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3.1.2 It was agreed to close actions 15270.3 and .6. With regard to 15270.7, different views were 
expressed, with some participants expressing interest, others believing that customers have 
no difficulty with printing PDF417 and that there was thus no need to introduce other 
symbologies. It was finally agreed to invite the DOTE / ECO code authors to participate in 
either the next or next but one meeting. 

 

 
15270.7
 ipc/jlw 

3.1.3 It was noted that Correos (Spain) is using PDF417. C Caillon will provide a contact name for 
IPC to follow-up their experiences. 

1 sol/cc 

3.1.4 On 15303.3, it was noted that IPC had not received responses to all questions. This will be 
chased. 

2 ipc/jlw 

3.1.5 On 15301.4, it was noted that USPS would not change their current plans for a first version 
bar code, but are open to consider alternatives in the future, once agreements have been 
reached on the form of a UPU standard. 

3.1.6 H Patel will follow-up to ensure that IPC receives a response on action 15301.7. 15301.7
 usa/hp 3.1.7 On 15301.10, it was noted that the Standards Board had agreed to issue circulars, asking 

for interest in testing the ABL and FIM specifications. Regarding ABLs, H Patel noted that 
these were not necessary on ‘clean’ mail and that their utility on ‘dirty’ mail (with lots of 
advertising etc) as questionable because such mail was normally pre-sorted and bundled. 
ABLs were thus really only of potential interest on (the low volume of) mail which was busy, 
not pre-sorted and which had no routing or identification barcode. C Caillon did not wholly 
agree, stating that ABLs could still be of interest on magazines, for which sorter performance 
might possibly be improved by their use. 

4 Belgian Post Customer Applied Identifier Concept 
4.1.1 Y Remy presented Belgian Post’s plans for the introduction of customer bar codes in mid 

2006 (see doc D). These plans are based on Solystic proposals for an ‘advanced customer 
bar code’ and provide for generation of the bar code either by the customer himself or by La 
Poste. 

4.1.2 Use of the bar code will be linked to address verification services, the main aim being to 
improve address quality, which is historically poor. The intent is that, already at the time of 
launch of the system, 10% of mail will be encoded. To achieve this, pre-sorted mail will no 
longer be accepted without bar codes. 

4.1.3 Use of the bar code will also be linked to the submission of (encrypted) electronic address 
data prior to mailing of the items concerned. These data will be processed by La Poste in 
advance, with sorting (delivery point identification) codes being electronically assigned and 
stored. When the identified items are subsequently encountered, the stored information will 
be used to control sorting: it will not be necessary to read and interpret the address printed 
on the mailpiece. It is not intended to retain the full electronic address information on the 
system: this will be discarded once the delivery point code has been determined. 

4.1.4 It was noted that the link to electronic submission of item addresses was related to the work, 
based on the REMPI project, on developing standards for electronic statements of mailing 
submission (SMS) though, in La Poste’s case, the requirement was for processing rather 
than invoicing reasons. The quality of (electronic) addressing will be assessed by 
comparison with La Poste’s file of delivery point specifications, with discounts being linked to 
achievement of a high (99%?) successful look-up rate. Mailers will be provided with 
feedback, to assist them in correcting bad addresses. 

4.1.5 In response to questions, it was noted that only the delivery point specification will be verified 
initially. The possibility of verifying also the mailee / addressee details is for later 
consideration. 

4.1.6 Questions were raised about the risk of mis-processing if the electronic address (and thus 
delivery point identifier) were to differ from the address actually printed on the item. 
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Particularly if the actual electronic address is discarded, how would La Poste know whether 
this was occurring? It is proposed to control this both by random checking (OCR capture of 
some addresses and verification of the match with the delivery point code) and by 
automatically rejecting items that appear to have been wrongly pre-sorted. 

4.1.7 The current proposals are for a 56 bar 4-state bar code printed at 28 bars per inch and thus 
resulting in a 51 mm long bar code. The proposed composition is: 

– Format code: 8 bars (intended to allow distinction between different types of 
bar codes, to give future flexibility); 

– Post identifier: 16 bars (4 characters: J plus a La Poste S31 issuer code); 

– Customer identifier: 12 bars (allocated by La Poste); 

– Item number: 20 bars (allocated by the customer; intended to be unique for at 
least 30 days). 

