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Prepared by: Approved by: (Technical Area Leader) Date 
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1. Section 3.3.4.2: Change paragraph to read: 

At least one technical reviewer is required. All formal technical reviews 
are documented. Technical reviewers are recatmened by the author's 
progrannatic supervisor and mist be technically qualified in the report 
subject area. Technical reviewer(s) do not have to be enployees of the 
organization where the work was performed. Cne technical reviewer must be 
independent of technical efforts that resulted in the report.  

ExaTples of independent reviewers (who are all technically qualified) are: 
-- Peer in the same or another technical area who did not perform work.  
-- TAL in the sane technical area who did not perform w-rk (unless the TL 

performed the work).  

Exanples of reviewers who are not considered independent are: 
-- Anyone who helped perfom-ttie work.  

-- The TL who is responsible for the work.  
-- The TAL who is responsible for the work, if the work was done by & 

subordinate TL.  

Exception: 

A TAL or TL who is responsible for the work may act as an independent 
reviewer, if the LrLNL-YMP Leader or designee docments, and the QA manager 
concurs, that another technically qualified reviewer cannot be identified.  
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GENERAL REWRITE 

3.3.1 PURPOSE 

The purpose of this procedure is to describe the prior-to-publication review process for technical 
documents written under the auspices of the LLNL Yucca Mountain Project (YMP). This procedure 
prescribes documentation requirements associated with this review process. This procedure also 
describes the review process for LLNL-YMP data that are submitted to the YMP Technical Data Base 
(TDB) or Reference Information Base (RIB).  

3.3.2 SCOPE 

This procedure applies to the following products: 

* technical reports (e.g., formal LLNL reports, journal articles, conference papers), abstracts, 
or summaries Intended for publication that result from work conducted within the scope of the 
YMP Quality Assurance Program Plan, either on- or off-site; and 

• technical data to be submitted to the YMP TDB or RIB.  

This procedure does not apply to:

S 

0 

S 

0 

0 

0

technical planning documents; 
weekly, monthly, or quarterly reports; 
abstracts and summaries not Intended for publication; 
letter reports from subcontractors; 
LLNL-YMP letter reports to the Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Project Office (YMPO); 
technical data not submitted to the YMP TDB or RIB; 
peer review reports; and 
vlewgraphs not intended for publication.

This procedure only considers reviews applicable to YMP sponsored work. These reviews are 
accomplished prior to any other technical document review processes, since those processes are outside 
of YMP's purview and control (e.g., a journal may use reviewers and referees outside the YMP 
;ommunity to review a submitted paper).
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3.3.3 RESPONSIBILITIES 

The LLNL-YMP Project Leader and Technical Area Leaders are responsible for the effective 
implementation of this procedure.  

Authors are responsible for the content of the report, either in draft or final form.  

The Responsible Author is usually the first (lead) author or the LLNL-YMP author if the report was 
written with others outside LLNL. This individual works with reviewers to resolve comments and 
provides the original and subsequent drafts to the Publications Manager.  
The Publications Manager coordinates all reviews and submits the review record package to the Local 

Records Center.  

The Technical Manager (usually the Task Leader) selects the Technical Reviewer(s).  

A Technical Reviewer is responsible for conducting a review that includes an examination of the 
reports technical accuracy, a determination whether the data support the conclusions, and whether the 
description of the work in the publication and supporting records is sufficient to allow replication by 
an independent peer. For technical data, the Technical Reviewer examines the data's accuracy and 
determines if any calculations Inherent in the data are described sufficiently (in the data submission or 
appropriate source documents) to allow replication by an independent peer.  

The LLNL-YMP Leader resolves comments upon which the reviewer and Responsible Author cannot 
agree and submits publications for YMPO management review.  

. The Quality Assurance Manager reviews the document review package to determine that all QA 
requirements for the publication and data are met.  

The LLNL-YMP Technical Representative acts as an interface between subcontractor author(s) and the 
LLNL Publications Manager.  

3.3.4 PROCEDURE 

Informal technical reviews of draft reports are encouraged. These reviews can be conducted as often 
and as Informally as desired and do not have to become part of any record. However, when draft reports 
are ready for publication, they must be submitted to a formal, controlled, and thoroughly traceable 
review process.  

