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Part 1 - Introduction 
 

An elected municipal official is entrusted to make many decisions in a city – setting 

policies for the management of the community, directing hard and soft infrastructure 

investments and establishing a city’s budget; but one of most important issues dictating 

how these investments will be paid for and where they will be located, is dependent on 

zoning.  Local politics is the politics of zoning and land-use change. 

  

There is little research into the political pressures involved in the decision-making 

process for land-use change applications.  There are no systematic studies in Canada 

and the only two studies found in the United States are dated. 

 

The objective of this study was to take a systematic look at the land-use change process 

in the City of London, Ontario by reviewing zone change applications between 2003 and 

2006 inclusively.  Applications were reviewed and a descriptive analysis completed to 

better understand the indications of an application’s success and the political forces 

involved in the process. 

 

Findings include an extremely high success rate of land-use change applications, with 

almost every application before Council being approved in some form.  Citizen 

opposition was found in a majority of applications, but was ineffectual in convincing 

outright rejection of development proposals.  The findings paint a picture of a 

municipality where the conversion of land to more intensive urban-uses is ongoing and 

supported by decision-makers. 

  

The first part of the paper involves an outline of the urban land-use theory and the forces 

involved in the land-use change process.  The second provides a review of the existing 

literature.  The third a context of the City of London, Ontario and the legislative realities 

of the land-use change process.  The final part of the paper will provide a descriptive 

review of the land-use change process in the City of London, Ontario of the years 2003 

and 2006 inclusive. 
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Part 2 – Urban Theory and Land-Use Change 
 

Zoning Defined 
Zoning can be defined as a tool for the segregation of publicly and privately owned land 

into zones which separate industrial, commercial and residential uses from the perceived 

harmful effects of each other. 

 

Zoning provides municipalities the legal authority to delegate land-uses and 

development standards onto specific and defined areas of land within a municipality. The 

consequences of zoning are distributive, determining what land-uses will be permitted in 

what neighbourhoods, where economic development will occur and defines interests in 

the pursuit of exclusion or quality-of-life objectives.  

 

The act of zoning creates collective property rights where all members of the community 

have a claim to what kind of development occurs, even if they are not the owner of a 

specific property facing a development proposal.  By the very act of zoning, 

municipalities create an expectation of consistency.  When existing zoning is challenged 

with new development proposals, it brings out the varying interests who have a stake in 

the distributive and quality-of-life values that zoning includes. 

 

This paper will explore the interests that are involved in the land-use change process 

when the existing zoning regime challenged with transformation. 

 

Conflicting views – Urban Interests and Zoning 
Zoning is inherently a political process – the power to craft a zoning bylaw is provided by 

provincial statute and its creation, alteration and administration is the responsibility of 

municipalities and their elected officials.  These decisions pit the public interest against 

private property rights, creating the opportunity for conflict to develop within the land-use 

change process. 
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William Fischel (1985) argues the very nature of zoning creates multiple entitlements to 

property with each role asking the following questions: 

 

- The Developer – what can I build? 

- The Politician – how much can I control? 

- The Neighbour – how can I mitigate? 

 

All of these actors play a role in the establishment, altering and administration of a 

Zoning By-Law.  The Zoning By-Law provides each actor a level of control over what can 

be developed on a specific parcel of land.  It creates property rights for each community 

member, but these rights cannot be bought or sold directly and must be used indirectly 

to influence what form of development takes place. 

 

This creates a political process open to many opinions and forces.  Changing a Zoning 

By-Law can be seen as a process with competing interests that include legal, political, 

economic, social, organizational and technical knowledge.  All of these forces exert 

pressure on those involved in the land-use change decision-making process, trying to 

align their specific interests to the outcome. 

 

Richard F. Babcock (1966) sums up the administration of a Zoning By-Law as: 

 

“Stripped of all planning jargon, zoning administration is exposed as a process 

under which multitudes of isolated social and political units engage in highly 

emotional altercations over the use of land, most of which are settled by crude 

tribal adaptations of medieval trial by fire, a few of which are concluded by 

confessed ad hoc injunctions of bewildered courts.”1 

 

Platt (2004) shares this critique of zoning arguing it reflects the personal instincts and 

loyalties of those enforcing and amending the Zoning By-Law, rather than the abstract 

planning theory that lead to Zoning By-Laws.  It is a high stakes process that involves 

money, reputations, professional status and the future of a community’s urban form. 

 

                                                 
1 Babcock, Richard F. (1966) The Zoning Game, pg. 154. 



 6

Role of the Planner 
The role of the planner is to ensure a municipality’s land is developed in an unbiased 

and efficient manner.  Their job is to bring together the technical, regulatory and policy 

background, to provide context for a municipality’s elected officials. 

  

Fishel (1985) contends this is a view from planning literature that paints a perspective of 

farseeing bureaucrats correcting the misdeeds of the private market.  This is an 

observation from the modernist era where planners were seen as technocrats trained to 

solve social problems and local decisions were removed from politics. 

 

Public pressure and an evolving view of planning have changed this role and today 

planners are “community planners”.  Their primary role to promote the interest of the 

community in order to give social legitimacy to plans (Hodge, 2003).  The problem is the 

identification of this public interest is problematic given the competing interests of 

privately held land and publicly funded facilities involved in the land-use change process. 

 

A community’s interest may rest in maintaining their single-family home neighbourhood 

and a developer may want to maximize their property rights by building an apartment 

complex.  The planner’s job is to reconcile the differing interests through a collaborative 

planning process involving public input and planning policy with the goal of providing a 

recommendation to council. 

 

This does not mean planners do not have the ability to act as agents.  Agent theory 

suggests bureaucrats can act on behalf of their elected officials by utilizing their hold on 

information to develop discretionary power (Jones, 1995).  Two examples of planners 

acting as agents include: 1) altering an applicant’s request based on the planner’s 

knowledge of what Council will accept; and, 2) utilizing their professional status and 

technical knowledge to provide information that benefits their beliefs and withhold 

information that does not.   

 

A hold on information does not eliminate the need for land-use change applications to be 

decided upon planning policy.  A recommendation from staff must withstand the rigor of 

appeals.  The planner must work within the policy and regulatory confines to bridge the 
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information gap between the public and elected officials to provide recommendations to 

municipal council. 

 

Role of the Politician 
The role of the politician in the rezoning process is to approve, deny or modify an 

application.  They create Zoning By-Laws and are responsible for their administration, 

enforcement and alteration. 

 

The economic theory of politics suggests politicians make decisions to get elected and 

re-elected.  Elected officials will create, administer and alter a Zoning By-Law to ensure 

they are re-elected.  Politicians face two information costs in their pursuit to be re-

elected - 1) they may not know what voters want; and, 2) voters may not know what 

particular politician will serve them best (Fischel, 1985).  Planners, developers and 

citizens, all fall into this information breach, to provide politicians with the input they 

require to make a decision. 

 

A land-use change application requires a public process and draws together various 

parties with competing interests.  Information is readily available from all sides of the 

debate.  The altering of a Zoning By-Law provides a process where information costs 

are low, but shaded by competing interests. 

 

To be re-elected a politician must identify with the citizen who sits in the median of the 

voter distribution (Fischel, 1985).  Median voter theory implies elected officials must work 

their way through the competing interests and information in a land-use change 

application to decipher where the majority of voters in the distribution are located. 

 

Role of the Developer 
Applicants play the largest role in the land-use change process providing the substance 

and conversation surrounding the creation, administration and altering of Zoning By-

Laws.  Without developers wanting to maximize their existing land-uses, there would be 

no conflict and no land-use change process. 
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Growth machine theory provides the rationale that a majority of citizens value their land 

and buildings for what they get out of them, while a small minority (developers) want to 

increase financial gain from their property by maximizing its land-use (Logan & Molotch, 

1987).  Developers cannot move their capital so they make alliances with others who 

desire economic growth and espouse the view that economic growth is good for the 

entire community. 

 

Conditions in municipalities and their reliance on local taxes to pay for services are ideal 

for the development of growth machines.  This follows two theories where government is 

beholden to business.  The instrumentalist concept believes business is powerful 

because it posses political resources, such as campaign contributions, appointments, 

etc., that can be used to get government to do its bidding (Jones, 1995).  The second is 

the structuralist view that sees the democratic process as the handmaiden of capitalist 

accumulation because it is reliant on capturing a piece of this capital to pay for its 

services (Jones, 1995).  Both views put developers in a privileged position to realize 

success in the land-use change process. 

  

That privilege does not always result in the complete acceptance of all land-use change 

applications.  Fischel (1985) argues businesses hold more sway in commercial re-

zonings, but less in residential situations where local residents hold the balance of 

power.  This is the result of the community of property rights created by zoning.  A 

developer may want to maximize their land-uses, but to achieve this they must help fill 

the information gap experienced by politicians and convince them the development is 

good for the community. 

 

Role of the Citizen 
Land-use change applications must offer the opportunity for citizens to voice their 

concerns or support for a development.  The public aspect of the land-use change 

process makes zoning distinct from traditional rule-enforcement views of the law. 

 

Citizens have an interest in land-use change because it alters the supply of uses and the 

structural make-up of a community.  Citizens have an interest in maintaining the value of 

their investments, the quality of their neighbourhoods and economic development.  
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Fischel (2004) argues citizens vote with their homes.  His home-voter theory states 

people want economic opportunities, but they will vote with their private investments 

over the threat new economic opportunities may pose to their property values. 

 

The home is the largest and hardest asset to diversify presenting a strong influence on 

the actions of its owner(s).  This response is often referred to as “Not-In-My-Back-Yard”.  

Fischel (2001) argues this is a rational response to the uninsured risks of 

homeownership.  The majority of complaints in the development process revolve around 

health hazards, the environment and services.  All of these are correlated to financial 

stakes that are rarely talked about because people would be seen as selfish.  

 

Zoning is used to give orderliness to the city, but Eric H. Steel (1986) observes the 

reality is a Zoning By-Law is a way to moderate the excesses of development and can 

be used by citizens to conserve neighbourhoods, exclude uses and people, protect the 

environment and limit expenditures of the municipality.  Zoning by-law changes are a 

powerful tool for altering the landscape, but the process also is a powerful tool for 

citizens to exert pressure on municipal politicians. 

 

There is a place for “Not-In-My-Back-Yard” opposition in the land-use change process.  

