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AGENDA: 

1. Matters arising from last week 
2. Use Cases discussion  
3. Conceptual model arising from the use cases  
4. Actions before next meeting  
5. Date next meeting(s) 

 
 
 

1. Matters arising from last week 

Discussion -   

This agenda item was covered by the discussion under Agenda Item 3- Conceptual 

model arising from the use cases 

 
 
 

2. Use Cases discussion 

Discussion -   

 PS and AP explain the need for adding data instances to the use cases shared 
on the task force wiki. 

 PS and AP requests Task Force participants to share their use cases. Further 
discussion and improvements on the specification model will be based on 
requirements and data instances supplied with the use cases. 

 ML says that he will add the Danish use cases next week( ISACV-128) 

Action Items Responsible Deadline 

Contributors of use cases add data instances to the 
Core Location use cases  

all 13/12/2011 

MLi to add the Danish use cases to the wiki  ISACV-
128). 

ML 13/12/2011 

 
 
 

3. Conceptual model arising from the use cases 

Discussion -   

 AP presents the updated conceptual model 

 PA asks what the difference between the GeoName and LocationRepresentation 
is. Do we want to give a name to a location? 

o AP explains that an instance of GeoName is identified by an URI. 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/jira/browse/ISACV-128
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/jira/browse/ISACV-128
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/jira/browse/ISACV-128
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/Conceptual+Model+%28Location%29
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 SC enquires about the difference between Location and the abstract class 
LocationRepresentation.  

o AP explains that if the Location class is not justified by a use case the 
group can consider its removal from the model. He currently conceives a 
Location as a container that can be determined by a combination of an 
Address, a GeoName, and/or a Geometry.  

o PA suggests that AP takes an action to explain the pros and cons of the 
location class 

o AP accepts PA suggestion.  

 SC questions whether the relationship “has Address” does not subsume the 
relationship “Located At”.  

 GP suggests that it would be easier to assess the validity of various classes, if 
the attributes of each class are drafted. 

o PS agrees on GP suggestion and proposes that the model should be 
further detailed adding attributes to facilitate next’s meeting discussion. 

 SG raises a question on the relationship between address and geometry and 
explains the link between address and geometry e.g. Google maps link address 
to geometry 

o PA suggests to keep the model as it is as you can have a representation 
of an address and geometry 

o AP explains that the relationships currently presented on the model are 
between Location and address and between Location and Geometry. AP 
adds that these relationships are not mutual exclusive e.g. a location can 
have an Address, a GeoName, and a Geometry. 

o AP explains that the model aims at showing the different level of a 
location. The location can be represented by a combination of Address, 
GeoName, and/or Geometry. 

o SW points out that the group would be interested in "named places" in 
the sense that an identifier in order to make reference to a location  is 
needed. A "named place" may have an address, it may have a 'formal' 
geoname; it may have a geometry.  

o AP explains that the model aims at showing the different meanings of a 
location.  

 PA, AP and PS suggest that comments should further discussion should 
continue offline. 

o SG suggests that the communication should be done via the wiki 
(preferentially) 

o AP also highlights that contributions are more manageable on the wiki 
than via email 

o The majority of the group agrees that comments should be done using 
the wiki only. 

 SG raises a concern about Address. Given that the concept Address is by itself 
already extremely complicated, the Working Group risks not to be able to come 
to an agreement about it.  

o PS suggests that most of the discussion should be made offline based on 
a proposal in order to only discuss the essence of it during the one-hour 
virtual meeting. 

o PA gives the examples of the INSPIRE data specifications on Address 
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and the US vCard specification. He reassures that the Working Group 
can re-use existing work. 

 SC mentions the work of the Universal Postal Service could be an input to the 
work of this Task Force. 

o SG will add the Universal Postal Service standard to related work (click 
here) 

o SG enquires about the possibility to share this information from the ISO 
proposed vocabulary (ISO19160-1_20111208.pdf). 

Action Items Responsible Deadline 

AP to start a discussion on the wiki and elicit the pros 
and cons of the Location concept (ISACV-143) 

AP 13/12/2011 

AP and PA to update the conceptual model adding 
attributes and relationships to the classes (ISACV-144) 

AP, PA 13/12/2011 

SG to add the Universal post standards to related work  
(click here) 

SG 13/12/2011 

SC to share related work from the ISO and announce 
ISO meeting of 11 January on the wiki (ISACV-136) 

SC 13/12/2011 

 
 

4. Action(s) before next meeting 

Discussion -   

 PS summarises the actions discussed during this meeting to be performed 
before next meeting. 

 SG asks about the sound quality of the call  

o The majority of participants answer that the sound quality was good.  

 
 

5. Date next meeting(s) 

Discussion -   

 PA asks if the group agrees with the next meeting date scheduled on 15 
December 

o The majority of the working group agrees with the meeting to be held on 
15 December 2011 

Decision -   

 Next meeting of the Core Location Task Force will be held on 15 December at 
16.00 – 17.00 CET. 

 

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/Core+Location+Task+Force?focusedCommentId=60883427&#comment-60883427
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/Core+Location+Task+Force?focusedCommentId=60883427&#comment-60883427
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/download/attachments/54591621/Draft_ISO19160-1_20111208.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1323368288000
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/jira/browse/ISACV-143
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/jira/browse/ISACV-144
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/confluence/display/ISACV/Core+Location+Task+Force?focusedCommentId=60883427&#comment-60883427
https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/CITnet/jira/browse/ISACV-136

