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Abstract 

 

En Route to CodeNEXT:  A brief analysis of first two drafts of 

proposed land development code for the City of Austin 

 

 Nupur Gunjan, M.S.C.R.P 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2018 

 

 

Supervisor: Robert Paterson  

 

CodeNEXT, shaping the Austin we imagine, is a process to rewrite the Land 

Development Code (LDC) for the City of Austin, TX. “Austin’s greatest asset is its people: 

passionate about our city committed to its improvement, and determined to see this vision 

become a reality” (Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan [IACP], 2012). The spirit of 

Austin is its people, but with rapid urbanizations, many residents of Austin feel that their 

city is changing. With the CodeNEXT process, the fear of change became prominent.  

This report explores the importance first in the historical context by briefly 

reviewing the history of planning practices, Austin’s unique natural features, prior 

comprehensive plans, citizen communications, political dynamics, and city reports.  I 

conclude that the city has been divided over planning issues throughout the last century. 

The interesting part of the CodeNEXT process is the changing coalitions in the city which 

may be an outcome of the changing dynamics of the planning process in the 21st-century 
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cities. A city undertaking a complete rewrite of its land development code is rare. Though 

the CodeNEXT process has many lessons that can be valuable for planners, in this report, 

I conclude with three key factors form my analysis that made the CodeNEXT process 

controversial and longer than expected.  



 vii 

Table of Contents 

List of Tables ..................................................................................................................... ix 

List of Figures ......................................................................................................................x 

Introduction ..........................................................................................................................1 

A Snapshot in CodeNEXT discussion ........................................................................1 

What is CodeNEXT? ..................................................................................................3 

Research Statement .....................................................................................................5 

Research Methodology and Limitations .....................................................................8 

Literature Review............................................................................................8 

Qualitative research ........................................................................................8 

CodeNEXT text and map reviews ..................................................................8 

Neighborhood Field Study ..............................................................................9 

A Brief History of Urban Planning in Austin, TX .............................................................10 

City Segregated by Local,  Public,  and Private Planning Practices .........................11 

City Separated through Federal Policies and Changing Urban Fabric .....................12 

City Divide through Conflicting Agendas ................................................................14 

Segregation and CodeNEXT ....................................................................................17 

Current Scenario ................................................................................................................22 

Growth Trend ............................................................................................................22 

Imagine Austin Policy Direction for Growth ...........................................................27 

IACP Growth Concept Map .....................................................................................28 

CodeNEXT Drafts .............................................................................................................32 

What is CodeNEXT fixing? ......................................................................................32 



 viii 

Hybrid Code vs. Spectrum of Codes - Finding the right format ...............................33 

Hybrid Code, Draft 1 ....................................................................................33 

Spectrum of Code .....................................................................................................41 

CodeNext and Neighborhood Plans ..........................................................................45 

Neighborhood Character vs. Density ........................................................................51 

New coalition, New Character ..................................................................................54 

WhatNEXT? ......................................................................................................................59 

Critical Reflections and Lessons Learnt ...................................................................59 

Lack of middle process .................................................................................59 

Lack of transparency .....................................................................................59 

Use of Jargon language .................................................................................60 

Future of CodeNEXT................................................................................................60 

Appendices .........................................................................................................................63 

References ..........................................................................................................................72 



 ix 

List of Tables 

Table 1: Comparison of population density of Austin with some peer cities (Social 

Explorer) .......................................................................................................22 

Table 2 – Draft 1 and 2 feedback .......................................................................................63 

Table 3 – Sample comparison of residential zones ............................................................66 

Table 4 – Density analysis based on the data provided by CodeNEXT ............................67 

Table 5 – Use Analysis ......................................................................................................70 

Table 6 – Analysis of neighborhood residential zoning change. .......................................71 

  



 x 

 List of Figures  

  

Figure 1:  “Residents listen to Mayor Steve Adler, and others talk about CodeNEXT 

at a packed meeting of the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Association on 

Tuesday” (Perez and Hasan, August 10, 2017) ..............................................2 

Figure 2: Key findings of an analysis of current land development code, one of which 

is complexity and ineffective zoning districts (Code Diagnosis, 2014). ........4 

Figure 3: Map showing the spatial division in Austin based on geographical features.  

(City of Austin, n.a.) .....................................................................................16 

Figure 4 White and Hispanic population growth from 1990 to 2010 (Social Explorer) 

(continued page 21).......................................................................................20 

Figure 5: Population Density of Austin 2016 (2016 ACS, Social Explorer). ....................23 

Missing Middle : Diagram of conceptual missing middle by AIA Austin (AIA & 

Opticos Design). ...........................................................................................25 

Figure 6: Map showing the housing capacity of existing zoning (Map based on 

CodeNEXT Resources data) .........................................................................26 

Figure 7: Imagine Austin Growth Concept Map (IACP, 2012).........................................29 

Figure 8: Denver’s Land Use and Transportation Plan (Blueprint Denver, 2002) ............30 

Fig 9: Diagram of transect zone concept from rural to urban (City Hall meeting, 

January 31st, 2017). .......................................................................................34 

Fig 10: CodeNEXT included only the Urban Transect zones in draft 1 and instead of 

using “natural transect zones,” CodeNEXT included “non-transect 

zones” (CodeNEXT presentation, City Hall, January 31st, 2017). ...............35 

 



 xi 

 

Fig 11: Non-Transect zones were used only in residential areas and ranged from Low-

Density Residential (LDR) to High-Density Residential (HDR) Category 

(CodeNEXT presentation, City Hall, January 31st, 2017). ...........................35 

Fig 12: Draft 1 map in District 9 showing existing code districts (TOD, GO-V-CO), 

non-transect zones (HDR, LMDR), and transect zones (T4N.IS, T4N, 

T3N.DS) (Draft 1 archive map of District 9 North). ....................................36 

Fig 13: A conceptual diagram showing the layers of zoning districts and sub-districts 

in the existing land development code (Code Diagnosis, 2014). ..................39 

Fig 14: Another example showing possible combinations of zoning categories with 

one base zone district in the current development code (CodeNEXT 

Open House Presentation, Fall 2017) ...........................................................40 

Fig 15: An example of complex zoning combinations in Austin, Tx (CodeNEXT 

comparison map). The highlighted parcels have been proposed 4 zoning 

categories since January 2017 to accommodate the existing complex 

standards. ......................................................................................................40 

Fig 16: Example of accommodating CO in draft 2 and draft 3. MS1B applied along 

South 1st which is currently zoned CS-MU-V-CO-NP. Here the 

condition (with CO) states that “portion of a building or structure that 

exceeds 35 ft in height must fit within an envelope delineated by a 60-

degree angle measured from the top of the structure to a property line 

that adjoins a public street.” Few General Retail use may exceed 20,000 

sq ft area (Field Study PC&ZAP meeting April 18th, 2018) .........................41 



 xii 

Fig 17: More parcels/lots of COs were accommodated in Draft 2. The above is an 

example showing more consistant zoning district in a block (Community 

Open House Presentations, Fall 2017). .........................................................43 

Fig 18: Zoning categories and explanation of mapping in draft 2 (CodeNEXT draft 2 

archive resources). ........................................................................................44 

Fig 19: Diagram explaining the possible combinations of zoning categories (Code 

Diagnosis, 2014). ..........................................................................................45 

Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek 

FLUM (down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin 

FLUM maps). ................................................................................................48 

Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek 

FLUM (down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin 

FLUM maps) (continued page 50). ...............................................................49 

Fig 21: Coalition Today. (Left) Community Not Commodity at the Austin City Hall 

filling the petition to put the changes in LDC on Ballet (KUT, 2018). 

(Right) Council members representing the Districts 2,3,4, and 6 in 

support of CodeNEXT (The Time is Now, 2018). .......................................55 

Fig 22: Coalition in Past. (Left) “A group of East Austin residents held a press 

conference on June7th, 2007 at City Hall to denounce the City’s 

proposal to relocate the Animal Shelter to East Austin” (PODER, n.a.). 

(Right) Save Our Spring at a press conference in 2013 against the 

repealing of “Project Duration Ordinance” related to expirations of 

building permits (Diaz, 2013; Blanchard, 2013). .........................................56 

Fig 23: CodeNEXT sign at the MLK Jnr. Day in East Austin (Community Not 

Commodity, January 2017). ..........................................................................57 



 xiii 

Fig 24: (Left) A yard sign in Hancock Neighborhood (Fall 2017). (Center) A sign 

outside Anderson High School (Nascimento, KUT, 2017). (Right) A 

picture by twitter account holder @aliciaaaaah with caption “Honestly 

my least favorite Austin residents are the ones who think they're 

progressive but also have this Code Next sign in their yard” (posted on 

April 3rd, 2018)..............................................................................................57 



 

1  

Introduction  

A SNAPSHOT IN CODENEXT DISCUSSION  

A room full of residents, from Bouldin Creek Neighborhood, are eagerly waiting 

for the Mayor in the basement of a community center south of Colorado River. The 

Colorado River divides Bouldin Creek Neighborhood, a predominantly single-family 

neighborhood in the Urban Core of Austin, from the high-rise downtown which sits north 

of the river. The residents are here to question their elected representatives regarding the 

new proposed land development code, CodeNEXT. Twenty minutes into the meeting and 

you can see some emerging patterns in the discussions. Density, demolitions, flooding, 

parking, preservation, and affordability seem to be the central topics of concern (Field 

Study Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Meeting, August 8th, 2017).  

At this point, there seem to be two groups in the City advocating for two contrasting 

versions of a land development code. One group wants a new code which is identical to 

the status quo, which preserves everything that people hold near and dear. Another group 

seems to be advocating for a complete makeover of the city. The first group seems to be 

looking more at the Code on a smaller scale like how the code affects one’s immediate 

surroundings, while the other looking at the city as a whole (Field study Bouldin Creek 

Neighborhood Meeting, August 8th, 2017). Both points of view are valid, and important in 

this debate. But as planners, we need to listen to both sides of the argument, follow the 

policy directions outlined in the comprehensive plan, and propose a Land Development 

Code best suited for the changing urban fabric of the city.  
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Figure 1:  “Residents listen to Mayor Steve Adler, and others talk about CodeNEXT at a 

packed meeting of the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Association on 

Tuesday” (Perez and Hasan, August 10, 2017) 
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WHAT IS CODENEXT? 

CodeNEXT, shaping the Austin we imagine, is a process to rewrite the Land 

Development Code (LDC) for the City of Austin, TX. A Land Development Code provides 

a framework of regulations governing where and how development will take place. The 

City of Austin is currently using a code which hasn’t been substantially updated since 1988, 

especially the base zone districts. As currently written, the regulation system has become 

a complex structure of over 400 unique combinations of base codes, combining districts, 

and conditional overlays (Fig 2) (Code Diagnosis, 2014). “The current land development 

code of Austin does not possess the tools needed to effectively meet” the goals “to create 

compatible development and to respond to the growing demands for development in 

Austin” (Code Diagnosis, 2014). CodeNEXT is a process to update the existing “outdated, 

and complicated code” (CodeNEXT FAQs, n.a).  

The City of Austin went through an extensive process to write a new comprehensive 

plan in 2012 called Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan (IACP). The IACP defines a 

vision for the 21st century Austin to create a “complete community” model (IACP, 2012). 

The IACP provides a roadmap for the complete community through six principles, one of 

which is to “grow compact and connected” (IACP, 2012). To implement the vision and 

principles of IACP, the comprehensive plan outlines eight priority programs, and one of 

them calls for a revision of “Austin’s development regulations and processes to promote a 

compact and connected city” (IACP, p 186, 2018). 
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Figure 2: Key findings of an analysis of current land development code, one of which is 

complexity and ineffective zoning districts (Code Diagnosis, 2014).  

