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This document tracks the following:
1. The responses to CD ballot comments that were developed at WG4 meeting 28, except for comments 4, 5, and 45 as noted in the following item 2.  Responses developed at WG4 meeting 28 are subject to review by WG4 meeting 28 participants to verify that the responses accurately reflect meeting decisions.

2. The "PL22.4 recommended responses" for comments 4, 5, and 45. The WG4 responses will be developed in separate actions because WG4 ran out of time at meeting 28.  
NOTE 1:   Because of pressure to meet the FCD deadline (effectively, the end of the June 2010 OWG-1 meeting), OWG-1 has revised and implemented the recommended response to comment 45.  Any needed changes should be handled as FCD comments.
NOTE 2:   I (Ann Bennett) added suggested wording for responses to comments 4 and 5 as a start for WG4 discussion.  These are shown in blue with the title "Suggested response (AB)".  OWG-1 has not reviewed those words.

3. Changes that PL22.4 or OWG-1 made to responses as the result of investigation after WG4 meeting 28.  Changes that are lengthy or substantive are noted in blue text and can usually be found by searching for the word "Revised".  Old responses are shown with strikeout.  Changed responses are subject to acceptance by WG4. 
NOTE:   All PL22.4 and OWG-1 actions in response to the comments have been completed. PL22.4 and OWG-1 assignments, actions, strikeouts, and status will be removed before forwarding the responses to SC22.
Comments and responses

1. (JP 1) (General)

The document quality must be further improved. The fact that some descriptions on the removed features are found as pointed out in the editorial comments shows that the document needs more precise review.  


Response:   Accepted.  Nearly all of the reported defects are corrected in the FCD document. Detailed review of the document during FCD ballot is encouraged.
2.  (JP 2) (General)
There are many hierarchical and other errors in the PDF bookmarks. The bookmarks should also be correct if we have it in the document.  


Response:   Accepted.  Mr. Karlin established a PL22.4 ad hoc group to check bookmarks in new drafts against the table of contents, after Mr. Hobbs fixed bookmarks and before posting. Any errors found were emailed to Mr. Hobbs and Mr. Nelson. Ms. Bennett and Mr. Tauber were assigned to the ad hoc. 
Status:  Current drafts are almost error free; the ad hoc will continue to monitor bookmarks. 


3.  (US 58)  (General)
The US is of the opinion that the draft contains undiscovered errors and that efforts to discover and correct such errors should continue.  


Response:   Accepted.  See the response to item 1 (JP 1).  

4.  (NL 51a) (General)
PRIORITY 1 – during the remainder of this revision cycle: 

During the development of the previous COBOL Standard (what became the 2002 Standard) the conscious decision was made to avoid the use of the OPTIONAL category for all new features and to also change previously optional features of COBOL to required (although some times also processor dependent).   

The primary justification for this was to increase portability of COBOL source code by getting rid of features that were defined in the Standard but not implemented by all conforming implementations.

However, rather than increasing portability of COBOL source code this (along with other events and issues) has resulted in a 2002 ISO COBOL Standard that has few if any “fully conforming” implementations.

Therefore, a CHANGE in direction should be followed during the remainder of this revision. In order to achieve any true portability, the highest priority should be given to defining the greatest BUT A LIMITED set of the COBOL language as REQUIRED in order to present a “conforming implementation.
In other words, only those features that actually WILL be widely implemented should be required and not   

Optional  
Processor dependent 
Implementor defined (but not required to be implemented)   

When there is doubt about whether a new feature will actually be widely implemented, weight should be given to portability and the feature should be designated as OPTIONAL if included in the revision at all.

NB Recommendation:

For features that are being newly introduced in this revision:

“When in doubt, Make it OPTIONAL”

(or don’t include it at all unless there really has been an indication that at least two implementors will actually implement it.)

For features that were introduced in the 2002 Standard (especially for those that were well defined in the drafts in the 1990’s)

If no implementor has implemented it yet (6 years after the 2002 Standard was approved) then there must not be sufficient demand to justify including it in the Standard.

Make it both OPTIONAL and OBSOLETE in this Standard.

It is not nor should it be the obligation of the standards committees or process to “research” what features have and have not been implemented by ANY vendor. However, in determining if a questionable feature HAS actually been implemented by any vendor, the burden of “proof” should be placed on those who think it has been rather than those who believe it has not been.

PL22.4 Recommendations:  That WG4 continue its consideration of optional features on a case-by-case basis, taking into account the value of the feature to users. That WG4 not assume that a feature that has not yet been implemented will never be implemented.  

PL22.4recommends that the following goals be maintained:  

· To limit the set of mandatory features in order to make conformance to the standard more attractive to implementers, while balancing the need for compatibility across implementations;

· To define a standard that continues to enhance the power and utility of the language

· To complete the standard in the shortest time frame feasible; 

· To provide the highest possible quality that can be achieved within the schedule.

PL22.4 recommends against a general philosophy of basing the mandatory content of the standard on what has already been implemented.

Response:   The WG4 response is yet to be determined.

Suggested response (AB):   WG4 considers optional features on a case-by-case basis, taking into account the value of the feature to users.  There is no WG4 consensus to limit the set of mandatory features to those that are already implemented.     
5. (NL51b) (General)
PRIORITY 2 – Delivery of a timely – even if not perfect – approved revision


One of the problems with the previous revision and of the amendments that preceded it was the “timeliness” (or lack thereof) of the actual approved deliverable.


Although there were a variety of causes for this in the past, the problems should be avoided if at all possible with this revision (that will already produce a new Standard at least a full decade after the last – little implemented – one).


Decisions should be made now to avoid delays later in the process, even if this means that “problems” are identified (and documented) but not corrected before producing a final document.


The dates in the recommended solution to this issue are based on the unapproved (draft) revision schedule available at:


http://www.cobolstandard.info/j4/files/07-0183.doc 

NB Recommendations:  

A firm (but not quite unbreakable) date should be set after which all technical problems and error will be documented as existing (in an informative annex in the FCD) but will NOT be fixed before going to FCD.

It is recommended that this date be

 January 1, 2009

A firm (but not quite unbreakable) date should be set after which all newly identified editorial problems and error will be documented as existing (in an informative annex in the FCD) but will NOT be fixed before going to FCD.

It is recommended that this date be

 April 1, 2009

The FCD should include (if technical issues – including those that are still in the defect process for the previous Standard) an Annex clearly labeled as “Identified technical issues not addressed in this revision”

For the FCD, a note should indicate that by default none of these issues will be addressed between FCD and FDIS (or publication) but that the Annex will remain and that the intent is to address the issues in a future revision or Technical Corrigendum.  The Annex should indicate that it is possible that some of the issues may even turn out to be “non-issues”.  During the FCD review a process should be established to identify any (a very few) of these features that might still be fixed before FCD – along with any CRITICAL other items identified during that process.

PL22.4 Recommendations:   [PL22.4 has separated the issues of this comment into two topics – making features obsolete and defect handling.]

Topic: making features obsolete
PL22.4 recommends making features obsolete only as a warning to implementers that a feature should not be implemented or enhanced. Specific technical rationale is necessary for making a feature obsolete, as is the case for ARITHMETIC IS STANDARD. The lack of multiple current implementations is not sufficient rationale to obsolete a feature.

Topic:  defect handling
The quality of the document that progresses to a final standard is important. To achieve the highest possible quality, correction of defects should continue as long as possible. January 1, 2009, is an arbitrary and unreasonable date for the termination of defect processing.

PL22.4 does not consider that every known defect must be corrected before FDIS. PL22.4 recommends a detailed examination of reported defects:  some might require fixing; some might be listed in an annex because they will never be fixed, and some might be left for handling in the future by the normal ISO correction processes.

PL22.4 recommends against a complete listing of uncorrected defects.

Response:   The WG4 response is yet to be determined.

Suggested response (AB):   WG4 has separated the issues of this comment into two topics – "making features obsolete" and "defect handling".
Topic: making features obsolete
WG4 makes features obsolete only as a warning to implementers that a feature should not be implemented or enhanced. Specific technical rationale is necessary for making a feature obsolete, as is the case for ARITHMETIC IS STANDARD. WG4 does not have consensus that the lack of multiple current implementations is sufficient rationale to obsolete a feature.

Topic:  defect handling
The quality of the document that progresses to a final standard is important. To achieve the highest possible quality, correction of defects should continue as long as possible. January 1, 2009, is an arbitrary and unreasonable date for the termination of defect processing.

WG4 considers the manner of defect correction on a case-by-case basis.  Some might require fixing before DIS; some might be listed in an annex because they will never be fixed; and some might be left for handling in the future by the normal ISO correction processes.  

6.  (US 1) (General)  
Several defect reports are in process against ISO/IEC 1989:2002, and additional defects are certain to surface during the progress of this document. All known defects should be corrected.

NB Recommendations:

Analyze defect reports that are currently in process in INCITS/PL22.4 and implement corrections as appropriate. Analyze any subsequent interpretation requests and defect reports to identify corrections that should be made in the draft. 

Response:  See the response to item 1 (JP 1) and item 5 (NL51b, topic: defect handling).  
7.  (JP 3) (General)  
Open issue 1a (from Annex G):  Among  the ANY LENGTH features, only the phrases and the features introduced subsequent to the adoption of ISO/IEC 1989:2002 should be optional. 

Response:  Accepted.     
8.  (JP 4)  (General)  
The current ANY LENGTH specification does not allow for interaction with PL/I, Java, and other external languages and environments.

[Convener's note:  At WG4 meeting 28, Mr. Takagi provided the following explanation of comment JP 4:

The COBOL specification does not define the memory layout. The implementer and/or the user must know the actual structure of the item in order to interact with other languages. The superficial language specification alone does not give users a handle to interact with other languages.

It might be true in a specific implementation of a language that its counterpart of the ANY LENGTH item must be aligned at a four-byte boundary. Those kinds of things are the ones that cannot be specified in COBOL.

Furthermore, in cases of object oriented languages, an ANY LENGTH item must be instantiated as an object to be used in those languages, and vice versa. The implementer and/or the user must know not only the actual structure of the item, but also the operational procedure, in order to interact with object oriented languages. ]

Revised Response:  The ANY LENGTH feature was redesigned, taking into account the following:
1) The requirements for interaction with other languages and environments

2) The manner of specifying item length, including syntax and details of the prefix

3) Whether both direct and indirect items are needed

4) Whether the feature and syntax can otherwise be simplified and clarified

5) The issues raised in comments listed as items 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 64 in this document.
The ANY LENGTH feature was significantly simplified.  The DIRECT and INDIRECT phrases were removed, a special-names entry was added (ANY LENGTH STRUCTURE clause) to associate implementation-related options (such as DELIMITED and PREFIXED) with a user name, a LIMIT phrase was added to the ANY LENGTH clause on a data description entry, and any length items were added as arguments to the LENGTH and BYTE-LENGTH intrinsic functions. 

For details, see the FCD document.   
Status:   Done. 
9  (JP 5) (General) 
The prefix for the ANY LENGTH item should be an implementor-defined type, as opposed to listing choice of types.  

   
Response:  See the response to item 8 (JP 4).   

10.  (JP6) (General)  
The prefix for the ANY LENGTH item should be an implementor-defined type. The processor dependent nature of the usages BINARY-CHAR, BINARY-LONG, BINARY-SHORT should not be affected by the ANY LENGTH syntax.


   
Response:  See the response to item 8 (JP 4). 

