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PARKS LARGE EVENTS TASK FORCE 

MINUTES 
Wednesday March 11, 2015 

                                           Customer Service Center  
6:00pm ‐ Goodpasture Rm.                                      3050 N. Delta Hwy., Eugene, Or 97408 
 
Members Present: John F. Helmer, Brad van Appel, Dale Stoneburg, Randy Hledik, Leslie Scott, Don 

Hansen, Larry Dunlap, Alan Murphy, Janis Ross, Mary Moore, Anna Lawrence, 
Holly Stanley, Bruce Newhouse, and Jeff Gaulton 

Members Absent: None 

Staff Present: Mike Russell, Dave Stockdale, Marsha Miller, Fraser MacDonald 
 
1) Welcome & Introductions 

The meeting was called to order by Chair John Helmer at 6:00 p.m.  Chair Helmer asked the group to 
introduce themselves.   

2) Public Comment 
Ellen Otani said that there is some concern that each park does not have its own master plan, so there is 
likely concern about how each park should be governed.  She said it is interesting that some parks do have 
habitat plans or belong to Rivers to Ridges, or other plans like the Fern Ridge Management Plan and that 
some parks are managed according to these plans.  Some of these plans do have a wildlife management 
plan.  She mentioned the Friends of Zumwalt Park and their website.  She said that some parks are 
managed by the Willamette Valley Environmental Stewardship Program headed by the USACE.  She said 
the big one is the Oregon Conservation Strategy by the ODFW and has identified Buford Park as a 
conservation opportunity and discussed the need to have the HBRA Habitat Management Plan completed 
and to follow these plans.  
Pat Hoover provided a hand out and discussed it with the group.  The hand out had the Parks Mission 
statement printed on it.  She said she would really appreciate it if this could be considered and would like 
the group to remember that this whole thing is about the Parks Mission.  She said that the very first word 
of the Parks Mission statement is to preserve, and leaves little interpretation.  She asked that the group 
please look at that statement again. 
 

3) Review and Adoption of Minutes 
No changes or revisions to the minutes were suggested.   
MOTION: Mr. Dunlap moved to adopt the minutes.  Mr. Hansen seconded.  Motion passed.   

 
4) Agenda review and changes  

Chair Helmer reviewed the agenda for the evening.  Chair Helmer asked for an update on the traffic study 
and the environmental report from Salix Associates from Mr. Russell.  Chair Helmer asked that the group 
consider delaying discussion on the public input session to next month’s meeting and use the saved time to 
provide 30 minutes to EcoNorthwest’s presentation. 
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Mr. Russell provided an update on the traffic study, stating that the engineering firm that was hired to 
provide that report has encountered delays.  The goal was to have that report ready for this month’s 
meeting, but that didn’t happen.  They have promised to be ready for the April meeting.  The Salix 
Associate’s report is ready and can be presented at the Task Force’s pleasure.  Mr. Helmer stated that his 
preference was to be sure to get the Salix report to the small group as soon as possible and directed to get 
the report to Group 2 and the Traffic study to Group 3 and to get these reports out as soon as possible.  
Mr. Helmer said that all of these reports should be made available to the entire Task Force, but to get 
these reports to the specific groups first for their in-person meetings, then to make them available to the 
Task Force as a whole.  Mr. Hledik asked if Sandow Engineering might be able to present to the groups in 
general.  Mr. Russell stated that he will ask and find out.  Mr. Helmer said that he envisioned that these 
reports would go to the group, then be available on the LETF website, and that individual presentations 
will go to the working group with the possibility of further discussion to the Task Force at the April 
meeting. 
 

5) Working Group Reports and Discussion 
Mr. Helmer provided the history of how these groups were formed.  He said that one month was set up to 
bring the group to this point to give a brief report and for the next month to continue to work, meet in 
their groups and gather additional research and feedback, and then bring recommendations to the Task 
Force next month.   
 
Ms. Scott asked if the presenters could be sure to include how each group reached their current 
recommendations; was it by consensus, by a vote, or just a list.  Mr. Helmer agreed that it would be good 
to understand that context as it would help the group prepare moving forward and asked each presenter 
to be sure to include this information. 
 
Group 1: Appropriateness – size, number of events/year, number of days/event, camping, 
purpose of event, for profit/not-for-profit. 
 
