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DISCUSSION:
I have added my response, in italics, to all the items in the referenced paper that relate to report writer or VALIDATE.

76.
Page 299, 13.16.32, INVALID clause

a.
delete the brackets in the general format

The brackets are not an oversight.  This is a substantial change as it would delete the unconditional form of the INVALID clause.  What is the justification for this?

b.
replace general rules 3 and 4 with the following:

"3)
Condition-1 is evaluated at the beginning of the execution of the relation validation stage, with the following two possible results:

a)
If condition-1 is true, the item's associated internal indicator is set to invalid on relation.

b)
If condition-1 is false, the INVALID clause has no effect."

If the new wording is used and this item is to be purely editorial, item a) should read:


"3)  Condition-1, if present, is evaluated at the beginning of the execution of the relation validation stage, with the following two possible results:

"a)
If condition-1 is true or the WHEN phrase is not present, the item's associated internal indicator is set to invalid on relation."

87.
VARYING clause - [includes Jones' comments and my own observations]

a.  Page 83, 8.4.1.1, Qualification, renumber 3 thru 6 as 4 thru 7 and add a new rule 3 as follows:


"3)
It is unique within the context of a VARYING clause."

Fine.

b.  Page 379, 13.16.64.2, VARYING clause, syntax rules 2 and 3, change to read:

"2)
Data-name-1 shall not be defined elsewhere in the source element, except as data-name-1 in another VARYING clause of an entry not subordinate to the subject of the current entry, where such a reuse refers to a completely independent data item.

This definition of data-name-1 may be referenced only within the current entry or a subordinate entry.

3)
Data-name-1 shall not be referenced in arithmetic-expression-1 of the same VARYING clause, but may be referenced in arithmetic-expression-2 of the same VARYING clause or in arithmetic-expression-1 or arithmetic-expression-2 of a VARYING clause in a subordinate entry."

This says the same thing as the original but the new wording is clear. However, the phrase "where such a reuse refers to a completely independent data item" needs to be moved to General Rules.  Also, we need to change "this definition of data-name-1" to just "data-name-1" if we're talking about a Syntax Rule.

c.  Page 379, 13.16.64.3, VARYING clause, general rule 1, change to read:

"1)
Each entry containing a VARYING clause establishes an independent temporary integer data item that shall be large enough to contain the maximum expected value."

[99-0476 suggested that we reference the VARYING and OCCURS clauses for calculating the maximum value, but I don't think that's necessary.]

The new wording no longer tells the user where the VARYING clause may be used. Add the sentence "This integer may be used during report processing or the processing of a VALIDATE statement."

d.  Page 379, 13.16.64.3, VARYING clause, general rule 3, first sentence, change in part to read:


"...the content of data-name-1 is established..."


["each" is not needed, there is only one data-name-1]

Fine.

e.  Page 379, 13.16.64.3, VARYING clause, general rule 4, change to read:

"4)
Each value of data-name-1, established in this way, persists throughout the processing of the associated occurrence of the data item or report item.

NOTE  For example, this allows data-name-1 to be used as a source data item, as a subscript to a source data item, in the condition of an ALLOW clause, or as part of the identifier in the DEFAULT clause."

[Previously this rule had a partial list that ignored the validation facility completely, so a change was needed. I think this is the proper use of a note, if not, we need to be sure the list is exhaustive.]

Yes, it's better as a NOTE, but this example singles out some less-used clauses. It should run as follows:

"NOTE This allows data-name-1 to be used anywhere within an identifier or condition used in a report writer or VALIDATE clause. (See 13.16.2 ALLOW clause, 13.16.18 DEFAULT clause, 13.16.19 DESTINATION clause, 13.16.32 INVALID clause, 13.16.42 PRESENT WHEN clause, 13.16.54 SOURCE clause, 13.16.55 SUM clause.)"

f.  Page 379, 13.16.64.3, VARYING clause, general rule 5, change to read:

"5)
If the evaluation of arithmetic-expression-1 or arithmetic-expression-2 produces a non-integer value and the VARYING clause was specified in a report description entry, the EC-REPORT-VARYING exception condition is set to exist.

Yes, this is a minor gap that needs filling. I'm not too keen on having too many fatal errors that can arise from a report layout. Maybe this one should be non-fatal and we should state "the content of the receiving items is rounded down to the nearest integer."

6)
If the evaluation of arithmetic-expression-1 or arithmetic-expression-2 produces a non-integer value and the VARYING clause was not specified in a report description entry, the EC-VALIDATE-VARYING exception condition is set to exist, the execution of the VALIDATE statement is unsuccessful, and the content of the receiving items is undefined."

Yes. There's less problem with this condition's being fatal, though non-fatal would also be ok.

g.  Index, both exception-names in the previous proposal item.

Fine.

h.  Pages 398 and 399, Table 13, Exception-names and exception conditions, add the following in alphabetical order:


EC-REPORT-VARYING


Fatal

VARYING clause expression non-integer


EC-VALIDATE-VARYING

Fatal

VARYING clause expression non-integer

Fine, but maybe Fatal should be NF.

i.  Index, both exception-names in the previous proposal item.

Fine.

j.  Page 690, B.2, Undefined language element list, add the following new element:

"59a)
VALIDATE statement.  If the evaluation of an arithmetic expression specified in the VARYING clause of an element of the operand of a VALIDATE statement produces a non-integer value, the content of the receiving items of the VALIDATE statement is undefined."

If we decide on non-fatal, this won't apply.
