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Summary 

 

São Paulo has developed a unique instrument for capturing land value: charging for the right to 

build. This instrument has been evolving since mid-1970s and is now firmly established in the city. 

To make it work, São Paulo’s zoning uses two floor area ratios (FAR): a maximum ratio (as in any 

city that has zoning), and a basic ratio. The innovation is having a basic FAR: any building that goes 

beyond the basic FAR has to buy construction rights. The current zoning law (2014) was able to set 

the basic FAR at one (1) for the entire city. With such a basic ratio, the instrument is able to 

guarantee a level playing field on any land in the city.  

 

There are two ways for pricing rights: using a formula based on the land’s price and land-use 

variables, or through an auction. The auction mechanism is very attractive, since it lets the market 

define the price, a typical problem in value-capture mechanisms. Two case studies are examined 

herein, which used the auction mechanism in São Paulo and revealed that it could be a powerful way 

of making São Paulo a more equitable city. However, the way that the revenue was actually 

disbursed did not guarantee maximum equity. 

 

Introduction 

 

São Paulo is the largest city in the southern hemisphere, with nearly 12 million people in a 

metropolitan area of more than 20 million inhabitants. It accounts for 15% of Brazil’s output and 

almost half of the patents created in the country. However, average commuting time is one hour, and 

many commuters spend more than two hours returning home at the end of the workday, especially 

the poor living in the outskirts of the metropolitan area. The city has a housing deficit of nearly 

800,000 units (13% of the housing stock).  

 

This case study describes the instrument proposed by São Paulo to capture land-value increments. 

That instrument has had a significant impact both on urban planning and on the way rents are 

distributed in the city. Although it is a progressive way of raising revenues that potentially 

contributes to equity, its impact on equality of opportunities depends critically on the way that funds 

are disbursed. Finding fiscal and extra-fiscal instruments to improve equality of opportunities is 

always difficult. This case study shows that it is indeed possible to do so, using a specific instrument, 

along with the shortcomings observed in two real-world cases. 

 

Description of the Problem 

 

Inequality has been growing in certain developed countries for at least the past two decades. In the 

United States, the likelihood that children would be better off than their parents in 1940 was 90 

percent; now, just half of children will be richer than their parents.1 In Brazil, the opposite had been 

happening recently. From 1992 to 2002, extreme poverty fell from 22 percent to 16 percent, a very 

slow reduction. However, from 2002 to 2014, extreme poverty in the country declined to 4 percent. 

The millennium development goals for poverty were met 10 years in advance, a reduction in poverty 

at a pace four times faster than required by the MDG.  

 

Recently, there has been considerably more focus on inequality, both in policy discussions and in 

academics. Until very recently, the way economists measured inequality was to look at outcomes. 

But the main concern has moved to an equality of opportunities. The bottom line is: If you were born 

in a poor neighborhood, you do not have the same opportunities as if you were born in a rich one, 

 
1 Chetty et al. (2017) 



 

thus affecting that equality. This case study sheds light on the possibilities of using public-finance 

instruments to redistribute endowments. 

 

Starting in mid-1990s, the city of São Paulo, Brazil, proposed a new way to fund urban development: 

charging for additional building rights (called “Outorga Onerosa do Direito de Construir”, hereafter 

OODC). This mechanism was further improved by including an auction to determine the building 

right’s value. Certificates traded on the stock exchange were called CEPACs, so this instrument is 

often referred to as “CEPAC”, and this standard is followed herein. This study focuses on two cases 

in which CEPACs were successfully implemented, from a financial perspective, and it discusses 

their potential in terms of equity. 

 

Using funds generated by this mechanism to fund either social housing or public transit might be a 

way to affect the equality of opportunities, with less distortionary taxation. Having a progressive 

option for funding cities is certainly desirable. This study presents such an instrument and argues that 

the policy as a whole might change the equality of opportunities, if the expenditure associated with it 

is actually progressive. Otherwise, it is still a good way to fund the city in terms of efficiency and 

equity, something rare in a true fiscal system. But it may leave equality of opportunities basically 

unchanged if there is no intent to use it instrument as a mechanism for improvement. 

 

Possible Strategies and Solutions 

 

Land value is determined by several factors, including changes in land use regulations (Hong and 

Brubacker, 2010). Although there is some consensus that public investments should be at least 

partially recovered by the government, there are more disputes that the value created by changes in 

land use regulation should be captured by the public sector (Ingram and Hong, 2012). 

