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The Major Mailers Association (MMA), one of the largest First-Class mailing organizations in the 
United States respectfully submits our concerns to the Postal Regulatory Commission (PRC) on the 
topics of Move Update Performance Based Verification (PBV) threshold reduction and the “Reply Rides 

Free” program filed in Docket No. R2011-1. We have attached the prior MMA response to USPS Mailing 
Standards dated August 6, 2010 regarding our concerns with both issues previously filed in the July 9, 
2010 Federal Register/Vol. 75, No. 131 January 2011 Domestic Mailing Standards Proposal. We have 
also attached our response dated October 21, 2010 detailing our concerns with the Move Update process 
as a result of the Federal Register/Vol. 75, No. 182, September 21, 2010. As PBV governs the results of 
USPS Move Update policy and the requirements set forth by the USPS to be employed by the mailing 
community, MMA thought it prudent to provide the full spectrum of our concerns related to PBV and Move 
Update. 

In addition to our prior responses, MMA asks the PRC to reject the USPS‟ request to reduce move 
update tolerance at this time based on the need for the USPS to provide the following: 
 

 Metrics on Undeliverable As Addressed (UAA) mail improvements since the PBV system.   
 An updated Christensen study on the status of UAA.   
 Quantified progress on the directive to reduce UAA costs by 50% by 2010.   
 A technical conference and/or public conversation on how to improve systematic quality of 

addressing in the US. 
 

There is an underlying concern that the census of postal move data is declining as more Americans fail to 
notify the Postal Service of their address changes. We are not aware of any effort on the part of the 
USPS to improve address data for the number of citizens and businesses filing address changes.  
As such, MMA strongly suggests, for the public good, that USPS demonstrate measureable improvement 
in data quality before further modifications are made to the PBV program. 
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If PRC should require further clarification, the Major Mailers Association would be more than happy to 
entertain future dialogue on these important issues. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Stuart Mc Allister 
MMA Board of Directors 
MMA Chair Address Quality 
smcallister@tsys.com 
(706) 644-3321  
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August 6, 2010 
 
To: USPS Mailing Standards 

From: Major Mailers Association 

 

January 2011 Domestic Mailing Standards Proposal 

 

On July 9, 2010 the USPS filed a Federal Register notice volume 75 number 131 regarding 
proposed changes to Mailing standards. MMA is pleased the USPS formally documented some future 
changes for addressing quality in the July 9, 2010 volume 75 number 131 Federal Register, a step in the 
right direction for USPS/Mailer communication.  As such, the Major Mailers Association respectfully 
comments on the following: 

1. Proposed changes to the Performance Based Verification (PBV) threshold model from 30% 
to 25% 
 

2. Proposed changes to incorporate the Performance Based Verification (PBV) threshold and 
assessment charges into the Notice 123 price list based on the exigency case filing 
 

3. Proposed mailer opportunity for the “Reply Rides Free” program 
 

4. Summary statement 
 
 

1. Performance Based Verification threshold changes  
 

According to the document filed, the USPS proposes to tighten the PBV scoring tolerance from 
30% to 25%. While MMA understands the USPS was granted the option to adjust the tolerance based on 
the December 2009 Federal Register, MMA requests further clarification on the following: 

A.  What is the USPS rationale for the proposed threshold change? 

B. Is there substantial variation masked from the published USPS PBV averages that 
necessitate the change? 

C. Would the USPS be willing to provide PBV data showing the actual distribution of the 
scores and actual, observed variations of scores?  

D. Is there a specific area of the mailing industry causing concern for the USPS based 
on the PBV scores? 



E. Why attempt to implement the change without first providing the data to support the 
proposed change and at least a 1 year lead time for mailers to solution? 

While we are pleased with the efforts on the USPS to initiate dialogue on this important issue via Federal 
Register, MMA contends all pertinent information must be provided with a FRN Filing for mailers to 
understand the potential impact of the proposed changes. 