Mr. Gaulton reported that the group was able to meet once, mostly due to conflicting scheduling issues.  
Mr. Gaulton reported that when the group looked at size/capacity it would be determined on a case-by-
case basis.  Mr. Gaulton reported that when considering number of events, that no more than one event 
per quarter should be allowed and that there should be at least 30 days of separation between events.  Mr. 
Gaulton reported that the group felt that events at HBRA should be held from dawn until dusk.  Mr. 
Gaulton reported that the group felt that when it comes to camping, events should be confined to what is 
already in place; camping should occur in designated campgrounds only.  Mr. Gaulton discussed some of 
the apparent difficulties with this rule, such as The Boy Scouts wishing to campout.  Mr. Gaulton reported 
the group felt that musical events at HBRA are not appropriate.  Mr. Gaulton reported that when 
considering whether the event is from a for-profit or nonprofit, it shouldn’t matter.  Ms. Lawrence stated 
that it is important that education and nature themed events are what they think are most appropriate.  
Mr. Gaulton stated that those types of events are what is likely most appropriate at any park.   
 
Ms. Scott asked for clarification about the once a quarter and 30 day separation.  Mr. van Appel clarified 
stating that if/when events cross over a fiscal quarter, there still needs to be a 30 day separation so that 
events that cross quarters are not less than 30 days apart.  Ms. Scott stated that kind of restriction is part 
of the mass gathering rules, but that Parks is not subject to those rules.  Ms. Scott asked for clarification 
that the proposal was that even during summer months when the weather was ideal that the 
recommendation was still to have just one event per quarter, to which Mr. van Appel and Ms. Lawrence 
confirmed, stating it was outlined that way in the Howard Buford Recreation Area Master Plan and Mr. 
Gaulton clarified that it would be per quarter per park.  Mr. Stoneburg also reinstated the clarification 
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question and also stated that could significantly limit the number events at any park.  Mr. Gaulton stated 
that their goal was to get these proposals out so that it could be considered for further discussion by the 
Task Force as a whole.  Mr. Helmer asked for clarification from Mr. Gaulton’s addendum.  Mr. van Appel 
stated that HBRA has a Master Plan and that events should be compatible with the Master Plan and further 
clarified that the events at a park should either follow that park’s master plan or general rules if no master 
plan is available.  Mr. Gaulton stated that his personal opinion is that musical events can also be 
educational and promote other activities that may be health or educational in nature and even if they are 
not, they should probably be considered.  Mr. Dunlap stated that the sense of the community element is 
probably lacking so far in the discussion.  Mr. Dunlap referenced that a number of people had indicated 
that they appreciate large events in our parks and that the proposal seems too restrictive.  Mr. Dunlap also 
stated that he considers Buford Park to have two sites and that the park ought to be treated as having two 
sites: The North bottomlands and the Arboretum area.  Mr. Dunlap stated that he would give them a 
double application here and stated that we have invested some money putting in infrastructure in the 
North Bottomlands area of the park and if we are going to see this as a money maker for the parks, there 
are going to have to be some events.  Mr. Hledik stated that he concurs with Mr. Dunlap that he also 
separates the North Bottomland from the rest of the area of the park and that his review of the Salix 
Associates report will likely sway him one way or the other about events in that area of the park.  Mr. 
Hledik stated that he is fearful that the recommendations coming from Group 1 without a full set of 
background information seems arbitrary.  Mr. Hledik stated that it still comes down to the impacts we are 
trying to prevent and that Group 2’s work about impacts is where we should all be going and focusing on 
how we control those impacts.  Mr. Hledik referred back to the handout provided by Ms. Hoover about the 
Parks Mission and stated that the first word does say preserve, but it also talks about providing 
recreational experiences for all kinds of people and stated that as far as he was concerned the public parks 
are for everybody and we need to be cognizant of that, but watch what the impacts are on neighbors, 
other users, and the land and take that into consideration.  Mr. Hansen noted that HBRA has its own 
master plan and is designated as regional park as described by the National Recreation and Parks 
Association and that this committee should consider that.  
 
Group 2: Impact – displaced uses, neighbors, environment, noise, economic impact. 
 
