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Introduction  
 

One of the main problems faced by residents informed that their estate is being considered 

ÆÏÒ ȬÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÉÓ ÔÈÅ ÄÉÓÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÁÒÅ ÇÉÖÅÎ ÂÙ ÔÈÅ ÌÏÃÁÌ ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙ ÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 

association implementing the process. This is compounded by the council officers who run 

the unelected Resident Engagement Panels and Steering Groups formed to persuade 

residents of the benefits of regeneration; by the professional consultants employed to 

manufacture resident consensus for what they are told will happen; by the architects who 

visualise the promises of what regeneration will mean for residents; and ultimately by the 

property developers who will build the new development. For whatever residents are 

ÉÎÉÔÉÁÌÌÙ ÔÏÌÄ ÁÂÏÕÔ ȬÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȭȟ ÏÎ ÅÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÂÕÉÌÔ ÏÎ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ highly lucrative land this 

invariably means the demolition of the existing estate, the redevelopment of new properties 

at greatly increased densities, and the privatisation of the management of the new 

development. 

 

4ÈÉÓ ÐÒÏÂÌÅÍ ÏÆ ÄÉÓÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÃÏÎÆÉÎÅÄ ÔÏ residents. Housing campaigners 

ÔÒÙÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÒÅÓÉÓÔ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÍÏÌÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÈÏÍÅÓ share the same misunderstandings about 

the costs of estate regeneration. As a result, these campaigns of resistance are almost 

entirely confined to ethical arguments about the right of the estate community to continue 

to exist. These arguments are important, but they are of no concern to the agents of 

regeneration: nÅÉÔÈÅÒ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÅÒÓ ÁÆÔÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÎÄ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÈÏÍÅÓ ÁÒÅ ÂÕÉÌÔ ÏÎȟ nor to 

the council undertaking the process of moving them off it. The registered social landlord, 

whether local authority or housing association, will make gestures of appeasement towards 

those rights right up to the moment residents are forcibly evicted from their homes; but 

those arguments will have little or no influence on what gets built on the land cleared of the 

demolished homes. What determines that is one thing, and one thing only: the financial costs 

of demolishing and redeveloping estates. 

 

It is important, therefore, that residents and campaigners understand these costs, and can 

base their resistance to the estate regeneration programme that is clearing the land for 

,ÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÂÏÏÍ ÎÏÔ ÏÎÌÙ ÏÎ ÁÒÇÕÍÅÎÔÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÅÔÈÉÃÓȟ ÂÕÔ also on a clear 

ÕÎÄÅÒÓÔÁÎÄÉÎÇ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ×ÉÌÌ ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÎÔÉÎÕÅÄ ÄÅÍÏÌÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÉÔÙȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÅÓÔÁÔÅÓ 

ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÍÉÄÄÌÅ ÏÆ Á ÃÒÉÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙȢ #ÕÒÒÅÎÔ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÆÏÒ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ #ÏÎÓÅÒÖÁÔÉÖÅȟ 

Labour and Liberal Democrat councils, the Greater London Authority and the UK 

'ÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȟ ÉÓ ÔÏ ÕÓÅ ȬÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÁÓ Á Trojan Horse for demolition and redevelopment. 

But the financial figures show that the cost of demolition, compensation for leaseholders 

and tenants, and the construction of new-build dwellings, is so ÈÉÇÈ ÉÎ ÔÏÄÁÙȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ 

market that the resulting redevelopment will overwhelmingly be composed of properties for 

private sale, with a hugely reduced number of homes for social rent, increased rental and 

service charges for existing council tenants, and enormously increased sale prices and 

reduced tenancy rights for leaseholders.  
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It is on the basis of our understanding of these costs that over the past three years Architects 

for Social Housing has developed its design alternatives to demolition for five London 

housing ÅÓÔÁÔÅÓȟ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ +ÎÉÇÈÔȭÓ 7ÁÌË ÁÎÄ #ÅÎÔÒÁÌ (ÉÌÌ ÅÓÔÁÔÅÓ ÉÎ ,ÁÍÂÅÔÈȟ ÔÈÅ 7ÅÓÔ 

Kensington and Gibbs Green estates in Hammersmith and Fulham, and the Northwold estate 

in Hackney. Each of our design proposals increased the housing capacity on the estate by 

between 35 and 50 per cent without demolishing a single existing home or evicting a single 

resident. The funds raised from the market sale and rent of around half of the new builds 

meant the other half were able to be allocated as homes for social rent. And the sale and 

rent revenues from the new builds generated the funds to refurbish and improve the current 

estate up to the Decent Homes Standard and higher. Because of this, the ASH model of estate 

regeneration through refurbishment and infill new development is the most socially 

beneficial and environmentally sustainable option to address the crisis of housing 

ÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÉÎ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȠ ÂÕÔ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÁÌÓÏ ÔÈÅ ÏÎÌÙ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÏÐÔÉÏÎ ÔÈÁÔ ÄÏÅÓÎȭÔ ÒÅÓÕÌÔ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÓÏÃÉÁÌ 

cleansing of existing residents from their estate and the mass loss of homes for social rent 

that is being implemented by the estate regeneration programme in its current form. 
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Part One: Gains and Losses 
 

 
 

Demonstrating this to be the case, however, requires arguments not relying on the 

promises of the councils and housing associations implementing estate redevelopment, 

but on the facts of previous and current estate regeneration schemes, and the housing 

policy under which they were, and are currently being, implemented. 