3.3.4.1 Responsible Author 

Throughout the review process, comments, questions, and requests are to be mutually resolved, 
answered, and accommodated by the Responsible Author and the reviewer. Comments are resolved 
In a manner suitable to their nature. Personal contact for resolution Is encouraged, but records 
of this contact must be Included in the review process documentation. These records are. retained 
until the review Is completed. Then, the actual comments and resolution notes are destroyed.  
(Documentation of comment resolution can be accomplished by completing a second reviewer 
comment form with no further review Indicated.) However, if comments are resolved by the 
LLNL-YMP leader after the author and reviewer could not agree, then a record of the LLNL-YMP 
Leader resolution of the comments Is retained In the record package.
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3.3.4.2 Technical Review of Publication 

At least one technical reviewer is required. Technical reviewers are recommended by the 
author's programmatic supervisor and must be technically qualified in the report subject area.  
One technical reviewer must be independent of technical efforts that resulted in the report. A 
peer who works for the same programmatic supervisor (usually the Task Leader), but who did 
not perform the technical work, is considered independent. The next higher programmatic 
supervisor (usually the Technical Area Leader) who did not perform the technical work is also 
considered independent. The responsible programmatic supervisor who did not perform the 
technical work is not considered independent and cannot be a technical reviewer unless the LLNL
YMP Leader or designee documents, in advance, that another reviewer cannot be identified.  
Technical reviewer(s) do not have to be employees of the organization where the work was 
performed. All reviews are documented.  

3.3.4.3 Approval by YMPO and LLNL-YMP 

After inhouse reviews have been completed and documented, the Publications Manager submits the 
current reviewed draft to YMPO with an appropriate transmittal letter signed by the LLNL-YMP 
Leader. After approval (verbal or written) has been received from YMPO, all documentation is 
collected and submitted for final reviews by LLNL-YMP management and Quality Assurance.  
These reviews are documented by signature on the review record. If verbal approval from YMPO 
has been received, this is noted on the review record. When the subsequent YMPO approval letter 
is received, its date is added to the review record, and the letter is added to the record package.  

3.3.4.4 Publishing the Manuscript 

The Publications Manager arranges for publication and distribution of the report.  

3.3.4.5 Submittal of Documentation to QA Records 

The Publications Manager retains all review documentation in a fire resistant cabinet until 
distribution of the printed publication Is completed. The Publications Manager completes the 
proper forms and submits the review package, along with a copy of the printed report, to the 
Local Records Center.  

3.3.5 TECHNICAL DATA REVIEW 

Technical data that are to be submitted to the YMP TDB or RIB must be reviewed for technical accuracy 
and to determine whether any calculations Inherent In the data are described sufficiently (in the data 
submission or appropriate source documents) to allow replication by an independent peer. The data 
documentation is also reviewed by LLNL-YMP Quality Assurance and the LLNL-YMP Leader or designee.  

It is convenient, but not required, for the data review to take place In conjunction with the associated 
publication review. In some cases, a publication must be processed quickly (for example, to meet a 
conference deadline) and In these cases, the data review may follow the publication review. In other 
cases, there may be a need to add data to the YMP TDB or RIB prior to completion of a publication. In 
these cases, the data review may precede the publication review.

The criteria for reviewing technical data fall into three categories:
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I. Data that have not been previously reviewed: in this case, the reviewer may need to review the 
scientific notebook or other source documents to assure the data accuracy.  

2. Previously reviewed data that have received additional analysis or refinement: in this case, the 
reviewer checks the additional analysis.  

3. Data that have been previously (or are being concurrently) reviewed as part of a publication 
review, scientific notebook review, or verification: in this case, the reviewer merely checks to see 
that the data were correctly transcribed to the format required by the TDB or RIB administrator.  

3.3.6 TECHNICAL DOCUMENTS OR DATA FROM LLNL-YMP SUBCONTRACTORS 

Subcontractors are required to follow this procedure for submittal of both technical documents and 
data. The procedure is initiated when the LLNL-YMP Technical Representative submits the report or 
data to the Publications Manager.  

3.3.7 UALITY ASSURANCE RECORDS 

Quality assurance records created by the implementation of this procedure are collected, stored, and 
maintained in accordance with Procedure No. 033-YMP-QP 17.0, "Quality Assurance Records." 

For both publication and data review, annotated drafts are not included in the QA record package; they 
are destroyed once the review process Is complete. Quality assurance records include the following 
Jocuments, as applicable: 

Publication Review: 

"* the original draft; 
"* completed "Technical Data, Milestones, and Records Form" (EXHIBIT A); 
"* completed wTechnical Report Review Record for YMP Reports" (EXHIBIT B); 
"* completed "Technical Reviewers Comment Form(s)" (EXHIBIT C); 
"• documentation of comment resolution, If applicable (usually a second EXHIBIT C); 
"* copy of transmittal letter to YMPO with manuscript, If different from the original; 
• all supporting documentation from YMPO reviews; 
* YMPO approval letter, 
• any documentation of disputed comments and their resolution by the LLNL-YMP Leader; and 
* published technical report.  

