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Feedback from last time

Very Good Good Fair Very PoorPoor

Oct. 22 Feedback Form



A couple of tables voted against changing boundaries on both middle schools and high schools, perhaps one person from one of those tables would be 
willing to share their thought process. It would be great to hear another thought since our table was unanimous for boundary change.
At what point can we see more detail of the boundary maps with street names or neighborhoods
Charter school data. How many students  leave CFISD for charters, then return?
For data purposes, can we see the number of portables at each campus? As well as a side by side of the utilization percentage with portables versus 
without portables. Is there a place where the current, one year, and six year projection data are all in a more digestible format?
I didn't get a chance to write down the overall consensus for each campus 
Maybe a table change next time
Please provide more details in terms of how the rezoning will happen.
Seems that when boundary changes are made, they should be based on a minimum of 2 year projection. Looking at just the next year doesn't seem to be 
enough. We continue to consider decrease in student population, we need to increase our marketing to gain students.
We talked about the cost of moving portables from one campus to another. Are there any financial benefits of removing the portables completely? 
Are communities more likely to "approve" of portable buildings or boundary changes? Are all campuses able to take on portable buildings, if necessary?
What is the cost to redraw a boundary?
Can portables be sold?
What is the difference in cost between moving a portable and redrawing a district boundary?
What other initiatives have past planning committees put in place? Will we be made aware of what has been done?
Will parental feedback be ignored like last time? Most of th3 parents in Stone Gate do not want to send their kids to cyfalls, we got shoved to cyfalls 
anyway.

Do you have any questions that were left unanswered specific to today's topics?





Meeting 1 – Sept. 29

Goal: 
• Review the purpose and charge of the 

committee
• Discuss committee guardrails
• Dr. Killian – State of the District presentation

Outcome / Feedback:
• Consensus building activity: Rank the charges

















Meeting 2 – Oct. 8

Goal: 
• Review ranked charges
• PASA – Demographics presentation

Outcome / Feedback:
• Consensus building activity: Which attendance 

boundaries should be further reviewed













Consensus Building Activity







OCTOBER 22, 2025



Meeting 3 – Oct. 22
Goal: 
• Review which attendance boundaries should be further reviewed
• Review PASA Demographics presentation
• Review capacity of buildings, including use of portables

Outcome / Feedback:
• Consensus building activity: Create pros/cons of modifying attendance 

boundaries
• Consensus building activity: Refine campuses by rating them as critical, 

monitor/refine 2-5 years, or do not need modifying









Enrollment by Grade Projected
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CFISD Enrollment Charter Private Virtual Home School

Category Total 
Students

Percentage

CFISD Current Enrollment 114,540 89.24%
Charter 7,534 5.87%
Private 3,586 2.79%
Virtual 1,271 0.99%
Home school 1,417 1.10%
CFISD Resident Total 128,348 100.00%

CFISD 2025-26 Summary of Resident 
Student Enrollment



Consensus Building Activity
Pros/Cons of Modifying Attendance Boundaries

Fewer floating teachers
Streamline transportation (less time on the bus). 

Better use of resources. Both facilities and staff. 
Addres overcrowding. 
Balance enrollment 
Security and decrease portables 

Might not have to cross 290
Fewer portables

Helps with safety in emergencies 

Reduce discipline issues (less overcrowding). 

Less portables increase teacher morale and increase community within the campus

Ripping the bandaid and getting it over with

Equitable accessibility to diverse course offerings

Smaller schools have more space for parents, lunch visitors, space for programs, and ease for running the schedule.

Keeps neighborhoods together

Reduces reliance on buses.



Consensus Building Activity
Pros/Cons of Modifying Attendance Boundaries

Minimize new additional capital investments

Easier to manage day to day operations with smaller sizes.

Less time on school commute

Can create pure feeder patterns for Athletes and Fine Arts

Smaller class sizes

Students spend more time at home before and after school.
Self-driving students driving less, which keeps them safer.
Safety- allow safer passage through hallways and less crowding in common spaces 

Less use of portable buildings.

