Technical Comments  

	Organization
	Paragraph/ subpara/PG#
	Figure/ Table/ line #
	Type of comment
	Comment
	Proposed Change
	Response
	Notes on Response

	Spatial Bridge - 1
	1.4.4.2
	450
	T
	Landmark Address Classes category has the same name as its subtype Landmark Address.
	Change the name of “Landmark Address Classes” category to “Landmark Reference Address Classes”.
	Accept in Principle
	The phrases "Thoroughfare Address Classes", "Landmark Address Classes", "Postal Delivery Address Classes", and "General Address Class" have been changed to "Thoroughfare Classes", "Landmark Classes", "Postal Delivery Classes", and "General Class", respectively, in sections 1.4.4 and and 3.2.

	Spatial Bridge - 2
	1.4.6
	500
	T
	The type of feature located by an address is not an attribute of an address. Addresses located features through relationships to those features. Inclusion of this attribute would necessarily that an address is duplicated for each type of feature that it locates, which is commonly several types of features.
	Remove “Address feature type” from list of address attributes.
	Reject
	1. The features that are located by addresses can be grouped into categories, and many will find it useful to do so. Address Feature Type is where the categories would be listed and defined. 

2. Addresses, as defined and constructed in this standard, are not attributes of features. They are independent entities or objects, with a many-to-many relation to the features they locate. Therefore there is no duplication. 

	Spatial Bridge - 3
	1.4.6
	503
	T
	Addresses are generally not related directly to other addresses. They are related through relationships to the features they locate.
	Remove “Related address identifier and type of relation” from list of address attributes
	Reject
	Address are and should be related to each other directly. Examples of common relationships are given in 2.4.1.4 Address Relation Type.

	Spatial Bridge - 4
	1.4.6
	506
	T
	The act of assigning an address means to associate it with a feature that it locates. The assigning authority is an attribute of the relationship between an address and a feature, not of the address itself. The name of the authority that created the address can be an attribute of the address.
	Reword “the address authority that assigned the address” to “the address authority that created the address”.
	Accept in part
	Revised to read, "The Address Authority responsible for the address..." We do not concur that "The assigning authority is an attribute of the relationship between an address and a feature, not of the address itself." In this standard, addresses are treated as entities independent of the features whose location they specify, and address authority is an attribute of the address, not of the address-feature relationship. Addressable features may be controlled by many agencies in an area, but addressing is typically controlled by one agency. We concur that address creation and assignment are two different actions. They are usually but not always done by the same agency. In this particular sentence, the distinction can be glossed over.

	Spatial Bridge - 5
	1.4.6
	508
	T
	These attributes are attributes of specific classes of addresses identified in Section 1.4.4.
	Remove lines 508 and 509.
	Reject
	These attributes describe particular elements. The elements may appear one or more classes. Therefore the attributes pertain to the elements, not the classes.

	Address Access-Simpson-1
	1.4.12
	576-609
	T
	Avoiding abbreviations seems logical, but the word “Park”, for example, is used as both a street name and type designation. If abbreviation was allowed, as “Park” could be street name, and as “Pk” could be type designation. The prohibition of abbreviations removes the opportunity of using them to distinguish the way it is being used. Also, Street Road in or adjacent to Philadelphia, North Avenue East, North Avenue West, South Avenue East, South Avenue West quadruplet set I think in Cranford, New Jersey. Other problem with this last example especially is that something in the street name field is typically required, but uncertainty as to which component(s) should go there may result in it being ambiguous and entered various ways. Also have seen The Byway in Ridgewood, New Jersey and The Plaza in River Vale, New Jersey, and perhaps, also in Teaneck, New Jersey.
	Certainly for new streets, and when revising the names of existing ones is considered, strongly encourage the street name field in the street designation to be unique and something that while generally conforming in format, text, numbers, limited punctuation, specifically being something that is clearly the street name because it is something that is unacceptable in any other field.
	Reject
	Section 1.4.12 gives three reasons for not recognizing street type abbreviations. Treating a word differently when it is a street name or a street type would only compound confusion without resolving any of the problems created by abbreviations.

	Address Access-Simpson-5
	2.2.2 Pages 46-64
	955-971
	T
	Insufficient Street Designation Data Fields. If this were being done 300 years ago, and those responsible for assigning addresses dutifully followed the format, this would be fine. But over the years some have been very creative as to how they have pieced together these and related elements. The elements identified correctly outline or are very close to the preferred scenario, but they do not allow for deviations that have already occurred. This will force data for entries that deviate to shoehorn the data into these fields which will likely result in multiple components being squeezed into single fields which could make querying these things more difficult.
	Part of the problem may be Title 13 not allowing the Census Bureau to release data, and I am uncertain as to where else there would be a similarly comprehensive set of data, especially one that would be available for use by me or others. Those with access to such data need to go through it and see all the way these components have been pieced together, even if done in a general way and changing all of the street designation name fields, for those that there are clear ones, to xxxx for example. Especially for formats that can be identified as having been used in multiple locales, they should be accommodated. I offer my proposed list in section 11 on pages 12-13 of my Ekistic Address Integration Management document, which I intend to attach, as a base template. I have not been able to nail it down precisely because I have yet to find access to sufficiently comprehensive data. The data fields you have, perhaps with some additions, should be indicated as being preferred, but others should be available in proper sequence if needed. We have finally gotten to the point where the quantity of data fields is no longer an issue, so let’s take advantage of it. Certainly designations of new streets in areas where the existing streets conform to the preferred format should continue to adhere to it.
	Reject
	The additional proposed elements fit within in the set of street name elements already provided in the standard. Creating the additional elements would complicate the data structure without providing any compensating benefits in data organization, maintenance, or quality testing.

