I will start this document with the e-mail of Mr.Holger Wandt dated Dec.12, 2000 to OASIS.

-----Original Message-----
From: Holger Wandt [mailto:h.wandt@HumanInference.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 12, 2000 4:18 AM
To: 'scott.mcgrath@oasis-open.org'
Cc: Martijn Kriens; Paul Drenth


Subject: AND makes address XML definition available to OASIS

Dear Mr McGrath, 


Having read the AND press release (1 December 2000) on their XML definition for the worldwide presentation of addresses, I thought it a good idea to inform you about other developments in international standardization of addresses. 

I am the chairman of the working group address databases within CEN/TC331/WG3. CEN is the European Standardization body. The task of my group is to develop a multi-part standard, covering the definition of address components and address structures, the representation of addresses, the electronic exchange, the validation and interpretation of address data. Currently, we have completed the first part of the standard, which provides a dictionary of all possible components of postal addresses, together with examples of and constraints on their use. The standard (which is in the enquiry phase of CEN at the moment) also contains a model of the specification of an address, which the working group wishes to represent in a formal language (possibly XML).

Furthermore, the United States Postal Service has made a proposal to the United Postal Union (UPU - a UN Organization) to assemble a development group with a vested interest in the development of an international name and address standard. For this effort they seek the cooperation of CEN (the working group address databases), the UN/EDIFACT group, the Graphic Communications Association (GCA), The Direct mail Advisory Board (UPU) and the PostCode group (UPU).

During the last plenary meeting of CEN/TC331/WG3 we agreed that we will join in this effort. It will be my task to coordinate further cooperation.

Since you have recently set up the Customer Information Quality (GIQ) Technical Committee to work on cross industry XML standards, I think we should have a closer look at our common efforts.

Harmonization is very important for future implementation and having had a look at the XLM schema provided by AND, I fear that their definition is somewhat engrafted on the PAF (postal address file) data provided by Royal Mail. Mind you, I'm not an XML expert, but I'm familiar with the specific terms used in PAF. 

My fear is that the CIQ technical committee will develop a standard that will eventually not match with the international address standard being developed by CEN and UPU. Therefore I would like to get in touch with the chairman of the CIQ technical committee. Would it be possible for you to arrange an introduction? If it would be necessary, I would be willing to become an associate member of OASIS.

Collaboration between OASIS and CEN

OASIS would indeed like to see a working relationship between the technical committees of our two organisations. OASIS has been putting a lot of effort lately into promoting coordination of technical efforts with any organization and avoiding the duplication of work.  The OASIS process does not formally define how work should be done in collaboration with other organizations. What it suggests is that a person or persons be selected as a liaison between the respective committees, and that this person should be a full member of both committees. 

The OASIS rules for participation require that a person be an eligible participant (either an individual member of OASIS or an employee of an OASIS member organization) before she/he may become a voting member of an OASIS technical committee. The person selected to liaise between the groups would have to fill that requirement as well as whatever requirements CEN might have for participation.   

I would like to know what your wishes are, what you think the mutual benefits will be, if you would like to use the specification of CEN, whether you have suggestions for improvement of the existing standard or the approach for following standards, how you think we can incorporate the CIQ-specifications in the CEN standard, etc.

I think that we should have an open discussion on our objectives and then determine where our cooperation should lead us. There are some major questions that should be answered. For example: Your work is quite descriptive of nature and very useful for the exchange of data, whereas CEN (and UPU) will try to eventually interpret international address data. How can we benefit from each other’s knowledge? 

Another item we should discuss is the (future) implementation of each other’s work and the organisational implications involved. Between UPU and CEN there is a Memorandum of Understanding that facilitates the cooperation in the field of postal standardization. How can we fit OASIS into this framework?

Important Observation

After reading the CEN/TC331/WG3 document, I formed the general observation that the proposed standard from your group is very much aligned towards meeting the postal business needs. There is no mention of how this standard would be application independent and how it is applicable to other business activities associated with customer names and addresses. 

My company, MSI, is in the business of customer information quality for mission critical business applications such as CRM, CIS, Customer Management Middleware, and so on, which rely on very high levels of data integrity. Customer information must be of high quality and this is achieved through efficient parsing of customer data, which means breaking the data down into the lowest granular level. Our major corporate clients, who have millions of customer records across many business systems and databases, expect this level of granularity for  their core business applications. 

