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DISCUSSION:
This document presents some issues concerning the USAGE clause and the new GROUP-USAGE clause.

Page 297,  13.16.30.2 GROUP-USAGE clause, Syntax Rules, Problem
In SR2 and SR3, I cannot see why a USAGE clause cannot be coded in the same entry.  After all, there could be a USAGE clause at a superordinate level.  This is probably a hangover from an earlier draft where the keywords could have been confused.  There should clearly be nothing wrong with the following samples of code which, on the contrary, are entirely "natural".

   05  GRP-1   USAGE IS BIT   GROUP-USAGE IS BIT.

     07  FLD-A    PIC 1(5).

     07  FLD-B    PIC 1(3).

and

   05  GRP-1   USAGE IS NATIONAL  GROUP-USAGE IS NATIONAL.

     07  FLD-A    PIC 99.

     07  FLD-B    PIC N(12).

     07  FLD-C    PIC 1(4).

So delete "A USAGE clause shall not be specified for the subject of the entry." in both places.

Page 297,  13.16.30.2 GROUP-USAGE clause, Syntax Rules, Editorial

SR4 is superfluous as the GROUP-USAGE clause is not listed in the scheme for a report group in 13.13 (page 249).  So delete it.

Page 297,  13.16.30.3 GROUP-USAGE, General Rules, Editorial

In the NOTE, "The GROUP-USAGE NATIONAL phrase" should read "The GROUP-USAGE NATIONAL clause".

Page 297,  13.16.30 GROUP-USAGE Clause, Comment

This new clause omits by far the most useful type of group usage - GROUP-USAGE DISPLAY!

An item of GROUP-USAGE DISPLAY would behave like an elementary item of class and category alphanumeric.  (Currently group items do not behave like elementary items because, by an ancient anomaly, they treat their targets as alphanumeric.)  It is a moot question whether all the elementary items subordinate to such a group would need to be usage display (by analogy with the BIT and NATIONAL cases). 

Page 367,  13.16.61 USAGE clause, Comment

The new USAGE BINARY-DOUBLE is too small for the new maximum of 31 digits. We need a new usage for values from -2**127 up to 2**128.  Possible names are BINARY-QUADRUPLE, BINARY-QUAD, BINARY-DOUBLE-DOUBLE.

I have some doubts about these new usages. By disallowing the PICTURE clause they prevents the inclusion of an implied decimal point or scaling factor.  I wonder if we could have proposed a different syntax to imply "no truncation", for example:

      PIC S99 USAGE BINARY-NOTRUNC

might be better than USAGE BINARY-CHAR SIGNED and

      PIC 9(18) USAGE BINARY-NOTRUNC

might be better than USAGE BINARY-DOUBLE UNSIGNED.

      PIC S9(7)V99 USAGE BINARY-NOTRUNC

is not expressible using USAGE BINARY-LONG SIGNED.

From personal experience, I know that the ability to indicate NATIVE binary coding as opposed to STANDARD is equally important.  (NATIVE means use the bit order that is most efficient on the target system. STANDARD means use high-to-low bit order.)

It would also be useful for the OPTIONS paragraph to be able to declare something like BINARY is BINARY-NOTRUNC or BINARY IS NATIVE.

End.

