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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT  
THE INSTITUTION OF ENGINEERS SRI LANKA 
 
It is with great pleasure I send this message for the “Peer review document” published jointly 
by The Institution of Engineers Sri Lanka and The Society of Structural Engineers Sri Lanka. 
 
This document gives the basic concepts used in Peer reviewing Structural Designs which fulfil 
the long-standing need in the Construction Industry. In the present setup, it is understood that 
designs are hardly being reviewed and it is reported that there are many shortcomings in the 
designs and detailing in projects which are reviewed by independent consultants.  
 
A recent study on failures of structures has indicated that some could be apportioned to designer 
error.  It is found that Independent third-party checking by a competent structural engineer 
should be a requirement on all major projects prior to construction. It is also necessary for the 
critical elements of the design of these projects should be identified. Though there could be 
design flaws in buildings designed each year only a few of these ever result in a failure. 
Validation of designs through independent reviews in industries such as manufacturing and 
aeronautical engineering is an essential requirement driven by regulatory authorities. However, 
in the Sri Lankan context, structural engineering is a largely self-regulating industry. In other 
developed countries, it’s a requirement stipulated in their Building Codes that structural design 
documentation be submitted to Building Control; however, this system does not constitute a 
validation of design and does not address potential oversights or errors made by designers. 
There is no data available on the proportion of design consultancies carrying out systematic 
checking of structural designs; however, there is anecdotal evidence that checking is not always 
carried out. 
 
 A process to carry out independent checking of structural designs was developed in Waterman 
Moylan Engineering Consultants in 2015 to complement existing ISO 9001 quality 
management procedures and has been in operation since. This process has been successful in 
highlighting and addressing design issues early in the design process, thus reducing re-work 
and the potential risk of issues carrying through to the construction phase.  A number of 
common issues have been identified in designs across different project types and project teams. 
As such, it is considered a good practice to carry out Peer Reviews for Structural Designs and 
this document sets guidelines for the same. 
 
I wish this document will be used by our Structural Engineers in future endeavours. 
  
My gratitude goes to the Society of Structural Engineers for their initiatives and insights in 
preparing this document. 
 
 
Dr. Kamal Laksiri 

President 
The Institution of Engineers Sri Lanka 
 
 



MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT  
THE SOCIETY OF STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS, SRI LANKA  
 
I am pleased to release this message for the “Peer Review Guidelines” jointly published by the 
Institution of Engineers, Sri Lanka (IESL) and the Society of Structural Engineers, Sri Lanka 
(SSESL). 
Peer reviewing structural engineering designs is regarded as a positive process and encouraged 
in the profession. When approached properly, a Peer Review of structural engineering designs 
can be beneficial for everyone involved in a project as that is an effective means of averting 
errors before construction gets underway. During the Peer Review process, the designs are 
subjected to scrutiny by third-party experts. It should not create an adversarial relationship 
between the design engineer and the reviewing engineer therefore it is important to take a 
collaborative and communicative approach to Peer Reviews. The most effective reviews occur 
when the reviewing engineer performs an independent analysis of the structure and then 
constructively communicates any concerns, questions, or discrepancies to the design engineer. 
The absence of clearly defined peer review guidelines can contribute to the confusion. A 
corporate strategic milestone was defined to establish engineering peer review guidelines that 
will support the successful execution of the structural engineering peer review process and 
appropriately accommodates the need for review independency. 
In the above context, the publication is now released as an electronic version on the SSESL 
website (www.ssesl.lk) which gives general guidelines for those who are involved in Peer 
Review. I would like to thank Eng. Nandana Abeysuriya, Immediate Past President of SSESL 
for his hard work as the Chairman of the drafting committee and the initiatives taken to prepare 
this guideline during the latter part of his tenure as the President of SSESL. I wish to extend 
my sincere gratitude to the other two members of the drafting committee for their contribution 
to drafting this document. I also wish to extend our gratitude to Eng. (Dr.) Kamal Laksiri, the 
President of IESL & Eng. (Dr.) Ananda Ranasinghe for their corporation for this joint 
publication. 
 

Eng. (Mrs.) Tharangika Jayasundara 

President  
The Society of Structural Engineers, Sri Lanka 
 



FORWARD BY THE CHAIRMAN – DRAFTING COMMITTEE  

The joint publication of Guidelines for Structural Peer Review Practices in Sri Lanka by 

the Institution of Engineers – Sri Lanka and the Society of Structural Engineers -Sri Lanka is 

a milestone in the construction industry. The design peer review of high-rise buildings and 

structurally sensitive buildings have already become a practice in the international arena to 

ensure safety, sustainability and cost effectiveness. 

