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Abstract 

 

This case study reflects on the history and implementation of land value capture policies 

in the Brazilian city of Belo Horizonte, especially the use of the Outorga Onerosa do 

Direito de Construir (OODC), in the form of charges for construction rights beyond the 

usual height limitations. The text discusses the long and tumultuous journey toward its 

implementation which, although not essentially different from the resistance found in 

other Latin American cities, is especially unique due to the relationship it bears with the 

model of social participation instituted in the city to formulate and monitor urban 

policies. The study reports strategies adopted by the real estate sector, social 

movements, and public authorities throughout this participatory process, which led to 

the approval of a new Master Plan and with the regulation of the OODC and the single 

and unitary floor area ration (FAR) throughout the municipality. The main lessons 

learned from this process make it clear that the application of urban land policies 

presupposes a cultural change in society, since they put the idea of absolute property 

rights in perspective. Thus, in addition to the approval of such land policies, its 

maintenance will require permanent monitoring and social articulation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

3 
 

About the Author 

 

Maria Fernandes Caldas is a Senior Fellow at ICLEI Local Governments for 

Sustainability – South America, focusing on implementing Sustainable Urban 

Development. Prior to her current role, as Planning Secretary in medium-sized cities 

and in Belo Horizonte, Brazil, she was responsible for a broad portfolio of public 

policies related to urban issues, having coordinated the formulation of several master 

plans, which adopted advanced urban regulation instruments such as land value 

recovery mechanisms developed based on large-scale participatory processes. At the 

Federal Government level, she held the position of Director of Social and Urban 

Infrastructure of Growth Acceleration Program, the largest urban development program 

ever carried out in Brazil. Among other publications, she is the author of the book 

Utopia of Urban Reform – Governmental Action and Public Policy in Brazil. Maria 

Caldas holds a degree in Architecture from the Federal University of Rio de Janeiro, 

and a Ph.D. in Architecture and Urbanism from the Federal University of Minas Gerais. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Acknowledgements 

 

The author gratefully acknowledges the financial support of the Lincoln Institute of 

Land Policy to conduct this study. The author also thanks Jose Julio Rodrigues Vieira 

and Livia Monteiro, architects from the Municipality of Belo Horizonte, for sharing 

their memories on the subject of this study, and professor Jupira Gomes de Mendonça, 

from the Federal University of Minas Gerais, for her very useful comments and 

suggestions.  

 

Special thanks to Camila Bastos, also and architect from the Municipality of Belo 

Horizonte, for her help in gathering information for this study. 

 

  



 

4 
 

Table of Contents 

 

 

Introduction .................................................................................................................... 5 

Background ..................................................................................................................... 6 

The Institutional Model of Social Participation in Urban Policy ................................. 7 

The Evolution of Land Regulation Policies in the Urban Legislation of Belo 

Horizonte .................................................................................................................... 10 

Circumstances and Strategies that Led to Approval of the Master Plan ................ 12 

Contradictions from that Time and Creating a New Environment for Mobilization .. 12 

The 4th Municipal Conference on Urban Policy ........................................................ 13 

The 2019 Master Plan (approved) .............................................................................. 16 

The Business Sector’s Reaction .................................................................................. 16 

Social Movements ....................................................................................................... 17 

The City’s Strategies ................................................................................................... 19 

Current Scenario ......................................................................................................... 23 

Final Considerations .................................................................................................... 24 

References...................................................................................................................... 26 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

5 
 

Urban Planning and Land Value Capture: Case Study of Belo Horizonte, Brazil 

 

Introduction 

 

This study reports on the implementation of land value capture policies in the Brazilian 

city of Belo Horizonte, and in particular, the use of the Outorga Onerosa do Direito de 

Construir (OODC), which are charges for additional building rights, in order to share 

the experiences and strategies that led to its inclusion into local urban legislation. 

Belo Horizonte is the state capital of Minas Gerais, Brazil, and has a population of 

about 2.5 million inhabitants, with roughly five million people living in the greater 

metropolitan region. The city’s relatively small land area (331 km²) for accommodating 

an intense demand for real estate and the subdivision of nearly its entire territory have 

contributed to placing land (and the price thereof) at the center of disputes and local 

urban issues. 

In this context, the implementation of instruments aimed at capturing land value has 

trod a long and turbulent path, which does not differ in essence from the resistance 

encountered in other Latin American cities, where a clear inequality has existed in the 

distribution of public investments in urban infrastructure, along with private-sector 

appropriation of the resulting property values. 

The introduction of such instruments in Belo Horizonte’s urban legislation is closely 

tied to the model of social participation in formulating public policies, a feature of the 

progressive municipal administrations at the forefront of the city's management for a 

period of 16 consecutive years. It would be a mistake to try to understand the course and 

developments of this municipal legislation without first considering the participation 

and role of social movements. For that reason, the first part of this study addresses the 

political background of that time when instruments were introduced into municipal 

legislation and presents the institutional model of participatory democracy adopted for 

formulating urban policies. This model was largely responsible for disseminating 

information and raising awareness, thus creating a critical mass in society that was 

ready to discuss problems and propose solutions for the city. 

Given that context, this study first recounts how OODCs were introduced through a 

series of processes that entailed revising the Master Plan during Municipal Urban Policy 

Conferences (MUPC). Then, it examines the role of the various stakeholders involved 

in urban-related disputes. The retrospective reveals that, despite a robust system of 

institutionalized social participation, the relationship between the state and economic 

powers was the key factor in slowing down attempts to adopt land-value capture 

policies in the municipality. 

The third part of this study analyzes in detail the process of public discussion and 

formulation of the draft bill that finally resulted in the approval of the 2019 Master Plan 

and its regulation, introducing land-value capture instruments into urban legislation, 

including the OODC and the adoption of a single, unit-based floor-to-area ratio (FAR) 

for the entire city.1 

 
1 The Portuguese term Coeficiente de Aproveitamento (CA) is referred to herein as the floor-to-area ratio 

(FAR). 
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This achievement was the result of a series of specific events described throughout the 

case study, in particular an independent social movement that was formed to promote 

the project and played a decisive role in its approval by the legislature. The real estate 

sector’s oppositional strategies are also examined herein, which led to an all-out battle 

with the project and the city’s executive branch. Its actions are also addressed, driven by 

a set of strategies, coordination, technical expertise, and political will that resulted in the 

Master Plan’s successful approval. 

Finally, this case study addresses the current scenario, the main lessons learned, and the 

need for ongoing monitoring, social coordination, and transparency, since, as this case 

demonstrates, victories are circumstantial. Setbacks are always possible if any of the 

favorable social, political, or economic conditions change, and without the nonstop 

involvement of stakeholders interested in fairly sharing the burden of the city's 

production.  

These reflections make it clear that the implementation of land-regulation policies 

presupposes a change of culture in society, given that they relativize the absolute idea of 

property rights by comparing them against the limitations to property use. 

