
           

MEETING AGENDA
    

TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION

January 15, 2015; 6:30 p.m.
JUANITA POHL CENTER
8513 SW TUALATIN RD
TUALATIN, OR 97062

                           

 

             

1. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL
Members: Alan Aplin (Chair), Bill Beers, Jeff DeHaan, Cameron Grile, Nic
Herriges, Adam Butts and Jan Giunta
Staff: Alice Cannon, Assistant City Manager; Clare Fuchs, Senior Planner;
Cindy Hahn, Associate Planner

 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 

A.   Approval of November 20, 2014 and December 18, 2014 TPC Minutes
 

3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC (NOT ON THE AGENDA)
Limited to 3 minutes

 

4. ACTION ITEMS
 

A.   Elect a Chair and Vice Chair to Represent the Tualatin Planning Commission.
 

5. COMMUNICATION FROM CITY STAFF
 

A.   Update on the Regulation of Marijuana Facilities
 

B.   PUBLIC HEARING: Sign Variance Application; LA Fitness; 7405 SW Nyberg
Street

 

6. FUTURE ACTION ITEMS
 

7. ANNOUNCEMENTS/PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION
 

8. ADJOURNMENT
 

  



TO: Tualatin Planning Commissioners

FROM: Lynette Sanford, Office Coordinator

DATE: 01/15/2015

SUBJECT: Approval of November 20, 2014 and December 18, 2014 TPC Minutes

ISSUE BEFORE TPC:

Attachments: TPC Minutes 11.20.14
TPC Minutes 12.18.14



 
UNOFFICIAL 

 

 

 
 

These minutes are not verbatim. The meeting was recorded, and copies of the recording are 

retained for a period of one year from the date of the meeting and are available upon request. 

TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION     -             MINUTES OF November 20, 2014 

TPC MEMBERS PRESENT:       STAFF PRESENT 
Alan Aplin                                                                                          Aquilla Hurd-Ravich 
Adam Butts          Alice Cannon  
Jeff DeHaan                                                                                            Kaaren Hofmann  
Bill Beers      Lynette Sanford    
Cameron Grile         
Jan Giunta 
 
TPC MEMBER ABSENT: Nic Herriges 
 
GUESTS:    
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 

 

Alan Aplin, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm and reviewed the agenda. Roll 
call was taken.  
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

 

Mr. Aplin asked for review and approval of the September 18, 2014 TPC minutes. 
MOTION by Grile SECONDED by Giunta to approve the minutes, MOTION PASSED 6-
0.   
 

3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC (NOT ON THE AGENDA: 

 

None 
 

4. ACTION ITEMS: 

 
None 

 
5. COMMUNICATION FROM CITY STAFF: 
 

A. City of Tualatin’s 2016-2020 Capital Improvement Plan 

 
Alice Cannon, Assistant City Manager, thanked the Commission Members for their 
service and announced that Kaaren Hofmann, our Engineering Manager, will be leaving 
the City of Tualatin. Ms. Hofmann has accepted the position as City Engineer with the 
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City of Newberg and her last day will be December 5th.  Ms. Cannon noted that Ms. 
Hofmann has worked for the City of Tualatin for 18 ½ years and began as an Engineer, 
moved in to the Project Engineer role, and has been the Engineering Manager for 
approximately 3 years. During her tenure, Ms. Hofmann has been heavily involved in 
the management of several projects including the Transportation System Plan, the 
Martinazzi project, Seneca Street, and Library parking redesign.  
 
Ms. Hofmann presented the 2016-2020 Capital Improvement Plan, which included a 
PowerPoint presentation. Ms. Hofmann explained that the CIP is a 5 year road map 
which includes five different project categories:  
 

 Facilities/Equipment 

 Parks & Recreation 

 Technology 

 Transportation 

 Utilities 
 

Ms. Hofmann stated that the priorities of the CIP are health and safety, cost savings, 
satisfying regulatory requirements, supporting Council goals, and implementing Master 
Plans. The Funding sources include system development charges, water rates, 
wastewater rates, storm rates, road maintenance, gas taxes, general fund, and grants 
and donations.  
 