 

Since Sri Lanka has many high-rise buildings already constructed, and many more in the 

pipeline, it is high time to regularize the Design peer review practices in the construction 

industry so that consistency in quality could be maintained among the professionals on this 

important aspect. The practice of designing high rise buildings has been regulated by the IESL 

through their Directory of Structural Engineers. However, the very important, structurally 

dynamic and sensitive buildings have been designed by foreign consultants, and the design 

responsibility is given to a local Engineer who has the authority for certification. It should be 

made mandatory in such circumstances that the local Engineer do a comprehensive Design 

Peer review as is stipulated in this publication, and submit to the approving agency such as the 

Urban Development Authority for reference.  

The committee appointed by The Institution of Engineers-Sri Lanka to propose the revisions 

to the Urban Development Authority -UDA, Planning and Development Regulations 2021 – 

published by 2021-07-08 with the Gazette No 2235/54, has already proposed to include the 

following Amendments under Part 1 Section 1:  

An independent Design peer Review should be submitted by the Developer if the building is 

more than 20 floors. The Peer Design reviewer should be a qualified person whose name is 

listed in the latest Directory of Structural Engineers, published by the Institution of Engineers-

Sri Lanka for the building category for more than 20 floors. The developer and the Reviewer 

may follow the Design peer review Guide lines, jointly published by The Institution of 

Engineers -Sri Lanka and the Society of Structural Engineers 

Finally I wish to thank the members of the drafting committee:  Eng. Dr Ananda Ranasinghe, 

Eng KLS Sahabandu, Eng Ananda Senerath, Eng Tharangika Jayasundara, Eng Aravinda 

Kalugaldeniya and Eng Ajith Vandabona, for their tireless support for making this publication 

a reality. 

 

 

Eng Nandana Abeysuriya  

Chairman – Drafting committee  
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1. INTRODUCTION:  

The Peer review practices are becoming important and popular in Sri Lanka with the 

advancements in the construction industry. It is a practice of clients or developers in many 

countries to get an independent Structural Design review done when high-rise or structurally 

sensitive / complicated buildings are constructed. The review could enhance the safety and 

value addition to the building when looking from the marking point. 

However, following proper guidelines is becoming the important requirement in Sri Lanka as 

the level / standards in the review process vary from person / institutions to person / institution 

causing some times the review process not achieving the intended purpose. 

The review process should not maliciously or recklessly injure or attempt to injure the 

reputation of another person or consultancy practice.  Further, the design review could be used 

to approach a client and seek to supplant another person or practice already appointed by the 

client, in the absence of proper guidelines published by the respective professional institutions.  

2. DEFINITIONS 

Client    - The owner, developer or the Authorized person or agency who represent    

                              the client of the development  

Design Engineer - Person or practice assigned by the client to undertake the structural design   

                              services of the Development  

Peer Reviewer    - Person or practice appointed by the Client to carry out the peer review   

                              process 

IESL     - The Institution of Engineers- Sri Lanka 

SSESL     - The Society of Structural Engineers- Sri Lanka 

EC     - The Engineering Council of Sri Lanka  

DSE-IESL    - The Directory of Structural Engineers, published by the Institution of  

                             Engineers- Sri Lanka  

3. LIMITATIONS OF THE GUIDELINES  

This document shall cover the peer review process for buildings and any other structures that 

are constructed or propose to construct in Sri Lanka. The guidelines are applicable when the 

Design Engineer and the Peer Reviewer are   Qualified Persons and Corporate Members of the 

Institution of Engineers – Sri Lanka and the Society of Structural Engineers –Sri Lanka and 

whose names are appeared in the latest publication of The Directory of Structural Engineers, 

published by the Institution of Engineers - Sri Lanka under the relevant building category in 

case of the design of a building project.  

If the Client decided to appoint a Peer Reviewer who is not a qualified person registered to 

practice in Sri Lanka, the Design Engineer should satisfy himself that the Peer Reviewer has 

equal  or more qualification and  experience. It is the duty of the Client to make available Peer 

Reviewer’s credential to the Design Engineer whose design is going to be reviewed. 

4. DEFINITION OF THE PEER REVIEW 

A peer review is a process initiate by the Client or the Project Manager seeking professional 

opinion based on sound engineering analysis and assumptions, good practice, appropriate 
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regulations and unbiased judgement. Peer Review is an independent assessment of engineering 

work, where the Peer Reviewer needs to have at least equivalent qualifications and experience 

possessed by the Design Engineer who is responsible for the work being reviewed. 
 
