
 

 

 

 
Deschutes County  

District Mapping Advisory Committee (DMAC) 
Wednesday, September 17, 2025, 1:00 p.m. 

Sisters City Hall, 520 East Cascade, Sisters, Oregon 

MEETING FORMAT 

In accordance with Oregon state law, this meeting is open to the public and can be accessed and 
attended in person or remotely.  
 
Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81707913521?pwd=KQh55MAkiEBZT4obaHsT5S5Dmgeo9a.1 
Meeting ID: 817 0791 3521 
Passcode: 611864 
 

T O P I C  D E S I R E D  O U T C O M E  

1. Introduction 
Neil Bryant, DMAC Facilitator and Chair 

 

Welcome committee members 
1 minute 

2. Approval of September 10, 2025, Minutes 
Neil Bryant, DMAC Facilitator and Chair 

• See Draft Minutes in packet 

Approve minutes 
1 minute 

3. Public Comments 
Neil Bryant, DMAC Facilitator and Chair 
 

30 minutes 

4. Discussion on Defining “Communities of Interest” 
Neil Bryant, DMAC Facilitator and Chair 

 

Information and discussion 
45 minutes 

5. GIS Mapping Work 
Neil Bryant, DMAC Facilitator and Chair 
Lee Klemp, IT/GIS 

 

Committee Work 
35 minutes 

8.    Wrap Up and Adjourn 
Neil Bryant, DMAC Facilitator and Chair 

• Next meeting will be at Redmond City Hall 
 

Information and Discussion 
5 minutes 

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81707913521?pwd=KQh55MAkiEBZT4obaHsT5S5Dmgeo9a.1


 

 
 

 
 

 

Deschutes County encourages persons with disabilities to participate in all programs and 
activities. This event/location is accessible to people with disabilities. If you need 
accommodations to make participation possible, please call (541) 388-6584 or send email 
to erik.kropp@deschutes.org. 

Condado de Deschutes alienta a las personas cualificadas con discapacidad a participar 
en sus programas y actividades. Esta evento/ubicación es accesible para personas con 
discapacidad. Si necesita hacer arreglos para hacer posible la participación, llame al (541) 
388-6584 o envié un correo electrónico a erik.kropp@deschutes.org. 

 



   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

ADMINISTRATION SERVICES 

Minutes 
Deschutes County  

District Mapping Advisory Committee (DMAC) 
Wednesday, September 10, 2025, 1:00 p.m. 

Deschutes Services Building, DeArmond Room (1st Floor), 1300 NW Wall Street, Bend 

 
This meeting was conducted in person with the option of remote participation. It was video 
recorded and can be accessed on the committee website: District Mapping Advisory 
Committee (DMAC) | Deschutes County Oregon 

 
I. Introduction  
This meeting was called to order at 1:00 p.m. by Facilitator and Chair Neil Bryant.  

 Attendees: Chair/Facilitator: Neil Bryant. Committee Members: Bernie Brader, Carol Loesche, Drew 
Kaza, Matt Cyrus, Melanie Kebler, Ned Dempsey, and Phil Henderson. 

  
 Staff: Nick Lelack, County Administrator; Steve Dennison, County Clerk; Jen Patterson, Strategic 

Initiatives Manager; Lee Klemp, IT/GIS; and Phil Chi, IT/GIS. 
 
 Matt Cyrus introduced himself and provided background on his experience and family.  Cyrus is a 

sixth generation Oregonian and his family homesteaded in Central Oregon back before there was a 
Deschutes County. His family has a background in agriculture and excavating.  Cyrus is involved in 
several community boards and organizations including the Farm Bureau and as a serving member 
on the Deschutes County Planning Commission. 
 
II. Approval of August 27, 2025, Minutes 
Melanie Kebler requested the minutes going forward provide more details on who is speaking and  
requesting specific information. Phil Henderson motioned to approve the minutes, Ned Dempsey 
seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved unanimously.  
 
III.  Public Comments 
Nine people signed up to give public comments. Phil Henderson requested that public comments be kept 
to the business on hand.   Neil Bryant said at this time there are no restrictions on what the public can 
comment on.  Bryant said each person will have about one minute and forty seconds for their comments.  
 