Ms. Hofmann noted that project requests always exceed available funding and there is 
currently $800,000 in unfunded projects. Ms. Hofmann went through the slides which 
detailed the draft project list and project values. She also noted the entire CIP will up on 
our web site if they have specific questions. There will also be a form available if 
anyone would like to recommend a project. Ms. Giunta asked if this was the form a 
member of a Citizen Involvement Organization would use. Ms. Hofmann stated that this 
form is for the public and there is a separate process for the CIO’s. Mr. Beers asked if 
the City could veto a submitted request. Ms. Hofmann responded that the person would 
first be contacted and the subsequent process would be determined by staff members. 
Ms. Cannon added that some great ideas have come directly from citizens.  
 
Mr. Aplin asked if the City self-performs any of the work or if they always hire outside 
contractors. Ms. Hofmann replied that they generally use outside contractors, but if it 
was self-performed it will show up on the list. Ms. Giunta asked if some of the projects 
on the transportation utilities list could be constructed by a developer. Ms. Hoffman 
answered that every developer pays a transportation development tax that goes into the 
fund for future projects. Discussion continued regarding the different fees assessed for 
the projects.  
 
Mr. DeHaan inquired about the prioritization of the unfunded projects list. Ms. Hofmann 
responded that the list is alphabetical, not listed by priority. Mr. DeHaan also brought up 
a safety issue along the stretch of the road from Herman to Teton and wanted to know if 
it is a priority. Ms. Hofmann responded that it’s been acknowledged that it is an issue, 
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but it’s an expensive project and a matter of trying to balance the need against the 
funds available. Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that some of these projects were assigned to 
the Transportation System Plan (TSP), which may push these into the funded list. Ms. 
Giunta noted that there is an imminent child safety issue at the mid-block crossing of 
Grahams Ferry Rd. Ms. Cannon acknowledged that it should be added to the list.    
 

6.      FUTURE ACTION ITEMS 
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that in December there will be a Basalt Creek Update. There 
will be a quasi-judicial decision required in January for a LA Fitness sign variance. They 
have already had the Pre-Application and Neighborhood Developer meetings.  
    

7.      ANNOUNCEMENTS/PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION 

 

None.  
 

8.       ADJOURNMENT 

 

Mr. Aplin adjourned the meeting at 7:12 pm.  
 
 
_______________________________ Lynette Sanford, Office Coordinator 
 
 
 



 
UNOFFICIAL 

 

 

 
 

These minutes are not verbatim. The meeting was recorded, and copies of the recording are 

retained for a period of one year from the date of the meeting and are available upon request. 

TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION     -          MINUTES OF December 18, 2014 

TPC MEMBERS PRESENT:       STAFF PRESENT 
Alan Aplin                                                                                          Aquilla Hurd-Ravich           
William Beers  Cindy Hahn 
Jan Giunta      Lynette Sanford 
 
TPC MEMBER ABSENT: Nic Herriges, Jeff DeHaan, Adam Butts, Cameron Grile 

 
GUESTS:    

 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 

 

Alan Aplin, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:29 pm and reviewed the agenda. Roll 
call was taken.  
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

 

Mr. Aplin asked for review and approval of the November 20, 2014 TPC minutes. Since 
there were only three members present, the approval of the minutes was postponed 
until the next meeting.   
 

3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC (NOT ON THE AGENDA: 

  

Susan Noack, 9522 SW Siletz, Tualatin, OR 
Ms. Noack stated that she has been a Tualatin resident since 2001. She is currently 
retired, very involved in the Senior Center, and a representative of the City Task Force 
on Aging. Ms. Noack noted that Joe Lipscomb is the Chairman of this committee and its 
purpose is to investigate the needs of seniors in the community and present the findings 
to the City. This organization is focusing on goals for seniors: local transportation, street 
and sidewalk safety, a program with local churches called “You are not alone” – a 
wellness program for seniors, and additional educational programs regarding the needs 
of seniors. Ms. Noack stated that this committee meets the third Tuesday of every 
month at the Juanita Pohl Center.  
 
Ed Casey, 22255 SW 102nd Place, Tualatin, OR 
Mr. Casey stated that he is a 42 year resident of Tualatin and he is also involved with 
the City Task Force on Aging. Mr. Casey noted that 17% of the population in Tualatin is 
over 50, and the aging population is growing. He wanted the Commission members to 
keep this in mind when they are making decisions about future land uses and 
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transportation issues which will affect senior citizens.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich inquired how to 
get in contact with the group. Mr. Casey said to contact Joe Lipscomb.  
 

