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Annotations are in blue italics
Only items with which a problem was found or a comment was made have been retained
Combined change proposal #12
1. item 6 - Page 379, 13.19.53.3, SUM clause, general rule 7c:  Add the following NOTE after subrule 2 [08-0161]:
“NOTE    Ambiguities can arise if FUNCTION ALL INTRINSIC is specified in the REPOSITORY paragraph and the SUM intrinsic function is used as an operand in arithmetic-expression-1.  Avoiding ALL in this context in favor of a list of specific functions used in the program (excluding SUM) eliminates the possibility of such ambiguities.  Simply identifying the references to the SUM intrinsic function by the use of the FUNCTION keyword while continuing to specify FUNCTION ALL INTRINSIC in the REPOSITORY paragraph may not be sufficient to resolve such ambiguities.”.

Change applied as specified, however, I have a suggestion which I know is rather a kludge, but to make life easier for programmers, it would be possible to be able to specify “FUNCTION ALL INTRINSIC EXCEPT SUM”, should the committee agree.  This would be more readable than “FUNCTION ALL EXCEPT SUM INTRINSIC.  EXCEPT would then have to be added to the context-sensitive word list, or some other suitable terminology using existing reserved or context dependent words devised.
Furthermore, what about renaming the intrinsic function SUM to something that doesn’t lead to this problem?  Sigma or the equivalent greek letter, or SUMB, FSUM, or any other possibility the committee may think preferable.  Such an approach would necessitate making the intrinsic function SUM obsolescent, to eventually be removed from the standard, and the introduction of a new reserved word.
If this approach is taken, direction would be needed whether there is still time to do it in the current revision, or to leave it to a future revision.  Perhaps a synonym for the intrinsic function SUM could be introduced in the current revision, with an explanation that where the synonym is used, then the difficulties with FUNCTION ALL INTRINSIC would not apply.
2. Item 7 - Page 421, 14.6.9, Overlapping operands:  Replace the first paragraph with the following [09-0111]:   

“When the data items referenced by a sending and a receiving operand in any statement are identified as sharing either a part of or all of their storage areas, and the rules for the statement do not provide for a specific result in the following circumstances, then: 

When the data items are not described by the same data description entry, the result of the statement is undefined.  

When the data items are described by the same data description entry, the result of the statement is the same as if the data items shared no part of their respective storage areas. 

NOTE   The execution of a statement may have side effects on implicitly referenced items. When such items share a part or all of their storage areas with other explicitly or implicitly referenced items, there may be unexpected results.   

Similarly, when the rules for a statement specify multiple receiving operands, and some or all of those receiving operands share a part or all of their storage areas, there may be unexpected results among those receiving operands.  

This topic is further discussed at E.3a, Sharing of storage among data items.”

Some numbering was applied to this rule, whether or not that is desirable is open to question.
3. Item 18 - Page 536, 14..9.29.3, READ statement, general rule 3, change to read [09-0130]:
“When the logical records of a file are described with more than one record description, the contents of any data item, where any part of that data item lies beyond the range of the current record, is undefined at the completion of the execution of the READ statement.”

Change applied as specified, but there is a grammatical conflict between the words “contents” and the following “is”.  I think it should be “content … is” or “contents … are”.
4. Item 19 - Page 537, 14.9.29.3, READ statement, add the following after general rule 4b [09-0111]:
“NOTE    14.5.9, Overlapping operands, and 14.8.24.3, MOVE statement, general rules, apply to any cases in which the storage area identified by identifier-1 and the record area associated with file-name-1 share any part of their storage areas.  The result of execution of the READ statement is undefined if the result of execution of the implicit MOVE statement described in general rule 4b is undefined.”