	Address Access-Simpson-4
	2.2.2 Pages 46-64
	955-971
	T
	2.2.2.4 listed only as Street Name, where others are listed as Street Name Pre Modifier, Street Name Pre Directional, Street Name Pre Type, Street Name Post Type, Street Name Post Directional, Street Name Post Modifier, and Complex Element: Complete Street Name
	Name should only be used for the Name field, in reference to the overall nomenclature Designation, instead should be used. If you wanted to use name for everything, 2.2.2.4 should be Street Name Name or Street Name Street Name, instead I would suggest Street Designation Name or Street Designation Street Name. The others, in order, would be Street Designation Pre Modifier, Street Designation Pre Directional, Street Designation Pre Type, Street Designation Post Type, Street Designation Post Directional, Street Designation Post Modifier, and Complex Element: Complete Street Designation.
	Reject
	The element names reinforce their structure: "Street Name" is the root element; the other six modify the root element; and together they form a complete street name.

	ASWG-2
	2.2.2.2
	Street Name Pre - Directional--Examples and notes
	T
	No guidance on handling double directional grid addresses that are common in Salt Lake City and elsewhere in Utah (e.g. "842 East 1700 South")
	Add examples and notes explaining how to handle Salt Lake City type addresses within the standard.
	Accept
	Example added: "210 East 400 South".

	Spatial Bridge – 16
	2.2.2.6
	
	T
	See Spatial Bridge – 16 above.
	See Spatial Bridge – 16 above.
	Reject
	See response to Spatial Bridge – 16 above.

	ASWG-4
	2.2.2.8
	Complete Street Name--Examples and notes
	T
	No guidance on handling double directional grid addresses that are common in Salt Lake City and elsewhere in Utah (e.g. "842 East 1700 South")
	Add examples and notes explaining how to handle this type of address within the standard.
	Accept
	Example added to 2.2.2.8 Complete Street Name: 5.3. Double-directional Grid Street Names without Street Types 

5.3a. Description: In Utah, and some areas of Indiana, Complete Street Names often include both a Street Name Pre Directional and a Street Name Post Directional and a numeric Street Name, but do not contain either a Street Name Pre Type or a Street Name Post Type. The Complete Address Number and the Complete Street Name together give a grid position. 

5.3b. Example: 210 East 400 South: 

Complete Address Number = "210"; 

Street Name Pre Directional = "East"; 

Street Name = "400"; 

Street Name Post Directional = "South" 

CompleteStreetName = "East 400 South" 

5.3c. Procedure: Parse the first number as the Complete Address Number, the first directional as the Street Name Pre Directional, the second number as the Street Name, and the second directional as the Street Name Post Directional. 

	Spatial Bridge - 11
	2.2.1.1
	
	T
	Addressing standard should not confuse address reference systems with linear referencing systems, or should clearly state that linear referencing systems are a classification of addressing system and should be properly identified in the address class hierarchy.
	Either: Remove reference to “Milepost 1303 Alaska Highway”; or Add milepost addresses to address classification hierarchy.
	Reject
	Linear reference systems are quite different from address reference systems. The differences are summarized in 1.4.3 and described in greater length in Appendix D. Milepost addresses in this standard are treated as part of an address reference system, not as part of a linear reference system.

	Spatial Bridge - 10
	2.2.1.1
	
	T
	For the purposes of defining a standard, some of the examples presented are common elements that merit their own definition.
	Define specific elements for common contents currently grouped into the Address Number Prefix element. Some should be defined on specific address classes.
	Reject
	Address elements are defined syntactically, not semantically. Address numbers that appear different in fact have the same underlying syntax, and thus can be stored in one table, not several, which simplifies the overall data structure. 

DONE

	Spatial Bridge - 12
	2.2.1.2
	Table 2.2.1.2
	T
	Address Number Parity is not associated with an individual address number. Parity can be inferred from the address number for a single addresses, and is therefore redundant. Address Number Parity is appropriate for address ranges.
	Remove association to Address Number Parity element.
	Reject
	Once computed, it should be recorded, to simplify subsequent quality testing.

	Spatial Bridge - 13
	2.2.1.3
	
	T
	See Spatial Bridge – 12 above.
	See Spatial Bridge – 12 above.
	Reject
	See response to Spatial Bridge – 12 above.