4. ACTION ITEMS: 

 
None 

 
5. COMMUNICATION FROM CITY STAFF: 
 

A. Basalt Creek Concept Plan – Project Update 
 

Cindy Hahn, Associate Planner, presented a summary of the December 2 Joint City 
Council meeting with Wilsonville, including a review of a Base Case land use scenario 
that has been developed and evaluated. This presentation is for information purposes 
and to gather input to help create two additional scenarios in winter 2015.  
 
Ms. Hahn stated that the Base Case Scenario includes a range of land uses such as 
light industrial and warehousing, office park, industrial tech/flex space, single-family 
residences, townhomes and apartments, neighborhood commercial, and undeveloped 
natural areas. Building the Base Case Scenario included stakeholder input regarding 
concerns about cut-through traffic, desire for green spaces and trails, small-scale retail 
to service local neighborhoods and workers, and market demand for updated industrial 
developments. Ms. Giunta asked about the east/west arterial route.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
responded that this concept plan will not revisit the east/west connector.  
 
Ms. Hahn continued with the presentation that included the land use development 
types, the indicators (evaluation criteria), transportation, and wet infrastructure. Mr. 
Beers inquired about the consideration of multi-family housing. Ms. Hahn responded 
that the considerations for multi-family included freeway access and the increase in 
traffic. The multi-family housing is to include a mix of townhomes, apartments, and 
single-family homes. Ms. Giunta raised the concern of traffic with multi-family housing 
and would like to see it reduced. She also expressed concern about the livability impact 
on single-family residences. She mentioned that she has heard that the Tualatin 
residents would prefer single-family over multi-family housing.  
 
Ms. Hahn noted that new households, jobs and trips generated in the Transportation 
Refinement Plan and the Urban Growth Report were used as guides in choosing 
different land uses for the planning area. The Base Case Scenario results in 
substantially fewer new households and substantially more jobs than either the 
Transportation Refinement Plan forecast or the Urban Growth Report forecast.  
 
Ms. Giunta asked if in the foreseeable future, will 124th be extended past Grahams 
Ferry and if development will occur before that. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that that 
there will be some development occurring before the east/west connector is built. The 
timeframe is approximately by 2035, depending on funding and discussions with the 
county. 
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Ms. Hahn continued discussing wet infrastructure. Preliminary cost estimates for the 
base Case infrastructure, including sewer, storm water and potable, water, are $44.6 
million for Tualatin and $32.4 million for Wilsonville. These estimates do not include all 
existing system upgrades that might be needed for water and storm water. The 
estimates are at a very conceptual level for comparative purposes. Ms. Giunta asked if 
a bond will pay for this. Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that Clean Water Services has been in 
discussion with the financial aspects of this and will look at revenues from the 
developers, including system development charges (SDC) fees.  
 
The next steps in this process including a Joint Council meeting in February, a public 
open house in March, individual Council work sessions in April, and in spring/summer a 
preferred scenario will be developed.  A short discussion followed regarding the impact 
on the school district and high density housing.  
 
Gordon Scott, PO Box 2594, Tualatin, OR 
 Mr. Scott stated that Sherwood was going to build a school where Horizon Community 
Church is which was changed to Tigard-Tualatin, so the boundaries do change.  
 
Grace Lucini, 23677 SW Boones Ferry Rd, Tualatin, OR 
Ms. Lucini questioned that if the East/West connector is identified and established 
where it is, has the due diligence been completed regarding water quality standards. 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich said detailed analysis was completed and they identified a site off 
Grahams that will serve for water quality.  
 
Ms. Lucini added that the concerns in her letter need to be addressed and resolved 
before the plans are made for the road connection. Ms. Lucini added that a natural area 
goes through her property and there are many complications with that.  
 

6.     FUTURE ACTION ITEMS 

 
A. 2015 Meeting Calendar 

 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated the 2015 TPC meeting dates will continue to be held on the 
third Thursday of every month. In January, elections will be held for a Chair and Vice 
Chair. A sign variance for LA Fitness will be coming before the Commission members 
as well a preliminary look at medical marijuana dispensaries.  
 
Mr. Beers stated that he is representing the Planning Commission at the City Facilities 
Task Force. They are taking a look at existing facilities and determining future needs, 
including a new City Hall.   Ms. Giunta added that Riverpark CIO will be discussing this 
topic at their next meeting along with City staff.   
  

7.      ANNOUNCEMENTS/PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION 

 

None.   
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8.       ADJOURNMENT 

 

MOTION by Aplin to adjourn the meeting at 8:10 pm.  
 
