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1.0 Introduction 
The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), Region 4, is developing a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for a 5-mile section of US 97 in north Bend from 
Deschutes Market Road/Tumalo Junction to Empire Avenue/Bend Parkway. The purpose of the 
DEIS is to analyze and evaluate the impacts of a reasonable range of alternatives to address 
traffic flow, congestion and safety on this segment of the highway.   
 
This summary report documents the public involvement activities and public comments 
associated with the alternatives screening phase conducted from November 2008 to May 2009.  
During this phase of the project, the project team: 
 

• Further refined the range of build alternatives (West 1, East 1, East 2 and East 3).  
• Considered new interchange configurations for US 97 in the north end of the study 

area. 
• Considered better connections for US 97 in the Robal Road/Empire Ave. vicinity. 
• Conducted targeted stakeholder outreach.  

 
The following is a summary of the public involvement activities that took place:  

• The project website was updated to include new detailed maps and information related to 
the refined range of build alternatives. 

• Area residents, property owners, businesses and interest groups were notified of public 
input opportunities via mailings, display advertising in local newspapers and the media. 

• A public meeting was held to discuss issues and gather input on the range of alternatives. 

ODOT staff also held three focus group meetings between November 2008 and May 2009: 
• Jan. 23, 2009 – Robal/Cooley Road area: 5 participants 
• April 7, 2009 – Emergency services providers: 2 participants 
• April 10, 2009 – Mobile home park owners: 3 participants 

 
In addition, a public workshop was held on January 21, 2009 from 4:30 – 7 p.m. 25 people 
attended the meeting, which included an open house as well as a presentation with Q&A. This 
meeting has been documented separately; a summary can be found on the project website in the 
Document Library under “Focus Group materials” 
(www.US97Solutions.org). 
 
Opportunities for local, state and federal agencies to be consulted, informed and involved were 
provided.  Additionally, the project’s Citizen Advisory Committee and Steering Team provided 
input to the alternatives screening process. Meetings of the CAC and Steering Team during this 
period have been documented separately. Meeting notes can be found on the project website in 
the Document Library under “CAC Materials” and “Steering Team Materials”, respectively 
(www.us97solutions.org).   
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1.1 How were people notified about public input opportunities? 
The public was notified about opportunities for involvement in several ways.  A newsletter was 
prepared and mailed on May 4 to approximately 1,300 people on the project mailing list and 
residents, businesses and property owners in the immediate project vicinity. 

In addition to the mailings, the local media in Bend and Redmond were notified about the open 
house.  On May 7 a press release was distributed, and display ads were published the week of the 
meeting in The Bend Bulletin (May 17 and 19), The Bend Source Weekly (May 13), and The 
Redmond Spokesman (May 13).   

1.2 How was public input obtained? 
Public input was obtained via the public open house, project website, through focus group 
meetings, a public workshop, and through meetings of the project’s CAC and Steering Team. No 
online survey was provided for this round of outreach. 

May 19 Open House 
An open house for the project was held on Tuesday, May 19, 2009 at Sky View Middle School 
in Bend from 5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. Ninety-one (91) people signed in for the meeting.  The 
purpose of this open house was to: 

• Update the public about the project since the October 2008 open house  

• Explain the work that has taken place over the winter  

• Describe the 3 east corridor alternatives and 1 west corridor alternative and introduce the 
new alternative names 

• Review the project schedule and introduce the detailed study phase 

• Gather public feedback on information presented 

The meeting involved a formal presentation with a question and answer segment.  Following the 
presentation attendees were free to browse information in a drop-in, open house style.  Stations 
were set up around the room that described the project schedule, alternatives advanced for 
detailed study, maps of the alternatives, description of the detailed study phase, traffic, noise, 
right-of-way and interchange area management plan (IAMP).   

Project team members were available throughout the meeting to explain the display boards and 
answer questions.  Meeting participants were encouraged to talk to staff, view the displays, ask 
questions, and fill out a comment form.  A note-taker also roamed the room recording comments.  
The open house comments are summarized in Section 2.  Copies of the open house comment 
forms are provided in Appendix A.   