I want to begin this report on the costs of estate regeneration by looking at some of the 

more famous estate regeneration schemes in London, those which are some way along 

the process, and for which the figures, therefore, are available. Estate demolition and 

redevelopment is a long process. It takes years to complete, and, in the case of the larger 

ÅÓÔÁÔÅÓȟ ÄÅÃÁÄÅÓȢ "ÕÔ ÁÓ ×Å ×ÉÌÌ ÓÅÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ȬÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȭ ÁÒÅ ÁÔ ÅÎÏÒÍÏÕÓ 

odds with the promises made to residents by the landlords implementing them, and the 

reasons they gave for doing so. 

This first set of three slides looks at six estate regeneration schemes. The first four of 

these, the Ferrier estate in Kidbrooke, the Woodberry Down estate in Manor Park, the 

Heygate estate in the Elephant and Castle, and the Aylesbury estate in Camberwell, are 

still in progress. The fifth scheme, Myatts Field North estate in Brixton, is complete. And 

the last estate, Central Hill in Crystal Palace, has been condemned for demolition. 
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On the left side of this first slide are the number of homes that have been or are to be 

demolished (indicated in light grey) in each scheme; and on the right are the number of 

homes to be built in the new development (indicated in black), usually under a different 

name. One measure of the extent to which estates are being regenerated as private 

developments for a clientele of home owners and property investors rather than council 

estates for people in housing need is that if the estate is in Inner London it tends to be 

ÒÅÎÁÍÅÄ Ȭ1ÕÁÒÔÅÒȭ ÏÒ Ȭ0ÁÒËȭȟ ÁÎÄ ÉÆ ÉÔȭÓ ÉÎ /ÕÔÅÒ ,ÏÎÄÏÎ ÉÔ ÔÅÎÄÓ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÒÅÎÁÍÅÄ Ȭ6ÉÌÌÁÇÅȭ ÏÒ 

Ȭ/ÒÃÈÁÒÄȭȢ 

So, the Ferrier estate had 1,906 council homes demolished; while Kibrooke Village, which 

is replacing it, will have 4,763 properties. Woodberry Down will have 1,980 of its council 

homes demolished; while the new Woodberry Down development will have 5,557 

properties. The Heygate estate had 1,214 council homes demolished; while Elephant Park 

will have 2,535 properties. The Aylesbury estate will have 2,704 council homes 

demolished; while the new Aylesbury development will have around 4,200 properties. 

The Myatts Field North estate had 306 council homes demolished; while Oval Quarter has 

808 properties. Central Hill will have 456 council homes demolished; with the number of 

dwellings on the new development not yet determined, but will be anything up to and 

even exceeding 1,530 properties. 

)ȭÍ ÎÏÔ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓ ÏÆ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÎÕÒÅ ÂÒÅÁËÄÏ×Î ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÎÅ× 

developments is here. You may read aboÕÔ ÔÈÅÍ ÉÎ !3(ȭÓ individual  case studies of these 

and other schemes, which are published on our blog. But by referring to the demolished 

Ä×ÅÌÌÉÎÇÓ ÁÓ ȬÈÏÍÅÓȭ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÎÅ× Ä×ÅÌÌÉÎÇÓ ÁÓ ȬÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓȭȟ )ȭÍ ÍÏÒÅ ÇÅÎÅÒÁÌÌÙ ÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÉÎÇ 

that in each of these schemes there is a mass loss of homes for social rent, as well as the 

council homes bought by leaseholders under the Right to Buy, and their replacement 

overwhelmingly with properties for market sale and rent, with the remainder so-called 

ȬÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȭȢ 7ÅȭÌÌ ÃÏÍÅ ÔÏ ×ÈÁÔ ÔÈÉÓ ÔÅÒÍ ÍÅÁÎÓȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÉÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÈÅÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÌÉÅ 

of estate redevelopment. 

 

All of these schemes, it should be noted, are being implemented by Labour-run councils. 

Kibrooke Village is in Greenwich; Woodberry Down is in Hackney; the Elephant Park and 

the Aylesbury are in Southwark; and Oval Quarter and Central Hill are in Lambeth. These 

ÁÒÅ ÔÈÅ ÂÏÒÏÕÇÈÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÆÏÒÅÆÒÏÎÔ ÏÆ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ ÅÓÔÁÔÅ ÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȠ ÂÕÔ every 

London council has an estate regeneration programme, and they are following the trail 

cut by these boroughs through LÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȢ 

 

Now, as we can see, on each of these schemes the increase in dwellings from the 

demolished homes to the developed properties is considerable, between two and three 

times as much. The reason why this is the case is what I want to focus on in this report . 

https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/category/case-studies-in-estate-regeneration/page/1/
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2017/09/10/mapping-londons-estate-regeneration-programme/
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2017/09/10/mapping-londons-estate-regeneration-programme/
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I want to start with leaseholders, as they get the worst deal out of estate redevelopment. 