This changed was positioned before the final paragraph of GR4b.  It is possible that the final paragraph could be given an identification of GR4c, instead of repositioning as specified.
5. Item 20 - Page 542. 14.9.30.3, RELEASE statement, general rules:  Add the following after general rule 4b [09-0111]:

“NOTE    14.5.9, Overlapping operands, and 14.8.24.3, MOVE statement, general rules, apply to any cases in which a storage area identified by identifier-1 and the record area associated with record-name-1 share any part of their storage areas.  The result of execution of the RELEASE statement is undefined if the result of execution of the implicit MOVE statement described in general rule 4a is undefined.”   
Change not quite as specified.  “in which a storage area” was replaced by “in which the storage area”, “associated by record-name-1” was replaced by “associated by file-name-1”, “RELEASE” was replaced by “READ” and “implicit MOVE” was replaced by “implicit RELEASE”.
I think that the first editorial change was appropriate.
The second is more complex as I think the editorial idea is correct, but as “file-name-1” is not mentioned in the general format or examples, the rule needs some rephrasing, e.g. “the record area associated with the file name to which the record area is subordinate”, however, perhaps just rephrase to “… apply to any cases in which the storage areas identified by identifier-1 and record-name-1 overlap.
Also both “READ” should be replaced by “RELEASE” and “implicit RELEASE should be replaced by “implicit MOVE” as originally specified.

I also think that the indentation of the note should relate to the whole of GR4 rather than just GR4b.
6. Item 21 - Page 544, 14.9.32.3, RETURN statement, change general rule 2 to read [09-0130]:
“When the logical records of a file are described with more than one record description, the contents of any data item, where any part of that data item lies beyond the range of the current record, is undefined at the completion of the execution of the RETURN statement.”

Change applied as specified, but there is a grammatical conflict between the words “contents” and the following “is”.  I think it should be “content … is” or “contents … are”.
7. Item 25 - Page 548, 14.9.33.3, REWRITE statement, general rules:  Add the following after general rule 8c [09-0111]:
“NOTE    14.5.9, Overlapping operands, and 14.8.24.3, MOVE statement, general rules, apply to any cases in which a storage area identified by identifier-1 and the storage area associated with implicit-record-1 share any part of their storage areas.  The result of execution of the REWRITE statement is undefined if the result of execution of the implicit MOVE described in general rule 6 is undefined.”

Change not quite as specified.  “in which a storage area” was replaced by “in which the storage area”,and  “associated by record-name-1” was replaced by “associated by file-name-1”.

I think that the first editorial change was appropriate.

The second is more complex as I think the editorial idea is correct, but as “file-name-1” is not mentioned in the general format or examples, the rule needs some rephrasing, e.g. “the record area associated with the file name to which the record area is subordinate”, however, perhaps just rephrase to “… apply to any cases in which the storage areas identified by identifier-1 and record-name-1 overlap.

8. Item 29 - Page 602, 14.9.47.3, WRITE statement, add the following after general rule 3b [09-0111]:
“NOTE    14.5.9, Overlapping operands, and 14.8.24.3, MOVE statement, general rules, apply to any cases in which a storage area identified by identifier-1 and the record area associated with record-name-1 share any part of their storage areas.  The result of execution of the WRITE statement is undefined if the result of execution of the implicit MOVE statement described in general rule 3a is undefined.”

Change applied as specified, but “in which a storage area” might read better as “in which the storage area” as per the editorial change made for item 20 for the RELEASE statement.
9. Item 32 - Page 603, 14.9.47.3, WRITE statement, add the following after general rule 5c [09-0111]:
“NOTE    14.5.9, Overlapping operands, and 14.8.24.3, MOVE statement, general rules, apply to any cases in which a storage area identified by identifier-1 and the storage area associated with implicit-record-1 share any part of their storage areas.  The result of execution of the WRITE statement is undefined if the result of execution of the implicit MOVE statement described in general rule 5 is undefined.”

“in which a storage area” might read better as “in which the storage area”.

“implicit-record-1” was inadvertently altered to “record-name-1”.
10. Item 38 - Page 755, Annex C, Concepts, add a new section C3.a as follows [09-0111]:
“3a.  Sharing of storage among data items
Through the REDEFINES clause and through the implicit redefinition of records associated with file descriptions, it is possible for the same storage area to be defined in different ways.  When the same storage area is used for different purposes during the execution of a given statement, there may be unexpected results.
This applies when the data items associated with the storage area are explicitly referenced in the general formats and syntax rules of the statement.  14.5.9, Overlapping operands, addresses this point directly.   It also applies when the item is identified in the rules for the procedure division statement as being referenced or modified by it, even when the general format for the statement does not provide for the inclusion of the name of the item in the statement text.
The user is cautioned that the contents of the data items in such cases may be unexpected.
As an example, consider the following program fragment: 