 

Public Involvement Summary Report: Alternatives Screening and Transition to Detailed Study 
 – West 1, East 1, East 2 and East 3 3 
May 2009 
 

Project Website 
The project website (www.US97Solutions.org) is updated regularly throughout the project and is 
an important part of the public involvement program.  People can submit comments to the 
project team, ask questions and add their names to the project mailing list.  

What did we hear overall? 
The feedback received during this phase of the project can be summarized in the following main 
themes: 

• Noise, traffic and pollution associated with routing the highway closer to established 
neighborhoods is a concern for some. 

• People living to the east of US 97 tend to prefer the west alternative and people living to 
the west of US 97 tend to prefer the east alternatives. 

• Many who prefer the east options do so because they prefer keeping the impacts 
contained to the existing corridor. 

• Disconnecting US 97 from the local street network is a concern for some who want to 
ensure that local trips can still be made efficiently. 

• There is also some concern about possible changes associated with the local street 
network and the possibility that the alternatives might push traffic onto local streets that 
are now relatively lightly traveled and quiet. 

 

2.0 Public Open House 
Comments from the public open house were gathered via comment forms and notes taken by 
project staff. 

2.1 Comment Forms 
A total of fourteen (14) comment forms were collected from the meeting.  Participants were 
asked the following questions: 
 
1)  Tell us how you feel you might be impacted by any of these alternatives. Please provide 
comments below.  You may continue on the back of this page: 

• On all alternatives consider discouraging traffic from turning left off Robal onto Britta in 
order to shortcut having to use O. B. Riley. 

• All east solutions would produce higher noise, emissions, and visual pollution levels in the 
Boyd Acres Neighborhood, especially between Cooley and Empire. These results would also 
substantially and negatively affect the resale value of property in the affected area. I will 
combat any East solution.  
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• The East Alternatives generally seem to have the least impacts and would be easier to build 
in phases. However, the West Alternative might provide a better Hwy 97 to Hwy 20 
connection. Each alternative has its benefits and impacts.  

• Using the state highway system during construction for trips to the mall area and in and out 
of the city. 

• My concern is Rogers Road becoming a bypass itself and loaded with truck traffic and 
causing noise and pollutants.  

• East 1 is far and away our preferable choice. East 2 and West 1 both go through my property. 
These alternatives impact the life of my family and neighbors. We have a peaceful, quiet, one 
lane road we live on. We live there because we don’t want to live in town. 

• East 1, best of all, keep noise corridor in one place. Least amount of impact on 
neighborhoods contains urban sprawl more than the other alternatives. Wildfire will be less 
afforded than any other options; shortest distance between 2 points is a straight line. East one 
accomplishes this. I know this one affects businesses more but they are easier to move in my 
opinion. Options West 1 and East 2 are least desirable.  

• I am impacted by all the choices. My property is on North Hwy 97. At this time I favor East 
2. It seems to have the best interchange of Hwy 97 and Hwy 20. West 1 has too great of an 
impact on property and will cost more by where it plans to go. 

• As drawn, local connections are not sufficient to meet needs. The current interconnection off 
Hwy 97 to local streets serves both local trips and through trips. ODOT’s proposal to 
disconnect local trips from the system creates critical failures in the local system because the 
existing system was designed to integrate the local and through trips. Before disconnecting 
ODOT’s highway from the local system, a local system must also be built that allows trips to 
travel more efficiently (directly), not less. As proposed, routes become highly circuitous, 
resulting in more VMTS for all. This is unacceptable; it violates the Governor’s 2008 
initiatives.  

• All east alternatives completely take out our 3 lots and all buildings.  Our business will have 
to relocate. This works out ok for us. West alternative impacts us, but may not take out 
everything. This could be a serious problem because it splits the property and is much less 
certain. Being partially impacted with an uncertain future is not what we want.  

• Living on Mountain View Dr. We will become isolated from the direct access to major 
roadways we have now. This isolation applies to all options plus the footprint abuts our 
property which will impact us with noise and all that goes along with a major highway. West 
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1 has a much greater impact on the rural private property owners in the area just north of the 
new UGB. I continually recommend an east option to keep the congestion concentrated 
instead of being as spread out as the West option. 