&ÏÒ ÔÈÉÓ ÒÅÁÓÏÎ ÔÈÅÙ ÕÓÕÁÌÌÙ ÆÏÒÍ ÔÈÅ ÂÁÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȭ ÒÅÓÉÓÔÁÎÃÅ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÍÏÌÉÔÉÏÎ 

of their homes, because the deals they are offered in compensation are so bad. These 

ÄÅÁÌÓ ÁÒÅ ÃÈÁÎÇÉÎÇȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ) ×ÁÎÔ ÔÏ ÇÏ ÂÁÃË ÏÖÅÒ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ ×ÅȭÖÅ 

ÁÌÒÅÁÄÙ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÏ ÓÅÅ ×ÈÁÔȭÓ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅÍȢ )ȭÖÅ ÂÒÏËÅÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÄÏ×Î ÉÎÔÏ ÔÈÒÅÅ 

figures: 

1. The compensation leaseholders were offered for their demolished homes (indicated 

ÉÎ ÌÉÇÈÔ ÇÒÅÙɊȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌ ÁÒÅ ÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÂÕÙ ÁÇÁÉÎÓÔ ÌÅÁÓÅÈÏÌÄÅÒȭÓ ×ÉÓÈÅÓ ÔÈÒÏÕÇÈ 

Compulsory Purchase Orders (CPOs); 

2. The cost of a shared ownership deal on the new development as both a required 

minimum 25 per cent deposit (indicated in dark grey) and monthly rent (indicated in 

dots); 

3. And the full price of a property on the new development (indicated in black). 

 

Shared ownership makes up an increasing majority of the new category of so-called 

ȬÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȭȟ ×ÈÉÃÈ ÁÌÌ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÐÏÌÉÔÉÃÁÌ ÐÁÒÔÉÅÓ ÒÕÎÎÉÎÇ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌÓ ÈÁÖÅ 

adopted as the official replacement for homes for social rent lost to estate demolition 

schemes. It is also the primary deal offered to existing leaseholders. Shared ownership 

means the buyer needs a 25 per cent share in the new property. However, this only gives 

ÔÈÅÍ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÎÁÎÃÙ ÒÉÇÈÔÓ ÏÆ ÁÎ ÁÓÓÕÒÅÄ ÔÅÎÁÎÔȢ 4ÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÂÅÃÏÍÅ ÔÈÅ Ï×ÎÅÒ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 

https://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2016/sep/15/shared-ownership-risks-affordable-housing-rent
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property until  they have purchased 100 per cent of the shares, the price of which 

will  increase with the value of the property, and until that time they remain an assured 

tenant. Furthermore, although they may own just 25 per cent of the property, tenants are 

liable for 100 per cent of the service charges for the maintenance of the building. Finally, 

if they default on their rental payments, which can be increased at the discretion of the 

landlord, shared ownership tenants lose not only their home but also their down-

payment on the property as well. For all these reasons, shared ownership is emerging as 

one of the greatest scams to come out of the housing crisis since the Right to Buy. 

 

On the Ferrier estate, for example, the regeneration of which began back in 1999 under a 

Labour government, a leaseholder with a 4-bedroom home was offered £85,000 in 

compensation for a 4-bedroom home. In contrast, a 4-bedroom home on Kibrooke Village, 

its replacement built by the Berkeley Group, costs £900,000 today. To enter into a shared 

ownership deal, therefore, the leaseholder needed a £225,000 down payment, £140,000 

more than he was offered for his demolished home, as well as finding an additional £1,550 

per month in rent. These are actual figures, not generalised ones, and accurately reflect 

the kind of cowboy practices that prevailed when the estate regeneration programme 

first entered its current form. Because of this, few if any of the leaseholders on the Ferrier 

estate purchased a property in Kidbrooke Village, as was quite clearly the intention. 

 

On Woodberry Down, the regeneration of which was also initiated in 1999, things were 

marginally better. Leaseholders were offered £220,000 for their demolished 2-bedroom 

home. Equivalent-sized properties on the new development, also built by the Berkeley 

Group, are selling for £660,000, so this compensation covered the cost of a 25 per cent 

share in the new property. But from being homeowners ɀ most of whom owned their 

property outright  ɀ leaseholders were now turned into assured tenants who had to find 

on average £1,150 per month in rent. 

 

In the Heygate estate regeneration scheme, which was initiated in 1998, the leaseholders 

were offered on average £120,000 in compensation for a demolished 2-bedroom home; 

while a 2-bedroom property on Trafalgar Place, the first redevelopment site completed 

by international property developers Lendlease, went on sale for £725,000, meaning 

leaseholders required £181,250 for a 25 per cent share, an additional £61,000, plus 

£1,250 rent per month. 

 

In the Aylesbury estate regeneration scheme, which was also initiated in 1999, 

leaseholders were offered £187,000 for their demolished 2-bedroom home; while on 

Albany Place, the first completed redevelopment site, 2-bedroom homes were sold for 

£550,000. This meant the £137,500 required for a 25 per cent deposit was covered by the 

compensation, but the leaseholder needed to find an additional £945 per month in rent 

to become an assured tenant of Notting Hill Genesis housing association. 

