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REFERENCES:


1. CD 1.7, October 1999
2. SC22 N3012 - Minutes of SC22 Plenary, September 20-23, 1999]
3. SC22 N3013 - Resolutions of SC22 Plenary, September 20-23, 1999

4. JTC1/SC22 N2974 - Business Plan and Convener's Report JTC1/SC22/WG4 - Programming Language COBOL

5. N2987 - USA National Body Report

6. J4/99-0529 - J4 MEETING 222 AGENDA

7. 99-0437 - Review of Wallace action items 1-29

8. 99-0451 - Review of Wallace action items 30-80 

9. J4: COBOL Standardization - September 1999 Status  (URL: http://merant.microfocus.com/Standards/)

10. NCITS/SD-2, “Organization, Rules, and Procedures of NCITS”

COMMENTS:

Given an email note from the chair of J4 which stated,

“J4,

A reminder that we all need to complete our action items before the <November 1999> meeting in order to stay on schedule.  At the last meeting we all agreed to do that.”

it is my STRONGEST possible hope that this entire document will be irrelevant as all outstanding work will be completed (not just submitted by November but actually approved by the 1st meeting in 2000). Furthermore, that given “quality” completion of existing assignments and an early 2000 scheduled two week J4 meeting for “fine tuning” of these completed work, that the current (published and agreed to) revision schedule will be seen to be realistic.  On the other hand, it my personal belief that this is unlikely (given the past track record and the submission of work by the two-week deadline for the upcoming meeting).  I do NOT want or expect significant time to be spent on this paper at the beginning of the November J4 meeting.  I do, nevertheless, think it is useful to bring all these pieces of input together into a single document (where I believe their interaction gets highlighted) especially as a “visible” document for all who review J4 documents.  Furthermore, I have included a few suggestions/recommendations at the end of this paper that could be considered at this meeting, should the previously set targets NOT be met by this J4 meeting.

NOTE WELL: 

For each of the following quotations, the context of the information that I have included can/should be considered (so readers should consult the references listed above).  These quotations are not (and do not claim to be) “new” input – only new in their juxtaposition and implications (or at least my inferences). 

Input from Reference 3, “SC22 N3013 - Resolutions of SC22 Plenary, September 20-23, 1999”

“Resolution 99-5:  Disposition of Comments Reports

Recognizing that Disposition of Comments Reports should adequately address the resolution of comments provided with votes on SC22 and JTC 1 ballots. ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC22 reminds its Working Groups of the requirements in the JTC 1 Directives on the preparation of Disposition of Comments Reports, in particular that:

1)
Comments which are not accepted must be accompanied by the rationale for non-acceptance; and

2)
Comments which are accepted "in principle" (i.e., where the exact wording of the suggestion is not incorporated) should be accompanied by either the exact wording which was used to satisfy the comment or a rationale sufficient to ensure that the balloter can understand the changes that are being made based on the comment.”

“Resolution 99-7:  Initiation of FCD Ballots
Recognizing that additional time and expense may be incurred when dealing with Final CD ballots, ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC22 provides the following guidance to its Working  Groups when deciding whether to submit a document for CD or FCD ballot:

Until there is wide acceptance that all major technical issues have been resolved, a document should not be forwarded for FCD ballot. Only documents which have a high probability of being progressed to FDIS processing  on the next ballot, should be brought forward for FCD ballot.”

“Resolution 99-18:  Retention of Project Not Reaching DIS Stage Within Four Years of Reaching CD Stage
ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC22 notes that Project JTC 1.22.41 has exceeded the statutory time for proceeding from CD to DIS Stage.  ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC22 notes, however, that significant progress has been made on the project and there is no reason to suppose that it will not be completed.  Therefore, ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC22 authorizes the extension by one year of the time permitted for proceeding from the CD to the DIS stage for Project JTC 1.22.41.”

Input from Reference 2, “SC22 N3012 - Minutes of SC22 Plenary, September 20-23, 1999”

“8.2
WG4 - COBOL
The report of activity and business plan, prepared by Ms. Wallace, Convener of WG4, is contained in document N2974.  In her absence, and at her request, Mr Rinehuls presented this report.

In Ms. Wallace's absence her request contained in the report for a short working session with WG20 participants was not held.”

Input from Reference 4, “JTC1/SC22 N2974 - Business Plan and Convener's Report JTC1/SC22/WG4 - Programming Language COBOL”

“In order to support extended identifiers, WG4 is dependent on WG20's TR 10176 for specification of extended characters in identifiers and on 14652 for specification of attributes of characters. The failure to complete 14652 prior to COBOL's DIS entry would necessitate removing or substantially modifying COBOL's support for extended identifiers. Users would be limited in their ability to develop portable source code using their own written language.”

“WG4's highest priority is preparation of the draft for Final CD ballot. The next priority is development of an object-oriented class library technical report, followed by processing of defects reported for the current standard.”

