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1
Introduction
Clerkenwell is one neighbourhood within the Borough of Islington, situated just minutes away from the City of London. Clerkenwell’s past as a magnet for the monastic life, a beacon for breweries and an attraction for artists have created a unique community of people and places. Within this neighbourhood sits the former Allied Domecq Site, an old brewery that has transformed itself over the years into an exciting mixed-use development. Private flats, affordable housing units, offices and public and semi-public spaces dot this landscape and give its users a new twist on Clerkenwell’s diversity. This case study highlights the Allied Domecq Site as an interesting example of mixed-use-in-action and presents the urban design decision-making process for the scheme.

The following report is divided into seven sections, with the Introduction being the first section. The second section briefs the reader on the background to the report, including information about the Clerkenwell and the Allied Domecq Site and some of the main documents that have impact the Site. The third section outlines the methods used to obtain information for this case study. The fourth section provides a timeline for the Allied Domecq Site, detailing various occurrences from the late 1980s until the present day. The fifth section describes the urban design decision-making process, taken from the timeline. Discussions about decision-makers, stakeholders, tools and resources and sustainability occur in this section. The sixth section summarises the case study in the Conclusions. The final section gives the reader the references used to prepare this case study.

2
Background
2.1 CLERKENWELL
Clerkenwell is rooted in the Middle Ages. The name derives from the location of a well where plays were performed by London parish clerks. The availability of a natural supply of fresh water and Clerkenwell’s position on the outskirts of the City made it convenient for two monastic houses – the Nunnery of St. Mary and the Priory of the Order of St. John – to be situated here. These buildings, and indeed much of the monastic heritage of the area, have not survived, yet their foundations have influenced present-day street patterns in Clerkenwell (English Heritage, n.d).
Over the years, Clerkenwell developed into a fashionable suburb. Many aristocratic citizens populated the area. By the 18th Century, however, most of the older buildings and infrastructure had been rebuilt, transforming medieval thoroughfares, like St. John Street, into Georgian commercial streets. New occupants in the form of merchants and tradespeople arrived. Clerkenwell also played an important role in civic administration and justice, accommodating two county prisons and a Sessions House (English Heritage, n.d.).
In the 19th Century, Clerkenwell was a thriving mercantile area. Small-scale industries, such as clock-, watch- and jewellery-making, dominated. Much of this work took place in converted dwellings. As the area modernised in Victorian times (e.g., the Metropolitan Line, London’s first underground railway, was constructed), factories and workshops were constructed, thus giving more space for industry. Due to Clerkenwell’s popularity with artists in the 1980s and office-workers and people interested in loft living in the 1990s, many of the redundant industrial buildings now have been converted into offices and apartments (see Figure 2.1) (English Heritage, n.d.).
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Figure 2.1. Map of Clerkenwell. The red line represents the area of Clerkenwell, which is one area within Islington Borough. Additional areas with Islington Borough include Archway, Highbury & Finsbury Park, Holloway & Caledonian and Angel, Barnsbury & Canonbury. The yellow line represents the former Allied Domecq Site. Source: Islington Borough Council.
2.2 ALLIED DOMECQ SITE

Benefiting from the natural supply of fresh water in the area, a brewery has occupied the Allied Domecq Site since 1746. Over time, the brewery became known as the Cannon Brewery, and dominated the 1.461 hectare site. Unfortunately, the brewery was heavily damaged during World War II and never really recovered (Islington Borough Council, n.d.).
The brewery ceased brewing on the site in 1955. No significant industrial activity has taken place there since that time. In the 1960s, “Allied House”, an 8-storey office building that was set back from the pavement, dominated the site. It remained until the 1990s (Development Control Committee, 1998). Most of the other buildings on the site also have been cleared, leaving Berry House and the Listed buildings at 148-154 and 178-180 St. John Street. Until redevelopment began again in the late 1990s, the open space on the site was used as a large, private car park (Islington Borough Council, n.d.) (see Figure 2.2).
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Figure 2.2. View of the Allied Domecq Site in 1998. Source: Architect.
The Allied Domecq Site is bordered by St. John Street, Northburgh Street, Berry Street, Compton Passage and properties at 62-77 Compton Street. The site also includes properties at 57-61 Compton Street and 10-14 Dallington Street.

Commercial property surrounds the former Allied Domecq Site on the east, south and west. Residential property in Compton Street adjoins the north part of the site. The Percival Street estate overlooks the residential property (see Figures 2.3-2.12).
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Figure 2.3. Map of the original Allied Domecq Site. ‘A’ refers to St. John House. ‘B’ refers to Holland House. ‘C’ refers to Compton House. ‘D’ refers to Compton Studios. ‘E’ refers to Berry House. ‘F’ refers to 10 Dallington Street. ‘G’ refers to Cannon Brewery. ‘H’ refers 148-154 St. John Street. ‘I’ refers to 178-180 St. John Street. ‘J’ refers to public space. The only buildings currently remaining on the Site are Berry House, 10 Dallington Street, the Cannon Brewery, 148-154 St John Street and 178-180 St John Street. Source: Planning Division, Islington Borough Council.
[image: image5.png]



Figure 2.4. Map of the current Allied Domecq Site. Source: Building for Life.
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Figure 2.5. View of the Allied Domecq Site (modern mixed-use building and the Cannon Brewery building only) from across St. John Street. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
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Figure 2.6. Side view of modern buildings (mixed-use, with residential beyond ground floor) on the Allied Domecq Site from across St. John Street. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
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Figure 2.7. Affordable housing units on the Allied Domecq Site, viewed from access road. Modern mixed-use buildings are located to the right of this figure. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
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Figure 2.8. View of affordable housing units (10 Dallington Street), Berry House and modern mixed-use buildings in the foreground (to the right of this figure) on the Allied Domecq Site. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
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Figure 2.9. View of modern mixed-use buildings on the Allied Domecq Site (on the right of this figure) from Northburgh Street. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
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Figure 2.10. View of the interior public courtyard of the Allied Domecq Site. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
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Figure 2.11. Passageway connecting Northburgh Street and the interior public courtyard of the Allied Domecq Site. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
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Figure 2.12. Private accommodation on the Allied Domecq Site, tucked behind the Cannon Brewery and additional buildings fronting St. John Street. A semi-public space with benches and garden may be found outside the accommodation. Source: Rosita Aiesha.
The following subsection examines some of the major policies that influence the Allied Domecq Site. These policies include the Unitary Development Plan, Planning Policy Guidance 1, the planning brief, and the City Fringe Initiative. The Planning Division of Islington Borough Council and the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum are also detailed.
2.3 UNITARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The 1986 Unitary Development Plan (UDP) informed much of the development on the Allied Domecq Site. In 2002, a new UDP for Islington was written, which builds upon the older Plan. The UDP reflects Islington Borough Council’s aims and objectives, seeking to create healthy, safe and enjoyable environments for residents, workers and visitors. The following aims are included in the UDP:
· Environment: to provide an urban environment of the highest possible quality by encouraging sustainable forms of development and protecting places and buildings of character and interest.

· Housing: to provide dwellings at the right price, quantity and quality to meet local needs.

