
 

C i t y  o f  Ta l en t  
Planning Commission 

Public Meeting 
Thursday, May 26, 2016 – 6:30 PM  
Talent Town Hall, 206 East Main Street 

A G E N D A  

Note: This agenda and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions 
and ordinances are posted on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) in advance of each meeting. 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this 
meeting, please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY  
phone number 1-800-735-3896.  
 

The City of Talent is an Equal Opportunity Provider 
 

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Talent will meet on Thursday, May 26, 2016 at 6:30 P.M. in the 
Talent Town Hall, 206 E. Main Street.  
The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an interpreter for the hearing 
impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, should be made at least 48 hours in 
advance of the meeting to the City Recorder at 541-535-1566, ext. 1012. 
The Planning Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the 
agenda, and discuss any other business deemed necessary at the time of the study session and/or meeting. 
 
I. Call to Order/Roll Call; 

II. Brief Announcements by Staff; 

III. Consideration of minutes from the March 24, 2016 Planning Commission meeting; 

IV. Public Comments on Non-Agenda Items; 

V. Public Hearings; 

None 

VI. Discussion Items; 

a. Work Session – Temporary Use Permits (no staff report) 
i. Review Possible Amendments 
ii. Review Other City Regulations 
iii. Next Steps 

 
VII. Subcommittee Reports; 

a. Update on Economic Opportunities Analysis – Commissioner French 
 

VIII. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission; 

IX. Adjournment – Next Meeting June 23, 2016 
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TALENT PLANNING COMMISSION 
REGULAR MEETING  

                       MINUTES 
TALENT TOWN HALL 

March 24, 2016 
 

Study Session and Regular Commission meetings are being digitally recorded and will be available on the City 
website: www.cityoftalent.org  

 
The Planning Commission of the City of Talent will meet on Thursday March 24, 2016 in a regular session at 6:30 
P.M. in the Talent Town Hall, 206 E. Main Street. The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. 
A request for an interpreter for the hearing impaired, or for other accommodations for persons with disabilities, 
should be made at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to the City Recorder at 541-535-1566, ext. 1012.  
The Planning Commission reserves the right to add or delete items as needed, change the order of the agenda, 
and discuss any other business deemed necessary at the time of the study session and/or meeting.  
 
REGULAR COMMISSION MEETING- 6:30 PM  
Anyone wishing to speak on an agenda item should complete a Public Comment Form and give it to the Minute 
Taker. Public Comment Forms are located at the entrance to the meeting place. Anyone commenting on a subject 
not on the agenda will be called upon during the “Citizens Heard on Non-agenda Items” section of the agenda. 
Comments pertaining to specific agenda items will be taken at the time the matter is discussed by the Planning 
Commission.  
 
I. Call to Order/Roll Call 6:33 P.M.  
     

Members Present:      Members Absent 
Acting Commissioner French     Commissioner Hazel 
Commissioner Heesacker     Commissioner Schweitzer   
Commissioner Milan   
Commissioner Pastizzo  
Acting Commissioner Riley     
 
Also Present:  
Zac Moody, Community Development Director  
Betsy Manuel, Minute-Taker 
Daniel Wise, City Councilor  
 

II.           Brief Announcements  
Moody highlighted the number of Public Hearings slated for this meeting, stating that Planning 
Commission by-laws prohibits the meeting beyond 10:00 p.m. He outlined the alternatives as a 

http://www.cityoftalent.org/
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vote to continue after 10:00 p.m. or adjournment with a continuation of the matter at hand 
until the next regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting.  
 

III.  Consideration of Minutes for February 18, 2016  
Motion:  Commissioner Milan moved to approve the Minutes of February 18, 2016 as presented. 
Commissioner Pastizzo seconded and the motion carried.  Acting Members French and Riley 
abstained. Riley was not present at the meeting, and French was present as a non-voting 
alternate.    

    
IV.    Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items  

There was none.   
 
V.   Public Hearing (Quasi-Judicial) Conditional Use Permit - Consideration of a Conditional Use 

Permit allowing the brewing, bottling and distribution of coffee from 806 S. Pacific Hwy. Ste. B 
and described as Township 38 South, Range 1 West, Section 25 B, Tax Lot 2600. File: CUP 2016- 
003. Decisions are based on the approval criteria found in Zoning Ordinance 8-3D.4 and 8-3L.2. 
Applicant: Garry L. Wood 

 
The opening statement and approval criteria were read into the record. There was no exparte 
contact. Riley stated that the applicant was known to her but that there had been no exparte 
discussion.  
 
Staff Report:  
Moody noted that the application was to increase the uses within the warehousing space 
located at 806 S. Pacific Hwy. Ste. B.  The original business license dated 2015 described a 
wholesale operation. Renewal in 2016 expanded the uses to include brewing, bottling and 
distribution of coffee.      

 
Application of a conditional use permit was appropriate due to the bottling of beverages.  
Moody stated that the approval criteria had been met and the use was allowed in the zone.  He 
noted negligible impact on the neighborhood, which is zoned commercial highway. (CH)  
 
Moody reviewed the conditions as follows:  

o Properly dispose of all waste other than normal runoff in an appropriate off-site location or in 
accordance with Rogue Valley Sewer standards.  

o Trash and garbage depositories associated with the business shall be screened from the public 
right-of-way. 

o Construction of any sewer service line requires a sanitary sewer permit from Rogue Valley Sewer 
Services (RVSS) 

o Major noise generation shall only occur between 07:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. 
 

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUSINESS LICENCE: 
Provide evidence from RVS that all sewer related requirements have been met.  
 
Moody recommended approval of the application.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 
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Applicant Garry Wood of 211 Gibson St. Talent, Oregon 97540 was not present. 
Property Owner Steve Rouse of 16000 N. Applegate Rd. Jacksonville, OR.  was called forward on his 
behalf.   
 
Rouse explained that applicant Garry Wood is an experienced business person of good repute 
who has lived in Talent for many years.  As the property owner, Rouse stated that any potential 
impact from operating the manufacturing, bottling and distribution business would be minimal. 
He advocated in favor of the request.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED  
 
Moody stated that all parking standards were met. French asked whether ODOT improvements 
along Highway 99 (planned for 2017) would impact truck deliveries and/or distribution. Moody 
indicated that there would be opportunities to work with ODOT prior to any actions that might 
be taken. He explained that ODOT is noticed for each Public Hearing, and that no comments had 
been received.    

  
In response to a question by Milan, Moody indicated that the 2015 business license did not 
describe the business to the full extent of the use. Actual manufacturing, bottling and 
distribution of the product under current review began in October 2015.   

  
Motion: Commissioner Milan moved to approve CUP-2016-003 with conditions as stated in the 
staff report. Commissioner Pastizzo seconded and the motion carried unanimously by roll call 
vote.        

 
VI. Public Hearing (Quasi-Judicial) Conditional Use Permit - Consideration of a Conditional Use 

Permit allowing the operation of a wholesale marijuana business located at 806 S. Pacific Hwy. 
Ste. D and described as Township 38 South, Range 1 West, Section 25 B, Tax Lot 2600. File: CUP 
2016-001. Decisions are based on the approval criteria found in Zoning Ordinance 8-3D.4 and 
8-3L.2. Applicants: “Highly Distributed LLC” and “Davis, Hearn, Anderson & Turner.” 

  
The opening statement and approval criteria were read into the record.  There was no exparte 
contact.  

 
Staff Report: 
Moody reported that there was no criteria in Talent’s code for a recreational cannabis wholesale   
business. He stated that the application would instead be reviewed as a wholesale operation, meeting 
general standards. Moody highlighted similarities between a wholesale operation and the proposed 
retail marijuana business which does have approval criteria in the Code. In addition, the State of Oregon 
has criteria for both wholesale and retail marijuana businesses and they are also similar.   
 
Moody commented that the Planning Commission could apply conditions if it was found necessary to 
protect the live-ability of the surrounding area. Conversely the Planning Commission could opt out of 
criteria that currently applies to retail marijuana establishments. The proposed wholesale business 
would be adjacent to a residential neighborhood and within 750 feet of a Park.  
 
Moody stated that general approval criteria such as parking, or buffering had been met. He suggested 
specific conditions related to marijuana as follows:  
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• No uses other than wholesale operations would be permitted unless approved through a 
conditional use review.  

• No onsite consumption or use of marijuana products or tobacco. 
• Security bars are disallowed on the exterior or interior of the building if they are visible.    

 
Moody also noted that the applicant must provide a list of all products to be wholesaled or stored 
onsite. Jackson County fire District 5 reserves the right to determine whether a fire, life and safety 
inspection is necessary and/or that if a change of occupancy is required the applicant must comply with 
the new requirements. All improvements must meet the building code for the change of occupancy.  
Plans for appropriate air filtering and ventilation system must be completed and reviewed by the 
Building Inspector. The State approved wholesale license must be provided along with a list of names of 
all owners, operators, and employees. This list must be updated annually. Also to be provided on an 
annual basis prior to issuance of the annual business license is receipt of a complete copy of all financial 
records subject to audit, per Ordinance 14-875-O. Finally, a waste management plan must meet with 
local and State approval.  
  
Commissioner Discussion  
Milan questioned the feasibility of a system that could adequately contain marijuana odor. 
Moody replied that if a complaint occurs that there is an odor that has escaped into the 
atmosphere, then a review of the system would be warranted.  In addition, it is required that 
the applicant would be asked to obtain certification of the system by a licensed professional. 
 
French observed that marijuana businesses are under scrutiny by the State of Oregon through 
the OLCC licensing process, by vetting completed by the local Fire District, and by the City of 
Talent zoning codes for air quality and treatment of obnoxious odors. Moody stated that it was 
not known whether the State would monitor a business for air quality, but in his opinion, there 
was sufficient oversite at the local level. Riley emphasized the complaint driven process that 
would allow for the management of noxious odors should it become necessary.    
 
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED  
 
Chris Hearn of Davis, Hearn, Anderson and Turner PC was called forward. Business address is 
515 E. Main St. Ashland, OR. 97520 
 
Hearn reviewed a short history of the economics in the area, noting that the marijuana industry 
had the potential to spur the growth of a robust economic environment in Southern Oregon.  
 
Hearn talked about House Bill 3400, stating that the marijuana industry would be stringently 
regulated and policed by OLCC (Oregon Liquor Control Commission) in addition to local and 
regional oversite.       
 
Highly Distributed LLC would be conducting a wholesale marijuana business i.e. there would be 
no sales to the general public. The business would be limited to buy/sell arrangements with 
State licensed retailers and cannabis producers. Hearn briefly explained the OLCC process noting 
that each approval is based upon specifics: specifically authorizing individuals who pass rigorous 
background checks, to act as a specific business in a building that has met the myriad conditions 
that are unique to the space. The business will then be subject to ongoing oversite and 
inspection by OLCC agents etc. 
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Business will be conducted by appointment only and the product will be wrapped in sealed 
containers. It will not be open to the outside air. Hearn noted that the flowering stage of the 
plant triggers the most potent smell and Highly Distributed LLC would not be growing the 
product. Hearn assured the Commission that the protocols would be met, characterizing the 
business as a low key operation, with transportation on a small scale and transactions would  
not involve the general public.   
 
Hearn presented an analogy that the cannabis business in Oregon is similar to that of the wine 
industry. He pointed out the intent that marijuana would no longer be sold in black markets or   
operated by the stereotypical drug cartels of the past. The product would be distributed in a 
manner similar to estate sales of fine wines.       
 
Property Owner Steve Rouse of 16000 N. Applegate Rd. Jacksonville, OR. was called forward.   
 
Rouse spoke on behalf of Jamin Giersbach, who will be acting as manager of the business, 
highlighting his former background in technology and his family values. Rouse stated that 
Giersbach was a key spokesman in Oregon’s cannabis industry, and as such, holds himself to the 
highest standards.    
 
Rouse stated that Giersbach assured him that the impact of the business on the building would 
be minimal and the security would be exceptional. He stated that the filtration system would be 
built around negative pressure: insuring that air would remain in the warehouse and would not 
be released into the atmosphere.   
 
Andrew Robison of 3940 Foothill Rd. Medford, OR. was called forward.      
     
Robison stated that he was the manager of the Talent Health Club, another business owned by 
Mr. Giersbach. He spoke to the efficacy of the sealed containers of cannabis – stating that the 
product must be sealed in childproof containers, and the packaging would protect the quality of 
the product as well. 
        
Robison assured the Commission that cannabis product is not transported in semi-trucks or 
large commercial vehicles, negating the types of impact that come with large-scale 
manufacturing.                         

 
 Chris Hearn of Davis, Hearn, Anderson and Turner PC was called forward. 
  

Riley asked for clarification of the background checks and whether they were a part of Oregon’s 
administrative rule. Hearn answered affirmatively.    

  
 PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 
 

Commissioner Discussion 
Milan stated that in his opinion, there should be standards in the Code that ensures an 
appropriate air filtration system for all such businesses. He stated that enforcement of the 
standard should be substantial.  
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Moody replied that Condition # five of the prior application set the standard for air filtration 
systems as follows: 
 

• “Submit plans for and install an appropriate air filtering and ventilation system to 
confine odors on the premises. Plans for the necessary air filtering and ventilation system shall 
be submitted to the Building Official for review and approval prior to installation.”   
 

Moody stated that a condition prohibiting noxious odors could be added to this application, should the 
Commission so direct, while noting a caveat that stronger enforcement regarding confinement of smells 
could become problematic in that smells are highly subjective in nature. Moody noted that the nuisance 
code gives the City of Talent the authority to investigate any complaints on a case by case basis. He 
explained that the complaint process allows for a determination, works with the perpetrator to mitigate 
the situation and if the results are not satisfactory, provides the authority to cite the responsible party 
who then takes the matter to Talent’s municipal court. (AKA the Justice Court)      

  
Heesacker noted that the application must be approved or denied based on the current 
standards in the Code. Moody reiterated that the Commission could impose a condition that 
would satisfy concerns about excessive odor. That said, the condition must be defensible and 
consistent with State law.     

  
French discussed a concern about the proximity to a park. Riley debated the distance to the park 
as measured by Google Earth. She stated that a pedestrian walking to the park would stay on 
sidewalks and avoid fences etc. so that the end result conforms with the rules governing the 
distance. Moody noted that the directional measurement standard had been affirmed by 
Oregon law and was consistent with its application.               

