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REPORT HIGHLIGHTS

Using methods including a
pathbreaking literature review, our
research found that design review is
now a globally established format for
ensuring high quality design of the
built environment.

It is a vital tool in the “design
governance toolbox” and embeds good
design outcomes as a primary
objective of the planning system.

Key ways in which design review is
maturing and evolving globally
include:

Independence—Independent peer
review has become the benchmark for
design review that builds the public
value of projects. Expert design review
panels are now an important platform
for dialogue between the different
actors in the development process.
Design review helps facilitate
stakeholder deliberations, empower
government, and build constructive
relationships toward good design.

Expansion—Since design review
became formalised in the early
twentieth century it has grown and
evolved in response to broader
planning issues. The public value of
good design has remained at its heart,
even as understandings of good design
have matured. Leading contemporary
design review practice is attuned to
broader sustainability considerations
and social equity aspects. This
includes aspects such as ecological
impact, public space quality, and
recognition of indigenous place
knowledge and practices.

Innovation—Mature design review
systems are moving toward more
collaborative, formative models. Rather
than a single point of summative
review, there is a shift toward a
process approach that guides high
quality outcomes through co-design
and creative development, often
supported by earlier design review.




2

INTRODUCTION

Background

The office of the Government Architect NSW
(GANSW) has led and managed New South
Wales’s State Design Review Panel (SDRP) since
its inception in 2018. The SDRP is now embedded
in the NSW planning system. The program delivers
independent, consistent design quality advice on
projects that have or will undergo assessment by
the state. It provides a best-practice statewide
approach to the review of State Significant
Projects, precincts and infrastructure.

The program continues to mature and develop. Its
fifth anniversary provides an important opportunity
to understand the character and prospects of the
SDRP in relation to current international practices
and trends. The GANSW commissioned this study
to better understand comparative design review
bodies situated across the globe.

Purpose of the Report

This report provides context for understanding the
character and prospects of New South Wales’s
SDRP in relation to international practices and
trends. The intention is to ensure, through
comparative historical and contemporary data, that
GANSW can make informed decisions about the
SDRP and its broader efforts to effect positive
change in governance, design, policy,
implementation, and assessment of the built
environment in NSW.

The report responds to GANSW'’s specific goals of:

- developing a strong understanding of the
status of Design Review globally.

- Having this information in a simple format
and clear language to present and
distribute as needed.

Approach

Design review is considered part of a broader suite
of design governance, i.e., state-sanctioned
intervention in designing the built environment
aims to shape processes and outcomes in the
public interest (Carmona 2016). The report is
focused on the development and status of design
review panels as advisory instruments intended to
inform and improve the planning process. It gives
less consideration to the deployment of design
review panels which provide formal regulatory
consent, nor does it systematically consider other
tools of design governance such as design
principles or training and skills development.

The report includes a summary history of design
review panels, a brief overview of contemporary
practices of design review, and a summary of
current issues in design review. A comparative
table of global design review panels is appended,
along with a comprehensive bibliography.

A mixed method approach was used, including
three methods: 1) desktop review, 2) literature
review, and 3) emails to international design review
panels.

Desktop review
A desktop review was undertaken to provide an
overview of design review panels internationally.
This began with an initial global search which
identified a range of panels. The search was not
exhaustive due to issues of scale (several
countries have hundreds of panels in operation)
and data accessibility (language barriers and
differing approaches to organisational
transparency). A sampling approach was used to
develop a heuristic sense of the scale and
distribution of design review panels. In consultation
with GANSW, we then conducted more detailed
searches for panels in the following places:

e Singapore

e London, England




e Scotland

e The Netherlands
e Denmark

e California, USA
e Spain

e China

Public-facing materials were synthesised with a
review of current and past government and
websites, policy documents, reports and legislation
(“grey papers”). Searches also included non-
government organisations active in the built
environment, including professional bodies in
architecture, planning, landscape architecture and
urban design, as well as groups working in
conservation and urban environmental issues. The
desktop review was undertaken primarily in
English, but also included sources in French,
Polish and Mandarin. Google translate was also
used to supplement this as required. Architects
practising in these countries were also consulted to
guide the searches.

An initial list of 247 panels was reduced to 27 for
the comparative table. The comparative table
(Appendix One) provides a selective panorama of
contemporary design review panel practice. Panels
were included, based on available data, to
illustrate a range of jurisdictions and distinctive
types that may be productively compared with the
NSW SDRP.

Literature review

The literature review began with a preliminary scan
of the field to refine the search terms and methods.
A desktop Boolean literature search was
undertaken through library databases and Google
Scholar, with access to literature provided through
library databases. We did not identify any previous
literature reviews conducted in this area.

We identified 176 publications which discuss
design review panels, including both scholarly and
grey sources. These included historical articles,
comparative studies, case studies, legal analysis,
commentary, and critical articles. A full bibliography
is included at the end of the report.
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It is important to note the limitations of this review.
While the practice of design review has generated
a significant literature, particularly in the work of
John Punter and Matthew Carmona, there are
significant gaps beyond this. As Lee Kah-Wee
explains:

“Design reviews have not received much
academic attention in the Asian region,
and it is likely that its practice (or lack of) is
as variegated as the diverse range of
planning systems and stages of
development that can be found across
Asian cities.”(Kah-Wee 2007, 12)

Kah-Wee’s observation reflects a situation that has
not changed dramatically since Baab and DeSelm
(1990) observed a lack of systematic research at
national or international level. There are some
excellent examples of international meta-analysis
from researchers such as Matthew Carmona and
John Punter, though this is often focused on
design review across the familiar geography of the
UK, USA, and Western Europe (Punter 2007,
Carmona, Bento, and Gabrieli 2023). There are
some outstanding national-level research projects,
such as the Q-Factor Research Program in the
Netherlands (operating since 2012). Elsewhere,
the focus has typically been on small-scale surveys
and case studies oriented toward improving
specific aspects of design review practice.

As the first review of literature on design review
panels, this report is thus an important, though
necessarily partial, step toward a more
comprehensive global understanding of design
review.

Emails

The material identified through the desktop review
and literature varied considerably for different
panels, particularly outside of the UK and North
America. To enable a fuller understanding of the
range of panels currently in operation, emails were
sent to 22 organisations in 9 countries/cities. The
invitation to provide data clarification was sent to
organisations when the publicly available data was
not sufficient to complete the fields in the
comparative table for that panel. The response rate
was 50%.

DESIGN REVIEW




What we refer to in this report as design review
can go by various names — aesthetic control,
design advisory boards, design commissions,
quality review, place review, design surgeries,
building committees, project meetings, quality
chambers, and spatial quality teams. One simple
definition of design review that captures the
common thread to its various strands is that it is “a
peer review process for the design of built
environment projects.” (Carmona 2018) It has also
been described as “the process by which private
and public development proposals receive
independent criticism under the sponsorship of the
local government unit, whether through informal or
formalized processes.” (Scheer 1994) Another
definition is “those implementation processes that
oversee and control public and private
development, ensuring that public amenities as
well as the general physical design of buildings are
acceptable to the public.” (Shirvani 1981)

As White (1995) points out, “design review does
not describe a single method, but is well
understood to mean oversight of a proposed
design by some kind of panel of knowledgeable
individuals.” Across various definitions, the goal of
design review is typically framed as the promotion
of high-quality design and an enhanced built
environment. Nelissen (1999) noted that, across
different planning systems, design control has
increasingly been aimed at achieving higher
design quality. Design review, in its varied forms,
has come to play an important role in shaping the
quality and character of the built environment in
many places across the world. As Matthew
Carmona, a leading researcher on design
governance, has noted, “globally [design review] is
an increasingly prominent tool in the design
governance toolbox where it is typically offered as
a public service.” (Carmona 2018)

Design review processes can vary significantly
from one location to another. The specific focus
and criteria can depend on a jurisdiction’s
regulatory and cultural context, the project scope,
and the goals of the review process. For example,
in the United States, Scheer (1994) conducted a
national survey across more than 370 cities and
towns, finding that 83 percent had some form of
design review, and that most design review
processes (82 percent) were mandatory and
legislated. By contrast, in the UK, design review

panels have typically been non-statutory
consultees in planning processes (Paterson 2011).

Design review processes generally seek to ensure
that a proposed design adheres to established
design guidelines, regulations, and standards, and
that it meets the aesthetic, functional, and
contextual requirements of a specific project or
location. The following list gives examples of
common aspects of design review. The inclusion or
weighting of these aspects can vary depending on
the jurisdiction and the specific form and
arrangement of the review:

- Aesthetic Considerations: Evaluating the visual
and artistic aspects of a design, such as its
architectural style, proportions, materials, and
overall aesthetics.

- Functional Requirements: Assessing whether
the design meets the functional needs and
requirements of the intended use, whether it's
a building, urban development, or public
space.

- Contextual Compatibility: Ensuring that the
proposed design fits within the existing
context, whether it's a historic district, urban
neighbourhood, or natural environment.

- Compliance with Regulations: Verifying that
the design complies with local planning codes,
building regulations, and other legal
requirements.

- Sustainability and Environmental
Considerations: Assessing the design's impact
on the environment and its sustainability
attributes at a range of scales.

- Community Input: design review may involve
gathering feedback from the local community,
stakeholders, or experts to ensure that the
design reflects their needs and concerns.

- Quality Assurance: especially where public
funding is involved, design review may assess
whether a development represents beneficial
public investment.

Design Review Panels

Design review panels are a common type of design
governance and the focus of this report. They
typically involve external, expert advice from
outside parties provided to a planning authority for
evaluating and providing feedback on architectural
and urban design proposals. This transfer of some
or all the responsibility for design evaluation to an
independent, or at least separate and supposedly




non-political, body has been described as “The
Authoritative Intervention” (Delafons 1994: 16)

Beyond this basic understanding of the design

review panels, there is a considerable diversity in

their composition, remit, and operation across the
world. Panels are commonly composed of expert,
built environment professionals, but they may
include non-expert members where relevant to
their responsibilities (e.g., local community
advocates). Panels may be conducted by
governmental agencies, commercial or not-for-
profit providers, or other authorities. Two examples
point to the range that will be further explored in
the report:

- The Boston Civic Design Commission (BCDC)
operates in Boston, Massachusetts, USA. It is
administered by the City of Boston and serves
the city’s Redevelopment Authority. The
Design Commission has eleven members,
appointed by the mayor, all of whom have a
demonstrated interest in the design of the City
of Boston. At least six members are

professionals in the fields of architecture,
landscape architecture, or urban design, and
female and minority representation is required.
The commission members’ role is “critiquing
the aesthetics of proposed development
projects and ensuring that the projects have a
positive impact on the city's public realm.”
(BCDC 2023).

Design: Midlands operates in the United
Kingdom and represents a very different model
of design review panel. The organisation is a
registered charity that positions itself as “an
independent, impartial resource providing
design support for government, communities,
decision makers, housebuilders, businesses
and design professionals.” (DesignMidlands
2019) The organisation arranges panels to suit
the specific needs of clients, which may
include government authorities or private
developers. It draws on 60 Panel members,
with expertise across architecture, landscape
architecture, engineering, and other
disciplines.
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HISTORY

Four key periods can be identified in
the evolution of design review panels.

1. Fine Art Commissions were
established from the start of the
nineteenth century. They were
independent expert bodies
established to provide advice on
design but were predominantly
concerned with monuments and
public projects, and a focus on
beauty and aesthetics.

2. In the 1920s and 1930s, clearer
precursors for contemporary
design review began to emerge
in the UK, Europe and North
America. These included
advisory panels of architects,
aesthetic advisory committees,
and design review and
architectural control boards.
They were a direct response to
the introduction of modern
planning laws at the start of the
twentieth century—offering a
means to improve the quality of
the built environment beyond
minimum standards.

3. Athird, larger wave of design
review emerged in the 1960s and

1970s. It was a response to the
dramatic “renewal” of many
cities that followed WWII. Earlier
design review bodies expanded
significantly, and new bodies
were also established, including
in Asia. The rise of historic
preservation movements also
contributed to a new surge in
design review bodies.

. At the turn of this century design

review and urban design became
widely established. The creation
of the Commission for
Architecture and the Built
Environment (CABE) in 1999 was
a key development. It signalled
and influenced a growing
emphasis on supporting design
quality in the built environment.
It marked a maturing of design
governance—providing not only
design review but a significant
role in education and
dissemination of best practice
across the UK and globally.
Similar developments occurred
elsewhere and the number of
countries using design review
panels continued to grow.




Introduction

Design review has a rich history globally. While the
term design review was not commonly used until
this century, expert bodies have been providing
advice on design and the built environment for at
least two hundred years. This section outlines four
key periods in the evolution of design review.

Most histories of design review begin with Fine Art
Commissions and the British ‘Committee of Taste’
established from the start of the nineteenth
century. Like contemporary design review, these
were independent expert bodies established to
provide advice on design and the built
environment. They differ, however, in their
narrower focus: these bodies were established to
advise on monuments and public projects, with a
focus on beauty and aesthetics.

In the second period, beginning in the 1920s and
1930s, clearer precursors for contemporary design
review began to emerge. These include the
network of advisory panels of architects
established by RIBA and the Society for the
Preservation of Rural England in 1928, aesthetic
advisory committees established by local councils
in the Netherlands from 1922, and design review
and architectural control boards established in the
US from 1930. Although the language of aesthetics
continued in many cases, the remit of these bodies
was much broader. Their establishment was a
direct response to the introduction of modern
planning laws at the start of the twentieth century.
Modern planning was successful in lifting minimum
development standards, but concerns emerged
about how to systematically consider broader
aspects of design quality. Design review panels
were proposed to address less easily regulated
dimensions of designed environments.

Similar themes prompted the third wave of design
review, which emerged with much greater
prominence and on a much larger scale in the
1960s and 1970s. Again, the activities in this
period responded directly to developments in
planning, this time the dramatic ‘renewal’ of many
cities that followed WWII. The design bodies
established in the 1920s and 1930s expanded
significantly — aesthetic advisory committees were
mandated for all municipalities in the Netherlands
from 1961, and among respondents to a survey of
US councils in 1971, almost half either had or were
in the process of establishing design review
bodies. New bodies were also established,
including panels in Canada, Korea, India,
Singapore and, notably, a network of multi-
disciplinary Conseils d’Architecture, d’'Urbanisme
et Environment across France and its overseas
departments. The connection between
developments in this period and contemporary

design review is somewhat blurred, however, by
the overlap with historic preservation movements,
some of which had quite different objectives.

The fourth period to note began at the turn of this
century, when design review and urban design
became widely established. The creation of the
Commission for Architecture and the Built
Environment (CABE) in 1999 was a key
development, providing not only design review but
a significant role in education and dissemination of
best practice across the UK and globally. The
strong tradition of design review in The
Netherlands was also developed further, with the
creation of spatial quality teams and a new
foundation, Arkitectuur Locaal Netherlands. Design
review panels were also set up across other parts
of Britain and North America as well as further
afield, including Germany, New Zealand, China
and Turkey.

