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COMMENTS:

Letter ballot, 00-0029 states (in part),

“… VALIDATE deals explicitly with items described with picture character strings (P. 382, USAGE clause, GR 3) if you read as I do, that "if present" applies to SIGN.”

However, if you look at the referenced GR3, it states (in part),

“The VALIDATE statement may be used for each usage to check, where applicable, that the contents of each affected data item are compatible with its picture character-string and SIGN clause, if present.”

Now, it MAY be possible that the intent of this GR was to LIMIT the VALIDATE statement to items with a PICTURE clause, but it certainly does not state that. What it says is that IF a data item has a PICTURE clause, then it may be “validated” by the VALIDATE statement.  It says absolutely NOTHING about statements without such a clause.

Furthermore, given the fact that “true binary” (USAGE BINARY-xxxx) and “internal” floating-point items are totally “implementor defined” as to what is and is not valid, I think it is imperative that the VALIDATE statement be required (not just allowed) to examine such data items.  It is my guess that MOST implementors will define those data types so that every “bit-pattern” that can fit into the allocated storage of such items be “valid” – but if any implementor does define one or more “bit patterns” as invalid for such data items, then VALIDATE should detect them.  This is especially true as such items ARE subject to the “incompatible data” rules which only require that an item be of “class numeric” to be subject to an “incompatible data condition” and says nothing about whether or not they have a PICTURE clause.  Therefore, it would be quite “user-hostile” if a record (group item) “passes” VALIDATE but then fails on “incompatible data” because some elementary item included was a true binary or floating-point item that was an implementor-defined “invalid” bit-pattern. (Clearly this relationship between VALIDATE and the incompatible data condition was both the J4 and WG4 intention when they discussed where a “zero”  could appear to pass VALIDATE.)

NOTE: As I indicated in my Letter Ballot on the INITIALIZE Enhancements, I am not positive that VALIDATE needs to be enhanced to support “SET-type” operands.  However, I do believe that it is critical that any ambiguity about VALIDATE and data items without PICTURE clauses be resolved ASAP.