 
2. Incorporation of Performance Based Verification and fee assessment into Notice 123 

 

MMA is perplexed by the proposed incorporation of the PBV threshold and fee assessments into 
Notice 123 in relation to the exigency rate case filling R2010-4. MMA understands the USPS should 
publish pricing for all fee based products within Notice 123. However, a performance penalty based 
threshold or assessment does not constitute a product for purchase by mailers, thus should not be 
incorporated into Notice 123.  

Furthermore, Notice 123 does not currently specify nor has it in prior publications listed penalty 
assessments or defined calculations for assessments on other mail preparation penalties.  For example, 
failure calculations for miss-sorted mailpieces in trays, barcode quality, tray tag accuracy, and tap test 
validation are not listed with a penalty fee schedule and calculations for thresholds in Notice 123. Yet, 
Mailers are required to pay postage adjustments (penalty fees) based on USPS calculations, not readily 
available for review or well understood by mailers, but none-the-less penalties are paid. Thus, MMA 
reiterates the USPS must not incorporate PBV thresholds or penalty fee assessment schedules into 
Notice 123 as currently other mail preparation fees are absent from the pricing document. 

Finally, MMA contends important changes such as performance penalty threshold modifications 
must go through a more formal review (a separate Federal Register).  Pricing impact for rate increases, 
while complex in nature to implement, have been relatively mastered by the industry.  However, revisiting, 
revising, and redeploying a process modification to accommodate a mail preparation rule change for a 
performance threshold is devastating. Given the short lead time a rate change cycle affords mailers, a 
mere 90 days(actually less as the ruling will not finalize with the PRC until mid way through the period 
from the filing settlement to implementation), neither mailers nor mail support software companies will 
have the time to comply. As stated before, the life cycle to complete such a task in a complex mailing 
environment requires careful planning, based on solid requirements, budgetary approval, and time to 
implement within predefined IT release schedules, not based solely on the needs of the USPS.  
Effectively, threshold changes and penalty fees must not link to the pricing schedule, a schedule 
designed for product purchase, not penalty assignment.  

 

3. The “Reply Rides Free” Program 
 

 Effectively, the Mailing Community expressed interest to help the USPS develop and foster a 
viable First-Class Mailing incentive program to augment the value of First Class mail.   As such the 
mailing industry drafted and provided the USPS the following vision statements to attain such a goal: 

A. Create a FCM program that adds value to the mail 
 

B. Encourage billers to look at using the mail differently and explore new ways to partner with 
others to encourage mail and add value 



C. Reduce focus by mailers to minimize additional ounce weight – by allowing those who don't 
use this weight to include components that could increase mail volume through these 
products. 
 

D. Provide billing mailers an opportunity to market new services with their advertisement or 
marketing teams and look for new ways to use FCM. 

 
E. Does not impact the USPS revenue stream. 
 
F. Does not require a significant investment by the mailer or USPS. 
 
G. Can be easily administered to provide verification of the product use by pre-certifying mailer 

compliance in advance of a program. 

 
MMA believes the current set of rules will prohibit participation for many major First-Class Mailers. MMA 
provides the following list of barriers and recommendations for USPS consideration before finalized rules 
are established: 

A. The current proposal requires Full Service IMb. The majority of mailers have yet to implement Full 
Service and the limited time before the program begins will eliminate many from program 
participation.  The Full Service requirement is an unnecessary barrier and severely restricts 
USPS and mailer opportunity to gain critical mass to ensure the program slows FCM diversion 
rates. 

 

Recommendation:  

The USPS must eliminate the need for Full Service requirements to enable greater mailer 
participation as most large companies cannot invest the significant additional ounce cost for the 
entire program duration as proposed- without a reasonable level of confidence that a rebate will 
come to fruition. Most companies require a clear ROI (Return on Investment) to ensure the 
additional investment to meet program participation requirements deliver a net benefit.  

  
B. Extended periods where ROI is not clearly defined will result in significant campaign enrollment 

reduction for the USPS. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The USPS must provide mailers the ability to reconcile quarterly to minimize the potential risk of 
the unknown return.  Many companies could likely accept delays in quarterly rebates up to 90 
days to reduce USPS level of effort to process rebates. 
 

