
Board/Commission Questionnaire: Annual Internal Review 
 

1. Board or commission name. 
a. Planning Commission  

 
2. Have the board/commission's actions throughout the year complied with City Council 

directives and bylaws? This should address all elements of the board's mission 
statement as provided in the relevant sections of the City Code.  

a. Yes 
 

3. How many recommendations did your board or commission approve? 
a. 4 

 
4. Please list the recommendation numbers. 

a. 20250923-013; 20260324-017; two recommendations approved but still pending 
final versions. 

 
5. Which recommendations are closely aligned to the organization's core mission and 

why? 
a. 20250923-013: Recommending amendments to Title 25 so non-residential and 

mixed-use projects can use the DB90 and DBETOD density bonus programs is a 
direct exercise of the Commission's Charter Article X(B)(ii) duty to review and 
recommend on proposed land development regulations, and it advances the 
comprehensive plan's compact-and-connected growth goals by making density 
bonus areas walkable and mixed-use rather than residential-only. 

b. September 9, 2025 (Housing-Related Code Amendments): Recommending 
that Council harmonize the Land Development Code with the City's technical 
codes and criteria manuals so that HOME Phases 1 and 2 produce the housing 
capacity Council intended falls squarely within Charter Article X(B)(ii) and X(E), 
which charge the Commission with recommending on land development 
regulations and monitoring the effectiveness of adopted policy, and it serves the 
housing affordability goals at the center of the comprehensive plan. 

 
6. Which recommendations are adjacent to the organization's core mission and why? 

a. 20260324-017: Requesting FY26-27 funding for commissioner training, more 
usable staff reports for rezoning and NPA cases, a technical focus group on code 
amendments, a community liaison for the zoning process, and an Ordinance 
and Policy Support Office builds the Commission's and the City's capacity to do 



land-use work well rather than performing that work directly, and will improve 
the quality of the Commission's recommendations to Council. 

b. February 10, 2026 (Online Message Board): Recommending that Council 
authorize and staff an online message board for Planning Commissioners does 
not itself review a plan, regulation, or plat, but it strengthens how the 
Commission deliberates between meetings and how transparently it does so 
under State law, supporting its function as an advisory body to Council under 
Charter Article X(H). 

 
7. Please share any further context that could support or explain your recommendations. 

a. The Commission's recommendations this period share a common throughline: 
ensuring that land use policy Council has already adopted actually functions as 
intended in practice. The September 2025 housing letter and 20250923-013 both 
respond to the same pattern — Council adopts a major land use reform, and 
implementation through technical codes, criteria manuals, and density bonus 
program details either delivers or defeats the policy goal. The Commission is 
often the first body to see that gap, because it hears both the code amendments 
and the individual cases that reveal how those amendments perform. 
 
The FY26-27 budget recommendation and the online message board 
recommendation respond to a second, related condition: the Commission's 
workload. The Planning Commission carries the majority of Austin's land use 
case volume, and meetings routinely extend several hours. Both 
recommendations seek modest capacity improvements — clearer staff reports, 
commissioner training, a community liaison, and a means of asynchronous 
deliberation — that would let the Commission give more careful attention to the 
substantive work in its charge. 

 
Two items listed remain pending final transmittal: the September 9, 2025 
housing letter and the February 10, 2026 message board recommendation. Both 
were approved by the Commission but final recommendation documents have 
not yet been received. 

 
8. Is there another body that overlaps with the role and work of the board or commission 

you serve? 
a. Yes 

 
9. If yes, which body?  



a. Zoning and Platting Commission 
 

10. Please explain their alignment. 
a. Both bodies serve as land use commissions under Title 25 of the City Code. The 

Zoning and Platting Commission's charge under § 2-1-188 is to "perform duties 
relating to land use and development, as prescribed by Title 25 (Land 
Development) of the City Code," which substantially duplicates the Planning 
Commission's land use function. Title 25 frequently references a single "land 
use commission" without distinguishing between them. 
 
The division between the two bodies is geographic rather than functional. The 
Planning Commission exercises jurisdiction over areas covered by or developing 
neighborhood plans, the former Robert Mueller Airport site, and transit-oriented 
development districts; the Zoning and Platting Commission handles land 
outside any neighborhood plan. Because most of the developed portion of the 
city sits within a neighborhood plan, this allocation concentrates the majority of 
case volume on the Planning Commission while leaving both bodies performing 
the same categories of work — zoning cases, plats, site plans, conditional use 
permits — on different geography. 
 
The two commissions already work jointly through shared bodies, including the 
Codes and Ordinances Joint Committee (§ 2-1-207), which is composed of four 
Planning Commission members and three Zoning and Platting Commission 
members, as well as the Comprehensive Plan Joint Committee and the Small 
Area Planning Joint Committee. They share the same staff and executive liaisons 
in the Planning Department and meet in the same chamber on alternating 
weeks. 
 

11. Do bylaws need updating? 
a. No  

 
12. On a scale of 1-10, how engaged are the board or commission members? 

a.  
 