	Spatial Bridge - 14
	2.2.1.5
	Table 2.2.1.5
	T
	Several examples are provided here that represent special cases of Numbered Thoroughfare Addresses. Some of these are more common, such as the Wisconsin example. In addition, the Address Number Prefix and Address Number Suffix in these cases have specific semantic meaning related to location and navigation, and thus should be represented with their own classes. The amount of content in the notes section indicates that a high degree of semantic information is hidden within the examples give, and indicates that further specification of the address types might be needed.
	Create subtypes of Numbered Thoroughfare Address for common cases identified in examples here, particularly the Wisconsin-style addresses and New York-style addresses.
	Reject
	Address elements are defined syntactically, not semantically. Address numbers that appear different in fact have the same underlying syntax, and thus can be stored in one table, not several, which simplifies the overall data structure.

	Address Access-Simpson-2
	2.2.1.5 pages 44-45
	953, but line 953 goes on for 3.5 pages
	T
	Hyphenated numbers, a number of issues. In New York City, specifically they are used in the Borough, really county I think, of Queens. Have seen streets in the Douglaston Manor and Malba sections of Queens where a consistent overall addressing system is not used and regular cardinal and hyphenated numbers are interspersed. Also used in Fair Lawn, New Jersey, but not the Radburn section. Sounds awkward, but in this system 0-00 or 00-00 is a potentially legitimate address, and have seen three digits after the hyphen in both Queens in New York City and Fair Lawn, New Jersey. Tamaron Drive in Waldwick, New Jersey, and other places, use them to denote building numbers before the hyphen and unit numbers after the hyphen, but the buildings there are small with at most five units in a building, so they only use a single digit after the hyphen and the addresses of new newspaper delivery accounts always had to be checked here. In Elmwood Park, they are used to denote address number and unit number in rental apartments, but there are single family detached residences elsewhere on the street and in some cases on a street the same combination of digits are used in both hyphenated and cardinal numbers. Use of hyphenated numbers for range should be discouraged because they may not sort well in relation to cardinal numbers. On Arch Street in Paterson, New Jersey, the Sojourner Douglas Houses post an address of 44-48, but the three townhouses next to it are 44, 46 and 48.
	Strongly encourage only two digits after the hyphen, just like there are generally two digits for cents in the prices of things. Whatever is chosen, encourage use of consistent addressing system. Discourage use of hyphenated numbers to indicate a range, one number representing the point of access should be used. Discourage their use if they may be confused with anything else on any street at issue.
	Out of Scope
	Comments illustrate some of the difficulties caused by hyphenated addresses numbering systems. Proposed changes concern local address implementation practices, so they are outside the scope of this standard.

	Spatial Bridge - 15
	2.2.2.2
	
	T
	Ambiguity is not created by abbreviations if the element is properly identified as a directional. Only when the elements are concatenated is ambiguity created.
	Allow directionals to be concatenated when identified as a directional. Require directionals to be spelled out when creating a concatenated Complete Street Name.
	Reject
	Directionals, when concatenated, are no longer identified as directionals; they are part of the complete street name, and all the problems of ambiguity arise. To have one rule for simple elements alone and another for when they are composed into complex elements would create confusion without any benefit to address data management.

	Minnesota-5
	2.2.2.3, Page 50 and after
	Line 960
	T
	*Multi Word Street Name Pre Types:* 

How should things like state highways and county roads be handled in this standard so we all do it in a consistent way? 

The element definition says: “The element of the complete street name preceding the street name element that indicates the type of street.” 

The Domain of Values for this element says: “Yes. Although not recognized as Street Name Pre Types, Appendix C1 of USPS Publication 28 contains a useful list of Street Suffixes. Development of a list of Street Name Pre Types can incorporate Street Suffixes from USPS Publication 28 Appendix C1 with local additions.” 

USPS Publication 28 only lists single word pre-types in Appendix C1. While “Road”, “Highway” and “Freeway” are listed in there, “County Road” and “State Highway” are not. No further guidance is provided with the Street Name Pre Type element on how to code such pretypes. Thus, there are multiple ways such roads could be encoded in the standard. Here are five examples for how Interstate Highway 35E might be validly encoded within the standard: 

Street Name Premodifier 

Street Name Pretype 

Street Name 

1

Interstate

Highway

35E

2

Highway

35E

3

Interstate

35E

4

Interstate Highway 35E

5

Interstate Highway

35E

This will result in inconsistent interpretation of the standard for multi-word pre-types, causing the potential for data exchange problems and misunderstandings. 
	The Metro GIS Address Workgroup has decided to use multi word pre types for highways and similar road types to prevent ambiguity and inconsistency. Thus, we would use the 5th options shown in the table to the left. 

We believe it is critical that the standard specifically indicate how such multi word pre types are to be encoded in the standard format so that we all do it consistently. We recommend that the method adopted by the Metro GIS Address Workgroup (example 5) be used. City, county, regional and state government representatives on the workgroup all agreed that example 5 was the preferred method. 
	Accept in Principle
	Revised Street Name Elements: The road number is treated as the street name. The following types of words are allowed in composing pretypes: jurisdiction name (Minnesota, Hennepin, etc), administrative unit or type (State, County, County State-aid, Farm-to-Market, etc.), and street type (Highway, Route, Road, etc.).