C. Limitations of the overall timing of the program will be difficult for many customers to meet. The 
proposed language is strategically unsound for the USPS and mailers. Why would the USPS limit 
an opportunity to potentially stabilize mail volume for just one year, since it will likely take large 
mailers more time than 6 months to prepare their environments to be eligible for this program?  In 
addition, mailers could have a significant amount of time before a return on their investment is 
realized. The prospect of a 6 month payback period will deter many companies from participating 
in the program.  Unfortunately, the program as proposed, for companies who desire to participate, 
and who are not yet participating in Full Service, creates additional project implementation cost 
and effort. 
 
 
 



Recommendation: 
 
The USPS should expand the program to a minimum of 3 calendar years as requirements to 
increase outgoing mail volume for many established, large business enterprises, is a non-starter 
to participate based on continued customer and product losses.  
 

D. The program should not have volume requirements on the outgoing mail, since the type of mail 
attempted to be preserved or increased is for Courtesy Reply and Business Reply mail volumes.  
Effectively, outgoing mail must also be viewed as a bridge product to utilize and encourage the 
use of other USPS products. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The USPS must create an opportunity for more mailers to participate by minimizing the outgoing 
mail threshold requirement.  If needed, the USPS must evaluate an opportunity to establish a 
measurement for the volume of more than 1M BRM/CRM received per month to be eligible to 
participate. 
 

E. The USPS must understand that limiting the program to 1 ounce mail only adds additional 
complexity for many mailers producing multiple weight products. This limitation will result in 
mailers trying to move more mail to 1 ounce to qualify, which ultimately isn't the goal the USPS 
was hoping to achieve.  As a result of this issue, mailers will have to segment more mail to define 
mail qualifying separately.  Ultimately, MMA does not understand why the USPS would limit this 
to 1 ounce only, as the limitation ultimately increases the complexity to each component of the 
program. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
As an alternative the USPS must consider enabling capability to all letter mail, minimizing the 
complexity of the program established. 
 

F. Requirements to separate and identify mail will drive inefficiencies. For non-manifest users, 
mailers would be required to separate out pieces eligible from those that are not.  This would be 
difficult in many environments to accomplish and ultimately impact the ability to optimize the 
presentment of mail to the USPS. The end result is less than optimum discounts achieved 
through zip sort density for mailers, less than optimum processing for both mailers and the USPS 
business mail acceptance, and less than optimum delivery as mail could have formerly qualified 
at a high discount rate and made less touch points through the USPS delivery network. 
Unfortunately, this requirement will be show stopper for many mailers. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
The USPS should entertain advanced certification of eligible mailers.  This could minimize the 
need to separate out and present mail differently to the USPS for program qualification and 
validation. 
 

G. The USPS is limiting participation in other FCM incentives, a requirement ambiguous at best in 
current draft. The USPS has not identified if there are other incentives, yet to be announced for 
2011, that would provide more benefit or mailer interest.  This incentive basically indicates if a 
mailer enrolls in the “Reply Ride Free” program, then they will forgo the ability to participate in 
other incentives that may be deployed in 2011.  
 
Recommendation: 
 



The USPS should identify other FCM incentives (if any) they are planning to offer in 2011. Mailers 
would then have the opportunity, in advance, to determine interest to participate in this program.  
Why would the USPS want to limit mailer options to participate in programs that would create mail 
value or increase volume incrementally based on the program that best fits the mailers needs? 
 