Fischel (2001) asserts citizen input is required to fill the information gap elected officials 

experience when the impacts of a development are potentially large.  The problem that 

arises for politicians is that it is hard to tell what level of opposition is really opposition at 

all. 

 

Summary of Conflict 
The land-use change process involves elected officials making one of the most 

important decisions about their municipality, the ramifications of which dictate their 

revenues, growth, composition and ability to attract residents and investment.  It is a 

process that can be seen as mediation between municipal staff, developers, citizens and 

politicians.  This negotiation of joint property rights makes the process riddled with 

conflict that must be addressed if the municipality is to realize the benefits of growth and 

change. 
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It is the politician’s role to decide what rezoning applications will be approved and which 

ones will be denied.  To do this they must rely on the information presented to them by 

municipal staff, planners, developers and citizens.  In this public process, one person’s 

view of good planning is another’s view of bad planning.  The outcome of a decision is 

based on the dominance of competing interests and the weight attached to them by 

elected officials. 

 

Most contemporary zoning literature recognizes the inherent political nature of the 

zoning process.  Practitioners have their ideas on planning, but these opinions can find 

themselves at odds with what the views of politicians, citizens and developers.  For this 

reason it is important to understand how these interests interact and what interests hold 

the balance of power in the land-use change process. 
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Part 3 - Existing Research on Urban Interests in Zoning 
 

Research on the issue of urban interests and who holds sway in the rezoning process is 

limited.  There are no Canadian studies and the most comprehensive are two dated 

studies completed Arnold Fleischmann and Carol A. Pierannunzi (1990). 

 

Fleischmann and Pierannunzi (1990) completed a cross-sectional study of the Atlanta 

Metropolitan Statistical Area in 1984, which included 18 counties, 91 municipalities and 

was highly fragmented.  They looked at three characteristics of variables involved in 

land-use change: 1) the characteristics of the participants; 2) the nature of the proposal 

being considered; and, 3) the structure of the rezoning process.  This analysis offers a 

peak into the interests involved in a rezoning application and the information that the 

developer and citizens bring to bare on the political decision-making process. 

 

To capture this information, Fleischmann and Pierannunzi (1990) use the independent 

variables of: occupation or business of applicant and property owner; the presence or 

absence of a lawyer; the number of speakers and signatures supporting and opposing 

the application; and, the nature of the proposal represented by the current zoning, 

proposed zoning and acreage of land.  

 

The first variable dealing with the occupation of the applicant and property owner provide 

an opportunity see whether or not business does hold sway over the development 

process as claimed by the structuralist and instrumentalist views of urban politics.  The 

addition of whether or not a lawyer is present offers a view as to whether it is important 

for applicants to have professionals represent them in the process. 

 

Fleischmann and Pierannunzi (1990) include a variable measuring support and 

opposition of the application, and the current and proposed zoning, to understand the 

impacts and why or why not support and/or opposition arises.  They also looked at 

procedural variables including: the planning recommendation; the fee for filing; and, an 

urbanization variable to provide for the professionalism of the department.  While the 

dependent variable was categorized as to the decision of the elected body to deny, 
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approve as a different zone than requested, table, approve with conditions, approve 

outright or whether the application was withdrawn. 

 

The results of this analysis contradict the conventional view that public pressure or 

development interests are the best indication of success and dominate the rezoning 

process.  Fleischmann and Pierannunzi (1990) find the best predictor of the outcome is 

the recommendation of the planning staff or commission.   

 

Fleischmann and Pierannunzi (1990) find that citizens participated infrequently, with 

39.1% of the applications having opposition, and were able to veto proposals only half of 

the time they tried and most resulting in approvals with conditions.  The majority of this 

opposition was raised in cases where lands zoned single-family were attempted to be 

rezoned to multi-family residential.  This finding is consistent with Fischel’s (1985) view 

that people vote with their homes and aim to protect their investment. 

 

Their study did find development interests were important in the process.  What is 

missing is a connection between applications and campaign contributions.  Insight into 

whether or not political connections aid the development industry in trumping 

professional advice would be beneficial in understanding the connection between 

politicians and the development industry. 

 

One of the problems with the Fleischmann and Pierannunzi (1990) study is that it is 

cross-sectional and there is no indication of what the election cycle may be.  A time-

series study would provide information on whether or not election cycles play a role as to 

whether or not professionalism trumps public pressure. 

 

The heterogeneity of the study area also presents a problem.  Under such conditions the 

diversity of study area would result in differing outcomes for each urban area, eliminating 

the uniformity of a dominant political force. 

  

The authors do not going into details into what types of public opposition or support is 

more effective.  To provide clarity of the importance of citizen involvement in the 

rezoning process what types and level of involvement of involvement would be 

beneficial. 
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An additional problem with the study is that it may confirm Fischel’s (1985) view that 

planners end up in like-minded municipalities and offer the recommendations they know 

council will adopt.  This don’t-rock-the-boat view of planning has powerful incentives – 

namely the job of the planner making the recommendation. 
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Part 4 – City of London Context 
 

City of London Context 
The City of London is a single-tier municipality in southwestern Ontario with a population 

of 352,395 people and is the 15th largest municipality in Canada.  The municipality 

includes all of the built up area, as well as surrounding agricultural lands for future 

growth.  It has a land area  420.57 square kilometers and a population density of 837.9 

people per kilometer squared2. 

 

The City of London features 19 elected representatives that have the power to decide 

land-use change applications, as well as other policy and management issues for the 

community.  Their political structure is comprised of one Mayor, four members of the 

Board of Control and 14 Councillors representing seven wards with two Councillors per 

ward.  This body of elected-officials makes the final decision on land-use change 

applications after receiving a recommendation from the Planning Committee.   

 

The Planning Committee changes every year, but has 6 members made up of 

representatives from both the Board of Control and Council, with the Mayor as Ex-

Officio.  A majority of the Planning Committee must support a recommendation, whether 

it is to support, reject, defer or refer, and if a majority does not support it or there is a tie, 

a land-use application can be forwarded to council with no recommendation from the 

Planning Committee. 

 

Land-use change applications are guided by the municipality’s 1989 OP and 1992 

Zoning By-Law.  To request a Zoning By-Law or Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change, 

the proponent must submit an application to the municipality’s Planning Committee, 

which is a committee of London City Council, through the Planning Department.  Figure 

1 provides a process map of the land-use change process in the City of London. 

                                                 
2 Statistics Canada, 2006 
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Applicant submits request for 
Zoning By-Law change. 

Application is reviewed by 
Planning Staff 

Statutory public notice is given 
& public meeting held. 

Comments & planning rationale reviewed by Planning 
Staff and recommendation is forwarded to Planning 

Committee for decision. 

Planning Committee recommends support (with(out) 
changes) or rejection, or recommends to defer or 

refer the application back to Planning Staff. 

Council accepts or rejects Planning Committee’s 
recommendation, or alters the recommendation. 

If Council refers or 
defers a decision on 

an application: 

If Council accepts 
(with(out) changes) or 
rejects the application: 

Applicant(s), citizen(s), 
organization(s) or 

municipality(s) have the 
right to appeal decision to 

the Ontario Municipal Board. 

Ontario Municipal Board 
renders a decision the 

municipality must 
implement. 

Council decision becomes 
final and municipal planning 
documents changed as per 

Council’s direction. 

OR 

Figure 1 – Municipal Land-Use Change Decision Process 
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This process offers opportunities for the applicant, planning staff, politicians, neighbours 

and community members, to have their say in the land-use change process.  A land-use 

change application can take between four to six months, but can take much longer if the 

application is complicated.  If there are no appeals to Council’s decision, the Zoning By-

Law or Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change comes into effect a month later. 

 

The application process for a Zoning By-Law or Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change is a 

standard process set out by the Ontario Planning Act and shared by all Ontario 

municipalities. 

The Ontario Planning Regime 
The Ontario planning context is a policy led process with the Provincial Policy Statement 

as the guiding document.  The Ontario Planning Act defers to the power of the Provincial 

Policy Statement and provides the powers of municipalities to create an official plan, 

which provides a broad policy framework for land-use within a municipality, and Zoning 

By-Law that presents specific regulations and land-uses that are permitted on a parcel of 

land within a municipality.  Figure 2 provides the hierarchy of planning documents in 

Ontario. 

 

 

Municipal Zoning By-Law 

Lower-Tier Municipal Official Plan 

Upper-Tier Municipal Official 
Plan (if applicable) 

Provincial 
Policy 

Statement 

Ontario Planning Act 

Figure 2 – Hierarchy of Ontario Planning Documents 
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A municipality’s Zoning By-Law must conform to its official plan, which should in-turn 

reflect the policy direction of the Provincial Policy Statement.  If a proposed development 

is not in conformity with the municipality’s Zoning By-Law and/or official plan, a Zoning 

By-Law or Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change must be requested of the municipal 

council.  Any decision made by the local council should be reflective of the Provincial 

Policy Statement and the intent of the municipality’s official plan. 

 

The Ontario Planning Act provides the regulatory requirements and appeal mechanisms 

for Zoning By-Law changes, providing the required notice, public meetings and appeals 

to the Ontario Municipal Board, which has the power to overturn municipal decisions if it 

is felt they do not conform with municipal and provincial planning policy. 
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Part 5 – Analysis of Land-Use Change Application Data 
 

Data Collection 
The analysis of the City of London’s land-use change process involved the collection of 

all Planning Committee and Council agendas, minutes and their associated reports 

between the period of January 1st, 2003 and December 31st, 2006 inclusive.  These 

documents were gathered through the City of London’s website. 

 

Three types of land-use change applications were gathered for analysis: applications 

requiring a change to the Zoning By-Law; applications requiring a change to both the 

Zoning By-Law and official plan; and, applications requiring removal of a holding 

provision.  All applications initiated by residents, companies and the City of London that 

made it to the Planning Committee for a decision were collected.  Any applications that 

were withdrawn prior to Planning Committee, or were initiated by the City of London on a 

city-wide basis, were removed. 

 

Once compiled the applications were verified against a master list of submitted and 

approved applications for the years of 2003 through 2006 provided by the City of 

London.  This was completed to ensure all applications that came before the Planning 

Committee and Council between these years were included in the analysis. 

 

The following information about the applications was gathered from staff reports, 

Planning Committee agendas and reports and Council minutes: 

- Application Number – unique code attributed to an application by municipal 

staff. 

- Address – number(s) and street name(s) of a proposed application, if this was 

not available the closest intersection was recorded. 