· Economic regeneration: to encourage a vibrant local economy, ensuring a mix and balances of uses that meet local and strategic needs.

· Sustainable transport: to reduce the amount of road traffic and improve public transport, walking and cycling.

· Recreation and leisure: to provide good quality and safe facilities that are close to people’s homes.
· Shopping and town centres: to maintain the vitality and viability of existing town and local centres to meet community needs.

· Education: to support high quality educational services to meet current needs.

· Visitors: to encourage visitor accommodation in appropriate locations and maximise sustainable benefits to the local community.

· Design and conservation: to ensure that all new development is of the highest design standards and respects and improves the character and appearance of the Borough.

· Implementation: to involve the local community and cooperate with other agencies and ensure that environmental and social benefits are achieved through new development (UDP Team, 2002).

For the Allied Domecq Site, the following UDP policies were relevant (Development Control Committee, 1998)
:
· Policy Env12 and Env14: Safe and accessible environment- community safety will be enhanced by reducing the opportunity for crime by making security an integral part of any design proposal. Other design features of new developments should include accessibility for people with disabilities and small children and their carers.

· Policy H3: Housing provision- to accommodate Islington’s share of the additional number of new dwellings required by the strategic guidance up to 2016, whilst ensuring the quality and amenity of the residential environment is maintained. Targets will be achieved by developing new housing, allowing changes of uses to residential where appropriate, conversions and preventing the loss of existing units.
· Policy H8 and H12: Housing standards, form and design- standards are set to ensure that new housing and conversions provide a good quality living environment, including type, size, layout, density and provision of garden space.

· Policy H16, H17, H21 and H23: Variety of Housing- a range of housing should be provided for different household sizes, for those on low incomes and people with special needs. Affordable housing to meet local need will be sought on housing development proposals. All new and converted dwellings with ground floor or lift access will be built to lifetime homes standards.
· Policy D3: Design of new development- design of all new buildings are required to be of a high standard, appropriate to the streetscape, make best use of the site and respect the local character. The layout of the site should be logical and efficient to ensure that access, functional, amenity and aesthetic requirements are met. Proposals should acknowledge the urban context and include appropriate landscaping, tree planting and sensitive boundary treatments. Policies also cover public art, alterations and extensions and design of shopfronts.
· Policy D20 and D21: Conservation areas- the Council designates or modifies conservation areas to preserve or enhance the special character and appearance of the areas. Detailed policies cover matters of changes of use, demolition, design, materials, roof, side and rear extensions, basements, porches, boundary treatments, advertisements and streetscape (UDP Team, 2002).

2.4 PLANNING POLICY GUIDANCE NOTE 1

Planning Policy Guidance Note 1 (PPG1) was first published in 1988, with revised editions in 1992 and 1997. PPG1 in 1988 stated that the planning system in the United Kingdom should operate in favour of development: “Applications for development should be allowed, having regard to the development plan and all material considerations, unless the proposed development would cause demonstrable harm to interests of acknowledged importance” (Department of the Environment, 1988, para. 5). Under this guidance, decision-making leaned toward economic factors rather than social or environmental considerations, thus reducing the opportunity of land use planning to give full weight to all three pillars of sustainability. Nonetheless, mixed-use development was encouraged. In response to the changes made in the Planning and Compensation Act 1991 and the White Paper, entitled “This Common Inheritance”, later editions of PPG1 examined not only mixed-use, but sustainable development and design as well.
2.5 THE PLANNING BRIEF FOR THE ALLIED DOMECQ SITE

A planning brief was prepared for the Allied Domecq Site in 1989, which was based on the 1986 Islington UDP. The brief promoted the Site primarily as “an office development and some industry, food and drink, professional, heritage, tourism and public open spaces uses, with pedestrian accesses to integrate it into the surrounding area” (Development Control Committee, 1998, p. 29). In 1990, the planning brief was amended. The amendment sought a mixed use on the Site, as opposed to a B1-dominated development, with 50% residential use, including affordable housing and live/work, flexible commercial and other uses (Development Control Committee, 1998).
In terms of design, the amended brief suggested a hierarchy of public/semi-public open spaces and connecting routes between Clerkenwell Green, Goswell Road and Great Sutton Street. The possibility of having an interior public courtyard on the Allied Domecq Site was viewed as the focus of pedestrian activity, public art and related uses. The courtyard would help to create a lively new urban space for the area. Furthermore, the urban grid of the Great Sutton Estate would also be reflected in the design of the Allied Domecq Site. Finally, car parking would be placed underground, thus freeing up historic surrounding areas from vehicles and creating pedestrian thoroughfares (Development Control Committee, 1998).
2.6 THE CITY FRINGE INITIATIVE

The City Fringe initiative began in 1996, encompassing parts of the following boroughs: Camden, Islington, Hackney and Tower Hamlets. The aim of the initiative is to support and maintain diversity in employment while having a strong and diverse economic and residential base. Their vision is to “build an area of thriving competitive industries and an area whose residents prosper from the success of the region” (City Fringe Partnership, n.d.).
The City Fringe currently represents more than 21,000 businesses and 350,000 jobs in the financial and professional services sectors, the creative industries, the construction industry and the service and public sectors. The City Fringe area also contains over 142,000 residents, of which 46% are ethnic minorities. Despite the high number of jobs, there persists high unemployment and low economic activity amongst the residents (City Fringe Partnership, n.d.).

2.7 THE PLANNING DIVISION

Within Islington Borough Council is the Environment Section, which contains the Planning Division. Led by Assistant Director (Planning), Graham Loveland, “the division is responsible for controlling and promoting development in the borough in order to provide an attractive, efficient and sustainable environment.” Like many planning offices in local authorities, the Planning Division also performs the following tasks:

· Provides advice on planning applications.

· Discusses building control.

· Solicits public involvement in planning.
· Gives information about major schemes in the borough (e.g., King’s Cross).

· Shows maps and statistics of the borough.

· Supplies planning links (e.g., Greater London Authority) and policies (e.g., Section 106 community benefits).

· Updates people on planning services news.

The following members of Planning have made a contribution in some form to the development of the Allied Domecq Site:

· Angela Diamandidou, former Design Case Officer.

· Alec Foreshaw, Conservation Officer.

· Ashley Niman, Development Control Planner.

· Alkis Riziotis, former Planning Case Officer.

· Ian Wilson, Planning Officer.