Thus, Belo Horizonte’s experience is recounted herein to share its successes, failures, 

and lessons, in the hope that it will contribute along with others who, in one way or 

another, have managed this very challenging issue, especially in Latin American cities. 

 

Background  

 

The first mention of land regulations in municipal legislation dates back to 1990, when 

they were introduced by the Municipal Organic Law.2 That law not only provided for 

the establishment of a Progressive Urban Land and Building Property Tax (IPTU 

Progressivo), compulsory land subdivision and building, and an improvement levy (also 

known in Latin America as “betterment contribution”), but it also distinguished 

property rights from building rights for the very first time, by requiring a charge to grant 

the right to improve the land, as can be seen in Article 187: 

Article 187. The Municipality shall receive compensation, on any building whose 

implementation results a floor to area ratio higher than the index established by 

law, for granting the right to improve the land.  

Sole paragraph. The compensation, which will take place in local currency or 

property transfer, will be used according to criteria defined by the master plan. 

The Municipal Organic Law was approved during the post-military dictatorship period 

in Brazil, in a context of greater political openness, administrative decentralization, and 

stronger agendas related to the rights to the city. However, despite growing social 

pressure, conservative forces consisting of landowners and property developers wanted 

to retain their privileges, including the indiscriminate use of private property. So, they 

 

2 The Municipal Organic Law can be viewed as a municipal constitution, hierarchically the most important 

law. To review the Municipal Organic Law of Belo Horizonte, see: https://leismunicipais.com.br/lei-

organica-belo-horizonte-mg.  

https://leismunicipais.com.br/lei-organica-belo-horizonte-mg
https://leismunicipais.com.br/lei-organica-belo-horizonte-mg
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organized to systematically prevent the implementation of land policies provided for in 

the law, as well as those that came after it, as noted throughout this case study. 

However, not by chance, this period coincided with stronger progressive municipal 

administrations in several Brazilian cities, including Belo Horizonte, where a coalition 

of center-left parties, which won the 1992 elections, inaugurated 16 consecutive years of 

progressive governments in the city administration. The fact was of the utmost 

importance for defining the direction and development of the city’s urban legislation, 

above all in two extremely significant aspects. 

The first was the opportunity for the public-management processes created in Belo 

Horizonte over those 16 years to mature and become more professional. Likewise, the 

period also enabled the formulation and consolidation of integrated, progressive, public 

policies, which were incorporated into the municipal technical culture, becoming a true 

differential in the capacity to formulate, manage, and operate public policies in the 

country. 

The second aspect entails the processes of opening up for society to participate in the 

definition of public policies. Focusing heavily on expanding grassroots participation 

channels, agendas were prioritized that, according to some authors, represented an 

inversion of priorities, as they focused on the demands of the poorest part of the 

population related to decent conditions for access to the city, especially in relation to 

housing and urbanized land.3  

Such practices have contributed to creating and consolidating a culture of participatory 

democracy, identifying and strengthening grassroots leaders, disseminating concepts, 

information and knowledge about public policies in a much extensive way, reaching out 

to a part of the population that has historically been excluded from the decision-making 

processes about the city, and instituting a practice of social negotiation that lasts to the 

present day. This culture, which has also become part of urban planning, has played a 

relevant role in changing legislation and implementing the OODC in the municipality. 

 

The Institutional Model of Social Participation in Urban Policy  

The requirement of civil society participation in the planning and control of 

implementation of relevant programs within the scope of urban policy was established 

back in 1990, through the Municipal Organic Law.4 In 1996, with the law and its 

guidelines in force, the first Municipal Master Plan was approved through Law No. 

7165/96, which encouraged the creation and establishment of general, regional, and 

local grassroots bodies to formulate and manage urban policies.5 That same law 

instituted two important instances for formulating and monitoring urban policies: the 

 
3 During that period, practices were implemented, such as the Participatory Budget, which allowed and 

encouraged the participation of the population in the decision-making process on investments in the 

municipality, as well as several instances of grassroots participation, as in municipal conferences, advisory 

and deliberative sectorial councils, among other things. For further information on the Participatory Budget 

in Brazil, see: Ribeiro, A. C. T.; Grazia, G. de. Experiências de Orçamento Participativo no Brasil. 

Petrópolis: Vozes, 2003. 
4 Article 184, Section IV. 
5 Together with the Master Plan, the Municipal Law for Land Subdivision, Occupation and Use (Lei 

7166/96) was also approved, which regulated the instruments and set parameters. 
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Municipal Council on Urban Policy (COMPUR) and the Municipal Conference on 

Urban Policy (MCUP). These participatory bodies remained in place in the legislation 

that followed and have been strengthened over time, turning into a stage for addressing 

conflicts, a space for negotiations, and an empowerment of the less privileged sectors of 

the population. 

The COMPUR is composed of representatives from the city’s administration, the 

legislature, and civil society. The latter's representation is equally assured to 

representatives of the business sector, technicians, and the grassroots sector 

(neighborhood associations, sector movements, etc.) COMPUR monitors 

implementation of the Master Plan and deliberates on various aspects of urban 

legislation and licensing impactful developments. Among its main charges is convening 

the Municipal Conference on Urban Policy every four years. The objective of the 

MCUP is to evaluate how municipal urban policy is run and the impacts of its 

implementation, while pointing out guidelines for improvement. It is responsible for 

holding discussions and approving any proposals to amend urban legislation that will be 

part of a bill that may amend the Master Plan. 

It is very important to emphasize that legislation stipulates that any changes to the 

Master Plan and urban legislation must be preceded by discussions at the MCUP, which 

empowers that body and turns it into a stage where conflicting interests about the city 

can be clearly put forward. Given that authority, to ensure a balance of forces in the 

representation of the various sectors, the process of holding MCUPs, from the 

beginning, has assured the same number of voting delegates per grassroots, technical, 

and business sector, and a major investment in training and mobilization of civil society 

regarding urban issues.  

Although matters regulated by urban legislation directly affect the lives of city residents 

in numerous ways, translating them is highly technical and often hard for most people to 

understand. Therefore, the training effort to ensure an effective discussion about urban 

parameters cannot be superficial. Hence, the training process, which has been constantly 

improved over the five conferences held, lasts for several months, is organized with 

material didactically adapted to translate technical concepts into a palatable form for the 

most diverse stakeholders, is held on weekends to include those who work, and it entails 

measures, such as paying for transportation, meals, childcare facilities, in order to 

ensure the participation of the underprivileged population.6 In addition to the city 

department directly responsible for the Master Plan and urban legislation, given their 

intersectional issues and size, this process mobilizes other municipal departments that 

interface with urban policy processes, especially those responsible for policies involving 

the environment, traffic, transportation, housing, historical heritage, culture, and public 

works. 

