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REFERENCES:


1. CD 1.7, October 1999.

2. 98-0577, Quality review comments – miscellaneous (Wallace)

3. 98-0499, Detailed Technical Comments on CD1.4 from ITSCJ
4. 98-0514, Conditional Compile Clarification (Potter)
5. 98-0512, CD 1.4 quality review comments – 10/8/98 (Wallace)
6. 98-0519, COBOL CD 1.4 late comments (Bart)

PROPOSED REVISION:
This proposal has miscellaneous changes that were either assigned to me during or before meetings 220 and 221 or that I discovered shortly after meeting 221.

JUSTIFICATION:

1.
Ref 2, item 12, says:
"GR's 21-b) and 21-c) describe interactions with "a USE AFTER STANDARD EXCEPTION procedure ... for file-name-1".   As worded, this applies only to a Format 1 USE procedure, because of the word "STANDARD" and because of "file-name-1".   The  terminology needs to be changed to address interactions with any applicable USE procedure (Format 1 or Format 3).

The change needs to be made in undefined element list item # 58 also.

The file-name-1 problem exists in other i-o statements, READ for example."


I agreed to make changes pertinent to this comment.  For WRITE general rule 15 covers the USE, so deleted the same stuff from general rule 21.  I also noticed that there are various rules about unsuccessful completion and some say one thing and some another.  I gathered this all together.  Note that there is no problem with READ.  It says USE AFTER EXCEPTION.

2.
Ref 3, item 21, says:
"Page 461, 14.10.23.3, MERGE statement, general rule 7b, last two sentences:  change three instances of "file-name-4" to "file-name-1".

[Remark – File-name-4 in the GIVING phrase is not specified if the OUTPUT PROCEDURE phrase is given; and file-name-1 is required.  Consider what is to happen when the size of a record read from a file in the USING phrase does not conform to file-name-1 but does conform to file-name-4 (this case is possible).  See also syntax rule 12 for MERGE statement and general rule 11b for SORT statement. ]"

I agree and made the change.

3.
Ref 4 says:
"The operators that may be used in the conditional compile statements were not immediately clear to me.  I studied the standard and followed the references; I am still a little unsure of what I can do with the conditional compile.  A more elaborate example would have reduced the research time.

Suggestions for clarification:

a.   Page 777 C.20, add a conditional statement in the example to illustrate use of some of the complex conditional tests listed in section 8.8.4.

b.   Page 777 C.20, add a conditional statement that uses the >>else."

4.
Ref 5, item 2, says:
"Page 62. 7.2.10, FLAG-85 directive:   For the lack of any syntax rule, the FLAG-85 directive can be specified anywhere (between the words of a clause or phrase or statement).  There should be either a more restrictive rule on where FLAG-85 can be specified or a rule to specify when the directive takes effect."

I said it has to be between clauses or between statements.
5.
Ref 6, item 10, says:

"Page 169, 11.2 PROGRAM-ID paragraph describes INITIAL or RECURSIVE, but there is no information on last used (the absence of INITIAL or RECURSIVE).  Looking up INITIAL and RECURSIVE in the index, leads me only to this page."

The index now points to 8.6.4 about recursive and initial programs, but nothing is said there about programs that are other than that.  I added some words in 8.6.4.  There is no name for a "last-used" program.  Note that 14.7.1 tells all the rules about how data is handled.

6.
Ref 6, item 17, says:

"Page 699, C.4.1.3 implies that functions are automatically recursive.  I don't find that at page 169, 11.2 PROGRAM-ID or page 384, 14.7.1.1.2 Initial and last-used states of data or anywhere else."

I changed the text on 8.6.4 to refer to function as well.

7.
Ref 5, item 1, says:

"Page 22. Definitions 4.308 and 4.309, Next executable sentence and Next executable statement, respectively:

The definitions for "next executable sentence" and "next executable statement" are not clear, and involve circularity.   In particular, the definition of "next executable sentence" appears to state that control will flow to a new sentence boundary after a statement is executed - almost certainly not correct.

