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Below are the comments I have at this time on selected items in document 99-0476 from Robert Jones.  First, I want to say that I am impressed at the amount of effort Mr. Jones has put into reviewing the draft and that Mr. Reimann has put into analysis of the comments.  

I have extracted the comment text from 99-0511, including Mr. Reimann's assignments and recommendations.  My comments are indented below the original comment text.

4..     General re reference formats  > Wallace (need to discuss in J4) 

While I like the introduction of free-format lines as a concept, many programs in substantial systems have used the sequence number area of fixed-format lines for other purposes such as amendment identification. I think it would be desirable to permit such uses to be continued across to free-format lines. It probably wouldn't be too difficult to do this with some minor modifications to the draft, most notably by including the facility to specify the start column for each line in the SOURCE FORMAT directive. The default start column would be the first column. A suitable optional phrase for the SOURCE FORMAT directive might be "STARTING AT COLUMN n", which optionally could be allowed to be abbreviated to "STARTING n".

I am not in favor of implementing this suggestion at this late point in development.  Nothing is ever easy -- no matter how small it seems.  Generally, multiple iterations of a proposal for any new element are needed and errors are introduced in the process.

I have used programming languages where an amendment identifier was, by convention, placed in certain columns as a comment.   A user of COBOL free-format has this option. 

5.     Definitions, 4.20, Alternate Record Key, page 9  > PE 

Add the sentence "When specifically allowed, there may be duplicate records with the same alternate record key.". 

I am not in favor of this change.  The requested addition is specification, not definition.  It's good in concepts, necessary in rules, but not a part of the definition of the phrase "alternate record key".

A lot of work has been done on definitions to make them just definitions, unlike COBOL 85 where definitions contained rules, concepts, and perhaps here and there a definition.  Definitions are to be just the meaning of the word, and are not to take the form of requirements (in accordance with ISO drafting rules).

[ The terms alternate record key and prime record key are commonly used in the industry in just the way COBOL uses them.  I don't know why we need these in definitions at all.]

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,". 

An essential element is missing from the meaning -- the association of declaratives with exceptions and events.  I suggest the following (with or without ", identified by … END DECLARATIVES,"):

"A set of procedures, identified by the header DECLARATIVES and the end marker END DECLARATIVES, specified in the procedure division for processing of exception conditions and report writer events.

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."
I agree that 4.282 is not an adequate definition of method.  I prefer another description that sticks more closely to the terminology used in the draft: 

"A procedure that performs operations upon objects of the class described by the class definition within which the method is specified or upon objects of a subclass of that class definition. "

26.     Definitions, 4.347, Prime Record Key, page 25 > Nelson

"A key whose contents uniquely identify a record within an indexed file." - original 

Unique alternate record keys would also qualify for this description. 

I think the phrase "and which forms part of the primary index for that file" should be appended. 

Alternatively, replace "A key" by "A key defined using the RECORD KEY phrase of the file-control entry and". 

I agree that improvement is needed, if this is retained in definitions.  The alternative should not be taken -- wherever possible, we have avoided and removed descriptions that use the syntax to define a word.

27.      Definitions, 4.363, Qualifier, page 26  > PE

Item 1. 

"A data name or a name associated with a level indicator that is used in a reference either together with a data name of an item that is subordinate to the qualifier or together with a condition-name." - original 

I think that this would be better for rephrasing as follows: "A data name or a name associated with a level indicator that is used in a reference together with a data name or a condition-name of an item that is subordinate to the qualifier.". 

Neither definition makes the point that the qualifier is the set of names needed to make a reference to an item unique when there are multiple instances of a name in a  (source unit ? source element ?).  Consider changing the definition to:

"The set of names needed to make a reference to an item unique when there are multiple instances of a name within a source element."

This is what the word "qualifier" means.   Anyone wanting the details can use the index to find the specification for qualifiers, which is a whole lot more understandable than the list of items in the current definition.

44.      Uniqueness of Reference, 8.4.1.2.3 General Rules, item 1c, page 95 > PE

first sentence, insert "optionally" in front of "modified". 

The trouble with "optionally" in front of modified is that it allows for the presence of integer-1 and the optionality of the modification.   Better words are:

                      "… referenced by index-name-1, modified by integer-1 if specified."

45.     Arithmetic Expressions, 8.8.1.1, Native and Standard Arithmetic, item 6, page 125  > PE

The word "of" seems superfluous

No, the word "of" is significant; it is a composite of the operands; deleting "of" changes the meaning to say the operands themselves are composite.

47.      Concatenation Expressions, 8.8.3, Syntax Rules, items 2,3 & 4, page 129 > Wallace   !!!!!

<ins>I have yet to find why it is necessary to limit the length of the result to 160 alphanumeric, boolean or national characters. I can imagine that there is a good reason, but haven't remembered, found it or thought of it yet.</ins> 

The result of concatenation is limited to 160 characters because the literals they form are limited to 160 characters.  The limit of 160 on literal length is an arbitrary number; but a limit itself is not.  The purpose of the limit was to allow a compiler to eventually detect unterminated literals.  And because there is a limit, the rules for text-words work.  