Figure 1: Images from the Municipal Conference on Urban Policy 

 

 
6 For example, the 5th MCUP held 24 consecutive weeks of conference activities, with 39 public events and 

meetings, and 93 interactions with groups and individuals. The process involved 6,100 citizens, whose  243 

elected delegates voted on 647 proposals to draft the Master Plan. The city invested around R$ 4.7 million 

to hold the event.  
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Source: Photo library of the Municipal Secretary of Urban Planning of the City Hall of Belo Horizonte. 
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process has been fundamental in consolidating technical knowledge and enabling 

agreements about values, purposes, and strategies regarding the city’s development by 

the city’s technical staff in its various spheres of action. 

This model of participation and coordination has consolidated efforts among society and 

the city’s technical staff that have been supporting advances in local urban legislation, 

especially the adoption of land regulation legislation, and the OODC, in particular. 

 

The Evolution of Land Regulation Policies in the Urban Legislation of Belo 

Horizonte 

In general, and predictably, the adoption of instruments to capture land value has been 

slowly and gradually gaining ground in the municipality. Conservative forces, 

especially the real estate sector, have always acted to prevent significant changes to the 

logic behind appropriation of benefits originating from the urbanization process. 

As such, urban legislation following on the heels of the Organic Law, which had been 

formulated with civil society’s participation in 1994 and 1995, proposed the 

introduction of the OODC for land located in preferred density zones, along with other 

instruments to capture land value.7 However, as a result of the business sector’s 

coordination with the legislature, the approved proposal only incorporated instruments 

for Urban Operation and Transferring Building Rights, rejecting the OODC.8 9  

In 2000, Law 8137 was enacted, a result of the 1st MCUP, with revisions to the Master 

Plan and the LPOUS (Land Subdivision, Use, and Occupation Law). The OODC was 

introduced into legislation, including for changes in use, though restricted to the urban 

operation area in the Isidora Region, the last large area of land not yet subdivided in the 

municipality. 

Subsequently, the 2nd MCUP, held in 2002-2003, decided to introduce the OODC in 

areas earmarked for densification and change of use.10 Upon the plenary vote on this 

proposal, delegates representing the business sector (developers), whose arguments had 

failed to prevail, left the conference before it ended, signaling they would not recognize 

the legitimacy of those decisions. In fact, Bill of Law 665/2005, forwarded by the 

 
7 Law No. 7165/96 and Law No. 7166/96 dated 8/27/1996. 
8  Urban operation is an integrated set of interventions with a fixed term, coordinated by the executive 

branch, with the private sector’s participation, aiming to enable special urban projects in previously 

delimited areas, where changes to urban parameters can be stipulated to pay for private investments. Belo 

Horizonte was a pioneer in adopting this legislation, since the instrument was only introduced in federal 

legislation in 2001, with the passage of the Statute of the City – Law No. 10,257/2001– see Chapter II of 

Law No. 7,165/96: https://cm-belo-horizonte.jusbrasil.com.br/legislacao/237742/lei-7165-96.  
9 A Transfer of Building Rights (TDC) is the instrument through which the owner of an urban property is 

authorized to exercise the right to build elsewhere, or to dispose of it through a public document, provided 

for in the Master Plan or the urban legislation originating from it, when the property is deemed necessary 

for certain specific purposes. Adoption of a TDC not limited to the basic FAR, contrary to what is 

desirable, reinforces the misunderstanding that the FAR established for the lot would be an “acquired 

right" of the owner. 
10 Proceedings from the 2nd MCUP, available at:  

https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/sites/default/files/estrutura-de-governo/politica-urbana/2018/planejamento-

urbano/IICMPU_Proceedings.pdf 

https://cm-belo-horizonte.jusbrasil.com.br/legislacao/237742/lei-7165-96
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administration with the conference’s decisions, was never brought to the floor by the 

legislature due to pressure from real estate market agents. 

In 2008-2009, the 3rd MCUP again proposed reducing the basic FAR, introducing a 

maximum FAR, and an OODC, now with considerable mobilization of other sectors of 

society that were still upset that the previous bill of law had not even been considered.11  

Realizing that the proposal was going to pass in the plenary session, representatives 

from the real estate sector formally pledged to support it, in an attempt to reach an 

agreement, provided that the reduction of basic FARs was limited to 10% and the 

application of the OODC was dependent upon a future study and discussion on the 

potential building stock, except for its immediate adoption to allow expansion of the 

number of parking spaces as well as legalizing certain built areas beyond the permitted 

FARs.12 13  

Even so, as the bill made its way through the legislature, there were 109 amendments, 

356 sub-amendments, and in July 2010, Law 9959/10 eventually passed, incorporating 

the agreement reached at the conference. 

Note that the enacted bill favored landowners, as it once again postponed OODC 

regulations, and property developers even more so, who, unlike landowners, once the 

basic conditions were now enshrined in legislation, showed no reservations regarding 

the adoption of OODC when used to optimize the building potential of their 

developments. 

This retrospective clearly shows that advances in relation to enacting instruments aimed 

at land value capture in Belo Horizonte have been occurring slowly, facing persistent 

resistance from developers and landowners in the city. 

Throughout this drawn-out dispute, only those land capture instruments that in some 

way favored those segments—such as Consortium Urban Operations and use of OODCs 

—were able to thrive. In other words, the advances so far were ones that did not go 

against the general interests of private capital and did not lead to any changes in the 

city's mode of production; on the contrary, they actually favored the real estate market. 

The proposal made during the 4th MCUP, and its consequent legislation, which resulted 

in Law 11181/19, currently in effect, was radical in proposing parameters for adopting 

the OODC and single FAR, having been victorious this time thanks to both the social 

mobilization that grew strong during this period and the set of strategies described 

below.    

 

 

 
11 For further information on the 2nd MCUP, visit: https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/politica-

urbana/planejamento-urbano/participacao/conferencia-de-politica-urbana 
12 The number of parking spaces available makes a big difference in the sale price of real estate in 

Brazilian cities. Since the area set aside for parking vehicles was not considered as built-in area for the 

purpose of calculating the FAR, up to a certain limit, the sector was interested in expanding it, even if via 

the OODC. 
13 According to legislation in force at that time, balconies were not considered built area for the purpose 

of calculating the FAR. Plans started getting approved with large balcony areas that, once the occupancy 

permit had been issued, were systematically closed off and incorporated in indoor areas, creating 

irregularities in the property. The approved proposal provided for the legalization of these areas through 

the OODC. 
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Circumstances and Strategies that Led to Approval of the Master Plan 

 

Contradictions from that Time and Creating a New Environment for Mobilization 

The enactment of Law No. 9959/10 and preparations for the 4th MCUP coincided with 

the end of progressive city management and the start of a conservative administration. 