 
_______________________________ Lynette Sanford, Office Coordinator 
 
 
 



TO: Tualatin Planning Commissioners

FROM: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Planning Manager

DATE: 01/15/2015

SUBJECT: Elect a Chair and Vice Chair to Represent the Tualatin Planning Commission.

ISSUE BEFORE TPC:
The Tualatin Planning Commission must elect a Chair and Vice Chair from its membership at
their first regular meeting.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
In compliance with the Tualatin Municipal Code section 11-1-030 Organization of the
Commission, a Chair and Vice Chair must be elected by the members of TPC.  Both positions
are voting members of the Commission.  

The current Chair Alan Aplin has served in this position since 2014 and previously served as the
Vice Chair in 2012 and 2013. Bill Beers served as Vice Chair in 2014. 

The Municipal Code does not place any limits on how many terms a committee member can
serve as Chair or Vice Chair.  These positions are not defined in the Municipal Code; however,
as a matter of practice the Chair's role is generally to convene and facilitate TPC meetings,
attend Council meetings to present TPC recommendations and meet with the Planning Manager
or Community Development Director prior to the meeting to review the agenda.  The Vice Chair
assumes these duties in the absence of the Chair. 

OUTCOMES OF DECISION:
Elect a new Chair and Vice Chair to serve for 2015

Continue to comply with Tualatin Municipal Code section 11-1-030 Organization of the
Commission. 

ALTERNATIVES TO RECOMMENDATION:
The Commission can decide to delay the election to a future date.

Attachments: 101. TMC Chapter 11 Tualatin Planning Commission



Chapter 11-01: Tualatin Planning Commission
Published on The City of Tualatin, Oregon Official Website (http://www.tualatinoregon.gov)

Chapter 11-01: Tualatin Planning Commission

      

Sections:
11-1-010 Establishment of Planning Commission.
11-1-020 Membership of Commission.
11-1-030 Organization of Commission.
11-1-040 Meeting, Rules and Regulations of the Commission.
11-1-050 Expenditure of Funds.
11-1-060 Powers and Duties of Planning Commission.
11-1-070 Coordination of Planning Review.
11-1-080 Annual Report of Commission.
11-1-090 Emergency Clause.

 

11-1-010 Establishment of Commission.

The Tualatin Planning Commission is established and created. [Ord. 342-76, §1, 7/26/76; Ord. 1340-12 §1,
1/23/12]

11-1-020 Membership of Commission.

(1) The Commission shall consist of seven members appointed by the Council and, except as provided in
subsection (6) of this section, shall serve three-year staggered terms. A member may be re-appointed to the
Commission to additional terms at the discretion of the Council. Commission members shall receive no
compensation.

(2) In considering new members, the Commission and Council shall strive for geographic balance. No fewer than
five members shall reside inside the corporate boundaries of the City, and no more than two shall reside outside
the City.  Any non-resident member shall reside within the Ur-ban Growth Boundary of the City of Tualatin.

(3) Each Commission member serves at the pleasure of the City Council and may be removed by the Council at
any time before the Commission member's term expires.

(4) Any vacancy on the Commission shall be filled by the City Council for the unexpired term of the member
creating the vacancy.

(5) No more than two members shall be engaged principally in the buying, selling or developing of real estate for
profit as individuals, or be members of a partnership, or officers or employees of a corporation, that is engaged
principally in the buying, selling or developing of real estate for profit.  No more than three members shall be
engaged in the same kind of business, trade or profession.

(6) One member may be less than 18 years of age. A member who is appointed under this subsection shall serve a
one-year term that may be renewed for one additional year. In addition to other criteria deemed relevant by the
Council for appointment, the Council may consider the applicant's academic performance and the effect
membership on the Commission may have on such performance.

(7) A Commission member may not have unexcused absences from two or more meetings, including regular and
special work sessions during a calendar year, or absences from more than five such meetings held during the
calendar year. An excused absence may be obtained by contacting the chairperson or secretary of the Commission
at least 24 hours prior to a scheduled Commission meeting. [Ord. 342-76 §2, 7/26/76; Ord. 583-82, 8/23/82; Ord.
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888-93 §1, 2, 3/22/93; Ord. 1017-99 §1&2, 4/26/99; Ord.1147-03, Renumbered, 08/25/03; Ord. 1330-11 §1,
8/22/11; Ord. 1340-12 §2, 1/23/12]

11-1-030 Organization of Commission.