H. The current proposed requirement to mark pieces/postage statements uniquely for eligibility upon 
presentment creates operational inefficiency for all parties involved. This will result in the need for 
additional data components to be developed and captured to show the increments of weight on 
postage documentation presented at the time of mailing. This requirement will drive IT software 
and/or hardware enhancements yet to be vetted and presented to software vendors to solution. 
Neither mail owners nor software developers fully understand the IT elements of this proposed 
program, hampering IT implementation and ultimately the incentive program.  Unfortunately, after 
the formal project request process between vendors and mail owners concludes, and the number 
of programming hours required to complete the endeavor is revealed, the excitement set into 
motion at the NPF will be dampened further.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
MMA advises the USPS to entertain advanced certification of eligible mailers to minimize the 
need to uniquely mark pieces or postage statements, which could simplify otherwise complex 
requirements for this program. Mailers could provide the USPS with weight components for 
eligible mailings and support additional audits of this certification, if needed. 
 

I. The USPS must understand that a significant investment in process and software enhancements, 
with the likelihood of losing other density discounts, with significantly delayed return is not 
financially prudent for the program timeframe. Current software does not support these types of 
program requirements for reporting detailed weight increments on the postage statements.  
Consequently, mailers will need to invest in changes to support capturing data components to be 
presented uniquely for this program via the electronic postage statements.  
 
Moreover, there is additional cost to consider for the disentanglement of the program when the 
program ends.  For many mailers, this could be 6 months or less in the program.  Ultimately, the 
effort to sunset the program must be considered from the mailer perspective during the ROI 
assessment. 
          
Recommendation: 
 
Once again MMA reiterates that advanced certification to support this program would eliminate 
the need to have separate software enhancements and minimize risk for disentanglement costs. 
As a result, advanced certification would reduce programming changes required and will enable 
mailers to be eligible for the program without an extensive IT investment. 
   

J. It is unclear how the program start date can be met when software output changes are required 
for deployment that are not yet scheduled. Both mail.dat and mail.xml will need to include the new 
requirements to accommodate the reporting of incremental weight components.  The next release 
for PostalOne is planned for early November.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
It is believed that the window for changes to the November 2010 PostalOne deployment has 
already passed. Has the USPS planned to include these vital components in the November 
release to facilitate industry readiness for the program?   
 

K. The current proposed restrictions on when to submit interest to participate in the program is too 
limiting. Many mailers that have yet to implement Full Service IMb and will need to first evaluate 
their ability and interest to implement Full Service and then move to this program.  If mailers 



become eligible in mid-2011 and would like to participate in the latter part of the year, the USPS 
must not stifle mailers willingness to participate based on a reduced timeframe. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Expanding the window to participate to the suggested 3 calendar year timeframe will enable more 
mailers to consider eligibility for this program. 
 

L. For commingling environments, the program does not consider how this subset of the industry 
could be eligible to participate. There are numerous and complex requirements with 
segmentation, separation, and identification that exist in a commingling environment. As a result, 
there are a large percentage of First-Class Mailing companies, specifically in the Presort Mailing 
industry, where this concern could exclude them from participating. 
 
 
Recommendation: 
 
MMA contends that minimizing the requirement for separation and unique marking of pieces 
could provide commingling environments the ability to support mailers interested in the program. 
 

M. Limiting the incentive to only FCM automation letter only adds further complexity. Mailers will 
need to segment full rate and presorted mail as counted towards the threshold, but not eligible for 
the opportunity.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
MMA recommends the USPS provide clarification on why the USPS limits the program to only 
automation mail. By doing so the program causes more complexity in the requirements of how 
mailers will architect and solution the reporting and could likely minimize mailer interest. 
 

N. Mail Preparers/Agents are exempt from the benefit, which leaves out a large segment of the FCM 
Community. This group of mailers would be required to design, code, implement and test a 
solution in which no benefit to this group is defined. 
      
Recommendation: 
 
This should be recognized as another roadblock for participation in the program. 
 

O. Currently, the proposal does not have terms defined for mailers as to when to expect a rebate 
and no obligation on the part of the USPS to meet any defined timeline for a rebate to the mailer. 
What should mailers expect in regards to when the USPS is obligated to finalize the rebate 
provided?   
 
Recommendation: 
 
Clarifying the terms and expected timing of results would be helpful. 
 