4.1.8 It is proposed to use Royal Mail’s 4-state symbology, which encodes alphanumeric data into 
4-bar symbols. It is believed that these have sufficient redundancy at symbol level to avoid 
the need for an overall bar code error protection mechanism. This is considered desirable  
because it results in the bar code being derived from a simple character look-up process, 
without the need for any algorithmic process. 

4.1.9 La Poste based its belief in the absence of a need for overall bar code error detection on 
information from Solystic that suggested that TPG Post KIX codes suffered from only a 0.1% 
miss-sort rate. However, TPG pointed out that the KIX code is a translation of address 
information, not an identifier value, and that its performance could not be compared with that 
of an identifier. Two identifier values might reasonably differ in only one character and two 
bar errors could easily result in one character being interpreted as another, resulting in the 
misread item being sent to the wrong address! IPC strongly recommended that La Poste 
consider adding a one or two character checksum, preferably based on UPU standard S40. 

 

 

 

 

3 bea/yr 

4.1.10 IPC remarked that, whilst the use of a format code was to be highly recommended, the 
proposals did not accord with UPU standards. To achieve standards compliance for the 
content of the bar code, it was recommended that the post identifier (JBEA) be put in front of 
the format identifier. This would result in the bar coded value being compliant with UPU 
standards for the use of ISO/IEC 15459 licence plates. La Poste will consider this change. 

 

 

4 bea/yr 

4.1.11 IPC further recommended that the format code be designed to be extensible, not strictly 
limited to 2 characters. This could be achieved in different ways, for example by having 
ranges of codes of different lengths (cf ISO 15459 use of 1, 2 and 3 characters); by using a 
specific extension character (e.g. 0 in the first position could indicate a 3 character code, 00 
a 4 character code, …) or by encoding a specific length indicator or ‘stop’ value. 

 

 

5 bea/yr 

4.1.12 IPC further recommended that La Poste give consideration to adding an explicit ISO/IEC 
15418 data identifier to the bar code (for example, the single character J, indicating a licence 
plate).  

 

6 bea/yr 

4.1.13 Questions were raised about the availability of the specification and about the mechanism 
for key management for address file encryption. A copy of the specification will be circulated 
when it has been prepared. 

 

7 bea/yr 

5 XML service definition 
5.1.1 L Pintsov reported that he was not ready to make a presentation on an XML-based definition 

of service, but did give a short presentation of the reference model which he is developing in 
a CEN context. This will be circulated. 

 

8 pib/lp 
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6 Progress with drafting of the CBC specification 
6.1.1 IPC introduced (doc C, slide 10) the most recent partial draft of the specification (doc E: 

S(cbc)-1 draft E), which had been circulated by email on 2 June. This: 

– incorporates most of L Pintsov’s contribution (Doc F), but with substantive text being 
adapted from ‘two barcodes’ because CBCs are not necessarily bar coded (e.g. they 
could be printed as OCR characters) and with some points only incorporated as 
reminders of things still to be done; 

– proposes the use of a register to deal with issue of support; 

– provides a formal definition of key constructs & components; 

– describes customer encoding applications, mostly based on L Pintsov’s input; 

– brings forward the clauses on Forms of customer encoding, treating ABL, FIM and 
DPM as ‘forms of encoding’, rather than as data constructs; 

– distinguishes between ‘industry standard’ and ‘post-specific’ bar codes; 

– includes a new section on Mailer/sender authentication (based on L Pintsov input); 

– provides more information on Party identifiers; 

– includes a placeholder for specification of Print quality & optical characteristics; 

– contains a new (incomplete) sections on Placement & composition; Support & 
interoperability and a new Annex, based on L Pintsov’s input, on Usage scenarios. 

6.1.2 Noting that the draft had been circulated only one week before the meeting, IPC felt that it 
would be inappropriate to ask for detailed comments at this stage. Rather it asked for 
general remarks and for feedback on a number of specific questions and issues: 

– L Pintsov editorial comments; 

– should ABL and FIM be in Standards glossary; 

– the definition of DPMs; 

– capture of customer defined data and whether such data should have a structure and 
include coded instructions, or whether the instructions should be part of service data; 

– mailer/sender authentication and, in particular, who needs to be able to do this and 
whether there is a need for a list of algorithms with algorithm number being encoded 
in the construct; 

– address correction services/non delivery instructions and whether these should be 
part of service data or something separate; 

– whether symbol check should be required with Code 39; 

– limits on placement for both letters and parcels. 

6.1.3 On the first of these, L Pintsov had indicated that he had some editorial comments on the 
text, but had not yet supplied these to IPC. He will do so in his comments on draft E (see 
6.1.13). 

