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1. Base Document CD 1.8, February 2000

PROPOSED REVISION: 

Various corrections in the following sections:

· 8.3 through 8.6.5

· 14

· 14.9 through 14.92

· 14.10.5

I have also looked at

· 14.10.3

· 14.10.4

· 14.10.13

· 14.10.14

to the umpteenth time, but could not find anything worthwhile to be fixed there.

JUSTIFICATION:

At this time, it is important to find errors, ambiguities within our chosen language definition. I don't think we can afford to tinker with the fundamental decisions on model and language design made in our revision process. Of course, if somebody finds something which is just grossly wrong, we have the duty to discuss the implications. In such cases, removing a feature is a more appropriate solution than developing a complete new feature.

In this sense, the result of (once again) reviewing these sections was quite satisfactory. Now of course, I'm biased, because I was involved as author in most of these area. But that did not keep me from being especially critical of my own stuff.

COMPATIBILITY:

This proposal is compatible with ANSI X3.23-1985 as amended by ANSI X3.23a-1989 and ANSI X3.23b-1993.

DISCUSSION:

Initial Investigation

Meeting 226

PROPOSED CHANGES TO BASE DOCUMENT:

1. Page 68, 8.3.1.1.1 user-defined words, paragraph after NOTE, change "for any of these user-defined words" to " for any of such user-defined words".
[AR: "any of these" doesn't sound right. If you don't like "such", I'd go for "those" just as well.]

2. Page 70, 8.3.1.1.1.16 mnemonic-name, add "report-attribute-name, " in sequence to the listed names.

3. Page 80, 8.3.1.2.5.2 figurative constant values SR 1, delete sub-rule c)  
[Covered by new CR 2 of INVOKE] 

4. Page 83, 8.4.1.1 qualification, first paragraph, numbered list item 5), first paragraph, delete comma.

5. Page 68, 8.4.1.2.2 subscripts, SR 2, delete one instance of "shall contain an OCCURS clause or ".

6. Page 87 ff, 8.4.2 identifiers. I have never understood how the sequence of the identifier formats and their corresponding definition sections has been determined. I understand that the usual approach of sorting them alphabetically would be slightly confusing, But a strictly logical sequence, based on the recursion for example, could not easily defined either, as 8.4.2.1.3 demonstrates. My preference would be to just move the function-identifier to position 3, after reference modification. I have not done so here, because J4 may prefer 

· to a strictly alphabetical sequence, if somebody volunteers to develop that proposal, or

· leave this alone, because nothing is broken, and there would be big risk of introducing new bugs.

7. Page 94, 8.4.2.4.2 inline method invocation, SR1, replace by

"1) Identifier shall not be specified as a receiving operand."

8. Page 94, 8.4.2.5 object-view, first sentence, change in part to "…as though it had the specified description."

9. Page 101, 8.4.3 condition-names, no action [has been rewritten by 00-0323].

10. Page 111, 8.5.2 class and category of data, third paragraph, change in part to read: 

"Each group item that is not strongly typed has a class and category, …".

11. Page 111, 8.5.3 types, first paragraph, second sentence, change to read:

"A type is referenced in a data description entry by specifying the TYPE clause."

12. Page 111, 8.5.3 types, add new 4th paragraph (after the bulleted list) as follows:

"Elementary items shall not be strongly typed."

13. Page 112, 8.5.3.1 weakly-types items, change last sentence in part to read:

"… for a series of one or more data description entries."

14. Page 114, 8.6.4 common, initial, and recursive attributes, add the following sentence to the end of the second paragraph:

"More details about common programs are given in 8.4.5.2 scope of program-names."

15. Page 382, 14.2 procedure division, add these new SR 15:

"For any declarative specified, none of the method definitions contained in this procedure division shall include a declarative whose scope overlaps that specified declarative."

[This is needed to make GR 14 work, which in turn clarifies that these are not global declaratives, but simple "shorthands" for specifications in all of the methods of an object. ]

16. Page 382, 14.3 procedure division, GR 9, 2nd paragraph, first sentence, change in part to read:

"… is described as a variable-occurrence data item."

[This assumes that this definition proposed in 00-0334 is approved.]

17. Page 383, 14.3 procedure division, GR 9, 4th paragraph, first sentence, change second bullet in part to read:

"… is described as a variable-occurrence data item."

18. Page 383, 14.3  procedure division, GR 10, 2nd paragraph, change 1st sentence to:

"The allocated record is a data item of the same description and the same number of bytes as the formal parameter."

19. Page 404, 14.9.1.1  group items, GR 10, 3rd paragraph, change in part to read:

"… is described as a variable-occurrence data item, the maximum length is used."

20. Page 407, 14.9.2.2  group items, GR 10, last paragraph, change in part to read:

"… is described as a variable-occurrence data item, the maximum length is used."

21. Page 425, 14.10.5.3, CANCEL statement, GR 1, eliminate duplicate bullets.

RESOLVED ISSUES:

1. None.

OPEN ISSUES:

1. None.