- Applicant – name(s) and/or company(s) of the proponent. 

- Agent – if the applicant(s) was represented by an agent and  the agent(s) 

and/or company(s). 

- Size – size in hectares of the proposed application site3. 

                                                 
3 Size of parcel facing a land-use change application was not available for 33 applications. 
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- Surrounding Land-Uses – land-uses to the north, south, east and west of the 

proposed application. 

- Current Use – current zoning for application site. 

- Proposed Use – proposed zoning for the application site. 

- Development Type – if the application was a greenfield or infill application: infill 

defined as any parcel undergoing a change from an existing urban-use and 

surrounded on all sides by existing urban-uses; and greenfield development 

defined as an agricultural or urban reserve parcel and/or an urban-zone having 

at least one adjacent property zoned agricultural or urban reserve. 

- Citizen Support – the total number of citizens registering support for an 

application, coded into letter, representing support registered via mail, 

telephone or petition, and in-person, defined as a delegation in front of the 

Planning Committee and/or Council. 

- Citizen Opposition – the total number of citizens registering opposition to an 

application, coded into letter, representing opposition registered via mail, 

telephone or petition, and in-person, defined as a delegation in front of the 

Planning Committee and/or Council. 

- Corporate Support/Opposition – the total number of businesses registering 

support or opposition to an application. 

- General Interest – the total number of citizens and/or businesses asking for 

clarification on an application. 

- Staff Recommendation – Planning Staff’s recommendation of support, rejection 

or deferral of an application. 

- Staff Alteration – whether staff altered the application and if alterations did 

occur they were recorded and coded as either minor or major: minor being 

defined as no more than two alterations including the addition of a holding 

provision, withholding 3rd reading or site plan issues; and, major categorized as 

being 2 or more alterations that included those mentioned as minor, as well as 

design and servicing issues, and the rejection or partial rejection of an 

application. 

- Planning Committee Recommendation – Planning Committee’s support, 

rejection, deferral, referral or no decision on an application. 

- Planning Committee Alteration – whether Planning Committee altered an 

application and if they did what those alterations included. 
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- Council Recommendation – Council’s support, rejection, deferral or referral of 

an application. 

- Council Alteration – whether Council altered an application and if they did what 

those alterations included. 

- Recorded Vote – if there was a recorded vote at Council and, if there was, what 

each elected official voted, what the motion included and whether or not it was 

successful. 

- Ontario Municipal Board Appeal – whether Council’s decision was appealed to 

the Ontario Municipal Board and, if available, their decision.  

 

An additional dataset based on campaign contributions was also created.  This data set 

took campaign contributions from the 2003 municipal election and compared the total 

contributions for all elected officials to those made by the development industry.  The 

development industry was defined as any applicant and/or agent that had an application 

for a Zoning By-Law or Zoning By-Law/Official Plan amendment that made it to the 

Planning Committee for a decision.  Left out of this data were potential campaign 

contributions from citizens and/or businesses that provided comment on an application 

and companies, contractors, architects and employees of development companies.  

 

Characterization of Applications 
The land-use change applications of interest are the ones where a parcel of land is 

undergoing a potential change in the uses permitted within its boundaries.  These are 

the applications where the city-wide mix of land-uses is in flux and there is potential for 

conflict between Planning Staff, Council and residents.   

 
Fig.3 - Total Number of Applications 

Year 
Holding 

Provision
Zoning 
By-Law 

Zoning By-
Law /Official 

Plan Total 
2003 17 59 33 109 
2004 14 71 32 117 
2005 28 67 27 122 
2006 27 67 19 113 
Total 86 264 111 461 

 

In total between January 1st, 2003 and December 31st, 2006, the City of London dealt 

with 461 land-use change applications.  A breakdown of each type is in Figure 3. 
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Eliminated from the analysis were applications requiring the removal of a holding 

provision.  Planning Staff and Council use holding provisions to ensure conditions are 

met before development takes place.  This means a land-use change has been 

approved by Council; however, the actual development cannot take place until the 

holding provision is removed.  These applications were dropped because the removal of 

a holding provision happens after the land-use change has been approved by Council.  

This means there is little conflict between staff and council in these decisions.  Figure 4 

indicates a total of 375 land-use change applications were left for analysis, a majority of 

these comprising applications requiring only a zoning bylaw change. 

 
Fig. 4 - Total Number 
of Applications w/H Dropped 

Year 
Zoning 
By-Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan Total 
2003 59 33 92 
2004 71 32 103 
2005 67 27 94 
2006 67 19 86 
Total 264 111 375 

% 70.40% 29.60% 100% 
 

Land-Use Conversion: Greenfield and Infill Developments 
To better understand the nature of land-use conversion in the City of London 

applications were coded either greenfield or infill.  The purpose of this was to gauge 

which type of development was featured predominantly in the applications. 

 

Figure 5 indicates greenfield and infill applications represent an almost equal proportion 

of land-use change requests, with greenfield comprising just over half of the 

applications.  Within each application type, greenfield is the predominant request when 

there is both a Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change and infill are predominant when only 

a Zoning By-Law is required.  Given greenfield applications often involve converting 

agricultural land to urban uses, which would require a change in the municipality’s official 

plan, this outcome is to be expected. 

 
The figure indicates that while there are over double the number of applications requiring 

only a Zoning By-Law change, both application types are roughly equal in the amount of 
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land they aim to convert.  This suggests applications requiring a Zoning By-Law/official 

pla change generally deal with larger parcels of land.  Overall, greenfield applications 

represent 52.53% of the applications, but comprise the largest proportion of the land 

undergoing a land-use conversion with over 2,381.72 hectares or 92.58% of the total 

mass of land up for consideration. 

Fig.5 - Infill Versus Greenfield Development 
Application 

Type 
 Development 

Type 
Total 

Applications
% of 
Total 

% of 
Type Hectares 

% of 
Hectares

Greenfield 128 34.13% 48.48% 1264.53 49.16%Zoning By-
Law 
 Infill 136 36.27% 51.52% 133.62 5.19%

Greenfield 69 18.40% 62.16% 1117.19 43.43%Zoning By-
Law/Official 
Plan Infill 42 11.20% 48.48% 57.15 2.22%

Total  375 100%  2572.49 100% 
 

To better understand what types of land-uses were facing conversion, the applications 

were organized according to their existing and proposed land-uses.  In Figure 6 they are 

grouped by predominant uses: residential is defined by residential and residential/open 

space applications; residential/mixed includes any application that has multiple uses and 

includes a residential component; commercial/institutional includes all commercial, office 

and institutional uses, or a mix thereof; industrial includes all industrial applications; 

agricultural is any application that contains a portion of agricultural or urban reserve 

lands; and, open space is any application that is solely open space. 

Fig.6 -  Existing and Proposed Land-Uses by Application 

  Zoning By-Law 
Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan   
  Greenfield Infill Greenfield Infill   

Land-Use Existing 
Residential 35 46 8 11 100 
Residential/Mixed 11 17 3 7 38 
Commercial/Instit. 14 59 5 17 95 
Industrial 6 13 12 3 34 
Agricultural 61 0 39 0 100 
Open Space 1 1 2 4 8 

Total 128 136 69 42 375 
Land-Use Proposed 

Overall
Change

Residential 63 33 31 7 134 1.34 
Residential/Mixed 13 21 14 12 60 1.58 
Commercial/Instit. 22 70 9 23 124 1.31 
Industrial 8 11 7 0 26 0.76 
Agricultural 18 0 6 0 24 0.24 
Open Space 4 1 2 0 7 0.88 

Total 128 136 69 42 375  
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Looking at only the number of applications it would appear both agricultural and 

industrial uses faced an overall decline, while infill applications resulted in less 

residential space within the built-up city.  The loss of agricultural land is intuitive, as the 

conversion of agricultural land to urban use is required for any growing city.  A decline in 

industrial land would be counter-intuitive though as municipalities generally aim to 

increase industrial land available for development.  While the decline of infill open space 

applications would indicate the loss of parkland within the urban boundary. 

 

To better understand whether there was a net loss or gain in the hectares, Figure 7 

provides a breakdown of each land-use by their existing and proposed uses.  This figure 

indicates that while there was a drop in the number of industrial applications, there was 

an overall gain of industrial land by 192.28 hectares.  There was a drop in the number of 

hectares of open space within the urban boundary, but a larger increase in open space 

within new greenfield developments. 

Fig.7 -  Existing and Proposed Land-Uses by Hectares 

  Zoning By-Law 
Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan   
  Greenfield Infill Greenfield Infill   

Land-Use Existing 
Residential 126.72 23.97 81.09 18.71 250.49 
Residential/Mixed 148.96 5.65 45.25 0.98 200.84 
Commercial/Instit. 14.22 49.22 6.21 30.25 99.9 
Industrial 61.14 54.06 280.29 4.61 400.1 
Agricultural 911.69 0 677.94 0 1589.63 
Open Space 1.8 0.72 26.41 2.6 31.53 

Total 1264.53 133.62 1117.19 57.15 2572.49 
Land-Use Proposed 

 
Overall
Change 

Residential 447.37 24.29 214.96 17.87 704.49 2.81 
Residential/Mixed 266.57 6.34 282.58 5.04 560.53 2.79 
Commercial/Instit. 55.52 49.63 54.42 34.24 193.81 1.94 
Industrial 174.84 52.64 364.9 0 592.38 1.48 
Agricultural 311.74 0 131.64 0 443.38 0.28 
Open Space 8.49 0.72 68.69 0 77.9 2.47 

Total 1264.53 133.62 1117.19 57.15 2572.49   
 

As expected agricultural land-uses saw a large reduction, declining from 61.79% of the 

land-mass to 17.24% of the remaining land-mass.  The total amount of agricultural land 

converted to urban uses being 1146.25 hectares. 
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These analyses reveal that while there is almost an equal number of greenfield and infill 

applications, the majority of the applications involve the conversion of agricultural or 

greenfield lands to urban land-uses. 

 

Proponents: Applicants & Agents 
All land-use change applications share at least one common trait – they feature a 

proponent who wishes to change the permitted uses of their land.  A proponent can be a 

private citizen, a company, a public agency or the municipality.  The next analysis was 

completed to characterize who were the principal land-use change applicants. 

