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Boundary Street Estate, Bethnal Green 
Streatley Buildings and Goldsmith Row Cottages, 1895 
Hurley, Culham and Sonning Buildings, 1896 
Chertsey, Taplow, Sunbury, Marlow, Shiplake, Cleeve, Henley, Walton, Hurley, 
    and Sandford Buildings, 1897 
Iffley Buildings, 1898 
Molesey, Clifton, Cookham and Wargrave Buildings, 1899 
Benson, Abingdon, Hedsor, and Laleham Buildings, 1900 
Built under Part I of the Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890 
 

This large development, along with the Millbank Estate by the Thames in Westminster, were 

the pinnacle of block development in London before WW1. Both developments produced high 

quality housing in multiple blocks on large sites for a total of 9954 persons, which was a 

massive increase in available new working class housing in central London between 1899 and 

1902. 

 

The Boundary Street estate is covered first in this paper as the scheme was completed earlier 

than the Millbank Estate although both were developed together, and would have taken up 

much of the architect and planning capacity of the Council. This was reflected in the fact that 

the Borough Rd buildings covered in the next section could not be developed in-house and had 

to be designed by external architects. 

 

The Boundary Street scheme was to remove a large part of a notorious slum in the vicinity of 

Old Nichol Street and the area cleared was locally called the Old Nichol Rookery, or just “Old 

Nichol”. The area was densely populated with poor quality housing with some floors being as 

much as 18 inches below the street level. Many houses did not have a yard, and the courts were 

of the worst type. The mortality rate was 40 per thousand compare to 22.8 for the whole of 

Bethnal Green, and with child mortality rate being a particularly high 252 per thousand births 

compare to 159 for Bethnal Green. The condition of the housing in the area and the high 

mortality rate begs the question of why the MBW or the vestry had not already made attempts 

to clear it. The OS maps of the period give no clue as to the density and condition of the streets 

and housing but the map in Fig. 1 below shows the area as coded by Charles Booth in 1889, 

with the yellow outline depicting the clearance area. The black and dark blue shaded areas are 

the worst slums. The map to its right is the area in more detail from the LCC plans. 

 

  
Fig. 1: The area in Charles Booth’s Poverty Map of 

London 

Fig. 2: The Old Nichol slumi 
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The Old Nichol area was the subject of a book written by Arthur Morrison in 1892 and 

published in 1896, called “A Child of the Jago”. Although officially a work of fiction, the book 

is more of a documentary, and includes a Father Sturt who was based on The Revd Arthur Jay, 

the Vicar of Holy Trinity. Morrison dedicated the book to him. 

 

The two photographs in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 below are claimed to be of housing in the Boundary 

Street scheme but as they are dated 1899 they are either the very last housing to be demolished 

or are of nearby remaining housing and were taken to show the type of housing that had already 

been demolished. Note the large upstairs windows in Fig. 3 which are a legacy of the silk 

weaving business where as much light as possible was needed for the frame operators.  

 

 
 

Fig. 3: Old Nichol, pre-demolition, 1899 
(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0737) 

Fig. 4: Old Nichol, pre-demolition, 1899 
(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0737) 

 

An area with such a bad reputation would have been expected to have been considered for 

redevelopment for a considerable time past but the scheme was only first proposed by the 

Council on 3rd November 1890. The poor state of the area can be gauged by the short period 

between the proposed sale and when the clearance order was confirmed by Parliament on 3rd 

July 1891. The number displaced was 5,719 and the order required the re-housing for 5,100. 

The area was cleared in three sections with new roads laid following clearance. As each section 

was cleared those displaced had to be re-housed before being offered accommodation in the 

new buildings, but the Council estimated that there was already sufficient accommodation in 

the area to take those displaced. This seems a harsh decision for the first ones displaced as this 

amounted to approximately 2000 people who would have to find alternate accommodation. 

The Council must have had second thoughts as another site in nearby Goldsmith Row was 

acquired to build accommodation for 500 persons. The Council also believed that there was 

plenty of accommodation in the nearby suburbs, but this assumes, somewhat haughtily, that 

the displaced were willing to commute by foot, train or bicycle. The reality was that most of 

those displaced probably squeezed into nearby slums. 

