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Donald F. Nelson
REFERENCES:


1. CD 1.5, April 1999, with changes in the combined change proposal #1.

2. 98-0521, CD 1.4 quality review comments – 10/12/98 (Wallace)
3. 98-0574, Quality review comments – 11/05/98 (Wallace)
PROPOSED REVISION:
This proposal clarifies some of the rules for file and record locking and removes I-o status 55.
JUSTIFICATION:

Ref 2 item 5 says:

"Page 148, 9.1.14, Sharing mode:   The first paragraph on page 148 says "If the file connector that holds the file lock is in the same run unit ... the implementor shall specify whether the file sharing conflict condition exists."

A similar rule is needed for i-o status 51, for the case where a record is locked by a file connector in the same run unit.

[I don't understand this.  There are no rules like that for i-o status values.  The rule is on page 489, gr 6.]

It's not clear whether the "file sharing conflict condition" in the same run unit should be up to the implementor.  It is really the record operation conflict condition in the same run unit that is important.    My recollection is that X/Open COBOL in a Unix (tm) environment did not detect a lock within the same process, and this was the behavior we wanted to leave to the implementor -- not the detection of a file lock. "
[I agree.  I changed it to say it is not implementor-defined.]

Ref 3 item 1 says:

Page 144, 9.1.10.7, Record operation conflict ...:

There is no integrity issue when a locked record is read again with the same file connector.   Delete I-O status 55   (A read requested a lock for a record that is already locked through the same file connector). 

I suppose the premise of this i-o status is that a program logic error has occurred, but that is not necessarily true.  For good reasons, a program might read a record, alter some fields, and then need to revert to the unaltered record.   This should not be an error."

[I deleted the status but could find no rules in READ that stated the condition.  I figure we deleted the rule some time ago but did not delete the status.]

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 155, 9.1.13, Sharing mode, ante-penultimate paragraph, delete the last sentence.

Page 153, 9.1.11.7, Record operation conflict condition with unsuccessful completion, delete item 5 (status 55).
Page 489, 14.10.29.3, READ statement, add a new general rule as follows:

"5a)
If record locking is enabled for the file connector referenced by file-name-1 and the record identified for access by the general rules for the READ statement is locked by that file connector, the record lock is ignored and the READ operation proceeds as if the record were not locked."

Page 666, B.1, Implementor-defined language element list, delete item 71, File locks and 75, File sharing mode.
INDEX:
No changes.

RESOLVED ISSUES:
None.

OPEN ISSUES:
None.