• We will be greatly impacted by West 1, which will come within 250’ of our house. East 2 
and East 3 will also impact the HUNS-12 of our neighbors will be impacted and/or are within 
the “dotted lines” which indicate a direct impact.  

• I am in favor of option East 1 because it impacts the outlying areas the least. The traffic flow 
follows the corridor already existing.  The solutions to existing conditions are much 
improved by this solution. I also think the northern most transition is the least impactful 
design. 

• All of them! Re: the cul de sac at Mt. View and Hwy 20: Have you considered the impact of 
this change? What are alternatives? The only reasonable one to me would be to pave Scenic 
Drive down to Cooley Rd.  Then what?  I think you should address this issue at the next 
meeting since you have never addressed it written or verbal yet! 

2) Are there any other impacts you think we should be studying?  

• The historic definition of impact is increase, in say, noise or emission or pollution level from 
the current is insufficient. The Boyd Acres neighborhood has received already a much greater 
impact of every kind compared to say the Hunnell Rd. neighborhood. Impact should be 
wedded to equity. Any alternative I’ll support is one that would share noise, emission equally 
between the 2 neighborhoods.  

• The City of Bend should not proceed with Juniper Ridge development until substantial 
infrastructure is in place, specifically including northern exchange access.  

• The amount of tax and income producing land that could be lose due to some of the 
alternatives. 

• West “1” destroys too much of residential and prime community property.  

• Keep the light rail (Bend-Redmond) option in the forefront of the discussion of all options. 

• Lifestyle 

• Traffic is a concern in the Bowery Lane area if any of the options except East 1 is done.  

• More access at the north end of the study area. This needs to be a future plan for Juniper 
Ridge area.  

• Circuitous trips. Impact on City, transportation system. 
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• The city seems to be most interested in access in and out of Juniper Ridge which makes me 
think the East options will be more acceptable to the City. 

• I think you have the entire picture well in hand.  

• Not the “equitable” impact the guy who bought the house next to the rail road tracks thinks is 
so important.  

3) What about tonight’s meeting was useful for you? What could have been better? 
 

 Most Valuable Needs Improvement 
Presentation • Good, clear, general 

summary info. Good speaker. 
• Excellent. 
• Short intro. 
• Good. 
• Yes. 
• Good explanation. 
• Rick Williams is very lucid 

and articulate; he is also 
good at managing testimony.  

 

• More time explaining alternative 
pros and cons. 

• PA system only fair, most folks 
with questions were hard to hear. 

• Take a few more questions. 
• Presentation was fine; content is 

too disconnected from driver 
needs. 

• Nothing, I was very happy with 
the length, graphics, explanations, 
etc.  

• Cul de sac at Mt. View and Hwy 
20 not covered. 

Displays and 
Handouts 

• Excellent display boards 
(easy to view and 
understand). 

• Excellent. 
• Very good. 
• Liked the big blow ups. 
• Good. 
• Yes. 
• Maps tell the story and are 

very useful. 
• Informative and east to read 

and understand. 
• Very clear. 

• Could provide information 
packets with maps.  

• Would have liked to see a map 
handout. 

• Displayed the cul de sac for all to 
see. 

Staff 
Assistance 

• Pleasant and informative 
staff. Receptive to questions 
and input. 

• Excellent. 
• Very good. 
• Excellent monitors. 
• Good and honest. 
• Yes. 

• Could be a little better informed.  
• Not available or informed on Mt. 

View cul de sac issue.  
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• Good. 
• While the staff could not 

answer my questions, 
because they were unknown, 
they were very 
knowledgeable and helpful.  

• Very open and friendly.  
• Honest, informed, balanced. 

 

4) On a scale of 1-10 (10 being excellent and 1 being not worthwhile), how would you rate 
tonight’s meeting? 

• [The average score was an 8] 

• I think it was very good, despite the stressful topic.  

• Well done, clear, professional…but came across as a meeting that had to be done per 
requirements.  

Other comments: 

• Please completely consider impacts to existing established neighborhoods and schools. 
Community values and livability should not be sacrificed. Great care to preserve the 
quality of life should be given and weighed in alternative selection.  It is also very 
important to plan for the integration of bicycle/pedestrian and alternative transportation 
needs in developing alternatives. Connections between home and community services are 
important; it should be readily convenient and safe.  