 

 

https://hoa.org.uk/advice/guides-for-homeowners/i-am-buying/shared-ownership-what-to-watch-out-for/
https://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2013/sep/03/hidden-dangers-shared-ownership
https://www.theguardian.com/housing-network/2013/sep/03/hidden-dangers-shared-ownership
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/shared-ownership-scandal-dbl3bfj8f
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2016/10/26/the-intellectual-bloostain-academia-and-social-cleansing/
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2017/05/12/class-war-on-woodberry-down-a-national-strategy/
https://southwarknotes.wordpress.com/heygate-estate/heygate-timeline/
https://southwarknotes.wordpress.com/aylesbury-estate/
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On Myatts Field North estate, the regeneration of which began in 2002 under a Private 

Finance Initiative between Lambeth Living and a consortium called Regenter ɀ a joint 

venture between John Laing Investments Ltd and the Pinnacle Regeneration 

Group ɀ leaseholders were offered on average £114,500 for their demolished homes. 2-

bedroom properties on Oval Quarter, the new development, are currently on sale for 

£595,000. Again, this means the £148,750 required for a 25 per cent share was not 

covered by the compensation, and that an additional £1,025 per month rent was required 

to become an assured tenant of the consortium, the homes for which are no longer 

managed by the council but subcontracted out to Pinnacle PSG, a private housing 

management company, which has been unaccountable to residents and unresponsive to 

the numerous repairs required to the badly-built new properties. This, too, is typical of 

the new developments being thrown up on Londonȭs demolished council estates. 

 

When we get to the regeneration of the Central Hill  estate, which was initiated in 2014 

but has yet to be demolished, Lambeth council has promised to compensate leaseholders 

for the demolition of their 2-bedroom homes with £340,000. Itȭs difficult to establish 

what is fair compensation for leaseholdersȭ homes based on their market value when the 

estate they are part of has been slated for demolition, and councils are cynical about using 

this loophole to offer leaseholders drastically reduced sums. But as we can see, £340,000 

for a 2-bedroom home is considerably more than the sums paid in compensation for 

equivalent-sized homes on the earlier regeneration schemes, and pretty close to their 

https://www.theguardian.com/society/2017/jul/21/the-real-cost-of-regeneration-social-housing-private-developers-pfi
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2016/08/30/criteria-for-estate-demolition-ash-response-to-lambeth-labour-council/
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actual market value. However, these are as yet only promises, and Lambeth council has 

systematically reduced its other written-in-stone promises to residents into hopeful 

principles, so we should take these offers with a pinch of salt. But taking the council at its 

word, a 2-bedroom property on the new redevelopment is currently estimated to go on 

sale for £476,000, which means the leaseholder can purchase something like a 70 per 

cent share in the new property, somewhat less given that prices will have risen in the 5-

10 years it will take for the new development to be complete; but the assured tenant will, 

once again, have to find an additional £820 per month in rent and service charges, more 

if the housing association running the new development chooses to raise it. 

 

As we can see, since the days when the Ferrier and Heygate estates were almost entirely 

ÓÏÃÉÁÌÌÙ ÃÌÅÁÎÓÅÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅÉÒ ÅØÉÓÔÉÎÇ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓȟ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÈÁÖÅ ÇÏÔ Á ÌÉÔÔÌÅ ÂÅÔÔÅÒȢ 4ÈÉÓ ÈÁÓÎȭÔ 

happened because of a sudden wave of guilt overwhelming the councils implementing 

these schemes, or because of a sudden input of funding from the government, but because 

of the actions of residents and campaigners exposing and opposing the results of the 

demolition and redevelopment of estates.  

 

 
 
 
 
 



ÒArchitects for Social Housing 2018 11 

7Å ÓÈÏÕÌÄÎȭÔ ÆÏÒÇÅÔȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÔÈÁÔ ÓÈÁÒÅÄ Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÍÅÁÎ Ï×ÎÅÒÓÈÉÐ ÂÕÔ 

assured tenancy. And, just as importantly, whether transferred to a housing association 

like Notting Hill Genesis or a property developer like Lendlease, former leaseholders are 

now private tenants, and their landlords are free to increase service charges at their 

whim. Indeed, ASH has been sent numerous examples of housing associations such as 

Genesis evicting leaseholders from their homes and repossessing their properties 

because they were unable to pay the dramatically increased service and maintenance 

charges. 
 

 
 

-ÏÓÔ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÏÎ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌ ÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎ ÅÓÔÁÔÅÓȟ ÈÏ×ÅÖÅÒȟ ÁÒÅÎȭÔ ÌÅÁÓÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓ 

but tenants, and it is the homes for social rent they currently live in that make up the 

ÇÒÅÁÔÅÓÔ ÌÏÓÓ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÅÓÔÁÔÅ ÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÐÒÏÇÒÁÍÍÅȢ )Î ÔÈÉÓ ÓÌÉÄÅ )ȭÖÅ ÌÁÉÄ ÏÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅÓ 

between the social rent homes that are being demolished and the various affordable 

housing and market rents that are replacing them. Taking the London borough of 

Lambeth in 2017 as our example: 

¶ Social rent (indicated in red) for a 2-bedroom home was £135 per week. 

¶ London Affordable Rent (indicated in orange), which was recently introduced by 

the London Mayor as a new category of affordable rent designed to replace social 

rent, was £159 per week for a 2-bedroom home, a weekly increase of £24. 

However, this was set as a benchmark for the whole of London, and fails to 

http://genesisresidents.org.uk/demonstrations/cleaned-out-by-genesis-support-carolyns-protest-outside-genesis-from-monday-9-april/


ÒArchitects for Social Housing 2018 12 

distinguish between, for example, new developments in Lambeth and Enfield, 

with the former likely to be considerably higher in practice, and subject to viability 

assessments for the new development. 

