CITY OF RICHARDSON
COUNCIL DISTRICT BOUNDARY COMMISSION
MINUTES - MAY 1, 2012
The Council District Boundary Commission met May 1, 2012 at 5:30 p.m. at City Hall in
the East Conference Room on the first floor, 411 W. Arapaho Road, Richardson, Texas.
MEMBERS PRESENT:

David Gantt, Chairman
Bill Hammond, Vice Chair
Gerald Bright, Commission Member
Janet DePuy, Commission Member
Marilyn Frederick, Commission Member
Barry Hand, Commission Member
Thomas Maxwell, Commission Member
Eron Linn, Alternate Commission Member

MEMBERS ABSENT:

Don Bouvier, Alternate Commission Member

CITY STAFF PRESENT:

Michael Spicer, Director of Development Services
Sam Chavez, Asst. Dir. of Dev. Svcs. - Planning
Chris Shacklett, Planner
Kathy Welp, Executive Secretary

1. Meeting convened at 5:46 p.m.
2. Data collection update.
Mr. Spicer reported that as a result of the public hearing on May 24th , staff was directed to
collect additional information, primarily of a socio-economic nature; however, staff could not
compile the information in time for the current meeting, but it would be presented at the next
meeting. He added that some of the information, in particular the household income, was
collected via sample through the American Community Survey so it was only available at the
census tract level and could not be tailored to conform to the various district boundaries. At
best, the information would give a picture of the distribution of income across the City.
Regarding housing units by type and tenure, the City's rental unit registry program provided
good data, and there was data also available from the U.S. Census, but it was at the block
level and did not differentiate between multi-family and single-family.
Mr. Spicer stated the information regarding property values was also taken from the
American Community Survey and was only median values available at the tract level. He
added that staff was in the process of merging some files with the City's GIS Department to
provide additional information.
Chairman Gantt stated he was unable to attend the public hearing and asked if the
requested information was another tool to help refine the differences between the options.
Mr. Spicer replied that staff had received direction from the Members to collect the
information and felt it was up to the Members as to how they used the information.
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Vice Chair Hammond asked if staff perceived any relevance, with respect to the information
gathered, that would impact the decision on the options under consideration.
Mr. Spicer replied that none of the information staff was directed to gather was part of the
original criteria adopted by the Members to be used in guiding the decision making process.
However, the Members could access additional information, to the extent it was perceived to
be germane to the task, but the additional information was not a part of the original criteria.
Vice Chair Hammond stated he did not think there was a general consensus that the
Members wanted the information; only one or two people may have made the request.
Mr. Spicer replied that in looking at the draft minutes of the last meeting, there was a motion
made requesting the information followed by discussion of future meeting dates and when
staff could have the information available.
Chairman Gantt asked how much time staff would need to gather the rest of the information.
Mr. Spicer replied the staff would have the information available by the next meeting.
Ms. DePuy questioned how accurate and helpful the information would be based on
comments from staff. She was concerned that the end product would not be very beneficial
to the Members.
Mr. Spicer stated he would not speculate on how beneficial the information would be to the
Members and would leave that up to each Member to decide, but as far as getting the
information together, the staff was working on gathering the information and the only
problem may be with merging the 'files and GIS information.
Vice Chair Hammond mentioned that he had spoken with the City Attorney and was under
the impression that if the Members ventured into collecting and analyzing data that had not
been considered in the past, and was not considered part of the current criteria, it could
pose a problem later on.
IVIr. Spicer replied that he would not second guess the City Attorney, but if the Members
wanted to look at the information gathered by staff they could do so within the context that
this information, along with all the information gathered to date, would provide a level of
comfort when making decisions. He added that it might only become questionable if there
was a radical departure from the work already accomplished as a result of the additional
information.
Chairman Gantt asked the Members to stay focused on the job at hand and to be cognizant
of the tasks to be accomplished and the deadline to accomplish them by.
Mr. Linn asked if the meeting was beyond the point that additional options could be
requested based on input from the public hearing.
Chairman Gantt replied that he would not say no, but felt there needed to be a very
compelling reason to do so because of all the work that had already been accomplished on
the options under consideration.
Mr. Spicer stated that in the interest of time, he suggested the Members move on to the next
agenda item so he could present some of the new information.
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Mr. Hand asked if the information requested was not covered under federally related issues,
then why were the Members considering any of the information other than that covered
under the federal criteria.
Chairman Gantt replied that in addition to the federal criteria, there were local criteria set by
the Members and the group was using all the criteria, federal and local, to come up with the
map options. He added that although the Members might think the new information was
useful, unless it could be mapped to the options currently under consideration, it could be
very subjective.
Ms. Frederick stated she felt the Members had been very aware of the federal and local
criteria and, even though the information may be helpful since it contains more detail,
suggested the group review Option 2a and move on.
Mr. Hand asked if the Members could deliberate at this meeting and decide on which option
would be presented to the City Council.
Mr. Spicer replied that the agenda posted for the meeting did not include an item indicating
the Members would make a "final decision.
Chairman Gantt stated the Members should review the new information, decide on the next
meeting date, possibly hold another public hearing, and then make a decision.
The Members concurred.