CodeNEXT has recently gained momentum, but the process has been going on for 

over 4 years. The first draft of CodeNEXT was released in January 2017, but the evaluation 

of our existing code started back in 2014, and a public report called Code Diagnosis, was 

released in May 2014. The second draft was released in September 2017 and the third in 
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February 2018 (CodeNEXT, n.a). Draft 3 is the final document of staff recommendations 

including changes which reflect the feedback received over the span of one year. Draft 3 is 

currently under discussion by the Planning Commission, Zoning and Platting Commission, 

Historic Landmark Commission, Environmental Commission, and Music Commission 

(CodeNEXT, n.a.; Field Study CodeNEXT meeting, spring 2018). The various 

commissions are conducting public hearings and will present their recommendations to the 

City Council which is expected to take a vote on CodeNEXT sometime after the summer 

of 2018.  (Council Message Board, 2018; CodeNEXT, n.a.; Field Study CodeNEXT 

meetings, spring 2018). The future of CodeNEXT is unknown; the city is divided and so is 

the city council (The Medium,2018; Council Work sessions, 2017) 

In 2014, the city of Austin moved to a 10-1 system of city council where the 

residents of 10 different districts each voted for their respective representatives (City 

Demographer, n.a.). The Mayor is voted by the entire city and is answerable to a city-wide 

constituent. The other council members answer to constituents in their respective districts. 

The creation of each district was deeply rooted in the idea of full representation of the 

socio-economic structure of the city (City Demographer, n.a). 2014-18 is the first term of 

the 10-1 council, and this council will be voting on one of the most historic changes of 

modern-day Austin, CodeNEXT. The crucial change of representation in the local politics 

will play a vital role in the CodeNEXT process.  

RESEARCH STATEMENT  

Even though the CodeNEXT is hotly contested, most people want to achieve similar 

goals like deep affordability, fewer traffic congestions, green and just city. The new 
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coalitions in Austin have different ideas on how to achieve the shared goal. As Mayor Adler 

once explained to his constituents that when people come to him, they have a black and 

white idea of what needs to be done, but for him, the solution lies in a compromise (Field 

Study Hancock neighborhood meeting, September 20th, 2018).  

To understand the present, we must look at the past. In this report, I analyze current 

perspectives through the lenses of past planning practices in Austin. I then review the 

current growth scenario, growth trends, and Imagine Austin to spell out what CodeNEXT 

must address. I compare the first two proposed drafts of CodeNEXT, to analyze the 

compromises made from the first draft to the second draft.  

For my research, I divided the CodeNEXT document into four categories - zoning 

section, non-zoning section, process/procedure section, and the map. I observed that the 

neighborhoods were mostly criticizing the map and zoning section while the real estate 

groups were most vocal about non-zoning sections and the lack of a criteria manual 1. At 

the end of this report, I will summarize what the CodeNEXT process tells us about Austin 

and how much of it is influenced by the past. This summary will be by no means a true 

definition of this beautiful city, but a mere snapshot of the changing present. 

Each city is different, and the residents have varied tolerance for change. Austin 

has not seen a substantial change in its LDC in about 30 years and the resistance to change 

is visible in the media. On March 27th, 2018, a group of citizens came with a petition, 

                                                 
1 The criteria manuals are tools that help implement the code and will need to be updated after adoption 

outside of the CodeNEXT process (CodeNEXT Blog, FAQs, n.a.) 
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claimed to be signed by 32000 voters, demanding any change in existing LDC to be put on 

the ballot (Field Study City Hall, 2018). Though this petition has been ruled out by the 

legal department and state legislature, it will still play an important role in the local politics 

over the summer (McGlinchy, 2018). The noise in the media often clouds the complexity 

of this process. This is a process that can change the face of 21st century Austin, and 

possibly a positive step towards solving the housing crisis and segregation in this city.   

CodeNEXT has the power to set “requirements for what, where, and how much can 

be built in Austin,” but the LDC has certain limitations (CodeNEXT FAQs, n.a.). While 

there is nothing wrong with expecting the best product after an investment of close to 8 

million dollars it is important to understand that the CodeNEXT does not have answers for 

all problems, and the CodeNEXT team is working in the framework of the directions 

provided by policymakers2 and the comprehensive plan. In the words of John Miki, a lead 

consultant on CodeNEXT, “many people put all their hopes and dreams in CodeNEXT 

thinking that in one fell swoop, it would solve all the world's problem. ”(KUT Austin, 

2018). In this report, my goal will be to present the problem, the proposed solution by 

CodeNEXT, and highlight the limitations so that we can assess the text and map proposed 

in draft 1 and draft 2.  

                                                 
2 Policy makers – “Based on the approach chosen by City Council, and affirmed by the new City Council 

in early 2015, the consultant team and City staff will work to reorganize and revise the existing Code with 

additional input from the public, Code Advisory Group, boards and commissions, and City Council” 

(Council Meeting Agenda, 11/6/2014).  
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND LIMITATIONS 

Literature Review  

To understand the CodeNEXT process, I looked at the history of planning and 

zoning practices in Austin which holds the clues to the current urban fabric of this city. I 

then reviewed the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan to understand the vision, principles, 

and policies outlined to provide direction to the update of the existing code. A brief review 

of the Audit report of existing neighborhood plans and Code Diagnosis (2014) gives us an 

insight of complexity of the problems with our existing LDC.  

Qualitative research  

To understand how different stakeholders, feel about the CodeNEXT draft 1, I 

analyzed the contents of the position papers by various groups, attended CodeNEXT 

charrettes, took part in neighborhood meetings in the areas near downtown and urban core, 

and reviewed public discussions by different commissions. I then categorized the feedback 

collected into recurring themes and looked for similar patterns. Table 2 

CodeNEXT text and map reviews   

To evaluate the two drafts, I looked at the policy directions from the city council 

and Imagine Austin Growth Concept Map. For each draft, I looked at the code format 

(nomenclature, tables, maps, and graphics), the substance of code (standards like height, 

density, and compatibility), the flexibility of amendments and changes in future, and 

mapping process. To review the map, I used GIS to analyze and evaluate the change in 

residential zones in registered neighborhoods in Austin. I also compared neighborhood 



 

9  

plans and future land use maps (FLUMS) with the proposed map for central neighborhoods 

(Table 5 and Table 6).  

Neighborhood Field Study  

I looked at the changes in zoning categories in neighborhoods near downtown. 

Through this exercise, I identified the neighborhoods with maximum change (Table 2, 5 

and 6). I then looked at the political momentum by tracing neighborhood meetings where 

the Mayor of Austin and council members made an appearance to talk to their constituents. 

I conclude my PR by highlighting the future of CodeNEXT and lessons learned in the 

process of changing the land development code in Austin.  
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A Brief History of Urban Planning in Austin, TX 

The history of planning in Austin dates back to the 1900s. The decisions of the past 

still influence the growth of this city. The decisions made by city planners, designers, and 

local politicians in the past are a big part of the conversations today related to planning and 

zoning, especially during the CodeNEXT process. Many scholars have highlighted the 

divide that the past planning practices have created in Austin (MsDonald, 2012; Tretter 

and Sounny-Slitine, 2012). While some residents believe that the CodeNEXT process will 

deepen the divide created in the last century, others see CodeNEXT as an opportunity to 

correct the past mistakes. 

The City of Austin is segregated through its history and geography. The residents 

of East Austin and West Austin have lived in two different cities for generations. Today, 

the two communities are facing the same threat of displacement, demolition, and 

gentrification. It is true that a Land Development Code sets the tone of how the future 

development will unfold in a city. But a new planning process often tries to tie the 

footprints of the past and needs of the future while working with present stakeholders. The 

urban dynamics of Austin, like many major cities in the United States, is not just a mere 

reflection of the city policies, but also the result of much larger and complex forces that 

shaped the identity of this community. Austin’s Urban form has been shaped by public 

planning processes, private planning practices, national and federal regulations, state 

statutes, and the monopoly of certain groups in public participation.  
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CITY SEGREGATED BY LOCAL,  PUBLIC,  AND PRIVATE PLANNING PRACTICES 

The word gentrification has become popular in the 21st-century cities, but it has 

been at the very core of urbanization in Austin. The 1929 comprehensive plan, one of the 

first formal city plans, drew a line on the map dividing the city, and the construction of I-

35 later in 1962 followed the same in concrete (Gregor, 2010). The 1929 plan appears to 

support segregation to eliminate duplication of services for non-white communities and to 

push them in designated neighborhoods by leveraging public services (Koch, & Fowler, 

1928). However, McDonald (2012) writes “Austenite[s] consciously tried to ghettoize the 

city's nonwhite populations . . . but failed in dehumanizing them [non-white]." These 

neighborhoods would later become "centers of vibrant culture, economy, and political 

activity, supporting complex networks of informal and formal institutions;" But will face 

extinction at the hands of rapid urbanization of modern-day Austin (McDonald, p 101, 

2012; Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, 2012). 

Austin was one of the first large Texas cities to adopt a comprehensive zoning 

ordinance, embracing the progressive era of the 20th century. But as Brownwell (1975) 

puts it, efforts towards modernization were used as tools to create a “white commercial-

civic elite” (Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, p 9, 2012). In the south, progressivism reforms 

were focused on economic growth, many times at the expense of non-white communities 

(Kirby 1972; Woodward 1974; Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, 2012). Zoning became a 

constitutionally protected way to artificially segregate the city by race (Tretter and Sounny-

Slitine, p 14, 2012). 
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Public zoning wasn’t the only way cities were contributing to racial segregation, 

restrictive covenants and deed restrictions also played a major role (Tretter and Sounny-

Slitine, 2012). Private land use restriction existed in Austin before the 1929 comprehensive 

plan and continued to become more “refined, developed and widespread” (Tretter and 

Sounny-Slitine, p 4, 2012). By 1949, racial covenants “became moot" and “unenforceable” 

due to a supreme court decision  (Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, p 31, 2012). But at this point, 

residential lots were also subject to zoning restrictions that continued as a “potent force in 

generating the future pattern of housing segregation” (Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, p 4, 

2012). Berry (2001) suggests that Houston, a city that relies on private deed restrictions 

instead of zoning, and Dallas, a city with zoning, show striking similarities in the land use 

pattern which suggests a deep connection between private and public tools of regulating 

land use (Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, 2012). City-wide zoning appears to have generated 

the same segregated land use patterns that were also created through private deed 

restrictions (Berry, 2001). 

CITY SEPARATED THROUGH FEDERAL POLICIES AND CHANGING URBAN FABRIC 

While the restrictive covenants had a micro to macro effect, policies by the federal 

government had a nationwide impact which directly targeted the homeowners in the East 

Austin. The Home Owner's Loan Corporation (HOLC) took away the wealth creation 

opportunity from the communities of color. East Austin, much like many other 

communities of color in the nation, was rated fourth grade which meant these areas were 

“hazardous” districts for investment and were colored red on the maps, also known as the 

redlining practice (Gotham, 2000; Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, 2012). The HOLC security 
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map reinforced the idea of creating a superior neighborhood encouraging cities to use strict 

public and private zoning restrictions to stop the "infiltration of business and industrial 

uses, lower class occupancy, and inharmonious racial groups" (Tretter and Sounny-Slitine, 

p 13, 2012; United States Federal Housing Administration 1936). 

In 1957, through cumulative zoning, the City of Austin allowed industrial use in 

East Austin along with residential use which left a long-lasting impact on the property 

values and environmental conditions (Almanza & Herrera, 2018). This period and practice 

of cumulative zoning are described as "environmental racism" by many scholars (Almanza 

& Herrera, 2018). Once again, these zoning efforts were also following the footsteps of 

private restrictions. Private restrictions prohibited the sale of alcohol and noxious materials 

in west neighborhoods and thereby encouraged their proliferation in the East (Almanza & 

Herrera, 2018; Almanza, 2016). Zoning was also directed by a comprehensive plan that 

encouraged decentralization of the central city core, following the rise of the automobile, 

along with citizen efforts to protect the waterfront from the private development. 

