
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To:   Crestwood Redistricting Committee 

From:  Kris Simpson, City Administrator 

Date:   September 21, 2021 

Subject: Redistricting Proposals 
 

 

Staff has reviewed the population data from the U.S. Census Bureau, which indicates that 

Crestwood’s population grew to 12,406. For redistricting purposes, the overriding 

consideration in drawing new district lines is equality of population. Generally accepted 

legal guidance suggests that a total deviation of not more than 10% between the largest 

and smallest districts is permissible, although any deviation should be properly justified 

and 10% should not be viewed as expressly legal or a “target.” For a city the size of 

Crestwood, a 10% deviation would be fairly significant, so population equality is a major 

criterion for the City. 100% equality is not possible to achieve, so some deviation is 

acceptable. For any deviation, the following criteria are suggested by the Municipal 

League: compact districts of contiguous territory, retention of existing neighborhood 

boundaries, retention of precinct boundaries, cohesion of other existing communities of 

interests, desire to retain historic boundaries, and incumbency. 

With the new 2020 population numbers, equal Wards would mean a population of 3,101. 

As presently defined by the 2010 Districts, the four Wards would break down as follows: 

Ward 1: 3,123 

Ward 2: 3,036 

Ward 3: 3,229 

Ward 4: 3,016 

These deviate significantly from the 2020 target of 3,101. The difference between the 

largest Ward (Ward 3) and smallest Ward (Ward 4) is 213 people. To reduce this variance, 

modification of the Ward boundaries is recommended. 

In an effort to assist the Committee, staff has prepared three redistricting proposals using 

the input from the Committee’s prior meeting as a starting point. To recap: there were 

two areas of concern identified by the Committee – the 

Buxton/Glencrest/Medallion/Ewers area, and the Manda/Sturdy area. Of course, making 

one change began a “domino effect” that necessitated other changes to achieve 

population balance among the wards. Here is a brief summary of each proposal: 

 

 

 



 

Proposal 1 (see attached map) 

 The area of Buxton/Vauk/Glencrest/Ewers/Medallion is transferred to Ward 3. 

These affected streets are clearly part of the neighborhood grouping south of 

Whitecliff Park approaching Garber and Eddie and Park. It made sense to put this 

area in the same Ward. However, this addition significantly increased Ward 3’s 

population and decreased Ward 1’s population. 

 Ward 1 expands south to take Pine Spray/Craigwood neighborhoods, heading toward 

Garber. Ward 1 had to offset the loss of population from the above change, and it 

did not make sense to take area from Ward 2, as Ward 2 had a low population. 

This addition was the most logical area for Ward 1 to grow. Unfortunately, this 

change significantly lowered Ward 4’s population. 

 The area south of Garber, between Sappington and Pardee, is transferred to Ward 4. 

In previous years, Ward 4 had expanded east across Sappington to neighborhoods 

like Banyon Tree, which are between Garber and Eddie and Park. Continuing that 

eastward expansion to Pardee while staying south of Garber, was done to get Ward 

3’s population lower, while increasing Ward 4’s. Ward 4’s population, however, 

was still not close enough to 3,101, so more growth was needed… 

 Ward 4 expands to take Manda/Sturdy/Rusdon .The Manda/Sturdy/Rusdon 

addition brings those neighborhoods back into Ward 4, making Ward 4 more 

compact and putting those streets back with their neighborhood. 

 Ward 4 also takes the streets east of Old Sappington. Ward 4 grabbed the streets 

east of Old Sappington, which finally brought the four Wards close to equal.  

 Ward 2 takes Leawood/Grovena. Ward 2 already has the streets to the north and 

west. There was nowhere else that made sense for Ward 2 to grow at this time – it 

didn’t make sense for it to take streets south of East Watson, which serves as a 

delineator. Therefore, taking this area of Ward 1 made the most sense. 

The final result of these changes is: 

Ward 1: 3,086 (-15 (-0.48%) below target) 

Ward 2: 3,083 (-18 (-0.58%) below target) 

Ward 3: 3,194 (93 (3.00%) above target) 

Ward 4: 3,043 (-58 (1.87%) above target) 

These results are within the deviation tolerance noted above, but is also the proposal that 

has the least balance among the four wards. There is a difference of 151 people between 

the largest Ward (Ward 3) and the smallest Ward (Ward 4), which is better than the 213 

people difference if the ward boundaries were kept the same. 

 

Proposal 2 (see attached map) – Staff tried for a “minimally invasive” boundary 

adjustment that had only minor changes to try and equalize ward population. 



 

 Ward 4 expands eastward to take more streets between Garber and Eddie and Park. 

 Ward 3 takes Ewers. 

 Ward 2 takes Watson Woods and Robyn.  

These changes were most focused on equalizing population, while maintaining respect for 

incumbent boundaries and keeping the wards compact. The result of these changes is: 

Ward 1: 3,094 (-7 (-0.23%) below target) 

Ward 2: 3,135 (34 (1.10%) above target) 

Ward 3: 3,060 (-41 (-1.32%) below target) 

Ward 4: 3,117 (16 (0.52%) above target) 

These results are within the deviation tolerance noted above, and there is more balance 

among the four wards compared to Proposal 1. There is a difference of 75 people between 

the largest Ward (Ward 2) and the smallest Ward (Ward 3), significantly better than the 

“no boundary change” difference of 213 people. 

 

Proposal 3 

This proposal is very similar to Proposal 1, with two key differences: Ward 4 does not 

expand as far east as it did in Proposal 1, and that is because Ward 1 does not expand as 

far south as it did in Proposal 1. Otherwise the proposals are the same. 

The final result of these changes is: 

Ward 1: 3,077 (-24 (-0.77%) below target) 

Ward 2: 3,083 (-18 (-0.58%) below target) 

Ward 3: 3,143 (42 (1.35%) above target) 

Ward 4: 3,103 (2 (0.06%) above target) 

These results are within the deviation tolerance noted above, and results in the most 

balanced proposal. There is a difference of 66 people between the largest Ward (Ward 3) 

and the smallest Ward (Ward 1).  

Two notes:  

1) None of these proposals affects any Alderman that is currently in office.  

2) Proposals 1 and 3, which expand Ward 4 to the “Old Sappington” neighborhoods, 

have the added advantage of placing Ward 4’s boundary adjacent to the Mall site. 

With the likelihood of additional population at the Mall by 2030, these two 

proposals position three Wards (1, 2, and 4) to be able to absorb the Mall territory. 

That gives the 2030 Redistricting Committee some options. 

While staff is submitting these proposals for consideration, the Committee should not 

view these proposals as exclusive. If members of the Committee wish to make their own 

proposals, or to suggest modifications to any of staff’s proposals, that would be welcome. 

Attached to this memorandum are several supporting documents: 



 

1) A map titled “redistricting – 2020 Pop by Block” – this depicts the current ward 

boundaries of the City, with each census block labeled (the four digit number) as 

well as the population for each block (the lower 2-3 digit number).  

2) A spreadsheet titled “cwood_blocks_2010-20” – this summarizes the census data 

for Crestwood. We are most concerned with: Column C, “Name20,” lists the blocks 

by name as depicted on the above-referenced map, Column F, “Pop20,” lists the 

associated population as of the 2020 Census, and Column M, “Ward10,” lists the 

ward location for each Census block.  

The other columns also display information such as population density, acreage, 

population change, and other identifying information – obviously feel free to 

evaluate this information, but it is not relevant to redistricting. 

3) A spreadsheet titled “2020 Redistricting Proposals” – this lists the pertinent details 

of each proposal.  

4) Three more maps – one for each proposal that was just discussed. 

 