11.  (JP 7)  (General) 
The standard need to support either direct or indirect any-length elementary items, but not both.

Response:  See the response to item 8 (JP 4).  

12.  (JP 8) (General)  
The ANY LENGTH specification should be simpler and clearer.

Response:  See the response to item 8 (JP 4).  

13.  (NL 1, UK 1)  (General)   
The current definition of “direct” ANY LENGTH items have all the problems that are associated with extensions that extend the use of OCCURS DEPENDING ON Clauses to allow them to nested or not the last data item in a record.

If “direct” ANY LENGTH data items are ever implemented at all, the performance would be questionable at best.

NB Recommendations:


Even if indirect ANY LENGTH remains, investigate whether they should be allowed in the FILE SECTION.  With current data bases replacing – for many if not most new applications – the use of traditional COBOL files, further study needs to be done on the implications of allowing ANY LENGTH items within the FILE SECTION.  By default, unless this can be justified, ANY LENGTH items should be prohibited from the FILE Section.

Additional NB recommendation from NL:  

Make optional or remove the new ANY LENGTH stuff as mentioned above. 

Response:  See the response to item 8 (JP 4).  

14.  (NL 2  and UK 2)  (General)    
There are definite questions about whether the current design of the new features of ANY LENGTH data items has been fully researched and all outstanding items have been resolved. 

There is a need to study both the current design and how it will interact with other programming languages, data sources, and environments.

NB Recommendations:

In addition, if it cannot be verified that the current design is complete, implementable, and useful, then indirect ANY LENGTH should also be removed entirely.

Additional NB recommendation from NL:  As stated above, direct ANY LENGTH features should be removed. 

Response:  See the response to item 8 (JP 4).  

15.  (JP 9)  (General)
Either one of NEXT STATEMENT or procedure-name-1 for the RESUME statement should be required.

Response:   WG4 does not have consensus to make a change. Both forms of the RESUME statement remain optional, as specified in the CD. 

16. (NL 3 and UK 3)  (General) 

The entire RESUME feature should be made optional as it does not meet current industry standards (e.g. TRY/CATCH/FINALLY exception processing).  “Localized” exception handling is how “modern” programming languages handle exception conditions and what programmers expect. There are separate but equally problematic issues with RESUME NEXT STATEMENT and RESUME procedure-name-1 (which is a questionable feature to add at the time that “GO TO” programming has been so generally rejected).

Although not directly asked by this Open Issue question, see the following comment for a follow on to it. <See item 77 (NL 4)>

NB Recommendations:

The entire RESUME feature should be made optional as it does not meet current industry standards (e.g. TRY/CATCH/FINALLY exception processing). “Localised” exception handling is how “modern” programming languages handle exception conditions and what programmers expect. There are separate but equally problematic issues with RESUME NEXT STATEMENT and RESUME procedure-name-1 (which is a questionable feature to add at the time that “GO TO” programming has been so generally rejected).

MAKE the entire RESUME statement optional.  If desirable by some, make the two approaches “separately” optional as long as an implementation is not required to implement any RESUME processing in order to be conforming.  

Response:  Both forms of the RESUME statement remain optional, as specified in the CD. See also the response to Item 15 (JP 9). 

17.   (JP 10) (General)  It is necessary to include the full list of characters for identifiers from TR 10176 in one of the Annexes.

Response:   The normative references to TR 10176:2003 were removed from the rules in the standard and replaced as appropriate with references to Annex B.  An entry for TR 10176:2003 was added to the bibliography.  The additional information needed from TR 10176:2003 (for example, the information on special characters and combining characters) from TR 10176:2003 was incorporated into Annex B. 

Status:  Done.         

18.  (NL 5 and UK 5) (General) 

ISO/IEC TR 10176:2003(E) is a recognized industry standard.  There is no need to duplicate the information that is contained within that standard in detail within the COBOL Standard.

In fact, as the external ISO/IEC Standard may undergo corrections and enhancements, the COBOL Standard should indicate which version is official at the time of the approval of the COBOL Standard but indicate (in a note) that it would be appropriate for implementors to conform to the most current edition or revision of the external standard.

NB Recommendations:

Remove the details from the COBOL standard and reference the external ISO/IEC Standard.

Include a note indicating that if changes occur to the external standard, conforming COBOL implementations are encouraged incorporate compatible changes to their implementations as far as COBOL goes.


Response:  See the response to item 17 (JP 10).  

19.  (US 11) (General) 

To ensure portability of source code, it is important to include the entire list of characters from ISO/IEC TR 10176:2003(E) as the list of extended characters that can be used in user-defined words.

Response:  

1.  See the response to Item 17 (JP 10). 

2.  In addition, WG4 directed that extended letters be made explicitly an optional feature.


Status:   Done.  
20.  (JP 11) (Annex G, response to Open Issue 4a):   

The method overloading should be included in the standard as an optional feature.  

Response:  Accepted.  See the response to item 21 (JP 14).

21. (JP 12) (Annex G, response to Open Issue 4b)

If method overloading is included, the algorithm for it should be implementor defined. 

Response:   Accepted.

Method overloading is optional. The standard has defined a best-fit algorithm and the implementor may also provide processor-dependent algorithms. The current best-fit algorithm was reviewed for improvement, but no changes were found to be necessary.
Status:   Done.
22. (JP 13) (Annex G, response to Open Issue 4c)  

The standard should allow multiple algorithms depending on the environment.  

Response:  Accepted; see the response to item 21 (JP 12).    

 23.  (JP 14) (Annex G, Open items, Item 4d, Method overloading)    

The method overloading should be included in the standard as an optional feature.  

Response:  Accepted; see the response to item 21 (JP 12). 

24.  (NL 6 and UK 6) (Annex G, Open items, Item 4d, Method overloading)   
It is questionable whether “method overloading” (or “Parametric polymorphism”)  is where the question on “optionality” or “processor dependent” belongs for Object Orientation in COBOL.

Most existing COBOL implementations of Object Orientation require additional, non-standard features to interact with systems such as Java and .NET.  Simultaneously, they find required features from the COBOL standard to be unwieldy, unneeded, and not something requested by their customers.

NB Recommendations:

Depending upon what happens with the general feature of Object Orientation within the COBOL Standard,  for implementations that provide “conforming OO support, it should be left to the implementor (either implementor-defined or processor-dependent) whether method overloading is supported and if so what algorithm will be used for resolving method references.

The Standard may include its view of a “best-fit” algorithm but conforming implementation should not be required to implement it if better (or newer industry standard) methodology exists in their environment.

Response: See the response to item 21 (JP 12).  

25.  (US 12) (Annex G, Open issues,  item 4d, Method overloading)  
Method overloading should be a required feature, with the best fit algorithm, but the option of substituting an implementor-defined or processor-dependent algorithm should be provided.

Response:  See the response to item 21 (JP 12).

26.  (US 21)  (Foreword, last paragraph) 
Annex C is not a normative part of the standard.

NB Recommendations:

Change in part to read “Annexes A and B are a normative part …”


Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.

27. (NL 35 and UK 35)  (Introduction) 
The bulleted list of Significant enhancements should better highlight some of the changes in this revision.

NB Recommendations:

Replace the sixth bullet item under Significant enhancements with the following: 

· Support for industry standard floating-point formats

· Support for industry-standard arithmetic rules 

· Support for multiple rounding options

Also, change the eighth bullet item, to read 

Added support for industry standard date and time formats

Response:   Accepted, with the exception that the eighth bullet was changed to read "Support for industry standard date and time formats" (without the word "Added").


Status:  Done.

28.  (NL 36 and UK 36) (Introduction)  

Correct minor editorial problems with the introduction.

NB Recommendations:

· Change the second full paragraph in part to read “Annex C, Concepts, includes an explanation of major features, as well …”  

· In the last paragraph, change in part to read “ … working group ISO/IEC JTC1/SC22/WG4 and Accredited Standards Committee INCITS task group"

Response:   Accepted, with the exception that the text of the second bullet above was changed in part to read "… working group ISO/IEC JTC 1/SC 22/WG 4 and INCITS Task Group PL22.4."


Status:  Done.
29.  (US 2) (3.1, A conforming implementation) 
The lead-in to conformance requirements states that a conforming implementation must "meet the criteria of 3.1.1 through 3.1.16".  Clause 3.1.12, Optional language elements, states that "No language elements shall be deleted from the next revision of standard COBOL without having first been identified as obsolete in this working draft International Standard." This is not a requirement that must be met by a conforming implementation.

NB Recommendations:

Investigate the removal (or rewording) of this statement. As is, it should not be presented within the criteria that must be met by a conforming implementation.

Response:  Accepted in principle; the statement that “No language elements shall be deleted …”  retained but presented in a better place, perhaps with rewording.

Revised response:  Accepted in principle; the statement that “No language elements shall be deleted …” was removed from the conformance requirements. This statement also appeared in Annex E.2, Obsolete elements, and was retained in that annex.

Status:  Done.
30.  (NL 14 and UK 14) (3.1.6, Optional language elements) 

When they need, users should be able to detect if their source code is potentially non-portable because it uses conforming but optional syntax.

In addition, it is not clear what warning mechanisms are available for the use of optional features when the implementor supports part, but not all, of the full conforming feature.

NB Recommendations:

1)  Add the requirement that the implementor provide a warning mechanism at compile time to indicate use of syntactically-detectable optional language elements. This mechanism should be switchable (on/off) at the users need.

2)  Clarify whether an implementor that supports part but not all of an optional language element should flag supported syntax as a non-standard extension as defined in the final paragraph of “3.1.9 Nonstandard extensions”

[Convener's note:  I numbered the paragraphs to simplify the response.] 

Response:   

1)  Flagging of optional language elements is already specified. No additional flagging of optional language elements will be provided.

PL22.4 investigated further and determined that flagging of optional language elements is not already specified, nor was it specified in COBOL 85. 

Revised response:   Flagging of optional language elements was not specified in the 1985 standard or the 2002 standard.  WG4 does not believe that such flagging should now be added. 
(WG4 approval of this revised response is needed.)   
2) The draft is clear in 3.1.8 that language elements implemented as a subset of an optional feature are standard extensions.  No change is needed.

31.  (NL 19 and UK 19)  (6.2, Fixed form reference format)

It is unclear exactly what is meant by a “character position”.  Is this a fixed size (for example the size of a single alphanumeric character from the implementor’s COBOL character repertoire or the size of a single national character from the implementor’s COBOL character repertoire?

Or is it the size (in storage of the source lines) of each character variable and might depend upon whether the character occupying the position is national or alphanumeric?

If the latter is true, does this mean that the R-margin is actually VARIABLE in location for fixed form reference format when considering the source lines in storage?

If the size of each character position is “a byte” or some equivalent fixed size, what happens if a multibyte character starts but doesn’t end in the indicator area or starts but does not end before the R-Margin.

NB Recommendations:

For fixed form reference format (and for compatibility with pre-2002 COBOL standards) define a “character position” for fixed form reference format as the size of a single alphanumeric character from the implementor’s COBOL character repertoires.

State that it is non-conforming source code if a character that does not fit into a single character position (as defined above) starts but does not finish in

· The sequence number area

· The indicator area

· The program area

Response:   6, Reference format, rule 1c, states “The implementor shall specify the meaning of lines and character positions.”   No change is needed.

32.  (NL 43 and UK 43)  (6.2.2, Indicator area)

Missing “hot-link” within text.