 

In a similar fashion, there seems to be consensus that a pure tax on land would be “lump sum”, that 

is, it would be paid entirely by landowners. Taxes on cigarettes encourage people to smoke less; 

taxes on income may encourage people to exert less effort. Land, though, is different, because its 

supply is fixed. There is some debate as to whether a fee on building rights should be paid entirely 

by landowners or shared with dwellers. If developers are in perfect competition and cannot charge 

more for their final product (e.g. an apartment), then the only way not to lose money would be to pay 

less to landowners. So, a fee charged on building rights would be on the “real” estate itself. 

However, a fee on building rights might discourage development, reducing its efficiency, if the 

optimal density after the fee is below the maximum allowed by zoning laws (otherwise, inefficiency 

would be caused by zoning, not by the fee). 

 

The main discussion in Brazil regarding this fee, especially in the case of CEPACs, is that the 

observed expenditure is regressive (i.e. the rich benefit more from expenditures than the poor). If this 

is indeed the case, then the policy as a whole would be regressive. A more pragmatic view would 

argue that even a regressive expenditure funded by a fee on land would be more progressive than a 

regressive expenditure funded by taxes on consumption, for instance. 

 

The real impact on equality of opportunities, however, depends on the way in which proceeds are 

disbursed. Charging landlords in “good” neighborhoods to bring poor families to a specific 

neighborhood would change these poor families’ initial endowments through a fee that is more 

efficient and progressive than most existing taxes. The other way to make the policy intrinsically 

progressive is by investing in public transit, since the poor use this mode more intensively in São 

Paulo. Hence, this tool is potentially a good way of increasing equality of opportunities, but, of 

course, it depends on municipal decisions regarding how funds are allocated. 



 

Institutional Background 

 

São Paulo has a long tradition of urban regulation, dating back to 1886, when the city was just a 

small town. The idea of a fee on “created land” began circulating in the early 1970s and gained 

traction through a group of respected legal experts, in the so-called “Letter of Embu” published in 

1976. The “created land” idea was not initially directed at the economic basis of a fee, but it quickly 

became associated with an innovative framework for funding urban development. 

 

Olavo Setubal, the mayor of São Paulo from 1975 to 1979, was eager to implement a fee on “created 

land” in the city, and his strategy was to make it a national regulation.2 Setubal’s failed initiative was 

an attempt to fund the São Paulo subway, which was considerably under-funded at that point. Upon 

defeat, Setubal proposed that the State government take over the subway’s operation, since the 

municipality was unable to fund it properly, which eventually happened in 1979. 

 

The idea of using “created land” popped up again in the city of São Paulo in a very different way a 

few years later. Mayor Mario Covas (1982-1985) proposed a public-private partnership for a specific 

project called “Operação Urbana” (Urban Operation). Covas’s project was never implemented, and 

his successor, Janio Quadros (1986-1988), created a different instrument (Law 10209/86), called 

“Operações Interligadas” (Linked Operations). This instrument allowed developers to increase the 

floor area ratio (FAR) of a development site by donating social housing. The main goal was to 

reduce the number of slum dwellers in the city, a tragic problem in the 1980s that is still far resolved. 

For this reason, Law 10209/86 was also known as the “Lei do Desfavelamento” (Slum Removal 

Law).  

 

“Linked Operations” were similar to inclusionary zoning. The difference with some (but not all) 

cases of inclusionary zoning is that developers can build social housing anywhere in the city, or just 

pay the correspondent cost. Inclusionary zoning often requires developers to deliver social housing at 

the same site as the development. According to Sandroni (2004), from 1986 to 1998, when the 

instrument was deemed unconstitutional, Linked Operations brought in US$ 156 million for 313 

developments, delivering 11,102 social housing units. 

 

There is another subtle difference between Linked Operations and inclusionary zoning. The way it 

was used during Quadros’s term was to evict slum dwellers from a profitable area of the city to the 

periphery, then pay for new housing construction. Luiza Erundina (1989-1992), for her part, used 

Linked Operations to redevelop slums within the development’s site. Paulo Maluf (1993-1996), 

however, went back to the policy adopted by Quadros, using Urban Operation to fund the removal of 

slums dwellers from an Urban Operation perimeter to other areas of the city. 