CEN’s proposed standard does not provide the necessary elements/fields/structures to store the lowest granular level data. I see this as a limitation in the standard. xNAL has been carefully defined in such a way that it can be used for postal services/businesses while at the same time for any application that uses name and address data. xNAL supports optional levels of detail, from the most granular (eg. for address, number suffixes, street range types, street directions, etc.) to high level representations (line 1, Line 2, etc).  This is why major industry groups such as the Open Travel Association are beginning to work very closely with us.

Under this scenario, the CEN standard should be a compatible sub-set of the OASIS standards. This is an area where I see CIQ TC and your group can exchange ideas and information. Moreover, the scope/objective of CIQ TC is not limited to defining standards for international names and addresses. It covers the whole area of Customer Information and name and address is a subset of it. 

This document is intended to provide you with a detailed background to the work of the OASIS Customer Information Quality Technical Committee, of which I am the founding chairman.  It includes an explanation of the current work, together with a comparison of the OASIS standards with the draft standard from CEN.  Finally, I have included some expanded ideas on how the two organisations should consider working together.

Background  

MSI Business Solutions Pty. Ltd (formerly known as MasterSoft International), Sydney, Australia, was the first organisation to develop an XML standard specifically for Name and Address Data.  The standard, called “Name and Address Markup Language (NAML)”, is based on MSI’s many years experience with managing the quality of customer information. MSI also developed another XML standard called “Customer Information Markup Language (CIML)” that defines customer-centric data (in addition to name and address).  I wrote both these XML languages.

MSI is a renowned as a leading player in customer information management, with over 15 years experience in managing name and address data across different enterprise systems. MSI’s clients are blue chip enterprises in the areas of telecommunications, retail, insurance, government, finance, health, automotive, etc. In contrast to most of the data providers/vendors in this area, MSI does not come from the Postal Data business. MSI has a Customer Information Quality business background, helping customers achieve high levels of quality in their enterprise information and in particular, name and address data. MSI does not re-sell data.

About 10 years ago, MSI developed an open standard for name and address called as ‘Universal Name and Address” (UNA), that is application independent and open (in contrast Postal bases standards are application-specific, since they are based on the business requirements of postal authorities).

With the advent of XML as a language for metadata representation and data interchange, and with all major stakeholders extending their support to XML as an alternative to EDI, MSI was in an ideal position to define a name and address language in XML.  This resulted in the development of “NAML”. The objective of this language is to be truly “Global” in the long term. Given that MSI has always been committed to open standards, MSI approached OASIS, (the Organisation for Advancement in Structured Information Standards) to adopt NAML and transform it into an application independent, vendor neutral, open and “global” XML standard for Name and Address Data. The reason why we chose OASIS was chosen ahead of consortiums/groups/bodies like BIZTALK.ORG, CPEXchange (a member of IDEAlliance and others, was that we felt that these latter groups were influenced by at least one major vendor in one way or other whereas OASIS was truly vendor neutral. 

OASIS immediately saw the importance of standards for customer information, due to the re-emergence of CRM markets and the problems associated with data quality issues in Customer Information Systems such as CRM, DW, DM, Operational Data Store, Single Customer View etc. OASIS them formed a Technical Committee (TC) called “Customer Information Quality (CIQ)” with myself as the chairman. AND Data Solutions in The Netherlands (data re-sellers, data provisioning, postal business, etc.) was keen to contribute and therefore, joined the technical committee with Vincent Buller as its representative. The committee also has representatives from a small number of USA companies. Several organisations have subscribed to the mailing list of the committee. It was in December 2000 that AND Solutions released its own specifications called the “Global Address XML Language” and transferred the specifications to OASIS to be considered as part of the work that the CIQ was doing. 

Mr. Wandt wrote to OASIS upon seeing the announcement from AND. Mr. Wandt was absolutely correct in saying that the AND specification was oriented towards postal data and as such is not a truly open standard. The great advantage about the specification is that it was based on data sets from more than 80-100 countries and so provided valuable input to the CIQ TC, which is developing a standard that can handle name and address data from any country.

The Current Standards Work

Since December 2000, the CIQ TC has been actively involved in developing a truly global XML standard for name and address information. The integration of NAML and AND’s Global Address Specification was initially the key focus, with input from many other sources. Many specifications that include name and address data were surveyed (OTA, OAG, BIZTALK, CPEXchange, etc) and the first draft of the XML language was developed.  