Nathan Jenkinson provided comments on whether it is necessary to create districts when the 
Commissioner seats are non-partisan.  Jenkinson also expressed concern about the prospect of 
gerrymandering districts and the need to go through this at this time instead of waiting until the next 
census when there will be more updated data. Bryant responded that Commissioners, in  a majority vote, 
wanted to create districts. Ned Dempsey responded that the committee would aim to create nonpartisan 
districts and possibly an at-large seat. 

https://www.deschutes.org/bcc/page/district-mapping-advisory-committee-dmac
https://www.deschutes.org/bcc/page/district-mapping-advisory-committee-dmac


 

 

 
Ashley Proctor expressed concern about the lack of representation on the DMAC.  Proctor highlighted that 
there are only two women, no people of color, and little representation in the audience of younger 
generations.  Proctor is in her 30’s and had to take time off work to come and provide comments.  Proctor 
also stated that the process feels rushed. 
 
Connie Peterson expressed concern about the composition of the DMAC and after additional research her 
concerns have risen about the lack of public input in the process. Peterson is unhappy with the process 
and how quick the timeline is and expressed that there is lack of diversity and representation on the 
DMAC. 
 
Carl Shoemaker would like the areas on both sides of the Deschutes River to have their own 
representation/district. 
 
Liz Goodrich has concerns about the makeup of the committee, the County is 50/50 male and female but 
there are only two women on the committee and no people of color.  Redmond will be disenfranchised in 
the districts and Goodrich will be working to repeal whatever map is presented. 
 
David Roth does not think there should be an at-large position, it should be one district per 
Commissioner. The districts should be made up of two in Bend split east and west, one south of Bend, 
and two north of Bend split east and west. 
 
Greg Bryant suggests the districts should be made like spokes in a wheel.  The DMAC should also take into 
consideration the increase of population from 2020.  Bryant also suggests the DMAC should make more 
than one map for the Commissioner’s consideration.  
 
Samantha Smith has concerns about the whole process including the makeup of the committee and not 
having fair representation of women and the BIPOC community. Other concerns include census data that 
is five years old.  Redmond has grown considerably over the last five  years and will be dis-enfranchised in 
the process. Community members should have more time and ability to provide public comment to the 
DMAC. 
 
Amanda Page thanked the committee for being there and thinks their task is impossible.  Page expressed 
concerns that even though it is intended to be a non-partisan process the makeup of the committee is 
four republicans, one independent and two democrats and no non-affiliated voters. Carol Loesche and 
Neil Bryant made the correction that they are both non-affiliated voters. Page stressed that non-affiliated 
voters make up 40% of the population and the timeline is rushed and does not have a sufficient process 
for public input.  
 
IV. DMAC Member Requests 
Neil Bryant reviewed requests from the previous meeting including the requests about how the jail 
populations are counted.  Steve Dennison confirmed that registered voters who are eligible to vote and 
currently in jail will receive their ballots at their registered voter address.  Melanie Kebler asked how they 
would be counted in their population count.  Dennison confirmed that those in jail will be counted, if they 
are Deschutes County residents, at their registered voter address.  Jen Patterson reviewed the process for 



 

 

data requests and confirmed that staff will respond to data requests, as best to their resources and 
availability, when a majority of DMAC members have agreed to requests.  If individual DMAC members 
have requests that are not supported by a majority of members, the individual can research and provide 
information to the DMAC members for consideration. Kebler put together a table comparing districted 
counties in the Oregon. Kebler will email the table out to the committee members for reference.  Matt 
Cyrus suggested bcc’ing or email staff the table so the committee members don’t inadvertently violate 
public meeting laws. Patterson will email Kebler’s table to the committee members. 
 
V. Definitions of Common Terms 
Neil Bryant reviewed a document of common terms and their definitions that may be frequently used 
during the course of DMAC meetings. Phil Henderson asked for clarification of the term “communities of 
interest” and if that is different than “communities of common interest” and what term was litigated in 
court.  Bryant clarified it is different than the litigation that was specifically to the OR Congressional 
District 5 and ultimately the Oregon Supreme Court ruled that it was constitutional in relation to CD 5.  
 
