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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXASU|. 3 | 2000
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5 ”
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HAMMER-SMITH CONSTRUCTION CO., §
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: ED ON DOCKET i
THE WALKER PROJECT, INC., § ENTERED :
§ |
Plaintiff-Intervenor, § AG - 2000
§
VS. g U.S. DISTRICT CLERK'S OFFICE
THE TOWN OF SUNNYVALE, TEXAS, §
§
Defendant. §

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Approximately twelve miles east of the central business district of Dallas lies the aptly-
named town of Sunnyvale. Nestled in the midst of towns defined by the shopping malls and
dense apartment development for which the Dallas Metropolitan Area has become famous,
Sunnyvale presents a stark contrast. It is a beautiful, rural, Texas town with almost 11,000 acres
of rolling hills and green grassland and only 2,000 residents. Sunnyvale has no shopping malls
and no apartment developments. The secret to Sunnyvale’s success is its unusual zoning laws,
including an outright ban on apartments and a one-acre zoning requirement for residential
development. It is these zoning laws, allegedly enacted by the residents of Sunnyvale to preserve

their rural lifestyle, which are being challenged by Plaintiffs on the grounds that they were
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enacted with the intent of excluding minority families from living in Sunnyvale and with the
effect of prohibiting the development of multi-family housing within Sunnyvale’s town limits, an
effect which falls disproportionately on African-Americans looking for housing in the Dallas
Metropolitan Area. Plaintiffs also challenge the Town’s refusal to approve the planned
development application submitted by Plaintiff Hammersmith Construction Co., Inc.

Plaintiff-Intervenors Walker Project, Inc. and Hammer-Smith Construction Co., Inc.
(“Plaintiffs”) allege that Defendant Town of Sunnyvale (“Sunnyvale™) has engaged in racially
discriminatory zoning and planning practices in violation of the Fair Housing Act of 1968, as
amended, 42 U.S.C. § 3601 ef seq.; the Civil Rights Act of 1866, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§
1981, 1982; the Civil Rights Act of 1871, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d." Plaintiffs also allege that Sunnyvale’s ongoing
zoning and planning practices inhibit and obstruct the desegregation of Dallas’s low-income
housing programs, as ordered by this Court in the consent decree” approved on January 20, 1987
in Walker v. HUD, CA 3-85-1210-R (N.D.Tex., J. Buchmeyer). Plaintiffs seek injunctive and
declaratory relief, costs, and attorneys’ fees.

The Court has jurisdiction over this case pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343, and 42

U.S.C. § 3613. This case came before the Court for a four-day bench trial beginning on October

'The original plaintiff in this case, Mary Dews, passed away in December of 1991.
Plaintiff-Intervenor Hammer-Smith Construction Co. had been permitted to enter the case in
1989, and Plaintiff-Intervenor The Walker Project, Inc. was granted permission to intervene on
May 19, 1994. To simplify the writing and reading of this decision, the Court will refer to the
Plaintiff-Intervenors jointly as “the Plaintiffs.”

’The full text of the consent decree is published at Walker v. HUD, 734 F. Supp. 1231,
1247 (N.D. Tex. 1989) (“Walker I").
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