NB Recommendations:   Create a hot-link for the text at the end of the sentence that has

“6.1.1, Fixed indicators”

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.  

33.  (US 22)  (5.4, Integer operands,  Note 1)

The note does not distinguish between 31-digit capacity of standard intermediate data items and 34-digit capacity of standard-decimal and standard-binary intermediate data items.

NB Recommendations:

Replace all text with the following:  “If standard arithmetic is in effect, and the value of the exponent is greater than 31, the value of the standard intermediate data item is an integer.  If standard-binary or standard-decimal arithmetic is in effect, and the value of the exponent is greater than 34, the value (but not necessarily the form) of the standard intermediate data item is an integer.”

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.     
34.  (NL 18 and UK 18) (7.2.9, DEFINE directive, syntax rule 1)   
SR (1) of the >>DEFINE directive states, “Compilation-variable-name-1 shall not be the same as a compiler-directive reserved word”

It is unclear exactly what words are being restricted from being used as compilation-variable-name-1 in the DEFINE directive:

•
Is it all the words in “8.12 Compiler-directive words”

•
Is it all the words in 8.12 plus all the words in Table 14 — Exception-names and exception conditions” as the end of 8.12 might indicate

•
Is it only specific words compiler directing words that are reserved in the context of the >>DEFINE, >>IF, and >>EVALUATE statements

•
Or is it some other list

If the list does include all the exception names, then a substantive change is missing to document the new exception names that may no longer be used as compilation-variable names.

NB Recommendations:

Clarify SR (2) of the >>DEFINE directive to make it clear exactly which compiler directing words may not be used as compilation-variable names.

If the list of prohibited words include all the exception names, then create a new substantive change potentially affecting entry to document that all the new exception names may no longer be used as compilation-variable names.

Response:  

1)  In the interest of eliminating possible ambiguities, all instances of “compiler-directive reserved words” were changed to “compiler-directive words”. 8.12, Compiler-directive words, last paragraph, was clarified to read in part “… are reserved in the context of compiler directives.”.   This is not a substantive change from ISO/IEC 1989:2002.   

2)  7.2.2 rule 7, was changed in part to read “ … reserved within the context of the general format in which that compiler-directive word is specified."

Status:  Done. 

35.  (NL 40 and UK 40) (7.2.12, FLAG-85 directive, NOTE following introductory paragraph)

FLAG-85 directive:  The Standard doesn’t talk about “editions of the standard”

NB Recommendations:

Change 

“…is to be deleted from the next edition of standard COBOL.”

  to

“ … is to be removed  from the next revision of the COBOL standard.”

Response:  ISO refers to the document as an “edition”.  “Revision” is the process of developing a new “edition” of an existing document.  In fact, “revision” is incorrectly used in the draft standard in a number of locations; these were corrected. 


Status:  Done.  
36.  (NL 41 and UK 41) (7.2.13, FLAG-NATIVE-ARITHMETIC directive, NOTE follwing introductory paragraph)

FLAG-NATIVE-ARITHMETIC directive:  The Standard doesn’t talk about “editions of the standard”

NB Recommendations:

Change 

“…is to be deleted from the next edition of standard COBOL.”

  to

“ … is to be removed  from the next revision of the COBOL standard.”

Response:   See the response to item 35 (NL 40 and UK 40).     

37.   (NL 20 and UK 20)  (7.2.15  LEAP-SECOND directive)

When the LEAP-SECOND directive is set to ON, the maximum value for the new date and time date formats is “60”.  However, for those date and time features (such as the CURRENT-DATE intrinsic function) that existed before this revision, it is implementor defined what the maximum value is.  See, for example, Returned Value rule (10 under “15.17 CURRENT-DATE function:

NB Recommendations:

1)   Clarify that it is implementor-defined (or processor dependent) whether they can detect and report a leap-second.

2)   However, it is required that the maximum value for a second field when LEAP-SECOND is set to ON is always “60” regardless of whether it is a new or old feature.

Response:   The LEAP-SECOND directive allows the values returned from ACCEPT FROM TIME and the CURRENT-DATE and WHEN-COMPILED functions to include seconds representations greater than 59 (in fact, as high as 99) at the discretion of the implementor. 

The new date and time functions and the associated formats are intended to be compliant with ISO 8601, which constrains the seconds representations to a maximum seconds value of 60.  


The values returned from the  ACCEPT FROM TIME and the CURRENT-DATE and 


WHEN-COMPILED functions have not changed from those returned in the previous edition


of the standard and a substantive change entry is not appropriate.    
No change is needed.

Revised response: 

The effect of the setting of the LEAP-SECOND directive on the values returned from those mechanisms that retrieve date and time information from the operating environment is defined by the implementor in only a very few circumstances.  
 
When the LEAP-SECOND directive is set to OFF, the following limitations on time data retrieved from the operating environment are in effect: 
 
1)  The value in the seconds subfield of the information retrieved from the operating environment for the ACCEPT FROM TIME statement and for the CURRENT-DATE, FORMATTED-CURRENT-DATE and WHEN-COMPILED functions is less than 60. 
 
2)  The standard numeric time value rtrieved from the operating environment for the SECONDS-PAST-MIDNIGHT function is less than 86,400. 

When the LEAP-SECOND directive is set to ON, the implementor defines the following: 
 
1)  Whether the value contained in the seconds portion of the information retrieved from the operating environment for the ACCEPT FOM TIME statement and from the CURRENT-DATE and WHEN-COMPILED functions may be 60 or greater, and if so, how much greater it can be (in any case, it is required to be less than 100).   
 
2)  Whether the maximum value contained in the seconds subfield of the information retrieved from the operating environment for the FORMATTED-CURRENT-DATE function can reach or exceed 60 (in any case, it is required to be less than 61).  
 
3)  Whether the standard numeric time value retrieved from the operating environment for the SECONDS-PAST-MIDNIGHT function can reach or exceed 86,400 (in any case, it is required to be less than 86,401). 
 

For those time and date functions that accept a standard numeric time value provided by the user, when LEAP-SECOND is ON, the value must be less than 86,401; otherwise, the value must be less than 86,400. 
 
For those time and date functions that accept information in common time formats, when LEAP-SECOND is ON, the value contained in the seconds subfield must be less than 61; otherwise, the value must be less than 60.  
 
The implementor does not define the maxima for these cases. 
 
The implementor-defined list correctly reflects the areas in which the implementor defines the maxima for these values. 
 

In response to the request to limit the values returned in the seconds subfield of the ACCEPT FROM TIME statement and from the CURRENT-DATE and WHEN-COMPILED functions, WG4 is of the opinion that introducing such limits would risk unacceptable incompatibilities with the 2002 standard.
 
No change is needed. 

 

This revised explanation should be reviewed by WG4.  The response is unchanged in that no change is needed.
38.  (US 23)  (7.2.15  LEAP-SECOND directive, introductory paragraph) 

Incorrect name  was used for an intrinsic function

NB Recommendations:  Replace “CURRENT-FORMATTED-DATE” with “FORMATTED-CURRENT-DATE” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.
39.  (US 24)  (7.2.15.3, LEAP-SECOND directive, General rule 2): 

Incorrect name was used for an intrinsic function

NB Recommendations:

Replace “CURRENT-FORMATTED-DATE” with “FORMATTED-CURRENT-DATE”  in the list of intrinsic functions

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.
40.  (US 25)  (7.2.15.3, LEAP-SECOND directive, General rule 3) 

Incorrect name was used for an intrinsic function

NB Recommendations:

Replace “CURRENT-FORMATTED-DATE” with “FORMATTED-CURRENT-DATE” in the list of intrinsic functions

Response:   Accepted.      Status:  Done.     

41. (NL 15)  (8.1.2, COBOL character repertoire, General rule 4c)

The mapping between uppercase and lowercase characters within COBOL source code is too important for portability to be left as entirely implementor defined.

Both the 1985 and 2002 Standards gave a complete list of the corresponding characters (even though the former only had to list 26 mappings).

This not only impacts the determination of whether two COBOL user-defined words are or are not (portably) equivalent, but it also should impact the data produced with data-items defined with certain currency signs defined by the CURRENCY SIGN clause.

Finally, make it clear that the normative CASE MAPPINGS are a requirement for how various upper-/lower-case letters are mapped as equivalent.  It is NOT a requirement that the implementor actually support all of the characters in their COBOL character repertoire

NB Recommendations:  

Option 1:

 Restore the normative “Case Mapping” Annex that was available in the 2002 COBOL Standard but update it with the current information in UnicodeData.txt. Remove all references to the former ISO/IEC document and include informative references to the Unicode database.

Option 2:

Find some way within the ISO rules to normatively reference the Unicode database UnicodeData.txt.

If option 1 is chosen, then include an informative statement that it is the intent to update this annex in the future to reflect any changes within UnicodeData.txt and that implementor are encouraged to update their compilers with compatible changes to that document when they are available and to warn users when incompatible changes have been made to that database.

If option 2 is chosen, then include an informative statement that implementors are allowed to let their compiler actively inquire a (copy of) the .txt file to support changes.

Response:   The information on case mapping that was available in ISO/IEC 1989:2002 was restored; corrections were made for any errors that were noted.

Status:   Done.  
42. (UK 15)  (8.1.2, COBOL character repertoire, General rule 4c)

The mapping between uppercase and lowercase characters within COBOL source code is too important for portability to be left as entirely implementer defined.

Both the 1985 and 2002 Standards gave a complete list of the corresponding characters (even though the former only had to list 26 mappings).

This not only impacts the determination of whether two COBOL user-defined words are or are not (portably) equivalent, but it also should impact the data produced with data-items defined with certain currency signs defined by the CURRENCY SIGN clause.

NB Recommendations:  

Option 1 (preferred):

Find some way within the ISO rules to normatively reference the Unicode database UnicodeData.txt.

Option 2:

Restore the normative “Case Mapping” Annex that was available in the 2002 COBOL Standard but update it with the current information in UnicodeData.txt. 

Remove all references to the former ISO/IEC document and include informative references to the Unicode database.

If the latter is done, then include an informative statement that it is the intent to update this annex in the future to reflect any changes within UnicodeData.txt and that implementer are encouraged to update their compilers with compatible changes to that document when they are available and to warn users when incompatible changes have been made to that database.

Finally, make it clear that the normative CASE MAPPINGS are a requirement for how various upper-/lower-case letters are mapped as equivalent. It is NOT a requirement that the implementer actually support all of the characters in their COBOL character repertoire.

Response:   See the response to Item 41 (NL 15). 

 43.  (US 4) (8.4.1.1 Qualification) 

It is uncertain whether the hierarchy of qualification for an index-name is adequately specified

NB Recommendations:    Verify whether the hierarchy of qualification for an index-name is adequately specified, and revise the specifications as needed.  

Response:  The specification was clarified.     Status:  Done.
44.  (NL 17 and UK 17) (8.4.1.2 Subscripts, syntax rule 5) 

SR (3) of “13.16.53 SUM clause” states “If it is associated with an OCCURS clause, it shall be specified without the subscripting normally required.”

However, this exception is not listed in SR (5) for Subscription.

NB Recommendations:

Add this exception to the Syntax Rules for subscripting.

NOTE: The current subscripting exceptions reflect an earlier solution to the “ALL” with table SORTs and needs to be corrected for that, once a final solution is found for that problem.