VI. Data 
Steve Dennison reviewed the population count by precinct. The County has 50 precincts that represent 
geographical areas throughout the County.  The provided chart included the 2020 Census population, 
registered voter numbers as of August 26, 2025, and whether the precinct lies within a city or 
unincorporated areas. Melanie Kebler asked if the committee could see the voter registration numbers 
from 2022  since the guidelines from the Commissioner stated that data will be provided. Dennison 
responded that the precincts as of today don’t align directly with precinct lines from 2022 as precinct lines 
have been updated due to annexation and balancing of voter boundaries.  The table from 2022, especially 
in Redmond, would not align with the current precinct lines.  Kebler stated that it would be helpful to see 
where those lines were re-drawn due to voter registration data. Matt Cyrus mentioned that there were a 
few precincts that had higher number of 2025 registered voters than had total population from the 2020 
Census population.  Dennison discussed how there are specific areas throughout the County that had 
rapid growth over the past five years including Black Butte Ranch. Kebler mentioned that the DMAC would 
not be able to see a direct comparison of the 2020 census data to the current registered voter data 
because a lot of the precinct lines have been redrawn.  Dennison introduced Nancy Blankenship, former 
County Clerk.  Blankenship further discussed the growth areas in the County since COVID and the re-
drawing of precincts to balance out the growth trends and keeping lines of interest together within a 
precinct. Growth occurred in a number of areas including Black Butte Ranch, 27th street in Redmond, 
areas of Bend,  and Sunriver. 
 
VII. GIS 
Lee Klemp gave a demonstration of GIS and the tools available to creating maps by precincts, including 
data and overlays available within GIS. Melanie Kebler asked what information was collected and is 
currently available for census block data.  What are the other layers available (i.e. school districts, fire 
districts)? Klemp responded that the census block data is strictly population but will look into what further 
demographics could be available to align with the census population count. Klemp gave a demonstration 
of the fire district layering and how that shows up in the GIS mapping system within the precinct 
boundaries. Ned Dempsey asked how to visualize the layering boundaries with locations (i.e. roads). 
Klemp added additional layering for the members to be able to see boundaries and roads as an example 
of the features of GIS. Drew Kaza asked how granular GIS can get at the school district layer.  Phil Chi 



 

 

demonstrated that for school related data it can be broken down by type of school (i.e. elementary, 
middle, and high school) and attendance data.  Steve Dennison reiterated that the GIS demonstration is a 
starting point to understand what systems and information are available.  
 
Bernie Brader would like to use the map Klemp used as for demonstration as the starting point of 
mapping. Kebler cautioned that any maps printed off can become public and the map that Klemp 
demonstrated is just a tutorial and not a starter map.  
 
Neil Bryant asked Klemp to define Census Block. Klemp defined a block as statistical areas bound by 
visible features, such as streets, roads, streams, and railroad tracks, and by nonvisible boundaries, such 
as selected property lines and city, township, school district, and county limits and short line-of-sight 
extensions of streets and roads.  
 
Dempsey would like further clarification on the process to define areas of common interest and how the 
committee goes about incorporating communities of interest into the mapping process.  Kebler said it 
would be helpful to get further clarification on how the Supreme Court defines communities of interest. 
Bryant stated that communities of interest defined by the Supreme Court in relation to congressional 
maps might not be much help to this committee’s task. Kebler iterated that the guidelines state not to 
unreasonably divide communities of interest and geographic boundaries so why wouldn’t a Supreme 
Court decision not matter to the committee.  Bryant stated it would be dependent on how specific the 
ruling was.  Dempsey stated that it seems an important criteria but has no specific definition.  Kaza stated 
it seemed it had many definitions which is the same as no definition.  
 
Phil Henderson stated that the precinct maps are online and helpful to zoom in on.  Henderson continued 
to say if he was to design districts, he would want to make it effective and efficient for Commissioners.  
For example, Fire Districts are something Commissioners are involved in and it would be helpful to the 
Commissioners and citizens or groups of citizens not to divide those communities. 
 
Matt Cyrus said GIS has the capability to add all the roads like an atlas so that view could be beneficial 
when drawing district lines.  Kebler requested to have all the precinct maps in a book (binder) for each 
committee member, having a page for each precinct to be able to visually look at while going through the 
mapping process  would be helpful.  Dennison said it can be done but it will be time intensive for the staff 
as some of the precincts need to be updated from 2022. Dennison also referenced the public tool of Dial 
that has all  the precincts with layers available (i.e. senate districts, school districts).  Dial can be accessed 
at dial.deschutes.org. 
 
