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On the Peer-Review Process Model for an Effective Technical Review
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Abstract While applying the systems engineering (SE) in systems development, a series of technical reviews play
a critical role and is intended to monitor the status of the progress and outcomes of the project for which appropriate
technical plans prepared earlier should be executed. It is noted however that during the technical review executed as
planned, a lot of problems usually come out. Included are the ambiguity in the reports of the progress status and
outcomes, discrepancies among the opinions from different participants, and the delay in carrying out the tasks. To
solve those problems in an early stage, informal reviews are usually adopted before the formal technical reviews are
held. A type of the informal reviews is the peer review. This paper is concerned with the peer review process model
to make the later technical reviews more effective. Specifically, we first review the necessity and meaning of the peer
reviews. We then study a model for the peer review process. To model the process, the methods of an IDEF modeling
and schema definition have been applied using a computer-aided SE tool, Cradle®, in the environment of the national
research and development project. As a result, the implemented process model can show how the peer review process
is designed and managed to be utilized in the technical review. The documents related with the peer review process
can also be generated automatically from the developed model Database. Finally, a general misunderstanding about
the peer review and its improvement plan have also been mentioned.
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Fig. 1. A context diagram for the Peer-Review Application Process
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Fig. 2. Details of the Peer-Review Application Process
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