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PARKS LARGE EVENTS TASK FORCE 

MINUTES 
Wednesday September 10, 2015 

                                           Customer Service Center  
6:00pm ‐ Goodpasture Rm.                                      3050 N. Delta Hwy., Eugene, Or 97408 

 
Members Present: John F. Helmer, Janis Ross, Anna Lawrence, Mary Moore, Alan Murphy, Brad van 

Appel, Bruce Newhouse, Jeff Gaulton, Don Hansen, Holly Stanley, Larry Dunlap, 
Leslie Scott, and Randy Hledik 

Members Absent: Dale Stoneburg 

Staff Present: Mike Russell, Steve Mokrohisky, Marsha Miller 
 

1) Welcome & Introductions 
The meeting was called to order by Chair John Helmer at 6:03 p.m. without quorum.  Ms. Stanley arrived 
at 6:12 p.m. establishing quorum. Chair Helmer asked the group to introduce themselves.   

2) Public Comment 
None. 

3) Review and Adoption of Minutes for September 3, 2015 
Chair Helmer suggested changes with one needing confirmation by review of the recording.  No action was 
taken. 

4) Agenda review and workplan 
Chair Helmer reviewed the agenda for the evening and workplan for future meetings.   
Chair Helmer reviewed the remaining work plan dates saying that the group is coming down to the wire in 
completing its work.  He said he expects to be done September 28.  
Chair Helmer reviewed the night's agenda.  He specifically discussed the review of handling “New 
Business”.  In an effort to order the discussion, he said his goal was to take new business items in order of 
the topical areas rather than ricocheting around between all that has been discussed.  
 
Chair Helmer asked Mr. Russell to speak about how the Parks Master Plan Update process timeline relates 
to this process and how LETF work might be incorporated. 
 
Mr. Russell reviewed the Master Plan public process involving 5 public meetings over the next several 
weeks including meeting in Florence, Veneta, Eugene, McKenzie River Corridor, and Cottage Grove.  He 
reviewed the timeline including; public meetings, Parks Advisory Committee process including a public 
hearing, then into 2016 going to the Planning Commission starting the land use process, then to the Board 
of County Commissioners with several readings and another public hearing with adoption estimated to be 
around May 2016 at this time. 
 
Mr. Russell reviewed the LETF process after submission of the final report including submitting to the 
County Administrator then to the board of Commissioner.  He said some recommendation will rise to the 
level of being included in the Master Plan policies and some are more operational in nature and do not 
necessarily need to be in the Master Plan Update.  Chair Helmer related concerns he has heard that LETF 
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policy recommendations will not make it into the Master Plan.  Mr. Russell said there are definitely some 
policies that will make it into the document, but he said it is hard to tell without the final report and 
ultimately what direction he receives from the board of Commissioners. Chair Helmer reiterated his 
concern that the Master Plan process seems to be progressing unencumbered by the work of the Task 
Force.  Mr. Russell disagreed saying that staff is already thinking about how to incorporate the Task 
Force’s work.  He said the issue is that both documents are in draft form right now, but eventually they will 
meet up and he committed to the group that there would be specific policies related to large events 
included in the Master Plan.  Mr. Mokrohisky explained that the current Master Plan is 35 years old and the 
update process started in 2004, and given the commitment that all members have given in countless 
volunteer hours that we will do everything we can to incorporate the great work that the Task Force has 
done.  He said there is still review of the recommendations and discussion needed with the Board of 
Commissioners such that he was unable to say if every single recommendation would make it into the 
Master Plan. However, he committed to making sure the Master Plan incorporated the Task Force’s work. 
 
Chair Helmer asked about the proposal to separate a portion of Buford Park and give it a distinction that 
seems to be related to large events.  Mr. Russell explained that currently the whole park is identified as 
“Regional Park” as it was defined in 1995.  He said the definition of Regional Park has changed over time.  
He said the proposal is to designate 345 acres of Buford park containing the high use areas, including the 
Arboretum lease area, main parking lot, main entrance, horse arena, and the event fields as “Regional 
Park” and the remaining 1,860 acres as “Nature Park” as currently defined by State guidelines.  He said the 
intent is to preserve the Nature Park area for natural uses, low impact, and mainly trail use thereby 
increasing the protection of the park. 
 
The group discussed the relative definition of “high use” and how Emerald Meadows counts as a high use 
area, including cattle grazing.  The group also discussed future plans for the area and Mr. Russell referred 
the group to the Draft Master Plan for specifics about the vision for this park. 
 

5) Greetings from Steve Mokrohisky, County Administrator 
Chair Helmer welcomed Mr. Mokrohisky to tonight’s meeting. 
 