¶ London Living Rent (indicated in yellow), another new category of affordable rent, 

is set at a third of the median income in the borough. As a benchmark to aim for, 

ÉÔȭÓ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ ×Å ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÐÁÙ ÎÏ ÍÏÒÅ ÔÈÁÎ Á ÔÈÉÒÄ ÏÆ ÏÕÒ ÉÎÃÏÍÅ ÏÎ 

accommodation, so on the face of it this sounds like a good deal. However, if you 

live in the Inner London boroughs in which the estate regeneration programme is 

concentrated, a third of the median income is likely to be far higher than a council 

tenant and their family can afford to pay. In Lambeth in 2017 it was £213 per 

week, more than one-and-a-half times social rent. 

¶ Tenancy Strategy Rent (indicated in green), which is applied to new affordable 

rent homes, ostensibly built for new council tenants, was £265 per week for a 2-

bedroom home, nearly double social rent. 

¶ Intermediate Rent, or so-called Affordable Rent (indicated in blue), which is set by 

the Homes and Community Agency at up to (and rarely below) 80 per cent of 

market rent, was £384 per week for a 2-bedroom home, so nearly three times 

social rent. 

¶ And finally, Market Rent (indicated in purple), which for a 2-bedroom home in 

Lambeth in 2017 was £480 per week, is three-and-a-half time social rent. 

 

In every case, therefore, when an estate is demolished and redeveloped, the best a council 

tenant can hope for is an increase ɀ and in most cases a considerable increase ɀ in their 

rent, which for many of them will be sufficient to prohibit them from returning to the new 

development. Moreover, in every estate regeneration scheme ASH knows about 

responsibility for the affordable housing provision has either been handed over to a 

housing association or will be developed through a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) acting 

as a housing association. This means that the council tenant will lose what for most of 

them is their secure tenancy, since under the 1988 Housing Act housing associations are 

prohibited from granting secure tenancies, so former council tenants will at best be given 

assured tenancies, with all the loss of rights that entails. 

 

These are considerable. The rights of a secure tenancy include the right of a spouse or 

family member to succeed to the council tenancy; the right of mutual exchange of the 

tenancy with other tenants; the right to take in lodgers and to sublet the flat; the right to 

repair and make improvements to their home; the right to information and consultation 

from the landlord; the right to buy the property; the right to take out a mortgage on it; 

and the right to manage the estate of which it is a part. There are also far more stringent 

conditions to be met before a secure council tenant can be evicted by the landlord. 

Excepting the right of a spouse to succeed to the tenancy, all these rights will be lost under 

an assured tenancy with a housing association. The costs of estate redevelopment for a 

council tenant, therefore, are not only financial but also ɀ if they are able to afford those 

increased costs and return to the new development ɀ the loss of their tenancy rights. 

https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2016/02/23/facts-and-figures-on-central-hill/
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Part  Two:  The Social Costs 
 

 
 

Given these changes, which are consequent upon a regeneration scheme that demolishes 

and redevelops the estate, we can now look at how the process of regeneration proceeds. 

To do so I want to distinguish between what residents are promised by the council or 

housing association, what is lost as the process unfolds, and what are the realities of the 

ÒÅÓÕÌÔÉÎÇ ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȢ 4Ï ÍÁËÅ ÔÈÉÓ ÃÏÍÐÌÅØ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓ ÁÓ ÃÌÅÁÒ ÁÓ ÐÏÓÓÉÂÌÅȟ )ȭÍ ÇÏÉÎÇ ÔÏ 

use a hypothetical example of an estate of 100 homes. Compared to the actual estate 

ÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎ ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÌÏÏËÅÄ ÁÔ ÔÈÁÔȭÓ Á ÒÅÌÁÔÉÖÅÌÙ ÓÍÁÌÌ ÅÓÔÁÔÅȟ ÂÕÔ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÒÔÉÏÎÓ 

at each stage of the process are the same, whether they apply to an estate of 100 homes, 

500 homes, or 1,000 or more homes. 

On this hypothetical estate, at the beginning of the regeneration process ɀ which takes 

ÐÌÁÃÅ ÌÏÎÇ ÂÅÆÏÒÅ ÒÅÓÉÄÅÎÔÓ ÁÒÅ ÎÏÔÉÆÉÅÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌȭÓ ÏÒ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎȭÓ 

intentions ɀ 70 of the homes are for council or what is now called social rent (indicated 

in red). These colours are cross-referenced to the previous slide showing the difference 

between the different social, affordable and market rent levels. The remaining 30 homes 

on the estate are leasehold (indicated in light grey), purchased under the Right to Buy; 

and of these 10 have been let for market rent (indicated in purple). This may seem high, 

but of the nearly 2 million  council homes that have been lost to the Right to Buy since 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-social-housing-sales
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1980, over 40 per cent are now being rented out by private landlords. So a hypothesis of 

10 out of the 30 leasehold properties being let is if anything on the low side, especially in 

London, where market rents, in the absence of the sold council homes, are so high. 

