Topics to consider for Next Rev of Spec (SPDX 2.2 or 3.0)

- _- now tracked in hitps://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/11
- _ - now tracked in https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/12
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https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/11
https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/12
https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/13

dependencies are specified with version range tracked in

https://github.com/spdx/spdx-specl/issues/14

Size of Filé tracked in https:/github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/21

Questions from Gary - single format or not? If multiple, which ones going forward?

- SPDX as simpler JSON or YAML

- SPDX/Turtle - see: example
From discussion, multiple formats seem to be in our future. Emphasis on translating the XML
to easier to read RDF variant (Turtle) in specification.
Thomas: Tag value isn’t quite YAML, really want a standard parser to be able to work. Will
help adoption. Easy as possible to manipulate is going to be key.
Yev: All SPDX terminology into YAML.
Kate: The fields are important, like license identifiers are for license list. Format that they
show up in needs to have standard parsers available to promote further adoption.

- Signing SPDX documents - basic PKI support? Blockchain?

https://aithub.com X X- i 22


https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/14
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Licenses List Changes
- Replace Deprecated=true w/ Obsoleted-By per Trevor’s suggestions:

https://github.com/spdx/license-list-XML/pull/392
o Note: Concern about compatibility, with prior implementations. Good idea to

probably/add obsoleted=by.
- XSD specification for legal team’s XML format:

https://github.com x/license-list-XML/i 1
o Gary notes that he’s working on this (WIP). Working on schema-dev branch on
license xml list. All licenses are converted to new schema.

- Support formatting in Notes field: https://github.com/spdx/license-list-XML/issues/397
o Done as of yesterday at 5pm. :-)

Extend Appendix VI: External Repository Identifiers category PACKAGE-MANAGER

Add common developer service cocoapods, rubygems, pip, sbt, etc..
- See: https://qithub.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/24

Enable Appendix VI: External Repository Identifiers category PACKAGE-MANAGER with
referring to package repositories by URL

https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/25

https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/27

BEERIBUTIORATEXE — https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/28
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Agreement from those on the call, yes it should be at File & Package level.
This will be an optional field.

Useful for generating notice files, etc.

Consider does it make sense for snippets?

Adding “Attributions” to package field to store required attributions (per Oliver)
Alexios: property named FileAttributionText which will hold the text that has to be
reproduced.

It can be considered as a combination of information found in properties like
FileCopyrightText, LicenselnfolnFile, FileContributor, but it might not simply the sum of
these values.

The relative part in the spec could be something like:

4.xx  File Attribution Text

4.xx.1 Purpose: This field provides a place for the SPDX data creator to record all
attributions found in the file that are required to be communicated. These typically
include copyright statement(s), license text, and a disclaimer.

4.xx.2 Intent: The intent is to provide the recipient of the SPDX file with all the
legally required attributions in the file, therefore complying with the license
obligations.

4.xx.3 Cardinality: Optional, one.

4.xx.4 Data Format: free form text that can (and usually will) span multiple lines
4.xx.5 Tag: "FileAttributionText:"

In Tag:value format, the multiple lines are delimited by "<text>" and "</text>".
Example:

FileAttributionText: <text>

Copyright (C) 2004 Free Software Foundation, Inc.

Written by Scott James Remnant, 2004

This file is free software; the Free Software Foundation gives
unlimited permission to copy and/or distribute it, with or without
modifications, as long as this notice is preserved.
</text>
4.xx.6 RDF: property fileAttributionText in class spdx:File
Example:

<File rdf:about="...">

<fileAttributionText>

Copyright (C) 2004 Free Software Foundation, Inc.
Written by Scott James Remnant, 2004

#
#
#
#
#
#

This file is free software; the Free Software Foundation gives
unlimited permission to copy and/or distribute it, with or without
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modifications, as long as this notice is preserved.
</fileAttributionText>
</File>



«—-- ended review on 2017/5/29 ----- >

Thomas redue the number of mandatory felds
to minimal fields needed for exchange to reduce friction to participate. See:
https://github.com x/spdx- i 2


https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/29

«— ended review on 2017/6/13 -->

Yev: Allow relationship types to be predicates — https://qithub.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/30


https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/30
http://mynamespace#myfile

ok to add PackageAlternateName as optional field with 0-many. Tracked in

https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/31


http://mynamespace#myPackge
http://mynamepsace#myFile
https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/31

«— ended review on 2017/6/27 -->

SPDX 21 Model




- See: https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/32

«— ended review on 2017/7/4 -->


https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/32
https://maven.apache.org/guides/introduction/introduction-to-dependency-mechanism.html
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«— ended review on 2017/7/11 -->

Expand §8.3.4 Annotation Type with new values —
https://github.com X X- i

«— ended review on 2017/7/18 -->
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https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/35
https://spdx.org/spdx-specification-21-web-version#h.2grqrue

Tags: PackageCopyrightText, FileCopyrightText, SnippetCopyrightText;
RDE property spax:icopyrightliext — https://qithub.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/36

Thomas: Add data “views” to the specification - a “view” deducts large SPDX documents
into a small subset SPDX document providing a specific reduced "views" on larger data.
Views provide can a tailored subset of SPDX data optimized for its viewer. Lower
threshold to use SPDX without need for specific tooling.