 

During the planning it was necessary to alter the scheme due to small changes in the total area 

to be cleared and the number to be re-housed was also reduced to 4,700. The most far-reaching 

change was to the layout of the new site. The original plan was to build 40 foot wide streets 

and rectangular blocks (as happened with the Millbank Estate). This created problems in 

accommodating the necessary numbers and an ingenious plan was drawn to have the blocks 

radiating out from a central space. This not only increased the numbers that could be housed 

but also enabled some blocks to be 3 and 4 storeys rather than the universal 5 storeys, and to 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 Early LCC Housing – 11: Boundary Street Estate Page 5 of 19 
 © Martin Stilwell 2015 

 

keep the roads at 40 and 50 foot wide. The final advantage of the radiating plan was to reduce 

the estimated cost from £300,000 to £279,000ii. 

 

The final design included 58 workshops and 200 costermonger’s sheds. The latter provision is 

unusual in the Council’s designs as costermongers were amongst the lowest paid of the working 

classes in London (along with dock labourers, who were particularly badly paid) and were not 

normally considered to be the type of tenant to take Council’s tenancies because of the low and 

irregular pay. To build 200 costermonger sheds indicates a reality on the part of the Council as 

to the expectations of the typical tenant of the new housing. The final design for the site was 

approved on the 4th August 1897. 

 

 
 

Fig. 5: The Boundary Street site as developediii 
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Fig. 6: Old Nichol site from 1896 OS Map Fig. 7: Boundary Street estate from 1916 OS Map 

(Goldsmith Row Cottages nearly 1m to the NE) 

 

 
 

 
Fig. 8: Location of Goldsmith Row Cottages Fig. 9: Goldsmith Row Cottages, 1901 

(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0805) 

 

The 1896 OS map above is an interesting one as the Council’s records show that the site was 

cleared in phases to give the opportunity for the early people displaced to be re-housed in the 

new buildings. Yet in the map in Fig. 6 the whole site is shown as a blank. By 1896 Streatley 

Buildings and the laundry had been completed, other buildings were being erected, and most 

of the roads were in place. Yet the map makers seemed to have just simply ignored the whole 

site in this edition. 

 

The purchase of such a densely populated area of London was always going to be a problem 

with claims from owners, tenants, letters, sub-letters, rack renters and, no doubt, even squatters. 

Nevertheless, great care was taken to ensure that the purchase of the land and property was 

seen to be fair (many of those displaced were, after all, expected to be future tenants). 
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Negotiations were begun in 1892 and property was purchased and cleared in turn. The fact that 

only 24 claims were settled by arbitration out of a total of 183 (the majority settling by 

negotiation) is a clear indication that the Council tried to deal fairly with the claimants. One 

could speculate that many people received more for their claims than they would have if the 

Council had been hard-headed, but, as with all negotiations, the amount of the claim needs to 

be offset against the time taken and therefore the costs of trying to reduce the claim. The 

Council even paid 424 weekly tenants expenses to reimburse removal costs – maybe they were 

expecting many to be future tenants. 

 

The road building, paving and sewer construction was extensive and carried out to a high 

standard to avoid cracking and expensive remedial work once the building construction was 

under way. This road and sewer construction alone cost £36,944.  

 

The first development was on the Goldsmith Row Cottages site, but this was almost a mile 

north east of the eventual estate. The land was purchased and the properties built to give those 

who have lost their homes in the clearance a chance of renting one of these properties. The plan 

was to build a block on the site but it was found to have subsoil that was not suitable for blocks 

and so two rows of cottages were built to house 144 people. They were completed in 1895. The 

Vestry of Shoreditch contributed £2,000 towards the purchase of the site (it was just on the 

Shoreditch side of the border with Bethnal Green). The two blocks had an unusual combination 

of tenements. The smaller block (see Fig. 9) consisted of two entrances, each to 5 tenements 

(three 3-roomed and two 2-roomed). The bigger block had the same combination at each end 

but with five 4-roomed cottages in between, each with their own entrance. 

 

The first development on the actual Old Nichol site was known as Section A in the plan (top 

right in the map in Fig. 5). This was cleared in 1893 and two blocks called Streatley Buildings 

built, one of 4 storeys and the other of 5. These were very plain and had no obvious visual 

character. 

 

The next development was of a central laundry. It was deemed to be cost-effective to have a 

central laundry rather than provide separate facilities in various buildings. The design for the 

laundry included men’s and women’s slipper baths and two club rooms. Charges for the use of 

the laundry and baths were reasonable and as little as 1½p per hour for the first two hours for 

the laundry. The laundry required a permanent staff of engineer, matron (his wife), stoker and 

matron’s assistant. The laundry was completed in the summer of 1896, only a few months after 

the first of the main blocks had been opened.  
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Fig. 10: Boundary Street laundry, 1906 

(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 
Fig. 11: The laundry in 2009. Part dwelling, part 

offices. 

