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Declarations 

1. Research for lecture in Tokyo 

in August 2015 & recent 

international contact 

2. Mostly anonymised ï 

originally not intended for UK 

3. Former CEO of CABE, 

responsible for & participant in 

its design review functions 

4. Member, South East England 

Design Review Panel 

Anish Kapoorôs AccelorMittal Orbit, reviewed by CABE for London 2012 

óItôs red  

becauseé 

itôs redô 
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1. How we got where we 

  are today 
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Design review landscape surveyed by 

CABE in 2009 

ÁCABE national & bespoke panels 

ÁGovernment estates panels (e.g. MoD, NHS) 

Á 8 Regional panels: English regions but not London 

Á 9 Sub-regional panels: e.g. consortia of local authorities, 

intensive growth or regeneration areas (2009)  

Á 66 Local authority panels with external members: e.g. 

Birmingham, Kensington & Chelsea, Salisbury, Cambs. (2009)  

Á Internal local authority panels (officers, or officers + councillors) 

ÁReview by individual professionals (e.g. local authority architect) 

ÁDevolved Nations had own arrangements 
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Ten principles of good design review, 2009 

With the RIBA, RTPI & Landscape Institute 

 

1. Independent 

2. Accountable 

3. Expert, usually peer, review (can   

include local as well as design experts) 

4. Advisory 

5. Accessible 

6. Proportionate 

7. Timely 

8. Objective 

9. Focused on outcomes for people 

10.Focused on improving quality 

 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110118095356/http://

www.cabe.org.uk/files/design-review-principles-&-practice.pdf 
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Conservative/Liberal Democrat Coalition 

Government, elected May 2010 

ÁCABE unexpectedly lost DCMS 

funding when ministers needed last 

minute cuts in 2010 spending 

review 

Á Infuriated CABEôs co-funder, DCLG 

ÁDCLG wanted design review as 

part of óreformedô planning system 

ÁNational Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) encouraged 

use of design review ï March 2012 
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How we got where we are today 

ÁHousing Minister Grant Shapps believed if design review 

was useful, development industry should pay for ité 

Áé & wanted competition to give choice of providers 

ÁDCLG persuaded to continue funding design review but 

would not sponsor CABE as a public body, or fund 

architecture centres 

ÁCABE merged with Design Council to become non-

statutory independent charity ï 1 April 2011 

ÁWon DCLG 3 years DCLG funding for design review 

ÁAfter that it was down to the market and the NPPF 
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Nothing to see hereé 

ÁJames Penrose MP: 

the DCMS 

architecture and 

heritage minister 

who presided over 

the abolition of 

CABE as a statutory 

body 

ÁIôm not saying 

anythingé 
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2. Where we are today(ish) 
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Design Review: Principles and Practice updated 

January 2013 ï ten principles revised 
www.designcouncil.org.uk/knowledge-resources/guide/design-review-principles-and-practice 
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The design review landscape as it was in 

2015 ï competition and collaboration 

ÁDesign Council CABE ï self-funding independent national 

charity running national, bespoke & local panels 

ÁThe Design Network (sprang from pre-2011 regional panels): 

ïRun regional & local panels: 

ï Design South East (South East, East of England & London) 

ï MADE (West Midlands)  - Places Matter! (North West) 

ï IntegreatPLUS (Yorkshire) - Creating Excellence (South West) 

ï OPUN (East Midlands)  - Urban Design London (public realm 

ï NE DRES (North East)           reviews only) 

ïMoU: stick to regional borders, apply consistent standards, co-

operate when appropriate & share best practice  

Á Locally run panels ï e.g. Cambridgeshire Quality Panel, 

Islington, South Cambs. & other local authorities 
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The design review landscape in 2015 ï 

development agencies and the private sector 

ÁBespoke panels ï e.g. London 

Legacy Development 

Corporation, HS2 

ÁPrivate sector ventures: 

ïThe Design Review Panel 

(Devon & Somerset) 

ïFirms that administer panels 

ïConsultants that aim to help 

developers avoid, or succeed at, 

design review 

ïTraining 

 

