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How Entry was appeared in 
computer in 1960-1980

Scanning journals

Punch/card creation

Enter to 
computer



Sources for post checking information in EXFOR 
(data reliability)

1. Hard copy of the article 
2. Letter from the author with additional information 
3. Letter from the author with approval  on final step of entry creating 

This information has to be kept for future. Why?
1. Mistake in the data set can be overlook. (Easy to understand the 

source of error).
2. Part of data can be missed (not included in EXFOR, out of EXFOR 

interest at that time).
3. Not enough time or impossible to transfer all needed information 

from the hardcopy to computer (bad copy, huge dataset, etc.)
From sixties any hard copy are carefully kept in the data centers.

For example:



Is it important today?
• The entry creation today can take an 1 hour (instead 

of half of day or even much more). But it doesn’t 
mean that we can exclude mistakes.

• Information exchange today can be done very quickly 
by e-mails. But these e-mails can disappear next time 
if we’ll not keep them.

• It means that we cannot exclude the main source of 
mistakes: human factors. => We have to keep the 
primary source of information for the future.



Sources for post checking information in EXFOR 
(data reliability) in nowadays

1. Web retrieval system that allows tracing the history of the EXFOR 
entry designed by Victor Zerkin, for example:

Clearly seen when and what was corrected or deleted from the Entry



This system really helps in restoring information 

This data was restored 
from the archive

All corrections were 
mentioned in the HISTORY



2. Copy of the article (or other source of the publication) 
kept in pdf-format 

For example: Gadioli et al’s (p,α+x) dσ/dΩdE (EXFOR# O2263) 

Entry was compiled in 2015. 
Unfortunately, NDS had only 
bad copy of it. Only angular 
distributions given on  figures 
were digitized and added to 
the Entry.
It is clear that quality of 
digitizing depends on many 
factors.
Later, in 2019 better copy was 
found in CANBERA (Australia). 
The compiler made them 
machine readable, checked 
the typed numbers against 
the original . 



Little’s σ0 for 232Th total (EXFOR #10956) 
EXFOR 10956.003 provides 
19.1±0.04 b as the 232Th+n thermal 
total cross section interpolated from
TOF data points from RPI. 
Uncertainty looked small.

Little’s letter in Nov. 1981 was 
scanned (with other CSISRS archives 
in McLane’s office) by NNDC. It 
shows the uncertainty must be 0.4 b.

Not only numerical data but private 
communications between data 
centres and authors must be 
preserved.



Conclusions

1. Keep the source documents (including emails) 
used in compilation in a storage to ensure 
future traceability

2. Better to deposit their copies to NDS to secure 
their availability in the network on a long 
term basis



THANK YOU