Mr. Mokrohisky said he want to let the group know that he has begun review of their draft 
recommendations and said it is clear that the Large Events Task Force work and Parks Master Plan work, 
while they are separate, they are starting to meet and will eventually get married up. 
 
Mr. Mokrohisky thanked the group for their work and commitment.  He said he is pleased with the public 
involvement efforts made by the group including 1,255 written comments received.  He said this should 
lend to a more credible process moving forward to the Board of Commissioners.  He said he is looking 
forward to their recommendations and is interested to hear more about where there may be areas of 
disagreement.  He said he hopes for those who feel that the Master Plan Update process has not been as 
open as it should, as we go through the next several month process that we are intending to have a very 
open and engaging process.  
 
He committed to the group that their work would not go unnoticed or not implemented in some fashion. 
 
Chair Helmer asked for clarification on the areas of disagreement, meaning between the Task Force and 
staff and how those will be handled.  Mr. Mokrohisky gave the example of the naming of Emerald 
Meadows and committed to listening and determining what the point is and the relative value of those 
decisions.  He said he sees that the majority of recommendations are being supported by staff with a few 
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disagreements.  He said he is committed to listening and being as thoughtful as possible as this process 
moves forward. 

 
6) Old Business  

a) Part II: Subcommittee recommendations 
The group began considering group recommendations from the May 13, 2015 Subcommittee Proposals 
document. 
MOTION: Mr. van Appel moved 2.24 for approval, seconded by Mr. Newhouse. 
Motion passed 13 for – 0 against – 0 abstentions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Newhouse moved 2.25 for approval, seconded by Ms. Lawrence. 
Ms. Scott asked for clarification that this relates to once an event is scheduled to occur, not once it is 
proposed to occur.  This was affirmed. 
Motion passed 13 for – 0 against – 0 abstentions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. van Appel moved approval of 2.26 for approval, seconded by Mr. Murphy. 
Mr. Newhouse said, as the author of this proposal, he did not envision any field work necessary for this. 
The group talked about the definition of strategy habitat being riparian areas and any known wetlands. 
The group talked about the need to do this, who should perform the work, and frequency it would need to 
be done.   
Mr. Hledik asked why 1/2 mile.  Mr. Newhouse said he made up the number from his professional 
judgement as a good compromise number. 
The group discussed the relative impacts this might have on approving large events in the future, 
specifically at Buford Park.  

AMENDMENT MOTION: Mr. Hledik moved to amend to eliminate 1/2 mile requirement.  Mr. 
Murphy seconded.  Amendment passed 11 for – 1 against – 1 abstention. 

Motion as amended passed 10 for – 2 against – 1 abstention. 
 
MOTION:  Mr. Hansen moved 2.27 for approval, seconded by Ms. Ross. 
The group discussed the relative need for this, the need for it outside park’s boundaries, and the relative 
species this might cover depending on the park location. 

MOTION TO AMEND: Mr. Hledik moved to amend to delete everything after "...following 
season,…".  Mr. Murphy seconded.  Motion to amend passed 9 for - 3 against – 1 
abstention. 

The group talked about the need to do this “every Spring”. 
MOTION TO AMEND: Mr. Hledik moved to replace “every spring” with “annually”.  Mr. 
Newhouse seconded.  Motion passed 13 for – 0 against – 0 abstentions. 

The group talked about possible consequences to repeated events that are under multi-year contracts 
being impacted because of new information coming to light as a result of this recommendation. 
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The group talked about the application of this recommendation to an assessment tool that may be 
eventually be used by a review committee. 
Ms. Moore said she thinks this recommendation helps determine appropriateness as indicated by the Task 
Force’s guiding principles. 

MOTION TO AMEND: Mr. Dunlap moved to replace the proposal with one that covers 
environmental concerns more broadly;  Lane County Parks and Parks advisory groups will 
annually review and consider all environmental concerns in any areas considered for 
events.  Environmental concerns should be included in any assessment tool subsequently 
developed.  Ms. Stanley seconded.   
Motion failed 2 for – 10 against – 1 abstention. 
MOTION TO AMEND: Mr. Hledik moved to add "or similar source", seconded by Mr. 
Newhouse.  Motion passed 13 for – 0 against – 0 abstentions. 

Amended Recommendation: Proposal 2.27 - Lane County should obtain rare species documentation 
data annually from the Oregon Biodiversity Information Center, or similar source, for each park being 
considered for Large Events in the following season. 
Motion passed as amended: 12 for – 0 against – 1 abstention. 
 