The term next executable sentence is used only 2 places in the draft - - both of them in general rule 2 of the IF statement.  In both cases, the sentence of the draft that uses the term is immediately followed by a specification of what it means (which is nothing like definition 4.308).  This is another case of a useless and wrong definition that should be deleted.

In a general sense, the term next  executable statement is "generally understood in the industry", which means there should be no definition in section 4.   To get beyond a general sense of the term requires quite a lot of detail, and is complicated by the fact that the meaning of statement in COBOL is not well-defined and is recursive (for example, an imperative statement is a sequence of statements ...)

There is an attempt to detail what "next executable statement" is on page 385, 14.7.2, Explicit and implicit transfers of control.  Unfortunately, the term next executable statement is defined to  " ... refer to the next COBOL statement to which control is transferred according to the rules above and the rules associated with each language element."   From this, it is obvious that definition 4.309 is not helpful and that no simple but meaningful definition of next executable statement is possible.  Definition 4.309 should be deleted.

Next executable sentence should be indexed to point to meaningful text.   Next executable statement is already indexed."

I volunteered to fix item 1b, but I have no idea what in this stuff is a and what is b.  In any case, the term "next executable sentence" is used only twice in the book in the IF statement.  In this proposal I replace the term so it reads as SEARCH reads.  I think the "b" part I was requested to fix was this and not next executable statement.  Note that both terms were deleted from the definitions from 1.4 to 1.5.

8.
The same sentence seems to be said twice in two ways.  Artur pointed this out as a typo but the committee obviously approved the text as it is.  In 8.2, Locales, page 76, the fifth and eight paragraph say the same thing.  I deleted the eighth, which seems like the right thing to do.

9.
Somehow I left out the last part of 99-0333 when creating CD 1.6.  That is included here.

COMPATIBILITY:

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

DISCUSSION:

Meeting #220

During discussion of reference 3, it was decided that item 10 addressing boolean moves should be changed to use "as if" and that the current rules should be changed the same way.  I did this in this proposal – justification 1.

PROPOSED CHANGES TO BASE DOCUMENT:

1. Page 62, 7.2.10, FLAG-85 directive, renumber the general rules to 7.2.10.3 and add the following [4]:

"7.2.10.2  Syntax rules

1)
The FLAG-85 directive shall be specified only between clauses in other than the procedure division and only between statements in the procedure division."

2. Page 76, 8.2, Locales, delete the eighth paragraph (starts with "The SET statement also") [8].

3. Page 128, 8.6.4, Common, initial, and recursive programs, change title to "Common, initial, and recursive attributes" and add the following paragraphs at the end [5, 6]:

"Functions and methods are always recursive.  Their data is initialized in the same way as recursive programs.

If the INITIAL, or RECURSIVE clause is not specified in a program's identification division, the program's data can be in the last-used state on other than the first activation of the program as described in 14.7.1, State of a function, method, object, or program.  In addition, the program cannot be activated while it is active."

4. Page 432, 14.10.4.1, CALL statement,  add the following after format 1:

“NOTE — ON OVERFLOW is an archaic feature and its use should be avoided.”

5. Page 467, 14.10.18.3, IF statement, general rule 4, replace the text with the following [7]:

"If condition-1 is true and NEXT SENTENCE is specified in the THEN phrase, the ELSE phrase, if specified, is ignored and control passes to an implicit CONTINUE statement immediately preceding the next separator period."

6. Page 467, 14.10.18.3, IF statement, general rule 6, replace the text with the following [7]:


"If condition-1 is false and NEXT SENTENCE is specified in the ELSE phrase, the THEN  phrase is ignored and control passes to an implicit CONTINUE statement immediately preceding the next separator period."

7. Page 484, 14.10.23.3, MERGE statement, general rule 7b, last two sentences, change three instances of "file-name-4" to "file-name-1" [2].