Peer reviews range from a review of completed or partially completed engineering work to 

establish whether specific objectives have been met, while complying with relevant standards 

and good practices.  
 
A peer review is intended to reveal issues rather than necessarily resolve them. But it can be a 

key resource for subsequent work towards resolving any issues that are identified. The scope 

of work of the Peer Reviewer should be clearly specified in the agreement that to be entered 

between the Client and the Peer Reviewer.  
 
In most cases, the Design Engineer will know their work is being reviewed and will be part of 

the peer review process. In case if the peer review is done without the knowledge of the Design 

Engineer, it should be done without violating the code of conducts established by the relevant 

professional institutions.  

4.1. TYPE OF PEER REVIEWS 

The guidelines cover the following types of peer reviews. The agreement should cover the 

scope and the level to which the review shall be processed under each type.  

 

• Concept (or Strategic) Peer Review: A preliminary-stage review, which takes place 

before detailed engineering work begins. 

• Specific Peer Review: A review that can be undertaken at any point in the engineering 

work process to cover a specific issue. Specific peer reviews confirm the suitability of 

specific aspects of planned, completed or partially completed engineering work, 

including reports, assessments or designs. 

• Regulatory Peer Review: A review of objectives, assumptions, options, engineering 

rigour, conclusions and recommendations for a complex or unique aspect of a design 

for compliance with a statutory code, standard or guideline. 

• Forensic Peer Review: A review of engineering work after there has been a failure or 

could have been a failure associated with that engineering work. 

4.1.1. CONCEPT OR STRATEGIC PEER REVIEWS 

This type of review is about confirming the direction of the project. It usually occurs relatively 

early in the engineering process, and could be requested by the Client or by another engineer. 

It’s more likely to be used for complex engineering problems. This review can take a long time 

if significant social, cultural or environmental impacts need to be analysed. The reviewer should 

consult experts with the approval of the client for the areas which are not withing his purview.  
 
The purpose of a Concept or Strategic Peer Review is to check the overall concept is well 

conceived. It provides an opinion on option identification and evaluation, risks recognised and 

conclusions drawn. The review can include comments on the proposed work methods and on 

compliance with any relevant regulations. 
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The review could cover: 
 

• Client objectives 

• Social, cultural and environmental impacts 

• Relevant regulatory frameworks and standards 

• Design inputs and assumptions 

• Proposed analytical methods 

• Proposed quality assurance processes 

• The risk register 

• Health and safety considerations 

• Value analysis 

• Aspects of the work that need further review. 

 

4.1.2. SPECIFIC PEER REVIEWS 

A Specific Peer Review is a technical review that can be undertaken at any point in the 

engineering work process. The need for these reviews may occur during the engineering 

process as matters arise, as well as being a planned review that would generally happen as part 

of an engineering process. A peer review of engineering work that does not belong in any of 

the other three categories will be a Specific Peer Review. A peer review in this category can 

include 
 

• a review of the suitability of one or more aspects of a completed or partly complete 

design for an intended purpose  

• a review of an assessment of one or more aspects of an already as-built structure or 

engineered asset 

• a review of an engineering report. 

 

Within the design process, the Client usually requests a Specific Peer Review when they are 

concerned about the design, or a new factor affecting the design has emerged after the original 

design was undertaken. This new factor could include 
 

• a change in legislation 

• changes in recommended designs or materials or construction methods 

• a physical (geological) event. 
 
A Specific Peer Review is one option for a Client when engineers have had differences in 

opinion on a particular aspect of a design or assessment. 
 
As with all peer reviews, the scope of the review may be limited to certain elements or aspects 

of the design. In complex projects, Clients may ask the Peer Reviewer to review an aspect of 

the design against alternatives. 

 

4.1.3. REGULATORY PEER REVIEWS 

A Regulatory Peer Review determines whether aspects of a design comply with relevant 

regulations, codes, standards or guidelines. As a peer review, it needs to be carried out by an 

engineer with at least equivalent expertise to the originating engineer. 
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A Regulatory Peer Review provides an assessment of the originating engineer’s assumptions, 

conclusions and recommendations, and also whether the output meets the required code, 

standard or guidelines. For building consents, this will usually mean checking the proposed 

design against relevant Building Code clauses. 
 
A client can initiate a Regulatory Peer Review to verify compliance as part of their own quality 

assurance procedures, especially when applying for consent for complex or higher risk projects. 

 

4.1.4. FORENSIC PEER REVIEWS 

A Forensic Peer Review may be part of an investigation of a completed or as-built project. It is 

typically requested following an engineering failure. The focus of this type of peer review is 

more on the performance and compliance of the completed work, rather than on design analysis 

and calculation. 
 