Ms. Ross reported that their group assigned the five different sub-topics of their group, one to each 
member of the group: Mr. Newhouse took on environmental impacts, Ms. Ross took on economic impacts, 
Ms. Moore took on impact on neighbors, Mr. Dunlap took on noise impacts, and Ms. Stanley took on 
displaced users.  All members did some research and then met to discuss their ideas and what they had 
found.  The group worked to see if they could come to a consensus prior to this meeting, but decided it 
would be best to bring their work back to the Task Force before attempting to come to a consensus or any 
conclusions.  Mr. Ross reported that she and Mr. Newhouse felt that an assessment tool ought to be 
created that considers each of these impacts to determine whether an event should take place in the park 
or not.  Ms. Ross reported that the other three members of the group took a look at their particular issue 
and came up with some potential criteria for consideration.  Ms. Ross reported that Mr. Dunlap felt that 
more work needed to be done on how to implement and enforce compliance for noise and Ms. Stanley did 
similar work.  Mr. Newhouse stated that a more focused look at the specific impacts is where some more 
time should be spent.   
 
Ms. Moore stated that her recommendations were based upon the input she received from other neighbors 
on Seavey Loop; where each one stated similarly that lots of traffic and noise spooks horses and that a lot 
of their customers are negatively impacted during events.  Ms. Moore stated that she also received two 
different comments about security and well-being.  Ms. Moore stated that a nearby neighbor has been 
significantly impacted by traffic, with workers not being able to travel between fields.  Ms. Moore stated 
that she was recommending no alcohol because most people who travel to the rural park do so in a car, 
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and if they are drinking, we are setting up for drunk drivers and that when people drink, behaviors can 
sometimes be negatively changed.  Ms. Moore stated that she contacted the Oregon Country Fair to ask 
about alcohol and they stated that they are an alcohol free event and when she asked why they told her 
that no alcohol makes it a more family friendly event and that they don’t want their patrons leaving and 
driving drunk.  Ms. Moore stated that she recommended no amplified noise because most of the 
complaints came from the noise and that Mr. Laird reported that enforcement was difficult.   
 
Mr. Helmer discussed further the idea of the assessment tool as perhaps being a good way balance 
potential events, but may also be a way to delay the issue to a later date.  He asked who would create 
that tool, where would it come from, etc.?  Ms. Ross stated that she found other organizations that had 
such a tool and felt that they did a good job analyzing the impacts and that these tools could serve as a 
good starting point for the creation of such a tool for this group.  Ms. Ross stated that this tool allows for 
some diversity in the scoring since it considers all elements of impacts, not just focus on one area.  Mr. 
Russell stated that he felt that having a review process is something that is currently missing from the 
Parks process.  Ms. Scott stated that she felt that this tool could certainly help identify good partners.  Mr. 
Gaulton suggested that the decibel level should be looked at further.  Mr. Allen stated that he would like 
the group to consider looking at the time of noise, rather than dBA, and should look at shut off times.  Ms. 
Ross mentioned that topography should also be considered in relation to noise. 
 
 
Group 3: Safety – traffic, security, fire, crime. 
 
Mr. Hledik reported that the group met two times at least two hours for each topic: first on fire safety and 
emergency response and, second on public safety and security.  Mr. Hledik reported that they have 
provided their findings and those can be summarized by the following: 1) there was consensus among the 
group that the special events contract appears to cover all these issues in fairly good detail, but the 
problem is that there is often a breakdown in good communication and a lot of their recommendations are 
to improvements in communication; and 2) that the contract provisions need to be enforced and the 
recommendation here is that limitations be driven by Parks and Sheriff’s ability to adequately manage 
these events.  Ms. Scott emphasized the need for neighborhood engagement and stated that the group 
had discussed this and how to do this in a positive way and the need for a response team.  Mr. Murphy 
reemphasized that a lot of the framework is there, but the issue lies in the enforcement.  Mr. Hledik 
reported that he would like to clarify something in their findings regarding the number of officers per 
numbers in attendance, that what is being proposed is just unobtainable, but nevertheless it is put out 
there as a goal and that he will update the language being proposed.  Ms. Lawrence asked if it was typical 
for a contractor to bring in their own security.  Ms. Scott answered that it is part of the contract and a 
requirement of the county.  Ms. Scott stated that she wishes that we could just erase Kaleidoscope 
because it is such an extreme example of what is out there and that the group talked about these issues in 
excessive detail.  Mr. Murphy stated that they learned that the sheriff doesn’t have any authority to 
enforce the noise and that in their opinion Parks had the authority to shut that event down.  Ms. Lawrence 
mentioned that this kind of information could be well vetted prior to the event being in place and that 
perhaps part of the application process could or should be able to figure out that the warnings prior to this 
kind of event could be heeded.  Mr. Hledik responded stating that their recommendation was to consider 
establishing legally defensible qualifying standards based on the experience, reputation, and/or financial 
strength of event organizers.  Mr. Hledik reported that they are suggesting that better planning and 
communication that everyone involved meet early on to make sure that everything is in place well in 
advance prior to the event.  
 