• I realize that ODOT is a separate bureaucracy from the City. However drivers move from 
the two systems (and county roads) without regard or concern for the respective roads 
jurisdiction. Taxpayers pay to all bureaucracies, and require all to coordinate and 
cooperate with one another, to acknowledge how the tax payers use the roads in one 
continuous trip.  

• Thank you for pursuing a straightforward and “transparent” process with clear 
information and reasonable lead times.  

2.2 Notes from Project Staff 
These comments were made by attendees of the May 19 US 97 Bend North Corridor Open 
House meeting; recorded by Andrew Spreadborough of COIC. 
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Questions and Answers during presentation: 
 
Question: Can we make comments at the project website? 
Answer: Yes, a comment form is available. 
 
Question: There are Native American petroglyphs located in the project area.  Are these 
considered during the environmental stage? 
Answer: Yes, they are identified during the study phase and considered. 
 
Question: Are you looking at cost factors for the alternatives; which costs more for construction, 
right-of-way, etc.? 
Answer: Yes, some analysis has been done on cost.  It is too soon in the process for detailed 
costs, though.  All of the alternatives are roughly within the same cost range.  As we go through 
the study phase over the next 10 months, we will be refining the estimates.  We will know a lot 
more then, including the costs of property and raw materials. 
 
Question: Are the impacts the same between the alternatives? 
Answer: No, there are differing impacts between alternatives, and between options. 
 
Comment: Disappointed that there is no mention of “historic definition of impact” in this 
process.  You need to consider another definition of impact: equality of impact.  This project will 
impact the Boyd Acres neighborhood much more than the Hunnell neighborhood, for instance.  
Future solutions should seek to neutralize impacts such as noise, aesthetics and emissions.  The 
project area of impact does not stop at the railroad tracks, and this should be reflected on the 
maps. 
Response: There are impact tradeoffs between alternatives, and all impacts will be considered 
and shown in the technical reports and considered when making the selection of the preferred 
alternative. 
 
Question: What does the symbol on the map mean at the location for the intersection of Highway 
20 and Mountain View Lane? 
Answer: The symbol indicates a closure and cul de sac location.  Traffic will be re-routed to the 
highway.  Please visit the map station for a closer look. 
 
Question: What is your expectation in regard to getting funding for this project?  The state does 
not have funding, and is making budget cuts. 
Answer: There is no reason to think this project will not be funded.  The state is having budget 
challenges for their general fund; the gas tax funds highway projects, so the general fund budget 
does not affect this project.  Up to 90% of this project could be funded by the federal government 
if traditional state/federal methods hold true. 
 
Comment: It is less important (to neighbors) when the project will actually be built.  The impacts 
on property values will be realized once the alternative is selected. 
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Comment: The gas tax is supposed to go up by 6 cents per gallon. 
 
Question: At an earlier meeting a potential land swap was discussed for relocating mobile home 
park residents.  What is the status? 
Answer: These are environmental justice communities.  There was a local, independent of the 
project, effort to develop land for low income housing that was structured as “lease-to-own”.  
The state legislature did not take this on during the current session; local advocates plan to take it 
back to the legislature next session. 
 
 
One-on-one comments during table review session: 
 

1. Need to enhance the east-to-west travel through the project area.  Take local traffic off 
the highway and onto the local system when possible – this would be helpful to highway 
traffic flow. 

2. The alternative East 3 impacts the Bowery Lane residents excessively, and unreasonably. 
3. The East alignment is more direct and preferable to the west.  The east would save time, 

fuel due to the shorter distance. 
4. The Juniper Ridge development should pay for interchange improvements that serve 

Juniper Ridge, rather than taxpayers. 
5. It is difficult to plan for future traffic usage and patterns.  There are a lot of variables, 

including growth patterns. 
6. Not in favor of East 1. 
7. Juniper Ridge should not proceed until the City invests in infrastructure, particularly at 

the north end interchange.  A piece meal approach to infrastructure does not work. 
8. Alternatives East 1 and 2 are the best because they are the simplest.  Particularly for 

people visiting.  They are easier to negotiate. 
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