Allow families to be closer to schools, lessen time away from home/travel time 

Increases safety in over crowded schools.

Can provide immediate relief to currently crowded schools.
Student to teacher ratio become more ideal and provides better teaching/ learning experience.

Opportunities for improved class ranks (level playing field for class ranks).

Can help balance the athletic booster advantages of wealthier schools.

Reduction of floating teachers. This improves retention, morale and provides stability for teacher to have a home and permanent classroom 



Consensus Building Activity
Pros/Cons of Modifying Attendance Boundaries
Risk losing students to AEO
Staff disruption 
Size of District may continue to decline in numbers, solving overcrowded schools on its own
Friends may be split up
Breaks up friends and neighborhoods 
Brings divisiveness and complaints 
Choose another educational opportunity 
Disrupts communities
Families hate change and will be upset and possibly leave the Didtrict.
Bus commute times
Emotional impact in the community. 
Self-driving students are on the road longer and possibly crossing more dangerous intersections.
Legacy students who have siblings at a school
Class ranks for students. Sports, extracurricular activities. 
Transportation impacts. 
Reliance on  portables
Academic impacts for students. 



Consensus Building Activity
Pros/Cons of Modifying Attendance Boundaries
1. Changing boundaries too soon can result in additional boundary changes soon after the initial change.   
2. Complicate transportation routes, adding more costs and time. 
3. Making a one-size fits all can have a huge impact. 
4. The implementation of vouchers could further affect enrollment, necessitating the need to hold off on boundary changes.

Potential for CFISD to look bad. 
Inconvenience for families. Having to redo routines. 

For every winner, there is a loser.  It is difficult to meet the needs of everyone. 
Rezoning kids ends up with elementary schools that are too overcrowded
Kids on buses longer. More gas. Safety issue.
Emotional distress for families, change

Increased transfers and impact on athletics and fine arts 
With a recent boundary change behind us, this could be alarming for many to experience a second change in a short time 

Aligned since Kinder that they’re going to that school. Grew up with that spirit and school pride. Re-align their allegiances.

Could cause families to be more open to consider charter/private 

What if enrollment projections are wrong and we do all of this for nothing?
Administrative costs and other costs. Financial considerations. 

Sibling transfers allow students to stay and there is no reductions for a few years. 

Athletic cohesion



Campus 25/26 
Enrollment

Permanent 
Capacity

Overall Capacity 
(Permanent + 

Portables)

Utilization %

Ault 916 1,059 1,107 82.75%
Black 1,002 1,092 1,428 70.17%
Byrd 1,285 1,180 1,324 97.05%
Millsap 800 861 1,044 76.63%
Pope 998 1,092 1,092 91.39%
Postma 812 1,092 1,092 74.36%
A. Robinson 1,091 1,092 1,332 81.91%
M. Robison 899 1,092 1,236 72.73%
Sampson 933 1,092 1,140 81.84%
Swenke 869 1,092 1,092 79.58%
Walker 1,014 1,092 1,236 82.04%
Wells 1,148 1,092 1,476 77.78%
Rennell 1,207 1,092 1,428 84.52%
McGown 1,397 1,180 1,420 98.38%

Campus 26/27 
Forecasted 
Enrollment

Permanent 
Capacity

Overall Capacity 
(Permanent + 

Portables)

Utilization %

Ault 862 1,059 1,107 77.9%
Black 977 1,092 1,428 68.4%
Byrd 1,281 1,180 1,324 96.8%
Millsap 789 861 1,044 75.6%
Pope 945 1,092 1,092 86.5%
Postma 789 1,092 1,092 72.3%
A. Robinson 1,043 1,092 1,332 78.3%
M. Robison 880 1,092 1,236 71.2%
Sampson 895 1,092 1,140 78.5%
Swenke 775 1,092 1,092 71.0%
Walker 955 1,092 1,236 77.3%
Wells 1,087 1,092 1,476 73.6%
Rennell 1,176 1,092 1,428 82.4%
McGown 1,386 1,180 1,420 97.6%