	ASWG-3
	2.2.2.6
	Street Name Post Directional--Examples and notes
	T
	No guidance on handling double directional grid addresses that are common in Salt Lake City and elsewhere in Utah (e.g. "842 East 1700 South")
	Add examples and notes explaining how to handle Salt Lake City type addresses within the standard.
	Accept
	Example added: "East 400 South"

	Spatial Bridge – 17
	2.2.3
	
	T
	Local addressing authorities typically don't have control over the assignment of subaddresses.
	Quality notes section for each element in this section should indicated that local addressing authorities often don't have control over assignment of subaddresses, and quality should be regarded as less than that of addresses assigned by the local addressing authority.
	Accept
	Subaddresses have, in the past, typically been designated by the property owner, and the Address Authorities have taken no responsibility for compiling or verifying them. However, this is changing as address verification becomes more important for governmental purposes such as security, emergency response, and verification of eligibility for voting, school attendance and public services. Thus keeping these elements in the Standard provides a way for local government Addressing Authorities to manage this information in the future. 

In many cases, there is no central authority describing or controlling subaddresses as part of an Address Reference System. In these instances ability to quality control an address data set is limited to whatever information that could be observed and collected. Collected data can be quality controlled for syntactic consistency, but the meaning of subaddresses that have not been observed may vary from what is expected.

	ASWG-5
	2.2.5.2 / 2.2.4.3
	Line # 990 / Line # 985
	T
	The distinction between Place Names, Urbanizations, and Larger Areas Landmark Names may not always be as distinct as they are in postal usage.
	Consider constructing a unified taxonomy of areas names.
	Reject
	Such a taxonomy would be helpful, but it is not necessary for the exchange of address data.

	Spatial Bridge - 18
	2.2.5.6
	
	T
	This is a standard for United States addresses. Including country name seems redundant, since the standard should not be applied to addresses outside of the United States.
	Remove Country Name element.
	Reject
	1. Many address data managers in the United States have foreign addresses among their records, including, for example, 911 systems, property assessors, and federal agencies. 

2. The ISO has begun discussions of an international address standard, which will place this standard itself in an international context.

	NCDOT-1
	2.3.1.2 Types of Address Reference Systems
	
	T
	In my experience talking with the City of Los Angeles, they have 12 overlapping address reference systems. It would be nice to have one system per address, but that’s not reality.
	Allow a one to many relationship of a system on an address.
	Reject
	Address reference system extents can and do overlap, but any given address will conform to only one address reference system.

	Spatial Bridge – 19
	2.3.1.2.1
	1075
	T
	There are often more than four axes, or number does not begin at the same point for all axes.
	Change “Occasionally” to “Often”.
	Reject
	In our experience, a grid system with one common origin point for address numbering is by far the most common pattern in the United States.

	NCDOT-4
	2.3.2.6.2 Address Ref System Numbering Rules
	
	T
	In the case of linearly referenced and generated addresses, there is a rule, but it’s not typical even/odd parity along a feature. There are some areas (usually legacy special sub-divisions) that for some reason have handled addresses starting on the right hand side with 1, and increasing by 1 as they go along the right side, and then continue incrementing as you go around a culdesac and continue down the left side of the road, incrementing by 1. So addresses 1-10 are on the right, and then addresses 11-24 are on the left.
	Provide flexibility/examples on how to implement this address rule.
	Accept in Principle
	In this case, for each range, Address Range Parity = both. Address Range Directionality = with-against or against-with, depending on which end is the from-node.

	Address Access-Simpson-10
	2.3.2.6.6 Pages 132-133
	1266-1267
	T
	Paraphrased but, “If hallway is single corridor, then numbers assigned in same direction as addresses on street on which the building is addressed”.
	Fine if length of corridor is parallel to the street, but if it is perpendicular to the street then it should be done according to adjacent perpendicular side streets
	Out of scope
	This comment refers to two examples of subaddress rules that might be adopted in constructing an address reference system. It is not intended to be complete or exhaustive. What rules are actually adopted would be determined locally and so is outside the scope of this standard. -- Ed Wells - 2010-06-26

	ASWG-6
	2.4.1
	Line # 1285
	T
	It is important to understand what the source directly providing the address information was. The direct source may not, and often will not be the same as the original producer of the address information.
	Add Direct Source address attribute.
	Accept
	AddressDirectSource has been added as 2.4.8.4.

	Address Access-Simpson-11
	2.4.2.6 Pages 163-164
	1305-1306
	T
	Address Elevation, measured at what point
	For units in multilevel structures should be the elevation of each floor, for single occupancy structures should be the elevation of the main floor, for single level structures should be the elevation of the floor, for unimproved sites I was going to say the point of access, but if unimproved there may not be one yet, so the average site elevation.
	Accept
	Note 2 has been added to 2.4.2.7 Address Elevation: "2. The dataset metadata, or the Address Reference System documentation, should state what is measured by the Address Elevation (height of the driveway entrance, main building entrance, ground floor, subaddress main floor, etc.)."

