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Comments:

This is an explanation of my reasoning for some of the rejected items and

those which Artur Reimann considers unclear.  I admit that others were justly

rejected for various reasons including misunderstanding and error on my part.

1     COPY Statement, 7.1.2.3, General Rules, page 43 re 99-0476 item 40

      The main point of my comment here, is that, by its ordering, the

      original text implies that the library text incorporated as a result of

      processing a COPY statement, will be listed prior to that COPY statement.

2     8.1.1 Computer's Coded Character Set, pages 66 and 67 re 99-0476 item 42

      I think that using the word "each" rather than "all" emphasises that

      the rules apply to each character rather than to the sum total of

      characters.  For example, it might be possible to construe the meanings

      as implying that provided that the total number of characters used is

      the same, individual characters could be represented by different

      numbers of bytes.  However, on rereading the draft, I don't think that

      it could be misinterpreted this way. 

3     Environment division, 12.2.4, Source-computer paragraph, page 191 re 99-0476 item 59

      The heading "12.2.4 SOURCE-COMPUTER paragraph" should be in bold typeface.

      This comment applies to my copy of the electronic PDF version of the

      draft, where for example the headings "12.2 Configuration section" and

      "12.2.4.1 General Format" appear in a bold typeface, while "12.2.4

      SOURCE-COMPUTER" does not.

4     Environment division, 12.2.5, Object-computer paragraph, page 192 re 99-0476 item 60

      The heading "12.2.5 OBJECT-COMPUTER paragraph" should be in bold typeface.

      Same as item 3.

5     Environment division, 12.2.6, Special-names paragraph, page 195 re 99-0476 item 61

      The heading "12.2.6 SPECIAL-NAMES paragraph" should be in bold typeface.

      Same as item 3.

      Also, I think that the preliminary list should be in the same sequence

      as that of the general format.  It may also be desirable for the

      preliminary list to be more comprehensive.

      This seems to have been overlooked in the review.  I also think it

      desirable to emphasise that the preliminary list should include all the

      features available.

6     Input-output section, 12.3, pages 207- re 99-0476 item 65

      Many of the headings at the third and fourth level would be improved by

      using a bold font, e.g. 12.3.4, File control entry and 12.3.5, I-O-CONTROL paragraph.

      Same as item 3.

7     Data Division, 13, pages 234- re 99-0476 item 66

      Many of the headings at the third and fourth level would be improved by

      using a bold font, e.g. 13.3.4, File description entry and 13.16.61, VARYING clause.

      Same as item 3.

8     Same as clause, 13.16.48.3, General rules, page 348 re 99-0476 item 79

      Rule 2c, this could include a statement to the effect that in the

      process of renumbering level numbers, level numbers 66, 77 and 88 will

      not be used, except for level 88 numbers copied from the subordinate

      definitions within a group item specified by data-name-1.

      The reason for this is to cover the situation where a source listing

      shows the expansion arising from the application of this clause. 

      Whether or not such an expansion should be shown in a source listing

      could itself be open to question.  I think that exactly what is shown

      on a source listing is probably implementor dependent, but a note

      somewhere on this topic might be helpful, if there isn't one already.

9     Set statement, 14.10.35.3, General rules, page 516-519 re 99-0476 item 111

      Rule 23, insert "in the TO phrase" after "specified" in line 1.

      This would conform with what is done in rule 22, alternately, remove

      that phrase from rule 22.

10    Tables, C.2.3, References to table items, page 701 re 99-0476 item 150

      After the first sentence, insert a new sentence, "Intrinsic functions

      can also be exceptions, depending on the rules for the individual function.".

      "Intrinsic Functions, 15.2 Arguments" specifies that the subscript

      "ALL" can be used with a data item subject to an OCCURS clause, when it

      is used with an intrinsic function.

11    Compilation group... , C.4.5.1.1.1, Names of Programs, page 717 re 99-0476 item 155

      It would be safer to insist that all program names in a run unit must

      be unique.  While the rules of C.4.5.1.1.3 would (probably) work, they

      could easily be misinterpreted by a programmer.  I'm not sure what

      would or should happen if the contained program DUPLICATE-NAME were

      recursive.  Perhaps there could be a mechanism for qualifying program

      names in the same way as for data names, or even a way of specifying

      CALL statements to indicate whether a contained program was intended to be called.

      This should also refer to C.4.5.1.1.3, where it is stated that if

      contained program DUPLICATE-NAME calls program DUPLICATE-NAME and there

      is an outermost program with that same name, then the outermost program

      is called.  This would not be very desirable if the contained program

      DUPLICATE-NAME were recursive.  The problem would also possibly apply

      for indirect recursion where a program contained within the contained

      program DUPLICATE-NAME calls DUPLICATE-NAME.

      Other relevant references are 8.4.5.1 Scope of program names, 8.6.4

      Common, initial and recursive programs, 10 Compilation group structure,

      14.10.4 CALL statement and other parts of C.4 Compilation group and run

      unit organization and communication.