8. Page 567, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 6, change in part to read [1]:

"After the successful execution of a WRITE statement, the information …"

9. Page 567, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 11, indent the note to the right and change the rule in part to read [1]:

"The successful execution of a WRITE statement …"

10. Page 568, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, add a new general rule as follows [1]:

12a)
If the execution of a WRITE statement is not successful, the write operation does not take place, the content of the record area is unaffected, and the I-O status of file-name-1 or the file associated with record-name-1 is set to a value indicating the cause of the condition as specified in the following general rules.  The transfer of control depends on other clauses and the value of the I-O status as described in 9.1.11, I-O status and 9.1.12, Invalid key condition."

11. Page 568, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 13, change in part to read [1]:

"… by record-name-1 after any changes made to the record length by the FORMAT clause shall not be … WRITE statement is unsuccessful and the I-O status of the file is set to '44'."

12. Page 568, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, delete general rules 15 and 16 [1].

13. Page 568, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 21, replace with the following [1]:

"When an attempt is made to write beyond the externally-defined boundaries of a sequential file, the I-O status value of the file is set to '44' and the write operation is unsuccessful."

14. Page 570, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, delete general rule 28 and the heading before it [1].

15. Pages 570 and 571, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 33, replace with the following [1]:

"The invalid key condition exists under the following circumstances. The circumstances occur regardless of any locks that are associated with the file. The file connector referenced in the following rules is the file connector referenced by file-name-1 or associated with the file description entry in which record-name-1 is specified.

a) When the value of the relative key data item specifies a record that already exists in the file, the I-O status associated with the file connector is set to '22'.


b) When an attempt is made to write beyond the externally defined boundaries of the file, the I-O status associated with the file connector is set to '24'.


c) When the number of significant digits in the relative record number is larger than the size of the relative key data item specified for the file the I-O status is set to '24'."

16. Page 571, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 35, replace with the following [9]:

"35)
The comparison used for ensuring uniqueness or for ordering records in the physical file is based on the collating sequence for the file according to the rules for a relation condition.

35a)
The value of the prime record key shall not be equal to the value of the prime record key of any record existing in the file."

17. Page 571, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, delete general rule 38 [9].

18. Page 551, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 40, last sentence, change in part to read [9]:

"… is the order in which the MSCS actually writes the records in the physical file."

19. Page 551, 14.10.47.3, WRITE statement, general rule 41, replace with the following [9]:

"The invalid key condition exists under the following circumstances.  The comparison for equality for record keys is based on the collating sequence for the file according to the rules for a relation condition.  Any record locks are ignored in detection of these exceptions.  The file connector referenced in the following rules is the file connector referenced by file-name-1 or associated with the file description entry in which record-name-1 is specified.

d) When the file connector is open for output or extend in the sequential access mode and the value of the prime record key is not greater than the value of the prime record key of the last record written through the file connector, the I-O status associated with the file connector is set to '21'.


e) When the value of the prime record key of the record to be written is equal to the value of the prime record key of any record existing in the file, the I-O status associated with the file connector is set to '22'.


f) When an alternate record key of the record to be written does not allow duplicates and the value of that alternate record key is equal to the value of the corresponding alternate record key of a record in the file, the I-O status associated with the file connector is set to '22'.


When an attempt is made to write beyond the externally defined boundaries of the file, the I-O status associated with the file connector is set to '24'."


20. Page 700, B.2, Undefined language element list, delete item 60 (WIRTE statement (sequential file)) [1].

21. Page 818, C.24, Conditional compilation, add ">>DEFINE system-number AS 14" as the second line in the example, and at the end of the example add the following [3]:

">>IF system-number IS > 10 AND system-number IS < 20

    MOVE x TO y

>>ELSE

    MOVE z TO y

>>END-IF

    …

INDEX:
None.

RESOLVED ISSUES:
None.

OPEN ISSUES:
None.