6.1.4 It was agreed that ABL and FIM should desirably be added to the Standards glossary. 9 ipc/jlw 

6.1.5 On the topic of DPM’s, IPC reminded the meeting of the current definition (see Doc C, slide 
13), noting that this was so bland as to apply to almost any form of customer bar coding 
being considered by the working group. Either we need to refine the definition of DPM, 
making it something distinctive, or we should drop it as a separate topic in the specification. 

6.1.6 It was agreed that the DPM definition needed review. Various suggestions were made 
regarding what made a DPM distinctive. Key amongst these was: 
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• the observation that a DPM has postage payment implications, being a claim either that 
postage has been paid, will be paid or is promised to be paid; 

• the observation that DPMs provide for protection against duplication and other security 
risks through use of CVCs, EVCs or similar mechanisms. 

6.1.7 IPC will draft a revised definition, based on the input received, for consideration by both the 
working group and the relevant Standards Board groups (PEG and DCG). It was noted that 
this would have implications also for EN 14615. 

10 ipc/jlw 

6.1.8 It was agreed that eventual instructions for the capture of customer defined data should be 
specified as part of service data, whether this was communicated physically (on the 
mailpiece) or electronically. Customer defined data should remain fully customer defined. 
Only a single instance needs to be allowed for on a given mail item. 

 

11 ipc/jlw 

6.1.9 On the topic of sender authentication, it emerged that two distinct possibilities need to be 
considered. One of these involves authentication by the mail recipient; the other 
authentication by the post. It was agreed that the case of authentication by the recipient can 
be considered as being a purely bilateral arrangement, with mechanisms agreed between 
sender and recipient. In this case, the data encoded on the item can be considered as 
simply being customer defined data. For authentication by the post, it was agreed that the 
mechanisms and algorithms referenced in S36 should be sufficient – that is, sender 
authentication can be regarded as being covered by the appropriate use of DPMs. 

 

 

 

 

12 ipc/jlw 

6.1.10 It was agreed that the specification for use of Code 39 should require use of the symbol 
check mechanism. Also, use of Code 39 should be limited to current practice: the 
specification should not authorise its use in circumstances in which it is not already utilised. 

 

13 ipc/jlw 

6.1.11 On letters, it was agreed to keep the recommendation that customer encoding be either: 

• in the franking area; 

• to the left of the address; 

• above the address; 

but to allow individual post discretion to permit encoding in other areas, including to the right 
of or underneath the address. 

14 ipc/jlw 

6.1.12 For placement on parcels, it was agreed that the CBC specification should simply refer to the 
(planned) standard for parcel labelling. 

15 ipc/jlw 

6.1.13 It was agreed that working group members would submit more detailed comments, on draft 
E, by 15 July 2004. 

16 all 

7 Planning of further work and meetings 
7.1.1 The next meeting of the working group was scheduled to take place in Amsterdam on 5th 

October 2004. 
17 all 
18 ipc/jlw 

8 A.O.B. 
8.1.1 It was reported that the CEN proposed work item on customer bar coding lacked 

commitment from one country. European participants were asked to check whether their 
national standards institute had appropriately voted. 
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Summary of Open Actions 

Number Responsible Description Due Reference Actual Result / Comment 
Date Date 

 
13837 2 ipc jlw obtain / circulate upoc - universal postal code - specification 030228 3.1.9  040609: open 
13837 3 ipc jlw obtain / circulate arriva bar code specification 030228 3.1.9  040609: open 
13837 4 ipc jlw obtain / circulate deutsche post dpm and brazilian specification 030228 3.1.5  040609: open 
13837 5 els mv provide ente poste / postel data matrix specification 030328 3.1.6  040609: open 
13837 16 ipc jlw obtain permission to distribute correos y telegrafos specification 030228 3.1.3  040609: open 
14309 5 ipc jlw consider caa specification as basis for 4-state 030610 7.1.1  040609: open 
14716 2 ipc jlw s25 to cover licence plate comprising party id + party assigned number 031231 4.4.8  040609: open 
14716 5 ipc jlw s19 definition of address zone should reference minimum rectangle and 

envelope window 
031231 4.5.4  040609: open 

15270 7 ipc jlw invite dote code author to a cbc meeting 040317 5.2.7  040609: invite for october or december 
15270 8 ipc jlw remove detail from s25; it should refer to cbc standard 040630 5.4.1  040609: open 
15301 7 usa hp review proposal for use of licence plates or 5U on parcels 040430 4.3.7  040609: open; to be chased 
15301 8 ipc jlw suggestions for binary id need to take account of id = party id + party 

