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DISCUSSION:

This document covers some remaining topics arising from a review of the base document, not covered in other specialized documents.

Directives

Page 49,  7.2.11.3 FLAG-85 Directive, Editorial

In GR 3c, delete "(there is no S in the PICTURE clause)" because an unsigned item could also be defined using a USAGE BINARY-xxx UNSIGNED clause.  (Or does this directive only apply to syntax that was available in the '85 standard?)

Page 52,  7.2.13 LEAP-SECOND Directive, Opinion

This functionality should be provided in the OPTIONS paragraph (Page 182) rather than in Directives:

   LEAP-SECOND IS ENABLED / DISABLED
I personally dislike directives that materially affect execution, as opposed to external features such as FLAG-85 and LISTING.  I think of directives as somehow lying outside the logical span of the program.

Page 53,  7.2.14 LISTING Directive, Comment

I believe the generally-established principle that LISTING OFF and LISTING ON respectively decrement and increment a counter (initially 0). Listing takes place if the value of the counter is non-negative.  This allows nesting of this directive.  Thus a paired LISTING OFF ... LISTING ON inside a copybook or around a >>PAGE directive, say, does not alter the prevalent setting.  In detail:

Change the summary to: "The LISTING directive controls the listing of the source".

Change GR3 and GR4 to:

"The compiler shall maintain an internal counter which may take positive or negative values and whose initial value is zero. If OFF is specified, the counter is reduced by one.  If ON is specified, the counter is increased by one.  Source lines are not listed if the counter is negative."

Reserved Words
Page 395,  14.7.9.2.5 Exception-names ..., Comment

Why not use EC_ as a prefix instead of EC- by analogy with LC_ (locale) names? That way we would avoid so many new reserved words.  We could then use only underscores in new reserved words but allow it as an alternative to hyphen in all old reserved words, for consistency, but not in user names thus greatly reducing new collisions (entirely so in hyphenated user names).  We could virtually fix the reserved word problem once and for all.

Memory Management

Page 266,  13.16.7.1 BASED clause, Omissions
a) We need new SRs:

- "Data-name-1 shall not be subordinate to the subject of the entry."

- "Data-name-1 may be qualified."

b) GR3 requires filling out as follows:

"If the subject of the entry or any item subordinate to it is referenced directly or indirectly while its address is NULL,..."

The phrase "directly or indirectly" is needed because the record could contain a key to a file, the object of an ODO etc.

MOVE statement
Page 475,  14.10.24 MOVE Statement, Comment

An elementary MOVE from an alphanumeric-edited to an alphanumeric or alphanumeric-edited item should, as far as I can see, de-edit the sending item.  For example, a PIC X/X item with value "A/B" moved to a PIC XX should yield  "AB".  This is in contrast  to the outcome of practical trials instigated by one of us (Klein) recently using various current compilers. But I quote the following references:

GR4 "4) Any necessary conversion of data from one form of internal representation to another takes place during valid elementary moves, along with any editing specified for, or de-editing implied by, the receiving data item." (my italics).  Later:

"a) When an alphanumeric, alphanumeric-edited, national, or national-edited data item is a receiving operand, ... If the sending operand is numeric-edited, no de-editing takes place." (and a PIC X/X is clearly not numeric-edited, so de-editing should take place).

The only other reference to de-editing is under "numeric or numeric-edited items". So only the italicized reference above seems to apply to the alphanumeric case and de-editing should take place in my example above. Assuming my reading is wrong, I believe the standard should be made clearer. (My natural inclination is that the MOVE should be reversible and that de-editing should always take place, but this is apparently overruled by interpretations so far given in all practical implementations.)  I suggest the text in item a) above be changed to "If the sending operand is numeric-edited or alphanumeric-edited, no de-editing takes place."
Page 475,  14.10.24.3 MOVE Statement, General Rules, Editorial

Should the NOTE of GR4 really be a NOTE or is it an essential part of the specification?  I suggest it be made a regular paragraph.

Page 476,  14.10.24.3 MOVE Statement, General Rules, Editorial

Even though the second paragraph of GR4 a) is technically precise, it is open to misinterpretation. Why not make it crystal clear that the receiving item will contain a string of "0"s and "1"s after the move (apart from editing and padding characters)?  I suggest a NOTE be added:

"NOTE - the effect will be the same as though the sending item were an alphanumeric item containing a corresponding combination of the characters '0' and '1'."

Page 477,  14.10.24.3 MOVE Statement, General Rules, Editorial

Again, should the NOTE of GR6 really be a NOTE or is it an essential part of the specification? Anyway, it's not clear to me. Does it mean that the GROUP-USAGE clause is always passed over in a  MOVE CORRESPONDING?  What happens if the corresponding item is elementary, as in the following case?