As noted above, this history is based on a desktop
study and is accordingly limited by the existing
literature. To date, studies of design review (at
least in English-speaking sources, though there
are indications the problem extends beyond this
(Kah-Wee 2007, 12)) have focused heavily on the
UK and North America. Further work would be
required to provide a more comprehensive global
history of design review.

Monuments and Aesthetics

Some of the earliest precursors for design review
were committees established to supervise public
art, monuments, and civic works. While the lineage
between these bodies and contemporary design
review is widely noted, they differ in important
respects.

Many histories of design review (and related terms
like design governance and aesthetic control)
begin at the start of the nineteenth century with the
“Committee of Taste” established by the British
government in 1802 (Punter 1986; Carmona and
Renninger 2018; Carmona, Bento, and Gabrieli
2023; Delafons 1990). Officially titled the
Committee for the Inspection of Models for
National Monuments, the Committee ran
competitions, exhibited, and selected designs,
awarded commissions, and supervised the
construction of war memorials and, later, the repair
of public buildings. Members included architects
(among them John Soane, John Nash and Robert
Smirke (Delafons 1990, 73)) and collectors of
British and classical art and antiquities. The
Committee operated until the mid-1820s when its
chair, the Conservative politician Charles Long, left
government (Carmona and Renninger 2018, 53).



That Committee was followed in 1841 by a Fine
Arts Commission set up to supervise issues of
public taste, primarily commissioning frescoes for
the new House of Parliament at Westminster.
Comprising Members of Parliament with an interest
in the fine arts, this second group was initiated by
Prince Albert and disbanded in 1863, shortly after
his death (Carmona and Renninger 2018, 54).

More ambitious and more firmly grounded Fine
Arts Commissions were established in the
twentieth century. President Roosevelt formed a
Council of Fine Arts in 1909, responding (on the
same day!) to an appeal by the American Institute
of Architects for a body to guard against serious
mistakes in the planning and design of the Capitol
(Youngson 1990, 23). While that Council was
short-lived, its abolition by the new President Taft
two months later was quickly followed by efforts to
establish a body with legal standing. The new
Commission on Fine Arts was created in 1910, with
seven members each appointed by the President
for a four-year term. The inaugural chair was
Daniel Burnham, who had overseen the Board of
Design for the Chicago World’s Fair in 1893. Like
the Council before it, the Commission on Fine Arts
provided advice on matters relating to architecture,
the selection of sites, landscaping, sculpture, and
painting. Both before and after WWII, it was “an
influential and important body in matters of civic
design”; its remit quickly grew to advise on almost
all public buildings in Washington, D.C. (Youngson
1990, 27).

The Commission on Fine Arts was influential also
internationally, proving a model for the advantages
of an independent, expert body. After several
challenges in the siting and design of war
memorials in London, despite the assistance of an
unofficial advisory committee for that purpose, Sir
Lionel Earle, Permanent Secretary to the Office of
Works proposed that a similar model be
established in Britain. The Royal Fine Art
Commission (RFAC) was established in 1924,
tasked with advising on “such questions of public
amenity or of artistic importance... as may be
referred to them” (Youngson 1990, 28). The eight
commissioners were unpaid and included two
politicians, four architects, one planner and one
artist: all of them male. Diversity was not a priority,
as A.J. Youngson explains: “It was certainly an
establishment team, and the average age was
over 60. The RIBA approved the membership: ‘its
composition appears to be apt”(Youngson 1990,
32).

A Royal Fine Art Commission was established in
Scotland in 1927, closely following the English
model. There were nine Commissioners, including
two architects, one engineer and two painters
(Youngson 1990, 39).

The Fine Art Commissions were an important early
step in the evolution of design review, providing a
model for independent, advisory bodies with
expertise in architecture and related fields. As
Matthew Carmona and Andrew Renninger explain,
their work can be understood as design review in
that it “involved reviewing design proposals and
passing judgement on their merits” (Carmona and
Renninger 2018, 55). Yet the scope of those
reviews was limited in important ways. Unlike
contemporary design review, the Fine Art
Commissions were established to review only
public projects, with an emphasis not on social or
environmental issues, but beauty and aesthetics.
For Youngson, this was a fundamental flaw:

“The practicalities of town planning, which
in the 1920s principally meant the
practicalities of low-cost housing, were not
seen as touching the business of the
[Royal Fine Art] Commission. ...In
consequence housing and planning under
Government auspices very soon settled
down on strictly utilitarian lines, and they
have tended to continue in that way, while
the idea has been perpetuated that beauty
and public amenity are something to be
touched in afterwards, here and there. ...
[this] has downgraded architecture and
town planning ... and has compelled the
two Royal Commissions to appear largely
supernumerary an otiose, and to work all
the time against the grain.”(Youngson
1990, 39)

While the literature (at least in English language
sources) focuses primarily on the Anglosphere, it
appears that similar bodies were also established
in other countries. In Sweden, for example, the
Skoénhetsradet (“Council for the Protection of the
Beauty of Stockholm”) was established in 1919
(Enqvist 2009).

Inter-War Experiments in Design

Review

Other expert advisory bodies were also starting to
emerge in the 1920s, and the parallels between
these and contemporary design review panels are
in many ways stronger. Concerns about an overly
utilitarian approach to development were
significant in this process, which was designed to
address shortcomings that were increasingly
apparent in the newly modern practice of planning.

Planning changed significantly from the start of the

twentieth century (Ward 1994; Hall 2002; Hirt
2014; Thorpe 2017). In the UK, the Town and
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Country Planning Act 1909 is widely understood as
marking the start of modern planning; the zoning
ordinances passed in Los Angeles, New York and
other cities from 1904 played a similar role in the
US. Replacing a diverse and disparate range of
practices, planning became increasingly
centralised, formalised, and professionalised under
these laws and their successors. A central aim was
to address the ills of unchecked industrialisation:
Dickensian living conditions resulting from the
rapid and unregulated movement of people from
rural to urban work, giving rise in turn to fires,
plagues, and fears of moral degradation. Modern
planning provided a range of tools and
technologies to achieve this — zoning, building
standards, permitting processes — and a new
profession of planners to manage their
implementation.

While these tools were effective in avoiding the
worst kinds of development, they did little to
encourage good design. Efforts to rebuild and to
address acute housing shortages after WWI
brought the limitations of modern planning into
sharp relief. As Youngson argues:

“The 1919 [Housing and Town Planning]
Act was not only a stimulus to house
building, it was also a praiseworthy attempt
to promote the building of well planned
picturesque suburbs ... But in this
secondary aim the Act failed. Designs and
layouts require to be interpreted, and after
local interpretation - usually by borough
engineers, who did much of the work
between the wars - little of the original
conception was left save the
measurements. Most local councillors and
officials had a totally inadequate
understanding of what might be done and
how to do it, and gross mistakes were
repeatedly made. ... Thus the housing
estates of the 1920s were a much-needed
addition to the nation’s stock of houses,
but they did virtually nothing to improve
architectural quality, or to provide for the
amenities of space and nature.”(Youngson
1990, 14-15).

Design review was proposed in this context as a
means to strengthen the planning system. By
providing expert advice to planning authorities, it
was hoped that improvements could be made
indecision-making and, in turn, the quality of the
built environment.

In the UK, concerns about low quality urban sprawl
(what Patrick Abercrombie called “ribbon
development”) prompted the creation of a national
network of advisory panels (CPRE, The
Countryside Charity n.d.). Following a Ministerial
circular in 1926 suggesting that local authorities
should liaise with “some voluntary Advisory

Committee or Panel” to guide their development
activities the Housing (Rural Workers) Act 1926,
the panels were formed in partnership between the
newly-formed Society for the Preservation of Rural
England (SPRE) and the Royal Institute of British
Architects (RIBA) (Punter 1986). As in
contemporary design review, these panels were
created to advise government and developers on
good quality design for new buildings, with the aim
of improving decision-making by planning
authorities. Use of advisory panels increased
following the Housing Act 1932 and by 1937,
panels were operating in 30 percent of councils
(Punter 1986, 356). These were concentrated in
central, southern, and south-eastern England,
where planning controls were also concentrated.

Design review was expanded in other ways too.
Following provisions in the Bath Corporation Act
1925, an Advisory Committee was formed
comprising one Fellow of the Royal Institute of
British Architects (RIBA), one Fellow of the Royal
Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS) (both
appointed by the respective President of the
Institute), and one Justice of the Peace (Punter
1986). The Royal Fine Art Commission’s Royal
Warrant was also expanded, with the addition in
1933 of authority to “Call the attention of the
Government and public authorities to any project or
development which may appear to the Commission
to threaten amenities of national or public
character” (Carmona and Renninger 2018, 62).
The RFAC’s advice was increasingly requested at
county, borough, town, and urban levels. In 1935-
36, for example, the Commission reviewed more
than 100 proposals (Carmona and Renninger
2018, 62).

Similar concerns about the quality of development
prompted the establishment of design review
processes in other places too, again tasked with
providing expert advice to inform and improve
decision-making by planning authorities. In the US,
design review and architectural control boards
were introduced at the city level in 1930 (Cohn
1977) (though one source suggests that a design
review panel was operating in Maryland far earlier,
in 1833 (Crumplar 1974)). By 1937, 30 cities had
design review (Singer 1972). In The Netherlands,
aesthetic advisory committees were established by
several councils under municipal ordinances from
1922 (Punter 2007; Nelissen 2002). An Advisory
Council for Urban Planning was established in
Vienna, Austria in 1929 (Bento and Laopoulou
2019).
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Urban Renewal and Design review

Design review grew considerably in the 1960s and
1970s. The processes created between the wars
expanded significantly during this period, with
many more municipal panels in cities across the
US and the Netherlands, and a broadening of the
authority and activities of the RFAC in the UK.
Again, much of the impetus arose out of concern at
the failings of modern planning, particularly the
dramatic ‘renewal’ of many cities when planning
became more comprehensive after WWII — the
rapid replacement of Victorian terraces with
freeways and high-rise buildings; a move away
from walkable, mixed-use communities to car-
oriented suburbs; an increasingly technocratic and
top down approach. Brenda Lightner explains:

“Design review is one of a number of
reactions against the reworking of the
physical and cultural context exemplified
by the modern movement in architecture
and by urban renewal. The public’s trust
that architects would be able to protect
important cultural values was lost at about
the same time as the government’s control
over the built environment became much
stronger.... As neighbourhood activism
increased, and people became angry
about the cultural indifference of those who
would affect their environment, they turned
to design regulation” (Lightner 1992, 282)

The growth in design review during this period was
thus alongside other shifts, including movements
for historic preservation and public participation (in
Australia, the Green Bans movement was a
notable example (Thorpe 2013)). Care is thus
needed in tracing links between these
developments and contemporary design review. As
Lightner argues, the connection between design
review and historic presentation has led to a
blurring of the distinction between preservation and
quality (Lightner 1992). Conservation was not the
only driver for growth in this period, however,
particularly in South and East Asia where new
panels were established. Design review was
increasingly diverse.

In the US, municipal design review boards grew
rapidly. A survey in 1969 showed design review
boards operating in more than 500 cities, half of
which had been established in the preceding ten
years (Crumplar 1974, 622). This was in addition to
the 150 or more review boards providing
specialised advice in historic areas. Another survey
in 1971 confirmed this rapid growth: among the
485 cities who completed the survey, 166 had a
design review program in operation and another 41
were discussing or developing a design review
ordinance (Cohn 1977). The vast majority of those

panels had been established in the previous
decade, with just 5% created prior to 1950, 15%
and during the 1950s, 53% during the 1960s, and
26% in 1970 alone. There is considerable diversity
among these panels, with suburban panels less
likely to be composed of experts than downtown
areas (Habe 1989).

In the UK, architectural advisory panels continued,
with mixed support — early in the 1970s Ministerial
circulars encouraged greater use, but with greater
hostility as planning was increasingly deregulated
under the Thatcher administration (Punter 1986;
1987; 2010). The powers of the Royal Fine Art
Commission were extended again in 1946,
enabling access to documents, places and people
in the public sector relevant to its inquiries
(Carmona and Renninger 2018). The Commission
became more proactive and more public in its
work; by the 1950s, the Commission was regularly
approaching government departments and local
authorities to raise concerns about threats to local
amenity.

In The Netherlands, aesthetic advisory committees
moved from optional to mandatory for all
municipalities with the passing of the Housing Act
1961 (Nelissen 2002; van Weert 1999).
Municipalities were required to regulate design
through building ordinances, and to appoint an
independent expert committee to provide advice
on the application of those regulations. Smaller
municipalities are permitted to share or use a
regional committee, rather than establishing their
own. While councils are not obliged to follow the
committee’s advice, they were required to provide
reasons when departing from it. Model regulations
prepared by the Association of Dutch Municipalities
include several provisions to ensure the
independence of committees.

Many other countries also introduced design
review processes. In Canada, the Architectural
Advisory Panel established by the City of
Vancouver in 1956 was replaced with a more
ambitious Urban Design Panel in 1973 (Punter
2002; 2003). The new Panel was to advise
planning authorities on any policy or proposal
affecting the city’s physical environment, including
development permit and rezoning applications,
civic works, and the formulation of design policy.
Urban design was defined in the bylaw to “include
the design and interrelationship of all physical
components of the city” (Punter 2003, 116). The 13
members included six architects, two engineers
and two landscape architects (each drawn from the
relevant professional bodies), as well as
representatives of the Vancouver Planning
Commission, the Director of Planning, and the
Director of Permits and Licenses. Members were
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unpaid and appointed by the council for a period of
two years.

In France, the 1977 Law on Architecture
established a network of Councils of Architecture,
Urbanism and Environment (CAUE) to provide free
expert advice on both public and private projects.
One CAUE was created for each of France’s 92
departments (including overseas departments),
producing a network of over 1,200 built
environment professionals coordinated by a
national federation (CAUE Fédération Nationale
2022). An Inter-Ministerial Mission for Public
Construction Quality was also established, with
responsibilities including providing advice to public
authorities at national, regional and local levels
(Bento 2012). These new institutions “brought a
halt to a period when the urgent qualitative need
for new buildings was seen as a justification for
banality, or even mediocrity” (Cerclet 1999, 32).

Panels were also established in countries outside
of Europe and North America, where the aims and
expectations were quite different to those in
Europe. In Korea, an Architectural Committee of
Local Government was established in 1972 to
undertake design review across councils in Seoul
(Oh and Kim 2014). In India, the Delhi Urban Art
Commission was established in 1973, an initiative
of Prime Minister Indira Ghandi and Urban
Development minister IK Gujaral (Agrawal 2010;
Menon 2003). Modelled on the Royal Fine Art
Commission, it was created as an independent
body to advise the Central Government of India on
preserving, developing, and maintaining the
aesthetic quality of urban and environmental
design within Delhi. All local planning agencies in
Delhi are required to submit plans to the
Commission for review, which is advisory and not
binding on those bodies. The Commission reviews
“almost every development project likely to affect
the skyline of Delhi or the aesthetic quality of the
surroundings” (Agrawal 2010, 397).