Dempsey iterated again that the committee should define communities of interest and whether the group 
will consider the term while mapping districts.  Bryant said staff can get the legal term.  Jen Patterson 
clarified that there is no further definition of the term than the information that has already been 
provided to the committee.  Different counties have interpreted the term in different ways.  Patterson 
sent a message to County Legal Counsel to see if there are legal definitions used in ORS or court cases to 
provide to the group. Patterson read out the email that Legal Counsel provided: ORS identifies district 
drawing criteria. Included in that list is:  “Not divide communities of common interest”. OAR provides the 
following definition relative to communities of common interest.   “Where urban neighborhoods, rural 
communities or other communities can be identified, an effort will be made to retain that community 



 

 

within a single district.” The Oregon Supreme Court (Sheehan v. Legislature) has confirmed the necessity to 
comply with ORS and OAR.  Other criteria will influence consideration of community of common 
interest. In the end, the committee should be able to articulate a reasonable basis for its identification and 
preservation of communities of interest. Patterson will email the group with the specific ORS and OAR 
numbers following the meeting. 
  
Klemp gave a brief visual overview of Dial and the options available within the program. 
 
Drew Kaza suggests using the layering options in Dial as a guideline for referring to “communities of 
common interest”.  Kaza suggests the members play around with Dial outside of the committee meeting 
to determine what layers the committee may want to use in order to meet the mapping criteria.  
 
Bryant said communities of interest is just one of the criteria, there are other criteria listed in the 
guidelines. Kaza stated there are lots of definitions and examples of common interests out there and the 
committee should look at other examples.   Cyrus said examples could include not splitting communities 
like Eagle Crest and Black Butte or looking at registered voter data and not splitting large blocks of 
Republican or Democrat voters.   Cyrus and Dempsey talked back and forth about starting with equal 
population maps and then drilling into what common interests would be to move around map lines.  
Kebler stated that hearing from the public on their definitions of communities of interest could be 
informative. Carol Loesche stated that the committee could expand the public comment input and 
suggested whether the DMAC should consider having a more open forum on what the public wants the 
committee to consider.  Loesche stated having a listening session similar to a candidate forum to garner 
further citizen input could be helpful.  Kebler agreed with that concept.  Cyrus  said that the scheduled 
time the committee is meeting is the only time that works for every committee member so if they held a 
public listening session at another time at least one committee member couldn’t make it and that didn’t 
seem like the best approach. Kebler liked the idea of having the public listening session not be during 
working hours.  
 
Bryant discussed the current process of having public comments during the DMAC meeting and that the 
public comment agenda item has a time limit in order for the DMAC to have enough time to do the map 
drafting work.  Dempsey said he liked the public comments today and would be interested in having more 
time for public comments during the DMAC meeting.  Henderson stated he would like the public 
comments to be limited in scope to what the DMAC is able to do and not what is out of their scope (i.e. the 
makeup of the committee). Cyrus agreed and said it can be stated before the public comments to keep 
comments pertinent to the work of the DMAC.  Bryant said the public comments section will be expanded 
to 30 minutes going forward and each person will have up to three minutes each.   
 
Bryant moved the committee discussion to the topic of partisan data and emphasized the goal of not 
creating gerrymandered maps.  Bryant suggested drafting a map first and then as a final stage look at the 
voter registration data to confirm that they didn’t inadvertently draw gerrymandered maps.  
 
Patterson referenced previous research on what Washington and Lane County used for definitions of 
communities of interest.  The committee members requested Patterson share the spreadsheet she put 
together when researching the process. Kebler said the layering options Kaza mentioned and the further 
census data overlays could be helpful when considering the communities of interest discussion.  



 

 

 
Henderson asked for further clarification from Dennison on the precinct updates from 2022 to current 
precinct boundaries.  Dennison discussed precinct changes specifically in Redmond when precincts were 
approaching the legal limit of 10,000 registered voters and/or when areas have annexed which required 
the Clerk’s office to move the precinct lines. Henderson asked for clarification on whether the new 
precinct maps incorporate the new growth areas throughout the county.  Dennison replied that they don’t 
necessarily have that information in the precinct maps but that is the benefit of Dial where it does show 
that information. Brader confirmed the group is not redistricting but in fact districting for the first time so 
the group should not use the terminology of “redistricting”.  
 
Kaza stated the committee could spend a lot of time and potentially many meetings trying to define 
communities of interest. Kaza further stated citizens giving public comments could provide information on 
what it  means to the individual, additionally committee members can state what it means for them.  
Henderson agreed and stated the committee members should come to the next meeting with how they 
individually define the term. Loesche agreed with having the discussion of individual meanings from each 
committee member as an agenda topic for the next meeting. 
 
Kebler asked for clarification on how they will actually commence the mapping.  Staff confirmed that GIS is 
not available to committee members but the IT team will be at the table and the committee members can 
direct them interactively on drawing the map and playing around with different areas and scenarios. 
Henderson stated that he can’t actually read the screen, staff will rearrange the room so the committee 
members are closer to the screen.  Staff will also try to provide several laptops at the tables for members 
during the meetings.  
 