 

In most cases the proponent of a land-use change application is the owner of the 

property in question.  However, a municipality has the power to initiate Zoning By-Law 

and OP changes on a city-wide basis and to individual properties it does not own.  A 

breakdown of applicants can be found in Figure 8.  Public represents applications 

started by a public institution, such as the City of London or a hospital; public/private is a 

joint application that includes both a public institution and a private landowner; and 

private is broken out into two classes, citizens and companies. 

 

A majority of land-use change requests are made by private companies, with the private 

sector accounting for 67.47% of the applications.  Citizens represent 20.8% of the 

applications, the majority requiring only a Zoning By-Law change, with the highest 

proportion of applications being infill developments.   

 
Fig.8 - Public and Private Applicants Versus Development Type 
  Public Private   
  Public Public/Private Citizen Company   

Application 
Type Infill Green Infill Green Infill Green Infill Green Total 

Zoning By-Law 12 8 6 2 32 27 86 91 264 
Zoning By-
Law/Official 
Plan 4 6 3 3 5 14 30 46 111 

# Total 16 14 9 5 37 41 116 137 375 
Zoning By-Law 3.20% 2.13% 1.60% 0.53% 8.53% 7.20% 22.93% 24.27% 70.40%
Zoning By-
Law/Official 
Plan 1.07% 1.60% 0.80% 0.80% 1.33% 3.73% 8.00% 12.27% 29.60%

% Total 4.27% 3.73% 2.40% 1.33% 9.87% 10.93% 30.93% 36.53% 100% 
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Figure 9 breaks the applications out by hectares of land for applicant and development 

type.  The figure illustrates that companies represent 1,657 hectares of the land under a 

land-use application, with 91.25% of this being greenfield conversion.  Overall, 1,512.3 

hectares of company-inspired applications are greenfield, representing 58.79% of all the 

land under application.  This is consistent with the analysis that greenfield developments 

comprise the majority of land facing conversion. 

 

Citizens comprise 425 hectares, or 16.52%, of the land mass under a land-use change 

application.  The majority of this land base consisting of greenfield developments.  When 

citizens are involved in a joint Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change this analysis indicates 

these tend to be smaller parcels of land. 

 

The municipality, or another public agency, is involved in 11.73% of the applications 

encompassing 19.06% of the land mass under application, the majority of which is 

greenfield.  This indicates that beyond being the decision-maker for land-use change 

applications, the municipality also plays a large role in initiating changes in land-use and 

converting agricultural land. 

 
 
This analysis does little to explain the diversity and scale of applicants involved in the 

land-use change process.  A distribution of the applicants based on the number of 

applications they have is provided in Figure 10.  The figure indicates a majority of 

applicants have only one application within the process, while only a few applicants have 

Fig.9 - Public and Private Applicants Versus Development Type in Hectares   
  Public Private   
  Public Public/Private Citizen Company   
Application 

Type Infill Green Infill Green Infill Green Infill Green Total 
Zoning By-
Law 19.3 104.55 2.91 1.19 8.54 311.06 102.87 847.73 1398.15
Zoning By-
Law/Official 
Plan 3.48 118.69 10.86 229.21 0.67 104.72 42.14 664.57 1174.34

# Total 22.78 223.24 13.77 230.4 9.21 415.78 145.01 1512.3 2572.49
Zoning By-
Law 0.75% 4.06% 0.11% 0.05% 0.33% 12.09% 4.00% 32.95% 54.35% 
Zoning By-
Law/Official 
Plan 0.14% 4.61% 0.42% 8.91% 0.03% 4.07% 1.64% 25.83% 45.65% 

% Total 0.89% 8.68% 0.54% 8.96% 0.36% 16.16% 5.64% 58.79% 100% 
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numerous applications.  These numbers must be qualified by the fact that many of the 

applications are corporate numbers, or may be development corporations set-up for 

specific projects, leading to a potentially higher number of applicants submitting multiple 

applications. 

 
Fig.10 - Distribution of Applications by Applicants 

Applicants V. Applications Applicants 
1 2 to 3 4 to 5 6 to 10 11+ 

Public 1 1 0 0 1 Public 
Pub/Private 1 0 0 0 1 
Citizen 72 3 0 0 0 Private 
Company 152 20 2 3 1 

Total   226 24 2 3 3 
 
Another tool available to applicants during the land-use change process is the use of an 

agent.  Figure 11 provides a breakdown of the application type, who the application is 

from and whether or not they are represented by an agent during the process. 

 
Fig. 11 - Applications with Agents 

  Sector of Application 
Application 

Type Agent Public Pub/Private Citizen Business   
Yes 1 0 38 165 204 Zoning By-

Law No 0 0 21 12 33 
Yes 1 1 16 74 92 Zoning By-

Law/Official 
Plan No 0 0 3 2 5 

Total 2 1 78 253 334 
Proportion of Applications w/ Agent by Proponent 

Yes 100.00% 0.00% 64.41% 93.22%   Zoning By-
Law No 0.00% 0.00% 35.59% 6.78%   

Total 1 0 59 177   
Yes 100.00% 0.00% 84.21% 97.37%   Zoning By-

Law/Official 
Plan No 0.00% 0.00% 15.79% 2.63%   

Total 1 1 19 76   
* City of London Applications Dropped (n=334)   

 
The figure indicates the public sector is always represented by an agent during the land-

use change process.  Business too makes use of agents a majority of the time, utilizing 

an agent for 97.37% of their Zoning By-Law/Official Plan changes and 93.22% of their 

Zoning By-Law requests.  Citizens are more likely to utilize an agent during a request 

that involves both a Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change, but only utilize an agent 

64.41% of the time when requesting a change to the Zoning By-Law. 



 27

 

These analyses provide a picture of the land-use change process that is dominated by 

private sector companies utilizing professional agents.  

Public Involvement 
The land-use change process provides an opportunity for neighbours and community 

members to provide input into a proposed change.  Statute demands neighbours and 

citizens be notified of potential land-use changes and that opportunities for public 

participation are met. 

  

Figure 12 indicates there were 2952 responses from citizens and businesses for the 375 

applications under analysis.  Over a four-year period this translates into an average of 

738 respondents a year indicating either their support or opposition to an application, or 

inquiring out of general interest. 

 
Fig. 12 – Public Involvement by Application Type and Method 

Zoning By-Law 
Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan   

Public Concern Method Infill Green Infill Green # Total 
% 

Total 
Letter 76 160 37 17 290 9.82% Citizen Support 
Person 14 20 14 18 66 2.24% 
Letter 1074 233 213 439 1959 66.36% Citizen Opposed 
Person 125 40 63 102 330 11.18% 
Support 6 3 0 47 56 1.90% Corporate 
Opposed 6 7 3 6 22 0.75% 

General Interest 73 62 39 55 229 7.76% 
Total Support/Opposed 

Zoning By-Law 
Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan   

Public Concern Infill Green Infill Green Total # 
Total 

% 
Support 96 183 51 82 412 13.96% 

Opposed 1205 280 279 547 2311 78.29% 
General Interest 73 62 39 55 229 7.76% 

# Total 1374 525 369 684 2952 100% 
% Total 46.54% 17.78% 12.50% 23.17%   100% 

 
 

An interesting revelation of this analysis is that corporations are more likely to speak in 

support of an application than to oppose it.  A majority of corporate support is directed 



 28

toward greenfield applications.  A further analysis outside the realm of this study may 

look at whether or not these companies are connected to the development industry. 

 

Opposition to a land-use change application represents the largest response, with 2311, 

or 78.29%, of the respondents indicating opposition.  The largest application and 

development type drawing opposition are infill Zoning By-Law changes with 1205, or 

40.82% of the total number of respondents, registering their displeasure.  The second 

most contested application and development type are Zoning By-Law/Official Plan 

changes on greenfield lands, with 547 indicating opposition. 

 

An overwhelming majority of the respondents – 89.6% – are citizens.  Of the 2645 

citizen responses indicating either support or opposition to an application, 2289, or 

86.54%, were in opposition and 356, or 13.46%, were in support.  This indicates 

opposition forms the majority of public involvement in the land-use change process. 

 

The chosen method of sharing this opposition is either by letter, phone or petition, with 

85.58% of citizens in opposition registering their displeasure by one of these forms.  

Figure 13 reveals that while this holds constant for three application and development 

types, when it comes to greenfield Zoning By-Law/Official Plan applications, citizens are 

more likely to share their support in-person before the Planning Committee. 

 
Fig. 13 – Citizen Choice of Response 

Zoning By-Law 
Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan 
Citizen Concern Method Infill Green Infill Green 
Citizen Support Letter 84.44% 88.89% 72.55% 48.57% 
  Person 15.56% 11.11% 27.45% 51.43% 
Citizen Opposed Letter 89.57% 85.35% 77.17% 85.58% 
  Person 10.43% 14.65% 22.83% 14.42% 

 
The level of public involvement is dispersed within the applications, with some 

applications garnering no attention from the public and others attracting a lot.  In total the 

number of applications actually gaining a response, whether support, opposition or 

general interest is 236, or 62.93%.  Responses, as indicated in Figure 14, can range 

from being one or two people, to over 100, pending on the application and development 

type. 
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The figure indicates that any application and development type has at least a 50% of 

chance of receiving opposition from citizens.  The application type with the highest 

proportion of applications facing opposition is Zoning By-Law/Official Plan changes, with 

73.81% of infill and 69.57% of greenfield applications garnering some level of public 

displeasure.  This high proportion of applications with opposition may be an indication of 

the complexity of a Zoning By-Law/Official Plan change and its potential to alter the 

established character of the existing land-uses.   

 

Added together by development type, 58.43% of all infill and 56.35% of all greenfield 

applications receive public opposition.  Such a high response rate would indicate 

Fig. 14 – Number of Applications with Public Responses 
        Number of Public Responses 
        
        

0 1 - 
2 

3 - 
4 

5 - 
9 

10 
- 

14 

15 
- 

19 

20 -
29 

30 -
49  

50 -
99 100+ 

Total 
Apps 

#  Apps 
Response 

% of 
Total 
Apps 

Infill 109 23 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 136 27 19.85% Zoning By-
Law Green 120 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 128 8 6.25% 

Infill 30 8 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 42 12 28.57% Le
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Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan Green 62 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 7 10.14% 
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Plan Green 59 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 10 14.49% 
Infill 63 25 15 14 5 2 6 1 2 3 136 73 53.68% Zoning By-

Law Green 65 34 11 11 2 1 1 2 1 0 128 63 49.22% 
Infill 11 10 8 6 2 4 0 0 0 1 42 31 73.81% Le
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Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan Green 21 23 6 9 4 2 1 1 2 0 69 48 69.57% 
Infill 98 24 10 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 136 38 27.94% Zoning By-
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Plan Green 36 19 11 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 69 33 29.73% 
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Law Green 126 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 128 2 1.56% 
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Plan Green 63 4 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 69 6 8.70% 
Infill 131 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 136 5 3.68% Zoning By-

Law Green 124 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 128 4 3.13% 
Infill 40 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 2 4.76% 
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Infill 29 8 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 13 30.95% 
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applications attempting to change the Zoning By-Law and OP within an established 

neighbourhood face resistance the majority of the time. 