 

 
 

Fig. 12: Boundary Street laundry drying room, 1906 
(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 

Fig. 13: Inside the Boundary Street laundry, 1897 
(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 

 

The Works Department began construction of the foundations of the blocks in Section B, the 

northern area of the site, in November 1894. These blocks were subsequently named Marlow, 

Shiplake, Chertsey, Taplow, Sunbury, Hurley, Culham and Sonning Buildings; all named after 

pleasant towns and villages close to the River Thames west of London. The foundations were 

finished in June 1896. Whilst the works were being carried out it was decided to build another 

block on the western edge of the site and this was subsequently named Cleeve Buildings 

(named after Cleeve Park near Goring-on-Thames and Streatley). This building was planned, 

designed, tendered for, and built (by Messrs. Holloway Brothers) in the short space of 14 

months and was opened in July 1896. There were 16 workshops behind and 8 shops on the 

ground floor. Unusually, baths were provided on each floor. The layout of the tenements was 

unusual but not advanced, with private WCs albeit accessed from the hall/landing and one 

small scullery shared between 4 tenements. Apart from these design shortcomings, the 

tenements were spacious and considered a cut-above the normal quality of the time. The floor 

plan is shown in Fig. 14 below. 
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Fig. 14: Cleeve Buildings Floor Planiv 

 

The rest of the blocks on Section B were completed by September 1897. All were constructed 

either by the Council’s Works Dept. or by Messrs Holloway Bros. Some had shared sculleries 

but all had private WCs, even if some were accessed from the hall/landing. 

 

Whilst Section B was being planned, the Council invited six qualified architects to submit 

competitive designs for buildings for Section E, the southeast corner of the site. Rowland 

Plumbe was successful and supervised the construction of what were to become Henley and 

Walton Buildings by the Works Department. Construction was started in October 1895 and 

completed in March 1897. These early blocks are noticeably plainer than all the later designs 

and do not have the glazed bricks so effectively used on the ground floor storeys of the other 

blocks. 

 

The small Hurley and Sandford Buildings, looking onto the central park, were constructed by 

Messrs J. Jarvis & Sons, and opened in January 1897. Another small building facing the central 

park, Iffley Buildings, was constructed by Messrs R. A. Yerbury and Son in March 1897. The 

design of these blocks have been attributed to R. M. Taylor because he signed the plans. 

 

The large buildings on the southwest sections of the site were the last to be built. The tenders 

for the construction of these buildings were starting to be affected by rising prices for labour 

and materials, and modifications to the plans were carried out based on experiences with 

completed buildings and to meet new building regulations. For example, the 1894 London 

Building Act increased minimum thicknesses of walls and increased the minimum pitch of 

roofs. The Council was now facing a problem of receiving no satisfactory tenders that were 

within the original architect’s estimates and they had to accept some tenders that were higher 

than originally estimated. Plans of others were altered to reduce the costs. In some cases the 

Works Dept. were the only ones to provide a tender and the Council had to accept it, even if it 

was more than the original estimate. The resulting buildings were Wargrave, Abingdon, 

Hedsor, Laleham, Molesey, Benson, Clifton and Cookham Buildings. The whole scheme was 

completed in March 1900.  
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The final capacity of the buildings on the whole site was 5,524, which was considerably more 

than the 4,700 that the scheme required. There were also 18 shops and 77 workshops. Only 

Culham buildings had shared WCs where 15 of the 35 tenements were one-roomed.  
 

The example floor plan in Fig. 15 is for Shiplake Buildings. These tenements were amongst 

the first to be built and actually have a kitchen (as against a scullery), and of good size. 

Although some of the bedrooms in the right wing look small they are larger than the minimum 

recommended 96 sq. ft. 

 

 
 

Fig. 15: Shiplake Building Floor Plan (LMA ref: LCC/AR/HS/03/176-256) 

 

Compare the above plan with that of Benson in Fig. 15 below. Benson Buildings was, with 

Abingdon, the last completed and the difference between the size and layout of the tenements 

in pronounced. The Benson rooms are generally smaller with no kitchens (just sculleries). 
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Fig. 16: Floor Plan for Benson Buildings (LMA ref: LCC/AR/HS/03/176-256) 

 

The photograph in Fig. 17 below shows the foundations of Shiplake Building, with the future 

bandstand rising just beyond and the Board School in the distance (still standing). St Philips 

Church is in the far distance on the left and marks the eastern border of the site. The older 

buildings on the right have yet to be demolished. This picture would have been taken from the 

roof of a factory that was not part of the clearance scheme.  