(1) At the regular meeting of the Com-mission each January, the Commission shall elect a chairperson and vice
chairperson, who shall be voting members, of the Commission.

(2) The Community Development Director shall provide a secretary who shall keep an accurate record of all
Commission proceedings.  The Commission shall file a re-port of all its proceedings with the City Recorder within
30 days of such proceedings. [Ord. 342-76 §3, 7/26/76; Ord.1147-03, Renumbered, 08/25/2003; Ord. 1340-12 §3,
1/23/12]

11-1-040 Meeting, Rules and Regulations of the Commission.

A majority of members of the Commission appointed by City Council shall constitute a quorum. A quorum of the
Commission may transact any business or conduct any proceedings before the Com-mission. The Commission
may adopt and amend rules and regulations establishing the procedure for the conduct of proceedings before it.
Any such rules and regulations shall be consistent with any ordinances, resolutions or laws of the City regulating
the Commission. The Commission shall convene when necessary to discharge its duties; however, it shall meet not
less than six times within every calendar year. [Ord. 342-76 §4, 7/26/76; Ord. 446-78, 6/12/78; Ord. 583-82,
8/23/82; Ord.1147-03, Renumbered, 08/25/03; Ord. 1330-11 §2, 8/22/11; Ord. 1340-12 §4, 1/23/12]

11-1-050 Expenditure of Funds.

The Commission shall have no authority to make any expenditure of funds on behalf of the City or to obligate the
City for the payment of any funds without first obtaining the approval of the City Council by minute order or
resolution stating the purpose of such expenditure. [Ord. 342-76 §5, 7/26/76; Ord.1147-03, Renumbered,
08/25/2003; Ord. 1340-12 §5, 1/23/12]

11-1-060 Powers and Duties of Planning Commission.

The Commission shall have the following powers and duties:

(1) Recommend and make suggestions to the Council regarding preparation and revision of plans for the growth,
development, and beautification of areas both in-side the corporate limits of Tualatin and also within the City's
urban growth boundary, such plans to incorporate elements and sub-elements including but not limited to the
following:

(a) Land use, including Plan Text and Plan Map Amendments (PTA and PMA);
 
(b) Economic development:

(i) Housing;
  
(ii) Commercial and industrial;

(c) Public facilities:

(i) Transportation;
  
(ii) Water supply;
  
(iii) Sewerage;
  
(iv) Drainage;
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(v) Parks and open space; and
  
(vi) Institutions; and

(d) Historic Resources.

(2) Recommend and make suggestions to the Council regarding preparation and revision of community
development ordinances, including but not limited to the following:

(a) Tualatin Development Code;
 
(b) Tualatin Sign Ordinances; and
 
(c) Tree planting regulations.

(3) Study and propose in general such measures as may be advisable for promotion of the public interest, health,
morals, safety, comfort, convenience and welfare of the City and of the area within the City's Urban Growth
Boundary.

(4) Serve as the City of Tualatin Com-mission for Citizen Involvement in accordance with the State of Oregon Land
Conservation and Development Goal No. 1, with the following responsibilities.

(a) Evaluate the effectiveness of the citizen involvement program during March and October of each calendar year.
 
(b) Recommend and make suggestions to the City Council regarding revisions in the citizen involvement program,
as the Commission deems appropriate.

(5) The Planning Commission shall hear and decide the following land use applications using the quasi-judicial
evidentiary hearing procedures set forth in TDC 31.077:

(a) Industrial Master Plan (IMP);
 
(b) Reinstatement of Use;
 
(c) Sign Variance (SVAR);
 
(d) Transitional Use Permit (TRP); and
 
(e) Variance (VAR).

(6) Requests for Review of Planning Commission decisions shall be to the City Council and follow the Requests for
Review process set forth in TDC 31.078. [Ord. 342-76 §6, 7/26/76; Ord. 454-78 §, 8/28/78; Ord. 926-94, 6/13/94;
Ord.1147-03, Renumbered, 08/25/2003; Ord. 1340-12 §6, 1/23/12]

11-1-070 Coordination of Planning Review.

In discharging its powers and duties at the request of the Council under TMC 11-1-060, the Commission shall
consider the provisions of a comprehensive plan, project plan or agency plan of the City of Tualatin Development
Commission, the Urban Renewal Agency of the City of Tualatin and other government agencies having plans or
projects affecting the City of Tualatin. [Ord. 342-76 §7, 7/26/76; Ord. 1147-03, Renumbered, 08/25/2003; Ord.
1340-12 §7, 1/23/12]

11-1-080 Annual Report of Commission.

