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I was hoping to submit all my comments in one bunch, but I have to put the review aside for a while for other work, so I'm submitting this now so as not to miss the deadline. Hopefully I'll get back in time to help some more. 

1. Page 107, 8.5.1.2.1 Level-numbers, first paragraph, last sentence: Is the data definition entry "written for" the level-number? I think of the level-number as the first component of any data definition entry, providing information about its place in the hierarchy. 

2. Page 107, 8.5.1.2.1 Level-numbers, second paragraph, second sentence: Is the explanation of lexical elements sufficient to indicate that 03, 003, and 3 are "identical level-numbers"? 

3. Page 108, 8.5.1.5 Standard data alignment rules, through page 110, 8.5.1.6 Item alignment for increased object-code efficiency. These sections are not organized clearly because data-item alignment during storage allocation is intermingled with data alignment within data items during program execution. 

My recommendations are that: 

A) Section 8.5.1.5 be renamed as "Alignment of data items in storage", with its lead-in changed to: "This section provides rules for the alignment of data items with respect to specific storage boundaries during storage allocation." The current section 8.5.1.5.1 and its lead-in should be eliminated, and the current sections 8.5.1.5.1.1, 8.5.1.5.1.2, and 8.5.1.5.1.3 should be renumbered as 8.5.1.5.1, 8.5.1.5.2, and 8.5.1.5.3 respectively, and the current section 8.5.1.6 Item alignment for increased object-code efficiency, should be moved and renumbered as 8.5.1.5.4. 

B) Current section 8.5.1.5.2 be renumbered as 8.5.1.6 Alignment of data within data items. 

4. Page 108, [current] 8.5.1.5.1.1 Alignment of alphanumeric groups and data items of usage display, second paragraph: Why doesn't the standard require that the alignment of an alpha-numeric group whose first element is PIC S9999 BINARY SYNC, be coincident with the alignment of its first element? Is this an issue of backward compatibility, because 3rd Std COBOL allowed implicit fillers to be associated with the begining of a group item rather than with the parent group structure? 

5. Page 109, [current] 8.5.1.5.1.3 Alignment of data items of usage bit. Why allow BIT alignment to be affected by SYNC? I know of no architecture where this makes sense, and considering the portability havoc that SYNC rules cause, and the fact that BIT rules are new and affect no existing code, shouldn't BIT alignment rules be limited to providing bit FILLER at the end of level 1 group items, and when followed by items of a different category? 

6. Page 111, 8.5.2 Class and category of data, third bullet/dash in third paragraph. Shouldn't the text be "all other group items that are not strongly-typed have class and category alphanumeric"? 

7. Page 112, 8.5.3.2 Strongly-typed items, the lead-in of restriction 4, change "only in one the following:" to "only in one of the following:". 

8. Page 113, 8.6 Scope and life cycle of data. This section and its subordinates are "book-marked" incorrectly as subordinate to 8.5.2. It makes navigation in the electronic text a bit harder. Will it be an issue in standard publication "production"? 

9. Page 113, 8.6.2 External and internal items, fourth paragraph, change from 

If the EXTERNAL clause is included in the file description entry, the records and the data items attain the external attribute. 

to 

If the EXTERNAL clause is included in the file description entry, its records and the subordinate data items attain the external attribute. 

10. Page 113, 8.6.2 External and internal items, delete the last sentence in this section, as it does nothing but name the immediately subsequent section. 

11. Page 114, 8.6.3 Automatic, initial, and static items. Change the begining of the second sentence to "Their storage is allocated and set to their initial state", and change the end of the last sentence in the fourth paragraph to "which persists while that instance of the runtime element is in active state." 

12. Page 114, 8.6.4 Common, initial, and recursive attributes, second paragraph, first sentence. Change in part to: "A common program is one that is directly contained within another program, and may be called by any program directly or indirectly contained in that other program." 

13. Page 114, 8.6.3 Automatic, initial, and static items, through page 115, 8.6.4 Common, initial, and recursive attributes. The order of these sections should be reversed, because section 8.6.3 has forward references to concepts introduced in section 8.6.4.