 

 
 

Fig. 17: Boundary site construction; 17th Sept 1895 (LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 
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Below are photographs of the buildings taken just after their opening. 

 

  
Fig. 18: Cleeve Building, 1901 

(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 
Fig. 19: Marlow Building, 1901 

(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 

 

  
Fig. 20: Chertsey and Taplow Buildings taken from the 

bandstand, 1901 (LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 
Fig. 21: Clifton and Molesey Buildings,1906 

(LMA ref: SC/PHL/02/0768) 

 

From the signatures on the plans, most of the later buildings can be attributed to particular 

architects. R. M. Taylor designed most of the central blocks; A. M. Philips designed Iffley and 

Abingdon Buildings; W. Hyman designed Wargrave and Benson Buildings; and C. C. Winmill 

designed the blocks in the southern section. 

 

Although many of the blocks were already completed and occupied by 1900 it was decided to 

approach The Prince of Wales to perform a formal opening ceremony. He willingly agreed and 

the Prince and Princess performed the ceremony on 3rd March 1900 and they visited Benson 

Buildings. This is an odd choice as the building was made up of smaller tenements, but were 

probably empty, having just been completed. 

 

The costs of the scheme were significant and outlined in Table 1 below. The average cost per 

person of £105 was probably quite acceptable to the Council. The blocks showed a healthy 

profit of 8.9% in 1913-14 but the Goldsmith Row Cottages showed a loss of 6.2% in the same 

period. 
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 Outgoings Income  

Cost of land and buildings £266,532   

Goldsmith Row site purchase £8,500   

Vestry contribution towards Goldsmith Row  £2,000  

Expenses paid to weekly tenants £2,068   

TOTAL CLEARANCE COSTS   £275,100 

Sewer & paving works £36,944   

Early foundation work £7,135   

Cost of construction of blocks and cottages £251,533   

Laundry & club (including machinery) £9,013   

TOTAL COSTS   £579,725 

Cost per person (based on 5524 persons)   £105pp 

    

Balance of accounts, 1913-1914, blocks £24,133 £26,503 £2,370(8.9%) 

Balance of accts, 1913-1914, Goldsmith Cotts. £485 £451 -£28 (6.2% loss) 
 

Table 1: Costs of the Boundary Street Scheme 

 

An interesting investigation regarding the Boundary Street Estate was carried out by the 

Council’s Housing of the Working Classes Committee and was reported in The Times on 16th 

March 1903. It is a good example of perceived racism and of locals believing that ‘foreigners’ 

are taken their jobs and homes. The Times article is transcribed in full below. 

 

WORKMEN’S DWELLINGS AND ALIENS – The Housing of the Working Classes 

Committee of the London County Council report that their attention had been called to a 

statement made on February 18 in the House of Commons by Mr. S. F. Ridley, MP for 

South-West Bethnal-Green. The statement was reported as follows in The Times of 

February 19:- “The model dwellings which the County Council had put up on the 

Boundary Street area were now full of aliens who lived in the most undesirable 

conditions.” That statement was referred to and emphasized in a leading article of The 

Times of the same date. They thought, therefore, that the Council would desire to have the 

information as to the actual facts of the case. A census of the occupants of the Council’s 

dwellings was taken at the end of every year for the purpose of ascertaining whether any 

overcrowding existed in the several tenements. Whenever cases of overcrowding were 

ascertained steps were taken to effect the transfer of the families into larger tenements, and 

otherwise to abate such overcrowding. The census was taken as usual at the end of 

December 1902, and from the figures thus obtained it would appear that out of a total of 

1,044 tenements on the Boundary-street estate, 283, or 27 per cent., are occupied by 

persons who would appear by their names to be foreigners. Out of these 283 tenements 

only one was occupied by such number of persons as to transgress the Council’s 

regulations as to overcrowding. The tenant of this tenement had expressed his willingness 

to take a larger tenement, and he would be transferred as soon as a vacancy occurred. They 

might add that the average number of persons per room in the tenements presumably 

occupied by foreigners was only 1.6, while the average number in which the amount of 

accommodation provided was always calculated by the Council and the Home Office was 

2. 
 Fig. 22: Extract from The Times of 16th March 1903 

 

The article states that the only definition of a ‘foreigner’ in the census was from a foreign-

sounding name. As Bethnal Green had been a magnet for immigrants for centuries, starting 

with the Huguenots in the 17th century, it is very likely that many of the people with foreign-
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sounding names were as much ‘east-enders’ as those who believed their family had lived in the 

area for generations. This would reduce the proportion of ‘foreigners’ in the estate to a much 

lesser number. 