2.8 CLERKENWELL NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM

The Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum (CNF) began in 1988 as an opportunity for tenants and residents to come together and discuss issues of importance to the Clerkenwell community. Before the CNF, another forum existed that focused more on political issues. Because the community wanted to talk about residential issues instead, the CNF was formally created and the old forum disbanded (Clerkenwell resident, 22nd September 2005).
Although the CNF did not have the authority to accept or refuse planning applications throughout its 13-year lifetime, the Forum was able to liaise directly with developers about the content of their applications and designs. In many instances, the Forum preferred to speak with developers directly, rather than going through the Council, because they felt that most councillors did not possess as intimate a knowledge of the area as did residents and tenants (Clerkenwell resident, 22nd September 2005). 
The Forum’s input did not stop at developers, however. Involvement in issues concerning traffic, highways, planning, education and almost anything with a social impact came under the Forum’s remit. Their relations with the Planning Division meant that local authority planners would come to the Forum with details and plans of anything happening in the area. The Forum would discuss the issues with the planners and make recommendations to the Planning Division where appropriate, which would go into a final report to be seen by the Council. Having people within the Forum who had prior experience and knowledge with art, architecture, structural engineering, electrics, roofing and so forth also lent credence to the Forum’s abilities to speak about issues in their neighbourhood (Clerkenwell resident, 22nd September 2005).
The CNF was the first neighbourhood in Islington to start thinking about, and receiving planning applications for, mixed-use (business and residential) developments (Clerkenwell resident, 22nd September 2005).
3
Methodology

Information for this case study was gathered between March 2005 and September 2005 from the following sources:

· Interviews with two former case officers of Islington Borough Council, who were heavily involved with the Allied Domecq Site; an architect who helped obtain outline planning permission for the Site; an architect who helped obtain full planning permission for the Site, two members of a public housing group, owners of the affordable housing units on the Site; and a past owner of the Site (an estate agent/developer).

· Minutes and reports from Islington Borough Council.

· Reports by VivaCity2020 colleagues on Clerkenwell.

· Local and national documents regarding planning policy and sustainability.

Seven interviews were completed with 8 interviewees for this case study. In one instance, the interviewer met with two interviewees. For each semi-structured interview, interviewees were asked to elaborate on the following concepts (see Appendix for larger set of questions):

· The urban design process for the Allied Domecq Site from its conception until the present day.

· Urban design decisions that were made and who made those decisions.

· The methods, tools and techniques used by decision-makers when making decisions.

· Who are/were the stakeholders in the urban design process.

· The major issues (e.g., sustainability) to be tackled in the urban design process.

In all instances, the interviews were audio recorded and summaries were made soon after the interviews. The audio recordings were also transcribed in full by a transcriber. Interviews lasted on average between 1 and 1.5 hours.
All of the information from the case study was analysed using content analysis. Coding was done by hand; data management software (e.g., NUD*IST) was not used. Codes in the form of words and phrases were used to describe a relevant emergent theme or category of activity or thought. For example, information from interviewees about the process, stakeholders, decision-makers and sustainability were placed into the appropriate categories, which helped to form the timeline for the Allied Domecq Site and the urban design decision-making process. 
4
Timeline for the Allied Domecq Site
The following section details the timeline for the Allied Domecq Site. Significant people, places and years are presented in chronological order, beginning in 1988 and ending in the present day.

1988: The Allied Domecq Site sits half empty in Clerkenwell. Some buildings exist on the Site, including Berry House and the Cannon Brewery. A large parking lot comprises the remainder of the Site (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).
The owners of the Site want to sell the property. They ask for a planning brief to be written by the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council. The brief is written in 1989, with an amendment in 1990. The main thrust of the brief is mixed-use (Development Control Committee, 1998).
For the owners, it is crucial that they know how the surrounding area in Clerkenwell will be developed because the Site is connected to the larger area. Thus, what is happening in Clerkenwell will inform what is likely to happen on the Site. At the time, other sites are developing in Clerkenwell, such as the Great Sutton Estate by BB Development. A Design Officer from the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council tells the developers of these sites to pay for a private consultant to undertake a small feasibility study of the area. The results of the study will be used to market the public and private sectors’ intentions for the area regarding development as well as how both sectors will work with each other in Clerkenwell. Once the study is complete, the Design Officer writes a report, emphasising the need to exploit the public-private partnership that exists in the area. The development of public-private partnerships stands in direct opposition to most Councils’ feelings toward the private sector at this time. Borough Councils, including Islington, appear resistant to working with the private sector because they believe that the private sector is “wrong” (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).
The Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum is vocal at this stage of the process. Many residents in the Forum are older, living in the nearby towerblocks and Council estates. They resent “new money folk” coming into Clerkenwell and opening new upscale shops in Exmouth Market, located southeast of the Site. The Forum also feels that the Council is imposing planning and development on them, rather than being directly involved in the process. Nonetheless, the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum impacts how Section 106 money will be spent for infrastructure, community improvement and so forth, for the Allied Domecq Site and in Clerkenwell (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).

1989: The Planning Division at Islington Borough Council writes a brief for the Allied Domecq Site. The brief is succinct, setting in-principle guidelines for height, massing and mixed development. Because the Site is so large, it is important that these guidelines adequately reflect the urban design, economic and regeneration issues of the area. The guidelines are based on trial-and-error and eventually become part of Clerkenwell’s policies on mixed-use development. The brief also helps to place a value on the Site (the value often depends on the zoning and land use of the site and increases once planning permission is obtained) (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).

Late 1980s/Early 1990s: The office boom in Clerkenwell collapses. Although there is a lot of interest in building more offices in the area, some developers turn to residential developments. Having seen the slight shift in development from office to residential, Islington Borough Council introduces the idea of mixed-use development into policy with a strong emphasis on residential (the idea of mixed-use policy is part of a central government initiative and is promoted through Planning Policy Guidance 1 (PPG1), Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005). Islington’s UDP, however, is still considered a draft policy at the time, so mixed-use development is non-statutory. The Planning Division’s earlier brief for the Allied Domecq Site substantiates the Council’s belief in mixed-use development (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005). 
With the office boom collapse, the owners of the Allied Domecq Site are unable to sell the property because no one wants to match their offer. It is uncertain what will happen to the Site because it so large. Smaller sites in Clerkenwell, however, are developing because some developers, like BB Development, see the potential in residential and realise the current interest in loft living by people working in media (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005, Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005).

1995: Planning permission is given for a 7-storey office building on the Allied Domecq Site. At 40,914 m2, this building will cover most of the 1.064 hectare site. Additional amenities on the Site include permission for a wine bar, day nursery, a cark park, a museum/gallery/community space, studios and some public space. Planning permission for this scheme expires in 2000, as no developers wish to build offices, preferring instead to build residential (Development Control Committee, 1998; Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005).
The owners eventually sell the Allied Domecq Site and go out to tender. The planning brief for the Site instructs potential developers that the scheme should be a mixed-use development (Architect, 16th March 2005).
There is a lot of interest in the site. Developers and their architects attend pre-application meetings with lead Planning Officers – Angela Diamandidou, Alec Foreshaw, Ian Wilson and someone from Development Control – to discuss options for the site. One of the topics of conversation focuses on whether or not to retain Berry House. Although not a listed building, it is widely recognised as having outstanding architectural quality. As meetings continue, the price for the Site increases. The press also become more interested in the Site (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).
An architecture firm advises their client to buy the whole Site because they are not limited in their outlook or their understanding of mixed-use (Architect, 16th March 2005). The client purchases the site unseen for £12-13 million. These types of clients are viewed as traders rather than developers by some people in the Planning Division because they will buy a site, obtain planning permission and then sell the site for three times the price without investing in the area (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).
The architecture firm negotiates with Islington Borough Council to provide outline planning permission for the Site (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Architect, 16th March 2005). Negotiation takes about 3 years because the client initially does not want full outline planning permission (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005). To complicate matters more, separate planning applications need to be submitted for the whole Site because some of the buildings on the Site are listed and around a conservation area (Architect, 16th March 2005).

