching difficulties.

Timeliness of the data—date of processing and date of database are both relevant.  It can be expressed in terms of as soon as possible, rather than trying to pick a number of days.

Transition to best practices—maintaining ROI is critical.  Need data from industry side and data from postal side on which situations are most important to remedy.  Can ACS data be available from USPS in order to do this?

Address accuracy—should be seen as complementary to move update.  These together play a role in determining total costs of UAA including mail that increases USPS costs even if it is not UAA or not always UAA.  Example: missing apartment number causing inconsistent delivery results over multiple mailings.

Information dissemination—another umbrella topic which includes disaster response, new addresses, never delivered addresses, vendor communication and other issues.
Measurement/metrics—Also could go under information dissemination.  NDI has gone away, apparently.  But Form 3553 has some of that information.  It is needed further upstream in list certification before a purchase occurs.

Address maintenance process—move the flow chart here, because this includes non-codeable, UAA due to address accuracy, move update, what advanced corrective processes exist, and industry tools.  Also includes the need to update the database with changes.  Anyone who says they can’t update their database needs additional elements or composites in their database.  Keep the original address if it is still needed, but as a matter of best practices, you need to keep the new information.

Data carry through—need more information from the tools, and default to what should happen, for example a do not mail file which could include unresolved mismatches of key address elements, but under user control to switch it back to the status of mail by explicit user action.  This goes under management of non-codables.

Disaster response—under information dissemination.

Opt-in versus opt-out—under software defaults,

Management of non-codeables (instead of non-assignables)—under address maintenance process.  Would have its own subordinate flow chart.

Management of UAA due to address accuracy—under address maintenance process.  Would have its own subordinate flow chart.
Management of move update-- under address maintenance process.  Would have its own subordinate flow chart.

Use all available data resources—refers to industry tools. Also under address maintenance process.  Could have its own subordinate flow chart, if we can come up with one that refers to the type of tool rather than the vendor or product.

Source of the data—goes along with status indicator, date of processing and database data as components of metadata fields related to performance of an address hygiene activity.

List certification—needs USPS tools and if decision reached to do so, USPS branding was seen as an advantage.  Industry would do the work.  USPS could be involved in the validation of the work.  Certified lists made up of certified addresses, documented on an address by address basis.  There has to be a freshness date?  Will this actually work?  There needs to be a subgroup of some sort to develop this concept.  
Chris to consolidate and revise the document, also provide meeting notes, by 11 Nov 05.

Next meeting 11 AM – 1 PM EST,  the Monday after Thanksgiving (28 Nov?)