 
In reply to comments from Milan, Riley stated that enforcement was not the purview of the 
Planning Commission. She referred to the onerous State laws regarding the containment, 
packaging and transporting of marijuana, highlighting the obligation of the applicants to meet 
those standards. She recommended approval of the application. 
 
Pastizzo noted that the conditions were common sense provisions and that his understanding of 
a conditional use permit, was that it allowed the Planning Commission to impose conditions on a 
case by case basis. He stated that settling disputes in a judicial courtroom was the democratic 
way to enforce applicable laws. He agreed that noise and smells were difficult issues to enforce 
and the right to appeal is a suitable remedy.   
 
Milan indicated concerns that all conditions related to air filtering and ventilation are the same 
for all applicants and believes there should be some standards in the zoning code or conditions 
for odor enforcement.   
 
Moody responded stating that the condition didn’t carry over from other applications and 
should be consistent and could be added.   He explained challenges with odor complaints and 
gave information about the nuisance code and how odor complaints are addressed. 
 
Milan responded with concerns about enforcement that once qualified engineer signs off on 
ventilation system it would be difficult to enforce on a complaint.  He expressed concern that 
some standards in the marijuana industry for enforcement need to be defined.         



Planning Commission Minutes 
March 24, 2016 7                                 

 
Motion:  Acting Commissioner Riley moved to approval of CUP 2016-001 for a licensed recreational cannabis   

wholesale business for Highly Distributed LLC, with the conditions stated in the final order and with the 
addition of a condition as follows:  Submit plans for and install an appropriate air filtering and ventilation 
system to confine odors on the premises. Plans for the necessary air filtering and ventilation system 
shall be submitted to the Building Official for review and approval prior to installation.  Commissioner 
French seconded and the motion carried by roll call vote with Members Heesacker, French, Pastizzo, and 
Riley voting for and Member Milan voting against.     

  
8:00 p.m. There followed a five minute break as requested by Acting Commissioner Riley.           

  
VII. Public Hearing (Quasi-Judicial) Conditional Use Permit - Consideration of a Conditional Use 

Permit allowing the operation of a recreational marijuana retail business located at 1007 S. Pacific 
Hwy. Unit G and described as Township 38 South, Range 1 West, Section 25 BD, Tax Lot 90007. 
File: CUP 2016-002. Decisions are based on the approval criteria found in Zoning Ordinance 8- 
3D.4 and 8-3L.2. Applicant: Talent Health Club LLC 

 
The opening statement and approval criteria were read into the record with the addition of approval 
criteria from 8-3M.2. There were no exparte contacts.  
 
Staff Report:  
In introducing the application for a retail recreational cannabis facility, Moody focused on a condition 
that was not previously listed; namely that three concrete parking bumpers be placed in front of Units B 
and C and permanently dedicate one of the three spaces as an ADA space. He stated that the concrete 
barriers were needed to prevent potential damage to the building. In addition, Talent’s ADA 
requirements mandate one dedicated ADA space per every twenty five parking spaces. 
 
Moody presented an explanation for change of use, stating that the facility had been operating as a 
medical marijuana facility and was now requesting a conditional use permit to include recreational 
cannabis as well. Differences between the two uses could be described as a small scale limited use for 
medical marijuana, versus general public use as a recreational facility. Cannabis sales for medical 
purposes was structured as a not-for-profit business, while cannabis sales for recreational purposes was 
a for-profit business. Moody explained that the City intended to distinguish between the two uses when 
the pertinent codes were written. The request was non-conforming because the facility is located within 
450 feet of Kamerin Springs Park.    
 
Moody stressed the importance of consistency when agreeing upon the conditions for approval. He 
explained the steps taken that resulted in Talent’s marijuana codes, including multiple opportunities for 
public input. As a result, Talent has the authority to enforce the codes on a local level as well as 
upholding the regulations at the State level.   
 
Riley questioned the finding that stated the building was built prior to 1970. Moody acknowledged that 
this was in error – the building was actually built in 2008. He agreed to correct the record noting that a 
complete list of all products wholesaled or stored at the facility would still be required. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED.  
 
Chris Hearn of Davis, Hearn, Anderson and Turner PC was called forward. 
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Hearn stated that the location of this business was removed from any residential areas, and was in fact 
adjacent to an industrial area. Because of the remoteness of the business, complaints from neighbors 
are not likely. Hearn stated that the change of use consisted of the addition of products for recreational 
use: likening it to a clothing store that has opted to add shoes as a product line. He concluded that the 
impact would be negligible.        
 
Andrew Robison of 3940 Foothill Rd. Medford, OR. was called forward.   
              
He stated that he was the general manager for the facility. He highlighted a personal goal to 
make the world a better place. Robison relayed that his background as a vintner had allowed 
him to experience the economic benefits that a growth industry provided. He indicated that in 
his opinion, the cannabis industry would provide similar economic benefits. Robison stated that 
he would be doing his part to strengthen the community and pledged to be respectful of the 
communities he serves by meeting all State and local regulations that are imposed. He assured 
the Commission that business operations would be conducted in an upright manner, predicting 
that there would continue to be no nuisance complaints.  
     
Robison stated that what was not clear at this time is whether medical marijuana and 
recreational marijuana could be sold at the same facility. It was his understanding that once a 
recreational license is issued by the State of Oregon, then medical sales must cease. He noted 
that the State permit would expire in December 2016, and the business would receive 
instruction from the State regarding the issue at that time.  
 
Robison commented that in his experience, former patients who previously purchased cannabis 
for medical reasons, were now purchasing recreational marijuana instead – a cost effective 
alternative to carrying a medical card.  
 
Chris Hearn was called back for a final statement.  He stated that the owner was willing to make 
changes to the parking lot if necessary to meet Talent’s parking requirements.   
     
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 
 
Moody noted that the parking requirement for this business calls for two ADA parking stalls 
because the parking lot is larger than 25 parking spaces. Heesacker presented the idea that a 
bike rack would be appropriate as well.  
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Riley asked about complaints or police reports made during the time the facility has been in 
business.  Moody replied that there were no known complaints. Riley requested a change to the 
findings that measured the distance from the business to Karmerin Springs Park when walking 
or driving between the two at .65 miles.  
 
Milan indicated concerns that current code enforcement in regards to odor and air filtering 
controls isn’t clearly defined and that we are skipping a step and moving too quickly.   
 
Motion:  Pastizzo moved for approval of CUP 2016-002.  Riley seconded, amending the motion to 
change the distance between the facility and Kamerin Springs Park and substituting the 
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pedestrian or vehicular measurement of .65 miles and adding one bicycle rack to the parking lot. 
Pastizzo accepted the amendment and the vote was passed by roll call vote with Members 
Heesacker, French, Pastizzo, and Riley voting for and Member Milan voting against.     

  
 
 
VIII. Public Hearing (Quasi-Judicial) Change of Non-Conforming Use - Consideration of a change 

in a non-conforming use allowing the operation of a recreational marijuana retail business within 
an existing non-conforming medical marijuana dispensary located at 103 N. Pacific Hwy. Unit B 
& C and described as Township 38 South, Range 1 West, Section 23 DC, Tax Lot 500. File: ZON 
2016-014. Decisions are based on the approval criteria found in Zoning Ordinance 8-3D.2, 8- 
3L.2, and 8-3M.2. Applicant: Green Valley Wellness, LLC. 
 
Staff Report:  Moody stated that the application was similar to the previous applications except 
that the use was not currently permitted in the Central Business District Zone. He reviewed the 
use – stating that the request was to allow a change from the non-conforming use as a medical 
marijuana facility and to increase the availability of products to include recreational marijuana 
sales as well.  
 
Moody recommended subjecting the application to the same criteria as would be allowed for a 
conditional use permitted in the zone, since it is operating at the same location. The site was 
also not completely compliant with parking regulations. Moody suggested the following 
remedies:  
 

I. Installation of a bumper guard for the parking space in front of Unit B.  
II. That two parking spaces in front of Unit C be removed due to safety concerns 

III. That two ADA compliant parking spaces be clearly delineated and properly signed 
IV. That all parking stalls are clearly marked, and directional signage refreshed 

 
Moody reviewed a public comment from Kevin Bender, owner of the Anjou Club apartments 
that called for denial of the application because “the use as it exists is non-conforming”, and 
Bender has requested that it not become “more non-conforming” . Moody indicated that there 
were no standards in Talent’s codes that would provide direction on this issue. He reiterated 
that the projected impact should be minimal and consistent with the approvals for applications 
2016-001, and 2016-002. He noted that there is more than 100 feet of separation between a 
residential area and the Central Business District as mandated by the City Council. 
 
The opening statement and approval criteria were read into the record. There was no exparte 
discussion. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 
 
Chris Hearn of Davis, Hearn, Anderson and Turner PC was called forward. 
 
Hearn stated that the use was similar to that of the Talent Health Club in expanding the business 
to include recreational marijuana. He reported that the Code in place at the time of the original 
CUP approval did not include language restricting recreational marijuana sales. Since that time, 
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the Code has been amended to prohibit any new dispensaries in the Central Business District 
Zone.     
 
Hearn noted the presence of the liquor store adjacent to the proposed use, commenting that 
both businesses were regulated by OLCC. He alluded to the fact that the various medical 
marijuana facilities have been selling recreational product since the State approved the use in 
October of 2015 and therefore it had been demonstrated that there would be no substantial 
impacts related to the expanded use.   
 
There followed additional testimony by Hearn* and a brief debate by the Commission. French 
asked about the possibilities of moving the business. Hearn replied that re-location would be an 
onerous condition, hampered by the reluctance of landlords to allow a marijuana facility into 
their buildings, as well as the State and local regulatory requirements.    
 
Michael Monarch of 103 N. Pacific Hwy. Suites B and C, was called forward.     
 
Monarch noted that re-locating the business or closing the business would result in severe 
ramifications – including penalties for vacating a 10 year lease, loss of employment for nine 
employees, loss of revenue from services used by the employees, loss of tax revenue for the City 
and more.  
 
Monarch spoke about the changes taking place in regulatory requirements as the State gains 
experience legislating recreational marijuana. He indicated that Green Valley Wellness, LLC 
would support economic vitality in Talent. He commented about the designation received from 
voters throughout the Rogue Valley that Green Valley Wellness was the most professional 
dispensary in 2015, second only to Talent Health Club. He noted that compliance with all 
regulations and conditions was the primary consideration of the business.  
 
Monarch reported that the (positive) impact of marijuana sales has been demonstrated in 
Colorado where recreational marijuana has been a permitted use for the last two years. 
Colorado statistics document a decrease in violent crimes and in Medford there has been a 
reduction in teen use. Finally he stated that the medical efficacy was proven and managed 
growth will continue to add value to the City of Talent.   
 
Peter Gross of 489 5th St. Ashland, OR. was called forward.  
 
In response to a question by Heesacker, Gross noted that the current law regarding medical 
marijuana in Oregon was set to allow medical card holders to purchase cannabis without a tax. 
There were no current plans for that particular rule to expire. Gross qualified his statement, 
however by noting the marijuana laws are subject to change almost on a quarterly basis.  
 
Gross addressed the odor issue, the benefits of creating a buffer against dispensaries in the 
Talent’s downtown. Approval of the application would serve as a barrier another dispensaries 
seeking to locate in the downtown core.  
 
Bobby Townsend of 15 Renault, Medford OR. was called forward.  
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Townsend noted that he was a current board member for the Talent Chamber of Commerce and 
the owner of several businesses, including an organic alcohol business.  He spoke to the 
professionalism of those affiliated with Green Valley Wellness LLC. and expressed appreciation 
for the leadership in Talent for facilitating the cannabis business.   
 
Gabriel Lamont of 100 North Pacific Hwy. # 81 Talent, OR. was called forward.   
 
Lamont stated that he was an employee for Green Valley Wellness dispensary in Talent, and he 
resides at the Anjou Club. He indicated that there have been no issues with the apartment 
complex to date. He provided personal testimony, stressing family values and the benefits 
economic gain for conducting the business in Talent.    
 
Kat Nadel of 130 Briarwood Talent, OR. was called forward.  
 
Nadel noted her position as the general manager for Green Valley Wellness. She commented 
that the letter from the Anjou Club reminded her that an important part of the cannabis 
business was its responsibility to become an educational resource.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Milan stated that the unambiguous intent and wording of the zoning provision in question is to 
prohibit the commercial sale of marijuana in the Central Business District. 
 
Riley referred to the records detailing the original approval to allow the business to locate in its 
current location. She indicated that the zoning characteristics of the Central Business District 
(CBD) was to facilitate a pedestrian friendly center. She stated that in her opinion, the 
Commission who approved the existing facility might not have been aware that the location was 
actually in the CBD. She stated that at the time there was no indication that the approval would 
create a non-conforming use.    
 
Riley stated that the Talent City Council approved the business at the current location and for 
that reason and others, she recommended approval of the expanded use. Milan replied that the 
original approval was for a medical marijuana dispensary – not a recreational facility.  He 
advocated against a recreational marijuana facility in the CBD.    
    
Pastizzo stated that given the testimony and current regulatory environment, it seems that 
medical marijuana use is in a state of flux and will be phased out as the uses combine. He stated 
that in his opinion, the application was more of a change of use rather than an expansion of the 
use.  
 
Moody noted that the required Land Use Compatibility Statement directly addressed the use as 
allowed in the zone. He explained that Green Valley Wellness had been approved prior to 
adoption of the Ordinance that prohibits dispensaries in the CBD, and is therefore an existing 
use.  He stated that in Talent code, expansion of the non-conforming use typically includes the 
expanded footprint of the building.  In this case, the use is not expanding; it is changing.  
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Councilor Wise stated that the Talent City Council has been consistent in their approvals for 
dispensaries and would most likely affirm the existing use, and allow the changing use. 
 
There followed a brief discussion about a possible reply to the letter of complaint. Heesacker 
stated that in his opinion, the odor issues stems from outdoor grows and not from dispensaries.        
    
Motion:  Commissioner Riled moved to approve CUP 2016-014 in its existing location with the 
conditions listed in the final order and including the addition of a bicycle rack to the parking lot. 
Commissioner French seconded and the motion was passed by roll call vote with Members 
Heesacker, French, Pastizzo, and Riley voting for and Member Milan voting against. 
 

IX.  Discussion Items 
 There were none.   
 
X.  Subcommittee Reports 

French reported that she attended the Citizens Advisory Commission, but asked that the report 
be postponed to the next regularly scheduled meeting.    
 
