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  1.  Base Document:  CD 1.8, February 2000


  2.  00-0323 – Combined Change Proposal CD 1.8 #1 (Nelson)


  3.  00-0420 – Review issues for WG4 consideration (Schricker/Wallace)

The following are review comments J4 considers of interest to WG4, along with J4 straw vote results or recommendations.  Two votes were taken on each issue:   one for J4 members only, and one for everyone in attendance, indicated below by "J4" and "All", respectively.

The comments are identified by J4 document number.  If there are multiple comments in a document, the comment is further identified.  The central issue of the comment is summarized.  Where not easily summarized briefly, the reader is referred to the full document.   

1. 00-0176, comment 4:    Should there be a new TEST-TIME intrinsic function added to examine the argument to the LOCALE-TIME function for invalid content and to identify the portion in error?  (If so, how detailed do the rules about leap seconds have to be?)

Straw vote:   Add a TEST-TIME intrinsic function

J4:
Yes – 2,  No – 2, Abstain -2

All:
Yes – 6, No – 2, Abstain – 3

WG4: Consensus to put an example in the concepts section of a user-defined function to validate time arguments.  Mr. Klein and Mr. Piggott volunteered to do so.

2. 00-0392:    Add a new format of the DIVIDE statement for DIVIDE BY without a GIVING phrase.

J4 recommendation:  
Add to the list of candidate features for a future revision (by consensus)

WG4:  Add this feature to the candidates list.

3. 00-0336, 87f and h:    Should EC-REPORT-VARYING and EC-VALIDATE-VARYING exception conditions be fatal?

Straw vote:   The EC-REPORT-VARYING and EC-VALIDATE-VARYING exceptions conditions

should be non-fatal.

J4:
Yes – 3, No – 2, Abstain - 1

All:
Yes – 5, No – 3, Abstain – 3

WG4: Make non-fatal 7-4-7

Country vote:  2-3

4. 00-0342, discussion item 1:    Prohibit ANY LENGTH items as function arguments.

J4 recommendation:

Reject (by consensus)

WG4: Consensus to reject

5. 00-0342, discussion item 5:    Permit ANY LENGTH on level 77

J4 recommendation:

Reject, by consensus

WG4:  Discourage enhancement of level 77:  10-4-4

Permit ANY LENGTH on level 77:  4-11-3

6. 00-0342, discussion item 12:  What length should be used for initializing a variable-occurrence data item?  An example in the comment shows 100 occurrences of elementary item "elem".

Straw vote:   In this example, INITIALIZE str TO DEFAULT would initialize all 100 occurrences of elem.

J4:
Yes – 7, No – 0, Abstain - 0

All:
Yes – 9, No – 0, Abstain – 3

WG4:  Consensus that J4 is right

7. 00-0343, comment for page 575:    Questions about function length and function byte-length with bit arguments.  For example, what is returned from FUNCTION BYTE-LENGTH (W-FLAG) if W-FLAG is defined as follows?

    05  W-FLAG    PIC 1 USAGE BIT.

    05  W-FLAG2   PIC 1(7) USAGE BIT. 

J4 recommendaton:   Disallow items with usage bit and boolean literals in the BYTE-LENGTH

function (by consensus)

WG4 consensus also

8. 00-0343, comment for page 597:    Enhance the INTEGER-OF-DATE function to handle dates before 1601.

J4 recommendation:  
Add to the list of candidate features for a future revision (by consensus)

WG4: Consensus

9. 00-0343, comment for page Page 643:    The WHEN-COMPILED Function:    returns date of compilation.  The concept of compilation may not exist in an interpretive system. COBOL can be (should be?) a purely abstract framework that does not required a compiler. Add a new rule:

"4)  If the system does not have the facility to record the time of compilation, the returned value is the same as for the CURRENT-DATE function.

J4 recommendation  change in GR2 "time of compilation of the compilation unit" to "time of processing of the compilation unit" (by consensus).

WG4 consensus to make no change to the draft.

10. 00-0350, comment 1:    IS and ARE are currently synonyms where they appear as alternatives.  The comment asks that IS and ARE be made synonyms throughout all formats by adding ARE to those formats that currently have only IS.