4. Summary: 
 

MMA once again is pleased to provide comments on the important issues that challenge both the 
USPS and the mailing industry via a common focused communication channel, the Federal Register.  
Unfortunately, under the current circumstances, MMA cannot support the PBV changes as we do not 
have the data, rationale, or clarity of benefit from the USPS.  Unfortunately, under the current 
circumstances MMA cannot support the integration of the PBV threshold change and fee assessments 
into the Notice 123 pricing schedule as the risk for changes to both the threshold and fee assessment 
lends no time for the mailing industry to adjust into the corporate life cycle of a project. However, MMA 



does consider the “Reply Rides Free” program a viable opportunity if the USPS incorporates our 
requested recommendations.   

MMA thanks the USPS for the opportunity to respond and looks forward to continued dialogue.  If 
you should have any questions please feel free to contact Stuart Mc Allister at smcallister@tsys.com or 
(706) 644-3321. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Stuart J Mc Allister 

MMA Board of Directors 

MMA Chair Address Quality 
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October 21, 2010 

To: USPS Mailing Standards 
From: Major Mailers Association 
Subject: Federal Register/Vol. 75, No. 182, September 21, 2010 
 

The Major Mailers Association (MMA), one of the largest First-Class mailing organizations in the 
United States, continues to endeavor to reduce undeliverable as addressed mail based on reasonable 
and rational requirements.  MMA historically has offered input to the United States Postal Service (USPS) 
for review on many occasions to foster open communication for a viable partnership where mailers and 
the USPS can forge a successful plan of action based on clear, tangible, and realistic requirements. 
Thus, MMA understands the USPS must continue to work to optimize processes.   

However, the current environment for USPS project development and implementation is NOT 
driven by ROI or consideration for mailer impact.  Mailers must evaluate the need to pursue projects 
based on filling a need, not to fund a financial relief program for the USPS. As stated to the USPS in the 
2010 MMA Fall Conference, mailers continue to struggle with the onslaught of code requirements set 
forth by the USPS. Mailers continue to see the value proposition of the USPS waning with every new 
requirement.  The benefit may be evident and fruitful for the USPS, but the reality is that mailers continue 
to question the validity of postal projects as the discount rates will eventually increase, but the discount 
value relative to the effort will decrease.  MMA, once again, reminds the USPS about the Law of 
Diminishing Returns. If the USPS continues to require more of the mailers and mailers continue to see a 
negative ROI, then common business sense requires mailers to focus on projects relieving them of the 
USPS burden.  As such, MMA is pleased to offer constructive input on the Federal Register/Vol. 75, No. 
182, September 21, 2010 notice. 

1. Concerns regarding USPS justification to force mailers to suppress MLNA and Box 
Closed moves 

2. Address Correction Notices for ACS 
3. Secure Destruction of UAA alternative revisited 
4. Auditing requirements of the USPS versus the USPIS 
5. USPS updates to prior industry input on The Guide to Move Update referenced in the 

Federal register. 
6. Summary 

 

1. Suppression of MLNA and BCNO: 
 
MMA cannot support the proposed requirement to suppress mailpieces as defined in the Federal 

Register: 

In order to comply with the Move Update standards, mailers must refrain from mailing to these 
undeliverable addresses once the effective date of the COA is older than 95 days.( Federal 
Register: September 21, 2010 Volume 75, Number 182.) 

As currently stated in the Federal Register Notice, the USPS makes an erroneous assumption that 
mail suppression is a viable option. In actuality, mailers do not, in many instances, have the option to 
suppress. While MMA understands MLNA and BCNO represent a cost to the USPS, the USPS must 
understand mailers must balance the needs of other, competing regulatory entities at odds with the 



needs of the USPS.  Thus mailers, who could solution the process, may not have an alternative to 
suppress. 

Moreover, MLNA and BCNO records are not generated by the mail recipients but by USPS mail 
carriers.  Neither a sign off by the recipient nor a confirmation process is available to validate these 
opportunity addresses.  Therefore, MLNA and BCNO are not considered a legally binding instrument 
to afford mailers an opportunity to code for mail suppression. 