Development intensified where the resistance was least, East Austin (Dooling, 2012; Bush, 

2017). 

The decentralization of cities, the rise of automobiles, and the city zoning between 

1955-61 encouraged “middle-class real estate and commercial development on the city’s 

periphery, particularly north and west of town,. . . . Putting more housing per capita in 

Austin in 1968 than any other large city in the United States” (Busch, p 128, 2017). The 

idea of being surrounded by nature and closer to downtown appealed to many especially 

the young adults and the creative intellectual class, who were moving to Austin in mid-
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1900s. In one interview, a newly hired physicist said "[In Austin] I discovered I could earn 

a good living for my family while surrounded by trees and lakes instead of dirt and 

skyscrapers, and now you could not drive us away” (Bush, p 131, 2017). The words of the 

interviewee here echo the new emerging image of Austin as a livable city fueling the rapid 

growth. West Austin grew and demanded the preservation of natural resources; East Austin 

struggled to get the poisons out of their backyard.  

CITY DIVIDE THROUGH CONFLICTING AGENDAS 

The emerging image of a livable city was reflecting a momentum created by a 

strong environmental movement in Austin. This was reflected in the making of the 

comprehensive plan of 1979, Austin Tomorrow, “led by environmentalist and progressive 

[planner] Dick Lillie” (Bush, p 176, 2017). Austin Tomorrow managed to receive support, 

mostly from west neighborhoods, to enhance the natural resources of Austin which then 

led to building of an upper-middle-class community in the core, near the university and 

downtown (Bush, 2017) (Dooling, 2012). The efforts to include neighborhoods from the 

east were made by the planning team, but “the concerns they [east Austin neighborhood] 

voiced often fell on deaf ears” (Bush, p 176-179, 2017).  Bush suggested that the Austin 

Tomorrow demonstrated the “geographic and social fractures that separated the city from 

the garden in the minds of environmentalists and minorities” (Bush, p 179, 2017).  

The Austin Tomorrow Plan fell into the hands of a group of people whose beliefs 

for an ecologically superior city trumped the need for a just city. The zoning ordinances 

and rezoning cases that followed the Austin Tomorrow plan in the 1980s and 1990s 

followed the vision of the ecologically superior city, concentrating density and intensity 



 

15  

away from “older, centrally located neighborhoods” (Gregor, 2010; Dooling, p 112, 2012). 

Austin was once again divided but this time due to a quality protection of the natural 

landscape in the city and a designated desired development zone (Fig 3). While the drinking 

water protection zone had clear regulations to minimize the development footprint, the 

desired development zone lacked the same preservation incentives for the existing 

communities (Growth management, 2007; Almanza, 2016). With the protection of 

environmentally sensitive land, the city started to grow in south, north, and east. Depressed 

East Austin properties closest to downtown started facing the most development pressure 

of all. 
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Figure 3: Map showing the spatial division in Austin based on geographical features.  

(City of Austin, n.a.) 

If we look at the CodeNEXT process today, we will find groups with good 

intentions but different values. Density vs. preservation3 is probably the most common 

debate around CodeNEXT. Similar to the just city vs. green city debate, today Austenites 

                                                 
3 Preservation term refers to preservation of structures and communities.  



 

17  

are split between adding more housing vs. preserving the current form of housing. The 

CodeNEXT team claims that they are offering a similar character to existing 

neighborhoods, but on smaller lots with the flexibility to build additional units (Field Study 

2017-18). However, neighborhood associations often disagree with CodeNEXT team. As 

a compromise, the density advocates are asking for more entitlements on the main streets 

while protecting the core of neighborhoods. The technique of an infill tool is not new and 

has been an important part of Austin neighborhood plans (Neighborhood Plan Audit, 

2016). But infill strategies have been used only sporadically whereas, CodeNEXT is more 

strategic and is introducing infill in the very base of residential zoning, which is a foreign 

concept for many Austin residents.   

SEGREGATION AND CODENEXT 

 The 1990s saw a rise of local grassroots organizations such as PODER4, who put 

pressure on the city for over a decade to clear out the hazardous site near East Austin 

neighborhoods (Almanza, 2016; Almanza 2017). In 2009, the city replaced Holy Plant with 

a smaller and cleaner sub-station due to the efforts by East Austenites. Today, however, 

many including Susana Almanza, director of PODER, believe that East Austenites have 

become a victim of their own success in present-day Austin (Almanza, 2016; Almanza 

2017). Their efforts to get cleaner neighborhoods and better services along with rapid 

growth of the Austin MSA opened doors for new development opportunities which have 

led to the displacement of multigenerational families from the East (Almanza, 2017). The 

                                                 
4 PODER – People Organized in the Defense of Earth and her Resources. A grassroots effort redefining 

environmental, economic and social justice issues.  
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loss of African-American communities in Austin has already made this city an "outlier" 

among the ten fastest-growing major cities in the United States (Tang and Ren, 2014). 

While the general population growth between 2000-2010 was 20%, the loss of African 

American population was 5.4% (Tang and Ren, 2014). A new wave of young professionals 

is moving into the single-family units which are built by demolishing existing housing 

stock. Replacement of modest homes with bigger and more expensive structures, without 

any increase in housing stocks, is increasing the property values at an alarming rate per 

households (2003-10 ACS). Though not motivated by racial segregation, this new wave of 

development is impacting the communities of color the most. Susana Almanza and many 

activists representing East Austin believe that Imagine Austin and CodeNEXT are 

following the footsteps of past and are discriminating the residents of East Austin 

(Almanza, 2017).  

  Many activists representing East Austin have lost faith in the planning process of 

the city. In a recent zoning and platting meeting, one of the commissioners said that the 

CodeNEXT would have a worse effect than the 1929 plan (Field study PC & ZAP meeting 

May 20th and May 27th, 2017). The threat from CodeNEXT comes primarily from the 

increasing entitlements for single-family zones, which many fear, will expedite the ongoing 

displacement.  CodeNEXT is criticized for not providing direct solutions to curb 

displacement, especially in East Austin. East Austin is at the very core of every debate in 

CodeNEXT. At one of the CodeNEXT meetings in East Austin, I was surprised to see faces 

that are common in the west neighborhood meetings (Field Study East Austin, September 

9, 2017). While the panel had a diverse range of activists and professionals, the audience 
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lacked representation from the neighboring communities. The demography of East Austin 

is changing dramatically (McDonald, 2012; Census data analysis Fig 5). While historically 

people of color were concentrated in the East Austin near the urban core, the 2010 census 

data shows that the people of color are moving in an area that often referred to as the 

“Eastern Crescent5.” Austin is no longer a “Majority-Minority” city;  “ . . no ethnic or 

demographic group exists as a majority of the City population,” yet when we refer to the 

demographic map, we see a sharp spatial divide (Fig 4).  

As people of color are moving away from the core of the city, the dilemma is 

whether to prioritize the preservation of existing neighborhoods, which are rapidly 

gentrifying or to allow additional infill strategies to increase housing opportunities. In the 

attempt to preserve East Austin, there is a threat of sprawl beyond boundaries of Eastern 

Crescent and deepening the spatial divide.  

 

 

  

                                                 
5 Eastern Crescent is a term coined by Council Member Ora Houston. The term doesn’t have an official 

geographical boundary but conceptually refers to growing population of low-income population beyond 

East Austin. The UT Texas Urban Futures Lab conducted a planning and design studio where they studied 

“Eastern Crescent” starting from East of 183 up to Travis County Boundary (Advance Design Studio, Fall 

2017).  
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1990 Census data showing White and Hispanic population 

 

 

2000 Census data showing White and Hispanic population  

Figure 4 White and Hispanic population growth from 1990 to 2010 (Social Explorer) 

(continued page 21)  
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2010 Census data showing White and Hispanic population 

Figure 4: White and Hispanic population growth from 1990 to 2010 (Social Explorer) 
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Current Scenario 

GROWTH TREND  

 The Growth Trend report from the City of Austin suggests that the city is sprawling 

and has failed to provide residential units in the activity centers and corridors as directed 

by Imagine Austin (City of Austin, March 2016). As the median family income is rising 

the median house value and gross rent are also increasing. According to Forbes (2016), 

Austin MSA ranks 8th best place in the United States for business and career with the cost 

of living 13% above national average (Forbes, 2016). When we compare the density and 

cost of living in the peer cities, who also made the top 10 list of Forbes, it is clear that 

population density in the City of Austin is one of the lowest. It is interesting to see the 

density of population in the core cities vs. the density in the MSA including the suburbs 

(ACS, 2016). Most top 10 MSA featured on the Forbes list have a similar density as Austin 

MSA, but the Central Cities are denser.  

Table 1: Comparison of population density of Austin with some peer cities (Social 

Explorer) 
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Figure 5: Population Density of Austin 2016 (2016 ACS, Social Explorer).  
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While density doesn’t guarantee affordability, it does create an opportunity for 

more housing. While the high rises in the West Campus of the university may not be the 

cheapest place to live, the University Overlay or UNO district of Austin has created a small 

urban center which is compact and connected. The debate of density and affordability is 

beyond the scope of this report, but it is important to note that increasing density alone is 

not the answer for affordability. The Austin Strategic Housing Blueprint, also spells out 

that increasing housing choices through CodeNEXT are only a part of the overall housing 

goal (ASHB, 2017).  

 The city is far behind in providing the housing required for the growing population, 

and the share of households with children in the urban core has declined slowly (City of 

Austin, March 2016). The decline in families with children reinforces the outcry by the 

neighborhoods for preserving the existing character of single-family neighborhoods. The 

need for family-friendly housing, in multi-family structures, is also supported by many 

groups. The opportunity to buy and not just rent multi-family units is an important 

consideration. Another issue is the choice between a larger backyard and small-scale infill 

which often splits those otherwise in agreement to provide a more family-friendly housing 

in the urban core.  

 Although the City of Austin made efforts to provide more housing in the core 

through Smart Growth strategies between 1979 and 2007, it wasn’t until Imagine Austin, 

that the city and MSA were considered as one entity for future planning (Growth 

management, n.a.; IACP 2012). The Austin Strategic Housing Blueprint amendment to 

IACP quantified the need for housing in the coming decade (Blueprint, 2017):135,000 
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housing units are required in next 10 years (from 2017) to capture the growth that is forcing 

low-income households outside the city limits. To achieve the goal of 135,000 housing 

units within the city limits, infill development in the core neighborhoods and higher density 

on the corridors is a necessity. The current residential zoning districts either provides 

versions of single-family, from SF1 to SF6, with SF3 being the most common, and 

SF5/SF6, being the least common in the central city. Current zoning also includes Multi-

Family (MF1 to MF6) zoning along with rural and mobile home zoning base districts. The 

lack of more residential choices in residential zoning categories is also reflected in the 

housing capacity of Austin (Fig 6).  Code Diagnosis also highlighted the issue of “missing 

middle” housing which reflects the lack of housing choices in the City (Code Diagnosis, 

2014).  

 Missing Middle: Diagram of conceptual missing middle by AIA Austin (AIA & Opticos 

Design).  
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Figure 6: Map showing the housing capacity of existing zoning (Map based on 

CodeNEXT Resources data) 
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IMAGINE AUSTIN POLICY DIRECTION FOR GROWTH 

Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2012, with a vision to create 

a complete community based on six principles - livability, sustainability, connectivity, 

prosperity, education, and respect for all (IACP, 2012). Since this process had a number of 

stakeholders, who donated their time and are an integral part of this plan, there is a sense 

of ownership with the IACP. However, people often interpret the same language of IACP 

in different ways. CodeNEXT is now being tested on the conflicting interpretation of IACP 

language of the complete community model (Field Study observations, table 2). 