There are a number of name and address standards available throughout the world. To a large extent, these standards have been designed with a particular business requirement in mind, for example, the expedient delivery of mail pieces or parcels. This has generally meant that while the particular standard is appropriate for the purpose for which it was designed, it is frequently not suitable for a variety of other purposes.  They are industry specific and in many cases they are also country specific. It is important that the OASIS standards do not fall into the same trap as these other standards.

Our objectives are to:

1. Develop a standard that is application independent, vendor neutral, open and global. Any application should be able to use the standard to meet its business requirements,

2. Provide the flexibility to accommodate the rules and regulations set by postal authorities and postal unions, while at the same time allowing enterprises to define name and address data in a way that is consistent with corporate customer management requirements.  This enables a wide variety of users, such as data warehouse and data quality vendors and consultants, postal authorities, data provisioners, CRM vendors, as well as users dealing with customer information for major CRM and e-Business initiatives, and 

3. Make the standard as flexible as possible by supporting optional levels of detail, from the most granular (eg. for address, number suffixes, street range types, etc.) to high-level representations (line 1, Line 2, etc).  Names can be defined using more than 30 name elements that are included in the standard.  Addresses can be defined using more than 100 address elements.

When looking into the AND standard, we realised that it included strict rules set by postal authorities in many countries. We realised that this will not work in real world, where customers use name and address data for many purposes and in many different ways. 

Customer databases store name and address data for a variety of business purposes that are not necessarily compliant with any postal rules. Therefore, we had to remove the restrictions in the AND standard. This has given tremendous scope for enhancements and improvements to the current standard “eXtensible Name and Address Language (xNAL)”. 

Fitting over 200 countries into a unified format is no easy task. Countries have very different address formats. Some use street names for addressing, others do not.  Some use island names, others don't. The format must allow for all these different types of addresses while at the same time provide a consistent and easy to use format. 

There are different ways to model data, including hierarchical, relational and object-oriented. Address data is hierarchical in nature (a country has cities, a city has streets and a street has premises) so a hierarchical model is the most natural fit. The international standard XML (eXtensible Markup Language) is well suited to represent hierarchical data and has therefore been adopted for the actual implementation of the data model.

The language does not deal with security, data transportation, privacy, etc, of the data. We strongly believe that these can be handled by ebXML and we do not want any duplication of effort.

We componentised xNAL into two DTDs namely,

eXtensible Name Language (xNL) and

eXtensible Address Language (xAL). 

xNL concentrates on customer names (ie. person/company) and xAL concentrates on addresses only. 

xNAL used both xNL and xAL as references.

This split is mainly for easier maintainability and allows the standards can evolve independently.  It also makes life easy for users to implement the standards of their choice for their specific application.

The current draft of these standards has been tested with many sets of global name and address information and has been reviewed by many experts such as Graham Rhind of The Netherlands who wrote a book on global address databases. Mr. Wandt is also impressed by the work that we have done so far. The “Open Travel Association (OTA)” is now in the process of partnering with us. CPEXchange is also now very interested in working with us. 

We see scope for lots of improvements to our standards as we move towards a “Global Standard” and in order to do this, we need the support of the above organisations and you. Sharing the knowledge of many centres of expertise is far more valuable that using a few only.

CEN’s Involvement

It is understood that the CEN/TC331/WG3 is planning to develop an XML language for name and address in cooperation with UPU, USPS, the GCA, the Direct Mail Advisory Board and the UN/EDIFACT group. It is still in an enquiry phase and the XML language has not been implemented as such.  OASIS and IDEA Alliance are members of GCA. OASIS is the co-founder of the biggest XML project to-date, the ebXML along with the UN/CEFACT.   UN/EDIFACT, the International EDI Standard  was developed by UN/CEFACT.

· The Goal of the OASIS CIQ TC is to ensure that xNAL becomes the international standard for representing name and address data that is application independent, vendor neutral, open and truly global. CIQ TC is open to discussions and is keen to collaborate with any group by sharing ideas and expertises, avoid any duplicate work and work towards achieving a single international standard. The Committee has already begun discussions with other groups such as the Open Travel Association (OTA), CPEXchange, XNS.ORG and CEN to foster collaboration for this initiative by extending its support and expertise. 

