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PROPOSED REVISION: 

See discussion, proposed changes..

JUSTIFICATION:

See discussion.

COMPATIBILITY:

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

DISCUSSION:

Initial Investigation, meeting 220:

· J4 response interspersed with comments

These are comments by Karl Kiesel, Siemens AG:

“Comments concerning  Committee Draft 1.5 (issued April 1999)
                        2.7.1999  SIEMENS AG

(citations are printed in italics)  

1. Page 46, 7.1.3.3  REPLACE statement:

we think the usage of 'compilation group', 'compilation unit' and 'source unit' is not consistent in the general rules

· GR-5 should also read 'compilation group' (instead of 'compilation unit', according to GR-4)

· GR-10 should also read 'compilation group' (2 times instead of 'source unit')   

· Accepted, done by project editor.

2. Page 69, 8.3.1.1  COBOL words:

· in which clause/phrase/statement is INTEGER needed? according to 8.9 and 8.10, INTEGER is neither a reserved nor a context-sensitive word!

· INTEGER will be deleted.

· why is SIGN not included in first sentence of rule 2b) whereas it is mentioned together with INTEGER, LENGTH, RANDOM and SUM in all other rules? 

· SIGN will be added to first list.

· why has LENGTH been made a reserved word instead of a context-sensitive word? It seems highly probable, that it has been used as a user-defined word in existing old COBOL programs and would cause much less trouble in converting to the new Standard, if it were a context-sensitive word! 

· LENGTH needs to be reserved word because of constant entry.

3. Page 104, 8.4.2.13.3  Program-address-identifier, GR2:

What is meant by 'in another language for which the implementor has declared support' ?

An other language may be well specified, but for support by the implementor of a COBOL Compiler, compiled modules of  this other language must be able to communicate with COBOL modules, i.e. conform to certain call conventions, system conventions, module formats etc. This must not necessarily be true for every compiler of this other language, if its compiled modules do not intend to interact with COBOL modules! Therefore 'language' seems not to be the right key – instead specified Versions of certain Compilers for other languages would be more precise! 

· Reject, this is covered by conformance rules (section 3).

4. Page 108/9,  8.4.5.1  Scope of program-names,  8.4.5.5  Scope of method-names:

For method-names, 8.4.5.5 states ...the methods declared in a class definition shall have unique method-names within that class definition. A corresponding rule for nested programs is missing in 8.4.5.1, but can be found in C.4.4.1.1.1 ...the names assigned to programs that directly or indirectly are contained within another program shall be unique. We think, that both rules are of the same 'quality' and should therefore be specified in the same chapter!   

· Accepted.

5. Page 161,  9.3.6.1.2  Conformance between interfaces 1):

We think, that a consistent specification of the OPTIONAL phrase is also required for reliable conformance checks at compile time;  see also following example:

interface A:  method M:  using OPTIONAL p (described as pic x) ;

class B: object implements A:  method M: using p (described as pic x, NOT optional!): move space to x;

    according to 9.3.10 and 9.3.6.1.2 interface of  M in class B conforms to interface of  M in interface A, since optional phrase is not relevant for conformance in CD1.5

using these things:

   01 obj-a usage object reference A.

   invoke B "new" returning obj-a       *> ok since object of class B implements A!

   invoke obj-a "M"                             *> conformance check for 'actual parameters' ok, since no 

                                                          *> using parameter required for objects conforming to interface A

what happens now is undefined, since actual content of obj-a is a reference to a class B object with method M, that will access unconditionally the not existing parameter  p! This is not in tune with the comprehensive attempt of CD1.5 to detect such conformance violations already at compile time, even if this causes language restrictions!

· Accepted.

6. Page 200, 12.2.6.3  SPECIAL-NAMES paragraph, CURRENCY SIGN GR-13:

Something seems to have got lost (or very cleverly hidden) in connection with currency symbol/string '$':

ANS85 did specify explicitely (page VI-17),  that if no currency sign clause is present, only the currency sign defined in the COBOL character set may be used as currency symbol in the PICTURE clause; according to the glossary entries for currency symbol and currency sign, this is the charcter '$'.

In CD1.5 a glossary entry for the currency sign '$' still exists; since there is no entry in chapter D1 for  substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, this default must still be intact, if no currency sign clause has been specified, but by which rules ??? 

· Accepted. Change "dollar sign" in table on page 66 to "currency sign". Page 323 has definition of cs. 

7. Page 403, 14.9.1.2.1 elementary items passed by reference:

We think, the requirement for the same SYNCHRONIZED clause for formal and actual parameters (that are not of class object or pointer) is too strong. Synchronized clause only specifies the alignment of data at natural memory boundaries, but does not affect the contents/representation of such data (according to 13.16.53). Therefore synchronized parameters are a subset of  the unsynchronized parameters; thus if an invoked method/called subprogramm is prepared to handle an unsynchronized parameter, ie the formal parameter has no SYNCHRONIZED clause, naturally any actual parameter with a SYNCHRONIZED clause is a special case of the unsynchronized ones and can be processed in the same way (may be with some unnecessary overhead due to 'worst case' assumption on alignment). 

Therefore: require SYNCHRONIZED clause for actual parameter only, if formal parameter has SYNCHRONIZED clause!

· SYNCHRONIZED will be removed from conformance requirement. Has performance effect only, need not be covered by standard.

8. Page 405,  14.9.2.2  elementary returning items:

Same SYNCHRONIZED problem as above    

9. Page 419, 14.10.4.3  CALL GR13:

We think this rule is too restrictive: it should be allowed to reference an 'omitted' formal parameter not only in the omitted-argument condition, but also to hand it over as actual parameter for an optional parameter in the USING phrase of a further CALL/INVOKE, without getting any exception!  