Yev: Orthogonal to specification process, and hard to define what all lawyers want to
see. Provide best practices - possibly sparql ;-)

Gary: Different profiles with different required fields, defining an SPDX lite. Different
profiles for different purposes. Different required fields.

Yev: If not required field, should not be required in the specification.

Gary: Well defined use cases for SPDX documents, agree to use profile. Minimum
required fields can count on.

Yev: Would be a tightening of specification. What about more fields than SPDX
specification require.

Gary: would be a different use case. Borrowed from networking standardization efforts.
Keeping spec loose, will let personalization. Treat it like best practices.

Thomas: One case - open source projects adopting SPDX, but current mandatory fields
too much.
Gary: Agrees, best if we have a document that doesn’t look big and scary.

Al: Thomas to provide a write up on use cases he’s seeing, and then the exercise is to
compare to the mandatory fields in the specification, and see if there are insights to be
gained for view/profile/extension.  This will be 3.0 timescale at a minimum.

Use cases:

- Provide legal counsel instead of 1 SPDX-Package and 1 SPDX-File entry per found
license instead of a SPDX-File for each scan file. Legal counsel does not need to know
that are 400 source file under Apache-2.0 license for his/her conclusion she only needs
one source file to verify Apache-2.0 is applicable.

- Provide developers an easy way to correct SPDX data. No scanner can get complex
packages 100% right. By providing package maintainer(s) a simplified customized SPDX
representation it will be easier for them to make corrections.


https://github.com/spdx/spdx-spec/issues/36

— 2017/9/12 - want to restrict to subset, filter to apply to SPDX file, and filter to specific
exerpt and include. New tools request?? Like a git patch to apply to an SPDX
document. Diff.

Limited information for some file contents of package, but not requiring all the files of the
license.

o Yev suggests using relationship of package (files analyzed = false), and
CONTAINS to make relationships to those specific files.

o Thomas - limited view proposal, but not sufficient, have done all analysis. Add
data “views” to the specification - a “view” deducts large SPDX documents into a
small subset SPDX document providing a specific reduced "views" on larger data.
Views provide can a tailored subset of SPDX data optimized for its viewer. Lower
threshold to use SPDX without need for specific tooling

Thomas: we do a package analysis, files analyzed = true, but don’t show the full
contents, but only show a subsest of the files. Proof of it, rather than exhaustive.
Gary: For clients, never include the proprietary files in the analysis, even though
files=analyzed is true.

Thomas: We’re doing the same thing.

Gary: Case where we can’t have all the files present.

Yev: Files analyzed should be files documented.

Kate: Files analyzed has some cardinailty assumption.

Yev: Files analyzed — all files documented. Then just add some files, and add explicit
files with relationships. Reminder files analyzed exempts you from having to document
full file contents. Makes wrong assertions

Gary: “cheating just a little bit” depends on consumers. Include proprietary files in
SPDX document. Was doing this before the files analyzed field was added to the
specification.  For his use case, could adapt to Yev’s proposal.

Yev: package with files inside, is probably not best way to describe relationship.
https://spdx.org/spdx-specification-21-web-version#h.ve38itss85w

Thomas - tricky thing is the verification code.

Alexios - spec is close though.

Gary - litte ambiguous in spec - means all file analyzed that are included in verification
code is how he uses it.

Thomas - name is causing problems. Looking at meta data vs actually scanning files is
an important distinction.

Gary - files analyze is false could be problem with client.

Yev - can we change name?

Thomas - likes field name to indicate analyzed - useful as such, maybe introduce
all-files-documented.

Yev: could create compatibility problems (meaning of old field changes).

Gary: What about All files, some files, etc.


https://spdx.org/spdx-specification-21-web-version#h.ve38itss85w

Yev: Annotations and creator comments could document this?

Gary: It's an unfortunate name....

Yev: Or full-contents-documented.

Gary: could say profile? Yev: Should be independent of spec, no more than
absolutely necessary.