 

Solution and Implementation 

 

Two Urban Operations were created in 1995: Faria Lima (Law 11732/95) and Água Branca (Law 

11794/95). Faria Lima was a financial success, bringing in around US$ 80 million from the sale of 

around 400,000 square meters of building rights. Urban Operation Centro, on the other hand, was a 

failure in financial terms: it only brought in US$ 1.3 million from 1995 to 2000. Água Branca sold 

about 60,000 square meters in 1995. 

 

In 1998, Linked Operations were suspended by a court decision and then deemed unconstitutional, 

because they changed zoning without the council’s approval. Urban Operations in São Paulo, for 

 
2 Setubal presented his proposal in the 20th Congresso Estadual de Municípios in Guaruja, in 1976 (Resende et al, 2009). 



 

their part, were not suspended, since the council had approved them in advance. In any case, revenue 

from those sources from 1998 to 2000 was very low. The situation changed considerably with a new 

law (Law No. 10257 of July 10, 2001) officially called the Statute of the City, which governs "urban 

policy" within Brazil’s Constitution. It would eventually govern both the charge on building rights 

and Urban Operations. 

 

The Statute of the City had two direct consequences on Urban Operations (which the statute calls 

“Urban Operation Consortiums”): (i) it guaranteed their constitutionality, making it straightforward 

to approve at the municipal council; and (ii) it did not allow funds to be spent outside the perimeter 

of the urban operation. This latter point means that it is now more difficult to use the instrument as a 

way of getting rid of slums in areas of interest to developers. There is, however, a loophole in the 

law: it is possible to transfer building rights by using another instrument. In any case, it is potentially 

a good instrument to improve the spatial equality of opportunities in the city. However, if a 

municipality does not want to use it that way, then there is nothing in the statute that will prevent it. 

In fact, this is a classic problem with attempts to create urban instruments aimed at increasing the 

spatial equality of opportunities: if there is a loophole, developers will move the poor to the 

periphery to consolidate the site as a high-end area. 

 

The Águas Espraiadas Urban Operation Consortium (OUCAE) was the first Urban Operation to be 

proposed under the new legal framework represented by the Statute of the City. This area also 

contained a Linked Operation from the 1980s. The city council approved the OUCAE in 2001 (Law 

13260/01). In 2004, 4.85 million CEPACs were approved by Brazil’s Securities and Exchange 

Committee, the CVM. Of those, the city has already issued 3.75 million, selling more than 3 million 

in 17 auctions from 2004 to 2012, and generating around R$ 3 billion, or US$ 1.3 billion.  

 

In 2004, the Faria Lima Urban Operation Consortium (OUCFL) was approved (Law 13769/04), 

making it compatible with the Statute of the City. The area is similar to the area defined by the 1995 

Urban Operation. From 2004 to 2017, around 700,000 CEPACs were sold in this area, raising 

roughly US$ 700 million. Those two Urban Operations were financial successes. It was indeed 

possible to implement two large urban-renewal projects using the income generated by a land value 

capture instrument. 

 

Diagram: Timeline of Urban Operation Regulations 
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One of the main reasons why the sale of building rights is seldom implemented in other cities is 

likely related to a crucial definition of the instrument’s success. Charging for building rights requires 

defining the status quo of how much density the land “deserves”. This definition adds a new element 

to zoning regulations, called the “basic ratio” in São Paulo. Every zoning law has to define a 

maximum FAR for each zone in the city. In a city willing to implement the sale of building rights, 

this basic ratio must also be defined. To build beyond the basic ratio, a developer has to buy building 

rights (up to the maximum FAR). 

 

Defining the basic FAR has always been the main dispute with developers. The 2004 master plan 

attempted to lower the basic FAR throughout the city to one (1.0), that is, landowners would only 

have a right to build on the land’s area “for free”. The council did not approve this basic FAR, but it 

was set below the (ex-ante) maximum in many areas in the city. Eventually, in a 2014 zoning law, 

the mayor was able to approve a basic FAR of 1.0 for the whole city. 

 

A basic ratio is crucial. If it is set at the same level desired by developers, then there will be no 

revenue from building rights. At the same time, a basic ratio as low as one throughout the city 

guarantees that landowners will never profit from changes in density, except at very low levels (e.g. 

from 0.5 to 1.0). If the city is growing, the demand for density increases over time. In other words, 

the existence of a low basic ratio creates a more level playing field in the city. 