At the same time, there was strong social mobilization within that environment in 2013, 

which nearly brought the country to a halt, especially in major metropolitan areas, 

followed by a mobilization created by investments related to the 2014 World Cup in 

Brazilian cities.14  

 

In Belo Horizonte, this mobilization ended up fostering closer ties among social and  

cultural movements, university professors, and students representatives, resulting in the 

creation of the so-called Horizontal Grassroot Assemblies, an independent space that 

encouraged public discussion and coordination regarding the city's issues and a strong 

opposition to the ongoing political project, known for its close ties the real estate 

sector.15 This opposition culminated in resistance to the proposed Urban Operation that 

came to be known as Nova BH (New BH), which, in the movements’ opinion, had been 

formulated by the business sector with ties to the real estate market, without 

participatory processes.16  

In that scenario, the resistance that would end up supporting discussions at the 4th 

MCUP, held between February and August of 2014, grew stronger and stronger, as it 

gave rise to a movement called City Councilor, Approve the Master Plan, with fully 

autonomous organization and considerable inroads at the City Council.17 A new 

mobilizing context was created that would enable a leap forward in urban policy with 

the approval of the new Master Plan. 

While the municipal government was occupied by the dispute to pass the Nova BH 

Urban Operation, paradoxically, the technical team in charge of urban planning—now 

quite mature and with deep convictions about the principles of urban policy that they 

were implementing for the city—carried out preparations for the next conference with 

relative technical autonomy, since participatory processes were not actually valued by 

that administration. 

With the support of the grassroots and technical movements involved in the discussion 

processes who wanted to see the OODC implemented, the city’s technical staff focused 

on building a broad strategy to withstand resistance from the business sector and carry 

out inventory studies to define maximum floor to area ratios.  

 
14 Grassroots demonstrations started in the streets of São Paulo, in protest of the increase to public 

transport fares and then expanded to issues such as corruption in politics and dissatisfaction with unequal 

access to the city by the underprivileged population. 
15 To learn more about APH, see Campos Viana, 1st Horizontal Grassroots Assembly of Belo Horizonte: 

the experience of a utopian construction of politics: 

https://periodicos.ufmg.br/index.php/revice/article/view/5027 . Viewed on: March 12, 2022. 
16 For details about this movement, see Fontes, Renato Barbosa. The State and its Relative Autonomy: The 

Experience of a Consortium Urban Operation that Did Not Materialize. Doctoral Thesis (PhD in Social 

Sciences). Pucminas, 2020. 
17 To learn more about the 4th MCUP, see: https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/sites/default/files/estrutura-de-

governo/politica-urbana/2018/planejamento-urbano/cmpu_anais_ivcmpu.pdf  

https://periodicos.ufmg.br/index.php/revice/article/view/5027
https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/sites/default/files/estrutura-de-governo/politica-urbana/2018/planejamento-urbano/cmpu_anais_ivcmpu.pdf
https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/sites/default/files/estrutura-de-governo/politica-urbana/2018/planejamento-urbano/cmpu_anais_ivcmpu.pdf
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This process began in 2012-2013, when nine Regional Master Plans were drafted, with 

a methodology that contributed to continue mobilizing neighborhood associations, 

along with social, technical, and academic movements, regarding urban issues, mainly 

by addressing matters directly related to the discussion groups’ specific territories.18 19  

This process helped the community mature, given that each region’s specific issues 

were addressed one by one during public workshops, resulting in an effective 

appropriation of the decision-making process by participants regarding the direction the 

city was headed. 

Also, for the technical teams, the experience expanded their knowledge of the urban 

area, its limitations and potential, and it allowed them to draw nearer to regional 

communities’ expectations and needs. 

It is worth noting just how important this process was to the debates and clashes that 

followed during the 4th MCUP, especially when confronting data presented by the real 

estate sector. It provided knowledge of the area and facilitated the preparation of 

technical and diagnostic studies of the city brought up for discussion at the conference. 

 

The 4th Municipal Conference on Urban Policy 

The proposal forwarded by the administration to the conference contained several 

innovations. For the first time, it stopped proposing adjustments to the current Master 

Plan and repealed it, on the grounds that the urban development formulating principles 

were to be based on new concepts. 

In fact, the proposed urban structure, which hitherto had the highest FARs in the south-

central region of the city—the highest market value and the best infrastructure—was 

replaced by a model that began reorienting density along the transportation corridors 

and more clearly encouraged the creation of new centers in the municipal territory,  

reserving the highest maximum FARs for those areas, to be achieved through the 

OODC.20 The maximum FARs were proposed based on detailed studies that sought to 

determine the support capacity of the infrastructure installed in each region. 

At the same time, the new proposal also called for environmental recovery of the 

municipality, expanding preservation areas and the requirement of permeability rates on 

building lots, in addition to lowering ratios in central areas considered excessively 

dense. 

Finally, the proposal set the Basic Utilization Coefficient at 1.0 for all land within the 

municipality, except for areas under environmental restrictions, which were given a 

lower coefficient. 

 
18 To learn more about Regional Master Plans, see: https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/politica-

urbana/planejamento-urbano/plano-diretor/regionais 

19 To see the community’s advertising materials, see: 

https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/sites/default/files/estrutura-de-governo/politica-urbana/2018/planejamento-

urbano/pdr_cartilha.pdf 
20 It was shown that Use Coefficients greater than 1.0 only existed in 20% of the city’s territory, basically 

concentrated in one section of the city, which, according to the studies, was already showing signs of 

saturation in terms of the support capacity of its infrastructure. 
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It is important to point out that the proposal submitted for discussion at the conference 

linked the revenue from the OODC to the Municipal Housing Fund, which is used to 

finance investments related to building social housing and urbanizing precarious 

settlements.21 Its application priorities are determined by a Municipal Housing Council, 

composed in equal measures of government authorities and civil society with broad 

representation of the city’s housing movements.  

 

Figure 2: New Proposal for Urban Structure  

 

Source: Municipal Secretary of Urban Planning of the City Hall of Belo Horizonte 

 

As expected, the proposal triggered strong mobilization among property owners to 

prevent its approval, in the same way as it mobilized grassroots and academic 

movements, especially those involved in environmental issues, housing, and the right to 

the city, to work in favor of getting it enacted, since OODC funds earmarked for the 

Municipal Housing Fund could become a never-before-guaranteed flow of investments. 

Real estate sector representatives showed no willingness to negotiate even intermediate 

solutions, as it had in previous conferences. On the contrary, they stood inflexibly 

against the possibility of adopting a single FAR in the legislation. 

Upon realizing they would not have enough votes to prevent the proposal from passing, 

delegates representing the Civil Construction Employer’s Syndicate (Sinduscon), who 

were part of the business delegate block, left the conference before it was over, as they 

had at the 2nd MCUP, once again indicating they would question its legitimacy and take 

action in the executive and legislative branches to reverse the conference's decisions. 