BREAK 
[Ms. Stanley and Mr. Mokrohisky left the meeting] 
Chair Helmer called the meeting back to order. 
MOTION:  Mr. Hansen moved Proposal 2.28 for approval.  Mr. Gaulton seconded. 
Mr. Hledik asked why invasive species surveys are being tied to events. Mr. Russell said that, while not 
formalized, staff visually monitors parks for invasive species annually.  He said that, for example, a running 
event occurring in a park area that has invasive species in it, there is the potential for runners to pick up 
seeds and transport them to other areas of the park, thereby spreading the plant in the park. 
The group talked about what invasive species are and whether blackberry are considered invasive. 

MOTION TO AMEND: Ms. Scott moved to add "priority" and a period after "possible." Mr. 
Murphy seconded.  Motion passed 11 for – 0 against – 1 abstention. 
MOTION TO AMEND: Ms. Lawrence moved to delete last sentence. Mr. Gaulton seconded.  
Motion failed 5 for – 5 against – 2 abstentions. 

Motion as amended passed 9 for – 3 against – 0 abstentions. 
 
MOTION: Ms. Ross moved Proposal 2.29 for approval.  Mr. van Appel seconded. 
Motion passed 9 for – 3 against – 0 abstentions. 
 
Mr. Newhouse said, as the author, he said he would be okay not moving Proposal 2.30 for consideration.  
Proposal 2.30 failed to be moved for consideration. 
 
MOTION: Ms. Lawrence moved Proposal 2.31 for approval.  Ms. Moore seconded. 
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Mr. Hledik asked Mr. Newhouse if Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODF&W)already has a hand in 
biodiversity and strategy habitats information, what good does this recommendation do other than add 
another layer of review.  Mr. Newhouse acknowledged this was sticky as ODF&W does not speak with one 
voice.  He said his thinking was that if the County found themselves denying an application, this could add 
strength backing that decision.  Mr. Hledik asked Mr. Russell if Parks ever consults with ODF&W.  Mr. 
Russell said yes, but it typically costs money for their review. 
Motion failed 0 for – 10 against – 2 abstentions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Hansen moved Proposal 3.1 for approval.  Mr. Dunlap seconded. 
Mr. Hledik asked Mr. Russell why staff does not want reference to LC 3.995.  Mr. Russell said that LC 3.995 
covers private property and staff did not want to indicate that it would cover public property as well. 
Mr. Hansen reiterated his viewpoint that, like the environmental recommendations, if we think safety is 
important, then all of these recommendations should be passed. 
Motion passed 11 for – 1 against – 0 abstentions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Gaulton moved Proposal 3.2 for approval, seconded by Mr. Dunlap. 
Motion passed 12 for – 0 against – 0 abstentions. 
MOTION: Mr. Gaulton moved Proposal 3.3 for approval.  Mr. Dunlap seconded.  
In considering Proposal 3.3, the group discussed the distinction between where alternative routes that do 
not currently exist and requiring it for events that already have them. 

MOTION TO AMEND: Ms. Scott moved to add "where they do not currently exist", seconded 
by Mr. Newhouse Motion passed 10 for – 0 against – 2 abstentions. 

Amended motion passed 10 for – 2 against – 0 abstentions. 
 
MOTION: Mr. Murphy moved approval of Proposal 3.4 for approval. Mr. Hansen seconded. 
Ms. Lawrence asked to whom the proposed fee would be charged.  Mr. Russell said that staff read that as 
whoever rents the facility would cover that fee. 
Mr. van Appel asked Mr. Russell to clarify that Parks does not currently maintain a stash of traffic control 
devices.  Mr. Russell affirmed that Parks does not. 
Motion failed 0 for – 12 against – 0 abstentions. 
 
6b) Part IV: Proposals concerning oversight groups 
Not discussed. 
 

7) New business 
[Not discussed.] 

8) Final report writing & timeline 
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Chair Helmer reviewed the group’s timeline going forward and that it looks like they will be meeting on 
September 28 to consider a final report.  He encouraged the group to review the proposal by Pat Hoover, 
Mike Russell, and himself regarding the oversight group and be ready to discuss it. 
Chair Helmer suggested that the remaining proposals could be grouped for faster consideration. 
Mr. Russell wanted the group to be mindful of their timeline and the remaining work to be done, not 
knowing how many proposals might be coming under New Business.   
Chair Helmer admonished the group not to bring up past votes for reconsideration just because of 
dissatisfaction with the result, but consider close votes or votes where there was generally discomfort with 
the compromise that may have been reached. 

9) Public Comment 
None. 

10) Adjourn 
The meeting ended at 8:34 p.m. 

 
 ADOPTED September 28, 2015    
Minutes Recorder 
Mike Russell, Parks Manager 