 

Results 

 

A CEPAC is a financial asset, equivalent to a bond. Brazil’s Securities and Exchange Commission3 

authorizes the sales of CEPACs, setting the maximum number of bonds a municipality may issue. 

Each bond usually4 allows the owner to build another square meter on the land. Bonds are sold in 

auctions on the stock market. The municipality sets a minimum price and developers may offer more 

if there is a shortage of bonds on the market. Once the price is settled, the municipality occasionally 

allows developers to buy CEPACs with “in-kind” payment, that is, construction companies receive 

CEPACs instead of money to build public works in an area. It usually takes a couple of auctions to 

sell all the bonds authorized by the CVM. There were five authorizations to sell CEPACs and 17 

auctions in Águas Espraiadas; and four authorizations and 11 auctions in Faria Lima. 

 

The first auction in the country, in July 2004, for the Águas Espraiadas Urban Operation 

Consortium, was a success, selling all 100,000 bonds offered. That initial auction outperformed Faria 

Lima’s first distribution, selling almost half (300,000) of the 660,000 CEPACs in three years (2004-

2006). Since the municipality actually offered 350,000 bonds in that first distribution, it was a 

relative success. Auctions in 2017 were also a financial success, selling all bonds offered (317,781) 

in eight months. 

 

In Águas Espraiadas, the municipality had spent just R$ 554 million, through 2012, of the R$ 2.9 

billion collected since 2004. However, from 2013 to 2016, it spent another R$ 2.6 billion, using most 

of the R$ 3.3 billion available (including financial gains). Most of the spending was on transportation 

(72 percent). Social housing expenditures accounted for 21 percent. Investments in urban renewal in 

Águas Espraiadas were negligible. 

 

 

 

 
3 In Brazil, the equivalent regulator is called the CVM: Comissão de Valores Imobiliários. 
4 Sometimes a bond will allow less than a square meter to be built, other times, more, depending on the land’s value in 

the specific area where the CEPAC will be used. 



 

Table 1: Sales of CEPACs in Águas Espraiadas Urban Operation (2004-2017) 

 

Authorization 

Date 

CEPAC Bonds (1000s) Revenue  

(US$ 000s) Authorized Sold 

07/2004 660 299 61.581 

01/2007 318 318 73.122 

01/2008 187 187 111.626 

09/2008 1.202 1.099 355.871 

02/2012 1.719 1.360 740.267 

Total 4.086 3.264 1.342.467 
 

Source: Municipality of São Paulo 

 

Investments in private transportation are the main driver of expenditures. When added to 

expropriation for this purpose, they accounted for 82 percent of investments in transport. The city’s 

subway subsidies (which is run by the state) accounted for a considerable amount (17 percent) of 

total investments, while only 1 percent of spending was used to fund a small part of the BRT 

implemented on Berrini Avenue. 

 

According to the municipality, investment in social housing will generate around 1,800 units; 

although this figure is still not clear in official documents. By the end of 2018, only 710 units had 

actually been delivered. The plan is to build a total of 9,300 units, but most (4,300 units) are still in 

the preliminary phase. Supposedly, 3,200 units already have an executive plan, but more accurate 

information about them was not available. In Águas Espraiadas, more social housing is needed than 

in Faria Lima, because the area’s slum population was quite large before the intervention, despite 

evictions in the 1980s, facilitated by Linked Operations around Berrini Avenue. 

 

Figure 1: Breakdown of Investments in the Águas Espraiadas Urban Operation 

 

Total Investments Investments in Transport 

  
Source: Municipality of São Paulo  

 

The first auction of CEPACs for Faria Lima took place in December 2004, offering 90,000 bonds 

and selling 10,000 of them, for US$ 3.6 million. This auction was not a financial success. The CVM 

had authorized the issuance of 367,290 CEPACs, and the municipality only offered 90,000. It took 

three years to sell 53,830 bonds. Of those, just 11,820 were actually sold; all the rest were used to 

pay for construction works. There was no mark-up over the minimum price. In contrast, the second 

distribution performed well, with the remaining 313,460 CEPACs sold in 6 months at a premium on 

the minimum price of 1.2 percent in the first auction, and 18.3 percent in the second. 