 

The amount of resistance or support for an application can vary – an application and 

development type may have a high proportion of responses, but each one may feature a 

high or low number of respondents for each proposal.  For the majority of application 

and development types, 50% of responses showing support, opposition or general 

interest are limited to one or two respondents from any combination of possible 

response methods. 

 

This is not the case with infill applications.  In the case of infill developments, 26.03% of 

Zoning By-Law and 22.58% of Zoning By-Law/Official Plan applications with responses 

have more than 10 respondents in opposition.  Of the applications receiving responses, 

infill Zoning By-Law changes have 16.44%, or 12, with 50 or more people indicating their 

opposition.  This indicates that overall, not only do infill applications have receive a 

higher proportion of negative community feedback, but they are also more likely to 

attract larger numbers of public responses. 

 

The nature of public concerns varies from application to application.  Figure 15 provides 

a breakdown of the types of public concerns shared in the applications.  The top three 

complaints include traffic issues, the high-density of development and environmental 

issues, including loss of greenspace and trees. 

 
The overwhelming majority of the complaints deal with traffic issues, which may include 

not only the level of traffic, but also parking and access ways.  Of the 236 applications 

featuring citizen opposition, 63.72% share traffic concerns. 

 

A high level of environmental concerns indicates the loss of greenspace and trees can 

cause negative public feedback.  This concern is slightly trumped by concern over higher 

density residential developments in both infill and greenfield development sites.  Of the 

59 applications that voice concern over high-density development, 18 of them also share 

a concern about environmental degradation. 
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Fig. 15 – Nature of Public Concerns 

  
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan   
 Public Concern Green Infill Green Infill Total 
Traffic 43 46 26 22 137 
High Density 16 19 9 15 59 
Environmental 16 14 19 7 56 
Commercial-use 12 12 7 7 38 
Noise/Odours 16 13 3 3 35 
Neighbourhood Character 6 17 6 5 34 
Development Design 8 9 8 7 32 
Servicing 10 4 14 3 31 
Property Values 10 8 6 6 30 
Drainage 8 11 7 1 27 
Privacy 10 11 2 1 24 
Precedent 5 5 4 2 16 
Loss of Agricultural Land 4 0 10 0 14 
Crime 2 7 2 1 12 

 
 

The issue of a land-use change causing a precedent is a minor concern.  However, the 

land-use change process in Ontario is not based on precedent.  Precedence has no 

legal standing within the decision-making process and the OMB does not consider 

precedent applications in their appeals.  Staff in their responses to this public concern 

say little about this fact and often let the concern stand without clarification. 

 

Property values show up in a minority of concerns over land-use change applications, 

with only 30 of the 215 applications indicating this anxiety.  Those citizens with concerns 

about property values also hold traffic, high-density and environmental concerns as the 

three most predominant shared concerns, with precedent, privacy and crime as the three 

lowest shared concerns.  This may be an indication that any structural change to the 

neighbourhood that alters its design and flow drive concern about property values more 

than social issues. However, this must be qualified: high density is often seen as a 

change threatening the social composition of a community, thus it could be fueling 

property value unease. 

 

These analyses reveal that while a majority of applications in the land-use change 

process feature public input, the applications that receive the majority, both in proportion 

of applications and numbers of responses, are infill applications. 
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Campaign Contributions 
The land-use change process is a professional as well as political process.  The Mayor, 

Councillors and members of the Board of Control, all must run a successful campaign in 

a municipal election to become decision-makers in land-use change matters.  Political 

campaigns cost money and this opens up the opportunity for applicants, agents and 

citizens, to make financial contributions to one or more candidates in a municipal 

election. 

 
Of the 375 applications under analysis, Figure 16 provides a breakdown of the number 

of applications that either have a campaign contribution from the applicant, agent or 

both.  The total number of applications featuring a campaign contribution is 165, or 44% 

of the total applications.  Applications with contributions by agents comprise 123 

applications and those by the applicant 79, with 37 of each featuring contributions from 

both parties. 
Fig. 16 – Total Number of 
Applications w/ Campaign Contributions 

  Zoning By-Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan   
  Green Infill Green Infill Total 
Applicant 20 6 15 1 42 
Agent 27 33 14 12 86 
App/Agent 14 11 9 3 37 

Total with 
Contribution 61 50 38 13 165 

Total # of Apps 128 136 69 42 375 
% of Total Apps 47.66% 36.76% 55.07% 30.95% 44.00% 

 

Figure 17 denotes applications made by businesses, representing 87.8% of the 

applications with a campaign contribution.  Citizens with applications are more likely to 

utilize an agent that has made a contribution than make one themselves.  This analysis 

illustrates a land-use change process that is dominated with contributions from private 

businesses. 

Fig. 17 – Applications with Contributions by Applicant Type 
  Public Private   
  Public Pub/Pri Citizen Business Total 
Applicant 0 0 2 40 42 
Agent 2 4 12 68 86 
App/Agent 0 0 0 37 37 

Total 2 4 14 145 165 
Total % 1.21% 2.42% 8.48% 87.88% 100% 



 33

 
The number of applications with contributions does not necessarily reflect the number of 

campaign contributors in the land-use change process.  Figure 18 provides a breakdown 

of the contributors by the number of applications they represented.  With a total of 39 

contributors, the majority of applicants are only represented with one application, 

whereas agents are more likely to be involved in two or more applications.  If campaign 

contributions do a play role in the land-use change process, this would indicate it may be 

better to leverage an agent’s influence, as opposed to making contributions to 

campaigns directly. 

 
Fig. 18 – Contributors by Number of Applications 
  Number of Applications 
  1 2 - 3 4 - 10 11 - 20 20+ 
Applicant 20 5 4 0 1 
Agent 5 18 4 1 2 
* Numbers higher due contributions by both applicant and agent 

 
The total amount of contributions represents $72,625, or 19.4%, of all campaign 

contributions to the successful candidates in the 2003 municipal election.  Some elected 

officials are more reliant on donations from applicants than others and Figure 19 

provides a breakdown of which officials gathered the most from applicants involved in 

the land-use change process. 

 
Fig. 19 – Reliance on Applicant & Agent Contributions 

% of Donations from Contributors 
Involved in Land-Use Change Process 

  0 1 - 10 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 - 40 41 - 50 51+ 

Total 
Elected
Officials

Number of 
Elected Officials 4 5 1 2 3 3 1 19 

% Total 21.05% 26.32% 5.26% 10.53% 15.79% 15.79% 5.26% 100% 
 
The figure indicates that only one candidate was reliant on land-use change applicants 

to cover 50% or more of their election the costs.  The majority, 52.63% of candidates, 

relied on applicant contributions of 20% or less of their total contribution, with four of 

these elected officials utilizing zero contributions from applicants in the land-use change 

process. 

 

The level of contributions by each applicant and agent varies.  Figure 20 provides a 

breakdown of the range of the total monetary contribution by an applicant or agent.  A 
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majority, 66.67% of applicant and agent total contributions, total less than $2,000.  Only 

two contributors donate more than a total of $6,000 to the various elected officials. 

 

 
An application requires a majority of votes to be successful.  With 19 votes on the 

municipal council, a minimum of 10 votes is required for approval.  A breakdown of the 

number of elected officials that received a campaign contribution from an applicant or 

agent in the 2003 municipal election can be found in Figure 21.  The figure indicates that 

only two contributors provided donations to 10 candidates and the majority of 

contributors donated to nine or less, which is not enough to secure an approval. 

 

These analyses provide a glimpse of the role campaign contributions play in the land-

use change process.  Campaign contributions from an applicant and/or agent were 

found in 44% of the applications.  However, contributions perform a varying role in 

elected officials’ campaigns, with some relying more heavily than others on the 

donations of applicants and agents involved in the land-use change process.  Yet only 

two agents/applicants have given enough to bluntly swing the vote in their favour - if in 

fact a campaign contribution can swing a decision. 

 
The analysis is limited by the number of contributors that are included and does not 

account for others that may be linked to applications, such as contractors, architects and 

employees of development companies, and does not capture contributions made by 

citizens supporting or opposing applications.  Further research should include such data 

Fig. 20 – Amount of Contribution to Elected Officials by Contributor 
  Total $ Contribution to Elected Official   

  0 - 499 500 - 999 
1000 - 
1999 

2000 - 
2999 

3000 - 
3999 

4000 - 
5999 6000+ Total 

Contributor 
(Applicant 
and/or 
Agent) 

8 10 8 4 4 3 2 39 

Total 20.51% 25.64% 20.51% 10.26% 10.26% 7.69% 5.13% 100% 

Fig. 21 – Number of Contributors Per Elected Official  
  Number of Candidates   
  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Total 
Contributor 
(Applicant 
and/or Agent) 

13 5 3 2 6 4 1 2 1 2 39 

% Total 33.3% 12.8% 7.7% 5.1% 15.4% 10.3% 2.6% 5.1% 2.6% 5.1% 100% 
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in order to paint a broader picture of the role of campaign contributions in the land-use 

change process. 

 

Staff Recommendations and Alterations 
A municipality’s Planning Staff is charged with making a recommendation to the 

Planning Committee and Council on whether or not they should accept, reject or defer a 

decision on an application.  They also play the role of vetting applications, altering and/or 

negotiating with applicants to alter their requests to ensure they fit with the municipality’s 

policy and planning goals. 

 

Figure 22 provides a categorization of staff recommendations to the Planning 

Committee.  The breakdown provides a picture of where the majority, or 93.6%, of all 

land-use applications receive the support of Planning Staff, with only 6.13% being 

rejected.  This gives a strong indication of support of development by Planning Staff. 

 

The majority of recommendations for rejection are for Zoning By-Law/Official Plan 

applications, with 12.61% of the applications recommending rejection, compared to 

3.41% for Zoning By-Law changes.  This may be an indication of the complexity of 

Zoning By-Law/Official Plan changes and the much higher standard put toward altering 

the OP to be inline with broader provincial planning policies. 