The conflicting interpretations are not limited to the language but extend to the 

IACP Growth Concept Map. The IACP Growth Concept Map is a “geographic guide for 

applying the vision to the city’s physical pattern” for next 30 years (IACP, p 9-12, 2012). 

According to one consultant, the IACP growth map is more like a strategy than a map 

(Personal discussion, March 2018). The IACP centers were developed through a public 

scenario-building process, to suggest a general location for future growth. These centers 

are not rooted in geography and property ownership but are subject to identifications in 

future neighborhood plans (IACP, p 96, 2012). Circles roughly representing the activity 

centers often overlap with non-buildable floodplains or protected green or other parameters 

that make the location of the activity centers, as shown on the map today, undesirable 

(Advance Design Studio, Fall 2017). Given these limitations, the mapping of CodeNEXT 

does not reflect the activity centers from the IACP Growth Concept Map. CodeNEXT does 

attempt to provide development opportunities along the identified streets, but some 
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sections of corridors are active and are experiencing the development pressure, while others 

are identified for future development.  

IACP GROWTH CONCEPT MAP 

The IACP Growth Concept Map is not a true future land use map but provides a 

general strategy growth. While the corridors are clearly defined, the policy direction for 

buffer areas or the transition zones is defined as “harmonious transitions between adjacent 

neighborhoods” (IACP, p 31, 2012). CodeNEXT had to fill in the gap between a strategy 

map and a zoning map. The mapping in draft 1 was heavily criticized for forcing density 

in the core of existing neighborhood, which was addressed in the draft 2 to an extent.  

To understand what is missing from the IACP Growth Concept Map, I looked at 

some of the cities with growth maps or equivalent maps which had more details tied to 

properties and geography. One of the consultants working on the CodeNEXT process, Mr. 

Peter Park, served as the planning director for Denver, Colorado. Denver went through the 

similar process of city-wide LDC rewrite, and Mr. Park often provides his insights from 

Denver. I also reviewed the Blueprint Denver “areas of change map” (Field Study 

CodeNEXT meetings; Blueprint Denver, 2002). 
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Figure 7: Imagine Austin Growth Concept Map (IACP, 2012) 
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Figure 8: Denver’s Land Use and Transportation Plan (Blueprint Denver, 2002) 

The above map of the Denver Blueprint shows the “area of change” with boundaries 

tied to properties (Blueprint Denver, 2012). Seattle, which IACP lists as a comparable city, 

also has an equivalent map which shows a clear boundaries of “urban villages” defining 

the character and growth strategy (Seattle 2035, 2017). Sacramento, another capital city, 

which is much smaller than the City of Austin but has more population density, also 

practices a similar strategy of defining the character according to historic urban, urban, 

historic sub-urban, and sub-urban with boundaries following property lines (General Plan 

2030; Census 2010). Closer to home, San Antonio has an SA Tomorrow map which not 

only defines the edges of regional centers but also provides a conceptual timeline through 
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phases, defining in what order and where the growth is expected (SA Tomorrow map, n.a.).  

While I have, identified a few cities who have growth map with teeth, there are other peer 

cities like Raleigh, NC with a growth map similar to Austin, which provides strategies 

rather a future land use map (Growth Framework, n.a.).  

The IACP Growth Concept Map was a general strategy tool, and not a true future 

land use map. As discussed above, many peer cities have opted for a middle process which 

provides a transition from strategy to citywide zoning. The lack of the transition process 

between Imagine Austin and CodeNEXT had negatively impacted the first draft mapping. 

Many residents felt that their properties were upzoned from single-family use to 

multifamily use, which set the tone for the early community feedback for draft 1 and 

negatively impacted the CodeNEXT process which I will discuss in next section (Field 

Study neighborhood meetings fall 2017 – spring 2018, table 2). 
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CodeNEXT Drafts 

 “CodeNEXT is the new City of Austin initiative to revise the Land Development 

Code, which determines how land can be used throughout the city – including what can 

be built, where it can be built, and how much can (and cannot) be built” (CodeNEXT 

Blog, n.a.; CodeNEXT FAQ, n.a.). The city describes the CodeNEXT process as a 

“collaboration between Austin’s residents, business community, and civic institutions to 

align our [Austin’s] land use standards and regulations with what is important to the 

community” (CodeNEXT Blog, n.a). While the city has made efforts to reach out to the 

community and provide feedback, many Austin residents would say otherwise (Field 

Study, 2017).  

The timeline of CodeNEXT and expectations have changed several times since 

the release of the first draft of CodeNEXT (Community Open House meeting, Fall 2017; 

Field Study, 2017 and Spring 2018). The delay in the process was partially due to the 

criticism of the first draft, which I will discuss in the later section, and partially due to the 

contrasting interpretations of IACP and availability of new information like Austin 

Strategic Housing Blueprint, which was released after the first draft (ASHB, 2017; Field 

study Fall 2017). Fluctuating timeline and contrasting expectations had a negative impact 

on the CodeNEXT process.  

WHAT IS CODENEXT FIXING?  

The current code prevents the worst-case scenarios, but in a growing city like 

Austin, the land development code needs a framework to promote the best (discussion with 

a senior planner, 2018). The first and obvious problem of the existing code is the lack of 
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clarity. The format and the user interface of the code are confusing, and the information is 

scattered (Code Diagnosis, 2014). The second problem with the current code was lack of 

base zoning districts to accommodate the growing and diverse needs of Austinites. The 

ineffective base zoning districts resulted in the application of same development standards 

“ . . . to vastly different types of places” (Code Diagnosis, p 10, 2014). In addition to clarity 

and ease of use, CodeNEXT also seeks to create a more compact and connected city while 

preserving existing neighborhood character (IACP, 2012).  

The land development code of a city implements the goals highlighted in the 

comprehensive plans. The IACP complete community model is based on a wholesome 

value of a city for all. The language and the IACP Growth Map may not provide a concrete 

policy direction for CodeNEXT, but the intent of the code rewrite was crystal clear, to 

become a city that Austenites had Imagined . . .  

 

HYBRID CODE VS. SPECTRUM OF CODES - FINDING THE RIGHT FORMAT 

Hybrid Code, Draft 1  

The policy direction given to the CodeNEXT team by 2015 City Council was to 

create a hybrid code, a mix of form-based and Euclidean code (Community Open House 

meeting, Fall 2017; Draft 2 Preview). “Form-based codes foster predictable built results 

and a high-quality public realm by using physical form (rather than separation of uses) as 

the organizing principle for the code,” and the CodeNEXT was directed to combine form-

based with the conventional zoning of regulating uses (Form Based Institute). The 

CodeNEXT team first surveyed the city, conducted public forums, documented structures, 
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and the patterns created by conditional overlays along with other combining districts 

(Community Character Manual, 2014). Based on their primary findings, diagnosis of the 

current code, best practices, and IACP policy directions the team presented the first draft 

in January 2017.  

The findings of the CodeNEXT team can be found in the Community Character 

Manual, which divides the city into places like natural, rural, urban transitional, and sub-

urban drivable neighborhoods. Based on the findings, the first draft created as a hybrid of 

two codes, transect and non-transect zones (CAG presentation, 2016). Transect zones 

would experience most change, whereas non-transect zones would be areas of low density 

that were expected to receive least development pressure. 

Fig 9: Diagram of transect zone concept from rural to urban (City Hall meeting, January 

31st, 2017).  
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Fig 10: CodeNEXT included only the Urban Transect zones in draft 1 and instead of 

using “natural transect zones,” CodeNEXT included “non-transect zones” 

(CodeNEXT presentation, City Hall, January 31st, 2017). 

 

 

Fig 11: Non-Transect 

zones were used only 

in residential areas and 

ranged from Low-

Density Residential 

(LDR) to High-Density 

Residential (HDR) 

Category (CodeNEXT 

presentation, City Hall, 

January 31st, 2017).  

 



 

36  

 

 

Fig 12: Draft 1 map in District 9 

showing existing code districts 

(TOD, GO-V-CO), non-transect 

zones (HDR, LMDR), and 

transect zones (T4N.IS, T4N, 

T3N.DS) (Draft 1 archive map of 

District 9 North).  

 

 

 

 

 

Though the CodeNEXT text was clear in intent to divide the city from rural to 

urban, at many places the map of rezoned properties looked more like a checkered board 

of transect and non-transect zoning (Fig 12). The reason behind such mapping was the 

existing zoning and land use (Field Study, City Hall, Spring 2017). As we learned from the 

history of planning in the city, new planning and zoning efforts often have a foot in the 

past which was reflected in the zoning map of draft one. The zoning map gave transect 

zoning to neighborhoods near the activity corridor while similar neighborhoods, beyond a 

quarter mile or half a mile of the corridors, got zoning similar to their current category 

(Spatial Analysis, Table 5&6). Suddenly, CodeNEXT map had highlighted the areas which 

were already experiencing change and made it look different than their peer neighborhoods, 



 

37  

which created an uproar in the neighborhoods near downtown and university campus (table 

2).  

The changes proposed in these areas merely reflected the emerging development 

patterns. For example, allowing cottage style smaller units on a 100’ by 100’ (minimum) 

lot with central common space was one of the typologies already found in the single-family 

neighborhoods of Austin like MLK, Chestnut, and Saint John neighborhoods (Community 

Character Manual, 2014). However, CodeNEXT sought such development as a base 

entitlement. The draft proposal included housing typologies which neighborhood 

associations saw as a threat to the character of their neighborhoods (table 2; field study). 

Although, the intent with “cottage court”, for example, was to provide more housing while 

keeping the similar form and feel of the single-family neighborhoods, the language in the 

feedback reviewed for this report often referred to the cottage court typologies as increasing 

the density (Table 2, CodeNEXT draft 1 and 2). Yet,  increasing density is the goal if we 

are to create a more compact and connected community.   

Many zoning categories, with unique conditional overlays6 (COs), a zoning tool to 

restrict uses, that couldn’t be easily categorized in transect or non-transect zoning 

categories were left in the same nomenclature as the existing code. The CodeNEXT team 

explained that these COs are being very prescriptive and hence couldn’t be accommodated 

in the new draft (Field study, Fall & Spring 2018; fig 16). The feedback on draft one 

                                                 
6 Conditional Overlay (CO) is a zoning tool used most frequently to “restrict uses and, less frequently, site 

development and form of a building” (Code Diagnosis, p 58, 2018). The COs are generally unique to 

zoning cases and lots.  
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suggested that the nomenclature was jargon for residents and the public reviewing the code 

felt they were dealing with three sets of codes instead of one new code (Table 2).  

The first draft of CodeNEXT proposed three types of codes. First was the non-

transect zones, which included zoning categories like LDR (low-density residential) and 

HDR (High-density residential). Next was the transect zonings, T3 to T6, which were 

intended to clearly define the urban edges of the central city (Fig 10). The T3 and T4 zoning 

was intended to provide a gradual increase in density with “missing middle7” housing. The 

third category was the existing zoning, that was sprinkled all over the city. Existing zoning 

included combining districts like NCCD8 and CO zoning which can add up to the complex 

layers of regulations like CS-MU-V-CO-NP (Fig 13-16). The existing coding system then 

had added layers of compatibility standards further suppressing the base entitlements. The 

format of draft 1, due to use of three sets of zoning base districts, was criticized for being 

complex and difficult to understand, failing the very first objective of CodeNEXT to 

provide a simpler code.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
7 Missing Middle is a range of multi-unit or clustered housing types compatible in scale with single-family 

homes that help meet the growing demand for walkable urban living – Opticos Design Inc 
8 Neighborhood Conservation Combining Districts  
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Fig 13: A conceptual diagram showing the layers of zoning districts and sub-districts in 

the existing land development code (Code Diagnosis, 2014).  