Further exacerbating the issue, is low mailer confidence in USPS carrier identified MLNA and 
BCNO return data.  Mailers have repeatedly provided examples where carriers have returned mail 
pieces with incorrect, un-actionable addressing information. Until the USPS is able to remedy their 
own internal processes to insure accurate actionable data, mailers cannot risk mail suppressions for 
MLNA and BCNO. 

Unfortunately, the USPS has not provided the mailing community with data justifying the need to 
enact such a requirement. Mailers must understand if the MLNA and BCNO is a systemic issue 
based on the entire universe of the USPS mail volume, not biased statistics relative to the percentage 
of return mail pieces only.  MMA strongly recommends that the USPS provide an apple to apple 
comparison to derive a realistic measurement of the problem.  

 Coupled with the aforementioned issues, the USPS proposes language in the Federal Register 
that would allude to enable mailers to mail the MLNA and Box Closed at Full rate as opposed to mail 
suppression, neither of which is palatable.   

After… MLNA/BCNO addresses with effective dates between 95 days and 18 months would be   
graded by PBV verifications for commercial mailings of First-Class Mail and Standard Mail 
pieces as failures to update a COA.( Federal Register: September 21, 2010 Volume 75, 
Number 182.). 

MMA understands PBV is designed to check mailing submitted for automation discounts.  If MLNA 
and BCNO are mailed at Full postage outside of the PBV system, then the mail pieces would not be 
subject to PBV.  MMA requests that the USPS confirms that the PBV process is not applied to single 
piece full rate mailings as the DMM does not state the need to enact PBV on full rate First-Class mail. 

 
 Furthermore, MMA thinks it is important that the USPS acknowledges that the pricing for First 
Class mail includes the cost to handle return mail. DMM 133 First-Class retail mail prices and 
eligibility section 2 subsection 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 states First-Class single piece rate does factor in the 
cost for forwarding for 12 months and return to sender and, DMM 233 prices and eligibility for 
commercial First Class mail section 3 subsection 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 also factors in the cost for 12 
months forwarding and return to sender.  Increasing the revenue for this sends the wrong message to 
mailers who are actively engaged with the USPS.  In addition, under the price cap system, the USPS 
can modify this as long as the potential revenue gains are factored into the cap calculation.  This 
would be a new component of the base price of many classes of mail including First-Class.  This 
revenue change will need to be addressed in future price adjustment notices filed with the PRC. 
 
 Essentially, the mailing community has, on countless occasions, been advised that the cost for 
returned mail is captured in the current pricing structure for First-Class mail.  If the cost is reflected in 
the pricing, then the USPS is asking mailers to bear a cost already captured, providing the USPS the 
opportunity to receive additional benefit at the mailers expense. The USPS must provide proof to the 
contrary.  Until then, the USPS should not impose any new requirements regarding mail suppression 
or otherwise. Thus MMA respectfully submits that MLNA and BCNO should be stricken from the 
Federal Register Notice and any other notice going forward. 

 
 
 
 
 



2. Address Correction Notices for ACS 
 
MMA applauds the USPS for extending the free ACS service to 95 days for Standard Mail, to be 

sure, the Standard-Class mailing community will be pleased with the extension of the time frame. 
However, the USPS has proposed First-Class mail ACS service would no longer be free beyond  95 
days. First-Class mailers, who incorporated the free ACS calculations (one of the few value 
propositions for Full Service IMb) to support their business case to move forward with Full Service 
IMb, now are forced to revise estimates and/or cancel the project based on diminished returns. MMA 
strongly urges that the USPS provide an explanation why this arbitrary change is proposed.  MMA 
asserts that the USPS should not have the authority to promote a benefit, then recant. Thus, 
language regarding the First-Class term modification on ACS charges must be removed from the 
Federal Register. 

 
Moreover, the USPS continues to charge mailers for temporary move return code “w” records 

(Temporary Moves identified in ACS processing).  The USPS has been reminded on multiple 
occasions that mailers cannot use these records, return code “w” records provide no value to mailers. 
The USPS must remove the fee structure associated with  ACS use, a cost burden inhibiting ACS 
adoption by mailers.   

