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Use the blank template to agree the first decision, scope, responsibilities and review arrangements. The second part reproduces a filled hypothetical example for a commercial office. Replace the editable prompts with project facts before agreeing an appointment.
Blank appointment template
Client organisation [Complete here]
Building name and location [Complete here]
Client decision owner and role [Complete here]
Workplace owner [Complete here]
Facilities owner [Complete here]
IT and interface owner [Complete here]
Other authorised technical reviewers [Complete here]
Target decision date [Complete here]
Available records and access arrangements [Complete here]
The decision
Decision this appointment must support [Complete here]
Starting context and operating concerns [Complete here]
Desired outcomes and measures [Complete here]
The boundary
Buildings floors spaces and systems included [Complete here]
Priority journeys or services [Complete here]
Exclusions and dependencies [Complete here]
The work
Records review workshops and walkthroughs [Complete here]
Options or investigations to compare [Complete here]
Agreed activities and their limits [Complete here]
Inputs and client participation
People records and access the client will arrange [Complete here]
Authority to share information [Complete here]
Further access requiring separate agreement [Complete here]
What the client receives
Return brief and confirmation process [Complete here]
Existing system and information gap summary [Complete here]
Options and dependency note [Complete here]
Recommended next scope and decision record [Complete here]
Editable records to be maintained [Complete here]
Responsibilities
Client decision owner [Complete here]
Smart building adviser [Complete here]
Building services designer [Complete here]
Integrator and specialist suppliers [Complete here]
Operating owners [Complete here]
Review gate
Review participants [Complete here]
Acceptance criteria for these review outputs [Complete here]
Evidence assumptions and unresolved issues [Complete here]
Client conclusion and next decision [Complete here]
Assumptions and further work
Assumptions to confirm [Complete here]
Further investigation and exclusions [Complete here]
Conditions owners and next review date [Complete here]
Use the example below to see how these fields can be developed into an agreed scope.
Filled hypothetical example
Commercial office visitor arrival and meeting room services
1. THE DECISION
Decide whether to commission a focused feasibility study for connected visitor arrival and meeting-room services, retaining useful existing systems where feasible.
The office is considering a reception refurbishment and changes to two meeting floors. A platform demonstration has prompted interest, but existing-system interfaces and operating responsibilities have not yet been established. The first appointment will give the client a documented basis for the next investigation or appointment.
2. THE BOUNDARY
One commercial office, its reception, and two meeting floors. The review considers visitor arrival and the relationship between meeting-room records and the proposed service. It covers the relevant existing-system information, the people responsible for those systems, and dependencies affecting the next decision.
Other floors, additional sites and unrelated building systems are outside this first review. If the initial evidence identifies a wider dependency, record it and ask the client to decide whether further work is needed.
3. THE WORK
- Review the available room records, current system list, interface/licence information and support arrangements relevant to the decision.
- Hold one discovery workshop with the property project lead and the relevant workplace, facilities and IT owners.
- Undertake a walkthrough arranged with the client, recording what was observed and what could not be established through observation.
- Describe the priority visitor journey and its operating exceptions at a level sufficient to identify requirements and dependencies.
- Compare credible retain, improve and replace routes at an initial level, stating the information still needed to assess each one.
- Present the findings and a proposed scope for the next investigation or decision.
4. INPUTS AND CLIENT PARTICIPATION
The client arranges access to the relevant people and records. Useful inputs include floor plans with current room names, the existing system list, available supplier/interface documents, licence and support summaries, and a short description of the operating concerns.
Use information the client is authorised to share. Access to live controls, credentials or identifiable visitor records is not required for this initial records review and walkthrough. If a later investigation needs additional access, the responsible owner defines and authorises it separately.
5. WHAT THE CLIENT RECEIVES
A. Client return brief
The decision, relevant people, priority journey, desired outcomes, scope boundaries and confirmed priorities. The client reviews and confirms this record before it becomes the basis for later requirements.
B. Existing-system and information-gap summary
Relevant systems and owners, known capabilities and dependencies, and a clear distinction between documented information, observations and supplier statements. Every material gap records the question, its effect on the decision, an action owner and the proposed next step.
C. Initial options and dependency note
Credible retain, improve and replace routes, with the evidence basis, assumptions and enabling work for each. No untested interface is described as proven.
D. Recommended next scope and decision record
A proportionate feasibility or further-investigation scope, its required inputs, responsible parties and the evidence it must produce. The decision record captures whether the client proceeds, requests information, revises the scope or stops.
Provide an explanatory report and editable brief/action records so the appointed client owners can maintain the agreed information.
6. RESPONSIBILITIES
Client decision owner: confirms priorities and scope, arranges the client review and records the next decision.
Smart building adviser: prepares and explains the agreed brief, findings, options and next-scope recommendation within this appointment.
Building-services designer: retains the engineering design responsibilities of its own appointment and reviews relevant technical constraints when required.
Master systems integrator and specialist suppliers: confirm the particular interfaces, configuration, mapping and tests assigned to them through their appointments. This initial review does not appoint them to deliver a new connection.
Operating owners: explain the current service, support arrangements and responsibilities needed for everyday use. Review the proposed ownership and unresolved operating dependencies.
7. REVIEW GATE
The property project lead reviews the outputs with the relevant operating and technical owners. The review checks that:
- The return brief reflects the confirmed need and scope.
- Each recommendation has an identifiable evidence basis and stated assumptions.
- Material uncertainties identify the affected decision, action owner and next step.
- The proposed further work is proportionate to the uncertainty it needs to resolve.
- Corrections, unresolved issues and the client's conclusion are recorded.
Accepting these review outputs does not establish that a proposed integration has been installed, commissioned or demonstrated. A later delivery or acceptance appointment requires its own requirements, responsibilities and evidence arrangements.
8. ASSUMPTIONS AND FURTHER WORK
The client can provide the relevant people, records and agreed walkthrough access. Current system condition and untested compatibility remain matters to investigate where evidence is absent.
Detailed engineering, a full condition survey, software development, controls programming, network or specialist security design, installation, commissioning, formal certification and contractual acceptance are not outputs of this first discovery review. Allocate any required further work to the appropriate appointed parties and agree the associated scope before proceeding.
Related article: https://goodbuildings.co.uk/insights/what-a-smart-building-consultant-should-deliver/
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