	NCDOT-7
	2.4.4, 2.4.4.2, 2.4.4.2
	
	T
	There is no standard for defining the transportation base model, and yet this is referencing address transportation feature ids that may be in the model?
	Do not incorporate an incomplete standard into this one.
	Reject/out of scope
	The standard for a complete transportation base model is the FGDC Framework Data Content Standard Part 7: Transportation. This is stated in 2.4.4.1, 2.4.4.3, and 2.4.4.4, with full citation in Part 6 (References), and additional discussion in 7.4 (Appendix D) and 7.9.2.8 (in Appendix I). If the local transportation base model is deficient, suggestions for improving it should be directed to the authority that maintains that model.

	NCDOT-8
	2.4.4.2 Address Transportation System Authority
	
	T
	The transportation base model is maintained by one authority in NC, and the address reference systems are maintained by other authorities.
	Do not incorporate an incomplete standard into this one.
	Out of scope
	If the NC transportation base model is deficient, specific suggestions for improvement should be directed to the authority that maintains that model.

	NCDOT-9
	2.4.4.4 Address Transportation Feature ID
	
	T
	How is this different from the Address ID? (2.4.1.1) Maintaining changes in the Address Transportation Feature IDs between submissions of the state to fed DOT and working with local governments to send changes to the state DOTS through these unique IDs is almost impossible, due to the very different nature of address and linear reference models. It’s the same thing with the FTSegs in the transportation model. Most states DOTs are not able to provide fed DOT changes in FTSegs between submissions, and getting local jurisdictions to provide that information to the states reliably is unrealistic.
	Remove this until it becomes meaningful for data exchange and quality assurance.
	Reject
	1. Address ID and Address Transportation Feature ID could be the same, but that would be unlikely if addresses are managed by one authority and the transportation model is managed by another authority. The Address Transportation Feature ID element provides a way to relate the two IDs. 

2. If an address is related to multiple transportation base models, then it can have multiple Address Transportation Feature IDs. 

3. If an address is created as a point event within a transportation model, or if it is related to an FTSeg, the relationship is created by a simple foreign key relationship. The network and linear reference attributes of the transportation model are not brought into the address repository, and incompatibilities between multiple transportation models do not affect their separate relationships with the address repository. 

4. Relating addresses to a transportation model may be impractical under given circumstances, but that is no reason to remove that capability entirely from the standard.

	Address Access-Simpson-12
	2.4.5.1 Pages 179-181
	1330-1331
	T
	Address Range Type – only Actual and Potential/Theoretical, interpreting potential and theoretical as being synonymous, are listed.
	On the NOIR scale, Nominal, Ordinal, Interval and Ratio, believe we also need interval ranges, which would fall in between Actual and Potential. Actual will push the smallest and largest numbers out to the ends, which will not allow for side frontages of corner lots that may be addressed to cross streets. While this will only work where there are available numbers for them, when there are this will allow for a more accurate representation of the locations on a block in relation to one another.
	Reject
	Address Range Type is an open domain. Additional types can be added as they are found useful. The additional type proposed here would show the difference between actual and potential at the high and low end of each range. We have not found this construct in practice, so we will not add it as an example, but others are free to adopt it if desired.

	Minnesota-1
	2.4.6.2, Page 196
	Line 1343
	T
	Address Feature Type Definition: 

The definition for the Address Feature Type element states

“A category of real world phenomena with common properties whose location is specified by an address.” 

This definition seems confusing. What is meant by “with common properties”.

One of the examples (“subaddress”) does not seem to fit the definition. While a parcel may have an address and a building may have an address, isn’t a subaddress just is a component of an address for a real world phenomena? For example a loading dock may have subaddress elements. So the type would maybe be loading dock or delivery facility.
	Remove “with common properties” from the definition, or clarify what it is intended to mean.

Remove subaddress from the examples.
	Reject
	The definition is adapted from the FGDC Framework Standard definition of "feature type" (Part 0, Sec 5.22): "category of real world phenomena with common properties [ISO 19126]". "Subaddress" in this context would be construed as all addresses that specify the locations of apartments, offices, etc (e.g.are more precise than whole-building or whole parcel addresses).

	Minnesota-4
	2.4.7.6, Page 220, 221
	Line 1370
	T
	GNIS Feature ID is not county code standard.

In the table under Line 1370 it says “(Obsolete) FIPS Codes for populated places (FIPS 5-5), counties (FIPS 6-4), and states (FIPS 5-2) (all subsumed and superseded by GNIS Feature ID)”

To my knowledge only the FIPS 55-3 (not 5-5) Place Codes have been replaced by GNIS. The other FIPS codes for counties and states were withdrawn as Federal Information Processing Standards in 2008, but I can find nothing saying that GNIS has replaced them. Text on the GNIS web site (below) indicates that they have not been replaced by GNIS. 