 

The 1901 census returns will indicate how the building was populated in the very early years 

as the last buildings were only fully opening as the census was taken. The 1911 census returns 

will give a much more accurate indication of a mature set of buildings, with the youngest 

having been occupied for 10 years. 

 

Before the statistics are discussed it is important to have an understanding of this area of 

London and its people in 1911. The Old Nichol estate, and the surrounding area, was a centre 

of furniture and cabinet making trades, run by garret-masters who were known for working the 

piece-workers hard and for long hours. There has always been a Jewish presence to the south 

and east in Shoreditch and Whitechapel, although The Old Nichol was predominantly occupied 

by poor non-Jewish people. The numbers of Jewish immigrants in east London increased 

considerable between 1890 and 1910. A large number of these came from “Russia” to escape 

persecution there. In 1911, Russia extended further west than it does today including a lot of 

modern Poland, and Germany extended further east than it does today. The immigrant Jews in 

this part of east London stated they came from Russia, Poland, Romania, Germany, Austria 

and Turkey, but these areas were not ideal countries to be Jewish at the time. Poland did not 

even exist as a country, being part of Russia and Prussia at the time. A number of Jewish 

immigrants also came from Holland but this would be more for reasons of bettering themselves. 

All these immigrants brought with them furniture making, boot making and tailoring skills to 

enhance the existing industries (Shoreditch’s silk weaving industry had all but died out by the 

1880s). The immigrants also brought considerable skill in cigarette making, particularly those 

from Holland and Turkey. Having this background of a nearby established Jewish community 

and existing furniture and weaving/tailoring industries, the information on the 1911 census can 

be better understood in the context of the period. 

 

A summary of the occupancies of all the buildings from the 1901 and 1911 census returns are 

in Table 2 and Table 3 below. The definition of “Foreign” needs to be understood when 

examining the tables. The vast majority of those recorded as foreign stated their place of birth 

as one of the eastern European countries. Almost 100% of these people had Jewish names, as 

did almost everyone on the census who stated they came from Holland. Of the 1105 tenements 

occupied in 1911 only 25 are occupied by “foreigners” who have non-Jewish sounding names. 

From the above it can be assumed that almost all the “foreigners” in the statistics are Jewish 

immigrants. The “British Jewish” figures are based on Jewish names (surnames and forenames) 

but there must be many others who will have anglicised their surname by the time of the census 

and would therefore appear in the “British born” (non-Jewish) figures. Very unusually, and 

somewhat against the ethos the LCC had of their working class housing, a number of Jewish 

tenants had servants living with them (who all had British-sounding surnames). 
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Streatley April 1895 56 136 272 226 83% 1 13 23% 226 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Goldsmith Sept 1895 25 72 144 109 76% 1 3 12% 109 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Cleve July 1896 32 103 206 143 69% 0 3 9% 112 78% 9 6% 22 16% 

Culham Nov 1896 35 55 110 82 75% 2 4 11% 80 97% 2 3% 0 0% 

Sonning Nov 1896 40 125 250 218 87% 2 10 25% 195 89% 11 5% 11 5% 

Hurley Jan 1897 10 25 50 29 58% 0 0 0% 26 90% 0 0% 1 5% 

Sandford Jan 1897 10 25 50 28 56% 0 0 0% 25 90% 0 0% 3 10% 

Henley Mar 1897 70 165 330 284 86% 0 13 19% 231 81% 8 3% 45 16% 

Walton Mar 1897 75 185 370 326 88% 1 18 24% 225 69% 26 8% 75 23% 

Marlow Mar 1897 34 129 258 171 66% 2 1 3% 123 72% 16 9% 32 19% 

Shiplake Mar 1897 26 132 264 148 56% 0 3 12% 114 77% 6 4% 28 19% 

Taplow May 1897 50 125 250 209 84% 0 9 18% 167 80% 13 6% 29 14% 

Chertsey July 1897 56 136 272 226 83% 1 13 23% 226 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Sunbury Aug 1897 80 195 390 320 82% 3 15 19% 241 75% 25 8% 54 17% 