Not later than April 1 of each year the Commission shall file its annual report of the activities of the Commission
with the City Council.  The annual report shall include a survey and report of the Commission's activities during the
preceding year, in addition to specific recommendations to the City Council not otherwise requested by the City
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Council, relating to the planning process, plan implementation measures within the City, or the future activities of
the Commission.  The report may include any other matters deemed appropriate by the Commission for
recommendation and ad-vice to the Council. [Ord. 342-76 §8, 7/26/76; Ord. 1147-03, Renumbered, 08/25/03; Ord.
1340-12 §8, 1/23/12]

11-1-090 Emergency Clause.

[Ord. 342-76, §10,7/26/76]
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TO: Tualatin Planning Commissioners

THROUGH: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Planning Manager

FROM: Cindy Hahn, Associate Planner

DATE: 01/15/2015

SUBJECT: Update on the Regulation of Marijuana Facilities

ISSUE BEFORE TPC:
Staff is providing information on regulating both recreational and medical marijuana facilities
within the City to prepare the Planning Commission for review of a Plan Text Amendment (PTA)
at the February meeting. To assist the conversation, staff will provide information on ballot
Measure 91 (recreational Marijuana) and other Oregon city and county regulations for both
types of facilities.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Results of November Ballot Measure 91 on Recreational Marijuana

Measure 91 legalizes personal possession of certain amounts of recreational marijuana for
people 21 years of age or older, creates a regulatory system for the production, distribution, and
sale of recreational marijuana and marijuana products, and directs the Oregon Liquor Control
Commission (OLCC) to regulate all commercial production, processing, and sales of
recreational marijuana and marijuana products.
 
Tualatin voters passed Measure 91 by about a 3% margin, with 51.70% voting in favor and
48.30% opposed. Voters in the northeast (precincts 251 and 252) and southwest (precincts 436
and 438) parts of the City opposed the measure, while the rest of the City voted in support.
Attachment A to this staff report shows the voting results by precinct and Attachment B is a map
showing the precinct boundaries.
 
Measure 91 allows cities to prohibit producers, processors, wholesalers, and retailers from
operation within a city or county. To impose a ban under Measure 91, an initiative petition must
be signed by at least 10% of the electors registered in the City and be filed at least 60 days
before a statewide general election at which the vote will occur (the next occurrence of which
will be November 2016). A local ban on commercial production, processing, and sales of
recreational marijuana and marijuana products does not impair the right of an individual person
to possess marijuana or marijuana products purchased in another city.
 



 Measure 91 prohibits "noisy, lewd, disorderly, or insanitary facilities" and provides that property
is a common nuisance if marijuana is manufactured, bartered, sold, given away, or used in
violation of Oregon law on the property. Cities and counties are allowed under Measure 91 to
adopt "reasonable time, place and manner regulations" of the "nuisance aspects" of businesses
that sell marijuana to consumers provided the cities and counties make specific findings that the
regulated businesses would create adverse effects. 

Update on Other County and City Regulations

At the August 25 City Council work session staff presented a summary of Oregon cities'
marijuana regulations. Since that work session, staff has researched in more detail regulations
either adopted or in process in Washington County and the Cities of Albany, Ashland,
Beaverton, Happy Valley, Hillsboro, Portland, Salem and Tigard to determine the time, place and
manner restrictions being imposed. Attachment C presents the key provisions and restrictions
contained in the Oregon Medical Marijuana Act and Measure 91, as well as the information
compiled to date from the above jurisdictions. The regulations include a variety of time, place
and manner restrictions in addition to the State requirements.

Considerations about Regulating Medical and Recreational Facilities in the City

Staff is proposing that the City adopt regulations applying equally to medical and recreational
marijuana facilities, rather than regulating them separately. There are several advantages to this
approach including:

Easier to administer and enforce because staff and public safety personnel do not have to
determine which set of regulations apply based on whether a facility is medical or
recreational
Places the same time, place, and manner restrictions on both types of facilities

Addresses immediate need (regulating medical) and anticipates longer-term need
(regulating recreational)

Two considerations to be addressed by City Council before regulations may be drafted include:

Extent of time, place, and manner restrictions to impose on marijuana facilities1.
How to regulate home grow sites and commercial or industrial grow sites2.