Response:  Accepted.     
Status:     Done       

45.  (NL 33 and UK 33) (8.5.2, Class and category of data items and literals) 
For items whose data definition defines them as NUMERIC or NUMERIC-EDITED and that also are of USAGE NATIONAL, neither GR (8) of the USAGE Clause, nor the entry for “9” under General Rule (13) “The meaning of the symbols used in character-string-1” of the PICTURE Clause actually provide any information on what values are valid (or stored in) numeric or numeric-edited NATIONAL data items when the computer’s national character set supports multiple representations of the digits 0-9, e.g. a set of “Latin-1” values, a set of Hebrew values, and a set of Japanese values.

When the computer’s national character set is something like Unicode or ISO 1646, it is highly likely that such multiple numeric characters are supported.

8.2 Locales explicitly states “The locale categories LC_MESSAGES and LC_NUMERIC are not used directly by COBOL”

There appears to be no place within the Standard that actually defines what value is placed in the receiving item given source code such as:

   05 Nat-Num  Pic  999  National.

   05 Nat-Num-Ed  Pic 9,999.99 National.

   Move 123 to Nat-Num

   Move 987.53 to Nat-Num-Ed

For the latter case it is not even clear what values for “,” and “.” Are stored in the receiving item.

These problems are not limited to data items defined with a Format 1 PICTURE Clause but also exist for FORMAT 2 (locale) picture clauses.

For additional information, see for example the “decimal digit property” discussed in Chapter 4 of “The Unicode Standard, Version 5.0”

NB Recommendations:

Make support for NATIONAL numeric and numeric-edited items OPTIONAL and OBSOLETE and include a note indicating that it is explicitly undefined which set of digits apply to such data items.

PL22.4 Recommendation:  PL22.4 recommends against making national numeric and national numeric-edited items either optional or obsolete. These were added in response to user demand and have been successfully implemented. 

The values are not undefined. The implementor defines the values in question. The implementor defines the coded character sets in their entirety and assigns the "values" used to represent all characters, including those used in COBOL data items (whether alphanumeric or national). Such values include:

· the figurative constants SPACE, QUOTE, ZERO, HIGH-VALUES, and LOW-VALUES

· the value used for padding alphanumeric data items and national data items

· the values used as editing characters for alphanumeric-edited, numeric-edited, national-edited, and national numeric-edited items

· the values used for representing numeric digits in edited items

A rule specifying that the implementor defines, for a given compilation, one particular set of values for the representation of such items is not strictly necessary, but PL22.4 recognizes the utility of such a rule.   

The statement in the standard that "The locale categories LC_MESSAGES and LC_NUMERIC are not used directly by COBOL" does not mean that an implementor cannot use those categories in their implementation. Perhaps that statement should be changed to “The COBOL language does not provide the capability of direct access to the information in the locale categories LC-MESSAGES and LC-NUMERIC.”  

NOTE:  Unicode (or some other multi-byte character set) might be used as the representation of usage display as well as usage national, so the questions are not unique to national items or only to national numeric and national numeric-edited items.  A subset of the questions is applicable to national-edited and alphanumeric-edited items.

Revised PL22.4 Recommendation:  (The changed parts are in blue.)   PL22.4 recommends against making national numeric and national numeric-edited items either optional or obsolete. These were added in response to user demand and have been successfully implemented. 

The values are not undefined. The implementor defines the values in question because the implementor defines the coded character sets in their entirety and assigns the "values" used to represent all characters, including those used in COBOL data items (whether alphanumeric or national). Such values include:

· the figurative constants SPACE, QUOTE, ZERO, HIGH-VALUES, and LOW-VALUES

· the value used for padding alphanumeric data items and national data items

· the values used as editing characters for alphanumeric-edited, numeric-edited, national-edited, and national numeric-edited items

· the values used for representing numeric digits in edited items

However, to make this more apparent, PL22.4 recommends that a rule be added to indicate that the implementor defines the values used for those items.  The values might not be static, and the implementor will need to specify how the characters are determined (statically at compile time or dynamically at runtime).  The implementor will need to document statically defined values and shall specify how dynamically defined values are determined.    

The statement in the standard that "The locale categories LC_MESSAGES and LC_NUMERIC are not used directly by COBOL" does not mean that an implementor cannot use those categories in their implementation. PL22.4 recommends the following revised wording:  “The COBOL language does not provide the capability of direct access to the information in the locale categories LC-MESSAGES and LC-NUMERIC.”  

NOTE:  Unicode (or some other multi-byte character set) might be used as the representation of usage display as well as usage national, so the questions are not unique to national items or only to national numeric and national numeric-edited items.  A subset of the questions is applicable to national-edited and alphanumeric-edited items
Revised Recommendation  (OWG-1):     The WG4 response is yet to be determined. 
OWG-1 recommends the following:
WG4 does not have consensus to make national numeric and national numeric-edited items either optional or obsolete. These were added in response to user demand and have been successfully implemented. 

WG4 notes that the values are not undefined. The implementor defines the values in question because the implementor defines the coded character sets in their entirety and assigns the "values" used to represent all characters, including those used in COBOL data items (whether alphanumeric or national). Such values include:

· the figurative constants SPACE, QUOTE, and ZERO

· the character used for space filling of alphanumeric data items

· the character used for space filling of national data items

· editing characters

· characters used for numeric digits

However, to make these more apparent and to require implementor documentation, WG4 has added these items to the implementor-defined language element list.
To make it apparent that an implementor can make use of locale categories LC_MESSAGES and LC_NUMERIC, the referenced statement has been revised to say that the COBOL language does not provide the capability of direct access to the information in the locale categories LC-MESSAGES and LC-NUMERIC (The word direct was added).  

WG4 notes further that the questions about character values are not unique to national numeric and national numeric-edited items.  A subset of the questions is applicable to national-edited and alphanumeric-edited items.
Status:   Done.  
NOTE:  To meet the FCD deadline, OWG-1 has implemented the OWG-1 recommendation.
46.  (US 26) (8.6.3, Automatic, initial, and static internal items) 
The “state” of structured constants is not clearly described

NB Recommendations:

Add a new paragraph at the end of all text as follows:  “A structured constant cannot be modified at run time and is a static item that is always in initial state.”  

Response: Accepted in principle; reiterating the impossibility of modifying any part of a structured constant is redundant and unnecessary; this restriction is adequately described in 13.16.15, CONSTANT RECORD clause. 

The following new paragraph was added:   "A structured constant is a static item that is always in initial state."

Status:   Done. 
47.  (US 27) (8.8.1.3 Standard arithmetic, note) 

Standard arithmetic is incorrectly identified as archaic instead of obsolete.

NB Recommendations:

Change the note to read “Standard arithmetic is an obsolete feature of standard COBOL.”  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.
48.  (US 28) (8.8.1.4, Standard-binary arithmetic, index entry) 

Index entry missing for “standard-binary arithmetic”

NB Recommendations:

Add an index entry “Standard-binary” subordinate to the existing entry for “Arithmetic” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.
49.  (US 29) (8.8.1.5, Standard-decimal arithmetic, index entry) 

Index entry missing for “standard-decimal arithmetic”

NB Recommendations:

Add an index entry “Standard-decimal” subordinate to the existing entry for "Arithmetic"

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.
50.   (JP 15)  (8.9, Reserved words, page 154) 

Add "DATA", "STATUS", and "SYMBOLIC" to the list.
Response:  Accepted.  See the response to item 51 (NL 31 and UK 31).  

51.  (NL 31 and UK 31) (8.9, Reserved words, page 154) 

Three reserved words are missing from the table

NB Recommendation:  

Add (return) to the list of reserved words:

· DATA

· STATUS

· SYMBOLIC

After these words are added, check all the “column breaks” in the list so that each column until the last one is of the same length (unless the break occurs at an initial letter alphabet break).

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.
 52.  (US 55)  (8.9, Reserved words, page 154) 

DATA, STATUS and SYMBOLIC no longer appear in the reserved word list, yet are still treated as keywords in the language syntax. 

NB recommendation:  

Add “DATA”, “STATUS” and “SYMBOLIC” to the reserved word list.  

Response:   See the response to item 51 (NL 31 and UK 31).  

53.  (US 14) (8.12, Compiler-directive words)   

The relational operator “<>” is used as if it were a compiler-directive reserved word (for example, in describing constant conditional expressions), but is not 

included in the compiler-directive words.  

NB Recommendations:

Add “<>” to the list of compiler-directive words.  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.       
54.  (JP 16) (9.3.6, Method invocation, rule 4d, page 181) 

Change "an MOVE" to "a MOVE".

{The change proposal item 2 in J4/05-0168 was not applied.}

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done 

55.  (US 30)  (11.8.4.2, ARITHMETIC clause, Note 1 under General rule 2) 
Standard arithmetic is incorrectly identified as archaic instead of obsolete

NB Recommendations:

Change the note to read “Standard arithmetic is an obsolete feature of standard COBOL.”  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.        

56.  (NL 37 and UK 37) (11.8.5, DEFAULT ROUNDED clause, NOTE after General rule 2) 
The Standard does not talk about “previous editions of the Standard”.

NB Recommendations:

Change

“…provided by the ROUNDED phrase in previous editions of standard COBOL.”

To

“…provided by the ROUNDED phrase in previous COBOL standards.”

Response:   See the response to item 35 (NL 40 and UK 40).  

57.  (NL 21 and UK 21) (11.8.7, INTERMEDIATE ROUNDING clause, General rules 4b and 4c) 
The two rules use the phrases

“the value whose magnitude is larger is chosen.”

and

“the value in which the rightmost digit of the significand is even shall be chosen.”

The COBOL Standard doesn’t gives specification in terms of values being “chosen” but rather in terms of “shall be used”

NB Recommendations:

Change “shall be chosen” to “shall be used” for both rules.

Response:  Accepted in principle; "… shall be chosen ..." was changed to "is used".  "is used" is the preferred term in such contexts.

Status:  Done.              

58.  (JP 17) (12.2.6.2, SPECIAL-NAMES paragraph, syntax rule 6, page 218) 
Replace 

"Mnemonic-name-2 may be specified only in the SEND and WRITE statements."

with 

"Mnemonic-name-2 may be specified only in the WRITE statement."

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.     

59.  (JP 18) (12.2.6.3, SPECIAL-NAMES paragraph, general rule 17, page 225) 
The syntax element "ORDER TABLE" appears in the following places but "ORDERING TABLE" never appears in general formats.

- Page 194, 12.2.6,1, SPECIAL-NAMES paragraph GF 

- Page 639, 15.69.2, STANDARD-COMPARE function, Arguments 4)

ISO/IEC 1989:2002 has the same problem.

NB Recommendations:

Change "ORDERING TABLE" to "ORDER TABLE".

Response:  Accepted.  The requested change was made in 12.2.6.3, SPECIAL-NAMES, general rule 17.

Status:   Done.        
60.  (NL 16 and UK 16)  (12.2.7, REPOSITORY paragraph, General rule 13) 

When the REPOSITORY paragraph includes FUNCTION ALL INTRINSIC, there are cases where the use of the word “SUM” creates ambiguous source code. 

Consider a report writer entry of:

SUM A SUM B SUM (C ) UPON D

This may be equivalent of

SUM OF 

  A 

SUM OF 

  B 

  function SUM (C ) 

UPON D

Where there are two report writer SUMs, the second of which includes the function SUM

Or  it can be considered equivalent to

SUM OF 

  A 

SUM OF 

  B 

SUM  OF

   (C ) 

UPON D

Where there are three RW SUMs and the last is of the “arithmetic expression” containing the single field “C” – designated as an arithmetic expression by its surrounding parentheses

NB Recommendations:

Always require the cobol word FUNCTION before the intrinsic function name SUM.