For them, lowering the FARs for some of the most coveted areas on the real estate 

market, considered saturated by support-capacity studies, instituting a Basic Use 

 
21 Except for the part of funding generated in only 3.35% of the city’s total area, corresponding to the new 

centers, whose revenue is allocated to the Central Fund for infrastructure works in those locations, such as 

accessibility and active mobility. 
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Coefficient of 1.0, and adopting the OODC as an instrument to achieve the maximum 

coefficient were all non-negotiable. 

However, the proposal was approved by the majority of delegates, especially grassroots 

representatives, which were mobilizing more and more, as they broadened their 

understanding of the process to capture land value and the possibility of a fairer 

distribution of the burden and bonus of the city's urbanization process.  

In the last plenary session of the 4th MCUP, a decision was made to set up a Committee 

for Monitoring Conference Results, which would accompany drafts of the bill of law for 

the new Master Plan, and most importantly, voting on it by city councilors. Consisting 

of 29 delegates elected by their respective sectors at the conference, this committee 

would become the link between the public discussion process that was ending and 

disputes in the legislative and executive branches that were to follow. 

The turbulent environment involved lawsuits and preliminary court decisions to suspend 

the conference, which, in the end, was recognized by the court and resulted in an 

agreement signed by the Public Prosecutor's Office of the State of Minas Gerais and the 

Municipality of Belo Horizonte, introducing another important stakeholder with a 

significant role into the scenario of disputes for the right to the city. 

In this settlement, the city pledged to strictly abide by the conference’s decisions when 

forwarding the bill, to keep the Master Plan Monitoring Committee informed and 

mobilized, and also to hold public hearings for the population, to make the 4th 

Conference’s decisions public.22 Since then, the Public Prosecutor's Office has played 

an important role, having instituted a detailed monitoring process, which requires the 

executive branch to render accounts regarding how the instruments provided for in the 

Master Plan have been applied, and verifying their coherence with the decisions made in 

the 4th MCUP. 

After the conference, the bills of law that would amend the Master Plan started being 

drafted.23 At this point, the real estate sector saw a new opportunity: if on the one hand 

the conference decisions could not be modified by the administration, the same would 

not happen with its regulation, since many aspects had not been deliberated on. Thus, 

real estate representatives managed to open a channel with the administration, in which 

attention was given to try to intervene in the formula for calculating the grant’s cost, the 

due date, the areas that would not be considered in the FAR’s calculation, the 

possibilities of OODC not being levied, regional differences that might be considered in 

the cost calculation; in short, any kind of subterfuge that could minimize the OODC 

being levied. Despite these attempts and almost 200 amendments proposed, and in spite 

of all the social mobilization that accompanied the process, once again the real estate 

sector managed to stop the bill number 1749/15 from being voted on before the end of 

the councilors’ terms and the mayor’s terms. 

 

 
22 Nine public hearings were held, one for each of the city’s regional administration units, to present the 

results of the 4th MCUP. 
23 For legal reasons, two bills had to be drawn up. The first was to approve the Master Plan and introduce 

zoning, basic and maximum FARs and urban instruments, including the OODC. Another bill would 

contain the regulation of those instruments, defining, for example, the calculation formula of the OODC, 

deadlines, and other conditions for application and use. 
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The 2019 Master Plan (Approved) 

A new administration took office in 2017, this time a center-left party, and from the 

outset took on the task of reintroducing the Master Plan bill, inaugurating a new period 

of disputes and mobilization in the city. 

The administration determined it would be necessary to review the draft bill that had 

been sent to the City Council, because it was highly complex from a technical and 

bureaucratic point of view. Thus, a broad internal process to review the document 

began, which, respecting the conference’s decisions, focused on making the legislation 

simpler, more accessible, and inclusive. In this process of technical simplification, 30% 

of the maps were eliminated, 70% of the tables, and more than 50% of the territory of 

the municipality, no longer had overlapping land use standards. Standards for the 

installation of economic activities were made more flexible and requirements for single-

family buildings were reduced to practically implementation parameters, and the 

procedure for land subdivision was fully modernized, without any of these issues 

altering the decisions of the 4th MCUP. In June 2018, the city sent the replacement 

amendment to the legislature.24 

At this point, though, unlike in the past, there was a new political reality. The Chief 

Executive in his first term was committed to the plan’s enactment and had a solid basis 

of support in the legislature, indicating actual conditions for the Master Plan to be voted 

on and approved. Movements for and against intensified, and a dispute broke out that 

has certainly become part of the city’s political history. 

 

The Business Sector’s Reaction  

There is no record in the city of such an intense and explicit mobilization of the real 

estate market and construction industry like the one that occurred in an attempt to 

prevent the draft bill of law for the Master Plan from being approved.  

Normally working behind the scenes, they emerged with all their political and economic 

might to defeat the plan. Coordinating with the Federation of Industries of Minas Gerais 

(FIEMG), with which the Union of Civil Construction Industries (Sinduscon) is 

affiliated, and with the participation of the Property Chamber of Commerce, they 

organized opposition to the bill, using a wide array of strategies. 

The first of such strategies was FIEMG’s initiative to take responsibility for studying 

and disseminating its evaluation of the project for its sector. That task was performed by 

Sinduscon representatives with ties to companies operating in the high-end real estate 

market and it ended up narrowing the discussion solely to aspects of the OODC and the 

adoption of a single FAR. 

The version of the bill disseminated by that group to the business sector and the city 

was built on misconceptions of the measures provided for in the Master Plan, in which 

the possible economic impacts of introducing an OODC in the market’s most coveted 

areas were extended to the poorest areas without infrastructure. They ignored all other 

measures proposed by the Master Plan and their benefits, including those of direct 

interest to the business community, such as flexibility and simplification of standards 

 
24 Amendment No. 132  
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for setting up economic activities in the area, simplification of licensing processes, 

important and indispensable environmental recovery measures, and the new logic 

behind urban densification. 

They put out a powerful advertising campaign with the slogan "NO MORE TAX!” and 

promoted the false idea that the OODC is a tax, which garnered all types of media 

coverage in newspapers, television, radio, billboards, leaflets, booklets, and videos 

broadcast in the city and across regional and national media outlets.25 

Under that slogan, they widely spread the general idea that the OODC was a 

compulsory housing tax that would affect everyone indiscriminately. They produced 

several videos to alarm the middle- and low-income populations with threats of 

expropriation, untruthful information, and distortions of reality. 

They mobilized "experts" to support the idea that the OODC was an expropriation of 

acquired rights; that the government would be "stealing" private assets and family 

inheritances already taken for granted. 

They also argued that the construction market would go bankrupt, investors and 

entrepreneurs would move their investments to other municipalities, unemployment 

would be alarming, and the drop in revenue would not be offset by OODC revenue. 

Nothing, not anyone, was spared. Fake news, with apocryphal videos containing either 

disinformation and/or personal aggressions towards government agents responsible for 

drafting the plan, was unceasingly produced. 