· The Open Travel Association (OTA) has expressed interest to work closely with the CIQ TC. The New OpenTravel Alliance (OTA) Specification released in May 2001 supports Cross-Industry Availability and Booking Capabilities. More than 150 leaders representing all aspects of the travel industry recently met for an OpenTravel Alliance (OTA) Advisory Forum and approved the release of a new draft customer profile specification. Version 2001A of the OpenTravel Alliance Message Specifications document "merges the OTA and Hospitality Industry Technology Integration Standards (HITIS) respective customer profiles into one comprehensive profile to expedite the imminent adoption of this new OTA specification. The Version 2001A public release also includes a major infrastructure change that incorporates emerging Extensible Markup Language (XML) capabilities: it adopts a portion of the messaging structure developed by the Electronic Business XML (ebXML) Transport, Routing and Packaging project team".  

· The CIQ TC does not have any specific goals/objectives of how the xNAL standard should evolve and how it should be used in real-world by various applications. The objective is to provide a “global” framework that stores all information related to global name and address and thereby, helps any specific applications of name and address to use the framework in order to meet its business needs.

· With the maturity of xNAL, CEN is now in a position to review xNAL in detail to see whether it meets its requirements. xNAL provides sufficient information for any applications to use customer to meet its business requirements.  This should include all the information that CEN needs to meet its needs. When we look into the “Postal Address Components” defined in the Document ‘Postal services – Address data bases – Part 1- Components and Addresses” of CEN TC 331, the Addressee Specification, Delivery Point Specification and Mailee Specification segments are all covered and handled in detail by the xNAL framework. A table comparing your standards proposal with that of the xNAL framework is provided in this document.

· CEN can now provide feedback to the CIQ TC on improvements and changes to xNAL wherever appropriate to make it “truly” global. In return, CIQ will learn more about name and address data from a global point of view.

· More work needs to be done by CEN in defining a truly international name and address standard. The CEN group needs to understand the different ways of representing name and address data around the world, the culture of the countries, etc. For example, in your proposal you have suggested given name and surname as name identifiers. However  there are many people from different cultures that do not have the concept of given name and surname. 

Take for example, my name, Ramkumar Venkatachalam (my full name). Ramkumar is not my given name or my first name. It is MY name and Venkatachalam is not my family name or surname. It is my father’s name. I am called as Mr. Ramkumar or Mr. V. Ramkumar or as Ramkumar or Mr.V.R.Kumar. My school and college records have registered me under V.R.Kumar. My child will have his/her name followed by MY name, say, XXXXXX Ramkumar, where XXXXXX is my child’s name. These sorts of sensitive issues have to be carefully thought out before claiming a standard to be international or truly “global”.  We have addressed these issues in our standards.  We have tried to come up with definitions for names and addresses that keep everyone happy.

· CEN can write its own standard that meets its goals/objectives and use xNAL as reference within this standard to represent name and address data.  This would avoid any duplication of effort and allow the CEN standard to be propagated into industries and applications using the OASIS standards. 

· xNAL can be extended wherever necessary to meet the requirements of CEN with regard to name and address data. By using xNAL as reference in its standard work, CEN need not be concerned about competing or compatible name and address data standards. CEN can concentrate on its other standards and guidelines covering “Representation of Postal addresses in Human and OCR Readable printed form”, “Validation of Postal Address Data”, and the “Extraction of Address Components from line-oriented Representations”, and “the procedures for exchanging address data between computer systems”.  We see that “Components of Postal Addresses” and “the syntax” being covered by xNAL.

· By working closely with OASIS via CIQ, CEN will be in a position to use the ebXML resources and other OASIS standard works that could be of benefit to its work in areas such as security, transport, privacy, etc.  

· The CIQ TC is very flexible in its approach. Any changes to the standards recommended by any group that is within CIQ TC’s objectives and goals can be easily implemented as it is a small committee and it does not have vendor members who have conflicting views and strong expertise on name and address data management.  The CIQ TC works in a truly “OPEN” environment.

· The CIQ TC’s next steps are as follows:

- 
Try to attract more members from various regions to join the TC

- 
Test the standards with many variant global name and address data sets and tune the standard to make it truly global

· Work towards integrating the standards work with ebXML and UDDI repository.  

· Release a schema version of the standards.