 
1. Time, Place and Manner Restrictions on Facilities

State regulations on medical marijuana facilities include: 
 

Must register with Oregon Health Authority
May not locate within 1,000 feet of the property boundary of a school (private, public,
primary, secondary, career [private, proprietary, professional, technical, business or other
schools of instruction, at a physical location attended primarily by minors])
May not locate within 1,000 feet of another registered dispensary
May not locate at an address registered with the Oregon Medical Marijuana Program as a
grow site
May not operate as a mobile service, including, but not limited to, farmer markets,
drive-through, and mobile dispensaries
May only locate in commercial, industrial, mixed use, or agricultural districts



State regulations on recreational marijuana facilities include:

Must obtain license from Oregon Liquor Control Commission
Allows local jurisdictions to adopt time, place, and manner restrictions on "nuisance
aspects" of marijuana facilities
Prohibits "noisy, lewd, disorderly, or insanitary" facilities

 
While a variety of time, place, and manner restrictions have been included in other jurisdictions'
regulations, a primary focus of the limitation is related to distance from locations where children
and minors are frequently present or tend to congregate. The Oregon Medical Marijuana Act
includes a prohibition about distance from schools and between marijuana facilities. There are
additional distance restrictions that the City may want to consider, including a buffer from the
property line of:
 

Public parks
Public library
Residential districts

 
Maps showing buffers ranging from 1,000 to 5,000 feet from each of the above types of use, as
well as the State-mandated 1,000-foot buffer from schools, are included as Attachments D-G to
this report.
 
In addition to distance restrictions, a variety of time, place, and manner limitations have been
adopted or are being proposed by other jurisdictions. A few that the City may want to consider
include:
 

Limiting hours of operation
Limiting the size of facilities (e.g., to 3,000 square feet per facility)
Limiting facilities to commercial, industrial, or a limited selection of planning districts
Prohibiting facilities in the downtown area
Requiring location in a permanent building
Prohibiting co-location of marijuana facilities with marijuana social or smoking clubs
Prohibiting security bars on windows and doors
Requiring enhanced lighting
Requiring clear visibility of off-street parking and entrances to public view or street
right-of-way
Prohibiting outdoor storage of merchandise, plants or other materials
Regulating marijuana facilities as a Conditional Use
Requiring notification to neighboring businesses or residents when a facility is approved

 
To further inform TPC discussions, results of the statistically valid survey of Tualatin residents
about marijuana regulation is included as Attachment H and hours of operation of liquor stores
throughout Oregon is included as Attachment I to this report.
 

2. Regulating Grow Sites

The Oregon Medical Marijuana Act limits each person growing marijuana to no more than four
patients or designated primary caregivers concurrently, and does not allow grow sites and



marijuana dispensaries to be in the same location. Some grow operations consist of multiple
designated growers, which can result in large grow operations.
 
The restrictions on commercial grow sites, producers or processors will be developed
throughOLCC regulations. Measure 91 does prohibit the producing, processing, keeping or
storing of marijuana or marijuana products, including homegrown marijuana, in a location that
can be readily seen by normal unaided vision from a public place (defined as hallways, lobbies
and other parts of apartment houses and hotels, highways, streets, schools, places of
amusement, parks, playgrounds and premises used in connection with public passenger
transportation). Use of marijuana in a public place also is prohibited.
 
The City may want to consider imposing time, place, and manner restrictions on grow sites in
residential, commercial, and industrial planning districts including:
 

Home grow sites: 
Require property line setbacks in residential areas similar to those adopted as part of
the chicken ordinance, such as 10 feet from all property lines and 25 feet from all
adjacent residences (on neighboring properties)
Require marijuana odors to be undetectable at the property lines

Commercial and industrial grow sites: 
Impose distance restrictions, such as 1,000 feet, between grow sites
Require marijuana odors to be undetectable at the property line, e.g., air filtration and
odor reduction systems
Require screening of outdoor storage areas
Prohibit outdoor growing and processing operations
Allow grow sites only as a Conditional Use

 
Next Steps

Staff will return to City Council work session in February with draft language for a Plan Text
Amendment (PTA). A public hearing on the PTA is planned for the first City Council meeting in
March, with adoption of an ordinance occurring at the second March meeting. It is critical that an
ordinance be adopted by March 31, 2015, so that it will become effective before the City-wide
moratorium on medical marijuana dispensaries expires on May 1, 2015.