An Architectural Design Panel was established in
Singapore in 1979, providing advice to inform the
planning process. The Panel reviews selected
proposals, generally, large, and prestigious
projects. Lee Kah-Wee describes the rationale for
its establishment:

“not only is it unrelated to the conservation
movement in Singapore, which can be
seen to achieve momentum only towards
the late 80s, the creation of professional
panels is tied inextricably with the urban
transformation of Singapore into the image
of a modern city — one that demands
buildings of ‘superior design and quality
(Kah-Wee 2007, 81).

Contemporary Design Review

Design review flourished around the turn of the
millennium, which saw the expansion and
establishment of a range of design review
practices that continue today. The Commission for
Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE)
played a key role in this period, promoting and
providing advice on design review within the UK
and internationally. The creation of CABE in 1999
came after several years of growing interest,
influenced by the development of urban design
and a greater emphasis on ecological design and
sustainability in the built environment. The
mainstreaming of design review was influenced
also by political and economic shifts: the growing
size and significance of cities (now home to more
than half the world’s population); the need to
reimagine cities for post-industrial economies, and
particularly to compete for global businesses,
investors and tourists; the withdrawal of
government from city building to a regulatory role,
with an emphasis on innovation over red tape
(Madanipour 2006).

Interest in design review grew significantly during
the 1990s, with momentum apparent in
conferences and publications seeking to take stock
of the range of practices, especially in regional and
international contexts (Scheer and Preiser 1994b;
1994a; Punter 1994; 1999). In 1992, Brenda
Scheer and Wolfgang Preiser brought together a
range of experts from across North America as well
as Australia, Germany, Brazil, South Africa and the
UK. With a diverse and expanding range of design
review in practice, their aim was “to better
understand... where efforts should be
concentrated in the future.”(Scheer and Preiser
19943, v). In 1998, the Dutch Federation of
Aesthetic Control convened a meeting of experts
from Belgium, France, Germany, Norway, Spain,
Sweden, and the United Kingdom to understand
how design review and other forms of design
control were developing, and how this compared
with the experience in the Netherlands. While not
as widespread and less formally integrated into
planning as design review in The Netherlands,
France and the UK, that survey found a range of
advisory bodies were providing advice to inform
the planning process in Belgium, Germany,
Norway and Sweden (Rombouts 1999; Schauer
1999; Plager 1999; Nystréom 1999).

Design review was given greater impetus in The
Netherlands with the creation in 1991 of a spatial
quality team for the redevelopment of the Kop van
Zuid district in Rotterdam. Modelled on a design
review panel in Baltimore, the “g-team” was less
integrated with the planning process than aesthetic
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control committees, more collaborative and more
engaged earlier in the process (van Assen and van
Campen 2020, 5). Over the next three decades, at
least 139 g-teams were established by local,
provincial and national authorities across The
Netherlands (van Assen, van Campen, and Stolk
2018). Design review capacity was also
strengthened from 1993 with the establishment of
Architectuur Lokaal, an independent centre of
expertise and information providing advice to local
authorities and private developers, similar to the
French CAUE (Bento 2012).

In the US, the spread of design review continued:
in 1990, Scheer found that 83% of all local
authorities in the US had established some form of
design review (Scheer and Preiser 1994a). Unlike
design review in many other places, the vast
majority of these were mandatory and legislated,
not merely advisory.

In the UK, the increasingly stretched and
ineffective Royal Fine Art Commission was
replaced by CABE in 1999. Tasked with raising the
profile of architecture and urban design and the
design quality of new development, CABE
established a much more proactive system of
design review. This included a national design
review process as well as bespoke panels (for
CrossRail stations, London 2012 Olympic projects
and school buildings). CABE itself reviewed around
500 projects each year, far less than the number it
received (Punter 2010, 357; Carmona 2019b).
Around a third of these were full reviews, with the
majority reviewed by a Panel Chair working with
CABE design review staff. CABE’s reviews were
informal, not part of any statutory process, and
only ever advisory. The goal was to raise
expectations and build a culture of quality
(Carmona 2019b).

CABE was also active in promoting and supporting
a range of other panels, both locally and
internationally. In 2001, CABE partnered with the
Architecture Foundation to create a network of
Architecture and Built Environment Centres to

conduct design review across England. By 2008,
there were 6 new regional, 9 subregional, 21
Urban Regeneration Company and 67 local panels
(including joint local panels spanning multiple
councils) with a further 21 panels in development
(Punter 2010, 357). By 2009, half of English local
authorities were making use of design review in
assessing planning applications — up from just
23% in 2003 (Carmona 2019b, 527).

New bodies following the CABE example were
established in Wales (Design Commission for
Wales) in 2002, Scotland (Architecture + Design
Scotland, replacing the Royal Fine Art Commission
for Scotland) in 2005, and Northern Ireland
(Ministerial Advisory Group) in 2007 (Bento and
Laopoulou 2019; Carmona 2019a). CABE’s
influence extended beyond the UK, and is widely
recognised as contributing to the establishment of
design review panels in Australia (London 2014;
Keniger 2017). These include panels established
for the Olympic Games facilities in Sydney,
Southbank in Brisbane, as well as ongoing panels
in South Australia, New South Wales, Victoria and
Western Australia (Keniger 2017; Moore et al.
2015).

While design review processes are now
widespread and well established, the political
nature of planning and city-building means that
their trajectory has not always been one of growth.
In 2013, CABE was closed, and Dutch aesthetic
control committees ceased to be mandatory. Yet
even in England, design review has continued,
with a burgeoning private market for review and
signs of a revival of government support (Carmona
2019b; Carmona, Bento, and Gabrieli 2023).
Further afield, new design review panels continue
to emerge. These include panels at local, regional
and national levels in New Zealand (Haarhoff,
Beattie, and Hunt 2018), the French Community of
Belgium (Bento 2012), Turkey (Rezafar and Turk
2016) and China (Xie and Costa 1991; Deng 2009;
Duan and Liu 2022).
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5

GLOBAL SNAPSHOT OF
DESIGN REVIEW PANEL

PRACTICES

Design review is more widespread and
more diverse than at any time in the
past, with design quality a mainstream
consideration in many planning
systems.

Public interest remains at the heart of
design review. In line with this,
definitions of design have broadened in
many places, beyond aesthetic and
formal concerns, to address aspects
such as ecological impact and
sustainability, public space quality, and
recognition of Indigenous place
knowledge and practices.

Mature design review systems are
moving toward more collaborative,
formative models. There is an
increasing use of informal tools of
design governance such as design
review panels as means to encourage
design innovation and creativity (as
opposed to regulating design
conformity).

The importance of clear roles and
skills, appropriate organizational

structures and strong public leadership
has been highlighted as important to
securing successful outcomes in
design governance, including design
review.

Political will and long-term investment
decisions that recognise the public
value of design are recognised as key
determinants affecting the influence of
design review panels. Panels, in turn,
augment the ability of government to
genuinely elevate design-led planning
and ensure beneficial public
investment in government-led
developments.

What constitutes a high-quality design
review panel is undergoing redefinition.
Diverse panel membership, and the
representative, communicative and
collaborative capacities of members, is
becoming a critical consideration.

There remains room for more
systematic, thorough, and longitudinal
global research on the value or
effectiveness of design review.

15




Introduction

The following section draws on our comparative
international sampling survey of review processes
to provide insight into the range and complexity in
current panels practice. The survey was not
exhaustive or comprehensive but looked to provide
a “transect” through contemporary design review
practice.

The extensive variety of practices, and obvious
methodological challenges in researching across
multiple countries and planning systems, means
there is little in the way of systematic, thorough,
and up-to-date international comparative survey of
design review panels. Significant contributions
have been made to comparative studies by figures
such as John Punter (2003, 2007, 2011) and
Matthew Carmona (2016, 2018, 2022) as well as
others (Nelissen and de Vocht 1992, Scheer and
Preiser 1994; Nelissen 1999,). The emphasis has
largely been on design review in Western Europe
(for example, the 1994 special issue of Built
Environment on design control in Europe),
sometimes in comparison with North America
(overwhelmingly, the USA). Capture of broader
collective experience or shared knowledge, and
practices is variable to say the least. Paterson
(2011) has noted that differences in review
mechanisms in Europe, Australia, America, and
Canada, and especially in China, make
international comparisons difficult. Punter (2007)
observes that when surveying international design-
review practices:

Each design review system will have its
own priorities which will be strongly
influenced by long-standing cultural
conditions, the local politics of the
development process, the perceived
design failings of contemporary
development, and particularly the sheer
power of the market and the level of
demand for accommodation. (2007: 195)

However, as design has become more of a
mainstream consideration of the planning
profession across different countries (Dawson &
Higgins 2009) some common issues can be
identified and the “transect” below is structured
through a set of analytical categories that mirror
the survey’s data collection.

Expertise

Design review panels are commonly organised to
provide expert feedback or evaluation, and
predominantly consist of independent design and
related professionals, such as architects,
landscape architects and urban designers. Panels
often have a specific expert membership for a

defined appointment period. However, other
arrangements are also used. For example, some
panels are appointed on a case-by-case basis from
a membership pool.

Expert Panels

In Germany, the Cologne Design Advisory Board
has five voting members who serve six-year terms
(no reappointment is possible). They must have
qualifications in architecture, urban planning, or
open space planning and three of the five voting
members must operate a registered office in the
Cologne region. Other disciplines can be
consulted on a case-by-case basis. The Vancouver
Urban Design Panel’s enabling by-law describes
specific, numeric requirements for its 13
members—including, for example, that six
panellists are members of the Architectural Institute
of British Columbia, and that one is a member of
the Vancouver City Planning Commission.
Membership may be more loosely defined; for
example, in the UK and Canada, design review
panels for major cities (e.g., London, Toronto,
Ottowa) and regions (e.g., the Midlands) often
draw on a pool of built environment professionals,
who may be called on at different times to consider
specific developments. There are further variations
to this approach. For example, in Scotland,
Edinburgh’s Urban Design Review Panel does not
maintain a pool of appointed individuals but
instead draws its members from a range of
affiliated organisations—including professional
associations, universities and NGOs.

Broadening Membership

Longstanding sensitivities about the relationship
between design review and affected communities
mean that design review panel membership is
sometimes broader than built environment
professionals. Representatives with other cognate
knowledge and skills, particularly local community
members, are sometimes included within panels.
For example, in the US, the City of Los Angeles
has around 90 council-appointed citizen volunteers
serving on 13 design review boards that represent
communities from the North Valley to South Los
Angeles. Each board, of up to seven members, is
only required to have two built environment
professionals. The city provides training to
volunteers to enact their duties as board members.
The city of Seattle has design review boards for
each of its eight districts, overseen by the Seattle
Department of Construction & Inspections (SDCI).
Each board has five volunteer members, appointed
by council to represent the following interests: “1
design seat, 2 community/residential seats, 1
development seat, and 1 business/landscape
design seat.” Seattle goes even further in
encouraging public comment on project designs:
“Public comment helps the Design Review Boards
and staff understand important design issues as



they review the project” (SDCI). Anyone can submit
a public comment online or at the Design Review
Board meetings (though the boards can only
consider comments that relate to the city’s Design
Guidelines).

Diversity in Panels

In recent decades, increased attention has also
been paid to issues of diversity, equity, inclusion.
The London Design Review panel’s membership is
drawn from the 42 “Mayor’s Design Advocates”
(MDAs), who are “independent experts who will
ensure quality buildings and public spaces.” The
panel’'s terms of reference only discuss
appointment in terms of relevant professional
expertise. However, while diversity is not a stated
requirement for the panel, the organisation website
notes that “Fifty-five percent of advocates are
women, and forty-five percent are from an ethnic
minority background.” The Boston Civic Design
Commission’s enabling legislation is more direct. It
requires “female and minority representation” on
the commission. Along similar lines, in 2019,
Vancouver enacted a policy on “Diversity on
Advisory Bodies.” It commits the city to “a fair and
equitable advisory body appointment process that
achieves representation reflective of the diversity
of the City of Vancouver.” The policy establishes
targets to achieve diverse demographic
composition on advisory bodies, including that
each advisory body “shall be comprised of a
membership of fifty percent (50%) or greater of
people from equity-seeking groups.”

Independence

Design review panels are overwhelmingly
expected to provide independent, impartial advice
as part of planning and development approval
processes. That independence is commonly
framed through the engagement status of panel
members—the independence of the panel member
is commonly understood to mean that they are not
a direct employee of the responsible
commissioning organisation, that they have no
vested interest in the project under review, and do
not bear any administrative responsibility for it. In
the Netherlands, for instance, the independence of
aesthetic control committees has been a legal
requirement since 1991 (Nijmeijer, 2001).

Public Service and Remuneration

Design review panels are commonly appointed by
municipalities and members’ work may be viewed
as a public service. Publicly available information
does not always clarify whether panel membership
is voluntary or remunerated, but remuneration and
commercial arrangements are now widespread.

A public volunteer model is the template for
hundreds of local government-administered panels
in the USA, especially for small-scale jurisdictions.
For example, the town of Ross, located in Marin
County, California, has a population of around only
2500 people but operates a council-appointed,
volunteer Advisory Design Review Group. The
group comprises five town residents, “including
residents with professional design backgrounds in
architecture, landscape design or comparable
fields.”

Panels operating in larger jurisdictions may still rely
on voluntary service. For example, the Edinburgh
Urban Design panel currently draws on a pool of
volunteers from affiliated organisations. The City of
Toronto’s Design Advisory Panel has historically
comprised volunteer design professionals such as
architects, landscape architects, urban designers,
and engineers. The members are appointed for
two-year terms and there are no City staff or
elected officials on the Design Review Panel.

However, panellist remuneration is not uncommon
and appears to be increasing alongside initiatives
by authorities to recover costs for review programs.
This often reflects recognition of the labour
required for rigorous design review. For example,
Ottawa’s Focused Review Panel and Special
Design Review Panel members are remunerated
by the City of Ottawa and the proponents on a cost
sharing basis for the time spent on preparing and
attending the sessions (email communication,
2023). As discussed below, a design review
‘market’ has developed in the UK, including fee-
charging by authorities and the emergence of
commercial design review providers.

In-House

There are situations where design review teams
are employees of the relevant planning authority.
For example, the City of San Francisco and City of
Los Angeles both have internal review teams. The
San Francisco team led is by staff architects and
includes principal and senior planners with
expertise in historic preservation, current planning,
and transportation. Planners and design review
staff provide recommendations about design
changes necessary for compliance with relevant
guidelines.

