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	1.	CD 1.4, June 1998.





PROPOSED REVISION:





This proposal includes various changes assigned at various meetings or that I noticed.





JUSTIFICATION:





Whilst adding other corrections, I noticed that the way the first sentence in paragraph 9.3.2 is not like anything else.  The double hyphens do not work.  So, rather than fix the split double hyphen I reworded the sentence.


In 98-0427, Miscellaneous editorial items from meeting 214 (Schricker), in the change to page 223, the I-O-CONTROL paragraph, it rewords the format to allow two periods after I-O-CONTROL.  This makes no sense to me.  I realize that the last standard allowed this, (hardly anyone realized it and I think it was done this way because no one could figure out how to construct the format.  I propose that the wording be left as it is in draft 1.4.  However, I did not make any change in this proposal - this is just an item for debate.


Item 33 on pages 800 and 801 is inconsistent in capitalization of SORT and Merge.  I feel that it is talking about the operations rather than the statements, so there should be no capitalization.  Or, perhaps at the top of page 801 it should say "should not stop the execution of a SORT or MERGE statement.".


Mr. Schricker pointed out that the exception condition EC-I-O-LINAGE is not in the list in the TURN directive that allow file-names.  I agreed that perhaps it should be, even though all the others have status values.  I added it in this proposal.


98-0427, Miscellaneous editorial items from meeting 214 (Schricker) changes varied and assorted words on page 54, EVALUATE general rules 3 ad 4.  What it leaves is one line in gr 3 saying "up to and including the END-EVALUATE phrase are ignored." and one line in gr 4 saying "up to and including the >>END-EVALUATE line are ignored."  Which is wanted?  I feel that neither is correct.  What I think both should say is "up to and including the END-EVALUATE directive line are ignored."  That is what I put here.


In 98-0439, it changed syntax rule 3 of the START statement.  However, the change did not correct the quotes and did not move the “or”.  This proposal corrects the rule correctly.


The text for STRING ON OVERFLOW general rule 9 and UNSTRING ON OVERFLOW general rule 17 uses some old style wording about the execution of USE procedures.  Also, it duplicates what is said for non-fatal exceptions (and does not do it quite correctly).  I changed the words to reference non-fatal exceptions.


COMPATIBILITY:





This feature is compatible with ANSI X3.23-1985 as amended by ANSI X3.23a-1989 and ANSI X3.23b-1993.





DISCUSSION:





Meeting #





PROPOSED CHANGES TO BASE DOCUMENT:





Page 54, paragraph 7.2.8.3, EVALUATE directive, general rule 3, last paragraph as revised by 98-0457, change "END-EVALUATE phrase" to "END-EVALUATE directive line".


Page 54, paragraph 7.2.8.3, EVALUATE directive, general rule 4, last paragraph, change ">>END-EVALUATE line" to "END-EVALUATE directive line" [5].


Page 63, paragraph 7.2.16.1, TURN directive, add the following to the list in the format (in alphabetical order) [4]:��"EC-I-O-LINAGE  [ file-name-1 ] ..."


Page 153, paragraph 9.3.2, Object reference, first sentence, change in part to read [1]:��"... data item containing an object reference value that ...".


Page 251, paragraph 13.15.1, Data description entry, format 1, add "[ BASED [ ON data-name-7 ] ]" after the TYPEDEF clause, and delete the "WITH POINTER" clause.��[Somehow missed one of the updates.]


Page 377, paragraph 14, Procedure division, second paragraph, change “for an” to “in an”.��[Consistency – two more were added with “in”]


Page 458, paragraph 14.10.22.3, INVOKE statement, general rule 8a, first sentence, change “itemidentification” to “item identification”.��[Editorial]


Page 518, paragraph 14.10.37.2, START statement, syntax rule 3, second sentence, change in part to read [6]:��“… of the relational operators 'IS NOT EQUAL TO' or "IS NOT ='.”


Page 523, paragraph 14.10.39.3, STRING statement, general rules 9b through 9d, replace with the following [7]:��“The EC-OVERFLOW-STRING exception condition exists and execution continues as specified in 14.7.9.2.3, Non-fatal exception conditions.  The return of control is to the end of the STRING statement.”


Page 532, paragraph 14.10.44.3, UNSTRING statement, general rules 17b through 17d, replace with the following [7]:��“The EC-OVERFLOW-UNSTRING exception condition exists and execution continues as specified in 14.7.9.2.3, Non-fatal exception conditions.  The return of control is to the end of the UNSTRING statement.”


Page s 800 and 801, D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 34, MERGE and SORT statements, except in the header, change all instances of "MERGE" to "merge", "Merge" to "merge", "SORT" to "sort", and "CLOSE" to "close" [3].


SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES (NOT AFFECTING):





	None.





SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES (POTENTIALLY AFFECTING):





None.





OBSOLETE LANGUAGE ELEMENT LIST:





No changes.





ARCHAIC LANGUAGE ELEMENT LIST:





No changes.





IMPLEMENTOR-DEFINED LANGUAGE ELEMENT LIST:





	No changes.





PROCESSOR-DEPENDENT LANGUAGE ELEMENT LIST:





No changes.





UNDEFINED LANGUAGE ELEMENT LIST:





No changes.





INDEX:





No changes.





SUMMARY OF CHANGES MADE TO ADOPT JOD 1993:





Not an issue (never added to JOD).





RESOLVED ISSUES:





None.





OPEN ISSUES:





None.
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