The arguments presented were the same ones always used by the sector to oppose the 

idea of introducing an OODC. What was new in this case was the level of 

aggressiveness and exposure of images to make their case for public opinion and to 

secure votes from city councilors. 

There was a lot of political and economic pressure behind the scenes in the legislature, 

and councilors found themselves under heavy crossfire. On the one hand, the real estate 

sector exerted all kinds of pressure; and on the other, social movements demanding the 

bill’s approval, as we shall see, played an essential role in the proposal’s success. 

 

Social Movements  

Those social movements that had remained mobilized likewise willingly entered into 

the dispute. One of the factors that most contributed to this ongoing mobilization was 

precisely the decision to earmark OODC resources for the Municipal Housing Fund. 

Historically, urbanization works in poor areas, along with housing production and other 

social programs aimed at low-income families, had always competed for the fund’s 

insufficient resources, and therefore, the residents of these areas clearly understood 

what was at stake. 

Then in October 2017, about 70 organizations delivered an open letter to the mayor 

demanding that a new replacement be submitted for the Master Plan proposals, 

 
25 To visit the campaign homepage, go to: 

https://www.facebook.com/search/top?q=mais%20imposto%20n%C3%A3o%20bh 

https://www.facebook.com/search/top?q=mais%20imposto%20n%C3%A3o%20bh
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according to the decisions made at the 4th MCUP.26 Those groups created a movement 

called City Councilor, Approve the Master Plan, which coordinated in countless ways 

using a wide array of means, including open classes in public spaces, sector discussions 

with specific groups aiming to relate aspects such as housing, mobility, and the 

environment with the Master Plan, lectures, articles, booklets, mobilization in events, 

intense communication in an educational and accessible language on its own Facebook 

page and other social media.27  

 

Figure 3: Real Estate Sector Campaign Against the Master Plan 

 

Source: Facebook @maisimpostonaoBH (https://www.facebook.com/maisimpostonaoBH/) 

The group closely watched the process of drafting the bill of law and then monitored its 

course through the legislature. The action of the City Councilor, Approve the Master 

Plan movement was essential in the process of clarifying and confronting fake and 

malicious news produced by the smear campaign being promoted by the real estate 

sector. For each video or bit of information published by that sector, materials 

containing clarifications, information, and rebuttals were produced. 

Social movements also put pressure on members of both the executive and legislative 

branches throughout the process. They also established an important connection with 

the Public Prosecutor's Office, which began to monitor any changes that might be made 

to the bill that would contradict the decisions made in the 4th conference. 

During voting on the replacement version, the social movements’ mobilization was 

responsible for filling up the doors and galleries of the City Council building, pressing 

 
26 To see the letter’s content, visit: https://www.obeltrano.com.br/portfolio/pressao-pelo-plano-diretor-de-

bh/ 
27 To learn more about the movement, see: https://www.facebook.com/aproveoplanodiretor. 
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the councilors, and their performance should be considered one of the decisive factors in 

the bill’s approval.  

 

Figure 4: Social Movement Campaigns on behalf of the Master Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Facebook @aproveoplanodiretor (https://www.facebook.com/aproveoplanodiretor) 

 

The City’s Strategies 

The city’s administration, for its part, adopted an initial strategy to simplify the 

legislation, and it can be considered the first move toward resuming a dialogue with part 

of the real estate sector, architecture professionals, social movements, and the bill’s 

communication in general. 

The second strategy was to broaden the debate on the Master Plan beyond the issue of 

the OODC and FAR, which had hitherto dominated the agenda, focusing on other 

important points and changes brought about by the proposal. The widest array of social 

segments, universities, professional organizations, and economic sectors were sought 

out for this dialogue. Among the issues that favored expanding the debate, one of the 

most important ones was the link between the Master Plan’s measures and Sustainable 

Development Goals, which were unprecedentedly introduced in this type of law, and 

even more mobilizing were the proposals for environmental retraining and resilience 

incorporated into the plan. Considering that the effects of climate change are already 

being felt around the world, and that Belo Horizonte, in particular, has been strongly 

impacted by flooding and landslides, the debate about the importance of changing how 

to build the city kept getting stronger and gaining new supporters who began to 

understand and defend the Master Plan. 

A third strategy was to try to approach business sectors not directly linked to the real 

estate market, to present, clarify, inform, and debate the plan, and above all, demystify it 
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and share problems and strategies. National and international experts, in particular, 

representatives from the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, were invited as part of these 

agendas to clear up doubts and report on experiences from other cities in other 

countries, to show that the OODC was not a creation or an adventure in Belo Horizonte 

and that it did not mean the end of the building industry, as alleged by the real estate 

sector. That was a very important initiative, since these business luminaries with ties to 

the industry and large commercial and service networks, which were never involved in 

the conference’s debates, appreciated being heard and were surprised to learn about the 

diagnosis of problems and the solutions being proposed for the city’s future. This 

movement broke up the hegemony of business thinking about the Master Plan that had 

been disseminated by associations with ties to the real estate sector, creating room for 

new opinion-makers. 

The fourth strategy was to address the specific debate about the OODC, in response to 

the real estate sector’s campaign, which associated it with the creation of a housing tax. 

To do so, a seminar was organized specifically on this subject, with the participation of 

the Director for Latin America of the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, Martim Smolka, 

and several professors from the Institute, with the aim of demystifying and clearing up 

concerns about the instrument and how it might influence life and the economy in the 

city.28  One by one, the arguments against (the proposal) used by the real estate sector to 

attack the OODC, whether legal, tax, economic, or social in nature, were addressed by 

Lincoln experts who, without entering into the local discussion of the proposed Master 

Plan, willingly provided qualified information to anyone interested. The seminar was 

widely attended by representatives of grassroots and technical sectors, always mobilized 

and active, along with the main representatives of the real estate sector committed to not 

allowing the proposal to move forward. With extensive press coverage, these 

clarifications also began to gain ground across media, especially on social networks, 

winning fans and support, and bringing down widespread fears. 

A fifth strategy consisted of seeking the support of widely recognized public agencies to 

demystify the OODC, as was the case with the public support received from UN-

Habitat.29  

The sixth strategy aimed to prepare the technical team to take apart the real estate 

sector’s arguments using actual data. Thus, economic and financial feasibility studies of 

the proposed OODC model were developed, dealing with dozens of simulations of real 

cases already approved, based on four variables: construction patterns, land use, land 

size, and different categories of urban structuring (zoning), in order to present their 

results as counterpoints to those presented by business owners. 

A seventh strategy entailed making the city’s technical team fully available to 

participate in any type of agenda that involved a discussion of the Master Plan. Thus, 

dozens of seminars and were meetings held with a wide range of opinion-making 

segments, such as with the Brazilian Bar Association, the Regional Council of 

Engineering and Agronomy, the Council of Architecture and Urban Planning, the 

Institute of Architects of Brazil, the Union of Engineers, the Union of Architects, 

universities, neighborhood associations, social movements addressing housing, 

mobility, and the environment, among others. The technical team’s high-level training, 

 
28 OODC – Its Legal Foundations and Economic Accomplishments. Belo Horizonte. 02/08/2018.  
29 To read the UN Habitat Note, see: UN-Habitat and the Master Plan of Belo Horizonte: OODC and 

commitments to the New Urban Agenda. 
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along with its in-depth knowledge of the territory and local dynamics, were essential to 

enabling high-level debates and countering arguments presented by the real estate sector 

with data. 