  

CS – General 

Commercial services 

MU – Mixed Use 

CO – Conditional 

Overlay  
 

V – Vertical Mixed Use 

NP - Neighborhood Planning 

Districts 
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Fig 14: Another example showing possible combinations of zoning categories with one 

base zone district in the current development code (CodeNEXT Open House 

Presentation, Fall 2017)  

      

      

 Fig 15: An example of complex 

zoning combinations in Austin, Tx 

(CodeNEXT comparison map). The 

highlighted parcels have been proposed 4 

zoning categories since January 2017 to 

accommodate the existing complex standards.  
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Fig 16: Example of accommodating CO in draft 2 and draft 3. MS1B applied along South 

1st which is currently zoned CS-MU-V-CO-NP. Here the condition (with 

CO) states that “portion of a building or structure that exceeds 35 ft in 

height must fit within an envelope delineated by a 60-degree angle measured 

from the top of the structure to a property line that adjoins a public street.” 

Few General Retail use may exceed 20,000 sq ft area (Field Study PC&ZAP 

meeting April 18th, 2018) 

SPECTRUM OF CODE 

The feedback from the Austin residents was heard and reflected in the second draft 

of CodeNEXT. The format of draft two zoning was completely changed including 

nomenclature and hierarchy. Draft two zoning categories were defined as a “spectrum” of 

codes (Draft 2 Framework, 2017) (Field study City Hall, March 2018). Draft 2 zoning 

categories ranged from least density to maximum density of zoning categories, trying to 

accommodate more existing zoning and standards under CodeNEXT (Fig 17; Community 

Open House Presentations, Fall 2017). Though draft two also met with the criticism of 

creating too many zoning categories, the format seemed more palatable for people 
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reviewing CodeNEXT (Personal mapping experience; Lack of feedback on the complexity 

of CodeNEXT table 2; field study fall 2017). The CodeNEXT team also rolled out 

additional information like mapping process which explained the reasoning behind zoning 

changes and provided a better understanding of CodeNEXT mapping to the public (Fig 

18). There were still parts of the CodeNEXT map that had former title 2511 (F25) zoning 

which draft two maps labeled as F25 instead of using existing combinations labels like CS-

MU-V-CO-NP. The use of F25 label made the analysis easier and less time-consuming. 

The F25 zoning category probably created an unspoken consensus between CodeNEXT 

team and the people who were reviewing draft two to set aside the F25 as a battle for 

another day (field study fall 2017). 

                                                 
11 Title 25 consists of all the current zoning categories of the City of Austin that are being carried as it is in 

CodeNEXT. The future of these zoning categories is unclear.  
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Fig 17: More parcels/lots of COs were accommodated in Draft 2. The above is an 

example showing more consistant zoning district in a block (Community Open House 

Presentations, Fall 2017).  

The draft two nomenclature had much more clarity than the transect vs. non-

transect nomenclature. The letter and number of each category representation provided 

valuable information related to the character of zoning (Fig 18). For example, in a zoning 

category of R3C, R reflects the character, i.e. residential house form zoning. The number 

3 reflected the intensity of zoning, i.e. by right units. The letter “C” denotes a sub-category 

mostly based on the lot sizes (Fig 18) and proximity to the activity corridors. For example, 

MS1A will have similar characters in terms of use as MS1B. But MS1A will be mapped in 

the neighborhood nodes with form regulations compatible with neighborhood character 

whereas MS1B will have form controls compatible to an activity corridor (Draft 2 

Framework, 2017). The format of draft two was effective and easier to understand, but it 

still had a large number of categories which many felt was adding complexity to Code. 
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Fig 18: Zoning categories and explanation of mapping in draft 2 (CodeNEXT draft 2 

archive resources).  

Draft 2 consists of 5 zoning typologies, 29 Zoning Categories which are then 

divided into 59 zoning subcategories including PUD, F25, Unzone, and other zoning 

categories like parks and conserved land. Though 59 may seem like a high number, it is 

important to remember that Austin has 400 plus combinations of zoning categories in the 

current LDC with up to 627 possible combinations12 (Fig 19) (Code Diagnosis,  2014, p 

50). Going from 400 to 59 seems a success in reduction of zoning categories, with the 

ability for future change in zoning through a definite hierarchy of zoning districts. It is also 

                                                 
12 Not all combining districts can be used with every base zoning. 627 is a conceptual number. There can 

be more than 627 combination with unique COs. 
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important to note that CodeNEXT is carrying forward certain overlays which will add up 

to the proposed 59 categories. Draft two provided a menu of tools that was missing in the 

existing land development code and can help transition from a code that was prohibitive, 

regulating what cannot be built, to a new code that is prescriptive and prohibitive, 

regulating what can, cannot, and how much to build (CodeNEXT Blog, n.a.).  

Fig 19: Diagram explaining the possible combinations of zoning categories (Code 

Diagnosis, 2014). 

 

CODENEXT AND NEIGHBORHOOD PLANS 

The argument by many neighborhood representatives is that the CodeNEXT 

doesn’t respect the neighborhood plans (Field Study, Table 5&6). The IACP Growth 

Concept map provided a strategy for the CodeNEXT mapping, and Future Land Use Maps 

from the neighborhood plans had  “contributed to the development of the Growth Concept 

Map” (IACP, p 124, 2012). “The neighborhood planning process has created a number of 
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future land use maps that depict an individual community’s aspirations for their 

neighborhood on a parcel-level” (IACP, P 124, 2012). As we discussed above, the IACP 

Growth Concept Map lacks policy direction tied to properties and geography which led to 

a contrasting interpretation of what the residents were expecting and what was mapped in 

Draft 1. As a result of conflicting expectation and interpretation, the draft 1 and to an extent 

draft 2 suffered from heavy criticism of disrespecting neighborhood plans.  

The current system is inadequately standardized. Intense development is often 

allowed through PUD zoning or up-zoning requests with conditional overlays. The process 

of development in the City of Austin is inconsistent, complex, takes a long time consuming 

regulatory process (Code Diagnosis, 2014; Field Study Observation 2017). As one planner 

working on CodeNEXT explains, when we don't have good substance (zoning categories) 

to meet the demand of development, the city has to rely on the process of re-zoning, often 

uniquely tailored to the parcel (Field Study City Hall, March 2018). Often when someone 

comes with a project with dense mixed-use development, the city often starts from the 

scratch cultivating a new regulatory plan through PUDs or goes through a long battle of 

adding condition overlays to an existing zoning category. Numerous design and 

development standards like uses, height, number of occupants are regulated in silos, with 

little to no discussions of the larger picture of city planning (Cod Diagnosis, 2014; 

CodeNEXT Blog, n.a.) Overall the reliance on the process of rezoning individual parcels 

instead of creating a new zoning framework has led to a clog of permitting and planning in 

the City of Austin (Code Diagnosis, 2014). 
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The City of Austin relied on neighborhood planning to create an opportunity for 

residents to have a “proactive role in the planning process and decide how their 

neighborhoods will move into the future” (COA, n.a.).  The neighborhood plans were first 

introduced with the Austin Tomorrow plan followed by the 1984 zoning ordinance which 

rezoned the entire city but also envisioned future neighborhood plans (Code Diagnosis, 

2014). Although the neighborhood planning process gave residents an opportunity to 

“finger-grain” the issues and “to identify strategies for managing changes in a manner that 

Austin Tomorrow could not do”(Code Diagnosis, 2014). Without a vision for the entire 

city, silos of small neighborhoods tended to protect their own interests. The regulatory 

system allowed neighborhoods to opt in and opt out regulations, which further added to the 

incongruity of a citywide vision (Code Diagnosis, 2014; Neighborhood Plan Audit, 2016; 

CodeNEXT Blog, n.a.). Moreover, neighborhood Plans often use different infill tools and 

different terminology13 for future land use maps which creates inconsistency (Fig 19) 

(Neighborhood Audit Report, 2016). 

In 2015, the City Auditor’s report concluded that the neighborhood plans were 

“outdated, incomplete or inconsistent with the city’s comprehensive plan” ( Neighborhood 

Plan Audit, 2016). The report also highlighted that the neighborhood plans lacked 

transparency and public participation. Neighborhood associations across the city have 

different parameters to include residents and are often dominated by homeowners when 

compared to the share of renters in the neighborhood area. While the process of 

neighborhood planning gives voice to residents, often only a few common faces from the 

                                                 
13 Neighborhood Plans adopted after Imagine Austin have different land use languge. 
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neighborhood contact team show up for public hearings. The participants may not represent 

the interest of the entire neighborhood. The City Auditor report concluded that “community 

members seeking to attend contact team meetings would have difficulty doing so in 58% 

of neighborhoods tested” (Neighborhood Plan Audit, 2016). The contact team, as well as 

the neighborhood plans, are subject to update every five years, but since 1997 none have 

been updated, and very few contact teams have had new members (Neighborhood Plan 

Audit, 2016). The contact teams have become a close-knit group with their voices 

amplified in the City Hall and media.  

Arguably, since we now have a city-wide plan and a process for a new land 

development code, the existing neighborhood plans are not needed. However, although the 

Audit Report (2016) suggests that the neighborhood plans do not align with IACP’s vision 

and principles, the IACP states that comprehensive plan should “respect, inform, and draw 

from each other” (IACP, p 138, 2012). While the language suggests a clear intention of 

integrating previous planning processes, it has now become a rather controversial topic. 

Without recognizing the fact that the neighborhood plans haven’t been updated in past 21 

years, some neighborhood representatives are holding CodeNEXT accountable for not 

respecting the principles outlined in the neighborhood plans to its full potential. 

Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM 

(down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM 

maps). 

Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM 

(down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM 

maps). 
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Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM 

(down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM 

maps) (continued page 50). 
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Fig 20: Bouldin Creek 

Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM (down), 

showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM maps). 

 

The creators of CodeNEXT argue that they are following the IACP growth concept 

map which was “compared to and adjusted for consistency with the Future Land Use Maps 

in the adopted neighborhood plans” (IACP, p 98, 2012). But as explained above, while the 
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IACP Growth Concept Map provides a clear strategy for growth, it doesn’t provide tangible 

boundaries. Given the uncertainty as to the depth of activity corridor transition areas, some 

claim that the CodeNEXT maps are up-zoning the core of neighborhoods, while others 

suggest that the second draft is missing out on housing opportunities in the urban core.  

NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER VS. DENSITY 

Austin has one of the lowest population density among its “comparable cities” 

(Census, 2010; IACP, p 32, 2012). Cities like Seattle, San Diego, Dallas, Houston, and San 

Antonio all have higher average population density with Seattle leading with 2.5 times 

more than Austin (IACP, 2012; census 2010). Austin was one of the most affordable places 

to live around the 1990s, but the growth in population and lack of housing supplies have 

led Austin on a path of unaffordability. Austin residents have been moving away from the 

core and creating traffic congestion as many drive to and from the central city (Blueprint, 

2017; Code Diagnosis, 2014).  The Austin Strategic Housing Blueprint suggests that with 

regulatory changes through CodeNEXT and other city initiatives, the city can achieve 

affordability goals. In early 2018, four council members were advocating for a new code 

which would provide a diverse range of housing choices for different income groups (The 

Time is Now, 2018). A joint statement by these four council member states that this is “the 

time to fix the failed status-quo policies of the past and to create a land-development code 

for all Austenites” (The Time is Now, 2018). These council members have the support of 

organizations like Austin chapter of AIA; Housing works, Evolve Austin, Habitat for 

Humanity, and Downtown Alliance who are the proponents of more density in the 

Downtown Core and neighborhoods near University (Table 2). 
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While the pro-density group is loud, it lacks the support of neighborhood 

associations who fear that increased density and less scrutiny for uses like a small business, 

live-work units, live music venues, and corner stores will change the character of the 

neighborhoods. Many residents had bought their houses in the hopes of aging in the place, 

but with the draft one zoning map, many felt threatened (Field Study 2017). In a recent 

meeting on March 28th, 2018 of the Planning Commission, and Zoning and Platting 

Commission, a commissioner stated that the single-family attached housing typology will 

not be compatible with the current neighborhood character which has large house forms. 