Consider also requiring before the other reserved words RANDOM and LENGTH even though no obvious (possible?) ambiguity exist, but these three words are treated identically in other exceptions to the handling of intrinsic function names.

Response:  The keyword FUNCTION is now required to precede the function-name SUM in order to reference the SUM intrinsic function in a report description.  The keyword FUNCTION need not precede the function-names RANDOM and LENGTH in order to reference those intrinsic functions.

See the response to item 61 (US 13). 

61.  (US 13) (12.2.7, REPOSITORY paragraph, General rule 13) 
Investigate whether the keyword FUNCTION should be required before a reference to the SUM intrinsic function when it is used in the context of the SUM clause, regardless of the implicit or explicit inclusion of SUM in the function-specifier of the REPOSITORY paragraph.  

NB Recommendations:

(1)   12.2.7.3, REPOSITORY paragraph, general rule 13:  Replace all text with the following::  “Within the scope of the containing environment division, and unless rules specific to a context specify otherwise, intrinsic-function-name-1 may be specified in a function-identifier without being preceded by the word FUNCTION.”

(2)   13.16.53.3, SUM clause, general rule 5:  Add a sentence as follows:  “If the addend is arithmetic-expression-1, and any identifier it contains references the SUM intrinsic function, the reference shall be preceded by the word FUNCTION, even when SUM is implicitly or explicitly included in the FUNCTION ALL INTRINSIC specifier in the REPOSITORY paragraph.  

Response:  Paragraph (1) of the NB recommendation is accepted.  

Paragraph (2) is accepted in principle.  Rules were added to the SUM clause stating that "The use of the keyword SUM in the context of a report is treated as a report writer SUM clause unless preceded by the keyword FUNCTION, regardless of the use of the function-specifier "FUNCTION ALL INTRINSIC".
Revised response for paragraph 2:

Paragraph (2) is accepted in principle.  Appropriate rules were added to the SUM clause.       
Status:  Done.      

62.  (JP 19) (13.1.1, Data division structure, general format, page 253) 

Delete the entry for the COMMUNICATION SECTION.

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.                 

63.  (NL 9 and UK 9)  (13.9, Constant entry, 13.16.48, SAME AS clause, 13.16.56, TYPE clause, and 13.16.57, TYPEDEF clause) 

Although COBOL has always allowed “forward references” to specific data definitions and some other limited clauses, the 2002 Standard introduced a number of new features that require multiple “look ahead” or multi-pass compiler phases.

Although these (or comparable) features have been implemented in a number of COBOL implementations, several have limited their uses to references that have already been defined earlier in the COBOL source code.

In order to encourage the full conforming implementation of the next COBOL Standard, implementor should not be required to redesign their compilers for features that their existing customer bases have not requested.

NB Recommendations:

Continue to support CONSTANTS, the SAME AS, TYPE and TYPEDEF clauses.  However, make the ability to reference such items before they have been physically defined within the source code either OPTIONAL or PROCESSOR-DEPENDENT. 

(It is recommended that such references be made explicitly OPTIONAL. However, it may be the “market demand” portion of processor dependent that actually explains why some implementors will not provide support for them.).

Response:  The order in which information is described in working-storage has never been a concern to the COBOL programmer.  The requested change would be an incompatible change and would cause usability problems for programmers who group data descriptions by functional area (which some shops require). 

64.  (US 5) (13.16.2, ANY LENGTH clause) 
The capability of specifying any character as a record delimiter for the ANY LENGTH feature will lead to usability and interoperability problems. The ability to specify a delimiter of any size may not be typically supported in the industry for input-output operations and is already supported in COBOL for internal operations with the STRING and UNSTRING statements. Multiple multi-character delimiters may be unnecessary and make the feature more complicated than the variable-length data items that are needed in COBOL.

NB Recommendations:

Investigate what limits should be placed on delimiters to meet industry standard uses.

Response:     See the response to item 8 (JP 4).  

65.  (JP 20) (13.16.2, ANY LENGTH clause, General format, page 282) 

A closing square bracket is missing at the end of DELIMITED phrase.

Response:  Accepted. The closing bracket was added.     Status:  Done.      
66.  (NL 7 and UK 7) (13.16.13, CODE-SET clause; 13.16.23, FORMAT clause; and 13.16.50, SELECT WHEN clause) 

Few if any of the new and “enhanced” features related to the CODE-SET clause and the new FORMAT and SELECT WHEN Clauses have either been implemented or received significant user demand.  These features seem more appropriate to a former era pre-data bases and standardized character sets.

Their value does not seem to warrant a requirement for their implementation in order to be a conforming COBOL implementation.

NB Recommendations:

The features identified in the following substantive changes (not affecting) within the 2002 COBOL Standard should be made optional:

· 57) FORMAT clause

· 120) SELECT WHEN clause

Investigate whether the following new features of the 2002 Standard should also be optional

· 22) CODE-SET clause

· 23) CODE-SET clause

Determining if any or all of these should also be made OBSOLETE or ARCHAIC

Make certain to retain those features related to the CODE-SET clause that were available in the 1985 COBOL Standard.

Response:  The CODE-SET clause is already processor-dependent in ISO/IEC 1989:2002, as well as in the CD.  The FORMAT and SELECT WHEN clauses are optional in this draft, but were not made obsolete or archaic.

Status:  Done.      
67.  (US 32)  (13.16.15, CONSTANT RECORD clause, introductory paragraph) 

The text incorrectly implies that there are environments (more specifically, times other than at run time) in which the content of a structured constant can be modified.

NB Recommendations:

Change the second sentence to read “The content of a structured constant cannot be modified.”  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
68.  (US 31) (13.16.15.3, CONSTANT RECORD clause, General rule 1);  

Incorrect grammar in general rule 1

NB Recommendations:

Change in part “… the subject of a INITIALIZE statement …” to read “ … the subject of an INITIALIZE statement …” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
69.  (NL 34 and UK 34) (13.16.39, PICTURE clause, General rule 18) 

General Rule 18 of the PICTURE clause is currently placed under the sub-heading “FORMAT 2” but actually applies to ALL FORMATS.

NB Recommendations:

Move GR (18) to after GR (2) and before the header “FORMAT 1”. Renumber all other rules accordingly.

Response:  General rule 18 is specific to locale-based numeric items; the corresponding applicable rule for format 1 is general rule 14.  No change is necessary.  

70.  (US 33) (13.16.48.1, SAME AS clause, Syntax rule 10) 
The index entry for CONSTANT RECORD pointing to this rule is not useful

NB Recommendations:

Delete the index entry for CONSTANT RECORD that identifies this rule

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
71.  (NL 10 and UK 10) (13.16.57, TYPEDEF clause, STRONG phrase) 

Although the “strongly typed data item” feature allows for some “better programming” techniques and earlier detection of problems, there is simply not the user demand for requiring all implementers to provide support for this in all environments. 

(Weakly typed items do seem to be more widely implemented and in use – and require less complexity for both implementer and programmer)

NB Recommendations:

Make the STRONG phrase of the TYPEDEF clause and all related “strongly typed” rules optional.

Keep the “weakly typed” feature as it currently is within the draft Standard.

Response:  Safe object orientation requires strongly-typed data items.  WG4 consensus is that the STRONG phrase of the TYPEDEF clause remain mandatory.     

72.  (NL 8 and UK 8) (13.16.59, USAGE clause, USAGE BOOLEAN) 

Although some consider USAGE BIT (and GROUP-USAGE BIT) to be useful features, it is unclear whether there is serious user demand for PIC 1 USAGE DISPLAY or NATIONAL, or whether it is receiving widespread implementation.

NB Recommendations:

Investigate whether PIC 1 USAGE DISPLAY/NATIONAL should be made OPTIONAL while leaving USAGE BIT and the related boolean expressions and operators required.

Response:   The feature has sufficient utility that making it optional is unwarranted. It remains required.  

73.  (NL 11 and UK 11) (13.16.59, USAGE clause, IEEE Floating-point usages) 
It is unclear whether the current COBOL draft revision adequately and correctly addresses the interaction of the IEEE floating point usages (reflecting the STILL DRAFT IEEE 754 revision).

In particular, conversions between these data types and the traditional COBOL data types as well as operations including mixed data types can be implemented in a “well performing” manner.

Furthermore, given the default (and traditionally ONLY implemented) nature of “native arithmetic”, the results of using this feature may surprise implementor and more importantly users.

NB Recommendations:

Make all of the IEEE 754 floating point features optional and investigate further on IEEE754 implementation

Response:  ARITHMETIC IS STANDARD-BINARY, ARITHMETIC IS STANDARD-DECIMAL, and the IEEE floating-point usages are already described as processor-dependent in the CD. Note that IEEE 754 is no longer a draft standard.  No change is needed.  

74.  (NL 29 and UK 29) (13.16.59, USAGE clause, IEEE Floating-point usages)  
The naming of the USAGEs for the new IEEE floating point data items do not match the names used within the IEEE 754, nor are they particularly useful or informative.  In fact, for the binary items, they are actually inexact and relatively misleading.

If the decimal floating point usages are kept as:

· FLOAT-DECIMAL-16

· FLOAT-DECIMAL-34

…reflecting the number of base 10 digits that can be in the significand, then change the binary USAGE names to

· FLOAT-BINARY-24

· FLOAT-BINARY-53

· FLOAT-BINARY-113

…in order to reflect the EXACT number of BASE 2 “digits” that that can exist in the significand (rather than an approximation in base 10)

Alternative, use the actual naming/numbering convention from the p754 Standard that reflects the exact storage size of each data type and call these something like

· FLOAT-BINARY-32

· FLOAT-BINARY-64 

· FLOAT-BINARY-128 

· FLOAT-DECIMAL-64 

· FLOAT-DECIMAL-128

This latter naming convention would make it easiest for implementor and user alike to research and understand the relationship between the COBOL USAGEs and the P754 specification.

For more information, see (for example) the table “Table 3.2—Parameters defining basic format floating-point numbers ” in the March 2008 version of “P754 Draft Standard for Floating-Point Arithmetic

NB Recommendations:

Change the names of the COBOL USAGEs for IEEE floating point data items to use the terminology from the P754r Standard.

Response:   Names that reflected the IEEE 754r conventions were considered early in the design process for this feature.  Since PICTURE clauses are not specified for these usages, consensus was reached to choose names that represented the decimal capacity.  The name represents the only mechanism whereby the decimal capacity of the items can be recognized easily by the COBOL programmer.  Changing them would be a disservice to COBOL programmers.  There is insufficient sentiment to warrant a change to these naming conventions.    

75.  (JP 22)  (14.4, Procedural statements and sentences, Table 13 – Procedural statements , page 409)
Delete entries for "DISABLE", "ENABLE", "PURGE", "RECEIVE", and "SEND".

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
76.  (JP 21)  (14.5.12, Condition Handling, page 418) 
The item 17 of the J4 approved document J4/05-0032 was not included in the combined change proposal J4/05-0059, and this change was not applied.

NB Recommendations:

Rename the clause name of 14.5.12 as Exception Condition Handling.

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
77.  (NL 4 and UK 4) (14.5.12.1, Exception conditions) 
The current exception condition model requires every conforming implementation to detect every possible (level-3) exception.

In fact, there are a number of level-3 exceptions that appropriate for one environment but not for another.  In some cases such detection may be outside the supported behavior of the operating system or application subsystems.

