
MTAC Workgroup #98

Address Quality – Move Update

Kickoff Meeting Minutes

September 21, 2005

Co Chairs:

Carole Morrow – BMG Columbia House
Ruth Jones:  Address Management USPS
Charles Hunt:  Product Management USPS
Introductions:
	Name
	Company Name
	E-mail Address
	Telephone

	Chris Lien
	Firstlogic
	chris.lien@firstlogic.com
	 

	Carole Morrow
	BMG Columbia House
	carole.morrow@bmgch.com
	317-542-6399

	Linda Lego
	Group 1
	linda.lego@pb.com
	630-435-7422

	Ray Chin
	Group 1 
	ray_chin@g1.com
	301-918-0369

	E.C. Nix
	DST Output
	ecnix@dstoutput.com
	303-466-5035

	Jim Wilson
	USPS
	james.d.wilson@usps.gov
	901-681-4676

	DeWitt Crawford
	USPS
	dewitt.crawford@usps.gov
	901-681-4612

	Jim Schemmel
	Communications Data Services
	jschemmel@cdsfulfillment.com
	515-246-6824

	Michael Murphy
	NGI-Solutions
	mikemurphy@comporium.net
	803-548-7784

	Joe Lubenow
	Lubenow & Associates
	lubenow@msn.com
	773-478-2249

	Ruth Jones
	USPS
	ruth.jones@usps.gov
	901-681-4585

	Sharon Harrison
	SBC
	 
	 

	Chris Bennett
	Acxiom
	 
	 

	Paul Klovakias
	Pitney Bowes
	 
	 

	Wayne Orbke
	USPS
	worbke@usps.gov
	901-681-4658

	Jody Berenblatt
	Bank of America
	jody.berenblatt@bankofamerica.com
	646-313-7888

	Angie White
	USPS
	angela.b.white@usps.gov
	901-681-4525


Workgroup Purpose:  Produce a list of policy/ procedure changes designed to eliminate the manual return negative effects, now believed to be limiting a general application of ACS as a Standard Mail Move Update solution.

Opening Statement: ACS is a useful tool for many mailers, but could be enhanced to eliminate hard copy change of address notifications. Because ACS is not a guaranteed service, some mailers receive hard copy notification when the electronic notification is preferred. Customers spend 3 ½ times more in hard copy notifications than electronic copies. This group has been formed to examine and evaluate new efficiencies that will minimize this impact to the mailing industry. 
Jim Schemmel received the following objective data to share with the workgroup that will quantify the use of ACS for Standard Mail.

 [image: image1]
	
	ACS Transactions by Class
	

	
	1st Class
	Periodicals
	Standard
	Pkg Services
	

	2004 ACS Vol
	108,759,582
	64,337,094
	68,062,996
	5,041,708
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	RPW Pieces
	97,926,396,000
	9,135,272,000
	95,563,521,000
	1,131,928,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ACS Transactions per thousand Pieces mailed
	

	
	1.1
	7.0
	0.7
	4.5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	ACS Volume through Aug 1, 2005  RPW thru Quarter IIII ending June 30, 2005

	2005 ACS Vol
	111,675,817
	59,932,346
	66,261,946
	5,087,774
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	RPW Pieces
	97,926,396,000
	6,915,939,000
	75,411,198,000
	868,264,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ACS Transactions per thousand Pieces mailed
	

	
	1.1
	8.7
	0.9
	5.9
	



Clearly Periodicals have the greatest ACS transactions per thousand. This can be explained by the address correction service requirement for Periodical eligibility, whereas the ACS use in Standard Mail is strictly a business decision. 

There is definitely an opportunity for greater use of ACS in Standard Mail and the question to ask is:  How do we communicate the value of the ACS product?

This workgroup is in a position to identify barriers and propose solutions to enhance ACS.
A primary barrier to ACS in Standard Mail involves the use of rented lists. The mail owner/agent has no need for manual returns. However, the COA information needs to be returned to the original source (i.e., list provider, list rental service bureau).  
Barriers to ACS

1. Manual returns are considered operationally ineffective

2. Manual corrections are not getting back to original source

3. Duplication of notifications

4. Weighted fee

5. Physical amount of data on mail piece
1. Could the manual returns be transcribed into an electronic record, either at the origin or at the destination CFS site?  This would benefit USPS since it would not be transporting mail across the country. The amount of information and technical concerns in complying with move update can be barriers for mailers to expanded participation in ACS.  

Incentives could be awarded to users of ACS.  If the data and quality were good and the service was free; would mailers adopt it aggressively?  Mailers could have an incentive to using ACS in their mailings without being penalized by the weighted fee and the receipt of manual notifications that can not returned to the source.  

