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I.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report serves as the Land Development Code Advisory Group’s (CAG) response to the
Fiscal Health Code Prescription, the fourth of four “prescription papers” authored by City staff
as a part of CodeNEXT. There was relatively little public comment on this prescription
document. There was broad “support” or “support with conditions” responses on the survey
of the CAG. At least one member expressed serious concern over public-private
partnerships, and the prescription dealing with “leveraging” had the higher levels of
“support with conditions” as opposed to outright “support”.
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II.

CAG OVERALL FISCAL HEALTH VISION

Austin is Prosperous
Austin’s prosperity exists because of the overall health, vitality, and sustainability of the city as a
whole — including the skills, hard work, and qualities of our citizens, the stewardship of our natural
resources, and developing conditions that foster both local businesses and large institutions.
Development carefully balances the needs of differing land uses with improved transportation to
ensure that growth is both fiscally sound and environmentally sustainable. (IACP, page 87)
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III.

CAG SURVEY AND RESPONSES

CAG members offered several comments regarding the Fiscal Health Prescription Paper. A table of
individual CAG member comments is attached as Appendix A. In addition, an online poll was
conducted to survey members on the various elements in the prescription paper. Screen captures
from the survey prescription statements and survey results appear in the next few pages. The survey
was taken by 10 out of 17 CAG members.
Notable concerns were raised by Dr. Rich Heyman over the prescriptions related to public / private
agreements on parks and infrastructure investments. Some work group members are concerned that
new requirements under CodeNEXT may add to costs, but recognize that there may be cost savings
with the new code.

Comments
 Need to know the new city standards before declaring support.
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Comments
 Need to see Strategic Mobility Plan.

8

\
Comments
 Depends on the details.

Comments
 Do we have a choice?
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Comments
 Need sufficient fee-in-lieu to cover city costs.
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Comments
 Also "Organize & support retention of existing affordable housing stock along Imagine
Austin Activity Corridors

Comments
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Need to maintain open space as an option in Density Bonus programs.

Comments
 Use parkland requirements to make apartments and condos more child-friendly

Comments
 Need to see the new code draft.
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IV.

CAG MEMBER COMMENTS

The following spreadsheet contains comments from CAG members through December 18, 2016.

Fiscal Health Code Prescription Paper
CAG Member Comments through DATE
Fiscal Health Prescription Paper
CAG Member Comments through date decided by working group
CAG
Member/Date

What Did You Like?

Ele McKinney The fiscal health paper provides a
broad argument to support the
9.29.16
need for greater density in
greenfield development.

City Finances 101

What Needs Improvement?

What’s Missing?

Specific examples both in the Where
Are We Now sections and in the
Prescriptions.Under Align City
Standards, a good example is given. We
need more of these to provide a basic
understanding.

Data on what it takes to upgrade the utility networks in
the urban infill of centers and corridors - both in
multifamily and proposed missing middle areas.

Calling existing central city
development as ‘sprawling’. The
central city built in the 1950s is not the
problem. The cul-de-sac subdivisions
built in the 1970s and onward are the
problem. Yet the central city is being
asked to carry the burden.

Data on other cities impact fees for transportation and
stormwater/drainage.

Data on the unmet cost needs in
the Watershed Protection Master
Plan

Adequate fee in lieu proposal for development
participating in the Regional Stormwater Management
Plan.
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Building Greenfields to new city
standards.

Current status of the Strategic Mobility Plan, examples
of the changes, and alignment with CodeNEXT.

Flood mitigation for
redevelopment projects.

Data on where each corridor in Imagine Austin is now
in regards to ratepayers per mile.

Interdepartmental coordination of
utility standards.

Inclusion of the private sector in the
review of utility standards. The private
sector knows first-hand the issues.

New Parkland Dedication
Ordinance.

Parks in the urban core are to be within
a quarter mile of all residences - not a
half mile.

Transportation Demand Strategies
in the new code.

Specific examples of the changes in development
services permitting processes.

How legacy businesses are being supported along
corridors.
Proposed revisions to density bonus program for
missing middle housing.
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