The Netherlands and the UK provide interesting
examples of parallel diversity in design review
models and the independent status of panels.
Spatial quality teams (g-teams) have emerged in
the Netherlands since the 1990s. Q-teams build on
the country’s tradition of aesthetic advisory
committees (Van Assen, Van Campen & Stolkb
2018). A g-team is a multidisciplinary team of
experts that advises on matters of spatial quality.
Research led by Van Assen and Van Campen from
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2012 till 2014 included a survey that found 80% of
the 90 responding g-teams were commissioned by
government; the other 20% were public-private
partnerships or semi-public organisations. There
were variations in the independence of g-team
members. The researchers identified 14% of
responding g-teams were “internal’, i.e., the team
consisted entirely of non-independent members.
48% were “mixed,” i.e., made up of a combination
of independent and non-independent members,
and 31% were “independent,” i.e., made up
entirely of independent members (Van Assen, Van
Campen & Stolkb 2018).

The Design Review market

Carmona’s extensive research on the history and
practice of design governance has identified a very
active, though patchy, contemporary English
design review “market,” with a substantial diversity
and range in the independence of panels
(Carmona 2016, Carmona, Bento and Gabrieli
2023). Commercial and not-for-profit organisations
now compete in England alongside public-sector
panels, at a national and local level, to provide
design review services for government. This
includes entrepreneurial services that complicate
conventional understanding of panel
independence. An interesting hybrid example is
Essex Place Services—a “local authority traded
service.” It was formerly part of the Essex County’s
core public services, but now operates as an
independent profit centre wholly owned by the
council and able to sell its services, including
design review, inside and outside of Essex. In
London, the private consultancy Frame Projects, is
a sub-contractor to several local borough
authorities, administering and staffing their design
review panels. Frame Projects also administers the
HS2 Independent Design panel. The private
housebuilder Barratt Homes operates its own
internal design review panel to review the quality of
its development proposals.

Scope

The scope of design review panels can vary widely
and, in several aspects, including jurisdiction,
review trigger, and review criteria. Panels across
the world vary in size, form of administration, and
workload. Depending on their terms of reference,
public sector panels may focus on specific
municipalities or specific project types, they may
provide comprehensive review for a place or type,
or review may be required only under specific
circumstances, or at a specific point in the
development process.

Comprehensive Panels
Design review panels for small local authorities
(such as the town and city-based examples in the

USA) are usually comprehensive—reviewing all
formal development applications for their
jurisdiction. However, it is common that panels
have a more limited scope, based on particular
“triggers” for review. This may still be
geographically based. For example, Ottawa’s
Urban Design Review Panel considers
development proposals located within several
“Design Priority Areas” subject to the city’s Urban
Design Review Panel process. Other criteria may
overlay geography. For example, the London
Review Panel’s focus is advising on “Investment
Decisions,” i.e., projects funded by the Greater
London Authority (GLA) or taking place on GLA
land. The panel’s terms of reference do describe
other specific circumstances where projects would
be subject to review, however, broadly, the
threshold for referral of a scheme to the panel is
where the Mayoral contribution is more than £5m.

Specific Panels

A panel’s purview may be even more specific;
bound, say, to an individual institution or project.
The University of California operates design review
panels as part of an independent design and cost
review processes of campus developments. The
University of Toronto operates a Design Review
Committee that primarily reviews “capital projects
sufficiently large to require approval by Governing
Council” and others with “a significant exterior
design component or impact on public and open
spaces, or historically listed or designated
buildings” (University of Toronto). Also in Canada,
the renovation of the national parliament’s “Centre
Block” and a new “Parliament Welcome Centre”
prompted the creation of a specific panel. The
government agency Public Services and
Procurement Canada, working in partnership with
the National Capital Commission, and in
collaboration with Parliament, engaged the Royal
Architectural Institute of Canada to assemble an
Independent Design Review Panel.

Beyond Design Review

While design review panels are generally
understood as providing feedback on specific
architectural and urban design proposals, we have
found that the remit can occasionally be much
broader in current practice. The Edinburgh Urban
Design Panel reviews new developments but, also,
council policy and guidance that has an impact on
design. The Netherlands g-teams do mainly advise
on urban developments such as city centre
developments, residential areas, business parks
and urban renewal. However, their activities are
diverse, and a significant proportion also advise on
regional-scaled landscape or water projects, such
as reviewing spatial planning interventions in the
World Heritage cultural landscape of Beemster
Polder. The Delhi Urban Art Commission has
expanded its activities over time to include site-
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specific urban design studies, formulating revised
building bylaws for Delhi, commissioning an
exhibition called 'Delhinama’ during the
Commonwealth Games, and even procuring the
fabrication of prototypes for hi-tech biodegradable
public toilets.

These other activities undertaken by design review
panels or commissions reflect increasing
exploration of an expanded notion of design
review. Design review has historically been
reactive assessment: panels have been called on
to provide formative advice on already-formulated
projects submitted as part of a planning or
development process. Design review is
increasingly involving more proactive processes
such as preliminary collaboration. Some
Netherlands Q-teams, for example, offer both
solicited and unsolicited advice, bring parties
together, initiate projects and research, and even
play a role in public discussions on spatial
questions.

Even when only acting as panel reviewers, what
goes on is more than just aesthetic judgement. Kim
and Forester (2012) identified at least four roles
that design reviewers play:

1. Educators informing developers, residents,
and others about diverse issues from legal
constraints to design elements.

2. Facilitators of deliberative conversations
enabling parties to see one another and
their design possibilities anew.

3. Therapists responding to developers’ and
community residents’ fears and anxieties,
anger, and suspicions.

4. Ritual conveners enabling parties to build
relationships, listen and learn.

Expanding Good Design

What is meant by design review itself can vary
considerably. Historically, it has been closely tied to
aesthetic concerns, and aesthetic control remains
a familiar purpose for design review (especially for
panels concerned with heritage conservation
areas). For example, despite the array of initiatives
described above, the general duty of the Delhi
Urban Art Commission (DUAC) is:

... to advise the Central Government in the
matter of preserving, developing and
maintaining the aesthetic quality of urban
and environmental design within Delhi and
to provide advice and guidance to any
local body in respect of any project of
building operations or engineering
operations or any development proposal
which effects or is likely to affect the
skyline or the aesthetic quality of
surroundings or any public amenity
provided therein. (DUAC)

However, the scope of contemporary design
panels often extends beyond aesthetic control to
consider an expanded understanding of design
quality. This is often defined very broadly and can
include the role of design in environmental
sustainability, and the social, cultural and economic
impacts of developments. The City of Toronto’s
Design Review Panel has a goal to “improve
people’s quality of life by promoting design
excellence within the public realm, including the
pursuit of high-quality architecture, landscape
architecture, urban design and environmental
sustainability.” (City of Toronto) The Edinburgh
Urban Design panel is focused on “promoting
sustainable development and equality, and raising
the quality of the built environment.” (City of
Edinburgh) The Redbridge Design Review Panel is
available to provide advice on aspects such as
“design for climate change adaptation and
mitigation,” “impacts on the quality of everyday life”
and “public space design.” (Redbridge Design
Review Panel)

Review Status

Design review tends to be formulated as an
additional control process overlaid on the
regulatory permitting process for development
(Punter 2007). This leads to the independence of
most design panels correlating with an absence of
administrative responsibility for a final planning
decision. Carmona, Bento and Gabrieli (2023, 156)
suggest that there is a growing practice of design
review in this mode. They observe that in German-
speaking countries, for example, “design advisory
boards now act as intermediaries between the
interests of owners and the general public in many
larger towns and cities, including in Innsbruck,
where the design advisory board assesses the
quality of projects submitted against specified
criteria and offers advice to the city council that
they can follow at their discretion.”

Our literature review suggests that, across the
world, design review panel advice is
overwhelmingly advisory. The use of a panel
process is sometimes optional. For example,
proposals to be reviewed may be at the discretion
of planning officers or elected officials (e.g., a
Senior Planning Manager decides on proposals
seen by the Edinburgh Urban Design Panel).
Sometimes review is compulsory, perhaps defined
by a geographic area (e.g., Ottowa’s Design
Priority Areas), building type, or by some measure
of significance (e.g., Canada’s National Design
Review Committee, which reviews any project with
a design and construction budget of over $25
million). Whatever the circumstance, a review
panel’s suggestions are rarely binding. In
Edinburgh, the Urban Design Panel’s procedures
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only require planning officials to “encourage the
design team to consider, reflect and take into
account the advice provided in the development of
the design.”

Where we have found examples of binding review,
they have tended to be connected to internal
review services. For example, in San Francisco the
planning code requires all residential projects be
reviewed for compliance with the Residential
Design Guidelines. Planners and design review
staff review projects for compliance with the
guidelines and provide recommendations about
design changes necessary to comply with them.
Applications determined not to be complying are
held until either the application is determined to be
complying, is disapproved, or a recommendation
for cancellation is sent to the Department of
Building Inspection (City of San Francisco).

The status of panels can also vary in terms of the
discretion offered to project promoters to

appear or not. Since a 2023 update, the UK'’s
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), for
instance, does not mandate design review panels,
but states that authorities should ensure that they
have access to, and make appropriate use of, and
that they should give weight to the
recommendations of design review panels. In this
context, organisations offering design review
services, such as The Design Review Panel
(operating in southwest England and the trading
name for the company Design Review Ltd.) often
encourage developers, consultants, and promoters
of projects to directly commission a design review
panel, to proactively improve their chances of
planning approval.

Review within a single jurisdiction may also have
different status and timing. The London borough of
Redbridge’s Design Review Panel offers a variety

of review types, providing different kinds of advice
at different stages of the planning process, and
involving different panel composition, involvement
of stakeholders, and requirements for project
documentation. The four types are:

Formal Review

This is for larger schemes. It involves a chair and
four panel members. Formal reviews usually take
place at a stage when an applicant and design
team have decided their preferred option for
development of a site and have sufficient drawings
and models to inform a comprehensive discussion.

Feasibility Review

This is for feasibility schemes and involves a chair
and two panel members. This type of review
provides advice at a very early stage of design
development, on a development

strategy, or a client's design brief.

Chair’s Review

This is for smaller schemes or planning
applications. A chair and one panel member
attend, in order to provide advice on the quality of
smaller development proposals, or

schemes previously presented at a formal review.

Surgery Reviews

These are for very small schemes or where
planning officers request advice on the discharge
of planning conditions. A chair and one panel
member attend.

All the Design Review Panels have an advisory
role. Their reports may provide guidance to
Redbridge’s planning committee in determining the
planning application, including suggesting planning
conditions or refusal of planning permission if the
design quality is not of an acceptably high
standard.
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6

CURRENT ISSUES IN
DESIGN REVIEW

Introduction

This section draws on scholarly research on design
review panels to provide a selection of
contemporary issues in design review. Across the
world, the use of design review panels is now
pervasive and diverse.

With an emphasis on research undertaken in the
past two decades, and research that is usefully
comparative to the Australian and NSW context,
we have highlighted several trends and debates in
design review practice that recur across the
literature.

The Defining of Good Design

The definition of good architectural and urban
design used within design review has expanded
and has seen a growing emphasis on broader
sustainability considerations and social equity
aspects. There is ongoing research looking to
enhance understanding of how new frameworks for
good design are specifically incorporated in design
review practices, and how effective they are.

It has long been a key driver for design review
practices that good or bad design affects everyone,
and that good design can improve the quality of
people's lives (Royal Fine Art Commission 1994,
Punter & Carmona 1997, 76; CABE/DETR, 2000;
Scottish Executive 2001; Moughtin 2003; CABE,
2006;_CABE 2009). Design review is now generally
recognised as serving a “clearly articulated and
demonstrable public interest” (Carmona et al.
2006; Wadley & Gore 2016).

Various approaches have been put forward over
the years for setting the scope of good design
within design review settings. There have been

arguments for design review to have clear, place-
specific policies or principles (Plater-Zyberk 1994)
and to set out contextually appropriate design
principles, for example, to do with scale, access,
public areas, mixed uses, density, materials and
the relationship of buildings to spaces (Delafons
1994). In 2006 Punter offered a good example of
the trend toward broadening the scope of design
review, arguing it should be based on principles
“embracing access, safety, health, comfort, vitality,
sociability, community and sustainability.” Punter
2006, pp. 54-55).

Calls to extend the scope of design review have
continued, and increasingly focused on themes
such as sustainability, cultural sensitivity, and
community engagement (White 2015). The
growing emphasis on sustainability issues in
leading-edge design review panels has been noted
by international studies (Punter 2003, 2019; Farhat
2019; White 2016). Vancouver’s design review
panel was identified by Punter in 2003 as having a
“comprehensive commitment to environmental
quality.” More recently, Punter noted the Design
Commission for Wales’s championing of high
standards of sustainability in its design review
processes (2019; 605).

Understanding of how design-led sustainability
principles are incorporated into specific design
review processes needs to be improved, as does
understanding of their effectiveness in facilitating
more sustainable outcomes (White 2015). Nicky
Morrison and Lidija Honegger (2022) have
highlighted the “Cambridgeshire Quality Charter for
Growth” as a significant example of clear, explicit
sustainability principles that structure a review
process. The Cambridgeshire Quality Panel and
Greater Cambridge Design Review Panel operate
design review processes consistent with the

21




Charter’s “4 Cs” (Community, Connectivity,
Climate, Character).

Morrison and Honegger argue that the charter and
its principles have strengthened authorities’ ability
to encourage higher sustainability standards. The
approach provides an opportunity to move
discussions beyond local aesthetics and built form
into wider issues of sustainability considerations.
However, they also note that there are still
fundamental limitations to the effectiveness of
design review panels as non-regulatory tools,
especially where resources to support the review
process are constrained, and where the larger
political environment creates pressure to
accelerate the development approval process
work.

Design Review as a Wieldy Process

Design review involves a balance between
discretion and certainty. There continues to be a
lively discourse about how frameworks for panel
reviews and recommendations might balance
greater certainty and smoother development
processes with creativity and design innovation.
The importance of clear roles and skills,
appropriate organizational structures and strong
public leadership have been highlighted as
important to securing successful outcomes in
design governance, including design review
(Paterson 2006).

Key in the process are review guidelines and
approaches to their application. For example,
Ramzi Farhat (2018) has argued for the
importance of a “wieldy process” to enable design
review panels to operate effectively. In his study of
the operation of design review panels in Seattle,
Farhat noted several challenges to the effective,
consistent, and faithful use of guidelines. These
included time constraints, the impracticality of
disarticulating design proposals into multiple,
separate discussions, the favouring by panels of
specific guidelines, and the broad interpretation of
the “meaning” of guidelines.

Farhat recommended that a wieldy process would

involve:

- Aconcise set of core primary guidelines.
These can be broadly construed but set a
clear, high-level agenda for a panel.

- Asupplementary set of secondary-concern
guidelines may be used selectively. Explicit
rules for how primary and secondary concerns
are “nested” or “articulated” may be developed
to guide consistent application.

- Design review may be extended into multiple
stages to allow consideration of guidelines at
appropriate moments in a process.