Pastizzo stated that he might not be present at the meeting that would be held on April 28, 
2016.     
         

XI. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission 
Moody noted that the next meeting would likely include a site plan review and a possible public 
hearing. He stated with Commission permission, he would also like to schedule a public hearing 
for the amendments of the Tree and Landscape Code. He proposed that the order of the Agenda 
be changed to review the site plan first, followed by final consideration of the Tree and 
Landscape Code. He further commented that if there were two Public Hearings scheduled for 
April meeting he would re-schedule the hearing for the Tree and Landscape changes.  
 

XII. Adjournment   
 There being no further business to come before the Commission, the meeting was adjourned at 

9.45 p.m.  
  
 
Submitted by: ________________________ Date:________________________  

 
 
Attest:  

 
 
______________________________________    _____________________________  
Zac Moody, Community Development Director     Chair Heesacker 
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Note: These Minutes and the entire agenda packet, including staff reports, referenced documents, resolutions and ordinances are posted 
on the City of Talent website (www.cityoftalent.org) in advance of each meeting. The Minutes are not a verbatim record: the narrative 
has been condensed and paraphrased to reflect the discussions and decisions made.   

 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact TTY 
phone number 1-800-735-2900 for English and for Spanish please contact TTY phone number 1-800-735-3896.  



 

8-3 Division L. Article 9. 

TEMPORARY USE PERMITS 
 

8-3L.910  DESCRIPTION AND PURPOSE 

To allow the establishment of specified uses on a short-term basis in certain, specified land 
use zoning districts. No temporary use permit can be granted which would have the effect 
of permanently rezoning or granting privilege not shared by other property in the same 
zone. 

8-3L.920 APPLICATION 

All temporary uses must comply with the provisions of this ordinance. Only temporary uses 
lasting more than two (2) days require a temporary use permit. Temporary Uses lasting 
more two (2) days or less shall be subject to a Special Use Permit.  Applications for the 
temporary use permit shall be filed with Community Development and shall include: 
 
A. Form prescribed by the City and signed by the property owner. 

 
B. A statement explaining the request. 

 
C. Site plan showing location of any proposed structures, activity areas, and parking 

with respect to property lines and existing buildings, parking areas, and landscaping. 
 

D. Drawings or photos showing proposed structures. 
 

E. Any other information needed to describe the proposed use in sufficient detail for 
Community Development Director to determine how the proposed use meets 
the approval criteria. 

8-3L.930 APPROVAL CRITERIA 

A temporary use may be granted only if: 
 
A. The temporary use is not inconsistent with the purpose of the zoning district in 

which it is placed. 
 
B. The temporary use will not have a significant adverse impact on the surrounding 

uses. 
 
C. The temporary use shall comply with the applicable criteria listed in Section 8-
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3L.940 below. 

8-3L.940 ALLOWABLE TEMPORARY USES 

A. Temporary displays, sales, and events. Temporary displays, sales and events may 
be permitted in all industrial, commercial and public facilities and parks zones. All 
activities must meet the following criteria: 

 
1. The temporary activity is located on the same lot for no more than thirty (30) 

cumulative days in any calendar year. 
 

2. The proposed temporary activity does not result in vehicular traffic congestion 
and adequate pedestrian and bicycle access is provided. 
 

3. Adequate parking facilities are available. The temporary activity does not 
eliminate parking spaces required by Section 8-3J.5 of this ordinance. 
 

4. The temporary activity does not encroach on the required setbacks of the lot. 
 

5. Food vendors shall comply with all state and county health and fire regulations 
and shall furnish written evidence of compliance prior to opening for 
business. 
 

6. Annual events require a renewal permit each year. 
 

7. Temporary activities involving tents, tarps, or sales out of vehicles will last no 
more than two (2) consecutive days. 

 
B. Temporary stationary food vending, coffee stands or other kiosks. Temporary 

stationary food vending, coffee stands or other kiosks may be permitted in all 
commercial zones for a period not to exceed one (1) year. 

 
1. The use must comply with Section 8-3L.940(2)-(6), and all other applicable 

standards in this section. 
 

2. No extension cords shall be used to provide electricity. 
 

3. After one (1) year, the use shall either be converted to a permanent use 
through Site Development Plan Review in compliance with the Site Development 
Plan Review standards of Section 8-3L.1, or be discontinued. Application for 
Site Development Plan review must be made prior to expiration to allow 
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continued operation during the review period. 
 

4. The use must not connect to City water or sewer and must identify the method 
of grey water disposal. 
 

5. No food vendor may locate within 200 feet of a restaurant or fruit and vegetable 
market without written consent from the proprietor of the restaurant or 
market, and no flower vendor may locate within 200 feet of a flower shop 
without the written consent of the proprietor of the flower shop. 

 
6. Food vendors shall comply with all state and county health regulations and shall 

furnish written evidence of compliance at the time of application for a 
temporary stationary food vending permit. 
 

7. Prior to the issuance of any permit or a business license, the Fire Marshal shall 
inspect and approve any mobile device to determine compliance with all 
applicable Building and Fire Codes. 

 
C. Second Dwelling on Property During Construction or Demolition of Dwelling 

A manufactured home or RV may be used temporarily during construction of 
a permanent residence. Or, a building permit may be issued for a new residence 
while an existing home remains occupied to allow for the residents to remain on 
their lot until the new dwelling is ready to occupy. The temporary use, including 
demolition of building, shall be limited to a maximum of one year unless an 
extension is approved by the Community Development Director. The following 
standards must be met for either of these temporary uses: 

 
1. The applicant shall provide evidence of an approved water supply and sewage 

disposal system. 
 

2. The certificate of occupancy for the new residence shall not be issued until 
the original dwelling has been demolished and the site cleaned up, or 
until the manufactured home being used temporarily is removed from the 
site. The time limit for a temporary certificate of occupancy shall be 60 days. 
 

3. If a manufactured home is to be used as a temporary residence, a building 
permit for the siting and anchoring of the manufactured home shall be 
submitted and approved by the building inspector prior to occupancy. Upon 
expiration of the temporary use, the manufactured home shall not be 
converted to an accessory use. 



8-3L.9  

Temporary Use Permits page L-4 Zoning Code 

 
4. RV use shall be limited to not more than 90 days. 

 
D. Outdoor Storage (not involving sales). Temporary outdoor storage not exceeding 

180 days may be permitted in all industrial and commercial zones. All outdoor 
storage areas must meet the following criteria: 

 
1. The storage does not encroach on the required setbacks of the lot. 

 
2. Adequate parking facilities are available. The temporary outdoor storage does 

not eliminate parking spaces required by Section 8-3J.5 of this ordinance. 
 

3. The materials being stored will not cause any contamination of stormwater 
runoff.  The materials being stored shall be screened from view with sight-
obscuring fence or landscaping in compliance with Section 8-3J.4 of the 
Talent Zoning Code. 

 
4. The materials do not create an attractive nuisance as defined in the Talent 

Municipal Code. 
 

5. After one (1) year, the temporary use permit period expires. The use shall then 
either be converted to a permanent use through Conditional Use Permit 
review in compliance with the standards of Section 8-3L.2, or be 
discontinued. 

 
E. Standards for a manufactured dwelling as a temporary office in the commercial 

or industrial zone during construction of a permanent structure. 
 

1. Approval by the Planning Commission shall be subject to a finding that such 
a use will be reasonably compatible with and have minimal impact on 
abutting property and surrounding neighborhoods. 

 
2. Within six (6) months from the date the approval is granted, an application for 

a building permit for a permanent structure or modification of an existing 
structure on the premises must be filed. Failure to submit the application 
within the specified time will terminate the approval. 

 
3. The temporary permit shall be for a period not to exceed eighteen (18) months. 

 
4. All owners of the lot agree in writing to remove the manufactured dwelling 
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from the lot not later than eighteen (18) months from the date on which the 
building permit is issued or not later than two (2) months following the 
completion of the construction, whichever shall occur first. 

 
5. All owners of the lot agree in writing to remove all evidence that the 

manufactured dwelling has been on the lot within 30 days after the removal 
of the manufactured dwelling and that the manufactured dwelling shall 
not be converted to an accessory building. 

 
6. Any electric, water and sewer connections which are necessary must be made 

according to City specification. 
 

7. A building permit for the siting and anchoring of the manufactured dwelling 
shall be submitted and approved by the building inspector prior to 
occupancy. 

8-3L.950 PROCEDURES FOR APPROVING TEMPORARY USE PERMITS 

A. Prior to taking action on a temporary use permit, the City must provide notice of 
a Limited Land Use Decision. 
 

B. The Community Development Director may approve, disapprove, or conditionally 
approve the Temporary Use Permit. If the application is for a highly visible 
location or potentially controversial use, the Community Development Director 
may forward the application to the Planning Commission for decision. Approval 
of the Temporary Use Permit will be subject to compliance with the standards as 
set forth in this ordinance and standards as established elsewhere by City 
ordinance or resolution. 

 
C. The Community Development Director or the Planning Commission may attach 

appropriate and reasonable conditions to the permit that are necessary to ensure 
the public health, safety, and welfare and to maintain compliance with city codes 
and ordinances. Such clear and objective standards may include but are not 
limited to: 

 
1. Setback requirements 
2. Screening 
3. Control of points of ingress and egress 
4. Special provisions for signs 
5. Landscaping and maintenance of landscaping 
6. Maintenance of grounds 
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7. Control of noise, vibration, and odors 
8. Limitation of hours for certain activities 
9. Limitation of duration of temporary use 

 
D. Once approved, the site plan for the temporary use as modified with conditions 

shall become the official plan. 
 
E. If written Notice of Appeal is not filed in accordance with Section 8-3M.150, the 

decision becomes final. 
 
F. Compliance with conditions imposed in the temporary use permit and adherence 

to the approved plans is required. The Community Development Director may 
revoke the temporary use permit with any departure from the approved plans or 
conditions or approval. 

 
G. All temporary uses involving a business must comply with the Talent Municipal 

Code, Business Licenses. 

8-3J.960 PROCEDURES FOR RENEWING TEMPORARY USE PERMITS 

A. Temporary Use Permit shall be subject to review and approval by the Community 
Development Director on an annual basis. 

 
B. Public Notice requirements may be waived for renewal of Temporary Use Permits at 

the discretion of the Community Development Director provided that: 
 

1. No formal complaints have been filed regarding the temporary use. 
 

2. There have been no changes made to the site plan or activities from the time 
of initial approval as verified by the Community Development Director. 
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To:  Planning Commission 

From:  Alma Flores, Economic Development Manager and Amy Koski, Economic 
Development Project Coordinator 

Date:  April 8, 2015 

Subject:  Food Cart Feasibility Study 

 
WORK SESSION DISCUSSION ITEM – April 29, 2015 

The purpose of the April 29, 2015 Work Session is to follow up with Planning Commission on 

work that has been done since the June 26, 2013 Work Session on temporary mobile sales as 

applicable to food trucks, carts, and/or trailers. At that time, Planning Commission directed staff 

to further study food cart operations and propose regulatory options to help address daily 

operations on private property. Two specific questions were posed to Planning Commission to 

frame the June 26, 2013 Work Session: 

1. Should the existing Code be liberalized to allow food trucks, carts, and/or trailers to remain 

on site? 

2. Should the city investigate the possibility of developing Code standards for food carts? 

Existing City of Beaverton Development Code regulations were developed prior to the recent 

evolution of the food cart industry, and, as a result, do not adequately address some of the needs 

voiced by food cart operators, property owners, residents, visitors, employers, and employees. 

The June 2013 Work Session prompted the following considerations: 

a. Research questions 1 and 2 above, 

b. Suggest solutions on how to handle food cart operations, such as where carts may park 

so that they are out of view of residential zones and out of the public right-of-way, 

c. Consider the appropriate conditions for food cart parking behind buildings not abutting 

residential zones, 

d. If sites exist for food cart pods, identify most appropriate locations, 

e. If food carts become permanent, establish policies to ensure sites are kept clean and tidy, 

f. Consider policies and regulations in other cities. 

In response to the June 2013 Work Session, staff developed the following Food Cart Feasibility 

Study (Study) to address these questions and considerations. The Study was conducted from 

December, 2013 to May, 2014, and includes data from a survey of almost 1,500 residents, 

research on urban food carts across the country, potential pod sites, and policy recommendations. 
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Executive Summary: Key Findings and Recommendations 

The Food Cart Feasibility Study (Study) provides a snapshot of the economic landscape for the 

food cart market supply and demand in Beaverton. It was designed to define the food cart industry 

and understand consumer interest while acknowledging the current regulations. 

Since 2012, the City of Beaverton had received feedback from mobile food owners regarding the 

challenges presented by the current seven-hour limit. At the same time, there appeared to be 

increased interest from Beaverton residents, employees, and entrepreneurs for more diverse and 

local food options within business districts. Planning Commission held a Work Session in June 

2013 to reinitiate discussion around food carts and consider the possibility of extending operating 

hours and/or fostering policy changes to allow food cart pods. 

Following this discussion, the Study was designed to research food cart pods for a suburban 

context and to answer the following questions: 

1. Should food carts stay open longer? 

2. Should food carts stay in place overnight? 

3. Should Beaverton allow multiple food carts to co-locate? 

The Study provides a background and history of the food cart industry along with a description of 

the different types of temporary mobile sales units, national trends, and current status and 

regulations of food carts in Beaverton. 

Following public outreach, a cross city comparison with similar cities to Beaverton, and the 

administration of three online surveys to customers, property owners, and business owners in 

April 2014, and retail gap analysis, key findings were identified: 

 Across three separate surveys, support for easing regulations for food carts and allowing 

them to co-locate outweighed negative attitudes by at least two-to-one. 

 When considering whether an expanded food cart industry in Downtown Beaverton would 

hurt local restaurants, create health or sanitation issues, or increase traffic and noise, most 

respondents in each survey did not consider these to be issues. 

 Responses were generally positive about food carts increasing walkability, offering 

additional low-cost dining options, and expanding dining cuisines and variety. 

 When asked about where food carts should be allowed to locate, the most common 

answer for customers was the Downtown area (68.3%) followed by Old Town (66.7%) and 

Industrial/Office areas (64.2%), while the most common response for business and 

property owners was Industrial/Office areas (62%). 

 Research examining the City of Beaverton reveals an unmet need for additional food 

services in certain areas. 