A Forensic Peer Review could be requested by a client, a third party, a regulatory body or a 

professional body. Either a single engineering “expert” or a panel of experts or a Professionally 

Qualified Organisation can carry it out. 
 
It can consider a repeated design that occurs in several existing structures or built assets. 
 
A Forensic Peer Review will not determine culpability for the failure. However, the review may 

be used as evidence in litigation or disciplinary action. 

 

In case of the doubt of the Design and or Construction, Forensic Peer Review also could be 

performed. 

 

5. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR A PEER REVIEWER  

Before agreeing to undertake a peer review, the Peer Reviewer may need to confirm their 

competence to their prospective client. This confirmation can include a CV, references, 

professional memberships of EC, IESL, SSESL and registrations in DSE-IESL or a portfolio of 

relevant experience. 
 
For Regulatory Peer Reviews, it is important that the Peer Reviewer is considered acceptable 

by the relevant regulator.  

 

5.1. The Peer Reviewer shall be independent of the Design Engineer and have no conflict of 

interest in review of the project. Ideally, there should be no form of dependent relationship 

between the Peer Reviewer and the Design Engineer. The Peer Reviewer should declare 

they are independent of the Design Engineer and the Design Engineer’s organisation. They 

should have no financial or other interest in the outcome of the peer review. 

5.2. The Peer reviewer should have at least equal in experience, qualifications and technical 

capability to the Design Engineer. 

5.3. The Peer Reviewer should have registered under any of the building categories , defined 

in the Directory of Structural Engineers, published by the Institution of Engineers- Sri 

Lanka and should be a Corporate Member of the Society of Structural Engineers – Sri 

Lanka.  
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6. SCOPE OF PEER REVIEWER 

Before the peer reviewer starts, the objectives and scope of the peer review need to be agreed 

by both the Client and the Peer Reviewer. A contract should be in place between the Peer 

Reviewer and the Client, supported by a brief that sets out what is and is not covered. 
 
To avoid unnecessary work, where possible, the scope should focus on complex and unusual 

aspects of the work. 
 
The Peer Reviewer can choose to add relevant comments over and above their brief. But it’s 

not appropriate for Peer Reviewers to comment on the general competence of the Design 

Engineer nor to promote their own views. All comments (and responses to them) should be 

professional and respectful, and promote a sense of collaboration. 
 
Peer reviews may not include detailed checking of calculations, drawings, formatting and 

grammar. Detailed checking should be generally covered by the Design Engineer’s firm’s 

quality assurance procedures. The extent to which detailed checking of calculations and 

drawings will be undertaken in a peer review needs to be discussed with the Client and made 

clear in the scope at the commencement of the work. 

 

6.1. GENERAL SCOPE  

The following order of the scope could be used as the guideline and modify or alter depending 

on the specific requirements in agreement with the Client.  

 

1. Loading and Configuration 

• Architectural/ functional constraints 

• Site topography, soils, and adjacent property constraints. 

• Environmental effects: wind, earthquake, and surface/ground water 
 

2. Performance Evaluation 

• Structural serviceability; deflection, lateral drift, and other deformations. 

• Vibration 

• Crack control 

• Foundation movement 

• Effects of deflection, lateral drift, and other deformations on non-structural     

elements. 

• Wind and seismic 

 

3. Structural System 

• Structural materials and framing systems 

• Redundancy, ductility, and compatibility in relation to lateral forces 

• Member sizes and locations 

• Foundation system and design 

• Non-structural elements compatible with structural system 

• Detailing of the structural system 

• Constructability of structural elements and connections 
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4. Detailed Design 

• Methodology of structural calculations 

• Compute and mathematical modelling 

• Structural drawings and specifications, and testing and inspection requirements 

• Diaphragms, collectors, anchorage and ties 

 

7. RESPONSIBILITY OF THE REVIEWER AND THE DESIGN ENGINEER 

 

If a court upholds a claim against design work or other aspects of the design process, any Peer 

Reviewer of that design may also be liable for damages to the extend on the scope of work 

which he has agreed upon with the Client. 
 
When engaging as a Peer Reviewer, Peer Reviewer should consider limiting his/her level of 

liability in contract with the Client. Engineers should limit their liabilities in accordance with 

industry guidelines. Reviewer may discuss appropriate levels of liability for high-cost projects 

with the insurer. 

 

The Design Engineer hold the responsibility for the Designing of specific project which is 

being reviewed at the discretion of the Client and the reviewer’s comments should be 

incorporate in to the design and detailing if acceptable to both the parties. 
 