assigned number 
040515 4.4.6  040609: open 

15301 9 ipc jlw agenda 040609: pib, lp presentation on xml service definition 040515 4.4.9  040609: deferred 
15301 9 pib lp presentation on xml service definition 040609 4.4.9  040609: deferred 
15535 1 sol cc provide contact in correos on experience with customer use of pdf417  3.1.3   
15535 2 ipc jlw chase responses to dote questions (& invite to meeting)  3.1.4   
15535 3 bea yr consider adding S40 checksum to planned cbc  4.1.9   
15535 4 bea yr puts JBEA in front of format code in planned cbc  4.1.10   
15535 5 bea yr consider extensible definition of format code  4.1.11   
15535 6 bea yr consider use of data identifier in cbc bar code  4.1.12   
15535 7 bea yr circulate copy of cbc specification when available  4.1.13   
15535 8 pib lp circulate proposals for reference model  5.1.1   
15535 9 ipc jlw add ABL and FIM to standards glossary (propose to dcg)  6.1.4   
15535 10 ipc jlw propose revised draft definition for DPM (to wg, PEG and DCG)  6.1.7   
15535 11 ipc jlw cbc draft: instructions for data capture should be in service data; only 1 

instance of customer defined data 
 6.1.8   

15535 12 ipc jlw cbc draft: sender authentication = bilateral (customer defined data) or post 
authenticated (dpm) 

 6.1.9   

15535 13 ipc jlw cbc draft: code 39 symbol check required / code 39 only for existing 
applications 

 6.1.10   

15535 14 ipc jlw cbc draft: retain recommended placement on letters, but allow individual post 
discretion 

 6.1.11   

15535 15 ipc jlw cbc draft: placement on parcels to refer to (planned) parcel label standard  6.1.12   
15535 16 all  comments on S(cbc)-1 draft E to ipc 040715 6.1.13   
15535 17 all  note next meeting: amsterdam on 5 october 2004  7.1.1   
15535 18 ipc jlw arrangements for next meeting: amsterdam on 5 october 2004  7.1.1   
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Completed Actions 

Number Responsible Description Due Reference Actual Result / Comment 
Date Date 

 
15270 3 all  report on interest in dote code and similar symbologies 040317 5.2.7 040609 some; authors to be invited (see 15270.7) 
15270 6 all  questions on dote code for the author 040115 5.2.7 040609 closed; only ipc questions submitted. answers to be chased 
15270 9 pib lp provide examples of use cases or similar for mailer encoding in steps 040317 5.4.10 040609 see S(cbc)-1 draft E, annex A 
15270 14 ipc jlw next draft of S(cbc)-1 040215 6.1.2 040609 see S(cbc)-1 draft E, annex A 
15301 1 bea yr submit eventual corrections to minutes of 17 december 040415 2.1.1 040609 closed; none received - minutes approved 
15301 1 pib lp submit eventual corrections to minutes of 17 december 040415 2.1.1 040609 closed; none received - minutes approved 
15301 2 ipc jlw process pib-lp input (ipc-jw15302) 040515 3.1.2 040609 see S(cbc)-1 draft E, annex A 
15301 3 ipc jlw circulate dote questions and responses 040331 3.1.5 040324  
15301 4 ipc jlw suggestions on how to save 6 bits for standardisation 040415 4.2.6 040609 done, but USPS not ready to change, at least for version 1 
15301 5 usa hp review use of coding range and make 6 bits available in 4-state letter mail 

cbc 
040430 4.2.6 040609 done, but USPS not ready to change, at least for version 1 

15301 6 bea yr presentation on bea cbc plans linked to edi 040609 4.2.9 040609 see minutes, section 4 
15301 6 ipc jlw agenda 040609: bea presentation on their cbc plans linked to edi 040515 4.2.9 040609  
15301 10 ipc jlw follow-up fra interest in abl, fim testing; nla in fim testing 040430 5.1.1 040609 fra: FIM yes, ABL no; nla: no 
15301 11 all  note next meeting - morning of 9 june 2004 in amsterdam 040609 6.1.1 040609 actually held in Den Haag 
15301 11 ipc jlw arrangements for next meeting - 040609 morning 040515 6.1.1 040609  
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AgendaAgendaCBC Working GroupCBC Working Group
Meeting of 9 June 2004Meeting of 9 June 2004