Before the design process begins, the architecture firm establishes what can be built on the Allied Domecq Site. They consult with archaeologists, examine light and lighting issues, create a building envelope and massing and complete urban, land use and quantum height strategies. Appraisal of the context using these methods is standard practice for the architecture firm (Architect, 16th March 2005).
1996: The City Fringe Partnership is established by the Corporation of London as well as the London boroughs of Hackney, Islington and Tower Hamlets (Camden joins later).

While negotiating the planning applications for the Allied Domecq Site, a Design Officer suggests to Islington Borough Council that they use City Fringe funding to improve areas of Clerkenwell. Because the government is more willing to fund culture rather than infrastructure improvements at this time, the Design Officer conceives of a Cultural Quarters idea (she has a background in art). Through the Cultural Quarters initiative, both culture and infrastructure improvements are promoted. To achieve this, the Design Officer and others have to be creative in the way they manage City Fringe funding so it appears as though culture is being highlighted when other improvements are realised as well (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).
1998: As part of the Cultural Quarters initiative, the Design Officer encourages the use of Berry House on the Allied Domecq Site as a place for art exhibitions. The building is large and has great character. Using Berry House will help to bring in local people to patronise the area. The Design Officer also encourages local people to be hired to work at the art exhibitions. The Design Officer asks the current developer of the Site if Islington Borough Council can use Berry House to hold exhibitions. The developer likes the idea of involving the Council because the Site will have more promotion. The developer also believes that when the time comes to submit planning applications, he may have an easier time of obtaining planning permission (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).

Through the Design Officer’s encouragement, temporary planning permission is granted for 2 years to use Berry House as a gallery/exhibition space. The site is also used to support the Cultural Quarters initiative (Development Control Committee, 1998). The architecture firm uses Berry House at this time to display a model and some exhibition boards of their proposed plans for the Site. The event is well-attended and well-received (Architect, 16th March 2005).

The Design Officer then asks a famous auctioneer company if they would like to use Berry House to hold auctions. The Design Officer knows that the Art Director of the auctioneer company has a vision to hold auctions in a big warehouse, so the Design Officer explains to him that Berry House is empty and that there is a large car park in front. One problem, however, is that Berry House has almost a metre of water in the basement due to rain leakage. It takes several months of negotiations, but the Design Officer persuades the Art Director to spend some money to refurbish Berry House. In the end, the auctioneer company spends between £300,000 and £400,000 on roof repairs and general building control. The Planning Division spends £50,000 on lighting and paving. The Design Officer calls the money that the auctioneers spend for refurbishment as “matching funding for regeneration of the Cultural Quarters” and shows this to Islington Borough Council. It is important for the Planning Division to show that money is changing hands and that the public and private sectors can work together. During this same time, a lot of media people (e.g., artists) come by and see what was going on in the area (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Architect, 16th March 2005). All of the attention stimulates interest in the Allied Domecq Site (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).

The architecture firm consults a lot with Islington Borough Council over their designs for the Allied Domecq Site, especially with Graham Loveland (Head of Planning), Alkis Riziotis and Angela Diamandidou. As the architecture firm get ready to commit pen to paper, they sit down with a Planning Officer and elaborate on the outline designs for the Site. The Planning Officer is happy to discuss the project with the architecture firm, promoting the ideas of permeability, pedestrianisation and making links to surrounding streets. Public spaces between buildings, rather than having a monolithic building in the middle of the site, also are emphasised, reflecting the character of Clerkenwell (Architect, 16th March 2005; Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005). Design comparisons are made between nearby St. John’s Square and the Site (Architect, 16th March 2005). 
The architecture firm also consults with the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum. Although the Forum raises issues about architect’s design (e.g., rights to light), the relationship between the stakeholder and the architect is receptive (Architect, 16th March 2005). The same can be said for the Forum’s relationship with later architects, who eventually help to design the full plans for the Allied Domecq Site. The relationship is stormy, however, between the Forum and Islington Borough Council. The Forum does not believe that the Council has Clerkenwell residents’ best interests in mind (Clerkenwell Resident, 22nd September 2005).
Ten planning applications are submitted in September for the Allied Domecq Site, including four separate applications for the listed buildings and two applications for affordable housing (Architect, 16th March 2005). 
A provider of affordable housing in the South East of England is approached by the current site owners to see if they are interested in becoming a social housing partner in the Allied Domecq Site (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005).

The architecture firm receives outline planning permission for the Allied Domecq Site in October. The Site will be a mixed-use development with a large Section 106 agreement (i.e., contribution to parking, local infrastructure and the community). The Design Officer believes the Council does not do a very good job of approving the outline planning permission, allowing the developers to get away with a lot. Because the Site is so large, there are many issues that never get resolved. For example, the Design Officer tries to negotiate a certain amount of space for public galleries under the Section 106 agreement. When the client hears about the Design Officer’s plan, they become scared that the Council is going to force the developer to give over Berry House to public interests. The Design Officer also tries to persuade the auctioneers and the site owner to devise an agreement regarding Berry House; the auctioneers want to buy Berry House and the Design Officer discusses the idea with the site owner to lease it to the auctioneers for 5 years. The idea fails (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).
As outline planning permission is received, a new value is generated for the land. The site owner sells the Allied Domecq Site to a new owner. The site owner keeps one part of the Site, though – 178-180 St. John Street – and develops that part out themselves (Architect, 16th March 2005). 
Like many other potential developers and estate agents interested in Berry House, the new part-owner sees the potential to stage more art exhibitions (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005). The part-owner also has an interest in industrial heritage buildings (Estate Agent, 16th March 2005). The Design Officer advises the part-owner to buy the whole Allied Domecq Site rather than just Berry House, though, because of the different options that exist on the Site (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005). Because of the part-owner’s vision to see the overall possibilities for the Site and the surrounding area, his knowledge of commercial property and his offering more money than anyone else, the part-owner is able to secure the land (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Architect, 16th March 2005).
Once the Allied Domecq Site is purchased, the part-owner’s task is to obtain full planning permission (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005). The part-owner’s client wants something modern on the Site, so the part-owner searches for an international architect with a good reputation (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Estate Agent, 16th March 2005). He selects a Dutch architect to design the overall development because of the Dutch architect’s flexibility with modifications and his interest in pushing boundaries (Estate Agent, 16th March 2005). At this time, the development is split into residential and office space (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).