Comparing Postal Address Data of CEN/TC331/WG3 and xNAL Framework

The following table compares the name and address data definitions provided in the CEN/TC331/WG3 document with that of the definitions that exist in xNAL.

	Postal Address Segments
	Covered by xNAL
	Comments

	Addressee Specification
	
	

	Individual Identification
	Yes
	

	Organisation Identification
	Yes
	

	Addressee Role Descriptor
	Yes
	

	Defining authority
	Yes
	

	Delivery Point Specification
	
	

	Locality
	Yes
	

	Country
	Yes
	

	Delivery point location
	Yes
	

	Postal delivery service point identifier
	Yes
	

	Postcode
	Yes
	

	Mail recipient dispatching information
	
	

	Mailee specification
	
	

	Individual identification
	Yes
	

	Organisation identification
	Yes
	

	Mailee role descriptor
	Yes
	


	Postal Address Constructs
	Covered by xNAL
	Comments

	Delivery Point Access Data
	
	

	Building/construction type
	Yes
	

	Wing
	Yes
	

	Floor
	Yes
	

	Door
	Yes
	

	Supplementary Delivery Point Data
	NO
	Should be discussed

	Delivery Point Location
	Yes
	

	Thoroughfare
	Yes
	

	Thoroughfare access data
	Yes
	

	Street number or plot
	Yes
	

	Delivery Point access data
	 Yes
	

	Extension designation
	
	Not clear – examples needed

	Individual Identification
	
	

	Form of address
	Yes
	

	Given name
	Yes
	

	Surname
	Yes
	

	Name qualifier
	Yes
	

	Qualification 
	Yes
	

	Locality
	
	

	Region
	Yes
	

	Proximate town
	Yes
	

	Town
	Yes
	

	district
	Yes
	

	Delivery service qualifier
	Yes
	

	Organisation Identification
	
	

	Function
	Yes
	

	Organisation unit
	Yes
	

	Organisation name
	Yes
	

	Legal status
	Yes
	

	Postal delivery service point identifier
	
	

	Delivery service indicator
	 Yes
	

	Delivery service number
	 Yes
	

	Thoroughfare
	
	

	Delivery point location
	Yes
	

	Thoroughfare name
	Yes
	

	Thoroughfare type
	Yes
	

	Thoroughfare qualifier
	Yes
	


	Postal Address Elements
	Covered by xNAL
	Comments

	Addressee role descriptor
	Yes
	

	Building/construction
	Yes
	

	Building/construction type
	Yes
	

	Country
	Yes
	

	Defining authority
	NO
	Should be discussed

	Delivery Service Indicator
	Yes
	

	Delivery service number
	Yes
	

	Delivery service qualifier
	Yes
	

	District
	Yes
	

	Door
	Yes
	

	Extension designation
	
	Not clear – examples needed

	Floor
	Yes
	

	Form of address
	Yes
	

	Function
	Yes
	

	Given name
	Yes
	

	Legal status
	Yes
	

	Mailee role descriptor
	Yes
	

	Name qualifier
	Yes
	

	Organisation name
	Yes
	

	Organisation unit
	Yes
	

	Postcode
	Yes
	

	Proximate town
	Yes
	

	Qualification
	Yes
	

	Region
	Yes
	

	Street number or plot
	Yes
	

	Supplementary delivery point data
	NO
	Should be discussed

	Supplementary dispatch data
	
	Not clear- need examples

	Surname prefix
	Yes
	

	Surname root
	
	Not clear – need examples

	Thoroughfare access data
	
	Not clear – need examples

	Thoroughfare name
	Yes
	

	Thoroughfare qualifier
	Yes
	

	Thoroughfare type
	Yes
	

	Town
	Yes
	

	Wing
	Yes
	


It is clear from the above table that the current xNAL frame work cover almost every definitions of the CEN/TC331/WG3 document. In addition, xNAL includes many more definitions for representing address data in greater detail. 

Mapping xNAL Elements with proposed CEN Elements

This table maps the xNAL elements with the proposed CEN name and address data elements/segments/constructs.