 



 

The municipality had managed to spend R$ 1.8 billion (78 percent of revenue) through October 2016 

and had committed another R$ 244 million (10 percent). Most of the money (48 percent) went to 

investments in transport. Urban renewal of “Largo da Batata” consumed another 23 percent of 

resources, while 18 percent went to social housing. Considering that all expropriation spending was 

used to finance investments in the road system, 73 percent of transportation investments were 

attributed to private modes. Around 23 percent was invested in the subway station at Faria Lima and 

4 percent on the bike lane on Faria Lima Avenue. 

 

Table 2: Sales of CEPACs in the Faria Lima Urban Operation (2004-2017) 

 

Authorization 

Date 

CEPAC Bonds Revenue 

(US$) Authorized Sold 

10/2004 367290 53830 35.890.373 

09/2007 313460 315960 227.435.912 

12/2008 269284 267769 347.698.719 

11/2015 150000 40605 86.443.029 

Total 1100034 678164 697.468.034 
 

Source: Municipality of São Paulo 

 

The Faria Lima area is a historically iconic site in São Paulo. The FAR in this area had been less than 

the demand from the real estate market since the 1980s. For this reason, the market for office space 

leapfrogged this area, going farther south, to the Berrini area, where the Linked Operation had been 

created by Mayor Quadros, making it feasible to move the slums in that area to the city’s periphery. 

When the building rights in the Faria Lima region were issued, investment moved back relatively 

closer to downtown, in the Faria Lima area. Allowing more density in Faria Lima ended up reducing 

the city’s expansion toward the periphery. Consequently, from an urban-form perspective, this 

intervention was quite significant. 

 

Figure 2: Breakdown of Investments in the Faria Lima Urban Operation 

 

Total Investments Investments in Transport 

  
Source: Municipality of São Paulo  

 

The other two Urban Operations not analyzed herein cannot be considered financially successful 

cases for CEPACs. The Agua Branca Urban Operation Consortium (OUCAB) was approved in 2013 

(Law 15893/13), despite the fact that an Urban Operation had existed in the area since 1995. The 

first CEPAC auction in March 2015 sold just 6,000 bonds, for R$ 9.3 million (about US$ 4 million). 

In the Center Urban Operation Consortium (OUCEN), which was larger than Faria Lima and Agua 

Branca, sales of building rights brought in just R$ 29 million. However, the sale of building rights 



 

without auctions generated R$ 545 million from 2002 to 2016 (almost US$ 300 million) in the 

OUCEN. These cases show that an Urban Operation selling building rights via auctions needs a 

really hot area to take off. 

 

Analysis and Evaluation 

 

One cannot assure that the value capture was actually progressive. Assuming total capitalization 

would mean that original landowners would pay the fee. The problem is that there were low-income 

residents living inside the Urban Operation perimeter before the operation started. Some of them will 

be housed in the social housing projects developed in the areas. If all original slum dwellers were 

housed in the area, then the intervention would necessarily be progressive. The area’s poor 

population would benefit from the intervention, since both their house and their neighborhood would 

be upgraded. This outcome has not happened so far in Águas Espraiadas, and it is debatable if it has 

really happened in Faria Lima, where there were few slum households. Investing in social housing is 

not necessarily making the city more equitable. Only when social housing improves the quality of 

poor families’ neighborhoods it is indeed contributing to a more equitable city. Social housing that 

move families to a worse neighborhood may actually be making the city less equitable. 

 

The discussion suggests that the potential for value capture using the sale of building rights is very 

promising in large metropolitan areas. It also suggests something straightforward but worth 

mentioning: the sale of “density” will be successful if there is a demand for density. It is hard to 

believe that there will be such a demand in small cities. Another point that is not necessarily obvious 

is that the auction system needs a “hot spot” where everybody wants to be. Demand for density is not 

enough for an auction. The auction’s cost in Agua Branca consumed 9.7% of the revenue generated. 

In this case, the simple solution of selling building rights the traditional way would have been much 

better. In other words, selling building rights without an auction is easier to implement. This 

simplified mechanism is implementable in many cities. 

 

Both instruments use the exact same concept – selling building rights – so landowners will not profit 

from a change in the demand for density. The main difference is that for CEPAC, there is an auction 

and the amount is concentrated in just one area. The auction solves one of the main problems in any 

value capture instrument: land valuation. Concentration in just one area has a positive side effect that 

the city knows in advance: the amount available to be invested into the site. Hence, it is possible to 

plan the intervention more carefully. It partially solves the second usual problem with those 

instruments, as pointed out by Booth (2012): securing infrastructure financing for new development. 