1999: The part-owner leases two floors of Berry House out to an Internet consulting company at the height of the dot-com boom (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Estate Agent, 16th March 2005). The Internet company likes Berry House and does not want to re-furbish the interior. They find the building more interesting as an open-concept plan. When the Internet company’s largest shareholder steps in, however, they ask that the whole of Berry House be outfitted to high “dot-com” specifications (Estate Agent, 16th March 2005).
2000: The dot-com bubble bursts and impacts Clerkenwell, a hotbed of dot-com activity (Dodson, 2004, 12th February). The part-owner and the Internet company lose a lot of money on the refurbishment of Berry House. The Internet company are made bankrupt and vacate Berry House. This setback means the part-owner’s vision for the Allied Domecq Site is put on hold until future plans materialise (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Estate Agent, 16th March 2005).
The part-owner sells the residential interest of the Allied Domecq Site to a home designer and developer. The home designer and developer is mainly interested in maximising the value of the residential flats (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Estate Agent, 16th March 2005). They also are specialists in the field who have experience with large-scale projects, thus they are a natural choice for the residential part of the Site (Architect, 25th April 2005).
The home designer and developer has initial meetings with the Dutch architect about the designs for the residential part of the Allied Domecq Site. They are put off by the architect’s modern designs and decide to hire another architecture firm to design the residential. By mid-2000, the Dutch architect is designing the office/commercial space for a property trust (the part-owner sells the office/commercial part of the Site to them), the part-owner is in the background and new architects are designing the residential. The new architect’s experience with building materials, cladding and arrangements means that they are making decisions about much of the residential design process. Decisions regarding cost and the overall detail, however, are left to the home designer and developer’s marketing department. (Architect, 25th April 2005).
From initial discussions with the home designer and developer in June, the new architects work with the masterplan that was given outline planning permission in 1998 to create a design for the residential. They refer to the masterplan because they do not want to submit a new planning application for the residential part of the Allied Domecq Site. Due to the lack of detail in the masterplan, many issues need to be resolved (e.g., the massing of the buildings on the masterplan has to fit with the home designer and developer’s own guidance on building massing). The Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum also weighs in and has concerns about the modern use of materials and the overall size of the project. Issues about the Site are not confined to external stakeholders. The home designer and developer and their architects also disagree with some of the designs for the residential: the former want to make a gated development with no access to routes, whereas the latter want to create more open space and more access to routes through the development. The context of Clerkenwell informs the architect’s designs quite a lot. Discussions with a Planning Case Officer in the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council lead to a decision to keep the Site open, both in terms of space and access routes (Architect, 25th April 2005).
A landscape architecture firm is hired to produce drawings for the landscape portion of the Allied Domecq Site. Although the landscaping on the Site is a key issue for the planners in the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council, the landscape architect is brought in just before the full planning application is submitted (Architect, 25th April 2005).
The affordable housing provider applies and receives a Housing Corporation grant to provide social housing on the Allied Domecq Site. The affordable housing provider begins discussions with the home designer and developer quite early in the design process about affordable housing, including debate about what the scheme will look like, the mix of units and how the space will function (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005). From the architect’s point of view, the affordable housing provider’s focus is on long-term maintenance issues during the design phase (e.g., ensuring the right sort of fittings were installed). They are less concerned about the design of the affordable housing units. In contrast, the home designer and developer emphasises the sale-ability of the property, how the scheme looks and what potential investors will see (Architect, 25th April 2005).

In September, the architects and the Dutch architect submit their designs for planning permission. In the masterplan, the following objectives are defined:

· Create an exciting and prestigious mix of uses.

· Enhance communal areas and social life.

· Link the design by a coherent landscape design.

· Create visual and physical connections between the property and the surrounding area.

· Produce innovative and stimulating architecture (Erick van Egeraat and Hamilton’s Associates, 2000).

Some people feel that the architect’s design is a watered-down version of the Dutch architect’s original ideas (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Estate Agent, 16th March 2005). The home designer and developer is eager to progress with development, so they ask the architects to have the piling rigs ready on the residential part of the Site by January 2001 (Architect, 25th April 2005).

2001: In January, the architect and the Dutch architect are given full planning consent for the Allied Domecq Site (Architect, 25th April 2005).
Construction begins on the residential (including affordable housing) and office parts of the Allied Domecq Site (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005). 
The affordable housing provider buys the affordable housing part of the Allied Domecq Site from the home designer and developer (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005).

2003: Construction finishes on the affordable housing part of the Allied Domecq Site (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005).

2003-present day: The affordable housing provider undertakes a defects liability period on the affordable housing site. This period allows any problems with the housing property (e.g., electrical mechanical faults) to be recorded and then rectified by the builders. Responsibility for the affordable housing is now with the affordable housing provider, a management team for the rented properties and a home ownership team for the shared ownership properties (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005). The home designer and developer also revisits the Allied Domecq Site approximately every 3 months to listen to customer complaints. In response, residents form their own committee so they can be part of facilities management and have a say in how the Site operates (Architect, 25th April 2005).
5
The urban design decision-making process for the Allied Domecq Site
From an examination of the Allied Domecq Site timeline, 13 stages of an urban design decision-making process may be delineated, separated into three distinct periods. These stages correspond to major decisions that have been made over the past 17 years, which have helped to shape the Allied Domecq Site. The stages are:

Period 1: 1995-1998
1. Creating teams, appraising the situation and forming objectives
2. Designing the development and submitting a report
3. Evaluating and selecting a plan
4. Implementing a new plan
Period 2: 1998-2000

5. Creating teams and forming objectives
--- DOT-COM COLLAPSE ---
6. Modifying objectives
7. Implementing a new plan
Period 3: 2000-present day

8. Creating teams, appraising the situation and forming objectives
9. Designing the development
10. Adding to the team
11. Submitting a report
12. Evaluating and selecting a plan

13. Implementing and monitoring

Each of these stages will be discussed in turn, divided into the three periods detailed above. Attention will be paid throughout to the tools and resources used to make decision(s), the particular decision-makers, the stakeholders in the area and whether and to what extent sustainability was addressed. 
5.1 PERIOD 1: 1995-1998
5.1.1 Creating Teams, Appraising the Situation and Forming Objectives
This stage of the process occurred between 1995 and 1997, and consisted of Sandalbeech Ltd. buying the Allied Domecq Site. Upon purchasing the property, the owners:

· Created a “team” in the form of adding an architecture firm.

· Had the architects appraise the project site and surrounding area via reading the brief that was written by the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council.

· Asked the architects to identify the requirements of one of the important stakeholders and decision-makers: Islington Borough Council.
· Allowed the architects to understand the context in more detail, via discussions with archaeologists, examinations of light and lighting issues, etc.

· Developed objectives for the project: to build a mixed-use development on the Site.

5.1.2 Designing the Development and Submitting a Report
This stage occurred in 1998, and involved the architecture firm designing the mixed-use development. The architects:

· Consulted with stakeholders and decision-makers – Islington Borough Council and the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum – to see if their ideas for the Site fit with others’ ideas.
· Communicated their objectives to a key stakeholder and decision-maker: Islington Borough Council. Having a quality Planning Officer who has a good working relationship with clients, developers and architects/designers was crucial in this communication process (Architect, 16th March 2005).
· Worked on designs with a key stakeholder. The architecture firm sat down with a Planning Officer, and thought about exactly what the Allied Domecq Site should look like in outline terms.

· Submitted the 10 outline planning applications for the Site.

When producing the designs for the Allied Domecq Site, the architects often asked themselves, “What would we like if we lived here?” This tool allowed the architects to design the spaces with people’s needs in mind, rather than solely thinking about form and aesthetics. Having a director of the architecture firm who worked well with Planning Officers and who knew the planning system also helped to move the design process along in a timely fashion (Architect, 16th March 2005).