The limit was 160 in COBOL 85, so in the absence of any reason to raise it, it remains 160.  

48.     Conditional Expressions, 8.8.4.1.1.4, Comparison of a numeric integer operand with an operand of class alphanumeric or national, page 132 > Schricker

Consider the way in which numbers are to be handled when the number is stored in a numeric data item of usage display or national with the picture symbol "S". The USAGE clause effectively states that though the position and way in which a sign is represented without the SIGN IS SEPARATE clause is implementor defined, nevertheless all the characters used for the representation of a sign in combination with digits 0-9 in one or more specific character positions of a such a data item should be included in the the repertoires of both alphanumeric and national characters. 

review with respect to 8.1 Character sets, 8.5.1.5 Algebraic signs, 8.8.4.1.3 Class Condition, also 13.16.39 PICTURE, 13.16.51 SIGN and 13.16.59 USAGE (general rules 7 and 8) clauses and 14.10.24 MOVE statement, especially general rule 4a. 

I tend to think that 8.1 Character sets should include an explanation to this effect, perhaps as a note. Also, perhaps, that 8.8.4.1.1.4 should contain a note to the effect that the sign if present is ignored. I know that general rule 4a of the MOVE statement says this, but it would bear emphasis. 

If the sign representation is implementor-defined, then it is entirely implementor-defined.  Nothing says it has to be a character.  This has traditionally been the case, but we should not constrain the standard to that.  Nothing was said in COBOL 85 and implementors were smart enough to include in their character set those characters used for overpunched signs.  

Further, I do not want to clutz up the character set descriptions with this.  

I recommend this comment be rejected.

62.     Special names, 12.2.6.2, Syntax rule 25, page 199  > PE

The reference to a "T format literal" in the final note, might be better expressed as to a "mixed text alphanumeric literal". Alternately, perhaps "T format literal" should be included in the definitions.

Delete the note.

64     Repository paragraph, 12.2.7.3, General rules, page 207  > Schricker

Rule 5, last sentence. Does this also apply to the resolution of other compiler directives, in particular, EVALUATE and IF?

Change to say "after the text manipulation stage of processing" or similar words.

67.     Constant entry, 13.9, General format, page 246  > Future objective

It would provide more flexibility if one were able to specify whether a constant entry defined using arithmetic-expression-1 is an integer or an item whose description matches that of a standard-intermediate data item using standard arithmetic. This might be done by optionally preceding the arithmetic expression by the words INTEGER or STANDARD-INTERMEDIATE, where INTEGER would be the default. The STANDARD-INTERMEDIATE phrase could be used whether or not standard arithmetic was in effect for the compilation unit, as a special case. As currently planned for this standard, all compilers would in any case have to support standard arithmetic as an option. 

Corresponding changes would be needed to syntax rule 2 and general rule 2. I have checked for instances of constant-name and found no problems elsewhere. The PICTURE clause deals with the situation by stating that an integer may be specified as a constant-name. Overall, I wouldn't expect any problem, since it is already the case that a constant-name specified using a literal need not be an integer. 

Such a feature could provide more efficient evaluation of certain expressions, since the operation need only be done once. 

I know that this is probably more of a change than the committee planned to consider at this late stage, but it would be very minor in its impact upon the text and organisation of the standard. On the other hand one could reasonably argue that the benefit of such a revision is marginal and it would best be deferred to the next standard or not bothered with at all. 

Instead of "future objective", this should be listed as a candidate for a future revision.  It requires more analysis than I am able to give it at this time.  I wouldn't want to do this in isolation without considering what other changes are desirable if we are exposing an internal (standard intermediate data item); if there is nothing else that would benefit, I tend toward the position that it is not worth bothering with at all.

73.     Error clause, 13.16.21, General rule 6, page 287 > PE

I think that the beginning of the paragraph would be better expressed as "If neither an ERROR nor a NO ERROR phrase ...".

Better wording:   "If neither an ERROR phrase nor a NO ERROR phrase ...".

80.     Source clause, 13.16.52.2, Syntax rules, page 353 > PE (he's probably right)

Rule 3, this makes no sense, because data-name-1 is not specified in the general format. It looks as though this rule has been inadvertently copied from the SUM clause.

This should be assigned to Mr. Nelson or to Mr. Piggott.  It can't be just given to the project editor because the comment does not suggest the change.  How do we (or how does the PE) know what we are telling him to do?

87.     Varying clause, 13.16.62.2, Syntax rules, page 380 > Piggott ?

I think that rule 2 would be better expressed as follows: 

"Data-name-1 shall not have been separately defined within the source element or as a global data item within a containing source element. Its specification within a VARYING clause causes a temporary data item that is a numeric integer to be established solely for use within that clause and other clauses of the subject of the entry and any subordinate entries. References to it are only valid within the clauses of the entry in which it is specified or within other subordinate entries. 

The name of the temporary data item referenced by data-name-1 may be reused in a VARYING clause of an entry not subordinate to the subject of the current entry, but such a reuse will refer to a completely independent temporary data item."