 
3. Secure Destruction of UAA mail 

 
As an alternative to the mire of the Move Update rules either established or in process to be 

established, MMA (the author of the original Secure Destruction proposal), once again, asserts the 
USPS should aggressively pursue the opportunity for substantial cost reduction found within Secure 
Destruction.  MMA believes Secure Destruction alone would deliver a higher ROI to both the USPS 
and the mailers.  This service offers a win-win opportunity for the Postal Service to reduce costs 
associated to undeliverable mail.  Effectively, MMA requests the USPS implement the Secure 
Destruction product and retire the ongoing effort to impose mail suppression or print stream 
segregation for MLNA and BCNO. 

 
4. Auditing requirements of the USPS versus the USPIS 

 
The USPS has stated that if the % impact is significantly low, then mailers will not incur a 

Performance Based Validation (PBV) infraction within the USPS Business Mail Unit audits.  The 
USPS infers mailer concern is unwarranted if they are using a Move Update method.  However, the 
USPS has not endeavored to adequately educate the United States Postal Inspection Service 
(USPIS), which is also performing mailer audits of Move Update compliance using other processes 
that do not mirror USPS DMM governed PBV audit practices.  The result is if the USPIS finds where 
the mailer claims discounts on MLNA or PO Box Closed, then USPIS could penalize or fine the mailer 
for this infraction.  Thus, to the dismay of MMA,  the USPS indicates the USPIS has the right to do so. 

   
Unfortunately, quality mailers will be forced to code MLNA/BCNO solutions to mitigate any USPIS 

risk – for an insignificant, fractional percentage of the customer address base at a massive cost to 
mailers, once again a negative ROI proposition unfolds for mailers.  The USPS should educate the 
USPIS of Move-Update requirements to ensure that minimal risk or infractions aren‟t cause for 
concern within mailing companies.  The USPIS should be directed to evaluate the trending results of 
PBV results to determine any appropriate action, to help mitigate mailer risk where concerned. MMA 
strongly urges a unified system of audit accountability blessed by both the USPS and the USPIS, 
governed under the DMM. MMA asserts, without a clearly defined unified process, mailers will 
continue to wither under the stress of double jeopardy for Move Update.  

 
5.  The Guide to Move Update: 

 
MMA and others in the mailing industry provided feedback on the Guide to Move Update earlier 

this year.  Unfortunately, the USPS has chosen not to engage in dialogue with the industry or 
incorporate the changes into the Guide for mailer review.  Since the Federal Register Notice refers 



to the Guide to Move Update, issues, concerns, and comments regarding the information in the guide 
must also be addressed and are discussed below.  

As noted in the comments that follow, there are potentially significant problems with the Guide to 
Move Update.  Many of which share the common characteristics of being newly-created and 
previously-undisclosed requirements that enlarge mailers responsibilities.  The MMA‟s interpretation 
is that the FRN is announcing that the Guide to Move Update has been revised and is available as a 
resource.  Concern exists within MMA based on USPS comments outside the FRN, that is not the 
intent.  These comments have been construed to mean that the Postal Service intends to use the 
online Guide to Move Update as an authoritative source for evolving or expanding standards without 
the benefit of public participation, including notice and comment, and without appropriate oversight.  A 
move in that direction is not clearly expressed in the FRN and would be inappropriate.  It is important 
that the USPS confirm that the Guide to Move Update will remain a guide and will not contain 
information that binds mailers to action. 

Foreign Addresses 

Currently, not all approved methods are able to return a notification indicating a foreign move out 
of the United States. As such the limitations of one Move Update method could invoke a failure for a 
mailer diligently using Move Update, a failure resulting in discrepancies between the different Move 
Update methods, not the diligent mailer.  Thus MMA recommends that the foreign address 
requirement be removed from the Move Update requirement.   