The eighth strategy focused on strengthening dialogue with grassroots movements 

organized to attend and follow the conference, by constantly sharing information and 

remaining mobilized. This partnership—whose pillars were ground in the 

administration’s commitment to respecting the conference’s decisions—significantly 

expanded the capacity to respond and disseminate transparent technical information to 

the various segments of society. 

The ninth strategy involved an effort to combat the avalanche of fake news produced by 

the bill’s opponents to misinform, confuse, and frighten the population with threats of a 

new tax, unemployment, and expropriation. For each piece produced against the plan, 

others were produced with the correct information and clarifications that were then put 

out on social media, along with booklets disseminated by social movements and the 

various networks that were being built. 

The tenth strategy aimed at setting up dialogue with city councilors and their advisory 

teams. Considerable effort was expended to explain the law’s content, a sophisticated 

technical instrument difficult to understand for those who did not take part in the 

training process. Most councilors had some degree of difficulty forming an opinion 

about the document, given its complexity, so an educational outreach campaign had to 

be put together, with simple language that to a certain extent was making them aware of 

the importance and consequences of the decision they would be making regarding the 

city’s future. 

The eleventh strategy was to keep the Public Prosecutor's Office updated, which of 

course included the democratic debate agenda and conference process. It even instituted 

an administrative procedure to monitor developments. 

Finally, one last strategy was related to the attention paid to the City Council’s 

procedures and internal regulations, which the administration’s leaders ended up using 

to take advantage of regulatory privileges for priority amendments and alternate bills of 

law, so as not to allow contradictory amendments to be filed and given priority. 

It is very important to note here that the mayor remained determined to approve the 

Master Plan in accordance with the conference’s decisions, despite all the pressure, and 

this aspect in particular—political will and leadership—was in the end the most 

important pillar for all the other strategies adopted. To that end, its resistance was 

established in effectively understanding the consequences of the current models of city 

production and the possibilities that would arise from appropriation of land value 

capture resulting from public investments. 

With all that, during the process in the legislature, amid tense and polarized legislative 

sessions, and under strong grassroots pressure, on June 6, 2019, Alternate Bill No. 154 

passed with 35 votes in favor and 5 against. 

The approved version incorporated about 100 one-off amendments submitted by more 

than 20 councilors, but none of them changed the OODC rules or the adoption of a FAR 

of 1.0. The most significant change at this point was the transition rule, but its inclusion 

eventually mobilized the votes needed for the Master Plan to pass. The proposal 

approved by the 4th MCUP provided for regressive discounts in the amount charged, 
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with a 50% discount in the first year after the law’s publication; 30% in the second year; 

20% in the third year; and full payment from the fourth year onwards. 

 

Figure 5: Plenary Session that Passed the Master Plan in the City Council of Belo 

Horizonte 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Belo Horizonte City Council Flickr (https://www.flickr.com/photos/camarabh/) 

 

The proposal approved by the legislature eliminated the discounts but put off the date 

when the FAR of 1.0 would take effect until 2023; that is, a transition period of three 

years, in which all the plan’s rules would already be in force, including the OODC, but 

with the basic coefficients in place at that time remaining in effect during this period. 

This was an important measure and addressed an argument strongly defended by the 

business sector, which, in fact, had major repercussions for high-end developers 

(precisely those with the greatest capacity to influence decisions) and ended up helping 

to understand why a segment of the property development market was so radically 

against this charge, like the landowners. They claimed the measure would directly affect 

the practice most used by the market, namely, exchange, in which a landowner, with a 

property to be demolished, is compensated with apartments in the new properties built. 

It is expected that, with the OODC’s application, the price of land will fall, but some 

time is needed until owners accept the new reality and start negotiating, considering the 

adjustment to the value of their property corresponding to its new building potential. If 

the OODC were immediately applicable, deals in highly valued areas could be 

suspended or interrupted until the adjustment occurred, and the segment that operates 

exclusively in a high-end market would have nowhere to invest in the short term.30 In 

 
30 The Belo Horizonte market for high-end real estate is quite limited. 
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addition, the extension allowed a more flexible period for newly acquired and not yet 

incorporated land—for which developers had borne the cost of the current FAR—to be 

placed on the market. 

The Master Plan took effect in February 2020 to allow adjustments to systems and 

processes. During this six-month gap, the number of projects filed for approval 

increased by almost 60%, meaning that the market had cleared its stock of land, 

especially in the most valued areas. 

 

Current Scenario 

As expected, when the Master Plan took effect, the tragic threats made by the building 

sector dissipated. On the contrary, data from Sinduscon show that the state capital had 

almost 14,000 new jobs in 2021, in addition to a 28.1% expansion in property sales.31 

Given that such a profound change in legislation creates doubts and requires an ongoing 

process of dialogue, a Forum to Monitor the Modernization and Simplification of 

Licensing Projects and Works in the Municipality was instituted, with representatives 

from entities with ties to the civil construction sector and architects and planners who 

use project-approval and licensing services. This forum has strengthened dialogue and 

explanations about the legislation. There is an ongoing effort to continue to inform and 

disseminate the benefits of the new law across various media, as in the case of an 

illustrated e-book course developed about the new Master Plan.32 

Likewise, the city’s administration keeps the Public Prosecutor's Office and social 

movements, in particular, informed about the Municipal Council of Urban Policy and 

even the Monitoring Group of the Urban Policy Conference. 

In practice, recognition of the major progress and simplification brought about by the 

new legislation has been inevitable, as it increasingly demystifying false information 

disseminated during its processing and approval. 

Computerized management systems were also implemented for both urban development 

monitoring data and the collection and application of the OODC, which are transparent 

and accessible to any organization or individual.33  

A new move is expected from the construction and building sector, with property 

owners, because in 2023, the FAR coefficient will take effect throughout the city, under 

a new administration. The OODC’s application is an achievement that will be difficult 

to roll back, but attention will have to be focused on attempts to minimize its influence 

through changes to parameters, formulas, deadlines, and scope. 