Iffley Mar 1898 15 45 90 52 58% 0 0 0% 49 93% 0 0% 3 7% 

Clifton Jan 1899 72 202 404 291 72% 2 6 8% 204 70% 42 14% 46 16% 

Molesey Mar 1899 20 62 124 122 98% 0 8 40% 79 65% 12 10% 31 25% 

Wargrave May 1899 60 135 270 222 82% 2 13 22% 172 78% 19 9% 31 14% 

Cookham July 1899 54 153 306 274 90% 0 14 26% 173 63% 51 19% 51 19% 

Benson Apr 1900 40 90 180 136 76% 1 3 8% 101 74% 10 8% 24 18% 

Hedsor Apr 1900 85 205 410 316 77% 2 10 12% 202 64% 34 11% 80 25% 

Abingdon May 1900 85 180 360 281 78% 4 14 16% 149 53% 42 15% 87 31% 

Laleham May 1900 75 190 380 286 75% 4 7 9% 197 69% 48 17% 40 14% 

Total dwellings 1105           180 16%             

 Total 1901 occupancy 4499     3425 76% 375 8% 694 15% 

Table 2: Boundary Street statistics from the 1901 census returns 
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Streatley April 1895 56 136 272 230 85% 0 12 21% 127 55% 21 9% 82 36% 

Goldsmith Sept 1895 25 72 144 89 62% 3 2 8% 77 86% 0 0% 8 9% 

Cleve July 1896 32 103 206 176 85% 0 7 22% 44 25% 33 19% 94 53% 

Culham Nov 1896 35 55 110 87 79% 2 6 17% 26 30% 26 30% 34 39% 

Sonning Nov 1896 40 125 250 225 90% 1 14 35% 69 31% 58 26% 98 44% 

Hurley Jan 1897 10 25 50 47 94% 0 2 20% 14 30% 9 20% 24 50% 

Sandford Jan 1897 10 25 50 27 54% 0 1 10% 24 90% 0 0% 3 10% 

Henley Mar 1897 70 165 330 318 96% 0 25 36% 104 33% 41 13% 173 54% 

Walton Mar 1897 75 185 370 359 97% 1 23 31% 146 41% 73 20% 141 39% 

Marlow Mar 1897 34 129 258 179 69% 3 4 12% 35 19% 46 26% 98 55% 

Shiplake Mar 1897 26 132 264 133 50% 3 2 8% 40 30% 12 9% 81 61% 
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Taplow May 1897 50 125 250 209 84% 0 10 20% 63 30% 63 30% 84 40% 

Chertsey July 1897 56 136 272 230 85% 0 12 21% 127 55% 21 9% 82 36% 

Sunbury Aug 1897 80 195 390 356 91% 0 26 33% 80 23% 76 21% 200 56% 

Iffley Mar 1898 15 45 90 66 73% 0 2 13% 31 47% 9 13% 26 40% 

Clifton Jan 1899 72 202 404 332 82% 2 14 19% 104 31% 71 21% 157 47% 

Molesey Mar 1899 20 62 124 105 85% 0 4 20% 11 10% 32 30% 63 60% 

Wargrave May 1899 60 135 270 267 99% 1 23 38% 36 14% 86 32% 145 54% 

Cookham July 1899 54 153 306 275 90% 3 20 37% 54 20% 32 12% 189 69% 

Benson Apr 1900 40 90 180 152 84% 1 9 23% 43 28% 39 26% 70 46% 

Hedsor Apr 1900 85 205 410 359 88% 0 17 20% 42 12% 114 32% 203 56% 

Abingdon May 1900 85 180 360 349 97% 1 27 32% 42 12% 62 18% 245 70% 

Laleham May 1900 75 190 380 330 87% 3 23 31% 83 25% 87 26% 160 49% 

Total dwellings 1105           285 26%            

 Total 1911 occupancy 4900     1422 29% 1009 21% 2459 50% 

Table 3: Boundary Street statistics from the 1911 census returns 

 

 
 

Table 4: Boundary Street proportion of British, British Jewish and Foreign residents 

 