Data Review: 

"* the original draft (paper or other approved media); 
"* completed OTechnical Reviewer's Comment Form(s) for Technical Data Submittal" (EXHIBIT D); 
"• completed wTechnical Review Record for YMP Technical Data Submittal" (EXHIBIT E); 
"* documentation of comment resolution, If applicable (usually a second EXHIBIT D); 
"• documentation of disputed comments and their resolution by the LLNL-YMP Leader, If 

applicable; 
"• final version of the data document (paper or other approved media); and 
"* copy of the transmittal letter and Technical Data Information Form (TDIF) to the appropriate 

database administrator.
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TECHNICAL DATA, MILESTONES, & RECORDS FORM 

Tide 

WBS QA: (._J QA: N/A L-) 

1. Have technical data been collected in support of tibs publication? Yes (.., No 

If =L have Technical Data Information Forms been submitted to the LRC wi 
supporting documentation? Yes .), No (.. Daze for submision 

2. Does this report include any new candidate data for the Site & Engineering Pr a 
Base (SEPDB) or EQ3/6 Data Base? Yes L-. No (

If =& are the data. TDIF, Reviewer's Comment Form, & Revi d 
Yes ps ), No Le Date for submission 

3. Does this report include any new candidate on.dBase (RIB)? 
Yes L_). NoL-) 

4. Does Ths report use any M T ES, & REC ORD s e? 

Yese"rh No .. oU 

Responsib epAtort D omte teaypoetrPC iet 

ResponsEiblei AtoD at 

TECHNICAL DATA, MILESTONES, & RECORDS FORM
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TECHNICAL REPORT REVIEW RECORD FOR YMP REPORTS

Responsible Author: Ext: 

Milestone No.: WBS No: Account #: 

Task. QA( ) QA:N/A( 

Activity No: Document No.: 

Document Tide:

L. TECHNICAL A Fý,ýL 
Appmved by 

(L~LNL-Y1A4 ROYAL

'\U~a)LITYASSURANICE APPROVAL

6. A~P'e PROVAL
YMPO Rsfmeno Ne._ _ _ _ _ _ 

6. FINAL LLNL-YMP ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL: 
Appmed by _________ 

7. FINAL QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW AND APPROVAL
Revewed by

Deft: 

Dam: 

Daim:

EXHIBIT B 
TECHNICAL REPORT REVIEW RECORD FOR YMP REPORTS

"V1u ftW4

NO>

Prepared for Submital to: • • 

1. Technical Content Review Revewr Recommended b
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TECHNICAL REVIEWER'S COMMENT FORM 

"TiUe of paper:

Authors: 7)

Reoommendation: 
Publish as- is 
Publish. Optional minor revisions am noted on txt 
Publish after major revision(s) are re-revkwed by me 
Not suitable for publicauon

Comments:

Data:

The satould be simil W onw tI would be candx d four a mforeed 1.ca -e-, Jounal.  
Sa imum. hIdude en examkw A f twe rpos -1 , aocrwa, a de@mkwfin whetimr tie daet 

ssuppt tie onlusons, and Wheiar 9we desaom of the work In In pitclmion aid s p ng moo ds 
bs byffewt sowHrot powby. fpnd r. Its a,•md ackrnohwerpmd• bleoolor 
of Ik be used when ownmeV an tie daft eW ond n * re•ew sheet Please, pe orwril your commexs 
bgibly. Sign and dagle ovr papge of the dat. Please reum tw drft.

vwmftvs

EXHIBIT C 
TECHNICAL REVIEWERS COMENTFORM
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TECHNICAL REVIEWER'S COMMENT FORM 

FOR TECHNICAL DATA SUBMITTAL 

Title/Descnption of data:

(Responsible Author.  

Recommendation: 
( )Publish as - is 

Publsh. Optional minor revisions are noted 
Publish after major revision(s) are re-reviewed by me 
Not suitable for publication

Comments:

Dat:

NOTES

The ra wiw oa Uts daft should be mind la one Uatwould be conduced fdatAnslyis for In.lsion In a 
refereed Whuam joumnl aride. At a mknimum. kxnle an xamin of aie tcnictb al acauacy and 
wew#, ilcuio, m rm duuepsa d Wh ficn todow repIcaoi bya hn 'mpgen peer. kib pieWund 
Owbiwkor , wo'pmducb oolwotk beusdvm mmmn-g Pleam type orwdie yourcommenws 
Iegily. Sign and dam tuo mver page of te data dociment Please reumr dhe damt docume

%WM irat

EXHIBIT D 
TECHNICAL REVIEWERS COMMENT FORM 

FOR TECHNICAL DATA SUBMITTAL
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Desripton of Data:

Respotu*lbe Author.

Prepared for submittal to: CI

1. TECHNICAL CONTENT REVIEW 

Reiewes's Name

RIB EJSEPDB EJ1 

Date K~f
3/ aabase 

\ A>

2. T 2 VO L AL 

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE REVIEW: 
Reswed by: 

4. LLNL-YMP APPROVAL
4proved by:

Dow: 

Date: 

Date:

EXHIBIT E 
REVIEW RECORD FOR YMP TECHNICAL DATA SUBMIrTAL

A)
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