 

Whether or not staff support or reject an application does little to inform the role they 

play in altering applications before they come before the Planning Committee and 

Council.  It also does not reflect that a recommendation for support for an application 

does not mean planning staff has approved the applicant’s request wholesale.    

 

To better understand the role Planning Staff play in shaping applications before they go 

before Planning Committee and Council their alterations were recorded.  Alterations 

were classified as either minor or major: minor being no more than two alterations 

including the addition of a holding provision, withholding 3rd reading or site plan issues; 

and, major categorized as being two or more alterations that included those mentioned 

as minor, as well as design and servicing issues, and the rejection or partial rejection of 

an application. 
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Fig. 22 –  Staff Recommendations to Planning Committee 

  
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan 
  Green Infill Green Infill

# 
Total 

% 
Total 

Reject 2 7 9 5 23 6.13% 
Support 126 129 59 37 351 93.60% 
Defer 0 0 1 0 1 0.27% 
Total 128 136 69 42 375 100% 
% of Application Type  

  
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan     
Reject 3.41% 12.61%     
Support 96.59% 86.49%     
Defer 0.00% 0.90%     
Total 100% 100%     
% of Development Type  
  Green Infill     
Reject 5.58% 6.74%     
Support 93.91% 93.26%     
Defer 0.51% 0.00%     
Total 100% 100%     

 
 
An overwhelming majority of applications undergo some level of staff alteration before a 

recommendation is forwarded to Planning Committee.  Figure 23 discloses 241, or 

68.66%, of all applications receiving a recommendation of support underwent a level of 

staff alteration.  The greater part of the 241 applications underwent a major revision, with 

157, or 65.15%, having sizeable staff changes. 

 
The application types most likely to receive a staff alteration are Zoning By-Law/Official 

Plan changes with 86.46% receiving attention from staff, 69.79% of this being a major 

alteration.  This indicates again the complexity of Zoning By-Law/Official Plan changes 

result in much more dialogue among staff and applicants. 

 

Greenfield proposals witness the most staff changes of any application type, with 

79.46% of greenfield applications undergoing a level of staff alteration, 54.59% of these 

being major.  This is reflective of the complexity of greenfield applications in dealing with 

servicing and design issues as new sites are encompassed within the urban boundary. 
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Fig. 23 – Staff Alterations of Recommendations for Support 

Staff Altered Applications 
    Staff Alter 
    

No 
Change Minor Major Total 

Total 
Change 

% Total 
Change 

Green 34 39 53 126 92 73.02% Zoning By-
Law Infill 63 29 37 129 66 51.16% 

Green 4 7 48 59 55 93.22% Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan Infill 9 9 19 37 28 75.68% 
# Total 110 84 157 351 241 68.66% 
% Total 31.34% 23.93% 44.73% 100%     

* Dropped Total Reject/Defer Recommendations n=351   
 
A major change also includes applications that have a portion of their zoning request 

rejected by staff.  This may consist of altering the density or changing a requested 

zoning class (ie. from R3 to R2) that in the end resulted in the recommendation being 

different from the applicant’s request.   

 
Fig. 24 –  Partial Staff Rejections  

    
Reject 
Portion 

    Yes No 
# 

Total 

% 
Major 
Total 
n=157 

% Total 
Apps 
n=351 

Zoning By-
Law Green 39 14 53 73.58% 30.95% 
  Infill 24 13 37 64.86% 18.60% 
Zoning By-
Law/Official 
Plan Green 34 14 48 70.83% 57.63% 
  Infill 14 5 19 73.68% 37.84% 

# Total 111 46 157 70.70% 31.62% 
 
Of the 157 applications with major alterations by staff 111, or 70.7%, of these involved 

the rejection of a portion of the applicants zoning request.  Figure 24 reveals Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan applications with staff recommendations of support are not only more 

likely to undergo a transformation by staff, but that the alteration will involve a staff 

rejection of a portion of the applicant’s request. 

 

These analyses bring to light that while the high level of staff support for applications 

would seem to indicate overwhelming support for the development industry, in actual 

fact Planning Staff play a large role in massaging applications before recommending 

their approval to Planning Committee and Council.  These staff alterations and rejections 

are most prevalent in Zoning By-Law/Official Plan changes, which reflect the complexity 
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of the planning issues municipal staff must review before putting forward their 

recommendation. 

Planning Committee Decisions and Alterations 
Once staff has completed its analysis they forward the land-use change application and 

their recommendation to Planning Committee for a decision.  At this point Planning 

Committee gathers input from the public and balances this with the recommendation of 

Planning Staff to forward their decision to Council for consideration. 

 

Fig. 25 –  Planning Committee Recommendations to Council 

  
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan 
  Green Infill Green Infill # Total % Total 
Reject 3 5 4 2 14 3.73% 
Support 124 128 60 39 351 93.60% 
Defer 0 0 2 0 2 0.53% 
Refer 0 1 2 0 3 0.80% 
No Decision 1 2 1 0 4 1.07% 
Withdrawn 0 0 0 1 1 0.27% 

Total 128 136 69 42 375 100% 
% of Application Type  

  
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan     
Reject 3.03% 5.41%     
Support 95.45% 89.19%     
Defer 0.00% 1.80%     
Refer 0.38% 1.80%     
No Decision 1.14% 0.90%     
Withdrawn 0.00% 0.90%     

Total 100% 100%   
% of Development Type 
  Green Infill     
Reject 3.55% 3.93%     
Support 93.40% 93.82%     
Defer 1.02% 0.00%     
Refer 1.02% 0.56%     
No Decision 1.02% 1.12%     
Withdrawn 0.00% 0.56%     

Total 100% 100%   
 
 

The Planning Committee can decide to support or reject an application, defer or refer 

(meaning that they would like more information before making a decision), or forward an 
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application with no decision to Council.  An application that receives a tie vote is 

considered a rejection. 

 

Similar to Planning Staff, Planning Committee recommends approval of 351, or 93.60%, 

of the land-use applications.  In figure 25 the Planning Committee rejects only 3.73% of 

the applications, with a slightly higher proportion of these being Zoning By-Law/Official 

Plan changes.  The remaining applications are forwarded without a decision.  

 

On the surface this figure reveals an equal number of recommendations for support 

coming from Planning Staff and the Planning Committee, suggesting complete 

agreement between each decision-making body.  A different relationship is revealed in 

Figure 26.  When Planning Staff recommends rejection, Planning Committee often 

recommends approval, with 47.83% of staff rejections being recommended for approval 

to Council.  Municipal staff and the Planning Committee are more inline when it comes to 

recommending approval, with 96.87% of Planning Staff recommendations for approval 

being supported by Planning Committee. 

 
Fig. 26 – Staff Recommendations Versus Planning Committee Recommendations  

Staff Recommendation Planning Committee Recommendation 

  
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan   
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan 
  Green Infill Green Infill Total   Green Infill Green Infill Total % Total 

2 7 9 5 23 Reject 0 3 3 2 8 34.78%
          Support 2 4 3 2 11 47.83%
          Defer 0 0 0 0 0 0%
          Refer 0 0 2 0 2 8.70%
          No Decision 0 0 1 0 1 4.35%

Reject 

          Withdrawn 0 0 0 1 1 4.35%
126 129 59 37 351 Reject 3 2 1 0 6 1.71%

          Support 122 124 57 37 340 96.87%
          Defer 0 0 1 0 1 0.28%
          Refer 0 1 0 0 1 0.28%
          No Decision 1 2 0 0 3 0.85%

Support 

          Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Defer 0 0 1 0 1 Defer 0 0 1 0 1 0.28%
Total 128 136 69 42 375  128 136 69 42 375  

 
 

In total there are 25 applications out of the 375, or 6.67%, where Planning Staff and 

Planning Committee do not share the same recommendation.  This analysis indicates 
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the Planning Committee is supportive of development and there is strong agreement 

between Planning Staff and Planning Committee. 

 

Council Decisions and Alterations 
The Planning Committee recommendation is forwarded to full Council for a decision.  

Council will approve, reject, refer or defer a decision on a land-use application, taking 

into account comments provided by staff, the public and the decision of the Planning 

Committee in its decision. 

 
Fig. 27 - Council Decisions 

  Zoning By-Law 
Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan 
  Green Infill Green Infill # Total % Total 
Reject 1 5 4 2 12 3.20%
Support 126 130 62 39 357 95.20%
Defer 0 0 1 0 1 0.27%
Refer 0 1 2 0 3 0.80%
No Decision 0 0 0 0 0 0%
Withdrawn 1 0 0 1 2 0.53%
Total 128 136 69 42 375 100% 
% of Application Type 

  Zoning By-Law 
Zoning By-

Law/Official Plan     
Reject 2.27% 5.41%     
Support 96.97% 90.99%     
Defer 0.00% 0.90%     
Refer 0.38% 1.80%     
No Decision 0.00% 0.00%     
Withdrawn 0.38% 0.90%     
Total 100% 100%     
% of Development Type 
  Green Infill     
Reject 2.54% 3.93%     
Support 95.43% 94.94%     
Defer 0.51% 0.00%     
Refer 1.02% 0.56%     
No Decision 0.00% 0.00%     
Withdrawn 0.51% 0.56%     

Total 100% 100%   
 
At the Council level, Figure 27 shows Council approves more land-use applications than 

Planning Staff and Planning Committee, authorizing 95.20%, or six more applications, 

for development.  A portion of this is due to the fact Council must render a decision.  
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That decision can be to defer or refer an application, but they cannot decide to render no 

decision like the Planning Committee. 