8. CODE OF CONDUCT FOR PEER REVIEWER  

• A Peer Reviewer shall agree to maintain confidentiality of the work being reviewed. 

This includes any information relating to the work that emerges during the review 

process. 

• The Peer Reviewer should have full regard to the public interest. Subject to the consent 

of the Client, the Structural Engineer undertaking the role of peer reviewer, should 

inform the Designer of their appointment and, if possible, arrange to have access to all 

those responsible for the original design, such that they are able to freely discuss and 

resolve any matters that may arise with the Designer. The Peer Reviewer should remain 

impartial and objective and avoid being influenced by either the Designer or the 

Client. 

• In the event that the Client does not consent to informing the Design Engineer and/or 

in the absence of confirmation from the Design Engineer that all relevant 

information required to undertake a check/review has been received, members should 

exercise caution with respect to any opinion they express on the Design Engineer’s 

work. However, it is recommended that the Peer Reviewer inform the Design Engineer 

that they are reviewing their work. (An exception to this is Forensic Peer Reviews, where 

there may be legal constraints.) Informing the Design Engineer is a professional 

courtesy. It creates an opportunity to start working collaboratively on the work under 

review. 

• The Peer Reviewer may advise their Client to obtain another opinion if the original 

design is considered to be seriously at fault. 

• If the Peer Reviewer wishes to disclose information that he/she has obtained during a peer 

review, it should be done without violating the code of Conducts published by IESL and 

SSESL.  
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• The Peer Reviewer should consider their ethical obligations to maintain honesty, 

objectivity and integrity. 

 

9. PEER REVIEW PROCESS  

 
9.1. The Client identifies the need for a peer review. They then define the broad scope of the 

review, and identify a competent peer reviewer. (If it’s a Regulatory Peer Review, this 

includes making sure the peer reviewer is acceptable to the regulator.) 

9.2. The Peer Reviewer declare the client about any potential conflicts of interest. 

9.3. The Client and Peer reviewer agree on a brief. A clear brief is critical. The brief sets out: 
 

• the purpose of the peer review 

• the original objectives for the work (these are the objectives that were given to the 

design or assessing engineer) 

• the scope of the peer review, giving a clear and detailed description of what is and is 

not covered. 

• cost and expected timeframes for the peer review 

• how and when the Peer Reviewer and the Client will communicate with each other 

• the reporting schedule (this is relevant if interim reviews are expected) 

• any barriers that may prevent aspects of the peer review being carried out. These 

could include known limitations to obtaining necessary documentation 

• the limit of the peer reviewer’s liability 

• who will receive the review. 

9.4. The Client may inform the Design Engineer about the peer review process , details about 

the Peer Reviewer , scope of works of the Peer Reviewer including the full or part of the 

structure subjected for the review.(This process is not required for forensic peer review ) 

9.5. The Design Engineer should inform the Client in writing his agreement to work with the 

selected Peer Reviewer or submit objections with valid reasons for the objections.  

9.6. The Client and Peer Reviewer enter into a contractual agreement that includes the agreed 

brief. 

9.7. The Peer Reviewer starts the peer review. Depending on the type of peer review, the peer 

reviewer may contact the Design Engineer. During a Concept or Strategic Peer Review, 

Regulatory Peer Review or a Specific Peer Review, there is usually a lot of 

communication take place between the peer reviewer and the Design Engineer. The basic 

order of correspondence to be provided by the Design Engineer, should be discussed and 

agreed by both the parties depending upon the nature of the assignment. 

9.8. Should do an independent structural analytical model to compare the structural behaviour 

and the results submitted by the Design Engineer the Peer Reviewer. During a Forensic 

Peer Review, there may be little or no communication (due to specific directives, such as 

legal constraints). 

9.9. The peer reviewer should keep a log of any documentation provided by the client or 

Design engineer. 

9.10. The peer reviewer should keep a log of queries and responses between themselves and 

the Design engineer. Each matter raised should be resolved and recorded in the log. 

Maintaining a query/correspondence log may also be a requirement of some regulatory 

bodies. 

9.11. If the peer review is taking a long time, the peer reviewer should keep the client updated 

on progress. 
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9.12. The peer reviewer informs the client if resolution on key issues can’t be reached with 

the Design engineer. The peer reviewer will need to give the client a summary of the 

dispute, including relevant correspondence. 

9.13. When the peer review is finished, the peer reviewer reports to the client. If the client 

consents, the peer reviewer should send a courtesy copy to the Design engineer. 

(Providing a courtesy copy to the Design Engineer may not be possible for a Forensic Peer 

Review, due to legal constraints.) 
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