A counter-argument from another commissioner highlighted the problem with saving 

“million-dollar” mansions while the younger population and communities of color are 

struggling to find housing in the central city. These public arguments highlight the divide 

in the city that has emerged with CodeNEXT (Field Study PC&ZAP, March 28th, 2018).  

The IACP aims “protect neighborhood character by providing opportunities for 

existing residents who are struggling with rising housing costs to continue living in their 

existing neighborhoods” (IACP, p 138, 2012). The draft one and draft two allows existing 

homeowners, in most of the residential zones, to add ADUs along with duplexes and 

flexibility to add more units to existing single-family houses. One can argue that this is an 

outcome of the IACP principle to grow compact and connected by using “infill within the 

city’s developed areas” (IACP, p 10, 2012). The neighborhood plans in the city either lacks 

infill throughout the neighborhood or have adopted infill strategies sporadically 

(Neighborhood Plan Audit, p 10, 2016). This suggests that the neighborhood associations 

are hesitant of infill in their backyards, and with CodeNEXT increasing the entitlement in 
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residential zoning from one unit per lot to two or in some cases up to six on larger lots, has 

many residents up in arms (Field Study Spring 2018&Fall 2017). 

Although IACP doesn’t define what neighborhood character looks like, the draft 

one interpretation is mostly to preserve the form of houses in the neighborhoods (Field 

Study Open House 2017; Community Character Manual 2014). The residents, on the other 

hand, feel it goes beyond physical appearance to the number units per lot, parking, density, 

and allowed uses. One of the problems that CodeNEXT is supposed to solve is to let people 

add one extra unit or an extra bedroom without going through a long and expensive process. 

A statement put forward by pro-density council members talks about how Austin is still 

using a “segregation era code” (The Time is Now, 2018). The statement gives an example 

that under the existing code someone cannot build additional units on a 1700 sq. ft. lot 

unless at least one resident “employed on-site for security, maintenance, management, 

supervision, or personal service” of the main house (Time is now, 2018). “While this case 

illustrates how antiquated and out-of-touch our current land use code is, the real issue is 

that a family’s pursuit of happiness was trumped by outdated and poorly written regulation” 

reads the statement by four council members (The Time is now, 2018). These council 

members are elected by their own districts instead of the entire city, which is a new local 

political dynamic for Austin (City of Austin, 10-1 council, n.a.). This new dynamic is 

raising issues that may have been silent before due to lack of representations in the Austin 

City Hall.  
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NEW COALITION, NEW CHARACTER 

As we saw in the last century of urban planning history, there have been conflicting 

voices in the community feedback for the future of Austin, usually, one overpowering the 

other. In the 1929 plan, the voices were rooted in racial segregation while in the mid-1950s 

the city saw organized efforts by grassroots organizations like Save our Springs and 

PODER (Almanza, 2017). Throughout history, community engagement has been rooted in 

the geography and neighborhood boundaries, especially East Austin vs. West Austin. The 

difference in the divide of 2018 is the lack of a geographical footprint. Two association 

from same neighborhoods can have different expectations from the new code. For example, 

Friends of Zilker and Zilker Neighborhood Association have two conflicting vision of 

density in their neighborhood (Field Study Neighborhood Meetings, Fall 2017; Table 2). 

The representative of district 2, 3, 4, and 6, who represent areas with a growing population 

of low-income families14 and people of color15 are pushing for density in the core. The joint 

statement by these council members stated that the “burden shared is burden halved” (Time 

is now, 2018). The statement further explains that “If we [Austinetes] don’t make room for 

people centrally, we inevitably sprawl. And as we sprawl, we are pushing working class 

and middle-class families out of the city” (The Time is now, 2018). Longtime advocate of 

East Austin and Neighborhood Organizations of West have now formed, a new coalition 

called Community Not Commodity, which is a driving force in the petition that wants 

                                                 
14 The poverty rate in District 3 is 34.3%, second to 35.3% in district 9 which has one of the largest 

homeless population (City Demographer, n.a.).   
15 District 2,3, and 4 have above 60% of their population as Hispanic whereas district 5,6,7,8,9, and 10 

have less than or equal to 30% of their population as Hispanic. District 6 has the highest population share 

of Asians (City Demographer, n.a). 
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changes in LDC to be put on the ballot. “They don’t want the City of Austin to rezone their 

property, raise their taxes, inflate their rent, or displace their neighbors before they have an 

opportunity to express their voice at the ballot box” (Community Not Commodity, April 

2018). Real estate professionals and architects have formed a coalition, EVOLVE Austin, 

with non-profits like Habitat for Humanity who work with the low-income communities to 

build affordable housing. The Evolve Austin claims to be a “diverse coalition of more than 

30 civic-minded organizations representing environmental, transit, and affordable housing 

advocates as well as business groups” who want to provide “specific, constructive 

suggestions for improving the code to better provide the City with the tools it needs to 

implement the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan” (Evolve Austin Blog, February 

2018).  

 

Fig 21: Coalition Today. (Left) Community Not Commodity at the Austin City Hall 

filling the petition to put the changes in LDC on Ballet (KUT, 2018). (Right) Council 

members representing the Districts 2,3,4, and 6 in support of CodeNEXT (The Time is 

Now, 2018). 

 



 

56  

 

Fig 22: Coalition in Past. (Left) “A group of East Austin residents held a press conference 

on June7th, 2007 at City Hall to denounce the City’s proposal to relocate the 

Animal Shelter to East Austin” (PODER, n.a.). (Right) Save Our Spring at a 

press conference in 2013 against the repealing of “Project Duration 

Ordinance” related to expirations of building permits (Diaz, 2013; 

Blanchard, 2013).  

 

The coalitions in Austin today, are drastically different from its past. Organizations 

that have had conflicting agendas have come together against CodeNEXT. The “No-

CodeNEXT” sign was prominent during a rally in East Austin on Martin Luther King Jnr 

Day, and the same poster is a common yard sign in the wealthier neighborhoods of West 

Austin (Fig 23 and 24). One possible reason for new coalition might be that the CodeNEXT 

is treating the west and east of Austin alike, whereas, historically the interest of one side 

of the city often trumped the other. 
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Fig 23: CodeNEXT sign at the MLK Jnr. Day in East Austin (Community Not 

Commodity, January 2017). 

 

 

 

 

Fig 24: (Left) A yard sign in Hancock Neighborhood (Fall 2017). (Center) A sign outside 

Anderson High School (Nascimento, KUT, 2017). (Right) A picture by twitter account 

holder @aliciaaaaah with caption “Honestly my least favorite Austin residents are the 

ones who think they're progressive but also have this Code Next sign in their yard” 

(posted on April 3rd, 2018). 

 

Equality is not equity, and that is probably the central issue with treating both sides 

of the city as equal. As CodeNEXT rewrites the LDC, there is an imminent threat of 

swiping the slate clean and not recognizing the past disparity. East Austin advocates in 

Community Not Commodity are fighting for their communities, local businesses, and 

multigenerational families as evidenced by their statements and a proposed plan called 
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People’s Plan, which is expected to come to council in the month of May (Council Message 

Board). On the other hand, the interests of West Austin seem to be primarily in preserving 

the form of houses and existing density (Field Study Observation, 2017). The motivation 

against CodeNEXT for these two groups may come from different places, but the presented 

solution is same, kill the process of CodeNEXT and start over.   
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WhatNEXT? 

CRITICAL REFLECTIONS AND LESSONS LEARNT 

Lack of middle process  

In a recent work session, the lead consultant said that the Imagine Austin was a 

process of envisioning the future development for the city “from an airplane” whereas the 

CodeNEXT process has brought the changes in the backyards of residents (Planning 

Commission Meetings, April 2018). As we discussed above, one of the challenges for 

CodeNEXT was to determine the depth of the transition zones for corridors. The scale from 

a city-wide planning to a parcel by parcel zoning escalated quickly which had many 

residents up in arms. The Austin Strategic Housing Blueprint (ASHB) also was adopted as 

an amendment to Imagine Austin after the release of the first draft which was then referred 

to for the rest of the process. A middle process of identifying area of change or transition 

areas following IACP Growth Concept Map could have provided a smooth transition to 

CodeNEXT. Adopting ASHB before the CodeNEXT process started would have provided 

tangible goals for housing that would have helped to quantify the density conversations.  

Lack of transparency 

Draft 2 provided a document explaining the mapping process from existing zoning 

to draft 2 categories, which was a key document for many in understanding the transition 

and was a considerable improvement. The lack of transparency in the mapping process of 

draft 1 had such an impact on the CodeNEXT that the process never entirely recovered. 

Lack of information on the process of CodeNEXT led to lack of public trust in consultants 

and staff.  
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Use of Jargon language  

The use of transect zoning was criticized heavily in the first draft. Even though the 

community outreach report highlighted that the need is to simplify the existing LDC code, 

the CodeNEXT team failed to simplify the terminology of zoning districts in the first draft. 

The second draft was a complete re-write of zoning districts from draft 1. This could have 

been avoided during the initial community outreach efforts by presenting participants with 

different options of zoning district terminology and quantifying feedback to produce a 

more palatable nomenclature.  

FUTURE OF CODENEXT 

The third and final draft of CodeNEXT was released in February 2018. With the 

exception of changes in housing typologies in low-density residential zones along with few 

changes in non-zoning sections, the rest of the text remained the same as draft two. The 

mapping on the other hand underwent a drastic change. Most of the areas of neighborhood 

zoned T3 in the first draft, and R3C in second, where downzoned to R2C which is still an 

up zoning from the existing SF3. While SF3 allowed 2 units per lot with 5750 sq. ft. being 

the smallest lot, the R2C allows up to 4 units on a minimum 5000 sq. ft. lot16. Comparing 

T3 of the first draft to SF3, R2C zone is closer to entitlements of SF3. The change in 

mapping has also deepened the divide between density advocates and neighborhood 

representatives. One Planning Commissioner said that draft 3 had put housing from high 

opportunity areas17 to high opportunity with asthma areas implying the downzone of 

                                                 
16 Single-family attached with ADU 
17 High Opportunity Areas typically include access to jobs, transportation, education, and a healthy 

environment. These factors can affect a person’s social mobility, health, and access to employment – 

Austin Affordable Housing Blueprint 2017 



 

61  

central core neighborhood and up-zoning of areas around highway I 35 (Field Study 

PC&ZAP meeting, March 28th, 2018).  

The future of CodeNEXT is in the hands of a 10-1 council of the City of Austin. 

Mayor Steve Adler has been a proponent of preserving the core of neighborhoods and 

releasing entitlements on the corridors. The “Austin Bargain” as he calls it is “an agreement 

that protects all of us [Austin Residents] from our worst fears so the community as a whole 

can achieve the best possible outcome” (Field Study, SOCA 2017&2018). A CodeNEXT 

Goal document, posted by the Mayor and supported by two council members 

(representative of district 5 and 10), outlines 56 key goals that the Mayor and supporting 

council members want to see in new code (Council Message Board, 2018). The density 

advocate (representatives of district 2,3,4, and 6) are still pushing for a code that increases 

density in the core. Remaining four council members, including the District 9 

representative who represents most of the central neighborhoods, are still observing and 

haven’t released any official statements. The city council and various commissions will 

hold public hearings from April through June with a possibility of an extension until 

August (CodeNEXT Postcard, 2018). The residents of the City of Austin will have a final 

chance to talk directly to their representatives. Based on further public input the council 

will go through a process of amending and changing the proposed draft of CodeNEXT. 