Standard Matching Logic 

The USPS would far better serve its customers and itself by formally documenting  Mailer 
handling of “bad” USPS data.  The new requirement to use “standard” matching logic threatens the 
ability for the industry to apply individual business rules and conduct appropriate relations with its 
customers.  For example – if an address for „Mary‟ is mailed and the ACS record returned is „Martin‟ – 
business rules and risk management protocol would prove inappropriate for  the business to apply 
Martin‟s address change to Mary‟s account or for USPS to consider this business rule as non-
compliant with move update.  If a company should implement risk prevention to preserve an address 
from potential fraud or information breach before applying an ACS or NCOALink address update, 
would the aforementioned example be considered an issue of non-compliance?   

The USPS must acknowledge that business rule address edits, in many instances, prevent 
delivery errors and hedge mail recipient risk, and often times businesses have better addresses than 
the USPS data files provided.  Unilateral enforcement of data management by the USPS regarding 
Move Update is both burdensome to the mailer and promotes additional risk for the mail recipient. 

In previous discussions with USPS representatives, mailers received information that standard 
match logic was not a requirement to obtain automation discounts when the mailer had a business 
reason to invoke parameter settings for individual level matches.  Recently, the USPS stated that 
Standard Matching Logic is required in the Guide although prior documentation did not substantiate 
this requirement.  The Guide is the first document that clearly states this as a requirement. The 
requirement represents a significant operational change for mailers.  If business rules dictate a need 
to restrict Change of Address data to Individual Level Matches, then the USPS should not penalize 
mailers for a decision to invoke parameters available for selection within the different Move Update 
processes.  Alternatively, if business rules restrict the use of Change of Address data to Individual 
Level Matches, then the USPS must specify the processes needed for mailers to reasonably comply.  
Thus, MMA request the USPS provide clarification as mailers may face yet another unforeseen 
development project with a negative ROI. 



Legal Restraint 

The Guide documents a new requirement to comply with Legal Restraint.  If no confirmation is 
received from the addressee of a letter under step 2 within 180 days upon sending a written 
notification to the new address, future mailing to the addressee must be made at the single piece first-
Class mail price.  MMA has been advised by USPS representatives (as recently as September 22, 
2010) that mailers are misinterpreting the Guide and that the details around the Legal Restraint 
process have not changed.  Therefore the 180 day requirement as written in the Guide is incorrect 
and/or will be removed.  MMA requests clarification from the USPS.    

Furthermore, prior wording and USPS interpretation stated that the entire process was to occur to 
allow for updating or suppression within the 95 days from the effective date.  Unfortunately, the 
language contradicted other statements indicating the process needed to occur at least every 95 
days.  Theoretically, if the process starts every 95 days, and there is a 30 day action window, then 
mailers do not have a way to complete the process within 95 days. All totaled, a mailer could have a 
piece mailed 335 days from the Move Effective data that is still compliant (Move Effective +95 days to 
process +30 days to send notification +180 days to get response +30 days to apply response).  MMA 
requests clarification from the USPS.    

Finally, there appears to be a change in philosophy where the Legal Restraint method does not 
satisfy Move Update for advertising mail.  Specifically, when legal restraint is used to maintain a 
mailing list used for First-Class mailings, mailers understand that records from that mailing list can be 
used in a Standard mailing and are considered to be compliant with the Move Update regulation.  
However, some USPS representatives are advising mailers that this is not the case.  According to the 
Guide to Move Update, " The Move Update standard is met when an address used on a mail piece in 
a mailing at any class of mail is updated with an approved method (e.g. ACS™) and the same 
address is used in a First-Class Mail or Standard Mail mailing within 95 days after the address has 
been updated."  MMA requests clarification from the USPS.    

6. Summary: 
 

The Major Mailers Association thanks the Postal Service for the opportunity to respond regarding 
these important issues. We look forward to continued dialogue as we work together to face both the 
opportunities and challenges within the mailing industry.   If you have any questions or require 
additional information, please let me know. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Stuart J Mc Allister 

MMA Board of Directors 

MMA Chair Address Quality 