BREAK 
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6) Presentation: EcoNorthwest about the Public Opinion Survey 
Chair Helmer called the meeting back to order. 
Mr. Russell introduced Beth Goodman from EcoNorthwest, the firm hired to help Parks with the Public 
Opinion Survey regarding large events.   
Ms. Goodman reported that the purpose of the survey was to help the Lane County Board of 
Commissioners and the Task Force to understand opinions of Lane County residents about use of parks for 
large events.  Ms. Goodman reported on the methodology of using the voter registration database, use of 
the sub-committee from the Task Force and Parks staff to develop the survey, and used a random survey 
with over-sampling of those living near a large park and of those 34 years of age or younger.  She 
reported a 40% response rate on the survey and that a large reason for that was the incentive of a free 
parks pass. 
Ms. Goodman reported on the demographics of the responses stating that those age 54 or younger has a 
slightly higher response rate than the voter registration database and those 55 or older were slightly lower.  
This is considered slightly unusual, but is likely mostly due to the survey method over sampling people 34 
or younger.  She reported that this response was effective.  The survey respondents were more likely to 
have an income greater than $50,000 which is typical of most survey responses.  The survey did have a 
higher response rate among females.  The survey also had a higher response rate of households with 
children.   
Should Large Events be Allowed: Ms. Goodman reported that only 3% of respondents stated to not allow 
events of any type, 71% said to allow under some circumstances, and 21% said allow all large events.  
When broken down by age, people aged 18-34 were more likely to say allow or allow under some 
circumstances and people 55 or older, 87% said allow or allow under some circumstances.  The majority of 
people said to allow or allow under some circumstances, but there is a significant difference between age 
groups.  Ms. Goodman did the same analysis when considering income, and the result was not significant 
between incomes.  Ms. Goodman reported that the majority of people responded that events should be 
allowed over multiple days, but not too many multiple days.   
Should overnight camping be allowed: Ms. Goodman reported that 42% responded that camping should be 
allowed, but only in designated campgrounds, 26% said maybe allow camping in non-designated 
campgrounds, and 15% said yes camping should be allowed regardless, and 14% said no. 
Should Large Events be Allowed to Continue After 11:00 pm or start before 7:00 am: 50% said no, 41% 
said maybe if the county ensures that it can minimize impacts, and 7% said yes.  It seems very clear that 
there is some concern about hours of the event. 
Ms. Goodman continued to present on several of the other questions of the survey.  She pointed out that 
for the next series of questions, only about 2% - 3% of the respondents answered that their concerns 
could not be mitigated.  The next set of questions she focused on the “Yes, but the following mitigation 
measures would address my concerns.” 
Ms. Goodman reported that 97% of respondents stated that the mitigation measures outlined for 
environmental impacts would address their concerns.  Ms. Goodman reported that 50% of respondents 
indicated that they had concerns with traffic and discussed levels of delays that were considered 
acceptable.  Ms. Goodman reported that 43% of respondents stated that the listed mitigation measures 
would address their concerns about neighbors (question 21).  Ms. Goodman reported that 41% said the 
listed mitigation measures would address their concerns about noise.  Ms. Goodman reported that 32% of 
respondents stated that the listed mitigation measures would address their concerns about fire safety.    
Would the Mitigation Measures Outlined in the Previous Questions Address Your Concerns: Ms. Goodman 
reported that over 90% of those who responded that the mitigation measures would address their 
concerns responded that those measures would at least partially address their concerns and at least 60% 
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stated they would fully address their concerns.  Ms. Goodman reported that 9% responded that those 
measures do not address their concerns about camping, while other categories have only as low as 4% 
reporting that it does not address their concerns.   
Ms. Goodman concluded that the majority of residents in Lane County believe that large events should be 
allowed, but they also recognize that there are some issues that need to be mitigated.  She reported that 
policy work will need to be developed and further research may be needed, but that there is overall good 
support for large events in Lane County’s parks.  She recommends that we continue to implement and 
publicize mitigation efforts and prioritize those areas where there were the most concerns. 
 
