WS-HT, after section 2.2, issue 16+17 resolution/application:
Line 369: Attribute mustUnderstand is used to specify whether the extension must be understood by a compliant implementation. 

Use of ‘must’. Probably should be MUST.
Line 399: where those definitions may be found.
Use of ‘may’.

Line 412: makes no statement about where those definitions may be found.
Use of ‘may’.
Line 469: Depending on how the task has been instantiated the task initiator may or may not be defined.
Use of ‘may’. This one is a bit different; this informative style text is reiterated as normative text in the next sentence. Combining the two sentences to produce a single normative statement is probably the best course.
Line 493: Business administrators may also observe the progress of notifications.
Use of ‘may’. Perhaps it is that a Task Processor MAY allow business administrators to observe the progress of notifications (Task Processor has the option). More likely, it’s: Business administrators can also observe the progress of notifications. (Not an implementation choice when implementing this specification, but a user choice.)

Line 558: During people query execution an infrastructure may decide which of the parameters
Infrastructure probably should be Task Processor (issue 17 application).  MAY then should capitalized (issue 16).

Line 559: It may use zero or more of the parameters specified. It may also override certain parameters with values defined during logical people group deployment.
Use of ‘may’.
Line 589:  The people query is performed for each logical people group reference of a task and may return different results, for example if the content of the people directory has been changed between two queries.
Use of ‘may’. Probably should be ‘can’.

Line 774: For example, the actual owner may start the execution of the task but the task could be long-running task so intermediate state could be saved in the task context.
Use of ‘may’. Also, this particular sentence is missing a few articles. Suggested revision: For example, the actual owner starts the execution of the task but does not immediately complete it. An intermediate state could therefore be saved in the task context.
Line 809: A task may have ad-hoc attachments.
Use of ‘may’.

Line 1149: getting a list of tasks she should work on,
Use of ‘should’.  Since this informative, I’d suggest: “getting a list of tasks assigned to her,” in the context getMyTasks, or “getting a list of tasks she could work on” in the context of getting all claimable tasks + all actual owner tasks.
Line 1301: If no potential owner should be assigned by the human task's definition
Use of ‘should.’  I suggest: If the human task's definition disallows assigning a potential owner

Line 1827: and an application (such as a task list client) may use these operations to manipulate the task.

Use of ‘may’. Probably should be MAY.
Line 1830: MUST return fault if certain preconditions do not hold.

Suggest adding an ‘a’ before fault => MUST return a fault if certain preconditions do not hold.

Line 1867: deleteAttachments operation in the client operations table: Attachments provided by the enclosing context are MUST not be affected by this operation.

Use of ‘MUST not’. Should be MUST NOT.

Line 1874: simple query operation table: If maxTasks is specified, then the number of task details returned for this query will MUST not exceed this limit.

Use of ‘MUST not’. Should be MUST NOT.

Line 1889: Advanced query operations table: query will MUST not exceed this limit

Use of ‘MUST not’. Should be MUST NOT.
Line 1950: Start By in the Complete Task View table: The time in UTC when the task should have been started. This time corresponds to the respective start deadline.

Use of ‘should’.  

Line 1950: Complete By in the Complete Task View table: The time in UTC when the task should have been started. This time corresponds to the respective end deadline.

Use of ‘should’.  
Line 1965: A WS-HumanTask Processor MUST support the Xpath 1965 Functions listed below.

Xpath => XPath
Line 2053: Response message SHOULD NOT be passed back by WS-HumanTask Processor.

Adding articles: A response message SHOULD NOT be passed back by the WS-HumanTask Processor.
Line 2062: There SHOULD be no message exchange beyond the initiating request message between the WS-HumaTask Processor and WS-HumanTask Parent.
Articles and SHOULD be no becoming SHOULD NOT be: There SHOULD NOT be message exchange beyond the initiating request message between the WS-HumanTask Processor and the WS-HumanTask Parent.

Line 2096:  No attachments MUST be are returned. 

Awkward.  “Attachements MUST NOT be returned.” Is used in the preceeding bullet point and is not awkward.

Line 2305: the WS-HumanTask Parent, in this case sender,

Suggest: the WS-HumanTask Parent , in this case the sender
Line 2332 : Passing this callback information from a WS-HumanTask Parent (i.e. a requesting application) to a human task MAY override static deployment information that may have been set.

Human task might need to change to WS-HumanTask Processor (Issue 17); then the sentence could remove the ‘that may have been set’ at the end of the sentence.
Line 2654: the principal MUST be obtainable by the infrastructure
Infrastructure probably should be WS-HumanTask Processor

