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The following are my comments on 99-0560, taking into account Don Schricker's responses in 00-0294.  Item numbers are the same as in document 99-0560.

· 1      I assume the horizontal bars are the ones overlaying the document title, which appear as emdashes in a correctly-formatted cover page.  This is not fixed in CD 1.8.

This is probably an unfound font in the framemaker source file.  I got some "font substitution" messages when opening the document from the source files.  This is not caused by use of different printers, as it appears in the screen version displayed with Acrobat.  I have no idea what to do about it, short of re-typing the title page with known fonts.

· 10 b

The response in 00-0294 indicates rejection based on the issue of compatibility.  Even if compatibility were not an issue, I would not want to delete literal continuation.  I use it, I like it.  Generators use it.  It does not cause any great problems in COPY and REPLACE.  There is no justification for removing it.

It should not be assumed that everyone will use free-form source or that everyone will be willing to convert existing source code.  Conversion of a large code base is a non-trivial effort, even if someone else provides the conversion tool. 

· 11

a    (first 2 paragraphs)   It is not the case that "even a fixed format line is variable in length in terms of number of bytes needed to represent the characters contained."  It may or may not be.  

Rule 1c says the implementor shall specify the meaning of lines and character positions.  In practice, most COBOL vendors have implemented fixed-form source containing both alphanumeric and national characters as a fixed-length in bytes.  The words in Rule 1c permit this, but allow varying-length for any implementor who might have implemented differently. There is no substantive change because the 85 standard says "The meaning of lines and character positions is defined by the implementor.", which means nothing different that the new words "The implementor shall specify the meaning of lines and character positions."

I have no idea what Mr. Klein intends, but I see no need for a change.  This has to stay implementor-defined to permit fixed-format source in Unicode, UTF-8, ASCII, or whatever.

b    (last paragraph, re uniform character size)   I have no objection to changing general rules 7 and 8 of the USAGE clause to say "integral multiple", although it never occurred to me that anyone would think anything else.  If we meant a multiple could be 1.5, for example, there would have been no reason to say anything at all.  Still, it is probably a good change.  Only the USAGE clause needs to be changed.  This is a runtime rule, not a source format rule.    There is no uniform-size requirement for source code.

c.   (last paragraph, re annex D.1).  The referenced substantive change potentially affecting, Size of characters …, should be deleted.  The requirement that an alphanumeric character and a byte were synonymous was removed.

· 13     If a change is made, my personal preference is:   either "For the purpose" or "For purposes", but not "For the purposes".  But I don't see the need for a change.

· 15    I agree this could be better presented.  6.2.4 might be helped by breaking out literals from words and picture character strings.  Having them intermingled complicated writing the rules.  Care is needed to avoid duplication of common rules (if any).

· 19 and 20    A character-string is by definition non-blank.  No change is needed, but I wonder why this was not obvious.  

· 25     I agree with the recommendation in 00-0294.

· 26     Adding to the response in 00-0294, reference-modification is an identifier format, but this is fuzzy because the heading of 8.4.2.3 says "Reference-modifier";  fhe term reference-modifier is just a component of the identifier reference-modification.  The heading of 8.4.2.3 should be changed to "Reference-modification" to better tie to the identifier format name

· 29     00-0294 refers to 00-0292, item 3, which refers to 00-0292 item 4.  

One of the issues raised by Mr. Jones is the possibility of excluding a sole period in pseudo-text.  I recall a COBOL 85 interpretation saying that a sole period was allowed, but we didn't know what it meant.  I can't figure out how 00-0294 and 00-0294 respond to that.

· 31     The term "resultant" is not right.  In COPY and REPLACE, "resultant" refers to the text produced as the result of text insertion or replacement processing.  

I consider it clear that assumed spaces are considered in matching, but if others don't, I suggest a separate rule that says 

"Assumed spaces are treated the same as actual spaces for purposes of determining text-words and separators when matching text-words."

· 34     Grouping separators in numeric literals was previously considered and did not have sufficient priority or support to get into this revision.  

· 35     Because of the complexity of addressing bits inside bytes, all implementations that I know of start non-bit data items at no less than a byte boundary.  The boundary may be more strict (half word, full word, double word, etc.).  Since the boundary can be more strict, portable data layouts are not at issue -- they aren't guaranteed.

There is no need to rule out starting items within a byte.  Who knows what the size of a byte will be in future architectures?  Who knows what kind of addressing will be efficient?  Who knows when storage utilization will become more important than efficiency of access?  We were recently asked when COBOL would run in a palm pilot.  

There is no need to require that numeric items occupy a whole number of bytes.  If they need to, they will.

There is nothing to be gained by placing unneeded restrictions on the implementor's definition of storage layout.
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