Looking at the statistics in the tables above, this would seem to make a mockery of the LCC 

response in The Times, reproduced in Fig. 22 above, claiming that the tenements were not full 

of people with foreign sounding names and were not overcrowded. One could argue that the 

1911 census was 8 years after the article and that the situation may have deteriorated since 

1903. That may have been the case, but there would have to have been a considerable 

degradation to reach the 1911 situation where over half the 258 overcrowded tenements were 

occupied by foreigners and those with foreign names. There the analysis may have come to an 

end, except for a report of the LCC weekly meeting held on 7th Feb 1911 (2 months before the 

census date)v. The report included a statement from Mr Arthur Griffith-Boscawen, LCC 

Councillor and MP for Dudley: “Major Boscawen stated, in a reply to a question, that only 3 

cases of overcrowding had been reported during the last year on the Council’s Boundary-

Street Estate and they were dealt with immediately. There was no truth in the allegation that 

aliens had obtained undue priority by bribing officials. Such a statement was malicious and 

without foundation. No preference had been given”. This statement is clearly at complete odds 

with the truth as regards the overcrowding (16% of tenements in 1901 and 26% in 1911). The 

census returns typically under-record the actual numbers living in dwellings and so the true 

numbers living on the estate may be even a little higher than recorded. The allegation of bribery 

by aliens would be very hard to prove but there are a very high proportion of them in the 
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buildings, and these tenants are predominant the ones guilty of overcrowding. Whether the 

Council were given misleading information by the superintendent, or the Council were 

covering up, may never be known. It should be noted that from September 1901 the 

superintendent had been given the additional roles of collecting rent, issuing first arrears 

warning letter and submitting applications for vacancies to the Housing Department. The 

supervisor from 1901 to at least 1905 had a subsequent life in London that does cast suspicion 

on him. He was born in Holborn and the son of a farmer. He is recorded on the 1891 census as 

a 28 year-old retired publican living in Southwark and the Boundary Street superintendent on 

the 1901 census. In between he is recorded as living in the LCC’s Idenden Cottages in 

Greenwich (occupation unknown). He had vacated the superintendent’s role by 1907 and on 

the 1911 census he was living in an 8-roomed terraced house in New Cross with his family and 

recorded as a Buildings Supervisor. The house is grander than would normally be occupied by 

one family with the head of household in this occupation. Even more intriguing is that by 1918 

he is living in a house in middle-class Brixton Hill that had a garden, coach house and stabling. 

In 1917 he had purchased the lease of another house in Brixton Hill and he is referred to as a 

“gent” in the records. This is not the life one would expect from a clerk from Southwark and 

the son of a farmer. His assistant supervisor from 1901 until 1905 is also mysterious as no trace 

of him can be found in public records before or after this time. No records can be found in the 

LCC minutes of his resigning his post or the appointment of his successor, although there are 

records of these movements for other supervisors. In 1907 the on-site housing superintendent 

was an ex-Army NCO and also a family man. The fact that he re-enlisted in 1914 does suggest 

he was an upright citizen (he died in hospital in 1915). If he was taking bribes it is very unlikely 

he would have re-enlisted at the advanced age of 46. It is more likely that he took over the 

supervision of an overcrowded estate and was unable to rectify the situation, or was persuaded 

to turn a blind eye by someone in authority as the rents came in on time and there were very 

few vacancies. 

 

The estate still stands today almost as it was built apart from Streatley Buildings which were 

demolished in modern times. The estate is actually being expanded upwards as Cookham 

Buildings (now Cookham House) has had an extra floor added in the roof space and other 

buildings must be ripe for this type of renovation. There is an active residents association and 

the shops in Cleeve and Marlow Houses are busy and contain cafes (see Fig. 24 below). The 

estate suffered a surprisingly small amount of damage in the blitz and all damage was repaired. 

The estate is popular with the residents and has the air of well managed and liked housing. 

 

  
Fig. 23: Bandstand from Calvert Ave, 2015 Fig. 24: Marlow House, 2009 
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Fig. 25: Hurley (front), Culham (middle) & Sonning (rear) Houses, 

2009 
Fig. 26: Cookham House, 2009.  

Note new 6th floor in the roof space 
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Footnotes 

i C. J. Stewart; The Housing Question in London; The London County Council; 1900; p192 
ii The Housing Question in London; LCC; pp190-196 
iii The Housing Question in London; LCC; p196 
iv The Housing Question in London; LCC; p200 
v The Times, 8th February 1911. 

                                                 