01  REC1.

    05  GRP-1   GROUP-USAGE IS BIT.

       07  FLD-A    PIC 1(5) USAGE BIT.

       07  FLD-B    PIC 1(3) USAGE BIT.

01  REC2.

    05  GRP-1       PIC 1(8) USAGE BIT.

...

    MOVE CORRESPONDING REC1 TO REC2

According to the NOTE, GRP-1 IN REC1 is treated as a group item so the implied MOVE is alphanumeric to alphanumeric with uncertain results. I suggest we de-NOTE it and change the text to: "Bit and national group items are treated as elementary items only if the data items corresponding to them are elementary."
Miscellaneous
Page 76,  8.3.1.2.3.1 Boolean literals, Mini Proposal

Allow TRUE as equivalent to B"1" and FALSE as equivalent to B"0". The values TRUE and FALSE are used in so many places in the Standard and it would seem strange that they are not available as literals.  In detail:

Add "TRUE" and "FALSE" to the stack.

Add a new SR for Format 1: "TRUE means the same as B"1".  FALSE means the same as B"0".

Page 116,  8.7.5 Relational Operators, Editorial

This reflexive use of "comprise" is avoided elsewhere in this Standard. I suggest the wording "When used, NOT is inserted into the string of words that represent a simple relational operator,..." (as in the previous sentence).

Page 131,  8.8.4.1.6.1 Sign condition, General Format, Editorial

The term "keyword" should not be written as two words, for consistency with the rest of the document. Similarly:

 Page 132,  8.8.4.1.7.3 GR2

 Page 384,  14.4 (2 places)

 Page 384,  14.5.1, 14.5.2

 Page 401, 14.8.5 item 1)

 Page 480, 14.10.26.3 GR2.

Page 182,  11.8 OPTIONS paragraph, Comment

The CURRENCY-SIGN, DECIMAL-POINT, CURSOR and CRT STATUS clauses should  be permitted in the OPTIONS paragraph (though still allowing them in SPECIAL-NAMES of course for compatibility) since this is obviously now the place for them.

Page 183,  11.8.5 CALL-CONVENTION clause, Comment

I wonder whether this keyword should be the same as that of the directive, since they mean different things.  I would feel happier with a different word, maybe CALLED-CONVENTION.

Page 208,  12.3.4 FILE CONTROL entry, Comment, in passing

The ACCESS MODE, ALTERNATE RECORD KEY, FILE STATUS, ORGANIZATION, and RECORD KEY clauses should be allowed (and encouraged) under the FD since these clauses affect the procedure division and are not environmental. Conversely, the BLOCK CONTAINS clause, which is purely environmental, should be allowed here in the FILE-CONTROL.

Page 374,  13.16.63.2 VALUE clause, Syntax Rules, Editorial

In SR4 change "If the category of the item is of class national" to "If the category of the item is national".

Page 385,  14.6.1.3 Procedural Statements and Sentences, Editorial

Surprisingly, the terms Procedural Sentence, Conditional Sentence, Imperative Sentence and Declarative Sentence are defined but never used. We could define a Sentence here as a "sequence of statements terminated by the separator period" and delete sections 14.6.1.3, 14.6.2.2 and 14.6.3.2, together with the Contents and Index entries for Conditional Sentence, Imperative Sentence and Declarative Sentence.

Page 409,  14.10.1 ACCEPT statement, Editorial

The second paragraph of the summary is a detailed specification and, as such, should be moved to General Rules FORMAT 3. Change the summary paragraph to "The ACCEPT statement also controls the input of data from a screen."

Page 453,  14.10.18.1 IF statement, General Format, Editorial
The ELSE phrase in Format 2 must be enclosed in brackets.  (Otherwise an IF statement without an END-IF, i.e. not Format 1, must have an ELSE, which is not true.)
Page 562,  15.2 Functions - Arguments, Editorial

Item 5 (integer) and 10 (numeric) should specify "taking into account any implied decimal point" because the associated PICTURE may have a "V" symbol and (also for integer") a "P" symbol.  I assume that a "PIC 99PP VALUE 2300" will pass 2300 to the function.
Typos Missed in 00-0338
Page 62   Alphabets
GR5 has a superfluous period at the start..
Page 493   READ statement, Syntax Rules
SR6 et seq: "file-control entry" should be "file control entry" for consistency (or make opposite change to many other occurrences).
Page 745   C.11 Character Sets
The second paragraph wants a closing quote and period.
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