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DISCUSSION:

This proposal addresses quality review comment 98-0466/23, which said:

Page 794, D.1, Substantive changes, item 12.   I received this comment from a reviewer:   

 this says "are represented in the computer's coded character set". I could not find such a  rule under "Editing rules" (page 323).

I found the rule at rule 17 on page 322.  The problem is that the rule and the substantive change use completely different terminology for the same concept:    "native character set" vs. "computer's coded character set".  Change the rule to use the same terminology as in the substantive change (computer's coded character set).

Also, examine all uses of "native character set" to see if it can be more meaningfully stated as "computer's coded character set".   I recommend getting rid of all uses of "native" except with respect to the word NATIVE in the alphabet clause. 

Additionally, rule 17 is missing a statement regarding the representation of characters when they are not national.  

I find nothing resembling rule 17 from page 322 of CD 1.4 in the current document, CD 1.7.   This proposal restores the rule and uses current terminology.

The rule applies to both PICTURE formats, so I placed it under ALL FORMATS general rules.

I noticed that PICTURE general rule 1 also is missing a statement regarding the representation of characters when they are not national.  I added one.

I completely doubt that any implementor ever used anything but the runtime character set to represent insertion characters; therefore, I am softening the substantive change description. 

{  Imagine this:   An implementor's runtime coded character set was ASCII.  The program source was represented in EBCDIC  (or vice versa).   What do you think happened if the implementor inserted EBCDIC editing characters into ASCII data?  …   I don't really think we need to say we are making a substantive change potentially affecting.  }

I am not at this time inclined to get rid of all uses of "native" (except with respect to the word NATIVE in the alphabet clause).  It is a matter of words, not substance, and can be changed at any future revision.

Meeting 223 Discussion:

J4 resolved the open issue, deleted the substantive change from proposal item 3, and made editorial changes to proposal item 1.  The proposal was approved as modified by a vote of 10-0.

This document is not scheduled for review.

PROPOSED CHANGES:

1. Page 333, 13.16.41.3, PICTURE clause, replace general rule 1 with the following:

"When the usage of the subject of the entry is national, each symbol representing a character position defines a national character position.  When the usage of the subject of the entry is display, each symbol representing a character position defines an alphanumeric character position.  "

2. Page 333, 13.16.41.3, PICTURE clause, add the following as general rule 2 under ALL FORMATS:

"The value of insertion and replacement characters in a resultant edited item is the value of those characters in the computer's runtime coded character set.  When the usage of the item being edited is national, the value is the national character representation; otherwise, the value is the alphanumeric character representation.  "

3. Page 824, D.1, delete substantive change # 13 

OPEN ISSUE:   None

RESOLVED ISSUES:

1. J4 should consider whether a substantive change for insertion characters is needed at all. 

Resolution:    At meeting 223, there was consensus that this is a clarification, not a substantive change, because the rules of COBOL 85 could have not resulted in anything else.
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