1. Introductions and agreement of the agenda
2. Minutes of the meeting of 17 March 2004
3. Review of actions
4. Belgian Post Customer Applied Identifier concept
5. XML service definition
6. Progress with drafting of the CBC specification
7. Planning of further work and meetings
8. A.O.B.
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11 IntroductionsIntroductions
ll Participants:Participants:

–– De Post (BE), Yves RemyDe Post (BE), Yves Remy
–– Pitney Bowes, Leon Pitney Bowes, Leon PintsovPintsov
–– Solystic,Solystic, Christophe CaillonChristophe Caillon

ll Apologies:Apologies:
–– FEI, John ParkFEI, John Park
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11 DocumentsDocuments
040324:040324: contribution from Leon contribution from Leon PintsovPintsov

040324:040324: dote and eco code questions and answersdote and eco code questions and answers

040331:040331: minutes of meeting 040317:minutes of meeting 040317: ipcipc--jw15301jw15301

040331:040331: presentation material from 040317:presentation material from 040317: ipcipc--jw15248jw15248

040522:040522: agenda and arrangements  for todayagenda and arrangements  for today

040602:040602: updated partial draft: S(updated partial draft: S(cbccbc))--1 draft E1 draft E

-- ipc ipc presentation materialpresentation material

-- beabea/yr presentation/yr presentation

-- pibpib//lp lp presentationpresentation
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2.2. Minutes of meeting of 17 March 2004Minutes of meeting of 17 March 2004

ll no comments from Belgian Post or Pitney on no comments from Belgian Post or Pitney on 
minutes of 17 Dec (minutes of 17 Dec (ipcipc--jw15270jw15270))

ll 17 March 2004: 17 March 2004: ipcipc--jw15301jw15301
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3. Review of actions3. Review of actions
13837.2 ipc/jlw obtain / circulate universal postal code - specification
13837.3 ipc/jlw obtain / circulate arriva bar code specification
13837.4 ipc/jlw obtain / circulate deutsche post dpm and brazilian specs
13837.5 els/mv provide ente poste / postel data matrix specification
13837.16 ipc/jlw obtain permission to distribute correos y telegrafos spec
14309.5 ipc/jlw consider caa specification as basis for 4-state
14716.2 ipc/jlw s25 to cover licence plate with party id + party assigned number
14716.5 ipc/jlw s19 definition of address zone should reference minimum 

rectangle and envelope window
15270.3 all report on interest in dote code and similar symbologies

is there any?
15270.6 all questions on dote code for the author

are there any?
15270.7 ipc/jlw invite dote code author to a cbc meeting, if enough interest

do we want?
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3. Review of actions3. Review of actions
15270.8 ipc/jlw remove detail from s25; it should refer to cbc standard

15270.9 pib/lp provide examples of use cases or similar for mailer encoding in 
steps => draft E, annex A

15270.14 ipc jlw next draft of S(cbc)-1 => draft E

15301.1 bea/yr submit eventual corrections to minutes of 17 december => none

15301.1 pib/lp submit eventual corrections to minutes of 17 december => none

15301.2 ipc/jlw process pib-lp input (ipc-jw15302) => draft E

15301.3 ipc/jlw circulate dote questions and responses => done

15301.4 ipc/jlw suggestions on how to save 6 bits for standardisation
done, but USPS not ready to change, at least for version 1

15301.5 usa/hp review use of coding range and make 6 bits available in 4-state 
letter mail cbc => as above
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3. Review of actions3. Review of actions
15301.6 bea/yr presentation on bea cbc plans linked to edi => agenda 4

15301.6 ipc/jlw agenda 040609: bea presentation on their cbc plans linked 
to edi

15301.7 usa/hp review proposal for use of licence plates or 5U on parcels

15301.8 ipc/jlw suggestions for binary id need to take account of id = party 
id + party assigned number

15301.9 ipc/jlw agenda 040609: pib, lp presentation on xml service 
definition

15301.9 pib/lp presentation on xml service definition => agenda 5

15301.10 ipc/jlw follow-up fra interest in abl, fim testing; nla in fim testing
fra FIM yes, ABL no / nla no

15301.11 all note next meeting - morning of 9 june 2004

15301.11 ipc/jlw arrangements for next meeting - 040609 morning
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44 Belgian Post: Customer applied identifiersBelgian Post: Customer applied identifiers
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55 XML Service definitionXML Service definition
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66 Progress on the draft specificationProgress on the draft specification
Draft E circulated on 2 JuneDraft E circulated on 2 June
ll incorporates most of LP contributionincorporates most of LP contribution