 The retail supply and consumer demand gap in the three-mile downtown trade area 

indicates Beaverton has $157 million in untapped potential for food service. 

 Within the specialty food services category, where food carts are generally represented, 

the demand exceeds supply by a minimum of $1.2 million (2012). 
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Through direct mail of the property owner survey to all property owners within the Downtown area 

in addition to online respondents citywide, 17 property owners responded with an expressed 

willingness to host a food cart pod on their site. A set of 12 criteria informed by prior research, 

best practices, and city policy goals were used to evaluate these sites as potential food cart pod. 

The top seven sites include Peddler’s Pack, Beaverton Professional Center, the vacant parcel at 

12130 SW Broadway Street, the Korean BBQ, the Beauty School on Hall Boulevard, Giovanni’s, 

and Mill e Moto. 

Overall policy recommendations will be reserved for discussion with the Planning Commission. 

Planning Division and Economic Development Division staff plan to prepare draft text amendment 

language that could further assist Planning Commission in this discussion. Policy options include 

the main questions posed in June 2013 and included as part of the Study with consideration of 

overlay zoning in a defined geography or superimposed on one or more established zoning 

districts and/or amendment of the Development Code as it relates to Temporary Use. 

In conclusion, a Work Session is scheduled with Planning Commission for April 29, 2015 to 

consider next steps for food carts in Beaverton. 
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I. BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 

A. Study Description and Scope 

To address the questions posed by the Planning Commission, EDD Staff prepared this 

comprehensive Study evaluating the food cart industry, retail market potential, demographic and 

business environment, and potential locations for expanding food carts in Beaverton. For the 

purposes of this Study, the term food carts is used to describe mobile food trucks and stationary 

carts (often called trailers) that generally remain in one location for an extended period of time 

and may be one of several carts, trailers, or trucks used to form a food cart pod. Figure 1 on page 

6 displays the four most common types of mobile food vendors. Catering trucks and mobile food 

trucks are already allowed in the city, but may not remain in one location for more than seven 

hours under the Temporary Mobile Sales (TMS) permit. Geographically, this Study focuses on 

Downtown Beaverton and the three-mile trade area surrounding the downtown core. As the focal 

point of numerous city-wide revitalization and redevelopment efforts, Downtown Beaverton would 

be an ideal place to launch, observe, and evaluate changes to current food cart regulations if 

adopted by the Planning Commission.  

This Study solely addresses TMS permits relating to 

food cart operations and does not include changes to 

the current regulations of push-cart vendors that 

operate in public right-of-way areas. Under the City of 

Beaverton’s TMS permitting requirements, food carts 

may operate on private property in the city limits 

provided that certain development standards are met, 

appropriate permits are issued, and zoning 

restrictions are followed. When reviewing this Study, 

the potential impacts of this one type of mobile 

vending – temporary mobile sales for food carts – should be considered in light of other mobile 

vending uses such as push-carts and catering trucks. In addition to permitting food vendors, TMS 

permits can also include mobile personal care services (i.e. hair salon, barber shops) pet clinics, 

retail sales, medical and dental uses, etc. The City of Beaverton’s current regulations, application 

procedures, and requirements for TMS permits are outlined in detail in Section D below. 

B. Food Cart Industry Overview 

The increasing popularity of food carts and street food in general, has many cities reconsidering 

regulations related to mobile food vending. Food carts have evolved past the traditional ice cream 

and lunch/catering trucks that follow designated routes and stop for short time at a customer’s 

request. Today, food carts have evolved in many cities to operate a modern and efficient business 

model, driven by technology, customer demand for low-cost, convenient food, and a new wave of 

entrepreneurship emerging from the economic downturn. Modern food carts offer diverse, high-

quality dishes that involve some on-site food preparation. With relatively low-barriers to entry, 

lower-costs than traditional restaurants, and flexibility of operations, food carts can be an 
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important economic engine for individuals and local economies by filling gaps in food services, 

cuisine types, and under-utilized public spaces, and by offering new employment and 

entrepreneurship opportunities for all types of individuals. 

Many food carts and trucks rely on social media, such as Twitter or Facebook, to advertise their 

location and product offerings to the public. These mobile food trucks, so-called “Twitter Trucks,” 

that do not remain in one location for extended periods of time, are already allowed and regulated 

in the City of Beaverton. This Study considers mobile food trucks under the “food cart” definition 

if they remain on-site for more than seven hours at a time, stay on-site overnight, and/or co-locate 

to form a food cart pod/cluster. 

There are many pros and cons to food carts and street food vendors. Street vendors attract people 

and attention, and can create or enhance a sense of community. They can also provide a desired 

service and utilize previously unused public spaces. However, crowds gathering by street vendors 

have the potential to create vehicular and pedestrian traffic hazards, and some believe that street 

vendors are unsightly or unclean, and can threaten the viability of off-street establishments. It is 

typical for food carts to congregate on private property and form a food cart pod or cluster. When 

food cart pods/clusters form, the neighborhood can benefit from enhanced walkability, new 

community space, and an increased diversity of food services, but these pods can also become 

disruptive, loud, or unsightly, and can attract unwanted crowds. Typically, customers drive or walk 

to a food cart or food cart pod, and either stay on site to eat or leave the site immediately after 

receiving their order. 

Figure 1 displays several types of food carts, trucks, trailers, and vendors. This Study uses 

the term food cart to refer to stationery carts (often called trailers) and mobile food trucks that 

remain in one location for extended periods of time. 

Figure 1: Description of Temporary Mobile Sales Units
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National Trends 

Nationally, food carts are a growing trend. According to research from Intuit, a software 

company for small businesses, the U.S. mobile food vending industry generated 

approximately $650 million in revenue in 2012 and is projected to reach approximately $2.7 

billion by 2017.1 In addition, a growing number of cities are:  

 Allowing mobile food cart vendors to operate within their limits to promote pedestrian-oriented 

destinations, support and grow their local economy, and increase access to affordable, 

quality, local food; 

 Implementing longer operating hours or eliminating 

time limit restrictions; 

 Reducing (or, in high-density areas, abandoning) 

proximity restrictions that limit carts from operating 

within a certain distance of permanent outlets such 

as schools, parks, and food and beverage 

establishments; 

 Reducing regulations that supported anticompetitive 

practices with brick-and-mortar restaurants. 

Additionally, the food cart industry is growing and 

maturing. Mobile food vendor associations have formed 

at state and regional levels across the country including: 

the National Food Truck Association, the DMV Food 

Truck Association in the DC-MD-VA region, the 

Southern California Mobile Food Vendors Association, 

and the New York City Food Truck Association, among 

others.2 These organizations are gaining power and 

acting as a voice for mobile and street food vendors in 

city and regional policymaking.  

Often, food trucks can be a low-cost way to test the market for a new cuisine concept prior to 

opening a brick-and-mortar restaurant. Despite the financial leap from food cart to brick-and-

mortar restaurant, many operators see their cart as a stepping stone to a storefront business.3 In 

recent years, with the growing popularity of food carts and trucks, this process also works in 

reverse: successful restaurants and chefs have launched gourmet food trucks to extend their 

brand, increase awareness, or supplement existing restaurant sales. Additionally, several large, 

national corporations with dominant market share and strong branding power have also entered 

the growing food cart market, including Taco Bell, Starbucks, and T.G. I. Fridays.4  

                                                
1 Intuit, “Food Trucks Motor into the Mainstream,” 2012 
2 Next City, “Cities Can’t Ignore That Food Trucks Have Grown Up.” 2014 
3 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 
4 Next City, “Cities Can’t Ignore That Food Trucks Have Grown Up.” 2014 
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As the industry expands and matures, many cities are adjusting their perspectives and policies to 

accommodate this new type of small business.  

C. Food Carts in Beaverton 

As of March 2014, there were five permitted food carts operating within the City of Beaverton, as 

shown in map for Figure 2.5 Of these five carts, four are owned and operated by minority business 

owners. There are additional, unpermitted carts operating within and just outside of the city limits 

on Beaverton-Hillsdale Highway as well as others serving employees at office parks and industrial 

properties.  

In Beaverton, food carts typically stay in one place and operate the 7-hour maximum time limit 

from early lunch through dinner. Carts may move to a second location later in the day, but are 

limited to 7 hours in one location. Food carts must have property owner or management approval 

to stay beyond this allotment and cater to onsite employees, as state law requires food cart 

vendors to have a restroom facility within 200 feet of their location if stopped and operating for 

more than one hour. 

Under existing regulations, a temporary use permit is required to sell to the general public on 

private property. These permits allow vending operations specific to one location. During site visits 

in May 2014, staff observed that the allotted parking for current food carts operating in the City 

appeared adequate, and many customers walked from surrounding properties, as shown in 

Figure 3. At existing Beaverton food cart sites, seating was limited or non-existent; customers 

generally left the site immediately after receiving their food. 

                                                
5 City of Beaverton BRAD Permitting Database 
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Figure 2: Food Cart Locations, February 2014 

 

Figure 3: Existing Food Trucks 
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D. Current Regulations 

In order to receive approval for Temporary Mobile Sales (TMS) from the City of Beaverton, 

applicants must demonstrate that the following criteria are satisfied (Chapter 40.80.15.1.C of the 

Development Code): 

1. The proposal satisfies the threshold requirements for a Temporary Mobile Sales 

application. 

2. All City application fees related to the application under consideration by the decision 

making authority have been submitted. 

3. The proposal contains all applicable application submittal requirements as specified in 

Section 50.25.1 of the Development Code. [ORD 4265; October 2003] 

4. The proposal is located entirely within private property in a Commercial, Industrial, or 

Multiple Use zoning district and the applicant has written permission from the property 

owner to utilize the subject property for the proposal. [ORD 4584; June 2012] 

5. The applicant has written permission from the City if the proposal is located on a public 

right-of-way within any of the Regional Center or Town Center zoning districts. [ORD 

4584; June 2012] 

6. The proposal will not pose a threat to the public safety or convenience when the 

temporary use is proposed to be located on a public right-of-way. 

7. The use in which the proposed temporary use is engaged is listed as a Permitted use in 

the specific Commercial or Multiple Use zoning district and complies with all applicable 

use restrictions of the zone. [ORD 4513; August 2009] 

8. The proposal will not be located within the vision clearance area of an intersection as 

specified in the Engineering Design Manual and Standard Drawings. [ORD 4365; 

October 2005] 

9. The proposal does not involve use of a permanent building. 

10. The proposal shall not obstruct or occupy minimum required parking spaces unless it 

can be demonstrated that the minimum required parking is not being used by the 

permanent use located on the subject site pursuant to Section 40.55.15.3. (Excess 

Parking) of the Development Code. [ORD 4513; August 2009] [ORD 4584; June 2012] 
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11. Safe vehicle and pedestrian circulation is provided consistent with Section 60.55. 

(Transportation Facilities) of the Development Code. [ORD 4584; June 2012] 

12. The proposed hours of operation for the temporary use are allowed in that zoning district 

and do not require Conditional Use approval. [ORD 4513; August 2009]  

13. A permit for Temporary Use – Mobile Sales has not been issued for another temporary 

use on the same site during the same approval period or portion thereof. [ORD 4513; 

August 2009] 

14. Applications and documents related to the request, which will require further City 

approval, shall be submitted to the City in the proper sequence. 

The following are conditions of approval (Chapter 40.80.15.1.E): 

1. The Temporary Mobile Sales shall obtain a City Business License. 

2. Temporary Mobile Sales involving the sale of food products shall be licensed by the 

appropriate State and/or local agency. 

3. All Temporary Mobile Sales activities shall be conducted at the particular location 

authorized. 

4. The Temporary Mobile Sales shall not have hours of operation exceeding seven (7) 

hours in a twenty four (24) hour period. [ORD 4513; August 2009] 

5. Signage shall be permitted for Temporary Mobile Sales consistent with Section 

60.40.15.12. of this Code.  

6. During operation, the operator of a Temporary Mobile Sales shall maintain a copy of the 

City approval and present same for inspection upon request by City personnel.  

7. Suitable receptacles for disposal of trash, as defined by the City of Beaverton Code 

4.08.085, subsection C, must be provided and maintained by the permittee on the site of 

the temporary use in sufficient numbers, as determined by the Director, to accommodate 

all trash generated by the Temporary Mobile Sales. The permittee shall be responsible 

for disposal of accumulated trash and for clean-up of trash generated by the Temporary 

Mobile Sales. 

8. Products for sale shall be removed at the end of each business day.  

9. Tables and chairs available for customer seating shall be limited to area not to exceed 

eight-feet by eighteen-feet and shall not obstruct or occupy minimum required parking 

spaces unless it can be demonstrated that the minimum required parking is not being 

used by the permanent use located on the subject site pursuant to Section 40.55.15.3. 

(Excess Parking) of this Code. [ORD 4513; August 2009]  

10. The Director may impose conditions necessary to ensure that adequate parking exists 

and that vehicles entering or exiting the site do not create a safety hazard. 

11. The Director may impose conditions necessary to safeguard the public health and safety 

and to minimize potential adverse impact created by the Temporary Mobile Sales on the 

surrounding property and use. 

Food carts in Beaverton must obtain an annual business license from the city, and all food service 

workers must have a food handler’s license from the Washington County Department of Health 
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and Human Services.6 Washington County inspects food service facilities, including food carts, to 

ensure compliance with the Oregon Department of Human Services (DHS) Food Sanitation 

Rules. The state has additional regulations governing sanitation, water, and restroom facilities, 

according to each mobile food unit’s classification. Classifications are based on the menu served 

and the level of on-site preparation (prepackaged only, some cooking, full preparation) required.7 

While the Oregon Vehicle Code (OVC) regulates public streets, cities retain local authority to 

regulate public sidewalks, and under policing powers, may regulate private property in the interest 

of protecting public health, safety, and welfare. 

In recent years, interest in allowing more flexibility in the Beaverton TMS use has increased, and 

in 2009 the Planning Commission approved a text amendment to the TMS code (section 

40.80.15.1). These amendments:   

 allowed an increase in the daily operating hours from four (4) to seven (7) hours, 

 removed the requirement that a TMS needed to be more than 500 feet from a similar 

business, 

 increased the expiration of the TMS permit from 180 days to one year, and 

 added the ability to renew the TMS for an additional year. 

 

Despite these changes, the existing regulations remain restrictive and inadequate for most mobile 

food vending operations, including those operators wanting extended hours and/or co-location on 

private property to achieve a pod concept. Section IV: Cross-City Comparison, further details the 

required permits, fees, and regulations governing food carts in Beaverton and other similar cities. 