 
31 “We have experienced the greatest growth in the past 10 years throughout the country. If building material 

prices hadn’t risen so much, our growth would have been even stronger, possibly the biggest expansion in 

the last 15 years,” according to Ieda Vaconcelos, a Sinduscon-MG economist and assistant on 

economics. For information about the city’s real estate market expansion, see: 

https://www.em.com.br/app/noticia/economia/2021/12/14/internas_economia,1331079/bh-apresenta-

aumento-de-empregos-e-unidades-vendidas-na-construcao-civil.shtml 
32 For further information on the Master Plan e-book, see:  https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/politica-

urbana/regulacao-urbana/informes-tecnicos/Minicurso-do-Novo-Plano-Diretor-de-Belo-Horizonte  
33 To review the OODC revenue monitoring and disclosure models, see:  

https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/politica-urbana/planejamento-urbano/base-de-dados/monitoramento 

https://www.em.com.br/app/noticia/economia/2021/12/14/internas_economia,1331079/bh-apresenta-aumento-de-empregos-e-unidades-vendidas-na-construcao-civil.shtml
https://www.em.com.br/app/noticia/economia/2021/12/14/internas_economia,1331079/bh-apresenta-aumento-de-empregos-e-unidades-vendidas-na-construcao-civil.shtml
https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/politica-urbana/regulacao-urbana/informes-tecnicos/Minicurso-do-Novo-Plano-Diretor-de-Belo-Horizonte
https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/politica-urbana/regulacao-urbana/informes-tecnicos/Minicurso-do-Novo-Plano-Diretor-de-Belo-Horizonte
https://prefeitura.pbh.gov.br/politica-urbana/planejamento-urbano/base-de-dados/monitoramento
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Final Considerations 

 

Despite its singularities, the experience of implementing an OODC in Belo Horizonte is 

a realistic portrayal of the dispute process that emerges around changes that aim to alter 

the mode of production in cities, especially their financing. More than 30 years passed 

between publication of the Municipal Organic Law and the approval of Law 11,188/19, 

consumed by disputes and negotiations with the conservative sectors interested in 

continuing to receive benefits without any burden for the city's urbanization process. 

The account of this process calls for reflection, bearing in mind three lessons learned: 

the ongoing nature of disputes to capture land value; the strategic role of technical 

bureaucracy; and the importance of social mobilization. 

The long, gradual process of implementing land-regulation instruments in Belo 

Horizonte has shown that instituting changes to the logic of city funding through the 

government’s capture of land value, resulting from its investments, does not have an 

end point, a battle that, once won, allows the objective to be considered as having been 

achieved. This is a nonstop dispute between the interests of real estate capital and the 

public interest. The conditions that ensure the achievements made by society in this 

dispute are fluid. They vary with changes in administrations, political positions, and the 

economy, and they require strategies to avoid setbacks. 

In this context, taking it all into perspective, it is also appropriate to reflect on the 

effectiveness of Belo Horizonte’s decision (made by almost all Brazilian cities that have 

in any way incorporated the OODC concept) to gradually introduce land value capture 

instruments, or even misrepresent their effective purpose, in the expectation that this 

might be one to reach its full implementation. It is a recurrent mistake in Brazilian 

municipal legislation, especially when the logic behind it is to do so through parameters 

of interest to the real estate sector, such as charging an OODC above the maximum 

FARs, or allowing FAR increases, as in the case of Belo Horizonte. 

What the Belo Horizonte experience has shown is that, regardless the extent of the 

proposed change, there will always be strong resistance from the real estate market, and 

any deviations from the purpose of the OODC’s implementation will not only postpone 

its correct and effective application but will end up generating more resistance to its 

actual incorporation. In this sense, in the Brazilian case, effects are felt from the lack of 

a national policy that incorporates these tools and sets general parameters for regulating 

its implementation in the country. Brazil’s federative model delegated authority to 

manage urban policy to municipalities, and general regulations would be essential in 

helping them compete with real estate owners. The challenge, in the Brazilian case, is 

waiting for a progressive national government that is strong and understands and 

commits to changing the process of financing urban expansion in the country through 

capturing property value resulting from public investments. 

A second consideration regarding the Belo Horizonte experience is the important role 

that over time is reserved for a qualified technical bureaucracy. In this experience, 

despite the political change from progressive to more conservative administrations, it 

was the resistance and determination of the highly qualified technical team that 

incorporated and firmly oversaw the principles underlying the public policies that were 

the basis for developing more advanced legislation for the country. It should not be 

overlooked that conditions in Belo Horizonte came about from the opportunity to create 

a team that came together over a long time when progressive administrations were 
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innovating in the formulation and operationalization of public policies. Thus, it is 

important to reflect on the opportunity to set up multidisciplinary urban planning 

structures administrative, with a certain degree of autonomy in relation to direct 

administration, and to continue to invest in the training of technical staff, providing 

them with the skills to understand the logic of land price formation and the dynamics of 

the real estate market. Likewise, their access to information about economics, the real 

estate market, taxes, and technology must be assured, to create the necessary conditions 

for more balanced disputes with representatives from the real estate market. 

A third consideration is the relevance of the participatory democracy process for 

decisions about the city's fate. As seen in Belo Horizonte, a culture of citizen 

participation spread knowledge and understanding of the processes that produce 

inequalities in the city, generating appropriation and commitment to changing it by 

segments that did not feel benefited by the process, either because they had felt the 

perverse effects of the model in their own living conditions, or because they understood 

the consequences of that model for all citizens. 

The real estate business sector and landowners have always had and will always have 

guaranteed access to political actors, and they will always exert pressure, on the grounds 

of the impact of change on business and jobs. And this privileged access, this 

relationship between the State and Capital, has ensured privileges in the city’s mode of 

production and allowed landowners and developers to incorporate capital gains 

produced with government funds. 

The most important strategies for confronting the market’s conservative forces thus lie 

in the resistance of those other stakeholders interested in determining the city's 

direction. For that, governments need to make a huge effort to inform, train, and 

mobilize society on the issues and themes of urban policy, in addition to an ongoing 

strategy of general dissemination of the results and goals being achieved with changes 

in legislation, through which people can recognize achievements that make sense for 

their lives. 

A high level of transparency also needs to exist when monitoring and analyzing the 

effects of the legislation, to foster dialogue, publication of scientific and informative 

articles, debate at universities, in short, all kinds of action that contribute to introducing 

the topic of land value capture into the local culture. 

In addition to the government, it is also worth reflecting on the importance of promoting 

strategies that consistently and independently involve society in the discussion of these 

issues, as happened in Belo Horizonte with the creation of the Horizontal Grassroots 

Assembly, and not only when a change of legislation is imminent. Dialogue, 

information, training the internal and external public, and communication are the most 

important weapons to face the challenge. 

Sustaining this change to the model, which directly establishes limits on the use of 

urban properties, also requires convincing society and helping it mature, which is only 

possible when the problems arising from the current model of financing the city—and 

possibilities for change—are truly understood. The social groups that most easily adhere 

to this position, of course, are one linked to social movements pursuing improvements 

to conditions for access to the city, which, although they are traditionally the segment 

with the least capacity to influence political processes, when mobilized and properly 

informed, can become the force needed to initiate transformation and resistance, as seen 

in Belo Horizonte.  
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