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ODear Frank:

RFave carefully evalusted your March 20, 153
SCL7 anaiysis of our processing of hish priority ~ocuy 1
thrust of your study appears to focus on two major s 1) the Yag time
CFetoeen the identification of a high priority doc.m and its undating

into the Preiiminary (In Process) Data Base, end 2 the snlitting of certzin
documents into shorter components.
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Your study obviously was wvery time consuming, as was our analysis
of sour ohservations. 1 am at a loss to understand why vou have expended
this effort fo deal with two areas that zlready have been studied extensively
and 2re wall documented.

First, theve are major "backlons” of deocuments &t many of our nro-
ceszing stetions. These backlogs soretimes cause delass in the processing
of nigh priority documents, even thouah we make every effort to expedite
the~ . Trne reasons for the existence of thess backicns. and our recomren-
cdatizns for improving document Flaw and retrieval, were cresented in great
detzil in my 25 page memorandum titled "Status of the Literature Retrieval

Division (Decemrer 1979), which 1 urnderstood vou had read. Any additional

stucy apparentiy ained at dewonstrating the existence of processing delays
see-5 irapproorizte 3t this tiwe, Turther, | believe that vour estimzte
of & 2 to 10 week delay in enterina documents intc the Preliminary Data Dzse,
it oaccurate. derenstrates that we have heen at least roderately successful
in Zegling with 2 very difficult =ituztion. In fzci, e have been able tc
~z7-tzin a relatively short Gag tire. desoite the laras number of docurerts
Troinz macklen” sed Uinoctyaae oir Gezvite tre fagt Tzt our geisticg
TzToc o oswetems z2rc wgnual nrocgdures iee crretched to tr2ir lismits. ‘
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Secornd, with regard to the splitting of documents intc snorter
cemononents, you have raised this dssue a number of times in the past, and |1
urderstood that the matter had been put to rest. Ve are forced to split
docurents intc shorter co~ponents whenever the computer document storage
nzcity is excesded. This occurs in a very small percentzoe of cases and
cuires Tedicus and tirme-consuming speciel handling.  TRat it occurs at
1ois related Jarcely to our exranded indexing standarde race of

ave
o 70 Zescriptors per decuvent), which you always heve recommended.
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Our deteiied arnalysis of your observations regarding lag time and
docu—ent solittina is attached. | believe that studies dealing with thece
issues do not yield any benefit at this time. Further, they are time
consuming and costly,

Frederick B, Giller

oo Francis . Decker
tdwin J. lacob
Endrew +cmendantov

bocer GUS. DeGregori

L. Kreseski
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Ylarch 20. 1980

Dr. rrederick B. Giller

Tr= QOUCIL FOR TOBACCO RESEARCH-U.S.A.  INC.
L:=erzture Retrieval Division

£77 Szoond Avenus

New Yorwk, WY 10017

P Analveis of IPDE Red Docurents ntout of Februzrvy 1820

Dear Fred:

I welcome the innovaticn of sending cut conies ¢f the 'Red’ doourent
printouts to all users of the Svstean

I have znalvzed the Februzry printout and have the follaowing corments:

This printout cof hich-priority decurents, Wi

I ™ol

=nt the 'Red' documents, 1.e. the most irportant ‘new docurents' entered by
1¥D into the IFD3, 1.e. not the permznent data bank. during Tebruary 1880,
covers a total of 30 cociments (see below). Cnlyv © of these gre 1980 doowrments (
ci these, 5 are documents of 3 pages In length or less. It also contains 135 1078
docurents (!}, the rerainder are 1879 docurents.

Countinz 1972 arnd 1930 documents, (i.e. O”J’Tl? = F
eveorage delay of getting a 'Red' docurent into the 2 dzta bar ;.
least @ to 10 weeks. This calculation gives LRD ALL ‘He “benefits of The Jdoubts
because, generally, jownals are received here in Winston-Salem cne wesk or so
Iater tian in Sew Tork.,  Also, all docueenns received Lere on Guvs Tuesdey visuo.
Friday have been "registered’ for the following Yondav. Also. the date vhen I
zegimed the documents to be retrievable from LRED's filss was londav, February 4oh

I am scmevhat perturbed by the splitting up of several k T
czouents into several references., “hile I urderstand the reascone for this, it
s7.11 plays havoe with any productivity calculations. I understand the chiei
rezson for splitting up is because it allows more thoroush indexine and closer
pinpeinting of the indexing. I am ncting the following splits:

There are ahout @ decurents in which the correntery which is generzlly an
irtegral part of a docwwnt, has been ssparated from the docvent, even tholch
it on omTEnteEry S l-rZ
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Ir additien, there ar
Cre 24 page document
Ore 19 Fzge document

Cne 1& page docurent

J

Crne 13 rnage dooumen
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the Svstemn as 68 items.
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@ entitsing lesds 1 the cvers?] result that 40 documents will arpesr in
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