· Accepted.

(the same applies to INVOKE, GR11)

10. Page 435, 14.10.12  EVALUATE statement (GR-5):

We think, that the omitted argument condition may not be split into the selection subject 'argument' and the selection object 'IS [NOT] OMITTED' within an EVALUATE statement, since this would result in very surprising effects, for example:

let p be an OPTIONAL parameter that has been omitted in current call of a subprogram;

within this subprogram execute 

  EVALUATE  p

    WHEN       OMITTED  ....

    WHEN       OTHER       ....

naturally we would expect a WHEN clause to be selected, but surprise surprise: an EC‑PROGRAM‑ARG‑OMITTED condition exists instead! Reason for this: according to EVALUATE, 14.10.12.3-GR2a each selection subject is evaluated and assigned a value..., ie the omitted p is referenced not within an omitted-argument condition, which causes the exception to exist according to CALL statement 14.20.4.3-SR13!

· Accepted.

(same problem exists for INVOKEd methods)  

11. Page 477,  table 18 – permissible I-O statements by file access mode and open mode:

There is a discrepancy between this table and the START verb; according to 12.3.4.4.2 SR2, for sequential files only access mode sequential is possible but for this case, the table has no open mode, in which a START statement would be permissible; on the other hand, 14.10.37.3 GR20+21 specify the semantics for just this case! 

· Accepted. Will be done by Don Nelson.

12. Page 522, 14.10.37.2  START statement SR-5:

RELATIVE KEY phrase in ACCESS MODE clause should be changed to 'RELATIVE KEY clause'!

· Accepted. Done by project editor.

13. Page 591,  15.37.3  LENGTH function: 

Rule 4a2: if we do not consider the case of  'subordinate OCCURS DEPENDING', this rule especially says  If argument-1 is described with the DEPENDING phrase of the OCCURS clause: ...the returned value shall be an integer equal to the length of argument-1 in alphanumeric character positions... determined by the evaluation of the data item specified in the DEPENDING phrase... 

Does this imply, that an argument-1 which usually must be subscripted may be used without any subscript in the LENGTH function, representing the whole table? If this is the intention, this case of a subscript that may not be specified should be explicitely mentioned in 8.4.1.2.2, SR-5! If all this is not intended, ie argument-1 must be subscripted, then the returned value should be the length of  a single table element and any reference to OCCURS DEPENDING is misleading!! At least some rewording is needed, because the situation is not clear.

· Accepted.

14. Page 637, 16.1.2 FactoryObject method:

the intoduction clearly states the FactoryObject method is an object method..., but GR-2 explains, what happens if this method is invoked on a factory object!

This is a contradiction: either the FactoryObject method is available both as an object and a factory method (as indicated by GR-2), then the BaseFactoryInterface described in 16.1 is incomplete and we get problems with uniqueness of method-names (8.4.5.5 2nd pargraph!), or it is really a pure object method, then GR-2 must be deleted!  

· Accepted, done by project editor.

Various editorial remarks:

· Forwarded to project editor.

1. sometimes a space has go lost between words, especially when referenceing other chapters of the document (between 'in' and the chapternumber):

Page 3: inB.1

Page 4: in8.9

Page 40: in7.1

Page 49: in8.8.1   in8.8.4.1.1   in8.8.4.1.2

Page 50: in8.8.2   in8.8.4.2 (2x)

Page 54: in8.8.2

Page 59: i 6

Page 62: See6.1   and6.2

Page 63: in14.7.9.2

Page 160: in8.4.2   in8.4.2.8


Page 393: and class-names


Page 744: inC.18.9


Page 754: inC.18.4.1   inC.18.4.4   in14.9

Page 757: figureC.4

Page 758: figureC.5


Page 761: definition.Several

2. Page 139, 8.9  reserved words: 

IMPLEMENTS is missing

3. Page 160, 9.5.3  method invocation:

change last sentence of first paragraph to ...of the actual object referenced at runtime that... 

4. Page 835:

delete index entry for RELATIVE KEY phrase 522”
PROPOSED CHANGES TO BASE DOCUMENT:

1. Page 67, 8.1.2 COBOL character repertoire, table 1, change "dollar sign" to "currency sign".

2. Page 69, 8.3.1.1  COBOL words: Delete 4 occurrences of "INTEGER". Add "SIGN" to the first list of COBOL words in rule 2a.

3. Page 108,  8.4.5.1  Scope of program-names, add the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph:

"The names assigned to programs that directly or indirectly are contained within another program shall be unique within the containing outermost program." 

4. Page 161,  9.3.6.1.2  Conformance between interfaces, delete "SYNCHRONIZED," in rules 3 and 6 and add the following new rule 9:

"9) The presence or absence of the OPTIONS phrase shall be the same for corresponding parameters."

5. Page 403, 14.9.1.2.1 elementary items passed by reference, second rule 2), text between lists, delete "SYNCHRONIZED,".

6. Page 405,  14.9.2.2  elementary items, last paragraph, delete "SYNCHRONIZED,".

7. Page 419, 14.10.4.3  CALL statement GR13, change in part to read:

"… except as formal parameter or in the omitted-argument condition, …".

8. Page 462, 14.10.22.3  INVOKE statement GR 11, change in part to read:

"… except as formal parameter or in the omitted-argument condition, …".

9. Page 566,  15.37.3  BYTE-LENGTH function, returned value rule 2, delete two occurrences of "argument-1 or" in rules 2a and 2a1a. 

10. Page 591,  15.37.3  LENGTH function, returned value rule 4, delete two occurrences of "argument-1 or" in rules 4a and 4a1a. 

RESOLVED ISSUES:

1. None

OPEN ISSUES:

1. None