J4 recommendation:
Reject this suggestion for this revision (by consensus)

WG4:  Reinstate the rules in the '85 standard for IS and ARE - 8


Make no change – 9


Abstain – 1

Country vote:  Make no change won 3-2

11. *00-0350, comments 2, 31, 87, 94, 108 (problem statement) and document 00-0412 (corrections):   00-0350 presents cases in the draft where USAGE NATIONAL for numeric-edited items is class alphanumeric rather than national and suggests removal of the feature because.  He has never liked it and cites the lack of current implementations.  Author offers to write proposal for removal.  00-0412 provides corrections for numeric-edited with usage NATIONAL.   See the two documents if more detail is needed.

J4 discussion centered on whether numeric-edited items have class national or class alphanumeric  the same as numeric-edited items with usage DISPLAY.

Straw vote:   This revision should allow usage national for category numeric-edited.


J4:
Yes – 3, No –1, Abstain – 3

All:

Yes – 5,  No –1, Abstain – 5


WG4 country vote:  3-2

      Straw vote:   The category for numeric-edited items with usage national should remain alphanumeric.


J4:
Yes – 0, No –1, Abstain – 6

All:

Yes – 1, No – 1, Abstain – 11



WG4 left this detail to J4 to determine after investigation by Ann Wallace.

12. 00-0350, comment 8, and 00-0380:    Both comments present that using the literal designator X" for translatable alphanumeric literals is a problem because X" is widely implemented in COBOL for hex untranslable literals.  00-0350/8 requests that X" literals be untyped and untranslatable.  00-0380 requests that X" be alphanumeric and untranslated and that a different literal designator be used for translatable hex alphanumeric literals (AX").  The issue is whether the hex literal represents a bit pattern or a character.  Some members of J4 think they are used sometimes for a bit pattern and sometimes for a character.

In discussion, Mr. Takagi stated there is a need for NX" to be untranslated.

Straw vote:   Untranslated national hex literals should be delimited by X"…", rather than NX"…"

J4:
Yes –1, No – 6, Abstain - 0

All:
Yes – 2,  No – 6, Abstain - 4

      J4:  There was consensus that:

hex literals (X"…") should specify the runtime, not the compile-time, value of the literal.

AX"…" hex alphanumeric literals get translated from the compile-time to the runtime character set

NX"…" are untranslated hex National literals

TX"…" are translated hex National literals   (where someone may later think of a better delimiter)

WG4:  Consensus to make X and NX literals specify runtime bit patterns (and remove discussion of translation).  Don't add AX and TX literals.

13. 00-0350, comment 35:    Raises questions about how COLUMN clause, in both in report writer and screen I/O, works when the external media format is a codeset like UTF-8, where characters do not have fixed-size representation.  Suggests that screen and report writer require that only fixed-size characters be allowed on the external media, and proposes an exception for the case where this is not true.

Discussion indicated that there will be cases where report or screen columns do not line up, even if the attribute clause were restored.  There was discussion of whether the application should fail in that case.

J4 recommendation:  Add a note that columns may not line up in a report if the printable characters are not of a fixed size.  The same is true in the screen section.  (by consensus)

WG4: Consensus to accept J4 recommendation

14. 00-0350, comment 48.   GR 13 of the PICTURE clause, which describes the “meaning of symbols” in a picture-string, is misleading at best; inaccurate in places; and just plain wrong at times.  For example:

1. What does “9” mean in BINARY and Packed-Decimal fields?  What about in the character position where an “S” is also included?

2. What does “,”  (and other similar symbols) mean when in the middle of a string of floating editing symbols, e.g. Z,ZZZ,ZZZ9.

3. What do editing symbols mean in SENDING (not receiving) fields, e.g. MOVE alphanumeric-edited-field to other-edited-field.

You may need to see the full document and look at the draft to appreciate the nature of the problem.  It was the same in COBOL 85.  How much work should go into rewriting this rule?

Straw vote:
Must fix
Optionally fix

Do not fix
Abstain
J4

0

  6


0

1

All:

0

12


0

1

WG4
0

10


4

4

Country
0

3


2

15. 00-0350, comment 54, and 00-0347, comment 15:    Regarding declaratives in objects, the comment notes that those declaratives are treated as though they are specified in each method, giving rise to concerns about scope of names when methods need to access method data rather than object data.  See 00-0350/54 and 00-0347/15 for the comment text.

