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DISCUSSION:
I have re-checked all the syntax related to the VALIDATE feature and found a few items that need final attention, most particularly in the ALLOW clause and because of the introduction of the GROUP-USAGE clause without attention to the consequences for VALIDATE.

Page 261,  13.16.2 ALLOW clause, Syntax Rules, Problem #1

I am concerned in case users might think they can use an ALLOW clause instead of content validation.  For example, the following is syntactically correct but quite wrong:

    05 IN-NO PIC Z9 ALLOW " 1" OR " 8" OR "12" OR SPACES.

      88  INVALID VALUE IS "12" WHEN A = 2.

because the 88 INVALID VALUE entry is overridden by the ALLOW clause.  It should be coded using an 88 level entry thus:

    05 IN-NO PIC Z9 ALLOW SPACES.

      88 VALID VALUES ARE " 1" OR " 8" OR "12".

      88 INVALID VALUE IS "12" WHEN A = 2.

The ALLOW clause can only be used to specify special or exceptional cases. It evolved from the BLANK WHEN and VALID WHEN clauses of the original proposal. The BLANK WHEN clause caused no problem because the only exceptional value was SPACES.  However VALID WHEN was easily confused with INVALID WHEN so the committee was right to change it, provided the result was an improvement on what went before.

I believe we could solve the problem by permitting only values that would otherwise be invalid on format. If there is consensus on this, we should add a new syntax rule:

"Literal-1 and literal-2 shall be specified in such a way that the subject of the entry is invalid on format according to its data definition."

We should also add a NOTE as follows:

"NOTE: This clause should be used only to define exceptional values, such as blanks in an otherwise numeric item.  It cannot be used to list the allowable values for an item, for which an 88 level content validation entry should be specified."

Page 261,  13.16.2 ALLOW clause, General Rules, Problem #1

Taking the previous case as a starting point, I'm concerned that a minor change to the PICTURE from Z9 to 99 requires a major recoding.  Consider:

    05 IN-NO PIC 99 ALLOW SPACES.

      88 VALID VALUES ARE 1 OR 8 OR 12.

      88 INVALID VALUE IS 12 WHEN A = 2.

This coding was permitted in the original VALIDATE proposal which specifically allowed non-numeric literals on a numeric item.  But it is now syntactically incorrect according to the current document.  The programmer is forced to introduce an artificial "single-item-group" as follows:

    05 IN-NO-GRP ALLOW SPACES.

      07 IN-NO PIC 99.

        88 VALID VALUES ARE 1 OR 8 OR 12.

        88 INVALID VALUE IS 12 WHEN A = 2.

He cannot use REDEFINES because validity or non-validity is based on data descriptions not data areas.  In the following example, the ALLOW clause does not affect the validity of IN-NO.

    05 IN-NO PIC 99 ALLOW SPACES.

      88 VALID VALUES ARE 1 OR 8 OR 12.

      88 INVALID VALUE IS 12 WHEN A = 2.

    05 IN-NO-X REDEFINES IN-NO PIC XX ALLOW SPACES.

I doubt whether programmers will understand this rather tricky point and I wonder if we should re-introduce the original wording that was deleted (shown in boldace):

"The ALLOW clause causes a comparison for equality to be made according to the rules for a simple relation condition as specified in 8.8.4.1.1, Relation conditions.  If literal-1 is alphanumeric and the subject of the entry is numeric, literal-1 is compared with a data item whose category is alphanumeric and which has the same length as the data item that is the subject of the entry and occupies the same character positions; otherwise, literal-1 is compared with the current content of the data item.  If the comparison yields equality, the data item's associated internal indicator is reset to zero, thus canceling any invalid status that may have been assigned to the item during the execution of the current VALIDATE statement."

Page 261,  13.16.2 ALLOW clause, Syntax Rules, Problem #2

The original proposal had a syntax rule that did not get into the standard, yet seems necessary.  I have re-introduced it below with an additional phrase (in italics) to allow for the GROUP-USAGE clause.

"If the entry is a group data item and contains no GROUP-USAGE clause, the usage of each of its subordinate items shall be explicitly or implicitly display."

Page 261,  13.16.2 ALLOW clause, General Rules, Problem #2

If a group item is made valid by the ALLOW clause, so should all its subordinate items. We need to add a sentence to the end of GR3:

"If the data item is a group item, the indicator of each of its subordinate items is also reset to zero."

This case is illustrated below:

 01 IN-REC.

    03  INVOICE-ADDRESS.

      05  ...   etc.

    03  DELIVERY-DETAILS  ALLOW SPACES.

      05  DELIVERY-DATE   PIC 9(8).

      05  DELIVERY-ADDR   PIC X(40) CLASS PRINTABLE-LETTERS.

        88  INVALID VALUE SPACES.

      05  DELIVERY-REFCE  PIC 99/9999   ALLOW SPACES.

This example means the whole of DELIVERY-DETAILS can be left "blank".  If it's not entirely blank, each item must input be as defined but DELIVERY-REFCE may be omitted.

Page 369,  13.16.61.3 USAGE clause, General Rules, Possible Omission

GR11 refers to the minimum range requirements for BINARY-CHAR, BINARY-SHORT, BINARY-LONG, and BINARY-DOUBLE.  Should VALIDATE do a format check for the minimum range?  It seems the only possible when the implementer specifically allows a value outside the range and it's not clear whether this should be regarded as valid or not.

Page 550,  14.10.46.3 VALIDATE statement - GROUP-USAGE, Omission

I believe VALIDATE would ignore any GROUP-USAGE clause during format validation because it examines each elementary item. In view of 13.16.30.3 GR1 and GR2 of the GROUP-USAGE clause we need to insert in GR5 as a new third paragraph:

"A GROUP-USAGE clause is ignored during format validation but will be taken into account by the VALIDATE statement during processing of any DESTINATION, DEFAULT, or ALLOW clause defined in the same entry, or any content-validation entry immediately following it."

End.