5.1.2.1 Sustainability
The architecture firm believed that their designs for the Allied Domecq Site had connections with sustainability. Although only an outline planning application and informed by the Site brief, the architect’s design focused on mixed-use development. They felt that living and working in the area would promote visual policing. Being close to shops and the City also meant less reliance on private automobiles for travel. Thinking about sustainability was “a matter of course rather than ticking a box” (Architect, 16th March 2005).
In terms of environmental sustainability, the architecture firm’s design did not highlight energy efficiency, recycled materials, waste water management and so forth. Given that the design was for outline planning permission, rather than full planning permission, though, the architects had no control over the materials used in later construction.
Furthermore, the architecture firm was less concerned about the arrangement of mixed-use in their design:
It doesn’t matter whether you’ve got offices here or here, they’re going to be close to residential, so that takes care of itself… In terms of the mixture of uses… none of that was governed by, “now let’s have a look at sustainability.” It was, “what is good design and what is good practice, what do we want to see on the site, how would we like to move through the site, what are the mix of uses”… If you get all of those right, then it’s like riding a bike. You ride a bike and you don’t think, “I’ve got to make sure I don’t fall off.” You just don’t fall off when you’re doing it (Architect, 16th March 2005).

Finally, by holding discussions about affordable housing with the affordable housing provider, the client illustrated that they were interested – or mandated – to create a more socially inclusive environment on the Allied Domecq Site.

5.1.3 Evaluating and Selecting a Plan
The Planning Division of Islington Borough Council had the responsibility for evaluating and selecting a plan – in this case, granting outline planning permission. The ultimate decision, however, rested with the elected representatives from the Council (Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005). In terms of tools and resources used to evaluate the planning application and grant planning permission, the Planning Officer(s) utilised the amended 1990 planning brief for the Allied Domecq Site. This brief was created mainly from previous examples of briefs for sites in Islington. The brief was also informed by the experience of planners who had written briefs before, information gathered in the area, an understanding of what had happened previously in Clerkenwell and a design strategy for the Allied Domecq Site, which addressed masterplanning. Ten strategic goals were developed in the design strategy:

· Provide a high quality environment.

· Integrate this area of Clerkenwell with wider Islington for residents, businesses, visitors and tourists.

· Provide a balanced and sustainable economic community.

· Provide for increased housing, designed to high standards and providing for special needs, which are to be integrated with affordable housing.

· Provide safe, attractive and accessible public spaces.

· Provide opportunities for new businesses to move into the area and to stimulate job creation.

· Approach the development with a balanced and integrated transport strategy.

· Provide additional and varied shopping, leisure and cultural facilities.

· Improve the streetscape through investment in quality materials, lighting and street furniture.

· Enhance the character and appearance of the Clerkenwell area through sensitive architectural design and through a sympathetic redevelopment of listed buildings on the site (Islington Borough Council, n.d.).
Economic or other quantitative studies were not used to shape the brief (a private consultant, however, did complete a feasibility study, but the contents were more qualitative than quantitative) (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).

Aside from the brief, other tools and resources used to evaluate the planning application included:

· Islington’s UDP and other government policies (e.g., PPG1). These policies were helpful, particularly when considering the land uses on the Allied Domecq Site.

· Holding discussions with client teams prior to submission of planning applications was very important. These discussions could help resolve issues between the client/developer and the Council through negotiation. Client/developers also gain time throughout the process by knowing in advance how far they can take a scheme and how far the other interested parties will go to assist in achieving that scheme (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005; Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005).
· Working “on the ground” through visits and talking with the local community and businesses, rather than sitting in and making decisions from inside the Planning Division offices.

· A Design Officer’s experience as a university instructor of urban design courses.

· A Design Officer’s use of the “10 Design Commandments” to influence the urban design of Clerkenwell. One of the “Commandments” concerned sustainability issues, such as the importance of having a safe environment that could be easily surveyed, but it was not called sustainability at that time (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).

For the Design Officer, the most successful schemes combine a good architect, open-minded planners and excellent knowledge of the planning process. Nonetheless, the Design Officer feels that the planning system in the United Kingdom is flawed because it is more reactive than proactive. Central government develops many guidelines about urban design and sustainability, which is good. However, Development Control officers do not have enough time to adequately consider these guidelines because they are under pressure to accept or refuse planning applications in a short amount of time. By having an active group of decision-makers, which not only includes local authorities but developers and the private sector, the planning process would be more successful (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005).
5.1.3.1 Sustainability
In their report, granting outline planning permission to the client, the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council indicated that they considered sustainability. In this instance, sustainability meant an essentially pedestrian character for the Allied Domecq Site and the surrounding area. There would also be permeable and interconnected car-free spaces, “green links” to surrounding pathways and open spaces. The Planning Division insisted that developers coordinate the “transfer of visually and environmentally intrusive existing on-street parking in the surrounding historic Clerkenwell Green, St. John Square… and Great Sutton Street, to free these areas for better public enjoyment… aiming at the creation of car free and safe environments…” (Development Control Committee, 1998, p. 31).

Another way that sustainability was considered in the evaluation of the outline planning application was by increasing the flexibility of planning permissions in the commercial part of the property. “This flexibility would in turn activate stronger demand and increase the likelihood of successful redevelopment” (Development Control Committee, 1998, p. 31). The Site could be a “‘Covent Garden’ in the making” (Development Control Committee, 1998, p. 37).
Furthermore, the design strategy for the Allied Domecq Site, written by the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council, highlighted sustainability. The strategy examined:

· Housing: providing high-quality, mixed-use developments that are human in scale.
· Design and conservation: being sympathetic to the existing “grain and texture” of the historic character in Clerkenwell, while seeking evolutionary, rather than revolutionary growth.
· Economic development: giving opportunities for new businesses and new skilled and unskilled employment.
· Recreation and leisure: having additional restaurants and bars will further stimulate growth and regeneration, extending the vitality of the area outside business hours.
· Shopping: extending opening hours of shops into the evening to provide additional animation of the street, thus creating a safe and secure neighbourhood.

· Community: creating an economically balanced and sustainable community through integrated urban redevelopment.

· Visitors and tourism: having a greater variety and opportunity in the area, with emphasis on pavement café culture and leisure used based on art and performance.

· Transport and parking: placing an emphasis on the pedestrian, the cyclist and users of public transport, while recognising the needs of residents for secure off-street parking.