In addition, a number of level-3 exceptions are for features tor which there is NO market demand within an implementor’s customers.

For example, many implementations already provide a mechanism for determining if, for a multi-level table, the combination of subscripts would produce an “address” outside the entire table.  Customers of these implementation do NOT WANT a feature to check that the individual subscripts are valid as specified as is required by EC-BOUND-SUBSCRIPT

Similarly, many customers would be shocked if their implementors were required to compare the content of USAGE BINARY data items to the number of 9’s in the PICTURE clause and to raise an EC-DATA-INCOMPATIBLE exception condition – when users think that ALL values are valid within a USAGE BINARY data item.

NB Recommendations:

Make it either implementor defined or processor dependent which level-3 exception conditions are detectable by a conforming implementation.

The implementor should be required to document which level-3 exceptions they can detect and which they cannot.

Possibly, a warning message should be required when a source program tries to turn a Level-3 (or related level-2) exception detection on, but the implementation does not support detecting that specific (or Level-2) exception condition.

Response:   It is possible that some level-3 exceptions cannot be supported in some environments.  Detection of level-3 exceptions depends on the ability of the processor to detect the exception; this was added to the processor-dependent list.
Support for level-3 exceptions for optional or processor-dependent features which an implementor has chosen not to support was already not required in the CD. 
Users have control over the detection of any exception condition by using the TURN directive, which is OFF for all exception conditions by default.

Status:    Done.
78.  (US 3)  (14.5.12.1, Exception conditions) 

Some of the exception conditions appear to be impossible to detect in some environments.

NB Recommendations:

Examine the exception-conditions to determine whether specific exceptions cannot be detected in some environments (because they are not obtainable in the operating environment, for example) and make the detection of such exception conditions processor-dependent or implementer-defined. The following might be such conditions, though the examination should not be limited to these: 

EC-BOUND-PTR, 

EC-OO-UNIVERSAL, 

EC-ORDER-NOT-SUPPORTED, 

EC-SIZE-ADDRESS, 

EC-SORT-MERGE-RELEASE, 

EC-SORT-MERGE-SEQUENCE.

Response:  See the response to item 77 (NL 4 and UK 4).  


79.  (NL 39 and UK 39) (14.6.3, ROUNDED phrase, general rule 7) 

 “exception conditions” not “exception condition names” are set

NB Recommendations:

Change

“the EC-SIZE-TRUNCATION is set to exist”

 To

“the EC-SIZE-TRUNCATION exception condition is set to exist”

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
80.  (US 35)  (14.6.4, SIZE ERROR phrase and size error condition, rule 5) 
Both Rule 5 and Rule 6 specify standard-decimal arithmetic.  One should specify standard-binary.  

NB Recommendations:

Change rule 5 in part to read “If standard-binary arithmetic is in effect, … range for a standard-binary intermediate data item.” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
81.  (US 36)  (14.6.6, Arithmetic statements, rule 2a) 
The IEEE floating-point usages are not included in this list. 

NB Recommendations:

Change rule 2a in part to read “ … float-long, float-extended, or an IEEE floating-point usage, the composite …” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
82.  (US 37)  (14.6.6, Arithmetic statements, rule 2b) 
The IEEE floating-point usages are not included in this list. 

NB Recommendations:

Change rule 2b in part to read “ … “… float-long, or float-extended, or is of an IEEE floating-point usage, the composite … float-long, or float-extended, or are not of an IEEE floating-point usage, shall not contain …” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.       

83.  (NL 22 and UK 22)  (14.8.24, MOVE statement, NOTE following general rule 5) 
The current note indicates that a MOVE of any alphanumeric figurative constant to a numeric receiving field is ARCHAIC.  In the case of a QUOTE figurative constant sending item, this is now OBSOLETE.

NB Recommendations:

Replace the existing NOTE with the following,

“NOTE     MOVE of the alphanumeric figurative constants QUOTE or QUOTES to numeric items is an obsolete feature of standard COBOL and is to be removed from the next revision of standard COBOL.  MOVE of alphanumeric figurative constants other than QUOTE or QUOTES is an archaic feature and its use should be avoided.

Response:  Accepted in principle.  The note was replaced with the following text:  

"NOTE    MOVE of the alphanumeric figurative constants QUOTE or QUOTES to a numeric item is an obsolete feature of standard COBOL and is to be removed from the next edition of standard COBOL.  MOVE of alphanumeric figurative constants other than QUOTE or QUOTES to a numeric item is an archaic feature and its use is to be avoided."

Status:  Done.      
84.  (JP 23) (14.8.24.3, MOVE statement, general rule 7b, page 515) 
The statements in items 1 and 2 should be consistent. The item 1 starts with "If a data item ...", whereas item 2 starts with "If the data item ..."

Response:  Accepted. The wording "If the data item …" is used.      Status:  Done.      
85.  (NL 13 and UK 13)  (14.8.33, REWRITE statement and 14.8.47, WRITE statement (FILE file-name-1 phrase)) 
Before databases and XML, writing without a record-name would have been a “nice to have” feature, but its value today’s programmers does not justify the development effort to provide universally. The benefit gained is not worth the complexity and the error-prone issues involved.  Consider, for example, the difficulties this feature has introduced into shared but overlapping storage issues currently being considered via the defect process.

Have sufficient users demanded this feature for any implementor to provide it in the six years since the 2002 Standard was approved, much less when this feature was first added to a draft of the that Standard?

NB Recommendations:

Make the “FILE file-name-1” phrase of the WRITE and REWRITE statements OPTIONAL and OBSOLETE.

Response:  The feature was made optional but not obsolete.   This remains a “nice to have” feature, as programs are still being written that use files.  The issues involved with shared but overlapping storage areas are addressed by the rules for the MOVE statement, as specified in the rules for REWRITE and WRITE. 

Status:  Done.      
86.  (JP 24)  (14.8.35, SET statement, general format, page 551) 
The suffix of the meta-term identifier-nn should appear in ascending order in the general format.

Response:   While it would be a cosmetic improvement to ensure that these meta-terms were declared in ascending order, the risks of introducing editing errors are too great to justify making the change.

87.  (NL 30 and UK 30) (14.8.35, SET statement, general format, page 551) 
Currently both General Format 8 (function-pointer-assignment) and General Format 15 (IEEE-P754-floating-point) use the meta-term “identifier-12” although these should not actually refer to the same meta-term.

NB Recommendations:

Change “identifier-12” to “identifier-7” (the next logical identifier-nn) in Format 8 and renumber all “identifier-nn” terms in the subsequent general formats.

Change all references in the general and syntax rules to the newly numbered meta-terms.

Response:  See the response to item 86 (JP 24).  Changes were made to substitute “identifier-14” for “identifier-12” in Format 15, and the rules for Format 15 were updated accordingly.  

Status:  Done.
88.  (NL 44 and UK 44)  (14.8.35, SET statement, general rule 29) 
Extraneous quotation mark

NB Recommendations:

Remove the extraneous quotation mark at the end of the paragraph after the list numbered a) thru c)

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
89.  (US 38)  (14.8.35.2, SET statement, syntax rule 20) 

Neither “restricted function pointer” nor “unrestricted function pointer” is a defined term in the standard.  The specification limiting Syntax rule 20 to the context in which identifier-13 is a restricted function pointer is not meaningful.  

NB Recommendations:

Replace the second sentence with “The function-prototypes associated with identifier-12 and identifier-13 shall have the same signature.”

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
90.  (US 39)  (14.8.35.3, SET statement, general rule 13)
The grammar of the third sentence of this general rule is incorrect.  

NB Recommendations:

Change the third sentence of General rule 13 to read in part “If the address identified by identifier-13 is neither the predefined address NULL nor the address of a function defined with the same signature …”.  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
91.  (NL 12, UK 12)  (15, Intrinsic functions)   
As so few (if any) implementors have implemented (or had user demand to implement) the various EXCEPTION-xxx intrinsic functions, it is unclear whether they do (or would) provide any real usability.

It is also unclear whether their use can (or would) actually be portable.  Consider such “specification test” as:

An implementor-defined identifier of the source line that contains the beginning of the statement is then appended.

NOTE The user cannot rely on the value returned being consistent from one compilation of the same compilation unit to the next. ...”

NB Recommendations:

Make these functions OPTIONAL and possibly OBSOLETE.

NOTE: “localized” (and industry standard”) exception handling would moot these functions that may only be used within declaratives.

Response:   There was no intent on the part of the designers of this feature that the returned values for the EXCEPTION-LOCATION and EXCEPTION-LOCATION-N functions be portable, nor is there any requirement that they be so.  This does not diminish the utility of these features for user-written diagnostic procedures.  

The values returned from EXCEPTION-FILE, EXCEPTION-FILE-N, EXCEPTION-STATEMENT and EXCEPTION-STATUS functions are fully described in the rules and are portable among implementations.  

The last exception status can be interrogated within the body of the program by any of these functions.  

These capabilities remain required.    

92.  (NL 32 and UK 32)  (15.2.1.1, Date formats) 
For the new date and time intrinsic functions, the programmer may pass a “formatting literal” with values such as “YYYY...” and the literal may be an alphanumeric literal..

The Standard allows (but does not require) implementors to provide support for “mixed” alphanumeric literals and data items. (See “8.1.1 Computer's coded character set” and “8.3.1.2.1 Alphanumeric literals”. Currently all the syntax and general rules associated with such mixed items are totally implementor defined.

However, it would be expected (by many if not most) that if the formatting literal for a date/time intrinsic function were in a “mixed literal” that the “replacing data” would be in the same mixture of alphanumeric and national data, i.e. that alphanumeric values in the literal would be replaced by alphanumeric data and that national values in the literal would be replace by national data.

NB Recommendations:


Either add a rule indicating that if (and only if) the implementor supports both mixed alphanumeric literals and mixed alphanumeric data, that then when using the formatting date/time intrinsic functions, the alphanumeric values in the literals are replaced by alphanumeric data ant the national values in the literals are replaced by national data.

Or

Add a note near where the formatting literals are discussed reminding the reader that all rules (including these) related to mixed literals and alphanumeric data items are implementor defined and the category of each character returned from these functions is implementor defined.

Response:  The standard is clear that the results of mixing national and alphanumeric information in alphanumeric literals are defined by the implementor. There is no need to add additional notes or rules to that effect in the context of date and time formats.  

93.  (NL 46 and UK 46) (15.2.1.1, Date formats)
Throughout all the text describing date and time formats, there are phrases such as

  two lower-case h characters


that should be

  two lower-case ‘h’ characters

In other words, the indicated character should be enclosed in single quotation marks.

NB Recommendations:

(1)   15.2.1.1.1, Calendar date formats, first paragraph:  Change in part to read “ … four upper-case 'Y' characters … two upper-case 'M' characters … two upper-case 'D' characters …”.

Ibid., second paragraph:  Change in part to read “ … two upper-case 'M' characters … two upper-case 'D' characters …”.

(2)   15.2.1.1.3, Ordinal date formats:  Change BOTH paragraphs to read in part “ … four upper-case 'Y' characters … three upper-case 'D' characters …”.

(3)   15.2.1.1.5, Week date formats:  Change BOTH paragraphs in part to read “… four upper-case 'Y' characters … an upper-case 'W' character, two lower-case 'w' characters … and a single upper-case 'D' character …”.