 

!Ó ×ÅȭÖÅ ÓÅÅÎ ÆÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ ÁÃÔÕÁÌ ÅØÁÍÐÌÅÓ ×ÅȭÖÅ ÌÏÏËed at, since the early 2000s estate 

regeneration schemes in London increase the housing capacity on the new development 

ÂÙ ÂÅÔ×ÅÅÎ Ô×Ï ÁÎÄ ÔÈÒÅÅ ÔÉÍÅÓȟ ÓÏ ÌÅÔȭÓ ÔÁËÅ ÁÎ ÁÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÉÎÃÒÅÁÓÅ ÏÆ Ô×Ï-and-a-half times, 

and say that the new development will increase our hypothetical estate from 100 homes 

to 250 properties. 

Now, what residents are promised at the beginning of this process is that all 70 existing 

secure tenancies on social rent levels will be rehoused on the new development on the 

same secure tenancies at the same social rent levels (indicated in red); while the 

leaseholders, as we have seen, are offered shared ownership deals on the new properties 

ɉÉÎÄÉÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÄÁÒË ÇÒÅÙɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌÓ ÁÎÄ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÁÓÓÏÃÉÁÔÉÏÎÓ ÃÁÌÌ ÔÈÉÓ ȬÌÉËÅ-for-ÌÉËÅȭ 

replacement, to which residents are guaranteed first choice by their Right to Return; and 

×ÅȭÌÌ ÂÅ ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÁÔ ×ÈÁÔ ÂÏÔÈ ÔÈÅÓÅ ÔÅÒÍÓ ÁÃÔÕÁÌÌÙ ÍÅÁÎ ÉÎ ÐÒÁÃÔÉÃÅȢ 

To convince the residents that the inconvenience of losing their demolished home ɀ of 

being decanted to another temporary home and then back onto the new development, or 

of living on a construction site for an undisclosed number of years while the new 

dwellings are built ɀ is for the greater good as well as their own benefit, the council or 

housing association also tells them that ɀ in addition to resupplying their demolished 

homes on a like-for-like basis ɀ the new development will contain an additional 50 new 

homes for London Living Rent (indicated in yellow), specifically targeted at young 

coupÌÅÓ ÔÒÙÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÏÎÔÏ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÌÁÄÄÅÒȢ 7ÅȭÌÌ ÈÁÖÅ Á ÌÏÏË ÉÎ Á ÍÉÎÕÔÅ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ 

conditions of this new tenure type of affordable housing. 

 

Finally, residents are told that in order to pay for all this new affordable housing it is 

necessary to cross-subsidise it with the construction of properties for market rent and 

sale. In our hypothetical case that means an extra 100 properties, which at this stage 

would typically be divided into 50 for market rent (indicated in purple) and 50 for market 

sale (indiÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÂÌÁÃËɊȢ 4ÈÁÔȭÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ×ÈÅÒÅ ÔÈÉÎÇÓ ÓÔÁÎÄ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ ÎÅØÔ ÆÅ× ÙÅÁÒÓ ÏÆ 

disbelief, denial, angry resistance, protracted negotiations and final, exhausted 

acquiescence. 

 

By the beginning of demolition, however, several long years after the regeneration was 

initiated, things have changed on the estate. The 70 households on secure social rent 

tenures have been reduced to 50 (indicated in red). Many of these tenants, ground down 

by the stress of endless consultations and council meetings in which their voices are 

repeatedly ignored, the insecurity of not knowing what their future will be, or simply not 

wanting to live on a construction site for the next 10-20 years, will have taken the 

https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/politics/right-to-buy-homes-sold-private-landlords-latest-figures-rent-a8098126.html
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ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌȭÓ ÏÆÆÅÒ ÏÆ ÒÅÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ÅÌÓÅ×ÈÅÒÅȟ ÅÉÔÈÅÒ withi n the borough or outside of it, often 

losing their secure tenancy as a result and having their rents increased. Indeed, councils 

actively encourage tenants to move off the estate long before demolition starts, and 

even ɀ as in the case of the Ebury Bridge estate regeneration ɀ before planning 

permission for the new development has been granted. Of the 1,034 secure council 

tenants on the Heygate estate, only 45 had returned to the new development by February 

2013; 216 were rehoused within the SE17 postcode, while the remaining 773 council 

tenants were scattered across the borough and beyond, with some relocated as far as 

Greenwich. 

 

 
 

For the same reasons, the 30 leaseholders on our hypothetical estate have now been 

reduced to 15. The other 15 have ÁÃÃÅÐÔÅÄ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌȭÓ ÏÆÆÅÒ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÅÎÓÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÔÙÐÉÃÁÌÌÙ 

under the threat that the offer was a one-off and would not be renewed, and purchased a 

place elsewhere. However, given the inadequacy of that compensation, this means 

properties either on the outskirts of London at best, and often out of the capital 

altogether. Again, on the Heygate estate scheme, leaseholders ended up in the Outer 

London boroughs of Barnet, Enfield, Waltham Forest, Redbridge, Havering, Bromley and 

Croydon, with the majority relocating to Bexley. Others ended up outside London 

altogether, in Berkshire, Hertfordshire, Essex and Kent. While leaseholders on the 

Aylesbury estate regeneration scheme have ended up as far away as Leicester, 

Warwickshire, Wiltshire and Wales. 

http://heygatewashome.org/displacement.html#footnote-2
http://35percent.org/2013-06-08-the-heygate-diaspora/
https://southwarknotes.wordpress.com/aylesbury-estate/aylesbury-displacement-maps/
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Importantly, for our hypothetical scheme, in place of the vacated 20 council tenancies and 

15 leasehold homes ɀ some of which, as we have seen, housed private renters ɀ the empty 

homes have now been used to house 35 tenants on either short-term tenancies or as 

property guardianships (indicated in blue tissue paper). This serves four purposes. 