13. On a scale of 1-10, how engaged is the community? 

a.  
 

14. Please provide any relevant details or examples that influenced these ratings. 



a. Commissioner engagement is consistently high. Across the review period the 
Commission maintained near-perfect attendance, with all twelve seated 
commissioners present at the majority of meetings and votes routinely recorded 
12-0 with one vacancy on the dais. Commissioners regularly sit well past 
scheduled adjournment to complete substantive work: at the April 28, 2026 
meeting the Commission twice voted to extend the meeting, first to 10:00 p.m. 
and then to 11:30 p.m., adjourning at 11:39 p.m. after working through the 
Citywide Density Bonus amendments. 
 
That engagement is substantive rather than procedural. On the Citywide Density 
Bonus item alone, commissioners advanced more than a dozen amendments 
developed through a member-initiated working group, offered substitute 
motions, and withdrew or revised amendments following floor discussion. Votes 
are not uniformly unanimous: at the March 24, 2026 meeting a motion to 
dispose of a budget working group amendment failed on a 5-7 vote, and the 
amendment moved forward without a recommendation. 
 
Commissioners also carry significant work between meetings. Members staffed 
the Codes and Ordinances Joint Committee, Comprehensive Plan Joint 
Committee, Joint Sustainability Committee, Small Area Planning Joint 
Committee, and South Central Waterfront Advisory Board, and formed member-
sponsored working groups on the Citywide Density Bonus Program, Urban 
Design Guidelines, the FY26-27 budget, and the Downtown Density Bonus 
Program. Every recommendation the Commission forwarded to Council this 
period originated with commissioner sponsors. 
 
Community participation is substantial and is best measured through speaker 
registration on individual public hearings, where the overwhelming majority of 
residents engage; general public communication is used infrequently. Recent 
meetings are representative: the July 14, 2026 meeting drew nineteen registered 
speakers across eleven agenda items, and the June 23, 2026 meeting drew nine. 
Individual contested cases draw considerably more — the Rowen Vale case in 
District 9 alone drew seventeen registered speakers, fifteen of them in 
opposition. 
 
Several features of that participation indicate depth rather than volume alone. 
Residents make extensive use of the time-donation procedure to consolidate 
testimony, with four separate donations recorded on the Rowen Vale case, 



reflecting organized neighborhood coalitions preparing coordinated 
presentations. Virtual participation is used heavily, extending access to 
residents who cannot attend in person on a weeknight. Speakers register on 
both sides of contested cases, and residents appear even on items placed on 
the consent agenda where no debate is anticipated, indicating that the 
community treats the Commission as a meaningful venue regardless of 
expected outcome. 
 
Neighborhood organizations and Neighborhood Plan Contact Teams also 
participate through written channels, submitting position letters and initiating 
postponement requests that appear on nearly every agenda. The persistence 
and volume of this input is a principal reason the Commission's FY26-27 budget 
recommendation asked Council to fund a dedicated Community Liaison 
position: commissioners consistently hear from neighbors that reaching City 
staff on zoning cases is difficult. 
 

15. Do you see any gaps in important policies that are not currently covered by a board or 
commission? 

a. No 
 

16. List the board's goals and objectives for the new calendar year. 

a. Monitor the effectiveness of adopted land use reforms. Consistent with Charter 
Article X(E), which charges the Commission with monitoring and overseeing the 
effectiveness of the comprehensive plan, the Commission will track whether 
major land use reforms — including HOME Phases 1 and 2, DB90, DBETOD, and 
the Citywide Density Bonus Program — are producing the housing, mixed-use, 
and transit-supportive development Council intended, and will recommend 
corrective amendments where they are not. 

b. Close the gap between adopted code and implementing regulations. Building on 
the Commission's September 2025 recommendation, continue working with 
Council and staff to harmonize the Land Development Code with the City's 
technical codes, criteria manuals, and departmental service requirements, and 
to identify conflicts among them that reduce the effectiveness of adopted 
housing policy. 

c. Participate substantively in the update to Imagine Austin. Under Charter Article 
X(A) and X(F), review and make recommendations on the comprehensive plan 
update as it develops, ensuring that the updated plan reflects lessons learned 
from the implementation of recent land use reforms. 

d. Follow through on the Citywide Density Bonus Program. Track Council's 
disposition of the amendments the Commission recommended in April 2026, 



and evaluate whether the adopted program achieves its affordability and 
community benefit goals in practice. 

e. Complete the work of active working groups. Deliver recommendations from the 
Downtown Density Bonus Program and Urban Design Guidelines Update 
working groups, and form additional member-led working groups as significant 
code amendments come before the Commission. 

f. Improve the accessibility of the land use process to the public. Continue 
advocating for the initiatives in the Commission's FY26-27 budget 
recommendation — clearer staff reports, a dedicated Community Liaison, and 
proactive outreach to Neighborhood Plan Contact Teams — so that residents 
can participate meaningfully in cases affecting them. 

 


