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J4/00-0284, Miscellaneous changes for meeting 224

1 Item 4, 9.1.1a:    make this 9.1.2a, to come after “File connector” rather than before it.

2 Item 5 a and b:    change “same key” to “same key data item”   {“same key” is not precise; I think it means the data item}

3 Item 5 b:    delete “or implied”   {PREVIOUS is not implied}

4 Item 6, replace the paragraph after item b and the note with the following:   {“cannot be relied upon” is not the wording for a rule; and some of the note is confusing.  I think all of this is a note and I think it means to say the following}

“NOTES

1    If the sharing mode of the file is sharing with all other, I-O status value ‘02’ on a sequential read should not be relied on for a subsequent sequential read.  The record with a duplicate key might have been deleted through another file connector between the return of I-O status value ‘02’ and the execution of the subsequent READ statement. 

2    If the sharing mode of the file is sharing with all other, the lack of an I-O status value ‘02’ on a sequential read should not be relied on as an indication that no duplicate key will exist at the time of a subsequent sequential read.  A record with a duplicate key might have been added through another file connector before the execution of that subsequent READ statement. “

{There will not be any indication to the program for the last case, so a program could get a duplicate key without knowing it.  Is it meaningful to give an 02 status AT ALL for shared files? – it seems a user must have code to check for it regardless.}

5 Items 4 and 5 (second 4 and 5, for page 710):  “runtime element” is wrong.  Because the files using SAME AREA can be global files, the sharing is not limited to a single “runtime element”.  The right term is probably “runtime module”, but “run unit” would not be wrong either.

6 Item 7 (second item 7, page 726):     revise to change “his COBOL program” to “the source element”.

{remove sexist language}

7 Item 11:    

a.   The term “source element” is wrong throughout the change.  The MCS cannot schedule an inner program, nor can it schedule a source anything.  The term should be “runtime module”.  

{I am ignoring lots of “source” terminology where “runtime” terminology is appropriate, because it was that way in COBOL 85.  At least the type of “unit” should be correct whether we call it source or runtime.}

b.   in the first paragraph, second sentence, change “what source element is required” to “the runtime module required”.    

8 Item 12, lead-in, change “tow” to “two”

9 Item 12, paragraph numbered 1), change to

“Write a communication description entry containing a FOR INITIAL INPUT clause or a FOR INITIAL I-O clause.”

{The wording in 00-0284 reads like a rule, rather than a “technique”}
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