	No.
	xNAL Elements
	xNAL Element Attributes
	CEN Elements
	Comments

	
	xNL
	
	
	

	
	NameDetails
	CustomerType
	
	

	
	AddresseeIndicator
	
	Addessee role descriptor
	

	
	Name 
	NameType 
	
	

	1. 
	PersonName
	
	
	

	2. 
	Function
	
	function
	

	3. 
	OrganisationName
	Type, NameType
	Organisation name, legal status
	

	4. 
	DependencyName
	DependencyType
	Mailee role descriptor
	

	5. 
	DependencyNameDetails
	DependencyType
	Mailee role descriptor
	

	6. 
	PrecedingTitle
	
	Form of Address
	

	7. 
	Title
	Type
	Form of Address
	

	8. 
	FirstName
	NameType, Type
	Given name
	

	9. 
	MiddleName
	NameType, Type
	Given name
	

	10. 
	LastName
	NameType, Type
	Surname, 
	

	11. 
	LastNamePrefix
	
	Surname prefix
	

	12. 
	OtherName
	NameType
	
	

	13. 
	FormerName
	NameType
	
	

	14. 
	Alias
	Type
	
	

	15. 
	GenerationIdentifier 
	
	Name qualifier
	

	16. 
	Suffix
	
	qualification
	

	17. 
	GeneralSuffix
	
	
	

	18. 
	
	
	
	

	19. 
	xAL
	
	
	

	20. 
	AddressDetails
	AddressType, CurrentStatus, ValidFromDate, ValidToDate, Usage
	
	

	21. 
	DeliveryIdentifier
	IdentifierType, Type
	
	

	22. 
	Address
	
	
	

	23. 
	AddressLines
	
	
	

	24. 
	Country
	
	country
	

	25. 
	AdministrativeArea
	
	Town, proximate town
	

	26. 
	Locality
	Type, Indicator
	Town, proximate town, district
	

	27. 
	Thoroughfare
	Type, DependentThoroughfares, DependentThoroughfaresIndicator, DependentThoroughfaresConnector, DependentThoroughfaresType
	thoroughfare
	

	28. 
	Address
	
	
	

	29. 
	AddressLines
	
	
	

	30. 
	CountryNameCode
	Scheme
	
	

	31. 
	CountryName
	NameType
	
	

	32. 
	AdministrativeArea
	Type, Indicator
	
	

	33. 
	AdministrativeAreaName
	NameType 
	
	

	34. 
	SubAdministrativeArea
	Type, Indicator
	Town, district
	

	35. 
	PostOffice
	Type, Indicator
	
	

	36. 
	PostalCode
	Type
	postcode
	

	37. 
	SubAdministrativeAreaName
	NameType
	
	

	38. 
	LocalityName
	NameType
	
	

	39. 
	PostBox
	Type, Indicator
	Delivery service indicator, delivery service number
	

	40. 
	LargeMailUser 
	
	
	

	41. 
	Premise
	Type, PremiseDependency, PremiseDependencyType, PremiseThoroughfareConnector
	Wing, door, building/construction type, building/construction
	

	42. 
	DependentLocality
	Type, Connector, Indicator
	Town, proximate town, district
	

	43. 
	DependentLocalityName
	NameType
	
	

	44. 
	DependentLocalityNumber
	NumberTypeOccurrence
	
	

	45. 
	LargeMailUser
	
	Delivery service qualifier
	

	46. 
	LargeMailUserName
	NameType
	Delivery service qualifier
	

	47. 
	LargeMailUserIdentifier
	Type, Indicator
	Delivery service number
	

	48. 
	BuildingName
	NameType, TypeOccurrence
	
	

	49. 
	Department
	Type
	Organisation unit
	

	50. 
	PostOfficeName
	NameType 
	
	

	51. 
	PostOfficeNumber
	Indicator,IndicatorOccurrence
	
	

	52. 
	PostalRoute
	Type
	
	

	53. 
	PostalRouteName
	NameType
	
	

	54. 
	PostBoxNumber, 
	
	
	

	55. 
	PostBoxPrefix
	
	
	

	56. 
	PostBoxSuffix
	
	
	

	57. 
	Firm
	
	
	

	58. 
	FirmName
	NameType 
	
	

	59. 
	DepartmentName
	NameType 
	
	

	60. 
	ThoroughfareName
	NameType
	Thoroughfare name
	

	61. 
	ThoroughfareNumber
	NumberType, Indicator, IndicatorOccurrence
	Street number, plot
	

	62. 
	ThoroughfareLeadingType
	
	Thoroughfare type
	

	63. 
	ThoroughfareTrailingType
	
	Thoroughfare type
	

	64. 
	ThoroughfareNumberRange
	Indicator, Separator, IndicatorOccurrence, Type
	
	

