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References:

1.    Committee Draft 1.4 for the proposed revision of ISO 1989:1985, COBOL

      standard.

2.    Committee Draft 1.7 for the proposed revision of ISO 1989:1985, COBOL

      standard.  - all comments discussed here have been checked against it.

3.    ANSI X3.23-1985 programming language COBOL and the 1989 and 1993

      amendments

4.    99-0476, Comments on the CD1.6 draft

5.    99-0565, Comments on selected items of 99-0476

Comments:

This is an explanation and amplification of my reasoning for some of the

rejected items and those which Ann Wallace considers unclear.  I accept that

others were justly rejected for various reasons including misunderstanding and

error on my part.

The following item numbers are those of the original comments

4     General re reference formats

      Item 4 of 99-0476 and 99-0565.

      The problem is twofold, firstly, many existing programs in quite

      substantial systems commonly used in the insurance and life assurance

      industry use the first six characters of a source text line to store

      amendment ids and would therefore need revision to accomodate the new

      standard, and, secondly, putting comments at the end of a line would

      reduce the ability of disk storage systems to reduce the size of the

      records used to store source text lines, the effect of this would

      become even more acute and problematic with the use of free-form

      reference format.  IBM's MVS operating systems and COBOL compilers

      currently allow fixed format source text lines to be stored as variable

      length records with trailing spaces removed and I suspect that several

      other suppliers would provide this facility too.

5     Definitions, 4.20, Alternate record key

      item 5 of 99-0476 and 99-0565.

      I don't think that definitions should be misleading.  Perhaps my

      suggested change should omit the phrase "When specifically allowed, ".

48    Conditional expressions, 8.8.4.1.1.4, Comparison of a numeric integer

      operand with an operand of class alphanumeric or national.

      Item 48 of 99-0476 and 99-0565

      COBOL 85 refers to a "standard data format" in "4.3 CONCEPT OF A

      COMPUTER INDEPENDENT DATA DESCRIPTION, IV-13" and "5.14 The USAGE

      clause, VI-47", though without defining it in any detail, or not that

      I know of, the index only refers to these two items.  Presumably,

      implementors used EBCDIC or some variant of ASCII, but were free to

      implement any new variant of their own.  "5.12 The SIGN clause, VI-42"

      specifies that the position and representation of the sign is

      implementor defined when no SIGN clause is specified.

      "CD1.7, 13.16.59 USAGE clause, general rule 7" explicitly states for

      usage DISPLAY that "... an alphanumeric coded character set shall be

      used to represent a data item in the storage of the computer, ...".

      Consequently, even if no other action is taken with regards to my

      earlier comments, this is a substantive change potentially affecting

      existing programs, though I would agree with Ann Wallaces' comment to

      the effect that it is unlikely that any existing programs would be

      affected, so it could be classified as a substantive change not

      affecting existing programs.

      However, I do stand by my original comments in respect of the

      desirablity of an explanation in "8.8.4.1.1.4, Comparison of a numeric

      integer operand with an operand of class alphanumeric or national",

      though reviewing the first sentence of the second paragraph, I think it

      could perhaps be interpreted as implying that, because of the

      qualifying clause after the comma, the move action does not conform to

      all the rules of the MOVE statement and, therefore, that the

      alphanumeric representation of the digit(s) with the sign is left

      intact.  Whichever approach is taken, I think that an explicit

      statement to say what the rule is with regard to the sign should be

      made.

      With respect to "8.1 Character sets", perhaps instead there should be

      a note in "8.1.1 Computer's coded character set", though I am less sure

      about this, the reference here to "usage display" in the first sentence

      of the second paragraph arguably covers the position adequately.

108   RESUME statement, 14.10.31, introduction.

      Item 108 of 99-0476 and 99-0565.

      There is a misunderstanding here, 99-0476 refers to the text "a

      statement" which is midway through the first sentence.