If ACS manual notifications were eliminated, it has the potential of becoming an important tool within the financial industry. ACS identifies data that NCOA does not due to the name matching logic restrictions. 

2. An important challenge of ACS is getting the correction back to the original list owner as quickly as possible and that could be better accomplished with an electronic only option within ACS.  

There should also be some pressure on the list owner to update their list with the COA notifications.  Is there any incentive that can be provided to the list owner to apply the COA record back to the original list?

3. Duplication Elimination –when a list provider rents the same list to multiple mailers duplication of records exist.  Quantification on this duplication may be necessary.

4. Weighted Fee – the weighted fee of 2.47 times the applicable First Class rate is a major barrier preventing widespread use of ACS.  The weighted fee applied to the UAA covers the cost of those pieces forwarded when a change of address record is available.  Perhaps the fee could be attached to the forwarding or leveled to more accurately allocate the costs.  Perhaps the fee was not 20 cents but could be 25 cents for all records including UAA’s.

5. Mailers are looking at placing the Post Net and possibly the Confirm barcodes as well as the ACS Participant code and key line on the mail piece.  Perhaps the physical amount of data is a barrier to using ACS. 
Physical address barriers can be addressed with the 4-State barcode which include elements such as the mailer ID, participant code, routing data and/or POSTNET.  The ACS key line may be incorporated to the 4-State barcode as well. 

Jim Wilson provided an update on upcoming activities as ACS is involved.

DISCUSSION ITEMS:

Mailing list certification was discussed as a future opportunity to be explored for the creation of best practice address quality techniques. ACS could be a core dimension mailing list certification.

PARS
USPS recently approved phase two of PARS deployment.  When fully deployed, PARS will process 97% of all letter mail.  Normally, PARS will generate a PS Form 3547 and send it to the mailer. In the future PARS may intercept the COA data and convert it into the ACS record and send it electronically to the mailer/list provider.

PARS is designed to have the capacity to provide 95% of COA information that would have been processed through CFS sites.  PARS will provide the information for example, that a piece directed to Memphis is routed to South Carolina.  Compared to the physical piece, when returned, can’t really tell why it came back. PARS will have the ability to return COA records to the list owner and not to the mailer.
The Universal Mailer File (UMF) infrastructure through the has been modified and has created a host of options in the UMF record that will route the information back to the owner and not to the mailer and can convert physical returns to electronic records. The UMF record layout is attached.
PARS will have the ability to identify the return address.  An identifier points to a record in the UMF that includes many options such as: the mailer wants the electronic notification, but does not want the mailpiece returned.

Today the carrier initiates the UAA action. When PARS is deployed, the system will generate the ACS record electronically.  The technology will change over the next two years.
The COA notification infrastructure is currently being enhanced. Policies will need to change accordingly. 
Currently, PARS is deployed in 53 plants and accounts for 27% of the letter mail stream.  Proposals are on the table for the Flats mail stream.
Discussion continued on the possibility of separating the costing for forwarding and UAA.  Perhaps an electronic only ACS could have a different fee, proposed 25 cents and all physical pieces are disposed.

Communication

Do we need to reach out to clients in terms of web seminar?  Why would DMA not want to participate in this workgroup?  We need this participation.  Jody Berenblatt and Carole will contact DMA.   Axiom did take an aggressive lead in saying that the major factor preventing expanded use of ACS is the cost.

Do we need to relax the technology on the invalid key lines, alpha instead of numeric, or invalid number of digits?  Dewitt will revisit this deficiency research from CFS samples.  

Dewitt distributed published communications and suggested perhaps this updated and republished. 
There is debate for providing free ACS because of the greater cost avoidance for UAA.  
PRC has signaled its intent to revisit ACS pricing.  From the mailers perspective they could start by eliminating the cost for manual returns.
We need to understand how Intelligent Mail infrastructure relates to a feedback loop mechanism for list owners and mailers. 
Cost avoidance - outside the PRC what can we do?
Next Meeting:

Workgroup #98

November 3, 2005

Postal Headquarters Room 1P619
1:00 -4:00 

Workgroup #97

November 4, 2005

Postal Headquarters Room 4841

8:30 – 12:30

The call-in number for the two meetings on November 3rd and 4th is:

 

Conference Call-In:    877-874-5071

Passcode:                   622401

 

Next Steps:

Propose an electronic only ACS

Eliminate the hard copy

Get transactions back to the list owner not the mail owner

Review the communications strategy

New sub-groups?
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