 

First, such tenancies have no rights of tenure, so the tenants can be given one month and 

two-weeksȭ notice respectively, and the council has no obligation or responsibility for 

rehousing them. Indeed, since the changes to legislation in the 2010 Localism Act, 

councils can offer even secure council tenants private rental housing in lieu of their 

demolished homes. Should the council tenant refuse to take up this offer of rehousing, 

×ÈÅÔÈÅÒ ÉÔ ÉÓ ÌÏÃÁÔÅÄ ÉÎ ,ÏÎÄÏÎ ÏÒ .Å×ÃÁÓÔÌÅȟ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌȭÓ ÄÕÔÙ ÏÆ care to them is now 

ÄÉÓÃÈÁÒÇÅÄȟ ÓÉÎÃÅ ÔÈÅ ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓ ÉÓ ÌÅÇÁÌÌÙ ÄÅÅÍÅÄ ÔÏ ÈÁÖÅ ÍÁÄÅ ÔÈÅÍÓÅÌÖÅÓ ȬÉÎÔÅÎÔÉÏÎÁÌÌÙ 

ÈÏÍÅÌÅÓÓȭȢ )Ô ÉÓ ÏÎÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÍÏÒÅ ÕÎÐÌÅÁÓÁÎÔ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÉÓ ÔÈÒÅÁÔ ÔÈÁÔȟ ÈÁÖÉÎÇ ÊÕÄÇÅÄ Á 

former council tenant to have made themselves intentionally homeless, the council can 

now call in Children and Young People Services to take children away from a homeless 

single mother. Newham council, for example, which in the five years between 2012 and 

2017 rehoused over 3000 Newham residents outside of the borough, continues to use 

this threat against single mothers who have refused relocation to Birmingham, 

Manchester or Bradford. 

 

https://novaramedia.com/2015/05/27/8-key-findings-into-council-administered-social-cleansing-in-london/
https://focuse15.org/
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Second, the temporary ÐÌÁÃÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌȭÓ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇ ×ÁÉÔÉÎÇ ÌÉÓÔ Én the 

ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌ ÅÓÔÁÔÅȭÓ ÅÍÐÔÙ ÈÏÍÅÓ ÓÔÏÐÓ ÓÑÕÁÔÔÅÒÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÃÃÕÐÙÉÎÇ ÔÈÅÍȢ &ÒÏÍ ÔÈÅ #ÁÒÐÅÎÔÅÒÓ 

estate in Newham to the Sweets Way estate in Barnet, the Marian Court estate in 

Hackney, the Loughborough Park estate in Brixton and the Aylesbury estate in 

Camberwell, such occupations have acted as a focus for organisation against the 

impending demolition of the estate, and councils have learned not to take this risk. 
 

Third, as happened on the Carpenters estate in Newham, the incomers are usually 

selected from outside the area, with no local connections to the existing residents, and 

are often selected by the council to include people with a history of criminal, drug-related 

or anti-social behaviour. Their relocation onto the estate not only damages the reputation 

of the community within the neighbourhood, making it conform to the stereotypes about 

estates the council uses to justify its demolition, but further encourages long-standing 

residents to sell up and move away or accept rehousing elsewhere by the council. 

 

And fourth, and most importantly, reducing the number of households on secure 

ÔÅÎÁÎÃÉÅÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÔÉÍÅ ÏÆ ÄÅÍÏÌÉÔÉÏÎ ÍÅÁÎÓ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÈÏÕÓÅÈÏÌÄÓ ÄÏÎȭÔ ÈÁÖÅ ÔÏ ÂÅ ÒÅÈÏÕÓÅÄ ÏÎ 

the new development. This reduces the number of replacement homes for social or 

affordable rents that have to be included on the new development, and therefore 

increases the number of properties that can be built for shared ownership or market sale. 

By the end of the redevelopment, therefore, things have turned out far worse than the 

residents could have imagined when they were told that their estate was up for 

ȬÒÅÇÅÎÅÒÁÔÉÏÎȭȢ 

The 70 like-for-like replacement homes secure tenants were promised have been 

reduced to a mere 25 homes, and those are not for social rent but for London Affordable 

Rent (indicated in orange). At best, these will house 25 of the remaining 50 tenant 

households with secure tenancies. But these will lose that security and have to come up 

with the increased rental and service charges if they want to enact what they were 

promised was their Right to Return to the new development. 