The recommendations by the Planning Commission and the Zoning and Platting 

Commission along with other involved commissions will also play an important role in the 

final decision. The draft that will be passed by the council may look very different than the 

one proposed in the third draft. The decision makers, Austin 10-1 City Council, will have 
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the final say, and this decision will hold the key to the future of the Live Music Capital of 

the United States, Austin, Texas.   
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Appendices 

Table 2 – Draft 1 and 2 feedback  

 

Draft 1 

Link to online consolidated data  

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDRjNjg2NDAtYTc3OC00MTdhLWJlZDYtM

2Q0NzU3ZTAzMmRlIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwM

GQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9 

 

 
 

Draft 2 

Link to online consolidated data  

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMjYwYTIxZGQtYWU0Ni00MDI0LWFlMzkt

NDI2NWRkZjFmOWE4IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMw

MGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9 

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDRjNjg2NDAtYTc3OC00MTdhLWJlZDYtM2Q0NzU3ZTAzMmRlIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDRjNjg2NDAtYTc3OC00MTdhLWJlZDYtM2Q0NzU3ZTAzMmRlIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMDRjNjg2NDAtYTc3OC00MTdhLWJlZDYtM2Q0NzU3ZTAzMmRlIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMjYwYTIxZGQtYWU0Ni00MDI0LWFlMzktNDI2NWRkZjFmOWE4IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMjYwYTIxZGQtYWU0Ni00MDI0LWFlMzktNDI2NWRkZjFmOWE4IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiMjYwYTIxZGQtYWU0Ni00MDI0LWFlMzktNDI2NWRkZjFmOWE4IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
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Collaborators -   

Romic Avez, UT College of Liberal Arts (2015-2019) 

Saavan Nanavati, UT Austin (Computer Science) (2018-2022) 
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Sample Draft 1 feedback data analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

66  

 

 

 

 Table 3 – Sample comparison of residential zones 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comparison SF-3 vs. R2 and R3C

Column1 SF 3 R2A R2B R2C R3C

Minm lot 5750/7000 5750/7000 5750/7000 5750/7000 5000/5000/10000

Minm Lot width 50 45 / 50 (duplex) 45 / 50 (duplex) 45 / 50 (duplex) 40/50/100

Duplex yes corner lot only (7000) yes yes yes

FAR 0.4 / 2300 sf .4 / 2300 sf .4 / 2300 sf .4 / 2300

Height 

(primary/beyond 80/if 

preserved) 35 32/22/32 35 32/22/32 32/22/32

Impervious 45% 45% 45% 45% 45%

Building 40% 40% 40% 40% 40%

ADU not with duplex not with duplex not with duplex not with duplex

FAR 0.15 / 1150 sf 0.15 / 1150 sf 0.15 / 1150 sf 0.15 / 1150 sf

set back 25,15,5,10 25,15,5,10 25,15,5,10 25,15,5,10

Use

ADU P P P

CO-OP n/a CUP CUP CUP

Home Occupation n/a P P P

Live Work n/a n/a CUP CUP

Lib/musuem.art 

gallery n/a CUP CUP CUP

Communication n/a P P P

utilities Local n/a CUP CUP CUP

Telecommunication n/a P P P

Temporary and 

Special use TUP/CUP TUP/CUP TUP/CUP TUP/CUP
No restriction on 

Duplex and ADU. 

Cottage, house, 

duplex, cottage corner 

and cottage court. Up 

to 6 units on a 10,000 

No cottage style/cottage corner. On a lot of 7000 sq ft only 2 units allowed by right 

(House+adu or duplex). Parking 1 per unit. ADU size will change in 3rd draft. Most 

use are similar to what is allowed in SF-3. In draft 2 some use like Group Homes have 

been further categorized as co-op, senior housing, group homes in the use table. 
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Table 4 – Density analysis based on the data provided by CodeNEXT 
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Table 5 – Use Analysis 

The analysis of uses can be found at the web version of the consolidated data. 

Link - 

 
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGMxZWEzZWQtOTM2My00OGNkLWJkNT

AtMzg0ZGVhM2Y2MmNmIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LW

MwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9 

 

 

Collaborators -   

Saavan Nanavati, UT Austin (Computer Science) (2018-2022) 

  

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGMxZWEzZWQtOTM2My00OGNkLWJkNTAtMzg0ZGVhM2Y2MmNmIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGMxZWEzZWQtOTM2My00OGNkLWJkNTAtMzg0ZGVhM2Y2MmNmIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGMxZWEzZWQtOTM2My00OGNkLWJkNTAtMzg0ZGVhM2Y2MmNmIiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
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 Table 6 – Analysis of neighborhood residential zoning change.  

Link to consolidated data  

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGQ2OTZhODAtNjRlMy00ZGIyLThh

ZTMtZTI5N2I2YTZiYjA1IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LW

MwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9 

 

 
Collaborators -   

Saavan Nanavati, UT Austin (Computer Science) (2018-2022) 

 

https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGQ2OTZhODAtNjRlMy00ZGIyLThhZTMtZTI5N2I2YTZiYjA1IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGQ2OTZhODAtNjRlMy00ZGIyLThhZTMtZTI5N2I2YTZiYjA1IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9
https://app.powerbi.com/view?r=eyJrIjoiNGQ2OTZhODAtNjRlMy00ZGIyLThhZTMtZTI5N2I2YTZiYjA1IiwidCI6IjZmOWE5YTE1LTI1NGQtNDQ5MS1hYzE5LWMwMGQwMmY4ZjJkMiIsImMiOjR9


 

72  

References 

2003-2010 ACS (Trans.). (n.d.). Austin Gentrification Maps and Data. Retrieved April 

20, 2018, from http://www.governing.com/ website: http://www.governing.com/gov-

data/austin-gentrification-maps-demographic-data.html 

Advance Design Studio. (2017). In Eastern Archipelago (Former Eastern Crescent) 

Study. Austin, TX. 

AIA, & Opticos Design. (n.d.). Graphic [Illustration]. Retrieved from 

https://www.aiaaustin.org/sites/default/files/missing_middle_transect_poster_24x36_0.pd

f 

Almanza, S. (Presenter). (2016, October 21). The Impact of Racist Land Use Policies on 

Communities of Color in East Austin. Lecture presented at UT School of Architecture, 

Austin, TX. 

Almanza, S. (Presenter). (2017, September 23). City Forum: Susana Almanza, 

“CodeNEXT & Equity | Stopping the Cycle of Austin’s Racist History.”. Speech 

presented at UT School of Architecture, Austin, TEXAS. 

Almanza, S., & Herrera, S. (n.d.). CodeNEXT, Contributing to the Legacy of Austin’s 

Racism in Land Development Planning. In PODER. (Original work published 2018) 

Blanchard, B. (n.d.). At a press conference on Wednesday, Save Our Springs Alliance 

director Bill Bunch said repealing expirations could harm Austin. [Photograph]. 

Retrieved from http://kut.org/post/council-delays-vote-project-duration-ordinance-update 

Blueprint. (2017). In AUSTIN STRATEGIC HOUSING BLUEPRINT. 



 

73  

Blueprint Denver. (n.d.). In Blueprint Denver: An Integrated Land Use and 

Transportation Plan. Retrieved March 20, 2018, from 

https://www.denvergov.org/content/denvergov/en/community-planning-and-

development/planning-and-design/blueprint-denver.html 

Busch, A. M. (2017). City in a Garden: Environmental Transformations and Racial 

Justice in Twentieth-century. 

CAG Presentation. (2017, December). Austin Transect Zone [PowerPoint slides]. 

Retrieved April 6, 2018, from AustinTexas.gov website: 

http://www.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=268246 

City Demographer. (n.d.). Demographic, Socioeconomic and Political Characteristics of 

Austin’s Council Districts. Retrieved from City of Austin website: 

http://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/10-ONE/Districts10_rev5.pdf 

City Demographer, R. (Ed.). (2016, March). TOP TEN DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS IN 

AUSTIN, TEXAS. Retrieved April 6, 2018, from City of Austin website: 

http://www.austintexas.gov/page/top-ten-demographic-trends-austin-texas 

City of Austin. (n.d.). A city plan for Austin. In A city plan for Austin. (Original work 

published 1987) 

Code Diagnosis. (n.d.). LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE DIAGNOSIS. In CodeNEXT. 

Retrieved from 

https://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/CodeNEXT/Austin_CodeDi

agnosis_PublicDraft_web_050514.pdf (Original work published 2014) 



 

74  

CodeNEXT. (n.d.). Retrieved April 20, 2018, from City of Austin website: 

https://www.austintexas.gov/codenext 

CodeNEXT Advocacy Roundtable. (n.d.). Retrieved November 25, 2017, from AIA 

Austin website: https://www.aiaaustin.org/content/codenext-task-force 

CodeNEXT Blog. (n.d.). Retrieved November 25, 2017, from 

https://www.austintexas.gov/blogs/codenext/2098/codenext-blog 

CodeNEXT Draft 1 map district 9. (n.d.). In CodeNEXT Draft 1 Map. Retrieved April, 

2018, from 

http://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/CodeNEXT/2017-05-

09_Proposed_Zoning_District_9_North.pdf 

CodeNEXT Draft 2 preview. (n.d.). In Draft 2 preview. Retrieved April, 2018, from 

http://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/2017_0906_AustinLDC_Pres_Draft2P

review_final_rv__003_.pdf 

CodeNEXT FAQs. (n.d.). In CodeNEXT FAQs. Retrieved November 25, 2017, from 

http://austintexas.gov/department/codenext/faq 

CodeNEXT Map Draft 2 [Illustration]. (2017, February). Retrieved from 

https://codenext.engagingplans.org/codenext-comparison-map 

CodeNEXT - RECA [White paper]. (n.d.). Retrieved November 25, 2017, from Real 

Estate Council of Austin website: http://www.reca.org/advocacy/codenext 

The Code of the City of Austin, TX. (n.d.). Retrieved from MuniCode - City of Austin 

database. 



 

75  

Community Character in a Box, CodeNEXT. (2014). Retrieved from AustinTexas.Gov 

website: 

http://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/CodeNEXT/Community_Ch

aracter_in_a_Box_FAQ1.pdf 

Community Character Manual, CodeNEXT [White paper]. (2014, May). Retrieved April 

6, 2018, from AustinTexas.gov website: ftp://ftp.ci.austin.tx.us/GIS-

Data/planning/CodeNext/Community_Character_Manual/ 

Community not Commodity. (n.d.). Retrieved March 25, 2018, from 

https://communitynotcommodity.com/ 

Council Meeting Agenda. (2014, November 6). In Recommendation for Council Action 

(CodeNEXT). Retrieved from 

http://www.austintexas.gov/edims/document.cfm?id=220907 

Council Meeting January 31st, 2017. (2017, January 31). Retrieved from CodeNEXT 

Resources 2017 database. 