From URL: http://geonames.usgs.gov/domestic/download_data.htm
Page Contact Information: GNIS Manager

Page Last Modified: Monday, 14-Dec-2009 06:17:38 MST

The former FIPS 55-3 standard was superseded by ANSI standard INCITS 446-2008. Former FIPS 55 data have been incorporated into the GNIS. The GNIS Feature ID superseded the FIPS55 Place Code (now the Census Code) as the Federal and national standard geographic feature record identifier. The Census Bureau continues to assign five digit Census Codes for internal purposes. The Census codes and Census Class codes (Class Code Definitions) will be available in these files and in the GNIS Federal Codes search site. Legacy systems are highly encouraged to convert to the Feature ID as soon as possible.

State and County Codes: INCITS 38:200x (Formerly FIPS 5-2) State codes and INCITS 31:200x (Formerly FIPS 6-4) county codes are separate standards and are NOT affected by this change. See Census ANSI Codes for additional information.

Given this, it seems to be problematic to use GNISFeature ID with Place Name Type=”County”. Also, the draft address standard does not allow for the actual federal standard county codes: INCITS 31:200x (Formerly FIPS 6-4)
	Change “FIPS 5-5” to “FIPS 55-3”

While county IDs are included in GNIS, the official federal standard is the 3 character INCITS 31:200x county codes. This should be used in the address standard, not the GNIS county codes.

Do not use GNISFeature ID with Place Name Type=”County”
	Accept
	New Attribute was added: ANSIState County Code. This provides for use of the 2 digit State codes and three digit County codes to uniquely identify the State or County in an Address or Address Authority.

	Address Access-Simpson-14
	2.4.6.3 Pages 197-199
	1345-1346
	T
	Address Lifecycle Status – There could possibly be multiple retired addresses.
	Propose the addition of “Previous” to represent the one that immediately preceded the current active address.
	Reject
	The Related Address ID and Address Relationship Type attributes can be used to serve this purpose.

	Census Bureau 8
	2.8.1.1, 2.8.1.2, 2.8.1.3, 2.8.1.5
	Address Number Prefix, Address Number, Address Number Suffix, and Complete Address Number
	T
	The Census has come across some cases (primarily for Puerto Rico) where the “Address Number” only contains alphabetic characters (i.e., no integer value). It is not clear what the standard for keeping these types of values should be. Since the Address Number field is defined as Integer only, should alphas always be stored in the prefix/suffix field?
	Redefine 2.8.1.2 to include Alpha only values or provide instructions elsewhere as to how to capture these types of addresses.
	Accept in Principle
	Alpha only address numbers are deemed to be Subaddress Identifiers, and are placed in the Unnumbered Thoroughfare class or in the Community Place Name class. Notes added in Address Number and Complete Address Number elements.

	Census Bureau 8
	2.8.5.1, 2.8.5.2
	Place Name – Notes/Comments, #3 and Complex Place Name Examples
	T
	This is a great note for the Puerto Rico community names, but our concern is that the primary focus is “Urbanizacion” and alternate names for Urbs. However, there are alternate forms of community names which are not considered Urbanizacions. Less urban areas might have what is primarily referred to as Barrio/Barriada names which the USPS currently lumps together with Urb., but Census collects separately. This is mentioned in the “other common names for this element” but not in the notes. In addition, it is sometimes the case where two levels of a community name are required for distinguishing an address (made up example - Barrio Vega, Sector Verde).
	Update Community Name Notes to include Other Area Names (not limited to Urbanizacion for Puerto Rico. Update Complex Place Name Examples to include two levels of community names.
	Accept in Principle
	The Place Name element allows for multiple instances of place names, including community place names, to be incorporated into the place name. Additional notes have been added to this element.

	ASWG-8
	3.2.1.1
	Line # 1469
	T
	Class notes state that a Complete Landmark Name may precede a numbered thoroughfare address, but the syntax does not show it.
	Add Complete Landmark Name to the class syntax
	Accept
	Added at the beginning of the class syntax:{ Complete Landmark Name or Complete Place Name }

	ASWG-9
	3.2.1.1
	Numbered Thoroughfare Address--Examples and notes
	T
	No guidance on handling double directional grid addresses that are common in Salt Lake City and elsewhere in Utah (e.g. "842 East 1700 South")
	Add examples and notes explaining how to handle Salt Lake City type addresses within the standard.
	Accept
	Example added to 3.2.1.1. Examples and explanatory notes added to component element descriptions.

	ASWG-7
	3.2.1.1 / 3.2.1.2 / 3.2.1.3 / 3.2.1.4 / 3.2.1.5
	Line # 1469
	T
	The Classification section shows ZIP code being completely optional. The XSD model shows ZIP code being non-optional within an optional grouping also containing ZIP+4. It is nonsensical to carry a ZIP+4 and not carry the base ZIP code at the same time.
	Harmonize the Notes, Comments and Definitions with the XSD.
	Accept
	Notes have been revised to show this requirement.