 

What CEPACs certainly do not address is Booth’s third problem: “the unclear objectives of whether 

land value capture is for income redistribution or cost recovery”. Most of the investment was in 

private transportation, so it is difficult to be so assertive in saying that the objective was indeed 

income redistribution. Even though part of the investment was in social housing, if the city wanted to 

use all the proceeds to invest in private transportation it could have. In other words, OODC, in 

general, and its specific way of implementing the tool (CEPAC), in particular, is a powerful tool for 

improving equality within a municipality. It is up to the city to decide if it is going to use the tool for 

that purpose. Though, this is probably true for any instrument. 

 

It is also interesting to think about social housing in this context. Given the fact that all revenue 

generated by CEPACs must be invested inside the perimeter of the urban operation, this social 

housing investment will necessarily increase the equality of opportunities in the city. For a family 

that already lives in the area, there will be more opportunities because of the urban improvements in 

the area. Poor families living outside the perimeter of the Urban Operation will certainly improve 



 

their location, since CEPACs are only feasible in “hot spots”, as discussed above. The bottom line is: 

if there is an interest in improving equality, the tool is quite powerful. However, the two case studies 

revealed that the investment decision did not push it so much in this direction. 

 

Lessons Learned 

 

CEPACs are innovative and a powerful instrument to capture land value and finance urban renewal 

and transportation. From a public-finance perspective, it is an extra-fiscal instrument to raise 

revenues and finance investment in urban infrastructure. CEPACs are one possible way to implement 

this fee with the advantage of: (1) Pushing the market to “reveal” the value of the increase in density; 

and (2) Assuring that the public investment in the perimeter will actually happen. Those are main 

concerns in the implementation of any value-capture mechanism, which were at least partially solved 

using this scheme. 

 

CEPACs are only implementable in a few areas. The Água Branca case makes this point clear. Even 

in an area where there was a demand for density, as one can see from the direct sales of building 

rights, CEPAC auctions did not raise a significant amount of funds. São Paulo, with its more than 11 

million inhabitants, was only able to implement the instrument at two sites over 15 years. It is hard to 

imagine that this instrument could be implemented in medium-sized cities. On the other hand, as 

long as there is a demand for density, the sale of building rights might be implementable. The 

question is how to evaluate the land for that propose, if an auction is not a possibility. 

 

In general, the revenue is likely progressive, although one cannot say that spending is progressive as 

well. The risk is that it may be a way to displace slum dwellers from good locations, consolidating a 

site for high-end development. Historically, this was the case in the 1980s with “Linked Operations”. 

There is nothing keeping a municipality from defining a perimeter with slums and not building any 

social housing in the perimeter. This instrument may improve the equality of opportunities if the 

investment in social housing inside an area, or in public transit, has been significant. Even poor 

families living in the area prior to the investment would profit by not moving out, given the increase 

in the neighborhood’s quality. Instead of bringing poor families to good neighborhoods, this 

mechanism might be able to bring a good neighborhood to poor families.  

 

The case studies reveal that CEPACs are very good at raising revenue. They might be used to 

improve urban justice in the city, but that depends crucially on the policy orientation of the 

municipality, not on the instrument itself. It is an opportunity to increase equality of opportunities, 

but it will only happen if a municipality defines its policy accordingly. This fact is true with any 

policy instrument. Politicians in a democratic system must have the discretion to decide if they want 

to improve equality or not. The roll of scholars is to study the set of tools available to them, showing 

their potential. That is exactly what this case study has attempted to do. 

 

In short, CEPACs are a significant instrument for raising revenue, with the potential for distributing 

income, if there is a commitment from the city. This commitment may not happen. One problem is 

that the goal of raising revenues is in competition with the goal of distributing income, as in almost 

any public policy. Was the intention actually to distribute income or not? Historically, it seems that 

distribution was not the original goal. On one hand, the instrument has the power to improve equality 

of opportunities in a city. On the other hand, it has also the potential of getting rid of well-located 

low-income residents to create a higher-end development site, given its capacity to consolidate land, 

one of the most difficult tasks in a dense urban area. In conclusion, this instrument can and should be 

used, with caution. 
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