Council Message Board. (n.d.). Retrieved April 20, 2018, from City of Austin website: 

http://austincouncilforum.org/viewforum.php?f=2&sid=42d42eee0e1ba43155dde626a9fd

916a 

Council Q&A. (n.d.). In Council CodeNEXT Question and Answer. Retrieved November 

25, 2017, from http://www.austintexas.gov/budget/codeNext/index.cfm 

Council Work Sessions. (n.d.). Retrieved April 20, 2018, from City of Austin website: 

http://www.austintexas.gov/department/city-council/2017/2017_master_index.htm 



 

76  

DIAZ, J. (2013, March 20). With Austin In the AG’s Sights, Will the City Grandfather Its 

Building Permits? kut.org. Retrieved from http://kut.org/post/austin-ag-s-sights-will-city-

grandfather-building-permits 

Evolve Austin. (n.d.). Retrieved November 25, 2017, from https://evolveaustin.org/ 

Forbes (Ed.). (n.d.). Forbes Places. Retrieved March 20, 2018, from Forbes.com website: 

https://www.forbes.com/places/tx/austin/ 

Form-Based Codes Institute. (n.d.). Form-Based Code Definition. Retrieved April 27, 

2018, from Form-Based Codes Institute website: https://formbasedcodes.org/ 

GREGOR, K. (2010, February 5). Austin Comp Planning: A Brief History. The Austin 

Chronicle. Retrieved from https://www.austinchronicle.com/news/2010-02-05/953471/ 

Growth Management (Ed.). (n.d.). Chapter 4: Growth Management Addendum. 

Retrieved from austintexas.gov website: http://Chapter 4: Growth Management 

Addendum 

Guide to Zoning. (2016, September). In City of Austin (pp. 1-99). Retrieved November 

25, 2017, from 

https://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/zoning_guide.pdf 

Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan (IACP, Comp.). (2012). Retrieved from 

https://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/ImagineAustin/webiacpredu

ced.pdf 

Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan. (2012, June 15). In Imagine Austin (pp. 1-343). 

Retrieved November 25, 2017, from 



 

77  

https://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/ImagineAustin/webiacpredu

ced.pdf 

Koch, & Fowler. (1928). A City Plan for Austin Texas [Fact sheet]. Retrieved from A 

City Plan for Austin Texas database. 

LAHN, L. A. H. N. (Presenter). (2009, April 19). Brief History of Land Use Planning 

Policy in the United States. Reading presented at The University of Texas at Austin, 

Austin, TX. 

MCGLINCHY, A. (2018, March 29). Petition To Potentially Put CodeNEXT On The 

Ballot Filed With Austin City Clerk. Kut.org. Retrieved from http://kut.org/post/petition-

potentially-put-codenext-ballot-filed-austin-city-clerk 

NASCIMENTO, M. D. (n.d.). How A 91-Year-Old U.S. Supreme Court Case From Ohio 

Echoes In Austin’s CodeNEXT Fight [Photograph]. Retrieved from 

http://kut.org/post/how-91-year-old-us-supreme-court-case-ohio-echoes-austins-

codenext-fight 

Neighborhood Plan Audit. (2016, November). Audit of Neighborhood Planning. 

Retrieved from City of Austin website: 

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/aura/pages/9/attachments/original/1479140163/N

Paudit.PDF?1479140163 

1929 Master Plan – Before and after. (n.d.). Retrieved February 2, 2018, from Undoing 

Racism Austin website: http://www.undoingracismaustin.org/racism-in-austin/1929-

master-plan-before-and-after/ 



 

78  

Opticos Design. (2014, April). Listening to the Community Report Summary [PowerPoint 

slides]. Retrieved from City of Austin website: 

https://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/CodeNEXT/CODENEXT-

L2C-CAG-CPT-PRESENTATION-v4-4-14.pdf 

PÉREZ, G. C., & Hasan, S. (n.d.). MAP: Most Online Feedback About CodeNEXT 

Centers On Wealthier Areas. Kut.org. Retrieved from http://kut.org/post/map-most-

online-feedback-about-codenext-centers-wealthier-areas 

Philiphs, A. (2009, November 25). Proof of Austin’s past is right there - in black and 

white. The Statesman. Retrieved from http://www.statesman.com/news/opinion/proof-

austin-past-right-there-black-and-white/sBb1BZ9t1S3qaYJOSInsDK/ 

Robinson, R. (2013, January). Austin Area Population Histories and Forecasts. In City of 

Austin (p. 1). Retrieved November 25, 2017, from 

http://www.austintexas.gov/sites/default/files/files/Planning/Demographics/austin_foreca

st_2013_annual_pub.pdf 

Sacramento General Plan 2035. (n.d.). In General Plan 2035. Retrieved January, 2018, 

from http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Long-

Range/General-Plan 

SA Tomorrow. (n.d.). In SA Tomorrow. Retrieved March, 2018, from 

https://satomorrow.com/#interactive-map 

Seattle 2035, City wide Planning. (2017). Retrieved from OPCD Comprehensive Plan 

database. 

Social Explorer. (n.d.). Retrieved from Census database. 



 

79  

Tang, E., & Ren, C. (2014). Outlier: The Case of Austin’s Declining AfricanAmerican 

Population. ISSUE BRIEF: First in a Series. Retrieved from 

https://liberalarts.utexas.edu/iupra/_files/pdf/Austin%20AA%20pop%20policy%20brief_

FINAL.pdf 

The 10 U.S. Cities With the Fastest-Growing Suburbs. (n.d.). Retrieved November 25, 

2017, from Realtor.com website: https://www.realtor.com/news/trends/cities-with-the-

hottest-suburban-neighborhood/ 

Theis, M. (2016, 12 8). Austin remains population magnet — but growth in the ‘burbs is 

far swifter. Austin Business Journal. Retrieved from 

https://www.bizjournals.com/austin/news/2016/12/08/austin-remains-population-magnet-

but-growth-in-the.html 

The Time is Now. (2018). The Medium. Retrieved from https://medium.com/for-all-

austinites/the-time-is-now-d3ee6b7aa476 

Tretter, E. M., & Sounny-Slitine, M. (Presenters). (n.d.). Austin Restricted:

 Progressivism, Zoning, Private Racial Covenants, and the  

Making of a Segregated City. Reading presented in The University of 

Texas at Austin, TX. 

2030 Comprehensive Plan. (n.d.). In Growth Framework. Retrieved April, 2018, from 

file:///Users/sriramsaidev/Downloads/Growth_Framework_Map%20(2).pdf 

Zoning Capacity and Redevelopment Analysis (V. 11) [White paper]. (n.d.). Retrieved 

from austintexas.gov website: ftp://ftp.ci.austin.tx.us/GIS-

Data/planning/compplan/council-backup-26apr12/10_zoning_capacity_cfs3_ver11.pdf 


	List of Tables
	List of Figures
	Introduction
	A Snapshot in CodeNEXT discussion
	Figure 1:  “Residents listen to Mayor Steve Adler, and others talk about CodeNEXT at a packed meeting of the Bouldin Creek Neighborhood Association on Tuesday” (Perez and Hasan, August 10, 2017)

	What is CodeNEXT?
	Figure 2: Key findings of an analysis of current land development code, one of which is complexity and ineffective zoning districts (Code Diagnosis, 2014).

	Research Statement
	Research Methodology and Limitations
	Literature Review
	Qualitative research
	CodeNEXT text and map reviews
	Neighborhood Field Study


	A Brief History of Urban Planning in Austin, TX
	City Segregated by Local,  Public,  and Private Planning Practices
	City Separated through Federal Policies and Changing Urban Fabric
	City Divide through Conflicting Agendas
	Figure 3: Map showing the spatial division in Austin based on geographical features.  (City of Austin, n.a.)

	Segregation and CodeNEXT
	Figure 4 White and Hispanic population growth from 1990 to 2010 (Social Explorer) (continued page 21)
	Figure 4: White and Hispanic population growth from 1990 to 2010 (Social Explorer)


	Current Scenario
	Growth Trend
	Table 1: Comparison of population density of Austin with some peer cities (Social Explorer)
	Figure 5: Population Density of Austin 2016 (2016 ACS, Social Explorer).
	Missing Middle: Diagram of conceptual missing middle by AIA Austin (AIA & Opticos Design).
	Figure 6: Map showing the housing capacity of existing zoning (Map based on CodeNEXT Resources data)


	Imagine Austin Policy Direction for Growth
	IACP Growth Concept Map
	Figure 7: Imagine Austin Growth Concept Map (IACP, 2012)
	Figure 8: Denver’s Land Use and Transportation Plan (Blueprint Denver, 2002)


	CodeNEXT Drafts
	What is CodeNEXT fixing?
	Hybrid Code vs. Spectrum of Codes - Finding the right format
	Hybrid Code, Draft 1
	Fig 9: Diagram of transect zone concept from rural to urban (City Hall meeting, January 31st, 2017).
	Fig 10: CodeNEXT included only the Urban Transect zones in draft 1 and instead of using “natural transect zones,” CodeNEXT included “non-transect zones” (CodeNEXT presentation, City Hall, January 31st, 2017).
	Fig 11: Non-Transect zones were used only in residential areas and ranged from Low-Density Residential (LDR) to High-Density Residential (HDR) Category (CodeNEXT presentation, City Hall, January 31st, 2017).
	Fig 12: Draft 1 map in District 9 showing existing code districts (TOD, GO-V-CO), non-transect zones (HDR, LMDR), and transect zones (T4N.IS, T4N, T3N.DS) (Draft 1 archive map of District 9 North).
	Fig 13: A conceptual diagram showing the layers of zoning districts and sub-districts in the existing land development code (Code Diagnosis, 2014).
	Fig 14: Another example showing possible combinations of zoning categories with one base zone district in the current development code (CodeNEXT Open House Presentation, Fall 2017)
	Fig 15: An example of complex zoning combinations in Austin, Tx (CodeNEXT comparison map). The highlighted parcels have been proposed 4 zoning categories since January 2017 to accommodate the existing complex standards.
	Fig 16: Example of accommodating CO in draft 2 and draft 3. MS1B applied along South 1st which is currently zoned CS-MU-V-CO-NP. Here the condition (with CO) states that “portion of a building or structure that exceeds 35 ft in height must fit within ...


	Spectrum of Code
	Fig 17: More parcels/lots of COs were accommodated in Draft 2. The above is an example showing more consistant zoning district in a block (Community Open House Presentations, Fall 2017).
	Fig 18: Zoning categories and explanation of mapping in draft 2 (CodeNEXT draft 2 archive resources).
	Fig 19: Diagram explaining the possible combinations of zoning categories (Code Diagnosis, 2014).

	CodeNext and Neighborhood Plans
	Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM (down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM maps).
	Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM (down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM maps).
	Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM (down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM maps) (continued page 50).
	Fig 20: Bouldin Creek Neighborhood FLUM (top) and draft North Shoal Creek FLUM (down), showing two different FLUM language (City of Austin FLUM maps).

	Neighborhood Character vs. Density
	New coalition, New Character
	Fig 21: Coalition Today. (Left) Community Not Commodity at the Austin City Hall filling the petition to put the changes in LDC on Ballet (KUT, 2018). (Right) Council members representing the Districts 2,3,4, and 6 in support of CodeNEXT (The Time is N...
	Fig 22: Coalition in Past. (Left) “A group of East Austin residents held a press conference on June7th, 2007 at City Hall to denounce the City’s proposal to relocate the Animal Shelter to East Austin” (PODER, n.a.). (Right) Save Our Spring at a press ...
	Fig 23: CodeNEXT sign at the MLK Jnr. Day in East Austin (Community Not Commodity, January 2017).
	Fig 24: (Left) A yard sign in Hancock Neighborhood (Fall 2017). (Center) A sign outside Anderson High School (Nascimento, KUT, 2017). (Right) A picture by twitter account holder @aliciaaaaah with caption “Honestly my least favorite Austin residents ar...


	WhatNEXT?
	Critical Reflections and Lessons Learnt
	Lack of middle process
	Lack of transparency
	Use of Jargon language

	Future of CodeNEXT

	Appendices
	Table 2 – Draft 1 and 2 feedback
	Table 3 – Sample comparison of residential zones
	Table 4 – Density analysis based on the data provided by CodeNEXT
	Table 5 – Use Analysis
	Table 6 – Analysis of neighborhood residential zoning change.

	References