Mr. Russell asked for clarification about the age demographic slide, asking how it compared to the 
demographics of the county as a whole, not just the registered voters.  Ms. Goodman said that they can 
provide that information and that the report is close to the overall demographic of the county.  Mr. Helmer 
re-stated one of Ms. Goodman’s comments that the county is already doing many of these mitigation 
efforts and that there is good support for these events, stated that he liked what he saw, that the tails of 
the data were very small, and that the center of the data was that there was good support and lots of 
concern about management and rules and the work that the Task Force is working on, and stated that the 
conclusion that there is strong support is a little stark, and proposed that it is really events that are 
properly managed.  To which, Ms. Goodman agreed.   
Mr. Murphy asked for clarification of the oversampling as stated in the methodology and wondered how 
that fits in regarding Lane County’s population.  Ms. Goodman responded that it helped ensure that you 
have representation from those age groups that is closer to the population as a whole, and that had they 
not done that, the age distribution would have been more skewed to respondents who were 55 years and 
older.  Ms. Moore asked if Ms. Goodman covered the additional slides and asked if Ms. Goodman could 
show those slides.  Ms. Goodman stated that they looked at the percentage of park users who have been 
to the park at least once in the year and then they looked at how people responded in relation to 
allow/allow under some circumstances.  Ms. Goodman stated of those who visit Buford Park at least once a 
year that 50% responded to allow events and 31% responded to allow events under some circumstances.  
Ms. Goodman stated that it was interesting to look at how users of those parks responded to this question, 
this is part of question 24.  Mr. Helmer asked why it was important to consider registered voters.  Ms. 
Goodman answered stating that using registered voters was a preferred database over other alternatives 
like the phone book or the list of homeowners only.  Ms. Goodman stated that addressing to “Current 
Resident” is more likely to be thrown out, so we were actually fortunate to use the county’s voter 
registration database.  This database contained about 204,000 names.  Mr. Helmer also stated that it was 
interesting that the instruction was to answer for the entire household and asked if that was intentional.  
Ms. Goodman answered that providing this sort of direction is common and that it needs to be addressed 
to a person.   
Ms. Goodman stated that the draft report will be available to staff in about three weeks and come back to 
the Task Force near the time of the Task Force’s next meeting. 
 