–– substantive text substantive text -- adapted from ‘two barcodes’ because CBC not adapted from ‘two barcodes’ because CBC not 
necessarily bar codednecessarily bar coded

–– some points only as reminders of things still to be donesome points only as reminders of things still to be done

ll proposes register to deal with issue of supportproposes register to deal with issue of support
ll formal definition of key constructs & componentsformal definition of key constructs & components
ll customer encoding applications, mostly based on LP inputcustomer encoding applications, mostly based on LP input
ll Forms of customer encoding brought forward; treats ABL, Forms of customer encoding brought forward; treats ABL, 

FIM and DPM as ‘forms of …’, rather than as constructsFIM and DPM as ‘forms of …’, rather than as constructs
ll distinction between ‘industry standard’ and ‘postdistinction between ‘industry standard’ and ‘post--specific’ specific’ 

bar codesbar codes
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66 Progress on the draft specificationProgress on the draft specification
Draft E circulated on 2 JuneDraft E circulated on 2 June ((con’tcon’t))
ll new section on Mailer/sender authentication (LP input)new section on Mailer/sender authentication (LP input)
ll text on Party identifiers extendedtext on Party identifiers extended
ll placeholder for print quality & optical characteristics addedplaceholder for print quality & optical characteristics added
ll new (incomplete) section on Placement & compositionnew (incomplete) section on Placement & composition
ll new section on support & interoperabilitynew section on support & interoperability
ll new Annex on Usage scenarios (LP input)new Annex on Usage scenarios (LP input)
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66 Progress on the draft specificationProgress on the draft specification
Draft E circulated on 2 JuneDraft E circulated on 2 June -- questions / issuesquestions / issues
ll general remarksgeneral remarks
ll feedback timingfeedback timing
ll LP editorial commentsLP editorial comments
ll should ABL and FIM be in Standards glossaryshould ABL and FIM be in Standards glossary
ll what distinguishes a DPM from any other what distinguishes a DPM from any other 

encoding: adequacy of DPM definition? ==>>encoding: adequacy of DPM definition? ==>>
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66 Progress on the draft specificationProgress on the draft specification
DPM definitionDPM definition

3.1 digital postage mark (DPM) 
postmark, containing information that may be captured and used by the mailer, postal 
handling organisations and the recipient, having three distinct features: 

– the information content is expressed in the form of a message, containing 
internationally standardised data constructs; 

NOTE 1: This provision is not meant to restrict the range of data which may be encoded in a 
DPM, only to ensure that relevant data can be extracted and interpreted by all parties needing 
access to it. UPU standard S25 Error! Reference source not found. defines a set of data 
constructs which may be used for this purpose. Though S25 necessarily only defines those data 
constructs which have, to date, been identified as useful, it is intended that the standard be 
extended as and when new data requirements emerge. Therefore, any party having a 
requirement which is not covered by the data construct definitions in S25 is invited to contact the 
secretariat of the UPU Standards Board with a view to the extension of that standard. 

– the message is represented on the item in the form of one or more machine-readable 
symbols; 

– the accuracy of data capture from the symbol(s) is assured by the encoding of error 
detection and correction data. 

NOTE 2: Besides the machine-readable symbol(s), digital postage marks may contain information 
which is human-readable. This may duplicate and/or complement information contained in the 
symbol(s). 
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66 Progress on the draft specificationProgress on the draft specification
Draft E circulated on 2 JuneDraft E circulated on 2 June -- questions / issues (questions / issues (con’tcon’t))
ll capture of customer defined data:capture of customer defined data:

–– should the data have a structure and include coded instructionsshould the data have a structure and include coded instructions
–– or should the instructions be part of service data?or should the instructions be part of service data?

ll mailer/sender authenticationmailer/sender authentication
–– who needs to be able to do this?who needs to be able to do this?
–– is there need for list of algorithms with algorithm no in the cois there need for list of algorithms with algorithm no in the construct?nstruct?

ll address correction services/non delivery instructionsaddress correction services/non delivery instructions
–– part of service data? or something separate?part of service data? or something separate?

ll with Code 39, should symbol check be requiredwith Code 39, should symbol check be required
ll limits on placementlimits on placement

–– lettersletters
–– parcelsparcels
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7. Further work / next meetings7. Further work / next meetings

ll comments on draft Ecomments on draft E

ll further extension of draftfurther extension of draft

ll meeting or (fixed date) meeting or (fixed date) telecontelecon
–– next CEN:next CEN:

–– 23/24 June 23/24 June -- too soontoo soon
–– 6/7 October, Amsterdam6/7 October, Amsterdam

–– next UPU:next UPU:
–– SB:SB: 6 July, Berne 6 July, Berne -- too soontoo soon

5/6 October, Amsterdam5/6 October, Amsterdam
–– PEG etc: 2/3 September, WashingtonPEG etc: 2/3 September, Washington

9/10 December, Berne or Bonn9/10 December, Berne or Bonn

–– next IDnext ID--tag: ????tag: ????
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8. A.O.B.8. A.O.B.
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Customer Applied Identifier
Presentation UPU

Den Haag, 09.06.2004

De Post – La Poste

CAI: Customer Applied Identifier
What?

• CAI is the customer barcode developed by De Post. The barcode contains a 
unique number (reference), uniquely describing the customer and the mail 
piece.

• Introduction is foreseen mid 2006, along with the introduction of the new 
sorting centers of De Post

• Customers can choose to use:

1. a web-based “plug and play” system for the preparation of their CAI-mail (web-based) or 

2. to develop their own preparation system in order to integrate it in their production system

• Customers can create the barcode themselves or can ask De Post to do it for 
them.

• CAI customers can use an address verification module. This module allows 
customers to verify their address quality on a regular basis. 
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CAI: Customer Applied Identifier
How?

Physical Mail with CAI 
Barcode (unique reference)

Electronic Reference File

(arrives at De Post before 
deposit)

Unique 
number

Destination 
Address

Sorting 
Codes

Sorting 
Feedback

Address 
quality

Customer 
ID

Internal 
use

Customer 
Feedback

(AJBEAA

Mr Someone

Somestreet 12

1234 Sometown

ABC

ABC

ABC

…
…

…

1ABC123456

1ABC123457

1ABC123458

Address 1

Address 1

Address 2

A123

A123

B457

Interpretation and sorting 
results

H

H

M

• Prior to each mailing the customer transmits his electronic reference file to De 
Post. De Post interprets the electronic addresses and attaches a sorting code 
(carrier route identifier) to every address.

• Customers deposit mail pieces with a wellformed and correct CAI barcode.

• The physical mail pieces are sorted according to the sorting direction in the 
electronic reference file.

CAI barcode structure

Start bar Format control UPU Header Customer Id Mail number Stop bar
( AB JBEA 123 AB123 )
( A B J B E A 1 2 3 A B 1 2 3 )

Char Combinaties N° of bars
Format Control Code 2 1.296 8

UPU number 4 Fixed* 16 *JBEA DE POST

Cust ID 3 46.656 12

Mail number 5 60.466.176 20

Total number of bars 56
(incl start & stop bars)

Total length
28 bars per inch 50,80
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CAI characteristics

• De Post – La Poste will make use of the Royal Mail 4-state barcode font

• All fields are alphanumeric

• No checksum

• Objective 2006: 10% of total volume barcoded


	Introductions and agreement of the agenda
	
	Those present introduced themselves and apologies were noted.
	The agenda proposed by IPC (Doc C, slide 1) was agreed.


	Minutes of previous meetings
	
	The minutes of the meeting of 17 March 2004 (Doc B) were approved without changes.
	It was noted that no comments had been received, from Belgian Post or Pitney Bowes, on the minutes of the meeting of 17 December 2003 (ipc-jw15270) and that these could therefore also now be regarded as approved.


	Review of actions
	
	Open actions were reviewed, the results being reflected in the attached annexes of open and completed actions.
	It was agreed to close actions 15270.3 and .6. With regard to 15270.7, different views were expressed, with some participants expressing interest, others believing that customers have no difficulty with printing PDF417 and that there was thus no need to
	It was noted that Correos (Spain) is using PDF417. C Caillon will provide a contact name for IPC to follow-up their experiences.
	On 15303.3, it was noted that IPC had not received responses to all questions. This will be chased.
	On 15301.4, it was noted that USPS would not change their current plans for a first version bar code, but are open to consider alternatives in the future, once agreements have been reached on the form of a UPU standard.
	H Patel will follow-up to ensure that IPC receives a response on action 15301.7.
	On 15301.10, it was noted that the Standards Boar