· Public safety and security: designing streets and pedestrian routes, reflecting the need for safe and secure public spaces that are well-lit and overlooked by office and residential uses.
· Environment: optimising opportunities for recycling and selecting natural materials from renewable resources (Islington Borough Council, n.d.).
Finally, although the amended 1990 brief for the Allied Domecq Site did not explicitly consider sustainability, the way in which the Site has developed allows for sustainability issues to be explored (Former Design Officer, 14th April 2005). Through its design, for example, issues such as pedestrianisation, surveillance and permeability were examined and design solutions found to maximise the social sustainability of the property.
5.1.3.2 Decision-makers
The principle decision-makers at this period of the urban design decision-making process were the elected representatives within Islington Borough Council. Additional groups were involved in the decision-making process, however, including Case Officers and Planners of the Planning Division in Islington Borough Council, the architecture firm, the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum and other people living in nearby housing. Employing Woodhead’s (2000) terminology:

· Elected representatives would be considered the decision-approvers, because they sanctioned the decision and allocated funds for investment (e.g., Cultural Quarters initiative).
· Case Officers and Planners would be the decision-takers, because they regularly met with the architecture firm to ensure that quality designs were developed under the planning brief for the Site.

· The architecture firm were the decision-shapers, because they used their expertise to develop a high-quality design.
· Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum and other people living in nearby housing were the decision-influencers, because they impacted the direction of the design during consultation. 
5.1.3.3 Stakeholders
Stakeholders at this period of the urban design decision-making process include:

· The architecture firm and their client.
· People living around the Allied Domecq Site.
· People from the wider area (e.g., surrounding Clerkenwell neighbourhoods and including the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum) (Architect, 16th March 2005).
5.1.4 Implementing a New Plan
Once outline planning permission was achieved in late 1998, the Allied Domecq Site generated a new value and the owner decided to put the property on the market. Instead of taking outline planning permission forward to a more detailed stage and implementing the plan for design, a new owner became involved. This new owner impacted the direction of the design process, because he chose a new “team” and re-formed the objectives for the Site.

5.2 PERIOD 2: 1998-2000

5.2.1 Creating Teams and Forming Objectives
In 1998, the new owner of the Allied Domecq Site asked his estate agent/developer to assemble a “team” to produce a design for the property. The part-owner (i.e., estate agent/developer) hired an international architect whose forté is modern designs. By involving a good quality architect, informally consulting a Design Officer and being enthusiastic about the development and Clerkenwell in general, the part-owner was able to form quality design objectives for the Site that centred on mixed-use.

5.2.2 Modifying Objectives
After the dot-come bust in 2000, the part-owner had to re-adjust his objectives for the Allied Domecq Site. He and the dot-com companies that worked in Berry House lost a lot of money. The mixed-use plans for the Site were established through outline planning permission and the part-owner had no intention of altering those plans (this would require the submission of new outline permission). However, the part-owner could not finance his strategy to obtain full planning permission by himself, so he had to modify his plans.

5.2.2.1 Stakeholders
Stakeholders at this period of the urban design process include:

· People who live on and around the Site.
· People from the wider area (e.g., surrounding Clerkenwell neighbourhoods and including the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum) (Architect, 16th March 2005).

5.2.3 Implementing a New Plan

In 2000, the part-owner sold the residential part of the Allied Domecq Site to a home designer and developer. As was the case in 1998, a new owner meant that the design process would be impacted again in terms of the design direction. Fortunately for the architects/designers, the outline planning permission that was gained was rather vague, allowing for much modification in terms of height, massing and so forth. Thus, the designs for the Site could be changed substantially, yet still not alter the design direction too greatly.
5.3 PERIOD 3: 2000 TO THE PRESENT DAY

5.3.1 Creating Teams, Appraising the Situation and Forming Objectives
As the new owner of the residential part of the Allied Domecq Site began work in 2000, they assembled a “team” to produce the design. An architecture firm was chosen, based on their ability to design high quality residential space that also maximised profit for the owner, the home designer and developer. The architects used the outline planning permission document to first appraise the situation on the Site and in the area. The architects always had to keep the home designer and developer’s objectives to maximise profit in mind during these initial stages of the design process.

Also in 2000, the office part of the Site was sold to a property trust, who decided to keep the Dutch architect as the principle architect.
5.3.2 Designing the Development

During this period between 2000-2001, the Dutch architect and the architecture firm hired by the home designer and developer designed the office and residential parts of the Allied Domecq Site, respectively. The architecture firm hired by the home designer and developer accomplished a number of tasks in order to design their part of the Site:
· Consulted with a key stakeholders and decision-makers – Islington Borough Council and Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum.

· Utilised the designs of the Dutch architect as a starting point when designing the residences.

· Analysed the project in terms of its site, location, constraints and opportunities.

· Produced many diagrams to understand where the sun was located at different times of the day, where people and vehicles connected to the site and so forth. These diagrams were then layered and formed a “design story”.
· Completed a list of design options and alternatives, thinking about the Clerkenwell context, cost and how their designs would have to synchronize with the home designer and developer’s remit. One decision, informed by someone in the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council, was to reduce the height of the proposed building on St. John Street by one storey because it needed to be aligned with the neighbouring Cannon Brewery.
· Took the design options and alternatives to an internal design review board where the work was critiqued by using a checklist-type tool. The Hamilton’s review board helped the architects/designers understand the issues surrounding the area and the Site itself.

5.3.3 Adding to the Team
Landscape architects were added to the home designer and developer’s “team” to provide more detailed landscaping design. The affordable housing provider was also added to the “team”, once they learned that the Housing Corporation granted them funding to build affordable housing units on the Allied Domecq Site. The affordable housing provider was able to work with the architecture firm, through the home designer and developer, on the design process of the affordable housing. The affordable housing provider:

· Commented on the architecture firm’s design drawings.

· Gave input into the organisation of the affordable housing units and the mix of units.

· Had an internal design brief that stipulated design guidelines for affordable housing, which they passed on to the home designer and developer/the architecture firm.

· Made decisions about the interiors and finishes, which were based on prior experience with other projects, the internal design brief and independent durability tests (e.g., kitchen hardware).

· Submitted a report to an internal development committee, which evaluated the scheme in terms of cost, social and sustainability issues and whether or not the scheme fit in with the organisation’s remit.

· Had guidelines from the Housing Corporation in the form of scheme development standards, which they passed on to the home designer and developer/the architecture firm.

· Did not consider the context of Clerkenwell when working on designs. Affordable housing tenants likely would not be from the area and Islington Borough Council would have been pleased to see any kind of public housing in the area, so understanding the surroundings was not necessary.

With these two members of the “team”, the architects and the Dutch architect continued to produce designs that would be submitted for full planning permission.


5.3.3.1 Sustainability
The design that the architecture firm produced for the residential part of the Allied Domecq Site did not emphasise alternative energy sources. It was felt that environmental sustainability was not part of the architecture firm’s agenda at the time, even though they “had a sustainability page in… the corporate brochure.” However, it was felt that environmental issues were not prevalent in the industry as a whole, so few people knew about things like energy savings or using renewable resources (Architect, 25th April 2005). The affordable housing provider echoed the architecture firm’s views on sustainability: the issue was not high on their agenda at the time (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005).
5.3.4 Submitting a Report
The architecture firm and the Dutch architects submitted their application for full planning permission using AutoCAD on the Allied Domecq Site in September 2000. They waited about 4 ½ months to hear from the Planning Division. Although the Dutch architect’s designs for the office part of the Site were viewed as somewhat radical for Clerkenwell, it may have been easier to produce such designs at this stage (i.e., after outline planning permission was achieved), because the architect did not have to contend with a whole raft of issues (e.g., height, massing, mix of uses, rights to light). Rather, the Dutch architect could concentrate on the design issues. Thus, dividing the process into outline and full planning permission, using two different architects/designers, may have allowed a more “ballsy” design in the end, where “all of the other stuff” would not be risked (Architect, 16th March 2005).
5.3.5 Evaluating and Selecting a Plan
As with outline planning permission, the Planning Division of Islington Borough Council was responsible for evaluating and selecting a plan for full planning permission. The tools and resources used to evaluate the planning application were similar:

· The planning brief for the Allied Domecq Site.