Rethinking the Design Review

Toolset

The tension between “expert” advice and local
“democracy” has been a longstanding concern in
discourse around design review panels (Punter
2011: 185; Durmaz-Drinkwater & Platt 2019;
Richardson & White 2021). However, studies of
design review have consistently reinforced the
value of professional peer evaluation within the
overall design process. It is considered especially
valuable for engaging stakeholders such as
developers, consultants, and local authority
planners in design quality discussion. There are
now opportunities to extend its use within planning
and development processes—to address design
quality in infrastructure and civil engineering
projects, alongside architectural, landscape and
urban design projects (Carmona 2016). The High
Speed Two (HS2) Independent Design Panel is a
recent, innovative example. Experts in design
fields work alongside internationally renowned
architects, sustainability experts and engineering
specialists to review and critique outcomes at key
stages in the design process for a new high-speed
railway across Britain.

There has been innovation in design review
practice in recent years, leading to the
development of a more collaborative approach,
especially in more mature design review
jurisdictions. There are increasing examples of
practices that emphasise formative rather than
summative design review processes. There is less
emphasis on judgment at a single point and more
on helping guide outcomes through the design
process. For example, Richardson and White
(2021) have highlighted the work done by West
Dunbartonshire Council, a small local planning
authority in Scotland with an ambitious strategic
urban design agenda. The council created a
“Place and Design Panel” that was intended to act
as “an enabler not an obstacle maker” and “work
collaboratively with developers, architects and
contractors” (West Dunbartonshire Council 2019,
9).

White and Chapple (2018) examined the national
design advice service in Scotland, operated by
Architecture & Design Scotland (A&DS) from 2005.
They highlighted a similar move away from the
“combative” setting of a design panel to a more
iterative and collaborative process. This involved a
range of training and skills development programs
being developed to create a “more holistic and
dynamic design advice service.”

The move toward more collaborative processes is
not without risks. White and Chapple (2018) and
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Linovski (2015) suggest that the ideal of design as
a collaborative process can be weighted heavily
toward private sector expertise if there is
insufficient public sector capacity. It should not be
taken for granted that there is a common ground,
and equal standing, for public and private interests
in practices of collaboration, negotiation and
partnership. Carmona (2016: 705) argues that the
way design governance, such as design review
panels, serves the public interest requires a deeper
consideration of the complexity of the relationships
between public and private actors.

The Continuing Importance of

Resourcing and Expertise

A continuing theme in research on design review
panel practice is the importance of a planning
system that recognises and supports the public
value of design (Carmona et al 2022; Dawson and
Higgins 2009; Morrison and Honegger 2022).
Design review panels should not be seen as an
end in themselves, or a solution to a lack of design
skills within local authority planning teams. As
Ryan has suggested, the power balance between
capital interests and local government is an
important factor in the success of design quality
initiatives (2017, 148). Design review should be
resourced and structured to empower in-house
government staff in planning processes and help
provide an independent view on development
proposals (Carmona 2016). Political will and long-
term investment decisions that recognise the public
value of design are recognised as key
determinants affecting the influence of design
review panels, which, in turn, affects the ability of
government to genuinely elevate design-led
planning (Glavi¢ & Lukman 2007).

What constitutes a high-quality panel is another
aspect of design review that has come under
consideration and requires redefinition. The
experience and quality of the design review panel
has an obvious bearing on the quality of the review
process and its outcomes (Durmaz-Drinkwater and
Platt 2019; Carmona 2016). In 2007, Punter
identified design skills shortages as a common
problem world-wide, even where sophisticated
design review mechanisms were in operation.
However, the importance of capabilities beyond the
simple matter of a panellist’s design expertise are
now clear. For example, the value of design review
panels as platforms for dialogue between different
actors in the development process has been
emphasised (Jones 2001). Kim and Forester
(2012) have memorably summarised the potential
value of expert panels as “educators, therapists,
and ritual conveners.”

Along similar lines, it has also been argued
(Carmona et. al. 2023: 248), that because “soft-
power tools” of design governance, such as design
review, are more flexible and less directive, they
have the potential to distribute power more
equitably—giving design review a role in more fully
representing the diversity of stakeholder
communities. Ensuring diversity is important not
just for the quality of guidance that design review
panels can provide, but also for their legitimacy
(Thorpe and Williamson 2021). Careful attention is
necessary to ensure that selection based on
expertise and merit — concepts which are highly
gendered and exclusive in multiple ways — does
not produce panels that are also exclusive and
unrepresentative. The problem is complex,
however, as non-expert panels can also be
exclusive. Focusing particularly on panels
dominated by community representatives, Brenda
Lightner has argued that “the extreme popularity of
design review, in fact, may be related to the
perceived threat of a pluralistic culture” (Lightner
1992, p. 283). In this context, the diversity of
panels, and the representative, communicative and
collaborative capacities of their members, should
also be a critical consideration.

Evidence

There is a strong sense across the literature that,
when it operates well, design review can add
significant value within planning and development
processes. However, it is an equally strong
sentiment that there remains room for more
systematic and thorough research on the value or
effectiveness of design review. There is pressure
on design review providers to better demonstrate
its value, and this makes monitoring essential—
ideally feeding into a public record of impact
(Dawson and Higgins 2009). The often-closed
nature of design review discussion adds to
difficulties in measuring the impact of a panel’s
specific recommendations on individual
development proposals (Morrison and Honegger
2022). Further research can help better
understand and tackle these challenges in design
governance processes. This should include in-
depth, longitudinal research, nationally and
internationally.

Carmona (2016) has argued that research oriented
toward improvement and innovation in design
review needs to be built on a better understanding
of the state of current practice. This need extends
beyond locales typically concentrated on in the
English language literature—the UK, USA and
Western Europe. Kah Wee (2017), for example,
suggests the heavy focus on the UK and North
America misses significant activity in Asia. Further
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work is required to provide a more comprehensive
global benchmark picture of design review.
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Appendix One

Design Review Panel Comparative Table.



Amsterdam Spatial

Quality Comittee

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
The City 2017 Advisory

Nether-

lands

Source Contact

https://www.crk.amsterdam.nl/

secretariat of the CRK,
p.rosenberg@amster-
dam.nl, 06 124 62 541

Auckland Urban Design

Panel

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
New City 2003 Advisory

Zealand

Source Contact
https://www.aucklandcoun- https://www.auckland-

cil.govt.nz/about-auckland-coun-
cil/how-auckland-council-works/a
dvisory-panels/Pages/auckland-ur
ban-design-panel.aspx. https://w-
ww.aucklanddesignmanual.-
co.nz/contact-us?from=/re-
sources/design-panels

designmanual.co.nz/-
contact-us?from=/re-
sources/design-panels

Composition

The total number of
opinions was in 2021 and
22,9921 and 9950
respectively.

The Integral Commission
has official members and
external members. The
external members are the
chairmen of the area-orient-
ed subcommittees of the
CRK and the Chairman of
the Designation Subcommit-
tee Monuments. This
ensures continuity in the
advice between the various
subcommittees of the CRK
secured. The official mem-
bers are, just like the
external members, appoint-
ed by the council and
advising from their personal
expertise 'without burden or
consultation'

Composition Volume

Panel members are highly-re- TBC
garded professionals

with specialist skills in the
areas of urban design,
architecture, planning,
landscape architecture,
heritage, Maori design and
property. In order

to retain the panel’s indepen-
dence, no current

Auckland Council or CCO
employee can serve as
panel members.

Panel members are nominat-
ed by their respective
partnering orgnisations.
These are:

* New Zealand Institute of
Architects

* New Zealand Institute of
Landscape Architects

® New Zealand Planning
Institute

e Property Council of New
Zealand

* Nga Aho Network of Maori
Design

Professionals

e Auckland Council’s Urban
Design Unit

When Required

If you want to erect, change or
renovate a structure or if you want
to add or change something in the
public space, then according to

the law you need an environmental

permit in almost all cases. If you
want to replace or renovate a
houseboat, you will need a permit.

When Required

Any project deemed “transforma-
tional” by urban design or planning
officers, or listed within

the top priority centres within the
Auckland Plan;

¢ Any large development within or
near a centre;

¢ Any development within the City
Centre;

¢ High rise apartment buildings,
office buildings or large mixed use
developments;

e [ arge scale residential develop-
ments over 20 units;

e Major infrastructure projects
such as motorways or schoaols;

e Masterplans for any new green-
field or brownfield development;

¢ Any locally significant develop-
ment that council officers believe
would benefit from a Panel
review;

¢ Developments that infringe the
standards in the Unitary Plan;

e Major scale Council and CCO
projects including streetscape
upgrades and community
facilities."

Type of Projects

Advice not only concerns
construction plans, but also plans
for houseboats, advertisements
and art on the street. Amsterdam
has more than 9,700 monuments.
The committee advises whether a
building or object should be
placed on the monument list.

Type of Projects

Pre-application advice to develop-
ers and council representatives on
large,

complex or locally significant
development proposals;

¢ Design advice to the Council on
large or controversial council-initi-
ated projects;

e Advice to the Council on the
assessment of development
proposals that

have been lodged for resource
consent and that may (or may not)
have

previously been to the Panel, and
have significant issues of concern;
¢ Advice to the Council on
proposed policy and statutory
tools that have an urban

design impact or will shape the
development of significant parts of
the region.

Independence

Origins

]The official members are, just like
the external members, appointed
by the council and advising from
their personal expertise 'without
burden or consultation'

The Spatial Quality Com-
mittee assesses the design
and what criteria are the
starting point. On the one
hand, this policy framework
is prescribed by law. On the
other hand, the assessment
framework has been laid
down by the municipality of
Amsterdam in the Building
Regulations and the
aesthetic memorandum The
Beauty of Amsterdam
adopted by the municipal
council. Its activities and
working methods are
described in the Regulation
on the Spatial Planning
Commission Quality (2017)
and Internal Regulations
(2021)

Independence Origins

The selection of Panel members ~ TBC
for a Panel reivew is discussed
between the Council urban
designer and Design Review
Panels Lead to ensure the appro-
priate mix of skills and expertise.
In order to retain the panel’'s
independence, no current Auck-
land Council or CCO employee
can serve as panel members. The
Council Projects Design Review
Panel (CPDRP) is an internal
design review process for Auck-
land Council projects. The Panel is
managed by the Urban Design
Unit.



Beijing Historical and Cultural
City Preservation Expert and
Consultant Panel

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
China City 2004, 2009, Advisory

2021
Source Contact
https://ghzrzyw.beijing.gov- TBC

.cn/zhengwuxinxi/zxzt/pfhyfzl/gjx-
fr/202111/t20211129_2548305.ht
ml

https://www.chinan-
ews.com.cn/cul/2010/10-23/260
7318.shtml
https://ghzrzyw.beijing.gov-
.cn/zhengwuxinxi/zcfg/f-
9/202104/t20210422_2366134.ht
ml

https://news.si-
na.com.cn/c/2009-04-07/013515
425547s.shtml
https://www.gov.cn/xin-
wen/2021-02/27/con-
tent_5589152."

Boston Civic Design Commission

Contact
BCDC@Boston.gov

Source

https://www.bostonplans.org/ur-
ban-design/boston-civic-de-
sign-commission

Bouwmeester Maitre Architecte

(BMA), Brussels

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
Belgium City 2019 Advisory

Source Contact
https://oma.brus- avis-advies@b-
sels/what-we-do/#AVIS ma.brussels.

Composition

The panel is composed of
experts on urban planning,
old city protection, intangi-
ble cultural heritage, old
Beijing customs, etc..
Zheng Xiaoxie, Wu
Liangyong, Xie Chensheng,
Luo Zhewen, Xuan xiangliu,
Xu Pingfang, Fu Xinian,
Wang Shiren, Shu Yi, Ke
Huanzhang, Wang Jinghui,
Zhao Shu, Wang Jingxia,
Chen Xiaoli, Zhang Heping,
Liu Heng, Bian Lanchun
(This is a list of panel in
2010. The current panel
members have not been
found in Internet publicly.)

Composition

The BCDC, is an advisory
body composed of profes-
sionals with expertise in
urban design and develop-
ment in Boston and beyond.

Members of the Commission

are seasoned design profes-
sionals with a deep under-
standing of local context.

Held in a monthly forum open

to public.

Composition

42 meetings, 23 projects
approved in 2022

During the year 2022, BMA
received 67 requests for
opinions must be added to
the permit application. It is
similar figures compared to
previous years, i.e. 2020
and 2021.

However, there appear to
be a considerable number
of other permit applications
for projects of an area
greater than 5,000 m2, for
which no BMA opinion has
been issued been request-
ed. Also, 160 applicant-initi-
ated project meetings in
2022.

When Required Type of Projects

When development is involved TBC
with areas in The Old City, the

Three Mountains and Five Gardens
area, the Grand Canal Cultural

Belt, the Great Wall Cultural Belt,

and the Xishan Yongding River

Cultural Belt.

Other areas might be at the
discretion of local planner officers.

When Required Type of Projects

The BCDC Review Criteria include: Design aspects of particular
new or rehabilitated structures
over 100,000 square feet;
projects of special significance or  design of streets and public
projects that, by the determination walkways,

of the BCDC members, will have a design of public spaces,
special urban design significance  design of buildings, and

in the city;

parks, civic, or cultural centers or
monuments.

When Required Type of Projects

Projects totalling more than 5000 Not detailed.
m? of floor area. In addition to this

official notice, applicants always

have the option of requesting, on

their own initiative, a dialogue on

the quality of the project through

the organisation of a project

meeting.

importance to the BCDC include:

balancing historic characteristics
civic projects involving changes to and contemporary architecture.

Independence

Independence

Commissioners are appointed by
the Mayor and advise the Boston
Planning & Development Agency
(BPDA) on the design of projects
of civic or urban design signifi-
cance. The BCDC makes recom-
mendations to the Boston Plan-

ning & Development Agency Board

and the Mayor as to the approval,
the need for modifications, the
need for further review, or the
disapproval of the design of
projects subject to its review.

Independance

The BMA is not part of a particular
administration and has no political
color. He occupies a neutral
position." "The bouwmeester
master architect is appointed on
the basis of a public contract for a
period of 5 years. It is commis-
sioned directly by the government
but occupies an independent
position. The BMA is housed
within the perspective.brussels
administration and works transver-
sally with all bodies having an
impact on the urban development
of Brussels, at federal, municipal
and regional levels. At the level of
the Brussels-Capital Region, there
is regular cooperation with, among
others, urban.brussels, perspec-
tive.brussels, Bruxelles Environne-
ment, Bruxelles Mobilité, SLRB,
SAU, Citydev, CLTB, etc.

Origins

Beijing Historical and
Cultural City Protection
Regulations (2021) super-
seded the previous version
of the regulation launched in
2005.

In Clause 6, “The Beijing
Historic and Cultural City
Preservation Committee has
established an expert
consultation mechanism to
provide review,demonstra-
tion, consultation and other
services for major issues
related to the protection of
historical and cultural
cities.”

Origins

Established in 1990 and
codified in Article 28 of the
Boston Zoning Code.