Yev: Verification code, file information cardinality would need to change if profile used for
files analyzed.

Gary: ok with Yev’s solution of files analyzed set to false.

Yev: Can change name in 2.2

Gary: will create incompatibility - as a 3.0?

Kate: Yes, if incompatibility then 3.0

Gary: Ok to live until then, and will do annotation comment until then.

Thomas: Will work around, similar to cheating as Gary. Behind package. Conflicts.

Gary: Looks like we need to clean up the wording description of Files-analyzed in 2.2
(allow including of files through relationship if files-analyzed is false) then look at
changing the name for 3.0 or change values, yes, some, all or some varient.

Yev ok. Thomas ok. Kate ok.

From prior related discussion in May:

Yev: Make everything that is not explicit default to be NOASSERTION? And not be
printed.

Thomas: Useful for reviewers indicate field that needs to be something looked at.
Gary: Translations, auto insert default values, create.

Yev: Some fudging - minimal SPDX? Worth doing it.

Alexios: Tooling would need to generate it.

Yev: Backwards compatibility should be ok.

Gary: Verification would need to look and assume. Translation might need to do it.
Yev: idempotent is desirable, want it to be self consistent.

Gary: Translators would need to populate it. Delete them? Spreadsheet would have to
be filled in with no assertion. Policy on read - default. If got default - don’t write out?

«— ended review on 2017/7/25 —

- Thomas: Include in Appendix 1 on top of the license list a reference that machine
readable versions of list can be downloaded from SPDX GitHub org. Note need to make
same change to spdx.org/licenses.

o Thomas: In some places we refer to web site, others we don’t need to make this
consistent. There are also some stale references to old SPDX repository.

o Gary: There are several supported formatted - stored in license list github
repository. SPDX.org/license - there is JSON, RDF, HTML template - official and
stable. The XML is used internally by legal team, to generate the official



o O O O O O

supported output files. Eventually want to make it the output format. Make
copies of XML and license list. People have referenced XML as a stable
source, as its about to change. Better to use stable output versions. There are
two places documented - license list data & repository. Please log an issue if
you have ideas on how to improve this.

Thomas: Was looking at the stable ones. Find the spec, and can’t find them in
machine readable format in github. Machine readable versions should be
published in own page on SPDX.org.

Gary: Agrees document in SPDX spec itself. Possibly copy the README into
the spec. Its better documented in technotes — move to spec.

PDF documentation available at

https://spdx.org/sites/cpstandard/files/pages/files/accessing_spdx_licenses_v-2.0

-pdf
Kate: 2.1.1 or 2.2? Thomas: leaning towards 2.1.1

Alexios: Do we need it in the spec, or just point to web site?

Thomas: Link to web in spec, and more details on web page is ok.

Gary: Clones of license list people refer to happen. Clearly need a better job.
Kate: reach out to Jack to create new page?

Gary: Lets move this to outreach team as to best way to represent this on web?
Are Tech reports really working? Making information more available.

On SPDX license list - need to point to the output format, not the input format
(github site). So need to clear up. Refer to license list data.

Kate: Look at cleaning up text at top of license list page, then clone it into
appendix for - -- Gary agrees. Reach out to Jilayne to make

Gary: Possibly look at retiring tech report(s), move things to github readme’s.
Topic for outreach.

Current Version:

- Master Files: The HTML pages you see here are generated from the master
files for the SPDX License List. The master files include a spreadsheet listing
all the licenses, deprecated licenses, and license exceptions; and the text for
each license in a .txt file.

Machine Readable Files (https://github.com/spdx/license-list-data) : These files are
available by adding suffix (.json, .rdfa, ...

Master Input Files: ... -—-> Raw Source: ??

Proposed added language: This website contains machine readable files both in
RDFa and JSON formats. See the [Accessing the SPDX License
List](https://github.com/spdx/license-list-data/blob/master/accessingLicenses.md)
document for more information.

General agreement we'll put this in 2.1.1 update.
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- Gary: Make visible JSON format available for licenses, either through appendix
or ?7?7?
- Will be handled as part of prior discussion.

<- August 1 -> From now on File Github issues now. Work now in github issues

- Conditional License Expressions
o Need more details. David Wheeler email? To certain context at package
summary level?
o Follow up with Mark Gisi?
- Thomas - if build in one environment then one licenses, source, etc.
Conditional build spaces. Linux Packages, Windows Package, etc.

Need to figure out:
e Which ones make sense and people care about?
o Using green highlighting to indicate which there seems to be consensus around
e \Who wants to drive spec proposal for each of the topic?

Tentative Date: June 1 proposal for features?