Straw vote:    Remove declaratives from object-oriented format of the procedure division.

All:
Yes – 5, No – 1, Abstain – 7

J4: 
Yes 3,  No – 1, Abstain – 3

WG4:  Consensus to remove them

16. 00-0350, comment 106:    Presents questions about taking the length of a numeric function's returned value.  For example,   what is the “size” of the returned item from the RANGE function.  Consider the cases:



05 NumDisplay

Pic 99.



05 NumNat 

Pic 99 National.





…



Compute Size1 = Function Length (Function Range (NumDisplay NumNat))



Compute Size2 = Function Length-Byte (Function Range (NumDisplay NumNat))

Should the functions LENGTH and BYTE-LENGTH be allowed to have integer and numeric functions as arguments?  

Straw vote:  Disallow numeric and integer functions as arguments to the LENGTH and BYTE-LENGTH intrinsic functions.

J4:
Yes – 6, No – 0, Abstain – 1

All:
Yes – 12, No – 0, Abstain – 2


Note – similar restrictions are needed for the highest-algebraic and lowest-algebraic functions.

WG4:  Consensus

17. 00-0351:    Presents that working storage and files should not exist in methods because of encapsulation issues.  Lengthy comment, see the document for details.

Straw vote:    Disallow the file section, working-storage section, report section, and screen sections in a method.

J4:
Yes – 6, No – 0, Abstain - 1

All:
Yes – 13,  No – 0, Abstain – 1

WG4:  Consensus

18. 00-0352, comment 2:   Regarding file sharing, requests adding the RETRY clause to the file control entry 

Straw vote:   Add the "RETRY clause to the file control entry" as a candidate for a future revision


J4:
Yes – 7, No – 0, Abstain - 0

All:
Yes – 12, No – 0, Abstain – 7


WG4: Consensus

19. 00-0352, comment 2:   Regarding file sharing, requests adding a keyword to the RETRY phrase on the OPEN statement so that it would apply for that file connector until the file is closed.

Straw vote:    Add "Expand the RETRY phrase on the OPEN statement" as a candidate for a future revision

J4:
Yes – 5, No – 1, Abstain - 1

All:
Yes – 7, No – 2, Abstain – 4

WG4: Consensus

20. 00-0352, comment 8b:    Regarding the READ statement, consider whether the RETRY and the ADVANCING ON LOCK phrases should be allowed together to improve the prospect of not missing locked records.  If so, then the RETRY phrase should be taken out of the brackets and a syntax rule would be required to prevent RETRY and IGNORING LOCK phrase from being specified in the same statement.

J4 recommendation:
add to the list of candidates for a future revision  (by consensus)

WG4: Consensus

21. 00-0374:    Presents rationale for file handling along the lines of the way SQL handles databases.  Specifically requests COMMIT and ROLLBACK.


Straw vote:




J4

All

Add commit and rollback - 


0

0


Remove file sharing and record locking
1

1


Make no change -



6

13

J4 recommendation:  add to the list of candidates for a future revision.

WG4:  Consensus

22. 00-0358, 4th comment for page 297:    This new clause omits by far the most useful type of group usage - GROUP-USAGE DISPLAY!
Straw vote: should we add GROUP-USAGE DISPLAY?


J4:
 Yes –1, No – 4, Abstain - 2

All:
Yes – 2, No – 8, Abstain -  4

J4 recommendation:    Add to the list of candidates for a future revision.

WG4: Add 




in this revision




as a candidate for a future revision




never




abstain


1-13-3-1

23. 00-0358, comment for page 367: The new USAGE BINARY-DOUBLE is too small for the new maximum of 31 digits.
Straw vote:   should there be a usage binary-xxx that allows at least 31 decimal digits

J4:
Yes – 1, No – 3, Abstain - 3

All:
Yes – 3, No – 4, Abstain – 7

WG4:  Add usage BINARY-xxx that supports at least 31 decimal digits.


Yes – 4,  No – 7,  Abstain –7

Country vote: 2-3

24. 00-0381 –  expresses concerns about embedded signs in elementary numeric items in a national group.  Requests that SIGN IS SEPARATE be required for such items.