Glazed canopy to cover external street, Westfield Stratford 

City shopping centre, East London ï LLDC design review 

panel advised aginst adding  a roof 



 
Richard 

Simmons 

Common to all panels 

ÁAll current panels investigated say they: 

ïAppoint panel members & chairs by open advertisement 

ÅMay headhunt scarce skills such as ecologists 

ïAre multi-disciplinary 

ÅTypically 60-80% architects plus planners, urban designers, 

engineers, landscape architects, ecologists, conservationists, 

transport planners, valuers (no artists) 

ïUse Design Review: Principles and Practice to govern reviews 

ïPay panel members fees and/or expenses 

ïTrain panel members to be constructive ócritical friendsô 

ïReview all types of development at all scales 

ïGet repeat business. All but one financially viable (just). Some growing. 
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Additionally 

ÁSome panels have an oversight 

committee to monitor standards 

independently of the review 

organisationôs board (e.g. South 

East & North east); others donôt 

Á In some regions outside London 

and the South East, panels say it 

can be difficult to find sufficient 

suitable panel members 

ÁNo panels include local 

community representatives 

 

The Toffee Factory, Newcastle, design reviewed by the 

North East England panel administered by the RIBA  
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Reviews 

ÁClient may be the promoter or local planning authority 

ÁPromoters can pay for private reviews from most providers 

ÁMostly peer review by multi-disciplinary panel 

ÁMost panels visit site, though only staff or Chair visit in some 

places (usually depends on resources) 

ÁTraditional ócritsô still available; many providers also offer 

óworkshopô reviews 

ÁProviders want to offer constructive dialogue with clients 

ÁReview meetings often longer ï up to a day for big schemes 

ÁWritten letters or reports provided to clients and/or LPA 
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Why bring schemes for design review? 

ÁNo longer statutory, so why review? All panels 

approached agreed: 

ïNPPF support for design review was initially important but less 

so now, because customers find reviews useful 

ïLocal planning authorities use design review to test design 

quality, especially now budget cuts have greatly reduced 

number of design professionals they can afford to employ 

ïDevelopers use design review either because they expect it to 

help overcome problems with planning committee members 

and/or local communities, or believe they get quicker consents if 

they respond positively to review 

ÁI didnôt have resources to ask customers for feedback 
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3. After statutory CABE ï  

    better, worse or just  

    different? 
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Better 

Á Increased rate of innovation in 

design review methods 

Á Collaborative review models  

ïe.g. workshop reviews 

ÁOften longer review meetings 

Á Panel members frequently make 

site visits themselves 

ÁOften more local focus & knowledge 

ÁMore choice of review types at 

different project stages 

 

 

 

New country house in East Devon, South West England, 

reviewed by a local panel 
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Worse 

Á Developers can pay for reviews directly ï 

potential for conflicts of interest 

Á May be suspicion developers could pick & 

choose most ófriendlyô panel 

Á Governance & operation not always transparent 

or publicly accountable 

ï More bespoke panels internally within QUANGOs 

ï More private reviews 

Á Limited availability of suitable panel members in 

some parts of England  

Á Consistency might be open to question 

Á Not statutory: can be avoided more easily if local 

authority has no design review arrangements  

ó[The community ] 

Association has acquired a 

copy of a leaked letter from 

[a review organisationôs] 

Head of Design Review to 

[a schemeôs architects] who 

have been masterminding 

the [é] application [é] 

Among the list of advisory 

óexpertsô is [names two 

architects] Both firms have 

contributed designs for the 

[é] proposal.ô  

Complaint about design review 

confidentiality & accountability by a 

community action group in 2014 
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Different 

ÁPanels compete for business 

ÁNo central government funding 

ÁMore local review panels? 

(possibly ï we donôt really know) 

ÁMore private sector involvement 

in administration 

ÁGreater equality between panels  

ïCABE no longer seen as the ósingle 

parentô of design review  

ÁNo consistent data about how 

design review is working Masterplan for Kingstone, Herefordshire, reviewed by 

MADEôs West Midlands design review panel in 2013 
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4. What are others doing? 

 