VIII. Wrap Up and Adjourn 
Committee members were in favor of expanding the public comments section to 30 minutes (as needed) 
for each meeting.  Additionally for the next meeting members would like to discuss what criteria and 
communities of common interest mean to each committee member. 
 
Action items for staff: 

• Provide February 2022 voter registration from  data by precinct 
• Email legal counsel’s findings on defining and adhering to the guidelines of drafting maps that 

consider “communities of interest”  
• Share spreadsheet of previous redistricting considerations by counties 
• Print out precinct maps in binders for each DMAC member 

 
Neil Bryant adjourned the meeting at 2:57 p.m. 

Minutes respectfully submitted by  
Jen Patterson, Strategic Initiatives Manager, 
Deschutes County Administrative Services 



Deschutes County Voting Precinct List
With City Associations, 2020 Census Population and Voter Registration Counts

Voting Precinct City
2020 Census

Population Counts
Registered Voter Counts

(As of 03/01/2022)
Registered Voter Counts

(As of 08/26/2025)
1 Bend 3,594                                          2,895                                          2,891                                          
2 Bend 4,897                                          3,724                                          3,985                                          
3 Bend 5,993                                          4,346                                          4,715                                          
4 Bend 4,691                                          4,018                                          3,937                                          
5 Bend 8,546                                          5,151                                          5,480                                          
6 Bend 5,534                                          3,869                                          3,856                                          
7 Bend 2,120                                          1,605                                          1,747                                          
8 Unincorporated 811                                              746                                              966                                              
9 Bend 3,780                                          2,790                                          2,729                                          

10 Unincorporated 82                                                45                                                53                                                
11 Bend 1,651                                          1,522                                          1,757                                          
12 Unincorporated 985                                              899                                              878                                              
13 Unincorporated 4,620                                          3,690                                          3,770                                          
14 Unincorporated 2,091                                          1,838                                          1,865                                          
15 Unincorporated 2,810                                          2,642                                          2,653                                          
16 Unincorporated 1,712                                          1,597                                          1,532                                          
17 Redmond 10,363                                        5,363                                          8,589                                          
18 Unincorporated 4,588                                          4,036                                          4,068                                          
19 Unincorporated 1,645                                          1,462                                          1,456                                          
20 Bend 8,195                                          5,648                                          5,938                                          

21
Bend &

Unincorporated
4,163                                          3,435                                          3,571                                          

22 Unincorporated 186                                              370                                              367                                              
23 La Pine 2,512                                          1,826                                          2,328                                          
24 Unincorporated 1,779                                          1,313                                          1,318                                          
25 Bend 7,221                                          5,134                                          5,546                                          
26 Bend 3,755                                          2,607                                          3,290                                          
27 Bend 3,215                                          2,575                                          2,922                                          
28 Redmond 5,706                                          4,033                                          4,263                                          
29 Redmond 7,207                                          5,589                                          6,598                                          
30 Sisters 3,064                                          2,783                                          3,217                                          
31 Unincorporated 3,427                                          3,237                                          3,374                                          
32 Bend 4,617                                          3,229                                          3,462                                          

33
Bend &

Unincorporated
5,286                                          3,952                                          4,316                                          

34 Bend 6,102                                          4,470                                          4,484                                          
35 Bend 5,632                                          4,425                                          5,010                                          
36 Redmond 10,019                                        9,704                                          7,584                                          
37 Unincorporated 1,543                                          1,337                                          1,378                                          
38 Unincorporated 2,580                                          1,816                                          1,807                                          
39 Unincorporated 8,025                                          7,066                                          7,176                                          
40 Unincorporated 1,484                                          1,587                                          1,636                                          
41 Unincorporated 1,004                                          791                                              773                                              
42 Unincorporated 5,235                                          4,451                                          4,494                                          
43 Unincorporated 3,641                                          3,201                                          3,330                                          
44 Bend 5,160                                          3,890                                          3,987                                          
45 Unincorporated 1,328                                          1,112                                          1,077                                          
46 Bend 6,407                                          4,471                                          4,647                                          
47 Bend 3,222                                          3,107                                          3,213                                          
48 Unincorporated 3,300                                          2,968                                          3,107                                          
49 Unincorporated 638                                              525                                              651                                              
50 Unincorporated 2,087                                          1,949                                          2,025                                          

Totals 198,253                                      154,839                                      163,816                                      
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