II. BEAVERTON POLICY GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

A. City-Wide Policy Goals Relating to Food Carts and Clusters 

The City of Beaverton has numerous public policy initiatives, goals, and plans to revitalize the 

downtown core, increasing alternative modes of transportation, and enhance the sense of 

community in the city. These can be found in the 2011 Beaverton Civic Plan, the 2011 Central 

Beaverton Urban Renewal Plan, and the 2010 Community Vision Action Plan, among others.  

The 2011 Beaverton Urban Renewal Plan prioritizes revitalization of the central area of 

Beaverton. Among the 30 objectives in the Plan, Objective B3 encourages new investment in 

underused parcels; Objective C2 encourages development for businesses of all sizes; Objective 

E2 aims to improve walking, biking, and transit access; and Objective G1 focuses on developing 

civic amenities that contribute to the identity of the civic core for commercial and pedestrian 

activities.8  

                                                
6 Oregon Department of Human Services “Mobile Food Unit Operation Guide” 
7 Oregon Department of Human Services “Mobile Food Unit Operation Guide” 
8 Central Beaverton Urban Renewal Plan, 2011, “Guiding Goals and Objectives” pages 8-11 
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The 2011 Beaverton Civic Plan further emphasizes the goal of “creating a vibrant downtown” by 

outlining the downtown area and identifying major themes for development including i) easing 

pedestrian, bicycle, and motorist access through the city, ii) creating plazas, parks, and open 

spaces, and iii) encouraging development “to bring liveliness and activity to the Central City 

through code adjustments” and other means.9 The Plan maps potential “Opportunity Sites” for 

redevelopment, proposes several pedestrian districts in the downtown area, and suggests that 

pedestrian areas should have wide sidewalks, furniture, and active building frontages.10 11 12  

Additionally, the 2012 Update to the 2010 Beaverton Community Vision Action Plan, also includes 

city-wide objectives related to increasing walkability, cultural opportunities, and family-friendly 

restaurants, music, and entertainment venues. Specifically:  

 Goal #30 states: Recruit anchor tenants and mixed-use housing development to help 

generate foot-traffic and stimulate additional business investments 

 Goal #23 states: Recruit businesses, restaurants, and galleries that stay open late to 

extend the time downtown is open for business and cultural opportunities 

 Goal #40 states: Establish restaurants, music venues, and entertainment to suit all ages.  

Further, the 2012 Downtown Beaverton Retail Analysis discusses the opportunities and 

challenges Beaverton faces in “strengthening the downtown retail mix” and bringing “quality 

retailers that residents desire” to the downtown core. Challenges include a lack of destination 

blocks or clusters, the absence of a strong retail identity, and a lack of overall retail cohesiveness. 

The opportunities to improve downtown include the city’s changing demographics and growing 

consumer demand, proximity to public transit, ample parking, the development potential of 

Watson and Broadway Avenue, and events such as the farmer’s market and First Friday. The 

report suggests Beaverton should work to: 

 Attract local, independent businesses  

 Repurpose key downtown buildings and vacant parcels  

 Reinforce retail development through the physical environment 

 Encourage start-ups by providing flexible, smaller-sized and reasonably-priced spaces as 

well as an incubator 

                                                
9 Beaverton Central City Strategy, 2011, “Major Themes” page 3 
10 Beaverton Central City Strategy, 2011, “Catalyst Development Projects” page 60 
11 Beaverton Central City Strategy, 2011, “Proposed Pedestrian Districts” page 76 
12 Beaverton Central City Strategy, 2011, “Designing for a Walkable Central City” page 54 
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While food carts and food cart clusters are not explicitly listed in 

these strategic development plans, previous research 

demonstrates that food carts could help achieve many of these 

community development goals.13 Food carts and food cart 

clusters can positively impact street vitality, increase walkability, 

and enhance community identity and atmosphere. 14 Carts and 

clusters can also repurpose underutilized or vacant properties, 

drive economic growth, and be a strong avenue for 

entrepreneurship – especially for minority residents.15  

B. Support Programs Already Exist 

As the primary resource for businesses and development partners in the City of Beaverton, the 

Economic Development Division (EDD) coordinates, communicates, and advances Beaverton’s 

economic development policies and priorities. EDD currently offers many programs and services 

geared toward business attraction, assistance, and development, as well as site redevelopment, 

microenterprise financial assistance, and storefront improvements. In 2005 the city launched a 

Downtown Storefront Improvement Program to help businesses finance facade improvements to 

unify and update the downtown neighborhood; in 2011 the city developed the Beaverton Main 

Street Program and began working with downtown stakeholders to establish the Beaverton 

Downtown Association (BDA) and as of 2014, the BDA was designated as a 501(c)(3) non-profit 

organization with a Board of Directors that meets regularly and holds public events such as First 

Friday; and in 2015 EDD will be implementing a wayfinding program to increase signage and 

promote walkability in downtown.  

In 2012, EDD helped set up an incubator for food-related businesses, working closely with the 

Food Processing sector and businesses in the city. Bohemian Gourmet Foods opened the first 

licensed commercial/commissary kitchen in Beaverton, where chefs, bakers, and caterers can 

rent space by the hour. This space is primed to serve food cart vendors as well, offering 

preparation space and the opportunity to learn business and marketing skills from others in the 

local food industry.  

The EDD department is also actively engaged with supporting minority- and women-owned 

businesses. Since 2012 EDD has worked closely with local non-profit organizations including 

Microenterprise Services of Oregon (MESO), Adelante Mujeres, the Hispanic Metropolitan 

Chamber of Commerce, and Center for Intercultural Organizing, to provide programs, training, 

and resources to minority, women, and emerging small businesses (MWESBs) in Beaverton.  

                                                
13 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 
14 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 
15 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 
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As demonstrated, the City of Beaverton has numerous policies and priorities in place to 

enhance and develop the downtown community and support local businesses, and food carts 

and food cart pods could be an important part of that vision. Since the City’s Economic 

Development Division already has the structure and funding for programs and services that 

support businesses, much of the necessary infrastructure is already in place. With Beaverton’s 

food cart industry still in its infancy, the City has the 

opportunity to proactively guide, support, and 

strategically grow the industry in line with its 

development goals and existing plans. 

III. STUDY METHODOLOGY 

To assess the feasibility of food carts and food cart 

clusters in the Downtown Beaverton core and research 

the Planning Commission questions for the Study, 

EDD staff used a variety of data collection methods 

outlined below. The following definitions and 

methodologies are used to understand the food cart 

industry and present a “snapshot” of Beaverton’s 

current food cart conditions. 

As noted, this Study uses the term food cart to 

represent the stationery carts and mobile food trucks 

pictured in Figure 1 on page 6. Further, the Study only 

observed and surveyed those food carts with permitted locations in Beaverton.  

1. Staff obtained a list of permitted food carts from the city’s BRAD permitting database and 

verified data with individual site visits. Carts were then mapped using Geographical 

Information System (GIS) software to pinpoint their locations in and around downtown 

Beaverton. 

2. Staff gathered research on food cart regulations and operations in other cities to survey 

different regulatory positions, identify potential opposition to policy revisions, and 

investigate how food carts affect the urban landscape.  

3. Staff developed and implemented several public outreach channels to facilitate research 

for the Study, including: a comprehensive webpage with current food cart information on 

regulations, locations, and application procedures; collateral materials distributed to the 

general public; local media and news outreach; and three targeted online community 

surveys for potential customers, business owners, and property owners in both English 

and Spanish. 

4. Staff identified potential locations for a pilot food cart pod where property owner survey 

respondents indicated interest in allowing a pod on their property.  

5. Staff analyzed retail market demand, neighborhood demographics, and household trends 

for the downtown core and extended central city using ESRI Business Analyst Online 
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(BAO) data. This market analysis identified a $157 million gap in supply in Beaverton’s 

food and beverage sector.  

All data were analyzed to identify recommendations for the Planning Commission in response to 

the questions posed at the June 26, 2013 Work Session. Recommendations also consider 

existing and potential issues that are specific to a first-tier suburb such as Beaverton. 

A. Public Outreach  

To solicit local resident feedback, Staff participated in four types of public outreach: a 

comprehensive food cart website, collateral marketing materials, local media (news, radio, and 

web) marketing, and three online surveys 

(described in detail in Section V: Survey 

Analysis).  

Website 

The Food Cart webpage provides 

comprehensive information on all food cart 

matters in one organized, central location on 

the city’s website. The site details current 

regulations, links to necessary applications, 

and a map of current food cart locations. It 

also provided links to three online surveys 

which form the basis of this Study’s analysis, 

as well as access to outreach flyers in English 

and Spanish and a map of Beaverton’s 

downtown boundaries to provide context 

when responding to the survey. 

Collateral Material 

Collateral pieces developed for the Study include a Food & Beverage Cart Permit Information 

flyer that provides consolidated information about food cart regulations and approval criteria, and 

two community outreach flyers (English and Spanish) promoting the online survey. The outreach 

flyer was sent out to every City employee as well as to over 1,400 contacts through the Economic 

Development Division. Both flyers were printed out and distributed to food cart owners in 

Beaverton and the surrounding community to share with their customers. 

Media 

Several local media outlets, including OregonLive.com, Beaverton Valley Times, KGW, and 

KATU.com covered the launch of the online surveys. The Economic Development Division staff 

participated in an on-air discussion of the Study on KGW, and sent survey results to 

OregonLive.com for a local news article. In addition, links to the survey were posted multiple times 
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on the City’s Facebook page, and Portland Food Carts provided links on their websites and also 

“tweeted” about the survey. The survey link was also posted on the social media website Yelp by 

a food cart fan. 

IV. CROSS CITY COMPARISON 

To better understand the growing food cart trend, this section provides research on food cart 

policies, regulations, and operations in cities similar to Beaverton across the country.  

A. Comparison Cities 

The comparison cities in Table 1 have similar populations and contexts to Beaverton and are 

located in Oregon. While some of the population and income data below varies, staff attempted 

to provide a range of cities with food cart regulations that could help inform local decisions. This 

list is by no means exhaustive. Cities are labeled as city, suburb, or city/rural to give additional 

context to their population size. 

Table 1: Population and Household Data Comparison for Case Study Cities  

 
Source: 2013 American Community Survey, ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Additional discussion of the demographics of these cities, as well as Beaverton’s diversity and 

customer and retail bases, can be found in Section VI: Market Analysis. The current fee structure 

and regulations governing food cart operations in these cities are displayed in Table 2 below.  

City Classification
Population 

(2013)

Median Family 

Income 

(2013)

Income Per 

Capita 

(2013)

Median 

Age 

(2013)

Diversity 

Index 

(2012)

Beaverton, OR First Tier Suburb 91,383 $72,394 $30,250 35.2 60.9

Bend, OR City/Rural 78,128 $66,442 $29,650 37.8 31.2

Eugene, OR City 157,318 $62,099 $26,017 34.2 37.6

Gresham, OR First Tier Suburb 107,196 $54,866 $21,553 34.2 48.9

Portland, OR City 594,687 $65,158 $31,839 36.3 51.4
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Table 2: Summary of Food Cart Regulations in Comparison Cities 

 
Sources: City of Beaverton; City of Bend, City of Eugene, City of Gresham, City of Portland, Oregon Department of 
Human Services 

Additionally, prohibiting food carts from forming clusters or pods on a single location can prevent 

the site from becoming a community destination for walking and dining, as other cities have seen. 

The Food Cartology Study examining food cart clusters demonstrated that they have the potential 

to enhance neighborhood atmospheres, street vitality, and community identities.16  

Beaverton has a history of successful entrepreneurs in artisanal foods. Throughout the 26-year 

duration of the Beaverton Farmers Market, the demand for artisan food producers has grown 

along with the popularity and attendance of the Market. The Market has served as a mini-incubator 

for several food entrepreneurs including Gloria’s Secret Café which opened a brick-and-mortar 

restaurant on SW Broadway Street in May 2003; Big O’s Delicious Pizza which has plans to open 

a brick-and-mortar restaurant in the former Shirley’s Café space after more than four years as a 

vendor at the Market; and the Pacific Pie Company which is focusing on two brick-and-mortar 

restaurants after several successful years in the market. 

                                                
16 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 

City Regulation Applicable Fee Opportunities Challenges Notes

Beaverton City Plan Review $423 - $509 Located on property zoned as 

Commercial, Multiple Use, or 

Industrial

May operate only between 7:00 AM and 

10:00 PM

Annual Temporary Use 

Permit

$193 A total of 7 hours of operation within a 

24-hour period

Annual Mobile Sales 

Fee

$513 -$618 Cannot leave cart/truck in place 

overnight

Bend Annual Street Vendor 

Permit 

$181 permit

$207 deposit

May vend in public right-of-

way, on private property

9 permits allocated for Downtown 

Street Vendor Program

Few vendors operate 9:00 pm - 

2:00 am

No operating hour restrictions Carts on public right-of-way must be 

less than 25 sq. ft. 

Encouraged to locate on 

commercial properties with 

urban improvements

No bathroom facilities required Location is determined by a lottery

Eugene Annual Permit $195 fee; $25 

renewal

Allow co-location Not allowed in City parks unless 

associated with an approved event

Allow late night hours Not allowed on public sidewalks except 

designated areas

Gresham Food & Beverage Cart 

Permit (one-time)

$750 - $1,110 No operating hour restrictions Must be mobile units, cannot operate 

from motorized vehicles

Allows pods

Development Fee 

(if stationary 4+ hrs/day)

$1,068 Allows structures/ accessory 

items intended for customers

Pods must have at 1/3 of carts facing 

the street with a service window

No renewal; annual inspection + 

fee

Annual Inspection Fee $94 Signs allowed on cart, plus one 

A-board sign

Private property only

Portland Annual License $500 No requirement to move unit at 

specific intervals

Must be in working, mobile condition 

(all wheels must function)

Allows pods

Annual Inspection Fee $100 Signs are allowed with permit Additional $105 fee when relocating 

cart to new private property location

Annual Night Vending 

Fee

$200 Private property only; separate PBOT 

permit for public right-of-way vending

Relocation Fee $105

Can operate one location, 

multiple locations, or route
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V. SURVEY ANALYSIS 

To understand community attitudes on food cart regulations, operations, and obstacles, three 

online surveys were administered to potential food cart customers, and business and property 

owners in the City. The almost 1,500 survey results provide the basis for our quantitative analysis, 

and respondents represent a mix of local residents, employees who work in Beaverton but may 

not live there, visitors from outside of Beaverton, local business owners, and local property 

owners.  