	ASWG-11
	3.2.1.2
	Line # 1595
	T
	Class notes state that a Complete Landmark Name may precede an intersection address, but the syntax does not show it.
	Add Complete Landmark Name to the class syntax
	Accept
	Added at the beginning of the class syntax: { Complete Landmark Name or Complete Place Name } +

	ASWG-12
	3.2.1.3
	Line # 1681
	T
	Class notes state that a Complete Landmark Name may precede a two-number address range, but the syntax does not show it.
	Add Complete Landmark Name to the class syntax
	Accept
	Added at the beginning of the class syntax: { Complete Landmark Name or Complete Place Name } +

	ASWG-13
	3.2.1.4
	Line # 1809
	T
	Class notes state that a Complete Landmark Name may precede a four-number address range, but the syntax does not show it.
	Add Complete Landmark Name to the class syntax
	Accept
	Added at the beginning of the class syntax: { Complete Landmark Name or Complete Place Name } +

	ASWG-14
	3.2.1.5
	Line # 1975
	T
	Class notes state that a Complete Landmark Name may precede an unnumbered thoroughfare address, but the syntax does not show it.
	Add Complete Landmark Name to the class syntax
	Accept
	Added at the beginning of the class syntax: { Complete Landmark Name or Complete Place Name } +

	Census Bureau 1
	4.2.1, p297, 4.7.1, p308
	Line 2777, Line 2985
	T
	“records documented as anomalies can be excluded from quality testing” “Addressable objects without addresses, however, are anomalies unless described by a domain of exceptions.”
	I would have thought anomalies are key components of testing.
	Reject
	As noted in the text, address databases often include anomalies that will not be changed. Once noted and classified it is a waste of time to retest and re-research repeatedly.

	ASWG-93
	4.7.*
	
	T
	Need to add RelatedElementDomainMeasure and Related Element Value Measure
	Need measures to check related values. “If this is this way, then that has to be that way.” Sometimes these values will be part of a domain, sometimes a calculated or other value.
	Accept
	Removed Related Element Domain Measure as it did not do anything that Tabular Domain Measure does not do. Added Related Element Value Measure.

	Census Bureau 1
	4.7.31 p392 and 4.7.38, p405
	Line 3019 Line 3030
	T
	Repeated Element Uniqueness vs Uniqueness – how are these two checks different?
	An example in each should distinguish how these 2 checks are unique.
	Accept in principle
	The Repeated Element Uniqueness Measure checks elements or attributes that allow multiple entries to make sure that each of the entries are unique within a given address. The pseudocode is itself an example. The description has been improved.

	Census Bureau 1
	4.7.3, p311
	Line 2987
	T
	Does Address Left-Right Measure accommodate mixed parity situations?
	Clarify whether the standard is initially checking on whether Left-Right parity is used in the entity and only proceed when it is in use. Some addressing systems in the US allow mixed parity.
	Reject
	The measure applies to individual addresses. By definition, an individual address cannot have mixed parity. As noted in the text, measures should be selected for use as appropriate.

	ASWG-86
	4.7.36
	
	T
	Recheck the query
	The query may produce false positives. Double check it.
	Accept
	Query deleted. It made too many assumptions -- for example, that the Z level of any given subaddress is identical to that of the primary address. If all the assumptions are correct the query works, but it just did not meet a need in the standard.

	Minnesota-6
	5.2.2.1, Page 424
	Line 3108
	T
	Publication Date: 

Line 3108, Page 424, Exchange: 

Says: Set the "Publication Date" element of the CSDGM metadata to be the time the package was created. 

CSDGM says: Publication Date: the date when the data set is published or otherwise made available for release. 

The CSDGM Publication Date may be different than the day a particular package is made. E.g., I made a package last week. After I get approval (in 1 week? 1 month?) I will make it available = publish it. 
	Thus it is suggested that these two dates not be considered equal. 
	Accept in Principle
	Notes revised to use the CSDGM definition of "publication date"_

	Minnesota-2
	5.2.2.1, Page 424
	Line 3111
	T
	Direct Source is missing:

Line 3111 says: Set the “DirectSource” element of the Address Standard… 

As far as I can tell, the Direct Source element disappeared between the last published draft of the standard and this one. I do not see it in the Content portion of the Standard
	I would encourage the direct source element to be included in the standard. We use it in our Metro GIS specifications and find it useful.
	Accept
	AddressDirectSource has been added as 2.4.8.4

	Minnesota-3
	5.3.2, page 432
	Line 3172
	T
	Direct Source is missing:

Page 432 also references “address direct source” (third to last row in table)
	I would encourage the direct source element to be included in the standard. We use it in our Metro GIS specifications and find it useful.
	Accept
	AddressDirectSource has been added as 2.4.8.4

	ASWG-94
	7.1.1
	Line # 3617
	T
	The use of relative URLs when referencing other standards does not give complete guidance for exactly where to pull the referenced XSDs from.
	Reference other XML based standards using complete URLs not relative ones.
	Accept
	XSD file has been modified._ 

	Address Access-Simpson-31
	Composite Address Numbers
	
	T
	A composite address system in a condominium complex was being used where the address was a combination of the building number and unit within the building. Some buildings had 10 or more units, but they did not add a 0 in front of the single digit unit numbers, so 111 could be building 1 unit 11 or building 11 unit 1.
	Composite numbers should only change the number of digits at the leftmost end.
	Out of scope
	Section 2.2.1.5, notes 8 and 10, cover hyphenated addresses. This provides interesting examples, but they concern local implementation matters, so they are outside the scope of this standard.

