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2. Base Document CD 1.6, September 1999

3. 99-0511, Preliminary review of J4/99-0476, comments on the CD1.6 draft 
PROPOSED REVISION: 

Actions and response on items of reference 2.

JUSTIFICATION:

Reference 2 contains the following comments:

11. Definitions, 4.116, Currency sign, page 14 > Reimann

For completeness, it should also be stated that this definition can be modified by using the CURRENCY SIGN clause of the SPECIAL-NAMES paragraph. 

15. Definitions, 4.132, Declaratives, page 14  > Reimann

I think that it would be clearer to amend the first clause to read "A set of one or more special purpose sections in the procedure division,". 

19. Definitions, 4.202, Function-identifier, page 18 > Reimann

Replace "user-defined-name" by "user-defined-function-name". 

20. Definitions, 4.245, Intrinsic-function-name, page 20 > Reimann

While true, I don't think it really provides adequate information. At the least, I think that the final word "function" should be replaced by "specific function". 

22. Definitions, 4.282, Method, page 21 > Reimann ?

"Procedural code that is declared in the procedure division of a method definition." - original 

I think that a better title for this description would be "method code". 

I think a better description for "method" would be "A process defined by a method definition within or inherited by a class definition as one of the operations that may be specified as actions upon objects of that class." 

38. Description techniques, 5.x numeric position control variables and counters, page 35 > Reimann

In the STRING statement (syntax rule 6) and the UNSTRING statement (syntax rule 5), the use of the "P" picture symbol in the definition of integer data items used as numeric position control variables and counters is specifically disallowed. Such a rule would be applicable to several other statements and entries in the environment, data and procedure divisions. 

There is a case for making a separate statement to this effect rather than repeating it in the rules for each feature so affected. 

I have done a partial search for cases where the term integer is used in the rules for an operand, where such a rule would be appropriate. So far I have found: OCCURS, ACCEPT, DISPLAY, INSPECT, PERFORM, SET and WRITE. 

8.4.1.2 Subscript and 8.4.2.3 Reference-modifier though analogous are somewhat special cases about which I have to think some more, they use the term arithmetic expression, which must evaluate to a positive non-zero integer, to define the operands. Perhaps in these cases it might be desirable to specify that where the arithmetic expression consists of a single operand that is a data item, that that data item shall be defined without decimal places or a "P" symbol in its picture string. 

While it is arguable that some numeric position control variables could have "P" symbols in their picture string definitions, e.g. in WRITE and DISPLAY, where multiples of ten might in some circumstances be acceptable, I think that it is generally undesirable and that these two examples do not justify allowing such use of the "P" symbol. 

Such a rule might best be positioned in "5, Description techniques", perhaps as a subordinate addition to 5.4 Integers or as a separate title such as "5.x Integers used as numeric position control variables and counters". 

Perhaps the rule should be "Where it is specified that an operand must be an integer and that operand may be a data item, then the picture string for that data item shall not contain the "P" symbol.". 

Some exceptions may be necessary for intrinsic functions, I have yet to look at them.

42. 8.1.1 Computer's Coded Character Set, pages 66 and 67 > Reimann

At the bottom of page 66 and the beginning of page 67, there are statements about numbers of bytes in character sets. I think the intention is to specify consistency in the representation of characters, such that the number of bytes in the memory of a computer needed to represent a character is the same for each character within an alphabet. I think the problem is just a matter of phraseology. 

I think that the last sentence on page 66 should commence as follows: "The COBOL specification is independent of the encoding used to represent a computer's coded character set, except that, at both compile time and run time:". 

I think that the last item (number 1) on page 66 would be better rephrased as "each character in the alphanumeric coded character set is to be represented by the same number of bytes in the memory of the computer as each other alphanumeric character."

I think that the first item (number 2) on page 67 would be better rephrased as "each character in the national coded character set is to be represented by the same number of bytes in the memory of the computer as each other national character; and". 

I think that the second item (number 3) on page 67 "the number of bytes in the representation of the national coded character set are to be equal to or greater than the number of bytes in the representation of the alphanumeric coded character set." would be better rephrased as "the number of bytes used to represent each character of the national coded character set is to be equal to or greater than the number of bytes used to represent each character of the alphanumeric coded character set.". 