Input from Reference 5, “N2987 - USA National Body Report”

“The maintenance of the base <Fortran> standard had, for all practical purposes, been on hold for the last couple of years while the entire effort of the committee was focused on F2k development. WG5, at J3's behest, has requested that J3 restart maintenance work as soon as practical. Maintenance work is expected to resume at the August meeting.”

Input from Reference 6, “J4/99-0529 - J4 MEETING 222 AGENDA”

Note: The date of this document was October 29, 1999.  It is entirely possible (even expected) that some of the items that were not completed in October, will be completed by November 15.  However, this does give a reasonable idea of the work which was both completed and outstanding a few weeks before this meeting.

15. Items requiring significant direction 

· has 16 items, 10 of which were not received by this version of the Agenda

16.1 Comments that have not been processed

· has 1 item (definitions)

16.2 Comments with status Deferred, Uncertain, Under Investigation -- be prepared to report 
·  has  8 items (all of which refer to documents with ’98 numbers, so they have been available to J4 for about (at least?) one year.

18. Corrections 

· has 47 items (9 with “@” signs)

19. Input after the quality review 

· has 11 topics (more documents)
Input from References 7 and 8, “99-0437 - Review of Wallace action items 1-29” and “99-0451 - Review of Wallace action items 30-80”

The counts in the following summary are approximate (not exact) as some items had some variations in wording that made them difficult to categorize.  Furthermore,  I KNOW that many (most?) of the items that were still outstanding at the time these documents were written have now been completed.  However, once again, this give an overview of the work which is still outstanding (both for Ms. Wallace and for others).

Action items 1-29 

· 3 not done 

· 5 could be done by someone else

Action items 30-80

· 25 not done 

· 4 could be done by someone else 

· 5 prefer to keep

· 2 Question about what is meant or if someone else is already doing it 

Input from Reference 9, “J4: COBOL Standardization - September 1999 Status ”

“The fact that much of the meeting was spent on minor issues indicates to me that we are converging on the new standard.”

Input from Reference 10, “NCITS/SD-2”

“Milestone 4 Initial Public Review

  …For a draft standard that has reached CD stage, all comments received before the TC approves the U.S. position shall be considered in developing the U.S. position. Recognizing that the U.S. is obligated to meet international deadlines, comments that are received after the U.S. position has been approved shall be considered prior to the next approval stage. … 

Milestone 5 Management Review

 … Recognizing that the U.S. is obligated to meet international deadlines, comments that are received after the U.S. position has been approved shall be considered prior to the NCITS ballot to adopt nationally the international standard or technical report.”
Some recommendations or suggestions 

(based on the preceding input):

1) Strongly consider whether the next ISO review should not be a “CD” rather than an “FCD”.  (Among other things this would more closely parallel the ANSI review process which does not make such a distinction.  As the next ANSI public review period will be the first such review of the current revision work in over 4 (?) years, this seems not only reasonable but preferable.)  Obviously, this will need to be a decision made thru the ISO channels, but I believe that J4 could provide important guidance on this topic.

2) Spend some time considering the ramifications (trade-offs, priorities, resources, etc) related to the “quality” of any forthcoming (not current) approved Standard versus the mechanisms for “maintaining” (i.e. producing interpretations and/or corrigenda) for it. Personally, I think that planning NOW for how to “maintain and correct” an approved Standard will save time (and resources) in the future. Should it be determined that J4 will NOT have the resources to maintain the next Standard (while still doing its other “new and interesting” work – as has been the case for the last few years with the current Standard), then this should be recognized, published, and “resolved” BEFORE the approval of a Standard that may (I would say DEFINITELY) still has “bugs” in it.

3) Really examine and consider the J4 agenda to determine if it is clear (and in the correct order) for what is and is NOT in the true “critical path” for both an FCD (or even CD) and a final approved revision.  Then insure that time is spent (both in meetings and preparation) that really reflects these priorities.  For example, it may WELL be advantageous NOT to discuss at a meeting a prepared paper on a “nice to have” correction when a critical-path item is still outstanding (even if no paper was presented before the meeting). Again, I would strongly advocate increased use of the “known errors annex” and the DROPPING of still problematic features.

4) Work on ways to “monitor” the progress that is occurring on the revision and how it is truly progressing from meeting to meeting in regards to any and all upcoming “milestones.”  It really should NOT come as a “surprise” when a milestone’s date is missed – if accurate monitoring of progress is occurring during the stages that have lead up to it.  However, this does seem to happen (or has seemed to happen) each and every time that J4 “misses” one of its own predetermined deliverables.  There really is NO shame in admitting a project is “slipping” (as soon as this is perceived) but any group’s credibility  disappears as it gets “surprised” time after time after time when it can’t meet the deadlines which it has set for itself and published to the world.