 
Fig. 28 - Planning Committee Recommendation Versus Council Decision 

Planning Committee 
Recommendation Council Decision 

  
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan   
Zoning By-

Law 

Zoning By-
Law/Official 

Plan 
  Green Infill Green Infill Total   Green Infill Green Infill 

# 
Total 

% 
Total 

3 5 4 2 14 Reject 1 5 4 2 12 85.71%
          Support 2       2 14.29%
          Defer         0 0%
          Refer         0 0%
          No Decision         0 0%

Reject 

          Withdrawn         0 0%
124 128 60 39 351 Reject         0 0%

          Support 123 128 60 39 350 99.72%
          Defer         0 0%
          Refer         0 0%
          No Decision         0 0%

Support 

          Withdrawn 1       1 0.28%
    1   1 Reject     0   0 0%

          Support     1   1 100%
          Defer         0 0%
          Refer         0 0%
          No Decision         0 0%

Defer 

          Withdrawn         0 0%
  1 2   3 Reject   1     1 33.33%

          Support         0 0%
          Defer         0 0%
          Refer     2   2 66.67%
          No Decision         0 0%

Refer 

          Withdrawn         0 0%
1 2 1   4 Reject         0 0%

          Support 1 2 1   4 100%
          Defer         0 0%
          Refer         0 0%
          No Decision         0 0%

No 
Decision 

          Withdrawn         0 0%
Withdrawn       1 1 Withdrawn       1 1 100%
Defer     1   1 Defer     1   1 100%

Total 128 136 68 42 375   128 136 68 42 375   
 
 

The four applications Planning Committee forwarded with no decision, Council 

approved.  Figure 28 provides a breakdown of what council decided based on Planning 
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Committee’s Recommendation.  If an applicant is rejected at the Planning Committee, 

14.29% of the time they are approved at the Council level, while Council approves 100% 

of the recommendations of support from the Planning Committee.  Applications that 

receive a referral or a deferral from the Planning Committee, which means they are 

asking for further information before rendering a decision, have a 50% chance of being 

approved at the Council level. 

 

In this analysis Planning Committee and Council disagree on only 2.13%, or eight, of the 

applications.  This low rate indicates there is a strong agreement between the decisions 

of the Planning Committee and Council, mainly in their support for development 

applications. 

 

Conflict in Staff, Committee and Council Decisions 
The level of conflict between Planning Staff, Planning Committee and Council is 

relatively low, with 7.20%, or 27 applications out of the 375, resulting in disagreement 

among Planning Staff, Planning Committee and Council.  Given Planning Staff and 

Council agree on the majority of applications, understanding why disagreement arises in 

these instances may provide insight into other factors that drive decision-making in the 

land-use change process.     

 

Removed from the analysis were two of the 27 applications as they were withdrawn 

before Council was able to make a final decision. This left 25 applications for analysis. 

Figure 29 provides a breakdown of the conflict between Planning Staff, Planning 

Committee and Council decisions.  The figure reveals that Planning Staff and Planning 

Committee have greater conflict than Planning Staff and Council. 

 
Fig. 29 - Conflict Between Planning Staff & Elected Officials 

Council/Planning Committee Decision   Type of 
Conflict 

Total 
Conflict 

Staff 
Decision Reject Support Refer Defer No Dec. 

No 
Conflict Support

Reject   12 3       Staff/Council 19 
Support 4         

6 
6 

Reject   11 1   1   Staff/Planning 
Committee 25 

Support 6   1 2 3 
0 
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Planning Staff Rejections & Council Support 
Staff recommended rejection of 23 applications out of the 375 under analysis.  Of the 

rejected applications eight were supported by both Planning Committee and Council, 

leaving 15 facing conflicting recommendations.  One of the 15 applications was 

withdrawn by the applicant and two were referred by Council, leaving 12 applications 

where a staff rejection was challenged by Council.  A breakdown of the staff rejections 

overturned by Planning Committee and Council is in Figure 30. 

 
Fig. 30 - Staff Rejection Versus Council Decision 

Staff # PC # Council # 
Support 11 Support 12 
Refer 2 Refer 2 Reject 14 
No Decision 1 No Decision 0 

Total 14  14  14 
 
The figure reveals Council approves a majority of the applications Planning Committee 

recommends rejection, with 54.44%, or 12, receiving Council approval.  This number 

indicates a staff rejection does not always result in rejection at the Council level and 

there is a probability of staff being overturned. 

 

To better understand if a campaign contribution can play a role in overturning a staff 

rejection, Figure 31 provides a breakdown of Planning Staff rejections that resulted in 

conflict at Council versus whether a campaign contribution was made to an elected 

official.  In eight of the 14 applications, or 57.14%, there were campaign contributions – 

six applications had contributions from an agent, one from the applicant and one had a 

contribution from both applicant and agent.  Of the 12 applications that did receive 

reprieve from Council, 58.33%, or 7, of the applications did make a campaign 

contribution to one or more elected officials.  While both of these numbers represent at 

least 50%, the sample is limited and it is difficult to draw a line between a campaign 

contribution and the success of overturning a staff recommendation of rejection. 

 

The figure does not provide an indication of which way elected official(s) receiving a 

campaign contribution voted and whether or not this was in line with the contributor’s 

application request.  To trace this connection, recorded votes dealing with land-use 

change applications were collected alongside each elected official’s vote. 
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Fig. 31 - Campaign Contributions 
for Staff Rejections & Council Alter 

Staff 
Decision 

# 
Apps 

Council
Decision

# 
Apps 

Application 
w/ 

Contribution 

% Apps. w/ 
Contribution 

Support 12 7 58.33% Staff 
Reject 14 

Refer 2 1 50% 
Total     14 8 57.14% 

 
 

For the 12 applications where staff rejected and Council supported, there were three 

recorded votes.  In two instances it was the agent that made the campaign contribution 

and in one it was the applicant and the agent who made the contribution.  One of the 

applications with a campaign contribution from the agent was dropped because it 

happened prior to the 2003 municipal election and only campaign contribution data was 

available for that election period. 

 

Both applications where a Planning Staff rejection was reversed and supported by 

Council featured no citizen support.  Only one of the applications had public opposition 

and featured eight letters in opposition and four citizen deputations at the Planning 

Committee.  Figure 32 reveals how the elected officials receiving a campaign 

contribution voted for the two applications in question.  It indicates in both instances 

those receiving a contribution voted in support of the applicant who made the 

contribution. 

Fig. 32 - Voting Record Versus Contribution 
  
  Yea Nay # Officials 

Receiving $ 
# 

Vote 
w/ $ 

12 5 10 10 
Official 
Council 

Vote 11 7 4 4 
 
This analysis is limited by the applications facing conflict and the small number of 

recorded votes at Council.  A further analysis beyond the scope of this study may look at 

all recorded votes made by Council and whether or not there is a connection between 

the voting records of elected officials in relation to campaign contributions from land-use 

change applicants and agents. 
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It could be argued Council as a whole is supportive of development and their votes not 

dependent on campaign contributions, but that they respond to citizen concerns.  Under 

this assumption Council would favour Planning Staff’s rejection if there was a high-level 

of citizen opposition; if there was little or no public opposition, Council would overturn 

staff’s rejection and support the application. 

 

Figure 33 provides a breakdown based on citizen opposition and whether or not 

Planning Staff and Council rejected the application.  When staff and Council both reject 

an application, citizen opposition is found in seven of the eight applications.  A majority 

of the opposition is in the form of letters with over 50% of the applications having more 

than five people in opposition.  The shared rejections give the impression that when 

public opposition is high, both staff and Council agree on rejection. 

 

This becomes clouded when looking at Council overturning of Planning Staff rejections.  

The total number of applications facing opposition is lower, but opposition from five or 

more citizens still represents half of the applications.  This opposition is limited to letters, 

with no applications garnering more than 5 people in front of the Planning Committee. 

 
Fig. 33 - Citizen Opposition Versus Staff Rejection & Council Support 
  Citizen Opposition Letter 

# of 
Apps 0 

1 
- 
2 

3 - 
4 

5 - 
9 

10 
- 

14 

15 
- 

19 

20 
- 

29 

30 
- 

49 

50 
- 

99 
100+ 

% of Total 
Apps w/ 

Opposition 

% of 
Opposition

>5 
8 1 3         2 1 1   87.50% 57.14% 

Citizen Opposition in Person 
    # of 

Apps 0 
1 
- 
2 

3 - 
4 

5 - 
9 

10 
- 

14 

15 
- 

19 

20 
- 

29 

30 
- 

49 

50 
- 

99 
100+ 

    

Shared 
Rejection 

8 2   3 2   1         75% 50% 
  Citizen Opposition Letter 

    # of 
Apps 0 

1 
- 
2 

3 - 
4 

5 - 
9 

10 
- 

14 

15 
- 

19 

20 
- 

29 

30 
- 

49 

50 
- 

99 
100+ 

    
12 4 4   1 3           66.67% 50% 

Citizen Opposition in Person 
    # of 

Apps 0 
1 
- 
2 

3 - 
4 

5 - 
9 

10 
- 

14 

15 
- 

19 

20 
- 

29 

30 
- 

49 

50 
- 

99 
100+ 

    

Staff Reject/ 
Council 
Support 

12 5 5 2               58.33% 0% 
 
 

This may indicate opposition in-person may aid in convincing Council to reject an 

application.  Where staff and Council share a rejection, 75% of the applications feature 
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opposition in person and 50% of these have more than five people.  When Council 

supports an application staff has rejected, 58.33% of the applications have opposition in-

person, but none of these have more than five people.  Given the limited number of 

applications in the data, this suggests citizen opposition may be more effective in-person 

and in large numbers, rather than via letters, phone calls and petitions. 

Planning Staff Support & Council Rejection 
Planning Staff supported 11 applications that resulted in conflict at Planning Committee 

and Council.  Figure 34 provides a breakdown of the applications and how they were 

handled at each stage. 

 
Fig. 34 - Staff Support Versus Council Decision 

Staff # PC # Council # 
Support 0 Support 6 
Reject 6 Reject 4 
Refer 1 Refer 1 
Defer 1 Defer 0 

Support 11 

No Decision 3 No Decision 0 
Total 11  11  11 

 
 

The figure indicates staff supported 11 applications and Planning Committee supported 

zero and rejected six.  Council supported 54.55% of staff’s decisions, but rejected four 

and referred another.  The level of disagreement from Planning Committee and Council 

provides a further opportunity to better understand whether citizen opposition plays a 

role in these decisions. 

Effectiveness of Citizen Opposition 
There is a high level of citizen opposition to the 11 applications that Planning Staff 

recommended support.  Figure 35 demonstrates 81.82% had some level of citizen 

discontent.  The six applications recommended for rejection by the Planning Committee 

have 5 with citizen opposition and 66.67%, or three, of them with more than 20 people 

objecting via letter and 25%, or two, with five or more objecting in-person.  Applications 

that were deferred or had no decision rendered at Planning Committee also featured 

citizen opposition.  This analysis may reveal that at the Planning Committee level when 

faced with a large number of citizens speaking in-person against an application, the 

committee may avoid a decision that would upset residents in attendance. 
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Fig. 35 - Staff Support Versus Planning Staff Recommendation 
Citizen Opposition 

Letter Person Staff # PC # Cit. 
Opp. 