A. Survey Design 

EDD Staff designed the surveys and questions using standard survey design methods and best 

practices, internal expertise, and previous food cart industry research done by the City of 

Portland.17 Every attempt was made to ensure that questions were clear, fair, and balanced. Staff 

felt this goal was met after receiving feedback from respondents 

that the survey seemed scaled in both directions. Survey topics 

focused on the issues most relevant to the Beaverton downtown 

core area, and stemmed from the questions posed by the 

Planning Commission: whether Beaverton should liberalize 

current regulations to expand operating hours, allow food carts 

to stay on location overnight, and whether the city should allow 

carts to co-locate and form pods on private property.  

Note about Survey Representativeness 

Despite best efforts, the demographics of the Customer Survey 

respondents are not representative of the actual population of the 

City of Beaverton. Of the 78 percent of survey respondents who 

gave their age, respondents significantly underrepresented the 

“under 18” age category and overrepresented the ages 25-44, 

compared to the general population of Beaverton.18 By race, survey respondents identifying as 

white overrepresented the general population, while people identifying as Hispanic/Latin 

American and Asian were underrepresented. Survey respondents were also unrepresentative of 

Beaverton’s population when considering educational attainment: in general, the population with 

lower levels of educational attainment (some college – no degree, high school degree, or less 

than high school) were underrepresented in the survey and the population of higher-educated 

individuals was overrepresented compared to Beaverton’s general population.  

While survey representativeness is important to consider when drawing conclusions for the 

general population’s attitude about Food Carts in Beaverton, there are several important caveats. 

Firstly, answering demographic questions was voluntary, and as only 78% of all survey 

respondents elected to share this information, there could be a self-selection bias for those who 

                                                
17 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 
18 Based on the 2013 ACS Census demographic information for Beaverton 
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chose to respond. Additionally, the representativeness of these survey respondents is being 

compared to the general population of Beaverton. In actuality, survey respondents comprised a 

mix of residents, people who work in Beaverton and live elsewhere, and visitors to the city. This 

inherently provides a mismatch between the survey respondents and the population.  

We cannot ascertain the representativeness of the Business Owner and Property Owners surveys 

due to a lack of demographic information about these populations in Beaverton for comparison 

purposes.  

B. Key Findings 

Several key findings are summarized in Table 3. Across the three separate surveys, support for 

easing regulations for food carts and allowing them to co-locate outweighed negative attitudes by 

at least two-to-one. When considering whether an expanded food cart industry in Downtown 

Beaverton would hurt local restaurants, create health or sanitation issues, or increase traffic and 

noise, most respondents in each survey did not consider these to be issues. 

Table 3: Summary of Key Survey Results 

 

Responses were generally positive about food carts increasing walkability, offering additional low-

cost dining options, and expanding dining cuisines and variety. When asked about where food 

carts should be allowed to locate (listing multiple locations), the most common answer for 

Customers was the Downtown area (68.3%) followed by Old Town (66.7%) and Industrial/Office 

areas (64.2%), while the most common response for Business and Property Owners was 

Industrial/Office Areas (62%).  

C. Customer Survey 

The customer survey received 1,214 individual responses. Overall, support for food carts in 

Beaverton was strong: more than 86 percent of respondents think food carts should be able to 

stay open longer; 78 percent would like to see them stay in place overnight, and 90 percent think 

that Beaverton should allow food cart pods. Only 10 percent of respondents believed food cart 

pods would negatively impact existing restaurants, while 74 percent disagreed or strongly 

disagreed.  

Number of Respondents

Yes No Yes No Yes No

Should food carts stay open 

longer?
86% 10% 75% 17% 64% 29%

Should food carts stay in place 

overnight?
78% 14% 68% 20% 49% 41%

Should Beaverton allow 

multiple food carts to co-

locate?

90% 7% 79% 16% 67% 27%

Customer Survey Business/Food Cart Property Owner Survey

1,214 161 120
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More than half of survey respondents had been a customer of a food cart in Beaverton and 93 

percent would like to see more food carts in Beaverton. About seven percent of respondents 

indicated an interest in starting a food cart in Beaverton – ideas included a pods for coffee, tea, 

donuts and pastries, a barbeque concept, a vegan food cart, and others. Some respondents noted 

the lack of a viable pod site, and burdensome regulations as barriers; one indicated they had a 

cart built and ready, but needed a site. Over 54 percent of respondents were Beaverton residents. 

Negative attitudes regarding food carts included: perceived 

negative impact on existing restaurants, the opinion that 

Beaverton has enough fast, cheap food options, worries over 

increased restaurant competition, concerns over food carts not 

following the same rules or pay the same taxes as restaurants, 

and thoughts that food carts provide no permanent commitment 

to the community.  

Respondents who did not expect a negative impact on existing 

restaurants commented that food carts could provide additional 

food options, that they offer lower-cost alternatives and support the local economy, and that food 

carts could bring additional customers for all businesses. 

D. Business Owner Survey 

The business owner survey received 161 individual responses. Over 75 percent supported 

increased operating hours; 68 percent would like to see carts stay in place overnight; and about 

78 percent thought food carts should be allowed to co-locate in pods. In the comments, most 

business owner respondents indicated a preference for clustering carts together in one site, rather 

than having single carts throughout the city, but stressed the importance of proper waste disposal, 

sanitation, and water.  

When considering whether food cart pods would negatively 

impact Beaverton’s existing restaurant industry, 

approximately 16 percent of business owner respondents 

agreed while 67 percent disagreed or strongly disagreed. 

Concerned comments included extra competition for 

customers, losing jobs like dishwashing and serving, reduced 

parking availability, and the unfair advantage of lower 

overhead costs. Supportive comments suggested that 

increased variety helped all restaurants, that the carts could 

enhance downtown Beaverton, and that the dining experiences were different and distinct enough 

to avoid competition. Additionally, more than 69 percent of business owner respondents indicated 

that their employees would have interest in seeing more food carts in Beaverton and more than 

70 percent thought that food carts would increase Beaverton’s desirability as a place to live, work, 

or start a business.  
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E. Property Owner Survey  

The property owner survey received 120 individual responses and support was positive, although 

less so than the business owner and customer surveys. Approximately 64 percent of property 

owners think food carts should be able to stay open longer, slightly fewer than 50 percent would 

like to see carts stay in place overnight, and over 66 percent think Beaverton should allow multiple 

food carts to co-locate. Several property owners thought that operating hours and overnight 

availability should be regulated on a site-by-site basis with input from the land owner. Concerns 

over allowing food cart clusters included vandalism, disruption to neighborhoods, and cleanliness 

and waste disposal. Property owners supported the increased variety of food cuisines and price 

levels, the enhanced walkability, and the entrepreneurship that food carts can offer.   

Most property owners, about 43 percent, expressed dissatisfaction with the current food options 

in downtown Beaverton, and about half did not expect existing restaurants to be negatively 

impacted by food cart pods. Additionally, approximately 61 percent of respondents thought food 

carts would increase Beaverton’s desirability as a place to live, work, or start a business, and 25 

percent indicated they would allow a food cart pod to operate on their property. 

VI. MARKET ANALYSIS 

This section examines the market demand for food services citywide and for the downtown core, 

as a function of the disposable income potential in the defined trade areas. The combined 

spending of residents, employees, and visitors to an area represents the ability of these groups 

to support commercial uses.  

A. Local Business Analysis 

According to ESRI Business Analyst Online, as of 2012 there are 6,330 businesses within the city 

of Beaverton city limits, while there are 8,844 within the three mile trade area. The three mile trade 

area extends beyond the City of Beaverton boundaries to include residents and outside 

consumers. As Figure 4 demonstrates, the three mile trade area centered in downtown Beaverton 

extends North of Highway 26 to include Cedar Mill, East of State Route 217 to include West Slope 

and Raleigh Hills, South to Robinson and Bradley Corner, and West to approximately NW 185th 

Avenue. Table 4 outlines the business, employee, and residents within the downtown trade area. 
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Figure 4: Three-mile Downtown Trade Area 

 
Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online, (c) 2014. 

Table 4: Business Summary for Downtown Beaverton Three Mile Radius 

 
Source: ESRI and Dun & Bradstreet. Copyright 2012 Dun & Bradstreet, Inc. 

As a suburban city, Beaverton sees a large inflow and outflow of workers from neighboring 

Portland, Hillsboro, and other neighborhoods. Figure 5 illustrates this flow of jobs within and 

through the city limits. In 2011, 62,299 people were employed in Beaverton. Of those, 54,513 

were employed in Beaverton but lived outside, accounting for 88 percent, and 31,354 were 

living in Beaverton but employed outside, 80 percent. Twenty percent (7,786) were employed 

and living in Beaverton.  

Total Businesses 8,844

Total Employees 56,589

Total Residential Population 131,475

Employee/Residential Population Ratio 0.43

Downtown Beaverton: 3 Mile Radius
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Figure 5: Inflow and Outflow of Jobs in Beaverton 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Center for Economic Studies, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, On the 
Map, 2011 

B. Local Customer Analysis 

Beaverton has a unique demographic population, with a lower-than-regional-average median 

age, higher-than-regional-average diversity, and higher-than-regional-average annual family 

income. The city is home to over 91,383 residents, 21,880 families, and a civilian labor force of 

over 51,790 people, of which, almost 90% are employed. With significant job opportunities, 

world-class employers, lower-cost housing compared the Portland metro area, and a close 

proximity to Portland, Hillsboro and other suburban cities, Beaverton’s population is slated to 

grow approximately 6%, to 96,679 people in 2017.19 The median family income in Beaverton is 

$72,394, compared to $68,036 in Portland, $65,158 in Hillsboro and $64,719 for the United 

States, and the median age in Beaverton is 35.2, compared to 36.3 in Portland, 32.2 in 

Hillsboro, and 37.3 for the nation. Beaverton also has a well-educated population, with 

approximately 28.4% of residents over age 25 having a Bachelor’s degree. This compares to 

Portland’s 26.3%, Hillsboro’s 20.5%, and 18.0% for the nation. 20 Section VII: Retail Gap 

Analysis, takes a closer look at the restaurant and food cart industries in relation to Beaverton’s 

demographic profile.  

                                                
19 ESRI Business Analyst Online 
20 All other data from the American Community Survey, 2013 
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C. Beaverton’s Diversity and Entrepreneurship 

Beaverton is home to diverse population and workforce. The Environmental Systems Research 

Institute (ESRI) produces a Diversity Index as a proxy for demographic diversity in states, 

counties, cities and metropolitan areas across the US. The Index “represents the likelihood that 

two persons, chosen at random from the same area, belong to different race or ethnic groups” 

and includes up to seven different race and ethnic groups to calculate an area’s diversity from 0 

(no diversity) to 100 (complete diversity). The United States as a whole had a 2014 Diversity 

Index of 62.6 in 2014, up from 60.6 in 2012, and is expected to see an Index score of 65 in 

2019. Beaverton’s Diversity Index was on par with the national figure: in 2012 Beaverton stood 

at 60.9, and is forecasted to increase to 64.1 by 2017. It is worth noting that based on this data, 

Beaverton is more diverse than the comparison cities: the City of Bend’s 2014 Index was 31.2, 

Eugene 37.6, Gresham 48.9 and Portland 51.4.  

This diversity extends to Beaverton’s restaurants, as well. As Beaverton is increasingly 

recognized for its ethnic restaurants and markets, the demand for specialty food will grow – 

including lower-cost food cart vendors. In the area that encompasses Downtown Beaverton, 35 

of the 61 restaurants offered ethnic cuisines in 2013, while six of the ten markets and grocers 

provided ethnic and cultural products.  

In addition to increasing the variety of food and restaurant choices, food carts can be a great 

entrepreneurial venture for minority or traditionally underserved populations.21 To uphold its 

promise of being “Open for Business,” Beaverton must do its best to create an inclusive 

environment for all business owners and entrepreneurs. For marginalized, low-income, or 

traditionally underserved populations, perhaps with language barriers or other obstacles to 

entering the workforce, entrepreneurship can be a good avenue toward business success. And 

with relatively low start-up costs, flexibility in hours, and mobility in location, food carts can be a 

good entrepreneurial venture for these populations.  

VII. RETAIL GAP ANALYSIS 

Economic development research examining the City of Beaverton reveals an unmet need for 

additional food services in certain areas, and generally positive residential attitudes toward food 

carts. In September 2012, the City of Beaverton analyzed the area newly established as part of 

an Enterprise Zone, including the industrial and employment land located east of Hwy 217 near 

Western Avenue and Allen Boulevard. This research concluded that the area lacked sufficient 

food services for the 250 businesses in the area at the time of the survey. Additionally, Portland 

State University graduate students performed a Corridor Study of Allen Boulevard over the 

January to May 2014 timeframe. This Study included a community survey of households/people 

along Allen Boulevard and saw strong support of food carts and food cart pods. Of the survey 

responses, 69 percent of business owners and 55 percent of community members thought Allen 

Boulevard would be a good location for a food cart pod.  

                                                
21 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 
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Staff also looked at the retail supply and consumer demand gap in the three-mile downtown area 

(displayed in Figure 4 on page 23) using ESRI Business Analyst Online (ESRI BAO) 

Leakage/Surplus Factor. The Leakage/Surplus factor measures the balance between the supply 

generated by the retail industry (sales), and the consumer demand within the industry (household 

spending). Market Leakage occurs when consumer demand in an industry exceeds that industry’s 

capacity to supply. In this instance, retailers outside the market area step in to fulfill the excess 

demand – and trade leaks out of the market area. Surplus occurs when industry supply exceeds 

local area consumer demand, thus local suppliers attract additional shoppers outside the trade 

area. Table 5 lists the food-service sector retail gap analysis for firms in Beaverton’s three mile 

trade area. According to this analysis, Beaverton has $157 million in untapped potential for food 

services in the three mile downtown trade area. 

Table 5: Beaverton Food Service Retail Gap Analysis, 2012  

 
Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Food carts generally fall under the Special Food Services category, which demonstrates greater 

demand than current (2012) supply. It is important to note that this demand analysis may 

underestimate actual customer demand for food carts and other mobile food services, due to the 

increasing popularity of food carts in recent years and due to the restrictive regulations in 

Beaverton that have essentially reduced supply.  