Straw vote:   Require signed numeric items in a group that is GROUP-USAGE NATIONAL to specify SIGN IS SEPARATE.

J4:
Yes – 2, No – 3, Abstain - 2

All:
Yes – 2, No – 3, Abstain – 9

WG4:  Yes – 3, No – 5, Astain – 10

Country vote:  2-3

25. 00-0370, first issue:    Should we change the treatment of compile-time arithmetic expressions so they match their runtime counterparts or are illegal.  Currently they are truncated to an integer.  

Straw vote:   If a compile-time arithmetic expression evaluates to a non-integer, then the source code should be non-conforming.


J4:
Yes – 4, No – 3

All:
Yes – 7, No – 4, Abstain –2

WG4:  6 – 9 – 3

Straw vote:

Nonconforming

Keep this as it is

Do something else

Abstain

WG4: 4-6-4-4

Country vote: 0-5-0-0 – Unanimous decision to keep it as it is

26. 00-0370, for page Page 245, Constant entry:     I believe it's a very bad idea to define LENGTH and BYTE-LENGTH for variable-length items as the maximum size because these concepts mean something different as Functions.  Make the Constant attributes LENGTH and BYTE-LENGTH invalid for variable-length data items.

Straw vote:    Reject prohibiting the reference of variable occurrence items in the LENGTH and BYTE-LENGTH phrases of a constant entry.

J4:
Yes – 7, No – 0, Abstain - 0

All:
Yes – 10,  No –1, Abstain – 2

WG4:  Prohibit the reference …


Yes – 1, No – 16, Abstain - 1

27. 00-0371, comment for page 52:   The LEAP-SECOND Directive 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. 

Straw vote:    Reject the comment

J4:
Yes –6, No – 0, Abstain - 1

All:
Yes – 8, No –1, Abstain –4
WG4:  16-1-1

28. 00-0371, comment for page 395:   Regarding exception-names.  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.

Straw vote:  add a statement that the intent is that underscore will never be used in reserved words, except those starting with LC_.

J4:
Yes – 0 , No – 5, Abstain – 2

All:
Yes – 4, No – 6, Abstain – 3

WG4:  Yes – 1, No – 14, Abstain - 3

Straw vote:  Make hyphen and underscore equivalent.

J4:
Yes – 3, No – 2, Abstain - 2

All:
Yes – 6, No – 3, Abstain –4

WG4:  Make hyphen and underscore equivalent in at least some cases. 4 – 11 - 3

29. 00-0372, comment 1:    Data description entry, SR 15, why not also allow BASED for local-storage. 

Straw vote:   accept this comment

J4:
Yes – 1, No – 3, Abstain - 3

All:
Yes – 2, No – 6, Abstain – 4

WG4:  Allow BASED clause


5
Only in the Linkage section


7
In Linkage or Working-storage sections


3
In Linkage, Working-storage, or Local-storage sections


3
Abstain

Country vote:  3-1-1 – So BASED will only be allowed in the Linkage Section.

30. 00-0382:
Wants GOBACK in methods and functions; secondarily, wants EXIT METHOD and EXIT FUNCTION removed.

Straw vote:   Allow GOBACK in addition to EXIT FUNCTION and EXIT METHOD

J4:
Yes – 6, no – 0, abstain –1

All:
Yes – 8, No –2, Abstain – 2

WG4: 13-4-1

Straw vote:   Allow GOBACK with the RAISING phrase, which would be ignored in a main program.

J4:
Yes – 2, no – 3, abstain -2

All:
Yes – 3, no – 8, abstain – 2

WG4: Yes – 8, No – 7, abstain – 3

Country vote:  3-2

31. *00-0386:   Requests reconsideration of flagging arithmetic operations that switch to native arithmetic when standard arithmetic is in effect.  

Straw vote:   choose one.

Flag:


Only based on operations


Based on operations and data-types


Not at all

J4:
Operations only – 3, both – 2, none - 2

All: 
Operations only – 3, both – 3, none – 2, abstain – 3

WG4
Operations only – 3, both – 6, none – 5, abstain – 2

Country:  Operations only – 1, both – 3, none - 1

32. 00-0391:    requests fixing the location of certain language elements in fixed format (headers, paragraph names, etc.) to start in Area A.