# >5 >20 # >5 
Support 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Reject 6 5 5 4 3 5 2 
Refer 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Defer 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 

Support 11 

No Decision 3 3 3 3 3 2 0 
# Total 11   11 9 9 8 6 8 2 
% Total       81.82%   88.89% 66.67% 72.73% 25.00% 

 
Figure 36 looks at all of the applications with five or more citizens opposing in-person 

before the Planning Committee.  The figure indicates when there are more than 5 

citizens providing a deputation in opposition to an application 64.29% of the applications 

are supported by Planning Committee and Council.  This reveals citizen opposition is not 

always persuasive enough to convince elected officials to change direction, but that it 

can play a role. 

 
Fig. 36 - Total Applications w/ >5 Citizens Opposed In-Person 

Total 
Applications   Staff PC Council 

% of 
Applications 

with 5 or 
more in 

opposition 
Support 11 9 9 64.29% 14 
Reject 3 5 5 35.71% 

 
This leaves no answer to why in some cases Planning Committee and Council will take 

Planning Staff’s advice and support an application despite large in-person citizen 

opposition and at other points ignore this advice and cede to citizen concerns.  An 

answer to this may be that campaign contributions play a role. 

Campaign Contributions and Citizen Opposition 
A campaign contribution was made in 64.29% of the 14 applications that featured more 

than 5 citizens in opposition.  A breakdown of who made the contribution and what 

Council’s decision was is in Figure 37. 

 
Fig. 37 - Campaign Contributions Based on Council Decision 

Total App Council Applicant Agent Both Total % w/ 
Con 

Support 1 5 1 7 77.78% 14 
Reject 1 1 0 2 40.00% 
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Of the nine applications with a contribution, three had recorded votes.  Figure 38 

dissects the votes and where those elected officials receiving a contribution voted.  The 

figure indicates that in these instances the majority of those receiving a contribution 

voted with their contributor, but that in all three instances one elected official refrained 

from voting in favour of the application.  This analysis, despite its limited sample, sheds 

further light on the voting patterns of elected officials and suggests that they do not 

always vote with the campaign contribution.  A further analysis beyond the purview of 

this study would be to look at whether or not the elected officials’ ward was the subject of 

the land-use application to find out if this played a role in them voting against the 

application and their contributor given citizen opposition. 

 
Fig. 38 - Voting Record Versus Contribution 

  Yea Nay 
# Officials 

Receiving $ 

# 
Vote 
w/ $ 

9 10 7 6 
12 6 5 4 

Official 
Council 

Vote 10 7 4 3 
 
The limited amount of conflict between Planning Staff, Planning Committee and Council 

presents a narrow amount of data from which to draw conclusions about why there is 

disagreement between each party in the land-use change process.  It appears at a 

certain level citizen opposition in-person can be effective in changing the minds’ of 

elected officials, but the small sample size of data leaves a mixed message.  Campaign 

contributions have been shown to be capable of swaying the voting habits of elected 

officials at a small scale, but the limited data with conflict does not allow for a conclusive 

answer. 

 

Best Indication of Approval 
From the data available a clear picture of what drives conflict between Planning Staff, 

Planning Committee and Council, cannot be ascertained in any certainty.  Another way 

to bring clarity to the land-use change process is to see what variable is the best 

indication of success. 

 

A high-level breakdown of five variables is completed in Figure 39.  The figure indicates 

applications with the highest level of success are those receiving a staff 
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recommendation for approval.  Of 351 staff recommendations for approval, 98.58%, or 

346, are approved by Council. 

 

Fig. 39 - Indication of Successful Approval by Council 
Staff 

Recommendation # of Apps 
Supported by 

Council 
Rejected by 

Council 
% 

Success 
% 

Failure 
Staff Support 351 346 4 98.58% 1.14% 

  
Campaign 

Contribution # of Apps Supported by 
Council 

Rejected by 
Council 

% 
Success 

% 
Failure 

Total w/ 
Contribution 165 159 4 96.36% 2.42% 

W/out Contribution 210 198 8 94.29% 3.81% 
  

Citizen 
Opposition # of Apps Supported by 

Council 
Rejected by 

Council 
% 

Success 
% 

Failure 
With Opposition 236 218 11 4.66% 92.37% 

              
Development 

Type # of Apps Supported by 
Council 

Rejected by 
Council 

% 
Success 

% 
Failure 

Greenfield 197 188 5 95.43% 2.54% 
Infill 178 169 7 94.94% 3.93% 

  

Applicant Type # of Apps Supported by 
Council 

Rejected by 
Council 

% 
Success 

% 
Failure 

Citizen 78 70 6 89.74% 7.69% 
Business 253 244 6 96.44% 2.37% 

  
 
 
Campaign contributions indicate a high rate of success at the Council level, but 

proportionately their success rate is virtually the same as applications that do not feature 

a campaign contribution.  A better picture of the impact of campaign contributions on 

Council’s decision is in Figure 40.  The figure compares three agents who represent a 

large number of applicants.  Three of the agents made campaign contributions and the 

other three did not.  The revelation from the figure is that agents who make a 

contribution have no rejections and a high success rate, but proportionately their rate of 

success is not much higher than agents who have made no contribution.  Combined, the 

figures indicate campaign contributions play a minor role in the decision-making process 

and do not dramatically increase the chances of an application’s success. 
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Fig. 40 - Agent Campaign Contributions & Support at Council 
Agents with Campaign Contributions 

  # of Apps w/ Cont Support Reject Refer % 
Success 

Agent A 22 22 22 0   100.00% 
Agent B 39 39 38 0 1 97.44% 
Agent C 8 8 8 0   100.00% 

Total 69 69 68 0 1 98.55% 
Agents without Campaign Contributions 

  # of Apps w/ Cont Support Reject Refer % 
Success 

Agent D 13 0 12 0 1 92.31% 
Agent E 20 0 19 1 0 95.00% 
Agent F 11 0 11 0 0 100.00% 

Total 44 0 42 1 1 95.45% 
 
 

Citizen opposition has a similarly benign affect on an application’s chances of success.  

Applications facing citizen opposition were approved 92.37% of the time.  This indicates 

citizen opposition is not effective in convincing Council not to support a development. 

 

Applicant type does show applications from businesses have a higher probability of 

success than applications from citizens.  Applications from businesses were approved 

96.44% of the time, whereas applications from citizens were approved 89.74% of the 

time.  Both numbers show a high success rate, but it does indicate businesses have a 

better chance of success. 

 

Fig. 41 - Success by Applicant Type & w/out Agent 
Applicant 

Type  # of 
Apps Support Reject Refer % 

Success 
% 

Overall 
Agent 54 48 5 1 88.89% Citizen 
No Agent 24 22 1 1 91.67% 

89.74% 

Agent 238 229 6 0 96.22% Business 
No Agent 15 15 0 0 100.00% 

96.44% 

Total   331 314 12 2 94.86%   
 

Figure 41 looks at the success rate of applications from businesses and citizens with 

agents.  It reveals the success rate for applications without an agent is higher for both 

applicant types.  This does not mean that agents are not required in the process.  Some 

applications are more complicated than others and the simplicity of an application may 

remove the need for an agent and make Council’s decision of support much easier.  

Applications with agents still have a high indication of success and businesses are more 
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likely to utilize an agent for their applications, which may speak to their higher success 

rate overall. 

 

Conclusions 
The data reveals the City of London is open to development and that a majority of land-

use applications are approved by both Planning Staff and Council, with only a small 

number being rejected.   

 

A recommendation of approval from Planning Staff is the highest indication of an 

application’s success.  This does not indicate Planning Staff simply approves each 

applicant’s request.  Planning Staff alter and massage, including rejecting portions of 

applicant’s requests, before recommending their approval, with over half of all the 

applications decided by Council having some level of staff alteration. 

 

Citizen opposition is ineffective in stopping the alteration of land-uses despite that over 

half of all the applications featured some level of resistance from the community.  Even 

applications where citizen opposition was high, some applications were still approved.  

This questions the economic theory of politics and that politicians will make a decision 

based on getting re-elected.  Or in the few instances were citizen opposition was 

successful in thwarting an application, this may suggest that politicians are good at 

wading through the rhetoric and can recognize when an application that has opposition 

from the median voter. 

 

Citizen opposition is ineffective in stopping the alteration of land-uses despite over half 

of all the applications featuring some level of resistance from the community.  Even in 

applications where citizen opposition was high, some applications were still approved.  

This questions the economic theory of politics that says politicians will make a decision 

based on getting re-elected.  Alternatively, the few instances where citizen opposition 

was successful in thwarting an application may suggest politicians are good at wading 

through rhetoric and can recognize opposition coming from the median of the voter 

distribution. 
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Despite citizen objections, the development industry is able to dominate the land-use 

change process and get its way in the majority of instances -- though it may sometimes 

be watered down by Planning Staff and Council.  This supports the argument that a 

growth machine has developed in the City of London and it is the driving force behind 

land-use change. 

 

The land-use change process is dominated by the conversion of greenfield lands to 

urban-uses. Private business is the predominant power in this alteration.  In this process 

financial gain is realized by a number of players at the expense of citizens, who are the 

majority in opposition and make up a majority of votes during the municipal election.  

The development industry is able to secure its control by securing the support of elected 

officials and Planning Staff, both of whom need the development industry to secure their 

positions.  

 

Elected officials need tax revenue to provide services to the community and the 

conversion of land to more intense urban-uses provides the opportunity to increase 

property taxes.  Without development, new tax revenues would not be realized and 

elected officials would not be able to secure the revenue they need to provide the 

services their constituents’ desire. 

 

The actions of Planning Staff suggest agent theory is at work, aiding the development of 

London’s growth machine and the success of land-use change applications.  Planning 

Staff are dependent on development to for their jobs. They have an interest in ensuring 

development continues and that means not scaring applicants away.  Planning Staff 

promote development by supporting the majority of applications, but also by altering 

applicants’ requests to ensure their success at the Council level. 

 

Elected officials and municipal staff need to capture a portion of the wealth generated in 

the development industry. This, in conjunction with the citizen’s inability to stop 

development through opposition, supports the structuralist view of the democratic 

process.  More importantly it indicates that developers are the dominant force in the 

land-use change process and are in a prime position to realize success.  
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