	Belgian Post Customer Applied Identifier Concept
	
	Y Remy presented Belgian Post’s plans for the int
	Use of the bar code will be linked to address verification services, the main aim being to improve address quality, which is historically poor. The intent is that, already at the time of launch of the system, 10% of mail will be encoded. To achieve this,
	Use of the bar code will also be linked to the submission of (encrypted) electronic address data prior to mailing of the items concerned. These data will be processed by La Poste in advance, with sorting (delivery point identification) codes being el
	It was noted that the link to electronic submissi
	In response to questions, it was noted that only the delivery point specification will be verified initially. The possibility of verifying also the mailee / addressee details is for later consideration.
	Questions were raised about the risk of mis-processing if the electronic address (and thus delivery point identifier) were to differ from the address actually printed on the item. Particularly if the actual electronic address is discarded, how would La
	The current proposals are for a 56 bar 4-state bar code printed at 28 bars per inch and thus resulting in a 51 mm long bar code. The proposed composition is:
	Format code:8 bars (intended to allow distinction between different types of bar codes, to give future flexibility);
	Post identifier:16 bars (4 characters: J plus a La Poste S31 issuer code);
	Customer identifier:12 bars (allocated by La Poste);
	Item number:20 bars (allocated by the customer; intended to be unique for at least 30 days).
	It is proposed to use Royal Mail’s 4-state symbol
	La Poste based its belief in the absence of a need for overall bar code error detection on information from Solystic that suggested that TPG Post KIX codes suffered from only a 0.1% miss-sort rate. However, TPG pointed out that the KIX code is a translat
	IPC remarked that, whilst the use of a format code was to be highly recommended, the proposals did not accord with UPU standards. To achieve standards compliance for the content of the bar code, it was recommended that the post identifier (JBEA) be put
	IPC further recommended that the format code be designed to be extensible, not strictly limited to 2 characters. This could be achieved in different ways, for example by having ranges of codes of different lengths (cf ISO 15459 use of 1, 2 and 3 charact
	IPC further recommended that La Poste give consideration to adding an explicit ISO/IEC 15418 data identifier to the bar code (for example, the single character J, indicating a licence plate).
	Questions were raised about the availability of the specification and about the mechanism for key management for address file encryption. A copy of the specification will be circulated when it has been prepared.


	XML service definition
	
	L Pintsov reported that he was not ready to make a presentation on an XML-based definition of service, but did give a short presentation of the reference model which he is developing in a CEN context. This will be circulated.


	Progress with drafting of the CBC specification
	
	IPC introduced (doc C, slide 10) the most recent partial draft of the specification (doc E: S(cbc)-1 draft E), which had been circulated by email on 2 June. This:
	Noting that the draft had been circulated only one week before the meeting, IPC felt that it would be inappropriate to ask for detailed comments at this stage. Rather it asked for general remarks and for feedback on a number of specific questions and iss
	On the first of these, L Pintsov had indicated that he had some editorial comments on the text, but had not yet supplied these to IPC. He will do so in his comments on draft E (see 6.1.13).
	It was agreed that ABL and FIM should desirably be added to the Standards glossary.
	On the topic of DPM’s, IPC reminded the meeting o
	It was agreed that the DPM definition needed review. Various suggestions were made regarding what made a DPM distinctive. Key amongst these was:
	IPC will draft a revised definition, based on the input received, for consideration by both the working group and the relevant Standards Board groups (PEG and DCG). It was noted that this would have implications also for EN 14615.
	It was agreed that eventual instructions for the capture of customer defined data should be specified as part of service data, whether this was communicated physically (on the mailpiece) or electronically. Customer defined data should remain fully cust
	On the topic of sender authentication, it emerged that two distinct possibilities need to be considered. One of these involves authentication by the mail recipient; the other authentication by the post. It was agreed that the case of authentication by th
	It was agreed that the specification for use of Code 39 should require use of the symbol check mechanism. Also, use of Code 39 should be limited to current practice: the specification should not authorise its use in circumstances in which it is not alrea
	On letters, it was agreed to keep the recommendation that customer encoding be either:
	For placement on parcels, it was agreed that the CBC specification should simply refer to the (planned) standard for parcel labelling.
	It was agreed that working group members would submit more detailed comments, on draft E, by 15 July 2004.


	Planning of further work and meetings
	
	The next meeting of the working group was scheduled to take place in Amsterdam on 5th October 2004.


	A.O.B.
	
	It was reported that the CEN proposed work item on customer bar coding lacked commitment from one country. European participants were asked to check whether their national standards institute had appropriately voted.