	65. 
	ThoroughfareNumberPrefix
	
	
	

	66. 
	ThoroughfareNumberSuffix
	
	
	

	67. 
	ThoroughfarePreDirection
	
	Thoroughfare qualifier
	

	68. 
	ThoroughfarePostDirection
	
	Thoroughfare qualifier
	

	69. 
	DependentThoroughfare
	Type
	
	

	70. 
	PremiseName
	NameType, TypeOccurrence
	
	

	71. 
	PremiseNumber
	Indicator, IndicatorOccurrence, NumberTypeOccurrence
	
	

	72. 
	PremiseLocation
	
	
	

	73. 
	PremiseNumberPrefix
	
	
	

	74. 
	PremiseNumberSuffix
	
	
	

	75. 
	SubPremise
	Type
	Wing, door, building/construction type, building/construction
	

	76. 
	SubPremiseName
	NameType, TypeOccurrence
	
	

	77. 
	SubPremiseNumber
	Indicator, IndicatorOccurrence, NumberTypeOccurrence,

IndicatorNumberSeparator
	
	

	78. 
	SubPremiseLocation
	
	
	

	79. 
	SubPremiseNumberPrefix
	
	
	

	80. 
	SubPremiseNumberSuffix
	
	
	

	81. 
	PostalCodeNumber
	NumberType
	
	

	82. 
	PostTown
	Type
	
	

	83. 
	PostTownName
	NameType
	
	

	84. 
	PostTownSuffix
	
	
	

	85. 
	SortingCode
	
	
	

	86. 
	PostalCodeNumberExtension
	Type
	
	

	
	
	
	Supplementary Delivery Point Data
	

	
	
	
	Extension designation
	

	
	
	
	Supplementary dispatch data
	

	
	
	
	Thoroughfare access data
	

	
	
	
	Surname root
	


The following e-mails are after I submitted the above document to Mr.Wandt.

From: Holger Wandt [h.wandt@HumanInference.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 12 June 2001 5:22 PM
To: 'Ram Kumar '
Subject: RE: OASIS and CEN (Eurpoean Standardisation Body) : Potential Collaborative Work
Dear Mr Kumar, 

this looks quite impressive. I'll be on the road the next couple of days so I will have time to carefully read your document. I will also forward it to the members of the working group and make sure the item will be on the agenda of both the plenary and the working group meeting.
Should I have any questions or remarks while reding the document, I'll let you know. 
In the meantime, I thank you for your effort and I hope the discussion within CEN will be profitable for both our groups.
Best regards, 
Holger Wandt 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ram Kumar 
To: 'Holger Wandt' 
Sent: 12-6-01 7:27 
Subject: RE: OASIS and CEN (Eurpoean Standardisation Body) : Potential Collaborative Work 

Dear Mr.Wandt 
  
Sorry for the long silence. I have been working on the document that you 
request and it is 
now ready. Please find enclosed the document and please let me know 
whether this should 
be adequate for your discussions on June 28. Looking forward to hearing 
from you. FYI, 
CPExchange, OTA and XNS are now keen to collaborate with my group and 
discussions 
are now undeway between them and OASIS.  
  
Regards 
  
Ram 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Holger Wandt [mailto:h.wandt@HumanInference.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 28, 2001 5:45 PM 
To: 'Ram Kumar' 
Subject: RE: OASIS and CEN (Eurpoean Standardisation Body) : Potential 
Collaborative Work 

Dear Mr Kumar, 
  
I will present this question to the plenary meeting of CEN/TC331/WG3 in 
June. 
Before that, I would like you summarize your ideas of the actual content 
of the collaboration. The members of the working group address database 
must be able to give their opinion on the proposed collaboration. 
In your last mail you asked me if I could give you an idea on what to 
write down. 
I think that will be entirely up to you, but I can give the following 
suggestions: I would like to know what your wishes are, what you think 
the mutual benefits will be, if you would like to use the specification 
of CEN, whether you have suggestions for improvement of the existing 
standard or the approach for following standards, how you think we can 
incorporate the CIQ-specifications in the CEN standard, etc. 
The plenary meeting will be on 28 June and the meeting of the working 
group will be the next day. I hope you will be able to work with my 
suggestions and provide the working group with some ideas for 
discussion. As far as the formalisation of the work is concerned, I will 
write a summary of what has happened so far and send it to all the 
members of plenary group. I hope we will reach a decission on 28 June. 
I'll let you know. 
  