3. Direction to staff regarding district map options.
Mr. Spicer reported that he and Mr. Linn had a conversation regarding adjusting one of the
options based on testimony from the public hearing. He advised Mr. Linn that staff would
rather take direction from the Members as a group as opposed to an individual; however, to
expedite the process, staff looked at Mr. Linn's suggestion and developed a new option,
Option 2a, for review by the Members.
Mr. Spicer stated that some of the testimony from the public hearing expressed concern
about splitting the Cottonwood Creek and Canyon Creek Homeowners Associations and Mr.
Linn suggested an option that would prevent the separation. He added that by moving the
TI multi-family area into District 3, and moving Cottonwood Creek into District 4, it reduced
the deviation by almost one full percent and kept Cottonwood Creek and Canyon Creek
HaAs together.
Mr. Linn stated the issue of splitting boundaries between Cottonwood Creek and Canyon
Creek was the biggest issue at the public hearing. He added the HaAs preferred Option 1
based on the fact the two HaAs were not separated, and were mildly accepting of Option 3.
Mr. Hand and Ms. Frederick stated they thought Option 2a was an improvement on Option
2.
Chairman Gantt asked if any criteria other than the percent of deviation had been changed
when making the adjustments to Districts 3 and 4.
Mr. Spicer replied that all other criteria had been complied with.
Chairman Gantt asked if the Members wanted to replace Option 2 with Option 2A.
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Mr. Spicer stated that if the Members were interested in the new option, they could direct
staff on what they wanted to accomplish at the next meeting. He also noted that under Item
3 of the agenda, the Members could instruct the staff to as to which options should be
included on the agenda for the next meeting.
Ms. DePuy suggested replacing Option 2 with Option 2a.
Chairman Gantt asked the Members to decide:
if Option 2 should be replaced with Option 2a;
was there a need for another public hearing, and, if so, what would be the date; and
was another meeting needed to review the socio-economic information collected by
staff, or should staff stop working on that assignment, or should the information be
reviewed at the upcoming meeting.
Vice Chair Hammond stated he did not think Option' 2a provided any advantages over
Option 2 and pointed out that the deviation in Options 2 and 2a were the highest of all three
under consideration. In addition, since there had already been one public hearing and those
who turned out for that meeting mayor may not be able to attend the second hearing to
view Option 2a, it may create a problem and he was opposed to adding Option 2a.
Mr. Maxwell stated he disagreed and thought the purpose of public hearings was to get
input and make adjustments before forwarding the final option or options to City Council. He
said he was in favor of replacing Option 2 with 2a.
Mr. Bright stated that his least favorite option was Option 2 because the total deviation was
higher, but replacing it with Option 2a was preferable to leaving Option 2 in place; 2a was an
improvement. He added that one of his concerns about Option 2, which was noted by a
speaker at the public hearing, was the possibility of having all the elected representatives
from areas north of Belt Line Road.
With no further comments, Chairman Gantt called for a motion.
Motion: Ms. Frederick moved to replace Option 2 with Option 2a and bring 2a and the other
options forward to another public hearing; second by Mr. Maxwell. Motion passed 6-1 with
Vice Chair Hammond opposed.
4. Set next meeting and/or public hearing date(s).

The public hearing date is set for Tuesday, May 15, 2012, and will immediately follow the
City Plan Commission meeting, which starts at 7:00 p.m.

5. Adjourn
_ _.........,"""'-!.!m~e~eting was adjourned at 6:16 p.m.
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