Table 6 demonstrates Beaverton consumer behavior and spending patterns in 2012 and 

projections for 2017. To determine the market potential, Staff used ESRI’s Restaurant Market 

Potential Index (MPI). The MPI measures the relative likelihood that adults in specified trade area 

exhibit certain consumer behavior or purchasing patterns compared to the U.S. as a whole. An 

MPI of 100 represents the U.S. average.  

Table 6: 2012 Beaverton Restaurant Spending Patterns and Market Potential 

 
Source: ESRI Business Analyst Online 

Taken together, there is an unmet demand for food services in Beaverton, and this is an important 

and frequent form of consumption for Beaverton residents. This analysis reflects the Food Cart 

Industry Group NAICS Demand Supply

Retail 

Gap/Surplus

Leakage/ 

Surplus Factor

Number 

of Firms

Full-Service Restaurants 7221 $68.1 M $74.7 M -$6.6 M -4.6 84

Limited-Service Eating Places 7222 $71.1 M $50.7 M $20.4 M 16.7 61

Special Food Services 7223 $5.8 M $4.6 M $1.2 M 10.7 7

All Food Services & Drinking Places 722 $157.3 M $133.7 M $23.6 M 8.1 170

Product/Consumer Behavior Adults Percent MPI

Went to family restaurant/steakhouse in last 6 months 54,942 77.5% 108

Family restaurant/steak house last month: <2 times 18,819 26.5% 103

Family restaurant/steak house last month: 2-4 times 20,123 28.4% 105

Family restaurant/steak house last month: 5+ times 16,001 22.6% 116

Went to fast food/drive-in restaurant in last six months 64,110 90.4% 102

Went to fast food/drive-in restaurant: <6 times/month 24,507 34.5% 99

Went to fast food/drive-in restaurant: 6-13 times/month 21,219 29.9% 104

Went to fast food/drive-in restaurant: 14+ times/month 18,385 25.9% 104
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Customer Survey results: when asked “How satisfied are you with the current food options in 

downtown Beaverton?” approximately 43% of respondents said they were “Unsatisfied,” and 15% 

said they were “Very Unsatisfied” with local choices. Less than 16% responded “Satisfied” or 

“Very Satisfied.”  

Allowing more food carts in Beaverton could help fill this gap. According to the ESRI BAO analysis, 

Beaverton consumers dined at family restaurants, steak houses, and fast-food restaurants more 

frequently in 2012 than the national average, and over 90% of ESRI’s respondents dined at a fast 

food or drive-in restaurant at least once in the six months prior to the survey. The local preference 

for low-cost, quick service food expressed in the survey coupled with the higher-than-national-

average market potential for this sub-sector, bode well for food cart success in downtown 

Beaverton.  

VIII. POTENTIAL LOCATIONS 

To determine potential locations for food cart pods, Staff began with the 17 property owners who 

indicated a willingness to host a pod on their property through the online survey. Potential sites 

were only considered in Beaverton’s Downtown Core because this area has a high concentration 

of public transportation options and is the focus of other city-related efforts to create walkable, 

pedestrian-friendly districts in Beaverton. A set of criteria was developed to evaluate these sites. 

Table 7 lists the 12 criteria used to evaluate potential food cart pod sites. Criteria were determined 

by the City of Beaverton Staff, and were informed by prior research, best practices, city policy 

goals, and careful examination of existing successful pod sites in Beaverton and the surrounding 

area. Each of the potential sites received a score of 1-5 for each of the criteria, determined by 

EDD staff during site visits in May 2014. Scores were then summed to determine the most suitable 

potential food cart pod site.  

Table 7: Criteria for Evaluating Potential Food Cart Pod Locations 

 
Source: City of Beaverton Economic Development Staff, External Research 

 

Number Criteria

1 Downtown location

2 Site readiness

3 Proximity to transit

4 Proximity to storefront businesses

5 Proximity to roads with high traffic counts

6 Proximity to Office Uses/employees

7 Parcel size large enough for pod concept

8 Near restrooms

9 Near indoor seating

10 Possibility/space for adding covered seating

11 Near public parking

12 Proximity to restaurants
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Criteria Descriptions 

Currently, potential sites are only being considered in Beaverton's downtown core 

(criteria 1) because it already has the necessary infrastructure and amenities for a 

pedestrian-friendly, transit-oriented environment.  

Site readiness (criteria 2) includes whether or not the surface area is already paved 

and how much additional work might be needed to ready a sight for food cart vending. 

It is assumed that all sites will need some level or preparation, and that the property 

owner would incur these costs.  

Site proximity to transit (criteria 3) considers access to multiple modes of 

transportation, such as biking, walking, and public transportation, so as to foster an 

inclusive, walkable, and transit-oriented downtown core.  

Proximity to other storefront businesses (criteria 4) already located near transit can 

make for a good juxtaposition and therefore proximity to storefront businesses was an 

important criteria to evaluate.  

Proximity to high-traffic roads (criteria 5) identifies the potential impact a site may have 

on traffic flow and congestion. It is necessary to consider this separate from access to 

public parking (criteria 11) to identify whether traffic near the site could be mitigated 

with additional parking.  

Proximity to Office Uses/employees (criteria 6) examines the trade area and consumer 

base that may dine at food carts.  

Potential pod locations were evaluated based on whether they could accommodate a 

minimum of three food carts (parcel size, criteria 7).  

Sites were evaluated on whether restrooms (criteria 8) or indoor seating (criteria 9) 

were available onsite or immediately adjacent to the site and/or if covered seating 

could be added (criteria 10). Research demonstrates that food cart pods are more 

successful and more likely to meet code standards when they have access to 

amenities such as restrooms and indoor or covered seating.22  

Due to the potential for increased competition, food cart pod proximity to restaurants 

(criteria 12) was evaluated separately from proximity to storefront businesses. Food 

cart pod sites located near restaurants would receive lower scores than those near 

existing storefront businesses.  

Using these criteria, the 17 sites in Table 8, were evaluated through site visits conducted by staff 

in May 2014. See Appendix C for the each site’s score for each criteria. The sites included mostly 

                                                
22 City of Portland, "Food Cartology,” 2009 
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commercially-zoned property and one industrial-zoned site. Of the sites evaluated, five have 

existing restaurants or food-related storefront businesses. 

Table 8: Potential Food Cart Pod Sites  

Site Business Site Address Final Score 

Peddler's Pack 4570 SW Watson Ave 56 

Beaverton Prof Ctr 12755 SW 2nd St 55 

Holland (9) Vacant Parcel 12130 SW Broadway St 52 

Korean BBQ 12275 SW Canyon Rd 52 

Beauty School 4225 SW Hall Blvd 52 

Blue Iguana Vacant Building 3800 SW Cedar Hills Blvd 52 

Giovanni's 12390 SW Broadway St 52 

Mill e Moto 4675 SW Washington St 52 

Buffalo Wing 11995 SW Beav.-Hills. Hwy 51 

Light Benders 12825 SW Beaverdam Rd 50 

A&P Appliance 12625 SW Broadway St 50 

First United Methodist 12555 SW 4th St 49 

Chiropractic First 12820 SW 2nd St 48 

Peonies & Poss. 4795 SW Watson Ave 47 

Canon 9401 SW Nimbus Ave 38 

Uptown Mkt 6620 SW Scholls Ferry Rd 38 

Biggi 3849 SW Lombard Ave 30 

The top seven sites for a food cart pod include Peddler’s Pack, Beaverton Professional Center, 

the vacant parcel at 12130 SW Broadway Street, the Korean BBQ site, the Beauty School on Hall 

Boulevard, Giovanni’s, and Mill e Moto. (Since the site visits were conducted, the vacant building 

at 3800 SW Cedar Hills Blvd has been occupied by a new business, Brannon’s Brewery). Each 

of these sites scored highest on proximity to transit and other 

storefront businesses, had sufficient public parking nearby, and 

could most easily accommodate indoor or covered seating.  

Many of these sites are located on or near Broadway Street and 

Watson Avenue, which are located within the proposed Broadway 

Pedestrian District as designated in the Beaverton Civic Plan.23 

Additionally, the Vacant Parcel on the Holland site was identified as 

an “Opportunity Site” in the Civic Plan, as it is considered to be well-

suited for redevelopment in the near term.24 These areas were also 

highlighted in the Downtown Beaverton Retail Analysis for their 

development potential.  

When discussing Catalyst Development Projects and Opportunity Sites, the Civic Plan notes that 

“it may be necessary to jump start development in the Central City through a combination of public 

and private investments.”25 As these sites were initially selected for evaluation because property 

                                                
23 Beaverton Central City Strategy, 2011, “Proposed Pedestrian Districts” page 76 
24 Beaverton Central City Strategy, 2011, “Catalyst Development Projects” page 61 
25 Beaverton Central City Strategy, 2011, “Catalyst Development Projects” page 60 

Opportunity 

Site 
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owners expressed interest in hosting a food cart pod, the potential for public-private investment 

may face fewer obstacles in the development process.  

The purpose of this initial site evaluation is to gauge the level of property-owner interest in hosting 

a food cart pod, as well as understand the applicability of a pod concept in downtown Beaverton. 

If current food cart regulations are changed to allow food cart pods, further analysis will be 

needed.  

IX. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

The use of overlay zoning is one way to create a more flexible and discretionary alternative to 

Euclidean zoning. An overlay zone is defined as "a mapped overlay district superimposed on one 

or more established zoning districts which may be used to impose supplemental restrictions on 

uses in these districts, permit uses otherwise disallowed, or implement some form of density 

bonus or incentive bonus program."   

Potential policy recommendation options could include the two original questions posed June 26, 

2013 along with new options that have come out of follow up related to those two original 

questions: 

1. Overlay Zone – Amend the Development Code to create a new zone with new provisions 

within a specified geography: 

a. Regional Center (RC-OT, RC-E, RC-TO) zones or 

b. Regional Center (RC-OT, RC-E, RC-TO) zones and Industrial (IND and OI) zones.  

2. Text Amendment – Amend the Development Code as it relates to Temporary Use and 

allow food carts citywide through an ordinance. 

Further discussion with Planning Commission will be necessary to determine next steps and 

clarify policy recommendations. 
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XI. APPENDIX A: EXISTING FOOD TRUCK LOCATIONS IN BEAVERTON 
 

Richi’s Tacos, 4125 SW Canyon Road 

  
 

Maiale de Volo Wood Fired Catering, 6620 SW Scholls Ferry Road  

 
 

La Poblana, 12975 SW Canyon Road 
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XII. APPENDIX B: SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 

Each survey included the following introduction:  

On June 26, 2013, Planning Commission held a work session to reinitiate the discussion around 
food carts and to consider the possibility of extending the operating hours and/or fostering policy 
changes to allow for food cart pods on underutilized property. 
 
In order to approve a Temporary Mobile Sales (TMS) application, applicants must demonstrate 
that the following criteria are satisfied in their proposal: 
 

• Satisfies threshold requirements for a TMS application 
• Application fees have been submitted 
• Contains all submittal requirements 
• Is located entirely within private property in a Commercial, Industrial, or Multiple Use 

zoning district 
• Written consent of property owner 
• Written permission from the City if proposal is located on a public right-of-way within any 

of the Regional Center or Town Center zoning districts 
• Poses no threat to public safety 
• Complies with all applicable use restrictions of zone 
• Does not involve a permanent building 
• Does not obstruct or occupy minimum required parking spaces unless demonstrated that 

those spaces are not being used by permanent use located on subject site 
• Maintain safe vehicle and pedestrian circulation 
• A TMS has not been issued for the same site 

 
The City's Economic Development department is currently conducting a food cart feasibility 
study to research food cart pods in a suburban context. Survey responses will provide valuable 
feedback from the community and will be incorporated into the findings that will be presented to 
Planning Commission. 
 
The survey will not take more than 5 minutes so we hope you will be patient with our ask. If you 
have any questions or want additional information, please visit: 
BeavertonOregon.gov/FoodCarts. We want to hear from you! 

A. Customer Survey (offered in both English and Spanish) 

SECTION I: Addresses current food cart 
regulations. 

 
1. The current regulation allows for a food cart to 
stay in one place for a maximum of 7 hours. Do 
you think food carts should be able to stay open 
longer? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 

2. The current regulations require food cart owner 
to move their cart after the 7 hour time limit. 
Would you like to see carts stay in place 
overnight? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
3. The current regulation indicates that food carts 
cannot collocate (no more than 1 cart on a site); 
Portland has food cart pods, where multiple carts 
collocate on one private site. Do you think 

file://COBNAS2/CEDDECONDEV$/CEDD%20EDD%20PROJECTS/Food%20Cart%20Feasibility/Work%20Session%20Memo/BeavertonOregon.gov/FoodCarts
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Beaverton should allow multiple food carts to 
colocate? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 

SECTION II: Potential impacts if food cart 
regulations are made less restrictive in Beaverton. 

 
4. I believe allowing food cart pods will negatively 
impact revenue in Beaverton's existing 
restaurants. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
 
 
5. If you strongly agree, why? 

 
 
6. If you strongly disagree, why? 

 
 
7. I believe food carts and/or food cart pods... [for 
each statement select Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree] 

Encourage pedestrian activity 
Turn barren places into gathering places 
Create health/sanitation problems 
Increase traffic congestion  
Increase noise pollution  
Introduce people to new foods 
Offer affordable dining options 
Other (please specify) 
 
 
8. I believe the presence of food carts would 
increase Beaverton's desirability as a place to 
live, work or start a business. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
 
 

SECTION III: Tell us about your personal 
experience/preference. 

 
9. How satisfied are you with the current food 
options in downtown Beaverton? 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Neutral 
Unsatisfied 
Very Unsatisfied 
 
 

10. Have you been a customer of a food cart 
business in Beaverton? 

Yes 
No 
 
 
11. Was the food cart easily accessible? 

Yes 
No 
Please describe any issues you may have 
experienced, such as parking, narrow sidewalk, trash, 
etc. 
 
 
12. Do you think there should be more food carts 
in Beaverton? 

Yes 
No 
Please explain 
 
 
13. Have you eaten at a food cart or one of the 
pods in Portland Metro area? 

Yes 
No 
If yes, what did you like or dislike about the carts? 
 