· Islington’s UDP and other government policies.

· The design strategy for the Site.

· Holding discussions with client teams prior to submission of planning applications.

· Working “on the ground” through visits and talking with the local community and businesses.

· Knowledge of academic urban design courses.

· Use of the “10 Design Commandments”.
5.3.6 Implementing and Monitoring
The Planning Division of Islington Borough Council approved the planning application for the Allied Domecq Site in January 2001. With approval, the designs from the architecture firm and the Dutch architect were implemented and the construction phase of the office, residential and affordable housing projects began.
In 2003, most of the construction on the Site finished. A defects liability period started on the affordable housing part of the Allied Domecq Site. Once the defects liability period is finished, residents will be given a questionnaire about their new dwelling, the area in which they live and how their dwelling meets cultural expectations. Responses will be recorded and a report will be completed. A review meeting, held with management and maintenance teams, will discuss findings from the report. Comments made during the review meeting will be fed back to an end-of-year review of all the affordable housing provider’s schemes, which will inform the organisation’s design brief (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005).

Monitoring of the shared ownership and social housing accommodations also started and continue to the present day. The home designer and developer monitors the private residential part of the Site, coming every 3 months to the property and liaising with residents about their concerns.


5.3.6.1 Decision-makers
The principle decision-makers at this last period of the urban design decision-making process are similar to the decision-makers in the first period of the process. Again, the elected representatives within Islington Borough Council were the main decision-makers. Case Officers and Planners, the architecture firm, the Dutch architect, the landscape architect, other “team” members, the affordable housing provider, the Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum and other people living in nearby housing are all considered decision-makers. Using Woodhead’s (2000) terminology:

· Elected representatives would be considered the decision-approvers, because they sanctioned the decision.

· Case Officers and Planners would be the decision-takers, because they met with the architects to ensure that quality designs were developed.

· The architecture firm, the Dutch architect, the affordable housing provider and the landscape architect were the decision-shapers, because they used their expertise to develop high-quality designs.
· Clerkenwell Neighbourhood Forum and other people living in nearby housing were the decision-influencers, because they impacted the direction of the design during consultation. 
5.3.6.2 Stakeholders
During this last period of the urban design decision-making process, the stakeholders in the Allied Domecq Site include:

· The home designer and developer, the architecture firm and the affordable housing provider (the Dutch architect is not considered a stakeholder because he did not take any credit for his designs) (Architect, 25th April 2005).
· People who live on and around the Site, particularly those people who have chosen to own flats (Public Housing Coordinator, 5th May 2005; Architect, 16th March 2005; Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005; Architect, 25th April 2005).
· People in the immediate office environment who use the public spaces at lunch.
· People in the whole Islington Borough who use the amenities located on the Site (Architect, 16th March 2005; Former Planning Officer, 23rd September 2005).
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Conclusions

The urban design decision-making process for the Allied Domecq Site is crammed with many decisions, decision-makers, stakeholders and issues that have created an interesting past. Since the late 1980s, the Allied Domecq Site has seen three different owners and three different designs, an initiative promoting culture, an office boom and a dot-com bust. What appears to have made the process less stressful for those involved has been a quality relationship between developers/architects/designers and the Case Officers from the Planning Division of the local authority. By taking the time to work together, understand each other’s needs and how those needs fit in with the Site and Clerkenwell in general, the result has been a well-designed scheme in unique surroundings.

Now that the Site is mostly developed, one question remains: Is the Allied Domecq Site sustainable? According to the interviewees, the Site has both pros and cons. Some of the sustainable advantages include:

· Near to public transport.

· Car-free (has underground parking only).

· Bicycle storage.

· Close to the City.

· Close to retail.

· Mixed-tenure (tries to engender community).

· Mixed-use (living and working in the area).

· Permeable.

· Situated within an economically sustainable location.

Some of the disadvantages that make the Site less sustainable include:

· No retail within the Site.

· Little concern for the environment or energy savings in its design.

· No gardens to help create social cohesion.

· Located near a housing estate (security concerns).

Only time will tell as to whether the Allied Domecq Site is truly sustainable. People and policies will continue to change in the area, creating new ideas and challenges. If the passion and vision, evident in key decision-makers throughout the urban design process, can be somehow harnessed for the future, it is likely that the Allied Domecq Site will flourish for years to come. 
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Appendix- List of Interview Questions

The ‘story’ of the project
· Can you please take us through the/your urban design process… At what part in the urban design process did you get involved?
· How did you find out about this urban design project?

· What have you done on this urban design project?
· How would you describe the urban design project so far (probe for good and bad issues)?
Decision-making

· Who would you say are the major decision-makers on this urban design project?
· What major decisions would you say have been made so far in this urban design project?

· What methods, tools, or techniques have you/others used when making decisions?

· Were sources of geographical information used in making decisions (e.g., maps, aerial photography, address info, gazetteers)?

· IF ANSWER IS YES: What sources are used and in what format (paper or digital)?

· How would you evaluate these sources?

· IF ANSWER IS NO: Why was geographical information not used (e.g., no relevance to decision-making, suitable information not available)? Please explain.

· In what ways are these sources lacking (e.g., does not include things that we are interested in, not detailed enough)?

· How do you think these sources could be improved?

· What is the information used for?

· Who used the information/what role do they have?

· Where is the information used (e.g., office, on-site)?

· Is other information relevant to decision-making integrated with methods, tools, and techniques (particularly probe if using geographical information)?

· How are methods, tools, and techniques used or exchanged to communicate information between different parts of decision making?

· If digital files used, what file formats are used?

· Do you record decisions?

· How are decisions recorded and tracked (e.g., a stamp of approval only, minutes showing decisions made when and where)?
Past, present, and future involvement with sustainability issues
· How would you define sustainability?

· What issues do you think are important regarding sustainability for the short- and long-term?
· To what degree do you think sustainability was part of this urban design project?
· What could you have done better regarding in this urban design project in terms of sustainability?
· When do you think sustainability issues emerge in a project like this one?
· Is this project typical in terms of when you think sustainability issues emerged?
· How do you think sustainability issues affect other aspects of the design phase of a project?
Stakeholders in general and in the project
· Who do you believe to be the relevant stakeholders in this urban design project?
· Do you think all relevant stakeholders have been/are involved in this urban design project?

· Why or why not?

· How do you demonstrate your responsibility for stakeholders’ interests (probe for traceability)?
· Do you record stakeholder views?
· How do you record stakeholder views?
� The policies mentioned sit within a set of policies (e.g., H1 to H6); thus, information about a specific policy reference number could not be found.
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