But what of the other 25 council tenants? Well, under the deliberately deceptive category 

ÏÆ ȬÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȭȟ ÔÈÅ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÉÎÇ ςυ ÈÏÍÅÓ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌ ÉÓ ÏÂÌÉÇÅÄ to provide for 

secure tenants have now materialised as London Living Rent (indicated in yellow). As we 

saw, this is set at one-third the median income of the borough, which in Lambeth in 2017 

was more than one-and-a-half times social rent. Worse still, this is a Rent to Buy product, 

and tenants who enter into the deal are contractually required not only to find the extra 

50 per cent rent and service charges, but also to put aside sufficient funds to buy the 

property within 10 yearsȢ )Æ ÔÈÅÙ ÄÏÎȭÔȟ ÔÈÅÙ ×ÉÌÌ lose their tenancy.  

https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2016/09/08/regenerating-hackneys-estates-the-dirty-tricks-of-a-dirty-council/
https://architectsforsocialhousing.wordpress.com/2015/05/19/guinness-trust-the-loughborough-estate-occupation/
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This is what the GÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔ ÃÁÌÌÓ ȬÉÎÃÅÎÔÉÖÉÓÉÎÇȭ ÐÅÏÐÌÅ ÏÕÔ ÏÆ ÒÅÎÔÁÌ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÅÎÃÙ ÁÎÄ 

into home ownership, and is the basis of the housing policies not only of the Conservative 

Party, but also of the Labour Party and Liberal Democrat 0ÁÒÔÙȢ 7ÈÁÔ ÉÓÎȭÔ ÃÌÅÁÒ ÉÎ ÁÎÙ ÏÆ 

their policies is where the money required to buy a £650,000 home is meant to come from 

for a former council tenant used to paying social rent. In fact, as we shall see, these 

properties are only nominally for existing couÎÃÉÌ ÔÅÎÁÎÔÓȟ ×ÈÏ ÃÁÎȭÔ ÈÏÐÅ ÔÏ ÍÅÅÔ ÔÈÅ 

requirements of a London Living Rent tenancy, and are in reality built for middle-class 

households that can afford home ownership on these financial terms. 

The bulk of the so-ÃÁÌÌÅÄ ȬÁÆÆÏÒÄÁÂÌÅ ÈÏÕÓÉÎÇȭ ÐÒÏÖÉÓÉÏÎ ÏÎ the new development, 

however, is made up of shared ownership properties (indicated in dark grey). On our 

hypothetical estate redevelopment these account for 50 of the 250 new properties, a fifth 

of the total dwellings, but half of the affordable housing provision. Only 15 of these, at 

best, will be taken up by the former leaseholders whose homes have been demolished, 

and who will now become assured tenants. The remaining 35 are for new residents 

ÌÏÏËÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÇÅÔ ÏÎ ,ÏÎÄÏÎȭÓ ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÙ ÌÁÄÄÅÒȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÌÌÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÅÎter into what we have seen 

are the extraordinarily risky and exploitative conditions of a shared ownership deal. 

Despite this, with the 25 London Affordable Rent homes (indicated in orange) and the 25 

London Living Rent properties (indicated in yellow), the 50 shared ownership properties 

together make up 40 per cent of the total new builds. And in London, although it has been 

reached with the loss of 70 homes for social rent and 30 leasehold homes, this percentage 

of affordable housing qualifies the new development for full public funding under the 

'ÒÅÁÔÅÒ ,ÏÎÄÏÎ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȭÓ Affordable Homes Programme 2016-2021. 

 

Finally, what of the other 150 properties, which make up 60 per cent of the new 

development? Well, 25 of these, 10 per cent of the total, are for market rent (indicated in 

purple), which means three-and-a-half times social rent. But the remaining 125 

properties, 50 per cent of the entire new development, and two-and-half-times the 

number residents were originally promised, are now for private sale (indicated in black). 

Bad as this is, however, the reality of our hypothetical estate regeneration is even worse. 

This is because of the difference between the tenure of the new dwellings at the end of 

redevelopment and their actual use. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/homesforlondoners-affordablehomesprogrammefundingguidance.pdf
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First of all, either because of their inability to afford the more than 50 per cent increase 

on their rent and service charges, or because of their complete inability to raise the 

money necessary to purchase the property, sooner or later 5 of the households in the 

London Living Rent properties will be unable to keep up the necessary payments. Under 

the GreÁÔÅÒ ,ÏÎÄÏÎ !ÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÙȭÓ ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÏÎ London Living Rent, this means their homes 

now revert to shared ownership properties. 

Of the affordable housing provision on the new development, therefore, there are now 25 

homes for London Affordable Rent (indicated in orange); 20 for London Living Rent 

(indicated in yellow), a reduction of 5; and 55 for shared ownership (indicated in dark 

grey), an increase of 5. 

The crucial change, however, between the tenure at which the new properties were sold 

and the tenure of their use is in the 150 properties for market rent and sale. This is 

because the buyers of the properties for private sale are not living in them. On the first 

redevelopment sites of the Woodberry Down and Elephant Park schemes, the bulk of the 

ÐÒÏÐÅÒÔÉÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÓÁÌÅ ×ÅÒÅ ÍÁÒËÅÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÁÎÄ ÐÕÒÃÈÁÓÅÄ ÂÙ ÏÖÅÒÓÅÁÓ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÏÒÓȢ )ÔȭÓ 

hard to get precise figures on this, as it falls under commercially confidential information 

ÁÎÄ ÃÏÕÎÃÉÌÓ ×ÏÎȭÔ ÒÅÌÅÁÓÅ ÔÈÅ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ ÏÎ Woodberry Down 55 per cent of the 

properties built in phase 1 of the new development were bought by overseas investors, 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-and-land/renting/london-living-rent#acc-i-47686
https://www.theguardian.com/society/2014/may/18/-sp-truth-about-gentrification-how-woodberry-down-became-woodberry-park