 
14. Where should food carts be allowed to 
operate? (Check all that apply) 

Beaverton Old Town 
Downtown 
Commercial areas near residential neighborhoods 
Industrial/Office areas 
Near schools 
No restrictions 
Other (please specify) 
 
 
15. Are you interested in starting a food cart in 
Beaverton? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
16. If yes or maybe, please provide your contact 
information so we can keep you informed about 
potential opportunities.  

[Name, email address, phone number] 
 
 
17. Do you have time to answer some 
demographic questions? 

Yes 
No 
 
 
18. What is your age? 

18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
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45-54 
55-64 
65-74 
75 years or older 
 
 
19. Ethnicity origin (or Race): Please specify your 
ethnicity. 

Under 18 years old 
Asian 
Black or African American 
Hispanic or Latino 
Native American 
Pacific Islander 
White 
Other (please specify) 
 
 
20. What is the highest level of school you have 
completed or the highest degree you have 
received? 

Less than high school degree 
High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED) 
Some college but no degree 
Associate degree 
Bachelor degree 
Graduate degree 
 
 
21. Which of the following categories best 
describes your employment status? 

Employed, working 40 or more hours per week 

Employed, working 1-39 hours per week 
Not employed, looking for work 
Not employed, NOT looking for work 
Retired 
Disabled, not able to work 
Student 
 
 
22. Please choose one or more of the following to 
describe yourself: 

Live in Beaverton 
Live in Washington County 
Live in neighboring city 
Work in Beaverton 
Visiting a Beaverton business 
Other (please specify) 
 
 
23. How did you get to Beaverton today? 

Bike 
Bus 
Car 
Carpool 
MAX 
Walk 
WES Commuter Rail 
Answered online, not applicable 
 
 
24. Any additional comments, suggestions, 
concerns?

B. Business Owner Survey (offered in both English and Spanish)  

SECTION I: Addresses current food cart 
regulations. 

 
1. The current regulation allows for a food cart to 
stay in one place for a maximum of 7 hours. Do 
you think food carts should be able to stay open 
longer? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify)  
 
 
2. The current regulations require food cart owner 
to move their cart after the 7 hour time limit. 
Would you like to see carts stay in place 
overnight? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
3. The current regulation indicates that food carts 
cannot colocate (no more than 1 cart on a site); 
Portland has food cart pods, where multiple carts 
colocate on one private site. Do you think 

Beaverton should allow multiple food carts to 
colocate? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 

SECTION II: Potential impacts if food cart 
regulations are made less restrictive in Beaverton. 

 
4. I believe allowing food cart pods will negatively 
impact Beaverton's existing restaurants. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
 
 
5. If you strongly agree, why? 

 
 
6. If you strongly disagree, why? 
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7. I believe food carts and/or food cart pods... [for 
each statement select Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree] 

Encourage pedestrian activity 
Turn barren places into gathering places 
Create health/sanitation problems 
Increase traffic congestion  
Increase noise pollution  
Introduce people to new foods 
Offer affordable dining options 
Other (please specify) 
 
 
8. Where should food carts be allowed to operate? 
(Check all that apply) 

Beaverton Old Town 
Downtown 
Commercial areas near residential neighborhoods 
Industrial/Office areas 
Near schools 
No restrictions 
Other (please specify) 
 
 

SECTION III: Tell us about your personal 
experience/preference. 

 
9. How satisfied are you with the current food 
options in downtown Beaverton? 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Neutral 

Unsatisfied 
Very Unsatisfied 
 
10. I believe the presence of food trucks would 
increase Beaverton’s desirability as a place to 
live, work or start a business. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
 
 
11. Are your employees interested in seeing more 
food carts in Beaverton? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
12. Would you eat at a food cart? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
13. If you'd like to stay informed about food cart 
regulations, please provide your contact 
information below: 

Name of Business: 
Name of Business Owner: 
Email Address (for distribution of survey results): 

 

C. Property Owner Survey

SECTION I: Addresses current food cart 
regulations. 

 
1. The current regulation allows for a food cart to 
stay in one place for a maximum of 7 hours. Do 
you think food carts should be able to stay open 
longer?  

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
2. The current regulations require food cart owner 
to move their cart after the 7 hour time limit. 
Would you like to see carts stay in place 
overnight?  

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
3. The current regulation indicates that food carts 
cannot colocate (no more than 1 cart on a site); 
Portland has food cart pods, where multiple carts 

colocate on one private site. Do you think 
Beaverton should allow multiple food carts to 
colocate? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 

SECTION II: Potential impacts if food cart 
regulations are made less restrictive in Beaverton. 

 
4. I believe allowing food cart pods will negatively 
impact Beaverton's existing restaurants. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
 
 
5. If you strongly agree, why? 

 
 
6. If you strongly disagree, why? 
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7. I believe food carts and/or food cart pods... [for 
each statement select Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Neutral, Disagree, Strongly Disagree] 

Encourage pedestrian activity 
Turn barren places into gathering places 
Create health/sanitation problems 
Increase traffic congestion  
Increase noise pollution  
Introduce people to new foods 
Offer affordable dining options 
Other (please specify) 
 
 
8. Where should food carts be allowed to operate? 

Beaverton Old Town 
Downtown 
Commercial areas near residential neighborhoods 
Industrial/Office areas 
Near schools 
No restrictions 
Other (please specify) 

 
 

SECTION III: Tell us about your personal 
experience/preference. 

 
9. How satisfied are you with the current food 
options in downtown Beaverton? 

Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Neutral 
Unsatisfied 
Very Unsatisfied 

 
 
10. I believe the presence of food trucks would 
increase Beaverton’s desirability as a place to 
live, work or start a business. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
 
 
11. Would you eat at a food cart? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
12. Would you allow a food cart pod to operate on 
your property? 

Yes 
No 
Maybe (please specify) 
 
 
13. If yes or maybe, please provide your contact 
information so we can keep you informed about 
potential opportunities. 

Name of Property Owner 
Location of Property 
Email Address 
Phone 
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XIII. APPENDIX C: FULL POTENTIAL SITE SCORING MATRIX 

 
Potential sites were scored on a 1-5 scale by staff during site visits in the month of May 2014. Guided by prior research, planning 

requirements, policy goals, and food cart industry expertise, staff evaluated each site on its suitability for a food cart pod cluster of at 

least three carts using criteria described in Table 7. 
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TYPES OF TEMPORARY USES 

• Seasonal or Short Term Events of Public Interest on Private Property 
• Temporary Real Estate Sales Office, Model Home, or Contractor’s Office and/or Construction 

Equipment Shed. 
• Mobile Food Vendors 
• Portable Storage Containers 

 
STANDARDS 

 SEASONAL OR SHORT TERM EVENTS OF PUBLIC INTEREST ON PRIVATE PROPERTY 

• An event of public interest is permitted in the following zoning districts: commercial, or any 
industrial zoning district, except, if the event is sponsored by an institutional use located in a 
residential zone, the event may be located at its facilities. 

• The maximum length of the event shall be 30 days. 
• The event shall be confined to the dates specified on the business license, if applicable. 
• No temporary structures or equipment shall be located within 200 feet of any dwelling on 

property not associated with the event. 
• Permanent or temporary lighting shall be installed in compliance with applicable electrical 

permits and inspections from the Building Safety Department. 
• The site shall be cleared of all debris at the closing of the event and cleared of all temporary 

structures within ten (10) days after the closing of the event. 
• Adequate vehicular and bicycle parking shall be provided. It is the responsibility of the 

applicant to guide traffic to these parking areas and to prevent patrons from unlawful 
parking. 

• Traffic control arrangements required by the Police Department in the vicinity shall be made 
by the applicant. 

CHRISTMAS TREE SALES 

• Christmas tree sales is permitted in any commercial or industrial zoning district on private 
property, and shall not be located within the public right-of-way. 

• The vision clearance standards shall be met. 
• The maximum length of display and sales shall be 45 days in any calendar year. 
• Each lot occupied by temporary Christmas tree sales shall be limited to one (1) temporary 

movable structure or vehicle if entirely self-contained or if lawful sanitation facilities on the 
lot are available to the occupants. 

 
SALES OF NON PREPARED FOOD (e.g. Honey, Crab, Fruits or Vegetables) 
 
• The vision clearance standards shall be met. 
• The maximum length of display and sales shall be 45 days in any calendar year. 
• Each lot occupied by temporary live crab sales shall be limited to one (1) temporary movable 

structure or vehicle if entirely self-contained or if lawful sanitation facilities on the lot are 
available to the occupants. 



• Discharges resulting from activities associated with the sale of live crab shall not be allowed 
to flow into the storm drain system, but shall be directed into the sanitary sewer system in 
accordance with City and State standards. 

 
REAL ESTATE OFFICES, MODEL HOME, OR CONTRACTOR’S OFFICE/EQUIPMENT SHED 

REAL ESTATE OFFICE  
• A temporary real estate sales office shall be located within the boundaries of the 

subdivision or tract of land where the real property is to be sold. 
• The property used for a temporary sales office shall not be permanently improved for 

that purpose. 
• The temporary sales office shall not contain sleeping or cooking accommodations. 
• The temporary sales office shall be removed upon completion of the development. 

 
MODEL HOME  
• A model home may be used as a temporary real estate sales office. 
• The model home shall be located within the boundaries of the subdivision or tract of 

land where the real property is to be sold. 
• The model home shall be a permanent structure that meets all applicable code and 

permit requirements. 
 

CONTRACTORS OFFICE/EQUIPEMENT SHED 
• A temporary contractor’s office and/or construction equipment shed is permitted in any 

zoning district where the use is incidental to a construction project. 
• The temporary contractor’s office and/or construction equipment shed shall be 

removed upon completion of the construction project. 
• Only one (1) temporary office and one (1) temporary shed shall be permitted per project 

site. 
• The temporary office and/or shed shall not include sleeping or cooking 

accommodations. 
 

TEMPORARY MOBILE VENDORS 
• When within both the Central Business District and Old Town Overlays: 

• The exterior length and width, when multiplied, shall be no more than 128 square feet, 
including any slide-outs, and excluding trailer tongue and bumper. 

• Outdoor equipment, such as tables and chairs, shall not be permitted.  
• The exterior length and width, when multiplied, shall be no more than 170 square feet, 

including any slide-outs, and excluding trailer tongue, and bumper. 
• An additional 170 square feet is allowed for outdoor equipment. 
• On City-owned property and right-of-way, temporary food vendor units shall obtain a 

permit. 
• At an Event of Public Interest, temporary food vendors is exempt from the standards. 
• If the temporary food vendor unit is located on or adjacent to a privately-owned walkway, 

the minimum remaining unobstructed walkway width shall be five (5) feet. 
• All food must be in a ready-to-eat condition when sold. 
• Required parking spaces or access to required parking spaces shall not be displaced or 

obstructed. 
• The temporary food vendor unit shall be located outside any required setbacks. 



• Attached awnings are permitted if smaller than the size of the temporary food vendor unit. 
• The temporary food vendor unit and all outdoor equipment shall be located on an improved 

surface. 
• Temporary food vendors shall comply with the Fire Department’s Outdoor Food Vendor 

Safety Checklist. 
• Any utility connections require a building permit from the Building Safety Department. 
• Mobile food units that orient the service window toward the public right-of-way shall 

maintain a minimum 2-foot setback from the public right-of-way.  
• For mobile food units that orient the service window away from the public right-of-way, 

there is no minimum setback requirement.  
• Mobile food units must maintain a minimum separation of 10 feet between units on a 

property. A minimum 10-foot separation is required between mobile food units and 
permanent common outdoor eating areas. 

• Individual temporary seating areas, such as a table and chairs, may be placed near a mobile 
food unit, but must maintain a minimum four-foot accessible clearance area between the 
seating area and the mobile food unit, and must be oriented so that the relief valves on any 
propane tanks associated with mobile food units are facing away from the seating area. 
Tables and chairs or benches used for individual seating areas must be constructed of non-
flammable materials. 

• The property owner shall secure written permission from an adjacent business or property 
owner within 1/4 mile of the subject site allowing mobile food unit operators and patrons to 
access restroom facilities. Alternatively, where a property owner can show that there is a 
public restroom facility located within 1/4 mile of the subject site, the requirement for 
written permission shall be waived. The property owner shall provide information as to the 
location of approved restroom access in the same location as the posted approved site plan. 

• Trash receptacles shall be provided on site, and must be emptied and maintained. Trash 
receptacles shall be provided at a rate of one (1) receptacle for every two (2) mobile food 
units, or a minimum on of one (1) per lot. Where the property owner proposes to provide a 
common seating area a minimum of one (1) trash receptacle shall be provided in the 
common seating area. All trash receptacles shall be located a minimum of ten (10) feet from 
combustible fuel tanks on mobile food units. 

• Mobile food units that are fully contained; i.e., units that provide their own water, power, 
and waste disposal, are permitted with no additional utility considerations beyond the 
permitting process and site plan approval described herein. Units that require a water 
source, power source, or waste disposal location are permitted only where the Building 
Official has approved site plans that show safe access and location of the aforementioned 
provisions. Such provisions are subject to all applicable building permits and SDC 
requirements. 

• Signage permanently affixed to a mobile food unit is permitted and is exempt from sign 
standards. One (1) temporary sign per mobile food unit is permitted to be placed on the 
subject site. Temporary signs may be no larger than six (6) square feet, may only be placed 
on private property, and must not obstruct pedestrian pathways. No temporary sign 
advertising a vendor may be placed on public right of way. 

• Temporary signs authored under this Section may only be present on the property during 
the mobile food unit operating hours. Permanent signs assigned to the subject property (not 
temporary signage) must conform to all applicable standards. 



• Each mobile food unit may provide awnings for shelter to customers. The awnings must be 
fully attached to the unit, have a minimum of seven (7) feet of vertical clearance, and be 
able to be closed or removed. Awnings shall not be subject to setback requirements, but in 
no case shall awnings extend over the adjacent sidewalk or public right-of-way. All awnings 
must be flame resistant per Oregon Fire Code. 

• Decks, patios, and similar structures are not permitted to be located within ten (10) feet of a 
mobile food unit. Where property owners propose a common seating area, any structures 
that require building permits shall be subject to such permitting and applicable sections of 
Chapter 11 of the Oregon Structural Specialty Code. Park or picnic benches are permitted 
but must be maintained at least ten (10) feet from mobile food units. Common seating areas 
shall be maintained on the subject property and shall not obstruct the adjacent public 
sidewalk or public right-of-way. 
 

PORTABLE STORAGE CONTAINERS 
More research is needed to determine if this should be addressed in Talent. 
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