	Address Access-Simpson-30
	Street Classes
	
	T
	Street class designations on maps I have used have been superficial at best, offer a system I developed of functional, characteristic and temporal attributes. Described in section 12, pages 15 to 20 of my document.
	Functional

Interstate

Highway

Ramp

Boulevard

Parallel (service roads)

Arterial

Collector

Frontage

Dead End

Rear Alley

Railroad Xings

Keep Out

Grounds

Walkways

Vessel

Bicycle Paths

Jockey

Characteristic 

Emergency Room

Overpasses

Underpasses

Snow Blind

Town

Loop

Marginally Paved

Temporal
Yet to be completed

Nonexistent

Other – Includes winter

seasonal
	Out of Scope
	Road functional classification is handled under the transportation standard.

	Address Access-Simpson-19
	USPS Profile 7.1.2 Page 8
	168-170
	T
	They are proposing to drop this
	The post office should go through its data, I do realize there is a lot of it, to find applicable entries and adjust them to comply.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-20
	USPS Profile 7.2.2 Page 9
	189-191
	T
	They are proposing to drop this
	The post office should go through its data, I do realize there is a lot of it, to find applicable entries and adjust them to comply.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-21
	USPS Profile 7.2.3 and 7.2.8 pages 9 and 12
	193-199 and 249-255
	T
	As many entries as the USPS may have, it shouldn’t be that difficult to sort them, there are nine possibilities, north, east, south, west, northeast, southeast, southwest, northwest and null, and replace their abbreviations with the full words
	The post office should go through its data, I do realize there is a lot of it, to find applicable entries and adjust them to comply.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-22
	USPS Profile 7.2.4 Page 9-10
	200-207
	T
	They are proposing to drop this
	The post office should go through its data, I do realize there is a lot of it, to find applicable entries and adjust them to comply.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-23
	USPS Profile 7.2.5 Page 10
	208-215
	T
	They are proposing to drop this
	The post office should go through its data, I do realize there is a lot of it, to find applicable entries and adjust them to comply.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-24
	USPS Profile 7.2.6 Page 10-11
	216-231
	T
	They are proposing to drop this
	The post office should go through its data, I do realize there is a lot of it, to find applicable entries and adjust them to comply.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-25
	USPS Profile 7.2.7 Page 11
	232-248
	T
	Agree with the USPS here that “the base standard does not restrict the words that may be use as Street Name Post Types”, what I would call Street Designation Post Types. As for the abbreviation issue, sort them out and replace the abbreviations with the full words.
	If comprehensive street data is or becomes accessible, go through those that can be used as both Street Designation Names and Types, whether pre or post, and see where each is most used. Leave each where they are most used, and work to phase them out of the other so that each is used either as a Street Designation Name, or Type, but not both. Ultimately this would result in a list of types that would not be acceptable as all or part of the Street Designation Name.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-18
	USPS Profile 7.2.9 Page 12
	256-263
	T
	This would constitute a regression. What happened, at least at my company, in the case of a street with “Extension” at the end of it was that EXT for extension went in the Street Designation Post Type field and the post type was pushed back into the Street Designation Name field with the Street Designation Name itself which put two pieces of data into a single field.
	The post office should go through its data, I do realize there is a lot of it, to find applicable entries and adjust them to comply.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-26
	USPS Profile 7.5.1 Page 16
	334-351
	T
	The USPS city name does not always correspond to how the area is identified in a map index
	The USPS city name is to correspond to how the area is identified in a map index
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-28
	USPS Profile 7.5.3 Page 17
	364-366
	T
	Noted elsewhere, zip codes do not correspond to other geographic data
	Have concluded six digit base zip code is needed
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-27
	USPS Profile 7.5.2 Page 17
	352-363
	T
	The USPS is refusing to acknowledge nine remote uninhabited minor islands.
	The USPS should realize that however important mail delivery is, that there are other reasons that addresses may be useful. I do not know which islands these are, but it would be presumptuous to preclude the possibility that they may be inhabited at some point in the future. The USPS should accept these designations and allow for the possibility that they may need to add them to their database one day.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	Address Access-Simpson-29
	USPS Profile 7.5.4 Page 17-18
	367-372
	T
	USPS assigns zip codes and zip plus fours that are geographic in nature, but my understanding is that they provide no maps of such things
	USPS is to better document in maps and otherwise current and future conditions.
	Out of Scope
	This comment should be directed to the USPS authority responsible for maintaining USPS Publication 28.

	ASWG-00
	Content part
	
	T
	Consider presenting the address attributes ahead of the address reference system. Initially we thought some attributes might apply to ARS, but as it turned out they apply only to addresses or the address elements. Placing the attributes ahead of the ARS would tie them more tightly to the address elements, and it more parallel to order of classification: form specific to abstract.
	Rearrange the Content Part
	Accepted
	Attributes Section is now immediately after Address Elements. Address Reference System Elements follow the attributes. The Content Introduction (Purpose and Introduction sections) has been revised accordingly.