Origins

The function of the Master
Architect, particularly
concerned with ensuring
architectural quality in the
Brussels-Capital Region, is
now officially established in
the new article 11/1 of the
CoBAT. CoBAT decree
stipulates, in article 11/1,
that a request for an opinion
from the BMA must be
made for all permit applica-
tions for projects totalling
more than 5000 m2 of floor
area in order to add it to the
permit application file.



Cologne Design Advisory Board

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
Germany  City 2022 Advisory

Source Contact
https://www.stadt-koeln.de/artike- ~ Gestaltungs-
I/06873/index.html beirat@stadt-koeln.de.

Delhi Urban Art Commission

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
India City 1973 Statutory

Source Contact
https://www.duac.org.in/u/Default  duac@gov.in

Composition

The Advisory Board shall
consist of five members with
voting rights. It should be
ensured that qualifications
from the fields of
architecture, urban planning
and open space planning
are represented. Other
disciplines can be be
consulted on a case-by-
case basis. Three of the five
voting members a
registered office in the
Cologne region is required.
The members are elected
on the recommendation of
the House of Architecture
Cologne (hdak) and relevant
associations by the adminis-
tration, the Council of the
City of Cologne.

As arule, the Design
Advisory Board meets
seven times a year.

Composition Volume

The Commission shall consist Proposals approved 180
of a Chairman and such Proposals rejected and
number of other members,  returned with Commission’s
being not less than two and  observations 39

not more than four as the Proposals rejected and
Central Government may, by returned due to incomplete
notification in the Official information 09

Gazette, appoint from Total received 228
amongst persons who, in the

opinion of the Central Govern-

ment, have sensibility and

interest in the plastic and

visual arts and urban environ-

ment, or possess special

knowledge or practical

experience in respect of

architecture or art.

When Required

The Design Advisory Board shall
deal with the following at the
earliest possible planning stage:
(a) individual construction
projects which, because of their
location, environment, use, their
size or their cityscape character
of special urban design are
significant, (b) urban planning
projects of particular relevance to
urban design; c) — special
situations, urban spaces and
green spaces as well as particu-
larly important route connections,
such as shopping areas and
larger traffic calming measures, —
transport structures of particular
importance, such as bridges,
large public transport stops, —
other measures relevant to urban
design, such as advertising
installations, Street furniture et
cetera. d) The Design Advisory
Board issues opinions on design
guidelines of the City of Cologne,
such as the Design Handbook or
the Luminaire concept. (2)
Projects which have been
assessed in a qualification
procedure shall only be covered
by: falls within the competence of
the Advisory Board if the project
actually submitted by the signifi-
cantly differs from the award-win-
ning result. Projects that are part
of a project-related Advisory
Board will not be additionally
appointed to the Design Advisory
Board presented. (3) The chair-
person or a representative and a
deputy shall in other qualification
procedures, as a member of the
Evaluation committee involved

When Required

With regard to the functions at (ii)
above, i.e. of advising the local
bodies in respect of new projects,
the Commission shall scrutinise,
approve, reject or modify propos-
als in respect of building or
engineering operations or develop-
ment / redevelopment schemes
which affect or are likely to affect
the sky-line or the aesthetic quality
of surroundings or any public
amenity provided therein.

Type of Projects

The design advisory board deals
with the following at the earliest
possible planning stage: Individual
building projects that are of
outstanding urban design impor-
tance because of their locations,
their surroundings, their use or
their size or because of other
concerns Urban planning projects
of high relevance for urban design
situations that need to be
designed in particular, urban
spaces and green spaces as well
as important path connections,
such as shopping areas and major
traffic calming measures Transport
structures of great importance,
such as bridges and large public
transport stops other measures
relevant to urban design

Type of Projects

Any project of building operations
or engineering operations or any
development proposal which
effects or is likely to affect the
skyline or the aesthetic quality of

surroundings or any public amenity

provided therein.

Independence

The Design Advisory Board
supports the city as an indepen-
dent, advisory body Panel of
Experts. It has the task of working
in dialogue with administration,
politics and project promoters, the
architectural and urban develop-
ment quality of planning and to
improve construction projects and

prevent undesirable developments.

The design advisory board is not a
committee within the meaning of §
57 of the municipal code of the
State of North Rhine-Westphalia.
All members entitled to vote shall
receive reimbursement of expens-
es. All advisory honorary members
receive an expense allowance/
Attendance fee analogous to § 57
of the Municipal Code.

Independence

Al members and officers of the
Commission shall, when acting or
purporting to act in pursuance of

any of the provisions of this Act, be

deemed to be public servants

within the meaning of section 21 of

the Indian Penal Code.

Origins

BC

Origins

The Delhi Urban Art Com-
mission (DUAC) was
established by an Act of the
Parliament in 1973 to
"advise the Government of
India in the matter of
preserving, developing, and
maintaining the aesthetic
quality of urban and
environmental design within
Delhi and to provide advice
and guidance to any local
body in respect of any
project of building opera-
tions or engineering opera-
tions or any development
proposal which affects or is
likely to affect the skyline or
the aesthetic quality of the
surroundings or any public
amenity provided therein.”



Design West

Composition

Volume

When Required

Type of Projects

Independence

Origins

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
UK Regional TBC Advisory
Source Contact
https://www.designreview- pippa.goldfin-
west.org/about/ ger@design-
west.org.uk
julie.tanner@design-
west.org.uk

Edinburgh Urban Design Panel

Design professionals with
expertise in: climate,
density, ecology, health,
heritage, highway and

transport, housing, inclusive

design, inclusive growth,
landscape, people and
place, strategic develop-
ment

Composition

BC

Volume

Voluntary- any one can request a
design review for a fee

When Required

Client dependent.

Type of Projects

The DW Review Panel has a wide
range of design skills, experience
and diversity of membership. The
Panel includes Architects, Land-
scape Architects, Urban Design-
ers/Masterplanners, Transport
Planners and Engineers, Structural
Engineers, Hydrologists, Ecolo-
gists and specialists on energy,
sustainability, viability, regeneration
and heritage.

There are ¢ 70 Panel members
who were recruited through an
open call for applicants. Most are
listed on our website. The majority
of Panel members live and/or work
in the West of England. If a
specialist is needed, we may draw
from the wider national pool of
Panel members provided through
The Design Network, but this is
rare.

Panel members are offered an
honorarium fee to acknowledge
the expertise and expenses
incurred as part of their role.

Independence

DW review panel will adhere
to the NPPF and the
plan-led system but will also
feel free to challenge and
give scrutiny as they see fit.
The National Design Guide
and National Model Design
Code are further important
references. The Panel may
also refer to other design
methodologies and advice
such as Building for a
Healthy Life, Manual for
Streets, Gear Change and
LTN 1/20.

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
Scotland  City 2003 Advisory

Source Contact
https://www.edinburgh.gov- planning@edin-

.uk/planning-13/edinburgh-ur-

ban-design-panel
https://www.edinburgh.gov-
.uk/downloads/file/24362/re-
mit-func-
tions-roles-and-procedures

burgh.gov.uk

Experts from associated
and relevant institutions

The Panel reviews around
20 development proposals
per year. Additionally, it
contributes advice at an
early stage in the formula-
tion and review of planning
policy and guidance.
Meetings are held monthly
usually on the last Thursday
of the month in the City
Chambers or as a virtual
meeting.

See 20 project per annum.
provide constructive and timely
advice which can be used by
design teams, planners and, or
developers to develop their
proposals in a positive way which
is focused on promoting sustain-
able development and equality,
and raising the quality of the built
environment; provide advic
which is well reasoned and aims
to be objective; provide design
advice on development
proposals of a significant or
complex nature and council
policy and guidance with design
significance; provide design
advice on projects which would
set new standards; provide
design advice on building types
which, if repeated, would have a
cumulative impact.

Provide design advice on develop-
ment proposals of a significant or
complex nature and council policy
and guidance with design signifi-
cance;

Provide design advice on projects
which would set new standards;
Provide design advice on building
types which, if repeated, would
have a cumulative impact.

The members are drawn from a
range of organisations, who
operate on a voluntary basis, with
particular expertise to offer to the
design review process.

e Cockburn Association

¢ Edinburgh Architectural Associa-
tion (EAA)

e Edinburgh School of Architecture
and Landscape Architecture,
University of Edinburgh

¢ | andscape Institute Scotland
Historic Environment Scotland

e Police Scotland

e Royal Town Planning Institute
Scotland

e School of Energy, Geoscience,
Infrastructure and Society, Heriot
Watt University

¢ Transport Research Institute,
Edinburgh Napier University

e NatureScot

¢ Edinburgh World Heritage, as
required, for development propos-
als in the Old and New Towns of
Edinburgh World Heritage Site.

BC



Glasgow Urban Design Panel

Composition

Volume

When Required

Type of Projects

Independence

Origins

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
Scotland  City 2018 Advisory
Source Contact

https://gia.org.uk/gudp

secretary@gia.org.uk.

Greater Cambridge Design

Review Panel

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
UK Regional 2022 Advisory
Source Contact
https://www.greatercambridge- designreviewpan-
planning.org/design-heri- el@greatercambridge-
tage-and-environment/greater-ca  planning.org

mbridge-design-review-panel/
https://www.greatercambridge-
planning.org/me-
dia/2437/terms-of-reference-great
er-cambridge-design-review-panel
.padf

Glasgow City Council,
Glasgow Institute of Archi-
tects, Glasgow Civic Forum,
Historic Environment
Scotland, Landscape
Institute, Royal Town
Planning Institute, Mackin-
tosh School of Architecture,
University of Strathclyde
School of Architecture,
Project-specific Panellists,
Police Scotland, University
of Glasgow, Pollokshields
Heritage, Architectural
Heritage Society of Scot-
land, Alexander Thomson
Society, Charles Rennie
Mackintosh Society, Friends
of Glasgow West, New
Glasgow Society, Strathbun-
go Society, Guest Panellists
Consultant with specific
expertise, Developer, Local
Interest Group, Operators.

Composition

The GCDRP will operate
across Greater Cambridge.
It will be managed by
GCSPS and be overseen by
an Independent Advisory
Group. The Panel will have
two Chairs, two Vice-Chairs
and a pool of 20-30 panel
members with diverse
expertise.

Where appropriate,
sub-panels may be formed
from the Panel membership
to respond to the different
development pressures or
type within Greater Cam-
bridge areas..

Six-weekly meetings. 0
project reports published
2020. 11 projects reports
published in 2019. 3 project
reports published in 2018.

Volume

Panel Members are expect-
ed to commit to approxi-
mately 5-8 reviews per year.

Presenting projects to the GUDP
is voluntary and we actively
encourage the architect, the
client and developer to attend
Panel Reviews.

When Required

It reviews strategic scale alloca-
tions within the adopted local
plans, infrastructure projects and
all new schools and extensions.
In Cambridge City, the Cam-
bridgeshire Quality Panel reviews
sites that are generally covered
by the City Fringes Joint Devel-
opment Control Committee. The
Cambridgeshire Quality Panel
may also review policies, guid-
ance and documents that have
strategic and spatial implications
at a sub-regional scale.

Projects are selected in principle
based on the quantum of develop-
ment, the impact on the city, the
public interest and to promote
quality in design.

Due to the limited number of Panel
sessions it is not always possible
to review all the projects that could
benefit from pre-application Panel
feedback,due to project or
planning timescales.

Type of Projects

The Panel will review schemes that
are significant because of their
scale, site or because of a local
issue, specific impact exceptional
challenge, or public benefit.

Glasgow City Council (GCC) host
and facilitate the ‘independent
design review Panel for the city’
and select projects for voluntary
review; while the Glasgow Institute
of Architects (GIA) volunteer as the
lead of the secretariat and together
with the Glasgow Civic Forum
(GCF) invite building experts to
review projects and report on the
Panel findings.

Independence

The GCDRP is managed by the
Council’s Built and Natural
Environment Team, with indepen-
dent governance provided through
the Independent Advisory Group.
The GCDRP is a critical friend to all
parties; it operates in the public
interest and the advice is for
developers, planning officers,
planning committee, parish
councils and members of public.
The advice of the panel helps to
inform the planning process and
gives greater confidence to
decision makers to support
innovative, high-quality design.

DW review panel will adhere
to the NPPF and the
plan-led system but will also
feel free to challenge and
give scrutiny as they see fit.
The National Design Guide
and National Model Design
Code are further important
references. The Panel may
also refer toA Glasgow
Urban Design Panel (GUDP)
Design Review provides
constructive advice to
developers, design teams
and planners, as part of the
pre-application consultation
process, and in line with
council policy and
guidance. The GUDP Chair
and the GUDP Manager is
appointed by the Head of
Planning and Building
Control. other design
methodologies and advice
such as Building for a
Healthy Life, Manual for
Streets, Gear Change and
LTN 1/20.

The GCDRP replaces the
Design and Conservation
Panel and Design Enabling
Panel and implements the
recommendations of an
independent review carried
out in 2020-21



HS2 Independent Design Panel Composition Volume When Required Type of Projects Independence Origins

Country Scale Establishment  Status of Advice The panel is chaired by TBC The HS2 (High Speed Two) “Our challenge to every design As critical friend the HS2 Indepen-  Although the panel is
UK Cit 2015 Adviso Prof. Sadie Morgan; secre- Independent Design Panel was  team is to meet the fundamentals  dent Design Panel is guided by the funded by and works
Y Y tariat support to the panel is set up in 2015, at the request of  of good design and then go that HS2 Design Vision which sets out  closely with HS2 Ltd, it is
provided by Frame Projects. the Department for Transport, to  extra distance to deliver the the role that design can play in independent. It has its own
provide professional expertise innovation and the value we are making High Speed Two a catalyst terms of reference and a
and advice to HS2 Ltd. seeking for every citizen in the UK.  for growth across Britain. The HS2 governance structure that
Source Contact No project is too small. Everything  Design Vision sets out nine supports its independence
we create is designed, and every  principles grouped around three and establishes its account-
https://www.gov.uk/government/- ~ GOV.UK form discipline is covered in our themes: People, Place, and Time. ability. A Governance
publications/hs2-design-panel interpretation of design.” (HS2 Advisory Panel has been
Design Vision, 2017). The panel uses the framework of  established, meeting
the HS2 Design Vision to advise  quarterly to keep the
and hold to account HS2 Ltd’s operation and effectiveness
leadership, project teams and of the panel under review.
partners, and help them to make  This also helps inform
the right design choices. reporting of key issues to
HS2 Ltd senior manage-
HS2 Ltd has also developed a ment and the Department
range of other design ambition for Transport (DfT). Its
documents, including the Sustain- current members are:
ability Approach, Customer Prof. Sadie Morgan Chair
Service Vision, and Landscape Tony Burton Vice chair

Design Approach. In addition to Xanthe Quayle Deputy chair
the HS2 Design Vision, the panel  David Ubaka Deputy chair

uses these to help guide the The panel is managed by an
advice and scrutiny it provides for  independent secretariat —
HS2. Frame Projects. The

secretariat is responsible for
facilitating the panel's work,
by co-ordinating a
programme of reviews
agreed with HS2 Ltd,
recording the advice given
at panel meetings, and
reporting on strategic
issues.