(4)   15.2.1.2.1.1, Common time formats with integer seconds representation:  Change BOTH paragraphs in part to read “ … two lower-case ‘h’ characters … two lower-case ‘m’ characters  … two lower-case ‘s’ characters …”.

(5)   15.2.1.2.1.2, Common time formats with fractional seconds representation:  Change BOTH paragraphs in part to read “ … two lower-case 'h' characters … two lower-case 'm' characters …  two lower-case 's' characters  … at least one lower-case 's' character …”.

(6)   15.2.1.2.3, UTC time formats:  Change in part to read “ … upper-case 'Z' character …”.

(7)   15.2.1.2.4.1, Offset subformats:  Change the FIRST TWO paragraphs in part to read “ … two lower-case 'h' characters … two lower-case 'm' characters …”.

(8)   15.2.1.3, Combined date and time formats:  Change the SECOND paragraph in part to read “ … followed by an upper-case 'T' character …”.

Response:  Accepted; the changes recommended above by the NB were made.

Status:  Done.      
94.  (NL 23 and UK 23) (15.2.1.2.2, Local time formats) 

The second paragraph states,

“The values contained in data associated with local time formats represent the local time appropriate to the operating environment.”

The definition of “processor-dependent” in “Processor-dependent language elements” states,

“Processor refers to the entire computing system that is used to translate compilation groups and execute run units, consisting of both hardware and relevant software. ... Factors that may be considered include, but are not limited to, hardware capability, software capability, and market positioning of the processor.”

It appears that the “values contained in local time formats” exactly matches the intent and definition of “processor-dependent”.

NB Recommendations:

Add this feature to the processor-dependent list.

Consider whether “appropriate” is the best word to be used in the specification of “Local time formats”. Possibly the sentence might be better as something like

“The values contained in data associated with local time formats represent the local time provided for this processing environment.”

Response:  The following paragraphs were deleted (their content is misleading):

-   the second paragraph of 15.2.1.2.2, Local time formats 

-   the second paragraph of 15.2.1.2.3, UTC time formats 

-   the second paragraph of 15.2.1.2.4, Offset time formats.

Status:  Done.      
95.  (NL 26 and UK 26) (15.2.1.2.4, Offset time formats)  

As a follow-on to the previous problem, <Item 100 (UK 24)>, the new “offset time formats do not tell what happens when an implementation or a processor cannot detect or report on the offset from UTC.

This is handled by older features of COBOL by allowing a “0” instead of a “+” or “-“. However, (apparently?) ISO 8601:2004 doesn’t provide the same specification.

NB Recommendations:

Allow for a “0” in “offset time formats” to indicate that the processor does not support offsets from UTC.

Alternatively, make it implementer-defined or explicitly undefined what happens in such cases.

Response:     The rules have been revised to allow a zero in the sign field of data associated with offset subformats so long as the hours and minutes fields are also zero.
Status:     Done 
96.  (JP 25)  (15.2.1.4, Examples of date and time formats, Table 22, Table of date and time formats, page 610) 

The second "NOTE 2" must be "NOTE 3".

Response:  Accepted in principle.  The second Note 2 was deleted.        Status:   Done
97.  (NL 24 and UK 24)  (15.2.1.4, Examples of date and time formats, Table 22, Table of date and time formats, page 610)  
There are two problems with the NOTES at the end of the table (but within the table)

1) (Editorial) The second NOTE should be labeled “NOTE 3 and not a second “NOTE 2”

2) (Technical) This same NOTE is in error when it indicates that this format

“differ from the format associated with the CURRENT-DATE and WHEN-COMPILED functions only in that the time and date subformats are separated by the character ’T’, which does not appear in the result value from CURRENT-DATE and WHEN-COMPILED.”

The older features all ALSO support a “0” in the character potions where the new format only support “+” or “-“.

NB Recommendations:

Either 

remove the (originally second “NOTE 2”) entirely 

or

Re-label it as “NOTE 3” and correct what differences there are between the data in the new format and that supported in previous date/time formats.

Response:    See the responses to Item 95 (NL 26 and UK 26) and 96 (JP 25)   
Status:     Done

98.  (US 40) (15.2.1.4, Examples of date and time formats, Table 22, Table of date and time formats, page 610) 
The entry in the “Format” column for "Combined extended date and time format (integer seconds)” incorrectly uses colons in the date portion of the format.  The rules are clear that hyphens are appropriate here.  The entry in the “Example value” column is correct.  

NB Recommendations:

Change the entry in the “Format” column to read “YYYY‑MM‑DDThh:mm:ss+hh:mm"

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.       
99.  (US 41)  (15.2.1.4, Examples of date and time formats, Table 22, Table of date and time formats, page 610)
The entry for  "Combined basic date and time format (fractional seconds)” does not reflect fractional seconds in either the format or the example value.

NB Recommendations:


Change the entry in the “Format” column to read "YYYYMMDDThhmmss.ss+hhmm", and the entry in the “Example value” column to read "19950215T051427.81+0500"

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.      
100.  (NL 25 and UK 25)  (15.2.1.4, Examples of date and time formats, NOTE after the table)  
The very last NOTE in this section (after Table 22 — Table of date and time formats) that begins,

“NOTE Future enhancements to standard intrinsic functions”

Seems totally misplaced.

NB Recommendations:

Move this note to somewhere in the section

“15.2 Arguments”

Possibly after the first paragraph of that section and possibly after the numbered paragraph,

“6) Keyword”“

Response:   The NOTE in question was moved to be after the text in 15.2, Arguments (before the heading 15.2.1, Format arguments to date and time functions).

Status:  Done.      
101.  (JP 26) (15.5, Summary of functions, Table 23, Table of functions) 
J4/05-0014 item 141 and J4/06-0035 item 70 directed this change, but the change was not applied.

NB Recommendations:   Delete "Int1". 

Response:   See the response to item 102 (NL 27 and UK 27). 

102.  (NL 27 and UK 27)  (15.5, Summary of functions, Table 23, Table of functions) 
There are a number of errors in the argument column of Table 23 for the new date and time intrinsic functions.

NB Recommendations:

Make the following changes fin the argument column of Table 23:

(1)   For FORMATTED-CURRENT-DATE, change the list to “Anum1 or Nat1, Int2”

(2)   For  FORMATTED-DATE, change the list to “Anum1 or Nat1, Int2”

(3)   For FORMATTED-DATETIME, change the list to “Anum1 or Nat1, Int2, Num3, Int4”

(4)   For FORMATTED-TIME, change the list to “Anum1 or Nat1, Num2, Int3”

(5)   For INTEGER-OF-FORMATTED-DATE, change the list to “Anum1 or Nat1, Anum2 or Nat2”

(6)   For SECONDS-FROM-FORMATTED-TIME, change the list to “Anum1 or Nat1, Anum2 or Nat2”

(7)   For TEST-FORMATTED-DATETIME, change the list to “Anum1 or Nat1, Anum2 or Nat2

Response:   Accepted.     Status:  Done.           
103.  (NL 28 and UK 28)  (15.5, Summary of functions, Table 23, Table of functions) 

When possible, line breaks should be avoided before the numbers at the end of meta-terms

NB Recommendations:

In the Value returned” column use non-breaking hyphens for:

· FORMATTED-DATETIME / “argument-1”

· FORMATTED-TIME / “argument-3”

Response:  Accepted.     
Status:  Done.          
104.  (US 34)  (14.5.12.1.5, Exception-names and exception conditions, Table 14, Exception-names and exception conditions ) 
The description of EC-FLOW-SEARCH uses “illegal”; the appropriate word to describe the context is “invalid”  

NB Recommendations:

Change the “Description” entry for EC-FLOW-SEARCH to read in part “Invalid use of SET to change …” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.           
105.  (NL 50 and UK 49) (15.15, COMBINED-DATETIME function)  
The end of the introductory paragraph is confusing with its two “into” phrases, i.e.

“ ... combines a value in integer date form and a time in standard numeric time form into a single numeric item into a common form.

NB Recommendations:

Remove the end of the introductory paragraph changing,

“ ... combines a value in integer date form and a time in standard numeric time form into a single numeric item into a common form.”

  To

“ ... combines a value in integer date form and a time in standard numeric time form into a single numeric item.”

Response:  The introductory paragraph was replaced with the following: “The COMBINED-DATETIME function combines a date in integer date form and a time in standard numeric time form into a single numeric item from which both date and time components can be derived.”

Status:  Done.           
106.  (NL 48 and UK 47) (15.35, FORMATTED-DATETIME function, argument rule 4)
It is not obvious why argument-4 must be “be less than or equal to 1439”.

It is also unclear why this argument is specified as a total number of minutes rather than in the

“HH:MM”

Format used for offsets elsewhere.

NB Recommendations:

Either add a note after argument rule 4 that states,

“NOTE    The maximum offset magnitude expressible in integer minutes is 23 hours 59 minutes, or 1439 minutes.  The offset value may be positive or negative.”

  Or

Change the format of the argument to either “HH:MM” format or “HHMM” format.

Response:   Accepted the addition of a note. The value must be an integer representing minutes and therefore two integers in a single value representing hours and minutes separately introduces unacceptable complexity.  


Status:  Done.           
107.  (NL 49 and UK 48) (15.36, FORMATTED-TIME function, argument rule 4) 
It is not obvious why argument-4 must be “be less than or equal to 1439”.

It is also unclear why this argument is specified as a total number of minutes rather than in the

“HH:MM”

Format used for offsets elsewhere

NB Recommendations:

Either add a note after argument rule 4 that states,

“NOTE    The maximum offset magnitude expressible in integer minutes is 23 hours 59 minutes, or 1439 minutes.  The offset value may be positive or negative.”

  Or

Change the format of the argument to either “HH:MM” format or “HHMM” format.

Response:  See the response to item 106 (NL 48 and UK 47).    

108.  (US 6)  (15.78, STANDARD-COMPARE function)
The ordering defined in ISO/IEC 14651 is not broadly supported in the industry.

NB Recommendations:

Make the functionality for using the ordering specified by ISO/IEC 14651 optional (STANDARD-COMPARE function, exception condition EC-ORDER-NOT-SUPPORTED, ORDER-TABLE in SPECIAL-NAMES).

Response:   This functionality is already described as processor dependent.  The processor-dependent element was updated to not require acceptance of the syntax for the STANDARD-COMPARE function and the setting of the EC-ORDER-NOT-SUPPORTED exception condition.

Status:  Done. 

109.  (US 42) (A.1, Implementor-defined language element list, item 22)
 “Implementor’s” is misspelled.  

NB Recommendations:

Change the third sentence to read: “This item shall be documented in the implementor’s user documentation.”  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.           
110.  (US 43) (A.1, Implementor-defined language element list, item 22, NOTE)  
 “Implementors” is misspelled.

NB Recommendations:

Change the note in part to read “Implementors are strongly encouraged …” 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.           
111.  (US 44)  (A.1, Implementor-defined language element list, item 83) 

The intent that all implementor-defined exception conditions (EC-IMP-xxx as well as EC-xxx-IMP) be included is not clear.  

NB Recommendations:

Change the title to read “Implementor-defined exception conditions, EC-xxx-IMP and EC-IMP-xxx (specification of xxx, meaning)”


Response:  Accepted. The title was changed to " Implementor-defined exception conditions EC-xxx-IMP and EC-IMP-xxx (specification and meaning of xxx)" .


Status:   Done.  

112.   (JP 27)  (A.1, Implementor-defined language element list, item 120) 

Delete the entry "120) RECEIVE statement".