I am not entirely sure about what is permitted in a composite character set, perhaps it would be desirable to state that where characters from the alphanumeric coded character set are mixed with a national coded character set to form a composite coded character set, then each character within that composite is to be represented by the same number of bytes as each other character. If this isn't done, then for example, I can't see how the intrinsic LENGTH function can work. 

57. COBOL Compilation Group, 10.2.1, General format, page 174 > Reimann

I think that the list of end-markers should be in the same order as the definitions in 10.1. 

58. Identification division, 11.1, General format, page 176 > Reimann

I think that it is desirable that the itemised list of paragraphs should be in the same order as their subsequent definitions, specifically "function-id-paragraph" should follow "interface-id-paragraph". 

82. Type Clause, 13.16.56.2 Syntax Rules, page 361 > Reimann

a) Rules 2 and 10 overlap, rule 2 could be omitted without loss of sense. > Accept ?

b) Rule 3 could add "directly or indirectly" before the word "references". > Reject (has been discussed)

Is there a way of preventing level numbers 66, 77 and 88 being assigned during the process of renumbering level numbers arising from use of a TYPE clause, or can it be taken for granted that they will be automatically avoided during compilation, could such level numbers exceed 100, especially by use of more than one TYPE clause, if it is allowed?? How are circular references avoided. Also see my comments on the same as clause.

89. Procedure division, 14.2, Syntax rules, page 382  > Reimann

Rule 10, this conflicts with general rule 4, I think it needs rephrasing or expanding. Also see a similar comment for the call statement.

99. Call statement, 14.10.4.2, Syntax rules, page 419 

Rule 10, this conflicts with general rule 6. Also see a similar comment for the procedure division header.  > Reimann

154. Compilation group... , C.4.1.2, Runtime level organization, page 711 > Reimann (this looks strange)

Third para, second sentence, I am not sure whether this means what it says. If parameters from the operating system are allowable then it should say so explicitly.

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 

11. Reject. The currency sign is never changed. What is changed is currency symbol and currency string.

15. Accept. 

19. Reject. But different change required. 

20. Accept. Alternative solution.

22. Accept with change.

38. Reject. Although items defined with picture character P don't make much sense in these cases, the same is true for items with, for example, decimals. Robert's suggestion imposes additional restrictions, that is potential incompatibilities with the '85 standard. If this problem didn't hurt then, why can't we live with it now? 

42. Reject. I don't think the proposed wording is an improvement over the existing wording, and I don't think the existing wording is unclear or ambiguous.

57. Accept.

58. Accept. (The other way around)

82 a) Accept.

82 b) Has been rejected previously. The "as though" in GR 1 covers the indirect reference, as explained in the note.

89. Accept. (What sense did it make?)

99. Accept.

154. Accept. This sentence has been there forever, and I don't know what it means.

 Meeting 222

PROPOSED CHANGES TO BASE DOCUMENT:

1. Pages 8 through 31, 4 definitions, replace the following items as indicated: 

4.130 declaratives: A set of one or more special purpose sections in the procedure division.

4.200 function-identifier: An identifier that references an intrinsic-function-name or a function-prototype-name.

4.243 intrinsic-function-name: A COBOL word that identifies an intrinsic function.

2. 4.282 method:  A procedure defined within a class definition that acts upon objects of that class. 
3. Page 174, 10.2.1 end markers, general format, change to:
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5. Page 174, 10.2.2 end markers, syntax rules, rearrange as follows:

1 -> 1

2 -> 4

3 -> 5

4 -> 7

5 -> 8

6 -> 9

7 -> 6

8 -> 2

6. 9 -> 3

7. Page 186, 11.8 FUNCTION-ID paragraph, move to insert between  11.2 and 11.3 as new section 11.3 and renumber subsequent sections 11.3 through 11.7 as 11.4 through 11.8.

8. Page 361, 13.16.56.2 TYPE clause, replace SR 2 by current SR 10 and delete SR 10.

9. Page 382, 14.2 procedure division, delete SR 10 and renumber subsequent SR.

10. Page 420, 14.10.4.2 CALL statement, delete SR 10 and renumber subsequent SR.

11. Page 711, C.4.1.2 runtime level organization, third paragraph, delete second sentence.

1. RESOLVED ISSUES:

2. None

1. OPEN ISSUES:

2. None
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