London Borough of Redbridge Composition Volume When Required Type of Projects Independence Origins
Design Review Panel The panel is made up of 26

This varies year to year. The The panel is used on projects eMasterplan: 1 The Design Review Panel is an The Design Review Panel is

independent and experi- annual reports é‘or whose significance, either at -Eolicg or s}r(ategio doc);ument: 0 inde%enddgnt':and ierartial service ||orovided by Frame Prgjeots.
g : enced professionals, inthe  2019-2020 and 2022 are local or national level, warrants ~ ®Residential (50+ units): 3 provided by FrameProjects, an ts purpose is to provide

Country Spale Establishment Stat,us of Advice fields o?architecture, urban  attached to this email. In the investment needed to provide e*Public realm: O external consultancy, and is additional expert advice to
UK City 2019 Advisory design, landscape architec- 2021, 4 schemes were the service. They take place as  *Mixed use: 1 funded independently of the inform the planning

ture, community engage- reviewed. early as possible in the design Council. The panel is also indepen- process, in line with Section

ment, sustainability, and process, because this can avoid dent- it is conducted by people 12 of the NPPF. This states

heritage. wasted time and it costs less to who are unconnected with the that: "Local planning

make changes at an early stage. scheme's promoters anddecision  authorities should ensure
Source Contact makers, and it ensures that that they have access 1o ...
https://www.redbridge.gov- TBC conflicts of interest do not arise. design advice and review
.uk/planning-and-building/plan- The panels time is paid for by fees arrangements ... These are
ning-policy/design-review-panel/ paid by the applicants each time  of most benefit if used as
they have a design review. early as possible in the

evolution of schemes, and
are particularly important for
significant projects such as
large scale housing and
mixed use developments."
(Para. 133, NPPF, 2021 ).



London Review Panel

Composition

Volume

When Required

Type of Projects

Independence

Origins

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
UK City 2017 Advisory
Source Contact

https://www.london.gov.uk/pro-
grammes-strategies/shaping-lo-
cal-places/advice-and-guidance/a
bout-good-growth-design/london-
review-panel
https://www.london.gov-
.Uk/sites/default/files/I-
rp_terms_of_reference_august202
1.pdf

https://www.london.gov-
.Uk/sites/default/files/Irp_progress-
report_august2021_revc.pdf

Planning and Regener-
ation: Memuna.Hus-
sain@london.gov.uk

Ottawa Urban Design Review

Panel

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
Canada City 2010 Advisory
Source Contact

https://ottawa.ca/en/planning-de-
velopment-and-construction/re-
sidential-property-regulations/dev
elopment-application-review-proc
ess/development-application-sub
mission/urban-design-review-pan
el

https://www.smartcities-
dive.com/ex/sustainablecitiescol-
lec-
tive/how-canada-failed-build-beau
tiful-capital-ottawa-retrospective/3
37911/
https://library.carleton.ca/asc/col-
lections/ottawa-re-
source-collection/urban-planning”

udrp@ottawa.ca

Independant experts in

e architecture

¢ landscape architecture

e urban design / master-
planning

® heritage expertise

e civil / structural engineer-
ing

e sustainable design
expertise

e inclusive design expertise
e development delivery
expertise

Composition

Experts in architecture,
landscape architecture,
urban planning and heritage

Composition

e 2022 - 2 projects.
e 2021 - 9 projects.
e 2020 - 12 projects.
® 2019 - 17 projects.
® 2018 - 6 projects.
e 2017 - 1 project.

Over a 10-year period
(2014-2023 inclusive), the
average is approx. 50
applications reviewed per
annum, with a high of 68
projects reviewed in 2021
and a low of 35 projects
reviewed in 2015.

Volume

The London Review Panel will be
available for projects that would
benefit from its overview. The
panel’s focus will be advising on
‘Investment Decisions’ i.e.
projects funded by the GLA or
taking place on GLA land. The
Panel will also be made available
to review developments going
through the town planning
process, in the circumstances
described below [see terms of
reference]

When Required

Specified areas: Development
proposals located within the
following Design Priority Areas
are subject to the Ottawa’s Urban
Design Review Panel process as
detailed below.

When Required

The panel’s focus will be advising
on projects funded by City Hall. In
some circumstances it will also
review other projects going
through the town planning
process; for example, where there
are not alternative design review
processes in place, where sites fall
across borough boundaries, or
where sites are of exceptional
social or cultural significance to
Londoners.

Type of Projects

Currently, Urban Design review is
generally required for applications
4-storeys or greater located within
the Official Plan’s Design Priority
Areas. However, the height
threshold of 4-storeys is in the
process of being further refined to
better reflect the direction of the
Official Plan. Currently, applications
4-storeys in height or greater that
reside in Design Priority Areas, as
per the Official Plan. Height
thresholds potentially subject to
change in the near future pending
updates to the UDRP terms of
reference.

Type of Projects

Panel chosen from Mayor's Design The London Review Panel

Advocates, 42 built environment
professionals based on their skills
and experience to help the Mayor

operates under the
guidance of the London
Design Review Charter

support London’s growth. They are which consists of core
independent and impartial, and will principles and best practice

provide support, advice, critique
and expertise on London’s built
environment.

They include practitioners,
academics, policymakers and
those from community-led initia-
tives, and bring experience from
both the public and private sector.
Fifty-five percent of advocates are
women, and forty-five percent are
from an ethnic minority back-
ground.

Independence

The Panel is comprised of seven
expert design professionals. All
members are senior professionals
able to evaluate projects of varying
complexities and contexts related
to their profession. Urban Design
Review Panel members are
volunteers. For specific types of
specialized design review, such as
the Focused Review Panel and
Special Design Review Panel,
participating Panel members are
remunerated by the City of Ottawa
and the proponents on a cost
sharing basis for the time spent on
preparing and attending the
sessions.

Independence

guidance to review the
quality of schemes during
development.

Place Services, Essex County

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
UK Regional 1969, 2014 Advisory
Source Contact

https://www.placeservices.co.uk/

https://www.placeser-
vices.co.uk/con-
tact-us/

Place Services is at the
forefront of environmental
consultancy in the public
sector, with a loyal and
growing client base. We
offer a multi-disciplinary
team, including Planners,
Urban Designers, Land-
scape Architects, Historic
Environment Advisors,
Ecologists, Arboriculturists,
Conservation and Communi-
ty Engagement Specialists.
We have a strong reputation
for high quality work under-
taken by knowledgeable,
and skilled professionals.

TBC

Voluntary- any one can request a
design review for a fee.

All types although there seems to
be a focus on housing and
mixed-use zoning.

With a thorough and demonstrable Essex Design Guide for

understanding of environmental
decision making within the public
sector, we combine our public
sector know-how with a competi-
tive business approach and in
doing so partner and support over
60 local authorities within Essex,
the east of England, London, the
South East, and East Midlands.

Residential and Mixed Use
Areas (1997),



Type of Projects Independence Origins

San Francisco Planning - Design  Composition When Required

Re‘"ew for BUI|d|ngS Team led by staff architects Planning Code Section 311 Residential. Internal; panels made up of SF TBC
and includes principal and requires all projects with a Planning associates. Meetings
senior planners with exper- residential use, located in an closed to public but minutes
tise in historic preservation, R-District, be reviewed for released online.
current planning, and compliance with the Residential
transportation. Design Guidelines (RDGs).

Applications determined not to
be in compliance shall be held
until either the application is

Source Contact determined to be in compliance,
https://sfplanning.org/design-re- Allison Albericci,alli- is disapproved, or a recommen-
view https://sfplanning.org/pro- son.albericci@sfgov- dation for cancellation is sent to
ject/design-review-buildings .0rg the Department of Building
https://default.sfplan- Inspection. Planners and design
ning.org/plans-and-pro- review staff review projects for
grams/plan- compliance with the guidelines
ning-for-the-city/Urban-Design-Gu and provide recommendations
idelines/Urban_Design_Guidelines. about design changes necessary
pdf to comply with them.
https://sfurbanplanning.weebly-

.com/

https://oac.cdlib.org/find-
aid/ark:/13030/c8z89jv6/entire_-
text/

Seattle Department of Construc- Composition Volume When Required Type of Projects Independence Origins

tlon & |n3peCt|0nS DESIQH The city is divided into eight Each board is scheduled to  There are three types of Design  Full Design Review is required for ~ The Design Review Program is The purpose of the Seattle
- geographic districts. Each meet twice a month and Review. SDCI Design Review mid- and large-sized commercial ~ administered by the Seattle Design Guidelines is to
Re\"ew Boards district has its own designat- hold quarterly training staff review many smaller build-  and residential development Department of Construction and  define the qualities of

ed Design Review Board, sessions ings through Streamlined Design projects such as: Inspections. architecture, urban design,
made up of volunteer Review and Administrative and public space that make
members who are appoint- Design Review. Larger buildings An office building or apartment Our Design Review Program staff: for successful projects and
ed by the Mayor and City may require Full Design Review, building Manage the program communities, and to serve
Council. The 5 seats on which includes both public Commercial or multifamily devel- Recruit and train residents to serve as a tool for guiding individ-
each board represent the Design Review Board meetings  opment; not a single-family home  on the Design Review Board ual projects to meet those
following interests: 1 design and review by City staff. All Large projects that meet the size  Schedule and advertise the Design expectations
seat, 2 community / residen- Design Review includes an thresholds in certain zones. Review Board's project review through the City’s Design
Source Contact tial seats, 1 development opportunity for public comment mestings. Review Program. In
https://www.seattle.gov/sd- Shelley Bolser, seat, and 1 business / and involvement. contrast to the very specific
ci/about-us/who-we-are/de- Program Manager landscape design seat. regulations of the City’s
sign-review. Source: https://se- shelley.bolser@seat- Land Use Code (Title 23
atoday.6amcity.com/seattle-de- tle.gov ESZEIS Municipal Code), the

Sign-review-process Design Guidelines set the

stage for flexibility and
dialogue during project
review. An

applicant may be granted a
departure from the Land
Use Code by demonstrating
that the alternate design
solution better meets the
intent of the design guide-
lines.



Shanghai Urban Renewal Expert  Composition Volume When Required Type of Projects Independence Origins
committee The expert committee is

about 30 projects (accord-  According to Clause 12 of Projects in Shanghai historical Internal; panels made up of SF "Shanghai Urban Renewal

composed of experts from ing to an informant) Shanghai Urban Renewal Expert ?reas and significant historical Planning associates. Meetings Regulations (2021)
: : urban planning, housing, Committee Working Procedures  feature buildings. closed to public but minutes
Coyntry Spale Establishment sFatF's of Advice land, industry, construction, (Trial), experts panel need to released online. Shanghai Urban Renewal
China City 2021 Binding transportation, ecological review, Expert Committee Working
environment, urban security, Procedures (Trial) (2023)"
literature and history, (1) Urban renewal action plan;
society, economy and law.
(2) Urban renewal plan;
Source Contact According to Clause 11 of
https://ghzyj.sh.gov.cn/g- TBC Shanghai Urban Renewal (3) Working mechanisms and
7zdt/20210831/fc38143f1b5b4f67 Expert Committee Working policy documents related to
2810ff01bfcddeab.html Procedures (Trial), urban renewal;
https://www.shanghai.gov- In principle, the number of (4) Relevant major scientific
.cn/gwk/search/con- experts participating in the research topics;
tent/19700588491940b190582907 review meeting shall not be -
b29ec69cd less than 5, and the total (5) Other matters that the munici-
number of members from pal planning and resources
the expert committee and department deems necessary to
the expert pool shall not be review.

less than half of the total
number of review meeting
participants. The total
number of participants
attending the review meet-
ing is determined by the
municipal planning resourc-
es. Participants are some
experts or professionals
related to the meeting
topics, and department.

Other relevant personnel
may be invited to attend the
meeting according to the
needs of the meeting
agenda.

Skonhetsradet (The Beauty Composition Volume When Required Type of Projects Independence Origins
COUI]CI|) StOCkhom The Beauty Council consists 60 reports in 2022

of thirteen members. One

The Beauty Council consists of The Beauty Council was
thirteen members. The members  established in 1919 after a

A ; member each nominated by are elected by the municipal motion in the city council by
Country Spale Establishment Stat,us of Advice Sweden's Architects, the council after nominations from the the editor Fredrik Strom. For
Sweden  City 1919 Advisory Royal Academy of Science, various academies, committees  a hundred years, the
History and Antiquities, the and institutions as specified in the council has acted as an
board of the Swedish Nature regulations. The weight of the independent advisory body
Conservation Association, council, even though it does not  within the city.
the board of the St. Erik's have formal decision-making
Source Contact Society, the environmental rights, lies with its members and
https://skonhetsradet.stockholm/  skonhetsradet@stock- protection committee of the the competence they have.
holm.se Royal Academy of Sciences

and the State Real Estate
Agency. In addition, four
members are appointed by
the political parties that are
represented in the municipal
council and two members
are appointed by the Royal
Academy of Liberal Arts, a
painter and a sculptor. The
council's thirteenth member
is elected by the other
members.



Composition

Volume

When Required

Type of Projects

Independence

Origins

Toronto Design Review Panel

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
Canada City 2007 Advisory

Source Contact
https://www.toronto.ca/city-gov- designreviewpan-

ernment/planning-develop-
ment/outreach-engagement/desig
n-review-panel/

el@toronto.ca

Volunteer design profession-
als such as architects,
landscape architects, urban
designers and engineers,

The DRP may meet up to
15 times per year. Typically,
there are 3 projects on an
agenda with the virtual
meeting format. Currently,
28 projects have been
reviewed for 2023 and we
anticipate a final total of
30-35 by the end of the
year.

City Council has directed all
Agencies and Divisions which

FOR COMMERCIAL DEVELOP-
MENT New buildings or renova-

conduct capital projects containing tions to existing publicly-owned

significant public realm impacts to
include early consultation with the
Design Review Panel as part of
undertaking projects."" Public
project threshold: https://www.to-
ronto.ca/city-government/plan-
ning-develop-
ment/outreach-engagement/desig
n-review-panel/public-projects/
""The design review process is
most beneficial in areas experienc-
ing pressure to address issues of:
mixed-uses; contextual fit and
quality; integrating new develop-
ment into either established or
entirely new urban contexts.