Elementary Schools



Campus 25/26 
Enrollment

Permanent 
Capacity

Overall Capacity 
(Permanent + 

Portables)

Utilization %

Rowe 1,510 1,559 1,709 88.4%
Spillane 1,439 1,509 1,759 81.8%
Sprague 1,665 1,559 1,559 106.8%

Truitt 1,274 1,558 1,658 76.8%

Campus 26/27 
Forecasted 
Enrollment

Permanent 
Capacity

Overall Capacity 
(Permanent + 

Portables)

Utilization %

Rowe 1,438 1,559 1,709 84.1%
Spillane 1,490 1,509 1,759 84.7%
Sprague 1,674 1,559 1,559 107.4%
Truitt 1,263 1,558 1,658 76.2%

Middle Schools



High Schools

Campus 26/27 
Forecasted 
Enrollment

Permanent 
Capacity

Overall Capacity 
(Permanent + 

Portables)

Utilization %

Bridgeland 3,781 3,304 3,804 99.4%
Cy Falls 3,202 3,276 3,376 94.8%
Cy Park 3,254 3,304 3,304 98.5%
Cy Ranch 3,411 3,219 3,669 93.0%
Cy Woods 3,643 3,267 3,717 98.0%

Campus 25/26 
Enrollment

Permanent 
Capacity

Overall Capacity 
(Permanent + 

Portables)

Utilization %

Bridgeland 3,737 3,304 3,804 98.24%
Cy Falls 2,977 3,276 3,376 88.18%
Cy Park 3,050 3,304 3,304 92.31%

Cy Ranch 3,458 3,219 3,669 94.25%
Cy Woods 3,552 3,267 3,717 95.56%



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Attendance Boundaries



Consensus Building Activity
Elementary Schools



Consensus Building Activity
Middle Schools

High Schools





Final Recommendation

◦ Charge #1: 
Review and consideration of possible attendance boundary 
changes to address areas with growth, as well as areas with 
declining enrollment

◦ Charge #3: 
Review of student enrollment and efficiency at each campus

◦ Charge #6: 
Assessment of facility needs as a result of growth in identified 
areas of the district and areas of declining enrollment

Continue to monitor and reevaluate student enrollment and 
campus capacities in two to five years.

Addresses the following charges:



Table Talk



A couple of tables voted against changing boundaries on both middle schools and high schools, perhaps one person from one of those tables would be 
willing to share their thought process. It would be great to hear another thought since our table was unanimous for boundary change.
At what point can we see more detail of the boundary maps with street names or neighborhoods
Charter school data. How many students  leave CFISD for charters, then return?
For data purposes, can we see the number of portables at each campus? As well as a side by side of the utilization percentage with portables versus 
without portables. Is there a place where the current, one year, and six year projection data are all in a more digestible format?
I didn't get a chance to write down the overall consensus for each campus 
Maybe a table change next time
Please provide more details in terms of how the rezoning will happen.
Seems that when boundary changes are made, they should be based on a minimum of 2 year projection. Looking at just the next year doesn't seem to be 
enough. We continue to consider decrease in student population, we need to increase our marketing to gain students.
We talked about the cost of moving portables from one campus to another. Are there any financial benefits of removing the portables completely? 
Are communities more likely to "approve" of portable buildings or boundary changes? Are all campuses able to take on portable buildings, if necessary?
What is the cost to redraw a boundary?
Can portables be sold?
What is the difference in cost between moving a portable and redrawing a district boundary?
What other initiatives have past planning committees put in place? Will we be made aware of what has been done?
Will parental feedback be ignored like last time? Most of th3 parents in Stone Gate do not want to send their kids to cyfalls, we got shoved to cyfalls 
anyway.

Do you have any questions that were left unanswered specific to today's topics?



Questions, Comments
 & Concerns



Next Meeting – Monday, Nov. 17
Facilities Assessment with Matt Morgan & Jesse Clayburn

Today’s Feedback Form:
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