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References:
1.
Committee Draft 1.7 for the proposed revision of ISO 1989:1985, COBOL standard - PDF version.  I use Adobe Acrobat Reader, version 4.

Comments:
1 
Definitions, 4.xxx, Ordering-name
Consider whether this should be included in definitions, if so, then perhaps the following description would be appropriate:

"The name given to an ordering table for use with the STANDARD-COMPARE intrinsic function to specify the collating sequence to be used."

Although the entry in 8.3.1.1.1.17 already provides some information it is not as comprehensive.

Consider whether 8.3.1.1.1.17 should refer to "intrinsic function" rather than "function".

I think that the index entry for "ordering-name" on page 861 should include references to pages 204 and 642 for the SPECIAL-NAMES paragraph of the configuration section and the STANDARD-COMPARE intrinsic function.

2 
Compiler directing facility 7, page 44
Last para, last word, replace "implementor.ns." by "implementors.".

3 
7.1, Text manipulation, page 45
Last para, change "is" to "are".

4 
Compiler directives, 7.2.2, Syntax rules, page 54
Rule 10, consider providing an exclusion for text-1 and text-2 in the EVALUATE and IF directives.  E.g. insert at the front as follows:

"Except within text-1 and text-2 of the EVALUATE and IF statements, ".

5 
CALL-CONVENTION directive, 7.2.7.2, Syntax rules, page 57
Consider whether it is reasonable for this directive to be specified within a compilation unit.  If not, then a rule such as that for the PROPAGATE directive would be appropriate.

6 
FLAG-85 directive, 7.2.10.x, Syntax rules, page 62
Consider whether it is reasonable for this directive to be specified within a compilation unit.  If not, then a rule such as that for the PROPAGATE directive would be appropriate.

7 
IF directive, 7.2.11.2, Syntax rules, page 64
Rule 1, replace "initiator" by "indicator".

Also similarly for "EVALUATE directive, 7.2.9.2, Syntax rule 1".

I made earlier similar suggestions.

These were in 99-0560, item 27, in the COPY statement, 7.1.2.2, syntax rule 12 and 99-0571, item 6, in compiler directives, 7.2.2, syntax rule 5.

8 
IF directive, 7.2.11.2, Syntax rules, page 64
Rule 1, last sentence, consider inserting "component of" after both occurrences of the word "first".

9 
LISTING directive, 7.2.12.2, General rules, page 65
Consider adding another general rule, to state that, "Except where a LISTING directive is the first statement of a compilation group, a LISTING ON directive shall be assumed to be present as the first statement of a compilation group.  Such an assumed LISTING directive shall not be listed."  This could be inserted between existing rules 2 and 3.

Another way of expressing such a rule could be that of general rule 1 of the TURN directive, e.g. "The default LISTING directive is >>LISTING ON.".

10 
TURN directive, 7.2.14.3, General rules, page 69
Rule 4, third line, replace "groupt" by "group".

11 
8.2 Locales, page 76
Eighth text block, commencing "Execution of a SET statement specifying a locale-name ...", the two sentence in the paragraph are identical, this looks like an editing error.

12 
8.2 Locales, page 76
Tenth text block, commencing "If the user-default locale ...", the first and last sentences seem to conflict.

13 
Lexical elements, 8.3.1.1.1, User-defined words, page 80
Consider whether that part of this text relating to externalised names should have its own subheading, e.g. "8.3.1.1.1.1 Externalized names", this would then necessitate either the simple renumbering of the other texts subordinate to 8.3.1.1.1, or preferably a new level of subheading, e.g. "8.3.1.1.1.2 Classification of user-defined words", to which the existing groups commencing with "8.3.1.1.1.1 Alphabet-name" would be further subordinated.  This might be reasonably deferred to a future revision of the standard.

For the group of text commencing "Externalized names shall be referenced in a source unit only:"

Consider adding an entry for program-name when used in a program-id paragraph, e.g. "as program-name in a PROGRAM-ID paragraph when the source element is not contained by any other source element", this could be added between the existing items 2 and 3.

14 
8.3.1.1.3.1, Required words, page 85
Consider reclassifying the colon as a special character word, rather than as a separator.  If this course is taken, then it might also be categorised as an operator in "8.7 Operators".

Such an approach could help the standard be more consistent in its classification of separators, since the invokation operator "::" is not currently regarded as a separator.

15 
8.3.1.2.5, Figurative constant values, Syntax rules, page 92
Insert "FORMAT 7" between rules 3 and 4.

16 
Reference modifier, 8.4.2.1, General format, page 123
It isn't very clear from the format whether separator spaces are supposed to precede and succeed the colon, on balance I think that my version of CD1.7 viewed with Adobe Acrobat Reader 4 shows that such spaces are required.  However, while the colon is classified as a separator, it is arguable that such separator spaces are unnecessary.

17 
Operators, 8.7.1, Arithmetic operators, page 129
How should the expression (A - - -2) be evaluated?  I think it means that the signed numeric literal -2 is negated by the prior unary minus sign and that the result is subtracted from the identifier A.

Arguably, it is up to the user to construct appropriate and sensible arithmetic expressions for the task in hand.

Also see "8.8.1 Arithmetic expressions".

18 
OBJECT-COMPUTER paragraph, 12.2.5.3, General rules, page 202
It would seem reasonable for the rules for character classification and program collating sequence to be ordered as per the general format or vice-versa.

19 
PICTURE clause, 13.16.41.5, Precedence rules, page 331
The note after Table 1 disallows the use of both "A" and "X" in the same picture character string, and similarly seemingly disallows any mixing of the characters "B", "0" "/" and ":".

I think the intention is to apply this rule only to the algebraic signs, the "Z" and the "*".

According to general rule 5, "A" and "X" are not mutually exclusive and while it is arguable that as the rule says "two picture symbols" and not "two or more picture symbols", the case for four picture symbols is not included in the note's exclusion, this would seem excessively pedantic.

Perhaps the note should be as follows:

"Note - Except for the case of "A" and "X" and the case of "B", "0", "/" and ":", when two picture symbols occur together in the same row or column, the symbols are mutually exclusive."

20 
Index, page 861
The terms obsolete element, obsolete elements, obsolete language element and obsolete language elements could be combined.  Furthermore some of their subentries are duplicated and/or inconsistent.
