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COMMENTS:

The purpose of this paper is to document an alternative to the current “processor-dependent” language definition.  I am NOT going to provide the justification or rationale for these changes in this paper – I will wait until the US Public Review period for that.  (Actually, I think much of the reasoning is apparent from the changes – and many J4 and WG4 members already know my views on this particular subject.) However, I have some reason to believe that one or more countries will raise this issue at the upcoming WG4 meeting and am relatively certain that at least one non-WG4 country will raise it during the ISO review period.  Therefore, I feel it may be useful for J4 to take a look at this alternative sooner rather than latter.  (Please do note that I am not recommending JUST step 1, but am recommending ALL the changes listed below.) For this particular paper, if I am asked what I want J4 to do with it “now,” the answer is – one of the following (in descending order of desirability):

· Look at the paper and make a J4 recommendation to the WG4 meeting to consider this alternative, or

· Table the paper until the May J4 meeting – in case it is needed, or

·  (Not desirable from my perspective, but certainly within the purview of J4), simply read the paper, acknowledge its receipt and file it in its “archives” of recognized papers.

STEPS for “Altering” the current definition and list:
1) Change the last two sentences of the first paragraph of “3.1.5 Processor-dependent language elements” from,

“The decision of whether to claim support for a processor-dependent language element is within an implementor's discretion. Factors that may be considered include, but are not limited to, hardware capability, software capability, and market  positioning of the processor.”


To

“The decision of whether to claim support for a processor-dependent language element is within an implementor's discretion. However, the factors that may be considered are limited to hardware and software capabilities. When an implementor’s discretion leads them to claim no support for a specific processor-dependent language element within a supported feature, they shall document the hardware and/or software restrictions that impacted this decision.”

2) All items in the “Processor-dependent language element list” that were in the ’85 Standard “Hardware Dependent list” will be left in the new “Processor-dependent language element list.”

3) Items in the “Processor-dependent language element list” that are “new” features in the revision will be reviewed and processed in one of the following ways:

· Left in the list – because they will be required of any implementor – who has the hardware and/or software to support it.  (Clearly, this allows for enhanced ACCEPT/DISPLAY not to be implemented where character-capable terminals are not used, or to not support READ PREVIOUS if the file system doesn’t support this, etc)

· Removed from the entire revision – because there is insufficient consensus among the Standards committees to require support for the feature from all implementations that could support it.

· Removed from the processor-dependent list and placed in the “optional” category. (See the 2nd paragraph of “3.1 A conforming implementation” for the fact that this “concept”  - even if not a list - already exists in this revision.

4) An alternative to the 3rd bullet above could (should?) also be considered.  It is possible that instead of calling such items “optional” – it would be better to call them “initial,” “experimental,” “tentative,” or some other similar term. This would be a classification that is (in some ways) the opposite of the “Obsolete” category and would include an indication that all items in this list would either be deleted or required in the next revision of COBOL. Whether or not features from this category are implemented by an implementor will be TOTALLY up to their “discretion” (with no statement or implication about what may or may not impact this decision.) I think this type of a description is actually a more accurate classification of these items – and would let “user-demand” (and implementor acceptance and/or implementation) of the items determine whether or not they stay in future revision.