Straw vote:
Reject the comment

J4:
Yes – 6, no - 1




All:
Yes – 8, no –2, abstain – 1

WG4:  15-1-2

33. *00-0389, comment 4:   requests new intrinsic functions to normalize UNICODE data.  

Straw vote:    Reject the comment

J4:
Yes – 5, No – 1, abstain – 5


All:
Yes – 5, No –1, abstain – 1

WG4 consensus

34. *00-0389, comment 5:   Requests multiple usages for Unicode multiple encoding schemes, such as UTF-8, UTF-16, UTF-32 for class national.  Notes that this would allow special truncation rules for each.

Straw vote:
Reject the comment

J4:
Yes – 5, No –1, abstain - 1


All:
Yes – 7, No – 1, abstain – 3

WG4:  There was consensus to accept J4's recommendation.  

This feature was added to the list of candidates for a future revision.

35. 00-0362:   Format validation of pointers, index data items and object references.  The issue is whether validation should check these system-dependent items.

Straw vote:  Pointers, object references and index data items are always considered valid on format.

J4:
Yes – 4, No –1, Abstain - 2


All:
Yes – 4, No – 3, Abstain – 4

WG4:  Disallow format, content, and relation validation and associated syntax on items of class pointer, index, and object.  10-1-7.

36. 00-0357, Page 261,  ALLOW clause, first Problem #1:    I am concerned in case users might think they can use an ALLOW clause instead of content validation. 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.   (See examples and further detail in 00-0357)

J4 recommendation:   

add a restriction to the literals allowed in the ALLOW clause  (by consensus). 

WG4 might want to consider alternate syntax.

WG4:  Delete the ALLOW clause.  7-1-10

37. 00-0357, Page 261, ALLOW clause, second Problem #1:   Taking the previous case as a starting point, if the user made a minor change to the PICTURE from Z9 to 99 it would require 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.  It is now syntactically incorrect.  The programmer is forced to introduce an artificial "single-item-group" in order to have the alphanumeric literal be syntactically correct. I doubt whether programmers will understand this rather tricky point and I wonder if we should re-introduce the original wording.  (See 00-0357 for examples)

J4 recommendation:    Add a note  (by consensus)

WG4 noted that this was no longer relevant.  (See previous item.)

38. 00-0408, comment 4, and 00-0423:    00-0408 requests that files in instance objects be allowed without any restrictions (dynamic file assignment, sharing mode, or the EXTERNAL clause are currently required).  In OO programming, data access is usually separated from each entity objects, i.e. the entity objects are usually designed separately from data access object.  Although the entity class can have more than one instance, the data access class has usually just one instance that controls all I/Os for the instances of Account class.  Thus, in many cases, the object that has file connector has only one instance and it does not need any of dynamic file assignment, sharing mode, or the EXTERNAL attribute.  

00-0423 takes the opposite stand.   It notes that J4 has tried to tighten the rules for file handling in objects with those restrictions and points out that is not sufficient to keep an object instance from corrupting a file.  Mainly, the fact that a file is described with sharing and locking does not mean that the programmer will actually lock records, or lock them sufficiently to guarantee integrity.  For example, a REWRITE statement for a shared file is not required to have first read and locked the record it is rewriting.  Thus, one object instance could update the record and then another object instance could wipe out that update.

In summary, 00-0408 requests that files in object instances have no restrictions and 00-0423 requests that the rules for locking in object instances be strengthened to better support file integrity.

J4 did not explore a recommendation on this.

WG4:  There was consensus to accept comment 4 in J4/00-0408 to remove the restrictions on referencing files in objects.

WG4:  The intention of the file sharing and record locking facility is to provide the tools for locking, not to enforce the use of locking.  17-0-1

39. 00-0408, comment 6, Conformance between interfaces:    Add the RAISING phrase to the requirement of conformance, because the exception is a part of the method's interface.  See the comment for further description, including a diagram to illustrate the need for the RAISING phrase in the object's interface.

J4 did not explore a recommendation on this.

WG4:  There was consensus that this change is needed.

_________ end of document __________
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