As such, design review for private
development focuses on targeted
growth areas which are experienc-
ing these challenges (such as
Centres, Avenues and along
Transit Priority corridors)."" Private
project threshold: https://www.to-
ronto.ca/city-government/plan-
ning-develop-
ment/outreach-engagement/desig
n-review-panel/private-developme
nt/

buildings which require Site Plan
and/or Rezoning Approval (e.g.
police stations, community
centres, and transit buildings)
Plans of Subdivision for new public
streets and parks, including the
review of at least the first three
buildings of the proposed develop-
ment

Environmental Assessments for
major infrastructure projects (e.g.
prominent bridges, transportation
hubs, new streets, light rail initia-
tives, pedestrianization schemes)
Projects on lots contiguous with
environmentally sensitive areas
(e.g. ravines, waterfront)
Development of new civic centres,
or renovations/maintenance of
existing centres, including projects
that are proposed within publicly
accessible interiors of these
buildings

New parks and park renovations
above $150,000/acre

Streetscape rehabilitation/recon-
struction projects when adjacent
to public parks or buildings
Review of systems and standards
for routine bridge work which has
significant public realm implications
(e.g. lighting, railings)

New policies which contain public
realm implications, such as urban
design guidelines or other policies
with City-wide implications, such
as the street furniture program
Pumping station and water
treatment plant renovations, and
other Toronto Water projects which
have significant visible
above-ground components
(including but not limited to the
landscaping of grounds within a
public setting)

The design of stormwater retention
ponds

FOR PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT Al
publicly-initiated projects with
significant visual and physical
public realm impacts (e.g. Environ-
mental Assessments, new build-
ings such as police stations, fire
halls and libraries, new parks, and
new policies which contain public
realm implications)

All large-scale site plan and
rezoning applications within the
Design Review Districts (Fort York
Neighbourhood, Humber Bay
Shores, Mimico-by-the-Lake,
King-Parliament Neighbourhood,
St. Lawrence Neighbourhood,
Etobicoke City Centre, North York
Centre, Yonge-Eglinton Centre,
King-Spadina and Scarborough
City Centre).

Panelists serve on a voluntary
basis for a period of three years, or
until their successors are appoint-
ment. In short, membership terms
may vary. This is in consideration
of the high level of expertise
required to provide robust feed-
back to City staff and applicants,
the significant time demands
participation requires, and the
necessity to minimize professional
conflicts with projects being
reviewed. our panel members are
volunteers; there is no remunera-
tion. In contrast, and for reference,
| think that the Waterfront Toronto
DRP members do receive a
stipend for their efforts.

Our DRP started as a pilot
project. | don’t believe that
there is a provincial or
federal framework to guide
the establishment of DRPs
but the origins were well
before my time. Please let
me know if you need more
information than this and |
can follow up to get more
background on the context
that informed the initial pilot
project.



UC Santa Barbara

Source

https://www.dfss.ucsb.edu/de-
sign-construction-services/de-
sign-review-committee. https://w-
ww.ucop.edu/construction-ser-
vices/facilities-manual/-
manual/volume-3/vol-3-chapter-5.
html. https://poli-
cy.ucop.edu/doc/3100623/Ind-
DesignCostReviewBuildingPlans

Contact

marie.gensler@ucsb.edu

Vancouver Urban Design Panel

Source

https://vancouver.ca/your-govern-
ment/urban-design-panel.aspx
https://bylaws.vancouver.-
ca/4722c¢.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/-
publication/248992157_-
From_Design_Advice_to_Peer Re
view_The_Role_of_the_Urban_De
sign_Panel_in_Vancouver this
article ACCESS REQUESTED
16/10

Contact

Kathy Cermeno or
May Sem at udp.in-
fo@vancouver.ca

Composition

The Design Review Commit-
tee (DRC) is composed of
consulting architects, as well
as appointed faculty, staff
and student representatives.
The DRC shall consist of the
following members:

3 - Consulting architects (one
a landscape architect)

1 - Associate Vice Chancellor
for Design, Facilities & Safety
Services (the AVC)

4 - Faculty appointed by the
Committee on Committees;
at least two shall be mem-
bers of the Senate's Commit-
tee on Capital & Space
Planning

2 - Student representatives
(one undergraduate, one
graduate)

1 - Staff representative

1 - Public arts representative,
ordinarily the director or one
of the curators of the Univer-
sity Art Museum

Composition

private sector design profes-
sionals — architects,
landscape architects, urban
designers and engineers.
Open to public attendance

2021 - 2 meetings. 4
projects under consider-

reviewed 43 projects across
23 meetings in 2022.

When Required

For DRC review of projects
between $1 and 10 million there
must be 1-2 consulting architects

in attendance and for projects over

$10 million there must be 2-3
consulting architects in atten-
dance, including 1 landscape
architect. DCS will make the

determination regarding number of

consulting architects.

When Required

The duties of the Panel shall be to
advise Council, the Director of
Planning, or

the Development Permit Board
from time to time on the Urban
Design of any proposed
development or any revisions of
any proposed development or any
substantial changes to any
previously approved development
after a development permit has
been issued.

Type of Projects

The Design Review Committee is
responsible for assisting the
campus in achieving design of the
highest possible quality for UCSB.
This includes the design of build-
ings, siting and arrangement of
buildings and other features,
circulation, landscape, and other
environmental matters. The DRC
will be attentive to balancing the
interests of individual building
projects with the need for a
well-planned campus as a whole.
Periodically the DRC will review
campus design guidelines and
master planning.

Type of Projects

The Panel's review shall be
extended to include all civic works,
such as bridges, roadworks,
parks, beautification projects,
transit systems, civic buildings,
and design competitions prior to
both the issuance of competition
requirements and the subsequent
awarding of contracts and to give
impartial professional advice

directly at the appropriate level and

at the appropriate time on any
proposal or policy affecting the
community's physical environ-
ment.

Independence

Committee comprised of faculty,
staff, and student representatives,
as well as consulting architects.

Independence

"Board members appointed

by council with minimum require-
ments as to makeup of pannel
ountlined in by law. Board must
include 6 members of the Archi-
tectural Institute of British Colum-
bia; 2 members of the Associa
tion of Professional Engineers;2
members of the British Columbia
Society of Landscape Architects;
1 member of the Vancouver City
Planning Commission; 1 member
from either the Urban Develop-
ment Institute, 1 practising profes-
sional artist, having specialized
training in his or her field, or a
history of exhibitions as an artist.
Pannelist serve for 2 years,
chairman for 1.

Origins

07/17/85 Policy for
Independent Design and
Cost Review of Building
Plans"". The Design Review
Committee (DRC) operates
jointly under the aegis of the
campus administration and
the Academic Senate and
reports directly to the
Chancellor

Origins

City of Vancouver URBAN
DESIGN PANEL BY-LAW
NO. 4722.

A By-law to create a Board
to be known as the “Urban
Design Panel” [Consolidat-
ed for convenience only,
amended to include By-law
No. 9883, effective June
16, 2009]



Vienna Advisory board for urban
planning and urban design

Country Scale Establishment
Austria City 1987

Source

https://www.iba-wien.at/en/i-

ba-wien/akteurinnen/i-
ba-wien-beirat

Waterfront Toronto

Source

https://www.waterfrontoronto.-
ca/our-purpose/design-excel-

lence/design-review-panel

Status of Advice

IBA-Wien@post.wien.g

info@waterfrontoron-

Composition

The composition and tasks

of the advisory board are
regulated in the building
regulations for Vienna. 3
architects

An engineering consultant
for civil engineering

An expert in the field of
spatial planning

An expert in the field of
monuments

An engineering consultant
for surveying

An expert in the field of
urban ecology and public
hygiene:

An expert in the field of
transportation

An expert on social issues
An expert in the field of
green space planning

An expert in the field of
location issues protection
and energy

Composition

The Waterfront Design
Review Panel includes
leading architects, urban
planners, landscape archi-

tects, and other professionals

from Canada and abroad.

Volume When Required

TBC The Vienna city planning depart- TBC
ments submit individual
construction projects that have a
significant impact on the
cityscape and all drafts of the
zoning and development plan to
the advisory board before they
are presented to the public as
part of the public circulation.

Volume When Required

151 meetings held to date

All new projects — whether on
(2005-2022)

352 number of projects ed to go through design review to  project’s design process. There are
reviewed fulfill community planning and two different review streams:

102 projects completed urban design expectations. Stream 1 for lands that are private-
review by the Panel. ly owned, and Stream 2 for lands

that are publicly owned. Stream 1
entails two or three review
sessions (called stages) at the
Panel, and Stream 2 entails three
or four review stages.

Type of Projects

Type of Projects

The Panel meets monthly and
private or public land — are expect- provides input at key stages of a

Independence

Origins

The Advisory Board is a body that A “specialist advisory board
operates without political influence for urban planning” was

and is made up of experts from

various disciplines. The members

of the advisory board act on a

voluntary basis. The term of office

is 3 years.

Independence

board members, governments,

expert advisory panels, Indigenous

partners, and partner agencies
who share our dedication to

ensuring that Toronto’s waterfront

reach its full potential.

Planning, design and construction
is also done in collaboration with

the public. Members of the
waterfront community have
worked closely with our staff

teams over 20-plus years. People
from all over the Greater Toronto

Area has been engaged in our
efforts to create a downtown
waterfront for everyone.

Our work is shaped by staff teams,

already in the core constitu-
tion of the Vienna building
regulations, the law of
November 15, 1929, LGBL.
11/1930, provided. The
corresponding provision
was not in force for a long
time and was repealed in
1939.

The Vienna “Advisory Board
for Urban Planning” was
brought back into being in
1947. It was changed or
renewed by the amendment
to the building regulations in
1986. As part of the
amendment to the building
regulations in 1987, the
area of responsibility was
expanded. Since then, the
“Advisory Board for Urban
Planning and Urban Design”
has existed in its current
form.

Origins

The Panel is an indepen-
dent advisory body that
complements the City of
Toronto’s regulatory approv-
al process. Their work
guides and informs all
projects proposed within
the Waterfront Design
Review District, which lies
within the larger Designated
Waterfront Area established
in the Toronto Waterfront
Revitalization Act of 2002.



West Dunbartonshire Place and
Design Panel

Country Scale Establishment Status of Advice
Scotland  Regional 2018 Advisory
Source Contact

https://www.west-dunbarton.gov-
.uk/planning-building-stan-
dards/place-and-design-panel/#:~
text=The%20Place%20and%20D
esign%20Panel,built%20environm
ent%20in%20West%20Dunbarton
shire.

Planning&BuildingCon-
trol@west-dunbar-
ton.gov.uk

Composition

The Place and Design Panel
consists of a ‘pool’ of built
environment professionals
working in the disciplines of;
Architecture, Landscape
architecture, Urban design,
Development, Planning,
Environmental sustainability,
Engineering, Infrastructure.
Additional posts are popu-
lated by skills and areas of
expertise such as; Historian,
Artist, Police liaison, Ecolo-
gists, Conservation expert,
The Accessibility Panel,
Equalities forum.

Volume

The Panel meets approxi-
mately monthly to review
selected projects that have
been invited to a sitting.
Website lists 8 projects
reviewed since 2018

When Required

Projects that lie within the West
Dunbartonshire Council area that
are classified as Major Develop-
ment or are identified as a key
regeneration site will be invited to
attend a sitting of the Panel.

The Panel is expected to provide
critical input and advice on a
range of public and private
development initiatives on public
and private land, including
policy-based proposals (such as
masterplans, draft Development
Plans and briefs, LDP sites;
testing viability, the Design
Standards for Affordable Housing
and Conservation Area Apprais-
als) brought by the Council itself.
It may also be asked to consider
projects outside these criteria if it
is felt the panel’s input could
enhance their ability to make a
positive contribution to place.

Type of Projects

"Projects that lie within the West
Dunbartonshire Council area that
are classified as Major Develop-
ment or are identified as a key
regeneration site will be invited to
attend a sitting of the Panel. The
types of project that can receive
input from the Panel include but
are not limited to the following;
Proposed Developments; Residen-
tial, Commercial, Industrial,
Mixed-use development, Civic
buildings Policy; Conceptual and
adopted masterplans for large
development sites ,Development
Briefs for sites being sold by the
Council, Local Development Plan
Design Poalicy, Design guidance
documents for Council services.

Independence Origins

The Panel is therefore advisoryand The Panel was convened in
is in no way intended to replace March 2018 by the Place
the Council’s regulatory approval  and Design officer for West
process, but can play an import-  Dunbartonshire Council.
ant, supplementary role where a  The Panel functions as an
specific issue could be identified  independent body of
and resolved at a very earl y stage experts brought together to
with the right input. Similarly, a review development
Report summarising the Panel’s proposals in a workshop
discussion is provided to the environment.

Planning Committee and forms a

material consideration. An adver-

tisement campaign to encourage

applications from built environment

professionals and those offering

specialisms and skills that can

enrich the projects presented to

the Panel was carried out in early

2018. The initial recruitment round

resulted in a pool of 70 panellists

representing a wide variety of

backgrounds and expertise.

Recruitment of panellists is

continuous in order to add to,

diversify and enhance the skill set

available to the Panel and enrich

the review process to add value to

development projects. This

approach serves to allow more

frequent panel sessions and for

special panels to be called at

relatively short notice and reduces

the frequency of the sittings that

any one Panellists is expected to

attend- on average a panellist will

attend 1 panel per year.

Membership on the Panel is

unremunerated and members are

not considered employees of West

Dunbartonshire Council. Panellists

participate in the Panel in their own

individual capacity, and not as a

member of, or on behalf of, any

additional organisation.




Appendix Two

History Timeline.




1900 2000

UK Fine Arts
Commission

UK Committee

RFAC UK Royal Fine Arts Commission UK
of Taste

expands expands

o~ o~
(=] =
o ol

1898 Amsterdam Aesthetic Control Comittee

g United States Committee of Fine Arts Washington
1917 San Francisco Planning - Design Review for Buildings
1919 Council for the Protection of the Beauty of Stockholm

N~
o~
S oroiialiieg Scotland Design Council

1925 Bath Corporation Advisory Committee |

UK Advisory Committees |
(Rural Housing Act)

1929 Urban Planning Vienna 1947 (re-established) 1987 Expands to Advisory Board for Urban Planning and Design

& City Design Review & City Design Review Panels City Design Review Panels

]
= Panels in US = expand = expand again

National Design Review Committees Canada

Dutch Housing Act requires design review

1961 Architectural Committee of Local Government of Seoul
1973 Dehli Urban Art Commission

1973 Vancouver Urban Design Panel 2008 Established current structure

France CAUES established

Singapore Architecture Design
Panel

Spatial Quality Teams Netherlands

Architektuur Lokal Netherlands

1994 Seattle Department of Construction & Inspections Design Review Boards
o
§ Design Commission for Wales

2003 Edinburgh Urban Design Panel
2003 Auckland Urban Design Panel

2004 Beijing Historical and Cultural City Preserva
wn

S Architecture + Design Scotland

o~

MAG Northern Ireland

2009 Toronto Design Review Panel
2010 Ottawa Urban Design Review Panel

Architecture Aesthetics Committee Turkey

FIRST PHASE - TASTE PANELS

SECOND PHASE
THIRD PHASE
FOURTH PHASE

2014 Brussels Quality Review

Urban Design Expert Committee of the Mini
Housing and Urban-Rural Development Chi

2017 London Review Panel
2018 Glasgow Urban Design Panel

o
—
o
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