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.           
113.  (NL 45 and UK 45) (A.1, Implementor-defined language element list, item 177) 
The implementor-defined feature of “177) Time formats” is unique in that the implementor is REQUIRED to support a minimum of nine positions for fractional seconds. This should be highlighted.

NB Recommendations:

Change the heading for this implementor defined feature from

“Time formats and corresponding function values (precision).”

  To

“Time formats and corresponding function value (maximum precision not less than nine fractional digits).”.

Response:  Accepted.    Status:  Done.           
114.  (US 7) (A.4, Optional language element list) 
The optional features list is too important for its current placement as a 4th subclause of A, Language element lists. 

NB Recommendations:

Either move the optional features list to be the first subclause of A or make it a separate Annex.

Response:   A.3, Processor-dependent language element list, and A.4, Optional language element list, are clearly of equal importance, and are no less nor more important than A.1, Implementor-defined language element list, and A.2, Undefined language element list.  No change was made. 

115.  (US 8) (A.4 Optional language element list – add Object Orientation) 
COBOL object-oriented programming is not as widely used as had been expected. Many implementers have developed versions tailored to specific environments (Java or .net), leading to processor variations.

NB Recommendations:

Make the object-oriented features of COBOL optional. Investigate whether certain features within an optional O-O feature should also be made processor-dependent.

Response:   The entire object orientation feature of COBOL is not made optional.   It may be appropriate to designate some individual features of object orientation as processor dependent, as noted in other comments.   

116.  (US 57)  (B.  Characters permitted in user-defined words) 
The second paragraph incorrectly states that the draft adds a single character beyond those specified in ISO/IEC TR10176:2003; there are three.

NB Recommendations:

Change in part to read “ … adds three characters beyond those specified in ISO/IEC TR 10176:2003:  the hyphen-minus; the underscore; and the Middle Dot (00B7) which is used in writing Catalan.”  

Response:  Accepted.      
Status:  Done.    
117.  (US 45)  (B.2.1, Characters from TR10176:2003, Annex A, Character details) 

Editing errors occurred during the application of a change to the character lists.  In particular, the codes for Kannada and Malayalam have been inadvertently run together, but another proper entry for Malayalam is also included immediately below the codes for Kannada.  In addition, Hiragana has been inadvertently duplicated from its proper place to just below Cherokee.

NB Recommendations:

Correct the character lists.  

Response:  Accepted.  The following changes were made:

(1)  Under Kanada, the text starting with "Malaylam" and continuing through the end of the Kanada entry was deleted.

(2)  The first entry for Hiragana that is immediately below Cherokee was removed.

(The correct entries are contained in the original proposal, INCITS/PL22.4 07-0190.)
Status:  Done. 

118.  (JP 28)  (C.2.1, Table definition, Example 5, page 748) 

Rename the data-name "TABLE" because it is one of the reserved words.

Response:  Accepted.  In Example 5, changed the data name "TABLE" to "A-TABLE".  


Status:  Done.  
119.  (NL 38 and UK 38)  (C.14.1, Intermediate rounding) 
The Standard does not talk about “previous editions of the Standard”.

NB Recommendations:

(1)   In the second paragraph, change

“In the previous standard, for multiplication ...”

To

“In the previous COBOL standard, for multiplication ...”

(2)   In the last paragraph, change

“...unchanged from previous editions of Standard COBOL.”

To

“ ...unchanged from previous COBOL Standards.”

Response:  
(1)   The second paragraph was changed in part to read "In the previous edition of the COBOL standard, for multiplication …".


Status:  Done.    

(2)   See the response to item 35 (NL 40 and UK 40).   


120.  (US 46) (C.15, Forms of arithmetic, third paragraph) 
The first sentence does not reflect the principle that standard arithmetic is considered less capable than either standard-binary or standard-decimal arithmetic.  

NB Recommendations:

Replace the third paragraph with “Standard arithmetic lacks a number of advantages provided by standard-decimal and standard-binary arithmetic.”

Response:  Accepted in principle.  A paragraph was added to the introductory material in C.15 stating that standard arithmetic is an obsolete feature.  The reasons that the use of standard arithmetic is disparaged are clear in C.15.1, standard arithmetic.      
Status:   Done.
121.  (US 47)  (C.15, Forms of arithmetic, third paragraph) 
The last sentence states that standard arithmetic is archaic; this is incorrect.  Simply correcting it to specify that it is obsolete adds no information in this introduction.  

NB Recommendations:

Add a new fourth paragraph as follows:   “Standard arithmetic is an obsolete feature of standard COBOL.”  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.  
122.  (US 48)  (C.15.1, Standard arithmetic, first paragraph) 
The introductory material incorrectly identifies standard arithmetic as an archaic element of standard COBOL.

NB Recommendations:

Change the second sentence of the first paragraph to read “It is both an obsolete element of standard COBOL and a processor-dependent feature of the language."  

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.     
123.  (US 9) (C.16.4.4, Polymorphism) 
Polymorphism and method overloading are interdependent, and the latter might be removed from the draft.  

NB Recommendations:

If method overloading is removed from the draft, this section of Annex C, Concepts, should be revisited.  

Response:  (1)   The concepts are in synchronization with the standard.  No changes are needed; method overloading was not removed. 
(2)  The following correction (noted by WG4 during discussion) was made in C.16.4.4:   two instances of "sup-ported" were changed to "supported".


Status:   Done.
124.  (US 10)  (C.18, Structured Constant) 
Structured constants discussion does not emphasize the “read-only” nature of such items, and should not reference “syntax errors”.

NB Recommendations:   Revise and clarify the introductory material in this section.   

Response:  Accepted.  The introductory material was clarified and the last 2 paragraphs were deleted. 

Status:  Done.
125.  (US 15)  (D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 1) 

The justification erroneously states that obsolete features were "... better handled by ... or by new "structured" programming features". The features that were removed are not related to structured programming.

NB Recommendations:

Revise the justification to avoid the mention of structured programming.

Response:   Accepted in principle. The text was revised appropriately. The second paragraph was deleted.


Status:   Done.     
126.  (US 49) (D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 3) 

Status of ARITHMETIC IS STANDARD is not completely described. 

NB Recommendations:

Replace the introductory sentence with the following:  “This feature was introduced in the previous COBOL standard as a required feature, but has been classified as a processor-dependent element of standard COBOL.   It is also an obsolete element of standard COBOL.”  

Response:   Accepted in principle; the following wording is used:  “This previously required feature is now classified as processor-dependent and obsolete.” 

Status:   Done.    
127.  (US 50) (D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 4)

Incorrect name was used for an intrinsic function. 

NB Recommendations:

Replace “CURRENT-FORMATTED-DATE” with “FORMATTED-CURRENT-DATE” in the list of intrinsic functions.

Response:   Accepted.     Status:  Done.  
128.  (US 16) (D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 7) 

The concept of optional is not a substantive change. The substantive change is the status of specific features. (The concept of optional is not new in this draft. The Communications Facility was optional in ISO/IEC 1989:2002.)

NB Recommendations:

Update the description of the change; list all the optional features and tweak the justification accordingly.

Response:  Accepted in principle.

The heading line text was replaced to indicate that the previously-required features listed in A.4, Optional language element list, are optional in this standard.  
However, refinement of the wording was necessary because A.4 includes new features as well – which are not substantive changes.

The first paragraph was deleted.

The first sentence of the second paragraph was changed in part to read  “… have indicated are not universally needed in fully conforming COBOL implementations.”    

The third paragraph was replaced with “It is believed that few users will be impacted by these changes.  Implementors that provide these features will probably continue to provide them, even if they are optional.” 

Revised response:   Accepted in principle.  The heading line text was replaced to indicate that the previously required features listed in A.4, Optional language element list, are optional in this standard.  The first paragraph was not deleted – the wording was improved and specific optional features were listed.
Status:  Done.    
129.  (US 51)  (D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 7)   

“Implementors” is misspelled

NB Recommendations:

Change the second sentence of the second paragraph in part to read “ … that either implementors or programmers, or both …”

Response:   See the response to item 128 (US 16).    

130.  (US 52)  (D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 7)  

“Implementer” is misspelled

NB Recommendations:   Change the third paragraph in part to read “ … those where the implementor will continue …”   

Response:   See the response to item 128 (US 16).      

131.  (US 17)  (D.2, Substantive changes not affecting existing programs:  add new intrinsic functions)  

The new intrinsic functions (date-time functions and TRIM) are not listed as substantive changes not affecting existing programs.

NB Recommendations:

Add one or more new entries in D.2 for the new intrinsic functions. TRIM merits its own entry, while the date-related functions should all be presented in one entry.

Revised Response:    Accepted in principle.  The new functions were substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs because the names might have been used as user-defined words in existing programs.  These entries were added to D.1, not D.2.
Status:  Done.   
132.  (US 18)  (D.2, Substantive changes not affecting existing programs, item 3) 
This entry for automatic allocation in the list of substantive changes seems to be an aspect of ANY LENGTH design, and not a substantive change in itself.

NB Recommendations:

Remove this entry. The text could be added to entry 2), Any-length elementary items, if it is considered important enough to mention. (However, it seems to be better suited to concepts.)

Response:   Item 3 in D.2 was deleted.     Status:  Done.
133.  (US 19)  (D.2, Substantive changes not affecting existing programs, item 5)   

This entry for exception conditions in the list of substantive changes not affecting existing programs is too general.

NB Recommendations:

For clarity, add the new exception names to the change description. 

Response:   Accepted.     Status:  Done.  
134.  (US 20 and US 56)  (D.2, Substantive changes not affecting existing programs, item 14)   

The description of this substantive change is not a complete grammatical English sentence.  This could present problems for the production of the standard in other languages.  

NB Recommendations:

Replace all text in the explanation with “A new format that allows the definition of a dynamic-capacity table has been introduced.  Entries in such a table can be created or deleted dynamically.” 

Response:    Accepted.     Status:  Done.  
Also noted by WG4:  There is an extra quotation mark at the end of D.2, item 23; this was removed. 

135.    [AB:  comment US 56 is a duplicate of US 20. Previously they were items 134 and 135.


I made a change to put them both in item 134.  The purpose of this item is to retain the

 
item numbers used at WG4 meeting 28.]

136.   (NL 42 and UK 42)  (E.2, Obsolete language elements, NOTE following the introductory paragraph)  

The Standard doesn’t talk about “editions of the standard”

NB Recommendations:

Change 

“…that will be removed in the next edition of this working draft International Standard ...”

  To

“…that will be removed in the next revision of the COBOL standard  …”

Response:  See the response to item 35 (NL 40 and UK 40).

137.  (US 53)  (E.2, Obsolete language elements, item 2) 

Index entry under “Archaic language elements” referencing “ARITHMETIC IS STANDARD” is is incorrect; standard arithmetic is obsolete, not archaic.  

NB Recommendations:    Delete the index entry for “ARITHMETIC IS STANDARD” from this location.  

Response:  Accepted.      Status:  Done.  
138.  (US 54)  (D.1, Substantive changes potentially affecting existing programs, item 2)     

The relational operator “<>”  appears in the reserved word list of this CD, and does not appear in the reserved word list of the current standard, but is not included in the list of reserved words added in the CD.  

NB Recommendations:   Add “<>” to the list of reserved words 

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.  
  

139.  (JP 29)  (Index, page 882)  

Delete the entry for "SEND statement".

Response:  Accepted.     Status:  Done.   
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