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FROM: 


Ann Wallace, Convener, ISO/IEC JTC1/SC22/WG4 - COBOL




Don Schricker, Chairman, Technical Committee J4 - COBOL

TO:


WG4 participants; J4 members, liaisons, observers, and




contributors

DATE:


February 28, 2000
SUBJECT:

"Mini" quality review

REFERENCES:

1.   COBOL Committee Draft 1.8  (CD 1.8)




2.   J4/97-0351, WG4 N 0122 - Disposition of comments report for CD 1 -





find at http://www.ncits.org/tc_home/j4htm/m210/j4m210.htm



3.   J4/00-0245, J4 Meeting 224 agenda -





find at http://people.ne.mediaone.net/doncobol/index.html




4.   J4/99-0230, WG4 N 0127 - Minutes of WG4 meeting 20, 





16-20 November 1998 -





find at http://www.ncits.org/tc_home/j4htm/m219/j4m219.htm

COBOL CD 1.8 is now available for WG4 and J4 informal "mini" quality review from the j4 page at NCITS - http://www.ncits.org/tc_home/j4.htm

   --    This is an internal WG4 and J4 review, not a "public review". 

Background:

In January of 1997, the SC22 CD ballot for COBOL closed with 3 countries voting NO.  Those 3 countries noted in their comments that the quality of the draft needed to be improved.  The disposition of comments report, J4/97-0351 and WG4 N 0122,  details the comments and responses.

In the second half of 1998, an internal WG4 and J4 quality review was held.  In November 1998, WG4 met to review the comments.  Actions are noted in J4/99-0230 and WG4 N 0127, Minutes of WG4 meeting 20.  WG4 requested that another internal quality review be held at completion of the resulting rework.  The term "mini review" was coined for that review. 

Review purpose:

The purpose of this internal "mini" quality review is to find errors and improve editorial consistency of the draft in preparation for Final CD ballot.

Closing date:

The review closes May 2, 2000 at 9:00 am EST.  

Reviewers are encouraged to send some of their comments earlier so that J4 and WG4 can begin processing comments before the closing date.  Comments by March 20, 2000 (1 week before the March J4 meeting) would be appreciated.  This will allow J4 an opportunity to assess some of the comments before the J4/WG4 co-located meetings scheduled for May 2000.

Errors discovered after close of the review should be submitted to J4 for possible correction in a future amendment or submitted to your national body for consideration during the next SC22 ballot. 

Remaining Work:

The J4 Meeting 224 agenda identifies quality review comments that remain to be addressed (Agenda items 15 and 16).  J4 plans to complete processing of these in April 2000 and to distribute a combined change proposal containing the updates, to be reviewed along with CD 1.8.

The J4 meeting 224 agenda lists comments received too late to be addressed during the quality review rework period (agenda item 18).  These will be treated as comments on the mini review, to the extent that they are within the scope of the review.

Comment resolution:

WG4 and J4 will meet in May 2000 to consider the comments received in this review.  Because this is an internal and informal review, there is no requirement that WG4 or J4 provide formal responses to comments.  J4 and WG4 minutes as well as correction proposals will serve as the record of processing.

Review audience:
Intended reviewers are individuals and organizations who have participated in the development of the draft, or followed the development, or are otherwise familiar with development of the draft so as to be able to contribute to the quality of the draft.  

Again, this is not a public review.  It is an internal review by the participants in the development to ensure the quality of the draft.

Reminders to reviewers:

1. The document is written in accordance with ISO/IEC drafting rules.  The significance of this to reviewers is that "normative" text and "informative" text have different meaning in terms of specifying the requirements of the standard. 

Normative text establishes the requirements that an implementation must meet in order to conform to the standard.  Informative text is just information that helps to understand requirements or use of features, but has no significance for conformance.  If something is said in informative text, but never specified in normative text, then it is not a part of the requirements of the standard. 

The Foreword identifies the normative and informative parts.  

Text in "NOTE" or "NOTES" is informative.  Notes facilitate understanding or offer reminders, but they do not form part of the requirements of the standard.

2. Definitions provide a dictionary that gives the meaning of words.  They are not rules; they shall not take the form of rules  (Reference:  ISO drafting rules).  They are not "concepts", and do not tell everything one needs to know about a subject.  

· If more than one sentence is needed, the definition is suspect.  

· If a "rule" exists only in a definition and not in the specification, there is a problem.

It has been difficult to draft accurate definitions and to maintain them accurately.  To minimize maintenance problems, J4 has reviewed the definitions and replaced many of them with index entries to appropriate text.  This leaves a smaller set of definitions that can be more easily maintained.  Before asking for more definitions, be sure to check whether there is text that can be indexed instead. 

3. As you review the document, consider which additional specific index entries, if any, are needed. 

4. Certain words have significance and their correct use is necessary in order to establish the requirements of the standard.  These words are:

shall

should

may

can

These words are defined in 5, Description techniques.   To explain them simply:  

     -  'shall' expresses a requirement; 

     -  'should' is a recommendation (not a requirement); 

     -  'may' expresses permission (but not a requirement); 

     -  'can' expresses a capability available to the user.  

If you are in doubt about a certain use, please comment on that.

Format of comments:    

In order to make assessment and processing of comments easier, comments should be numbered sequentially and organized in a manner similar to the following:

            -   In page number, section number, rule number order  (with section title included)

            -   or by topic  (for comments that are not related to a specific identifiable piece of text)  

The following illustrates the preferred format for page-numbered, section-numbered comments:

"Page 386, 14.7.9.2, Exception conditions, second paragraph:  There is a problem with ... .  A suggested change is:   "... "  (If you are able to, provide a suggested change.) 

For errors that are clearly typographical, send a message to the project editor, Don Nelson, at: 

don.nelson@compaq.com


{Send typos just to Don -- don't copy everyone else.
Please identify comments that, in your opinion, can be delayed for action until a future standard, a future amendment, or a technical corrigendum.

Submission of comments:   

Comments are to be submittted in electronic form.  Use of a J4 header and document number is helpful, but this is not required.  The preferred word processor is Microsoft Word 7.0 (or files stored in Word 6.0/95 format).  HTML, rtf, WordPerfect, and ASCII text are acceptable.

Send comments to:

Don Schricker, J4 chairman, email: doncobol@mediaone.net

WG4 participants may want to copy their WG4 head of delegation.  It is up to WG4 heads of delegation whether comments from within their country go through the head of delegation.     (Heads of delegation:  please communicate your wishes to your delegation.)

Appreciation:   

The participants in J4 and WG4 recognize the considerable effort that went into the previous CD review and quality review.  This informal mini quality review, too, requires significant effort and the chairman of J4 and the convener of WG4 express their appreciation of your contribution to the development of the next COBOL standard.

Regards,

Ann Wallace, Convener, ISO/IEC JTC1/SC22/WG4

Don Schricker, Chairman, Technical Committee J4
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