7) Determine work product for April Meeting 
Chair Helmer asked the groups to continue to meet over the next month and reminded them that they do 
not need unanimity with their recommendations, but that the further they could get the better and to have 
an understanding that all final decisions will come from the Task Force as a whole.  Chair Helmer observed 
that there seems to be some underlying themes in some areas from the groups and stated that it would be 
worth attempting to separate the general recommendations from the specific.  Chair Helmer mentioned 
that he sees large variability in the styles of approach between which factors to consider and the creation 
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of definitive rules.  Chair Helmer stated that he feels there will be some structural items that are likely to 
not be assigned to any given group which may be about the oversight group discussed earlier or some 
other overall items.  Chair Helmer asked the group leaders if the timeline to have their work submitted by 
April 3rd was reasonable.  Mr. Gaulton stated that he felt the groups have made a good start, but that it 
was now time to dive down deeper in the work, dedicate more time to it, and work on the differences of 
opinion within the groups.  Mr. Gaulton said that his group was willing to do the work and could meet that 
timeline.  Ms. Ross said that she felt her group could get a couple meetings scheduled and be ready by 
that date.  Mr. Hledik said that a lot of what his group will be doing will depend on the availability of 
Sandow Associates or other speakers to their group, but that he would set up times for the group to meet.  
Mr. Stoneburg asked Mr. Russell if Sandow Associates was not available, if there might be someone else 
that could meet with their group to discuss traffic in general and Lydia McKenney, Lane County 
Transportation Planner, was mentioned as a possible speaker.  Mr. Russell said he will ask her if she could 
speak to the group.   
Chair Helmer asked if meeting longer on the April 8th would be an option.  There was consensus from the 
members that 30 minutes longer would be appropriate and acceptable if needed.   
Chair Helmer reviewed the schedule of the work plan with the milestone date of June 10th of finalizing and 
adopting a report to send to the County Administrator for consideration of that report going to the Board 
of Commissioners on June 23rd.  Ms. Moore asked if the June 10th date was a final date, or would there be 
time to revise that report at a later date.  Chair Helmer answered that the Task Force should be open to 
take and make revisions if needed.  Ms. Moore stated that her understanding was that the Task Force 
would have a presentation ready for public review and that the public would be able to make comments on 
that presentation, then the Task Force could make revisions if necessary based upon some of the 
comments they received.  Chair Helmer agreed that the Task Force needs to be able to both hear and 
incorporate comments and that the group will need to be prepared that depending on the comments 
received, the timeline could change in order to adjust accordingly.  Mr. Gaulton stated that perhaps it 
might be a good idea to create some sort of incentive to get people involved, maybe be willing to issue a 
parking pass again.  Mr. Gaulton stated that the last public input session didn’t adequately provide a cross 
section of ideas.  Mr. Gaulton asked if there was something we might be able to offer as an incentive.  Mr. 
Dunlap asked the Task Force to consider the option of skipping further public input all together, stating 
that the prior attempt was not successful in getting diverse participation.  Mr. Dunlap stated that we have 
not learned a lot of new information from those who have been participating and that we have paid money 
to get the kind of survey that we want which represents a large number of people from our county and 
that he thinks a public meeting is unlikely to enlarge on what we learn very much.  Mr. Dunlap stated that 
instead we could present to the commissioners, an open meeting, publicize that we are getting close to a 
decision, and that having another meeting may be a waste of time.  Chair Helmer stated that he believed 
the public may very well respond to something more concrete and that he personally is committed to 
setting a new standard of public transparency and is personally committed to being available to the public.  
Mr. Murphy agreed that it would be worth being available to the public and that we will see what becomes 
of it and stated that it might be better to occur in May.  Ms. Lawrence agreed that the public meeting 
should be before May 13th and that she felt that earlier would be better.  Mr. Dunlap responded that it 
would be best to have a rough draft available on the website for people to see prior to that date.  Chair 
Helmer said he will re-work the schedule. 
Chair Helmer said that he and Mr. Russell will go before the Lane County Board of Commissioners on April 
14th to discuss the status and the work that the Large Events Task Force has been doing up to that point.  
Chair Helmer emphasized just how much work has gone in to this process and just how important it is for 
the Board to listen to what they come up with.  Ms. Scott reminded the group of the four statements they 
have come up with and stated that those statements should be a guide for the work that the sub-groups 
are doing because there are a lot of recommendations that do not resonate with those statements.  Ms. 
Scott suggested that these statements are something that could be published now to the public. 
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10) Public Comment 

Ellen Otani commented about the need to better publicize this meeting.  She was not able to get to #5 
on her list that the Willamette Confluence Project and the addition of the Nature Conservancy property has 
completely changed how people need to look at the greater Mt. Pisgah area.  She reminded that group 
that the area will be open for public use in about seven years and that the Nature Conservancy is doing 
their work now to connect the ponds to the river.  Somehow, someway this property will be open for public 
use and there is still only one way in to the property.  If we were to double up the events, there would still 
be the same impact on neighbors.  We need to think about the future and what is going to happen when 
Seavey Loop is the only way in.  Somehow those wishing to access this new area of the park are not going 
to want to be closed out to access to the whole new water world being added to the Pisgah area. 
Pat Hoover urged the group to look at page 12 from EcoNorthwest’s presentation, stating this was very 
important.  90% of the respondents said limit the number of events in each park annually.  86% said to 
limit the frequency between events.  That is exactly what Mr. Gaulton’s group came up with.  She 
encouraged the group to go over the slides she did not go over. 
 
Adjourn 

The meeting ended at 8:11 p.m. 
 
     
Minutes Recorder 
Dave Stockdale, Sr. Parks Analyst 