SELECT AFile ASSIGN USING AssignField

ORGANIZATION IS RELATIVE
ACCESS MODE IS SEQUENTIAL
FILE STATUS IS FileStatField

RELATIVE KEY IS RelKeyField.
… 

FD  AFILE RECORD CONTAINS 80 CHARACTERS.
… 

WORKING-STORAGE SECTION.
WS-Rec PICTURE X(80).
 WS-Redef-1 REDEFINES WS-Rec.
 AssignField PICTURE X(10).
 01  WS-Redef-2 REDEFINES WS-Rec.
FileStatFIeld PICTURE X(2).
WS-Redef-3 REDEFINES WS-Rec.
 RelKeyField PICTURE 9(4) USAGE PACKED-DECIMAL.
…  

READ AFile INTO WS-Rec.
The data items FileStatField and RelKeyField are “implicitly referenced” by virtue of the discussion of the impact of the READ statement on their contents in the general rules for READ.  

AssignField is not mentioned in the general formats, the syntax rules or the general rules for the READ statement at all.

The content of all three of these data items will almost certainly not be what is “expected” given their intended purposes after execution of a successful READ statement, because it is probable that the following events are likely to have occurred in something approximating the following order:
FileStatField is set to a value of “00” during the I/O operation.
At the conclusion of the I/O operation, RelKeyField is set to the relative record number of the record just read.
After the I/O operation, the contents of the record area associated with AFile are MOVEd to WS‑Rec, overwriting AssignField (and FileStatField and RelKeyField).


Although these results are well-defined, it is unlikely that the content of FileStatField or RelKeyField will reflect meaningful values at the completion of the READ, and it is also probable that the content of AssignField will have been changed from its original implementor-defined value as part of the implicit MOVE.
A second example where this principle applies to multiple receiving operands (without reference to any sending operands) can be found in the multiple-destination COMPUTE statement:
01  Receiving-rec.
    03  Map-1.
Res-1 PIC V9(8).

05  FILLER PIC XX.
    03  Map-2 REDEFINES Map-1.
FILLER PIC X.
Res-2 PIC V9(8).
    03  Map-3 REDEFINES Map-2.
FILLER PIC XX.
Res-3 PIC V9(8).
COMPUTE Res-1 Res-2 Res-3 = FUNCTION RANDOM.
In this instance, the result of execution is well-defined; however, it is unlikely that the content of either Res-1 or Res-2 will be particularly useful, nor will they represent the same values as Res-3 as would be the case if the operands shared no part of their storage areas.
A third example of circumstances in which there are multiple receiving operands specified, with results that might not be expected, can be found in the CALL statement:
 Parameter-rec.
    03  Params.
FILLER PIC XXX.
 Param-1 PIC X(5).
     03  Params-redef-1 PIC XX.

FILLER PIC XX.
Param-2 PIC X(5)
    03  Params-redef-2 PIC XX.
FILLER PIC X.
Param-2 PIC X(5).
CALL “Some-Prog” USING REFERENCE Param-1 Param-2 Param-3.
In this case, the three by-reference parameters are treated as receiving operands by the rules of the CALL statement, but the program executing the CALL statement has no control over whether or not “Some-Prog” updates any, much less all, of these parameters, or over the order in which they are updated .   What parameters contain information that is of significance is unclear in such a circumstance.
The fourth example is a slight modification of the second:
CALL “Some-Prog” USING REFERENCE Param-1 Param-2 Param-3
RETURNING Parameter‑rec.
In this case, whether or not “Some-Prog” updates any or all of the three parameters and in what order they are updated are both immaterial, as the content of those three parameters is expressly overwritten by the result of the calling program once control has passed back to it from “Some-Prog”.
In summary, for such cases as these, the content of these data items is not likely to reflect a value consistent with expectations associated with their intended purpose; the content instead reflects the fact that their storage area has been overwritten by a value associated with an entirely different purpose.
The user is cautioned that unexpected results may occur when the user fails to ensure that operands either explicitly or implicitly associated with a given statement do not overwrite each other during the course of execution of that statement, and that such storage is not shared with other data items that may unexpectedly change the result of execution of other statements.”

Was added as C.5 rather than C,4 as expected.
The examples were applied much more tidily than in the CCP.