The suggested text mixes semantics with a syntax rule.  If this is the right thing to do (and I don't know if it is or not), it needs to be restructured such that the syntax rule relates only to syntax and the rest is put into a general rule. 

88.     Varying clause, 13.16.62.3, General rules, page 380 > Piggott

I think that rule 1 would be better expressed as follows: 

"The temporary integer numeric data item referenced by data-name-1 shall be large enough to contain the largest possible value that could be used, to be calculated according to the specification of the associated VARYING and OCCURS clauses." 

I realise that normally the general rules should contain detail such as the use of temporary data items, but I think that the explanation would be clearer for this rearrangement. 

It is possible for a VARYING clause to be specified by a programmer in such a way as to make it impractical to have a temporary data item that could hold the maximum possible value. In such cases an appropriate exception condition should be raised, which then raises the question of how data-name-1 would be identified to an exception procedure. I think that such an exception would also contradict the concept that the VALIDATE statement doesn't fail except in strictly limited circumstances, see 14.10.46.3, general rule 5e. Potential exception handling would probably be easier if data-name-1 could not be reused by independent varying clauses.

I prefer that this start out saying "Data-name-1 is a temporary … data item …", rather that phrasing the rule with the assumption that you already know data-name-1 is a temporary data item.  

I understand the current rule, but I don't understand the suggested rewording.   However, I leave the evaluation of the remaining words to John Piggott.

100.     Display statement, 14.10.10.3, General rules, page 434  > Schricker (???)

Rule 11, this seems more like a syntax rule.

This is not a syntax rule.  It says nothing that the compiler can check at compile time.  It tells the meaning of the value specified in the COLUMN and LINE clauses.  

103.     Exit statement, 14.10.13.2, Syntax rules, page 444 > Schricker (?)

Rule 3, this conflicts with 14.2 syntax rule 7, which only allows level 3 EC-USER exceptions to be specified in the raising phrase. Also see 14.10.13.3, general rule 3c1.

If I understand the comment correctly, SR 7 in 14.2 needs to permit EC-IMP- exceptions to be specified in the RAISING phrase of the procedure division header.

Another way to interpret the comment it is that SR7 needs to permit all the level 3 exception names to be specified, which is not the case.   Standard-defined exception names are permitted in EXIT without having to be specified in the procedure division header.

108.     Resume statement, 14.10.31, Resume statement, page 500 > PE

Introduction, replace "a statement" by "the statement".

Why is RESUME different from the other statements?   If we changed RESUME, we would have to change all the other introductions that start "The … statement …".  I think we mean "the" here rather than "a" anyway.  There is just one RESUME statement in the standard. 

I recommend the comment be rejected.

109.     Search statement, 14.10.34.3, General rules, page 505 > PE

Rule 5, on the first line, insert "it is the user's responsibility to ensure that" in front of "the following conditions".

This should be rejected.  This would have broad impact on the draft.  Should we say in general rule 17 of SET, for example, "It is the user's responsibility to ensure that the evaluation of arithmetic-expression-1 shall result in an integer"?  No.  Well, that follows from acceptance of this comment.

116.     Subtract statement, 14.10.40.3, General rules, page 535-536 > PE

Rule 1, third main para, third line, replace "the" by "each" to allow for multiple occurrences of identifier-2.

This concerns me because it is not the way we usually write the rules.  For example, the first paragraph, last sentence, just says "identifier-2" without "each".  If we make this change, what change do we make in the first paragraph? -- and what other places have a similar consideration ?

I think this needs J4 discussion.

138.     B.1, Implementor-defined language element list, page 667 

General, the phrase "conditioned upon" is often used in place of "conditional upon". > Brieschke (???)

Item 8, Alphanumeric literals, first line, insert the word "are" before "permitted". > PE

Item 80, Floating-point numeric literals, replace "minumum permittedvalue" by "minimum permitted value". > PE

Item 160, RETRY phrase, first line, separate "shall" from "be". > PE

Item 172, SET statement default locale, general rules "2122" and "2123" are incorrectly specified. Probably should refer to general rules 22 and 23. > PE

-  I prefer "conditioned upon".  If "conditioned" were changed to "conditional", then "conditional upon" seems incorrect.  Would we say "conditional because …" ?  Then we have to change other words to fit.  I'd rather keep "conditioned upon", although I question whether it should be "conditioned on" or "conditioned "upon".  I was taught that "upon" meant "on top of something"; probably Walter could clarify this.

-  Item 8 (now item 11) in B.1 is being changed in 99-0525, so fix 99-0525 if you agree with the requested change (I don't because we don't make complete sentences in the parenthetical phrases).

161.     Source text manipulation facility, C.8, page 733  > Wallace   (adjust wording to your proposal)

Perhaps replace the last paragraph with the following: 

"With the exception of the COPY and REPLACE statements, original library and source text need not be syntactically correct COBOL source code. The compiler checks the syntax of the source code after the application of the COPY and REPLACE statements and the other conditional compilation facilities."

My proposal deleted C.8 from the concepts.  The chapter on text manipulation has a pretty good description and I thought nothing more was needed. 
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