Best regards, 
Holger Wandt 
  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Ram Kumar [mailto:rkumar@msi.com.au] 
Sent: donderdag 24 mei 2001 4:12 
To: 'Holger Wandt' 
Subject: RE: OASIS and CEN (Eurpoean Standardisation Body) : Potential 
Collaborative Work 

Dear Mr.Wandt 
  
I spoke with OASIS regarding the co-operation.  OASIS just is keen to 
know what sort of formal agreement 
you are expecting for OASIS and yoru group to collaborate. OASIS is keen 
to help achieve this. Please advise. 
  
Regards 
  
Ram 

Another item we should discuss, is the (future) implementation of each 
others work and the organisational implicatios involved. Between UPU and 
CEN there is a Memorandum of Understanding that facilitates the 
cooperation in the field of postal standardization. How can we fit in 
OASIS? 
  
Good question.  This has to be answered by OASIS and I have copied this 
e-mail to Karl Best, OASIS Technical Director and 
some key people in OASIS to provide an answer. OASIS has a strong 
relationship with UN/CEFACT via the ebXML project. UPU 
being part of UN, things should be easier. I leave it to OASIS to come 
up with an answer to you regarding this 

 <<CEN.doc>> 
From: Holger Wandt [h.wandt@HumanInference.com]
Sent: Thursday, 5 July 2001 6:11 PM
To: 'Ram Kumar'
Subject: RE: OASIS and CEN (Eurpoean Standardisation Body) : Potential Collaborative Work
Dear Mr Kumar,
 

We have discussed your proposal (especially during the meeting of the working group address database, since the plenary meeting wanted to know if the group shared a common view on cooperation) and, unfortunately, not all members agreed on immediate cooperation. At this moment, there are a number of other initiatives aimed at development of address interchange standards (GCA-ADIS, UN/PROLST and OASIS CIQ). It was the shared opinion of the working group that it would be benificial if these initiatives could be coordinated with the aim of developping a commonly agreed set of address component names and definitions.
It is the procedure and the timing, however, that I personally think is not contributing to a swift exchange of expertise. The meeting consented to submitting your proposal, along with the White Paper of UN/PROLST (which you will find as attachment) and the Address Data Interchange Specification of GCA (which I only have as hardcopy -so I have sent it to 
MSI Business Solutions Pty. Ltd
c/o Ram Kumar
Level 12, 67 Albert Ave
Chatswood NSW 2067
Sudney, Australia) 
as comments in the enquiry phase of CEN/TC331/WG3. After that, there will be a formal vote on the implementation of the comments. This will approximately take till November.
As you know, that is not what I had hoped for. 
I will however, with your permission, put forward the ideas of OASIS CIQ in the next meeting of the UPU POST*CODE development group. This group (which had its kick off meeting at the end April) is the result of the two USPS proposals to the UPU Standards Board on 31 January 2001. In the kick off meeting we decided to send out an inquiry to all the address experts of the 189 member countries to explain the scope of the group and to acquire address information of the specific countries. You will find a copy of the inquiry enclosed.
Allthough everything hasn't worked out exactly as I had envisioned it, I still believe that the common objectives of our work are worth coordination and alignment. 
I therefore suggest that we will keep each other informed on the latest developments (see waht you think of the White Paper and of ADIS)
For now, I can only thank you for the initiative you have taken and the work you have done. I can assure you that I will continue to work towards harmonization of all the different efforts in international address standardization.
 

Best regards,
Holger Wandt
 

-----Original Message-----
From: Ram Kumar [mailto:rkumar@msi.com.au]
Sent: donderdag 5 juli 2001 6:07
To: 'Holger Wandt'
Subject: RE: OASIS and CEN (Eurpoean Standardisation Body) : Potential Collaborative Work

Dear Mr.Wandt
 

How did the Plenary meeting go? What was decided about the possibility of working
closely with OASIS CIQ TC? Please advise.
 

Regards
 

Ram
Prepared by Ram Kumar, Chair, CIQ TC, OASIS
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