Attachments: A. Measure 91 Results
B. Voting Precincts
C. Comparison of County and City Regulations
D. Buffer from Schools
E. Buffer from Schools and Parks
F. Buffer from Schools Parks and Library
G. Buffer from Residential Districts
H. Survey Results
I. Liquor Store Hours
J. Presentation
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Marijuana Dispensaries – Rules and City and County Regulations 

Jurisdiction Districts where 
Permitted Key Provisions and Time, Place & Manner Restrictions 

Oregon Medical Marijuana Act 
(Per ORS 475.300-346 and OAR 333-
008-0010-0120 and 333-008-1000-
1190) 

Commercial; 
Industrial; 
Mixed Use; 
Agricultural 

• Regulates sale and possession for medical purposes 
• Businesses must register with Oregon Health Authority 
• MMD may not be: 

o Located within 1,000 feet of the property boundary of a school (private, public, 
primary, secondary, career [private, proprietary, professional, technical, business 
or other schools of instruction, at a physical location attended primarily by minors]) 

o Located within 1,000 feet of another registered dispensary 
o At an address registered with the Oregon Medical Marijuana Program as a grow 

site 
o Mobile service, including, but not limited to, farmer markets, drive-through, and 

mobile dispensaries 
• Medical Marijuana Grow Site (MMGS): Grower may produce marijuana for no more than 4 

patients or designated primary caregivers concurrently 
Measure 91 – Recreational Marijuana 
(ORS 317, 475, 811) 
Important dates: 
• July 1, 2015, Personal possession 

allowed for age 21 and older 
• January 1, 2016, OLCC Rules deadline 
• January 4, 2016, OLCC begins 

receiving applications 
• November 8, 2016, Cities may vote 

on initiative petitions to ban 
businesses 

• January 1, 2017, OLCC report to 
Legislature on Oregon Vehicle Code 
amendments (if needed) 

Not specified • Regulates both business and personal possession and use 
• Business provisions: 

o Must obtain license from OLCC 
o 4 types of licenses: Production, Processor, Wholesale, Retail; valid for one year (or 

less depending on issue date) 
o Local ordinances limited to time, place and manner restrictions of “nuisance 

aspects” of businesses 
o Requires local option petition voted on in statewide general election (November 

2016) to prohibit RM businesses (producers, processors, wholesalers and retailers)  
o Prohibits “noisy, lewd, disorderly, or insanitary” facilities 
o Unlimited number of licenses may be issued 

• Personal provisions: 
o Must be at least 21 years of age to possess 
o Limitations on personal possession include: 

 No more than 4 marijuana plants 
 No more than 1 ounce of usable marijuana in a public place 
 No more than 8 ounces of usable marijuana 
 No more than 16 ounces of marijuana products in solid form  
 No more than 72 ounces of marijuana products in liquid form 
 No more than 1 ounce of marijuana extracts 
 No marijuana extracts that were not purchased from a licensed marijuana 

retailer 
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Regulations Specific to Medical Marijuana Facilities 

Jurisdiction Districts where 
Permitted Key Provisions and Time, Place & Manner Restrictions 

Washington County 
(A-Engrossed Ord No. 792; Oct 2014) 
 
Applies only to Medical Marijuana 
Facilities 

Community Business; 
General Commercial; 
Industrial; 
Rural Commercial; 
Transit Oriented; 
Neighborhood 
Commercial Mixed 
Use (North Bethany) 

• Reviewed/permitted as a Special Use 
• All State requirements must be met (see above) 
• Hours of operation limited to 8:00 am – 10:00 pm 
• Entrances and off-street parking areas shall be well lit and not visually obscured from public 

view/right of way 
• In addition to State location requirements: 

o Located at least 2,000 feet away from any other registered MMD (Distances 
measured by a straight line between any point on the boundary lie of the real 
property containing the MMD to any point on the boundary line of the real 
property containing another MMD 

o In Industrial, General Commercial, and Rural Commercial districts the maximum 
allowed gross floor area for a MMD is 3,000 square feet 

City of Ashland 
(Ord No. 3097; July 7, 2014) 
 
Applies only to Medical Marijuana 
Facilities 

Retail Commercial 
(Special Permitted and 
Conditional) 
Employment (Special 
Permitted and 
Conditional) 

• All State requirements must be met (see above) 
• Reviewed/permitted as a Special Permitted Use: 

o Must be located on a property with a boundary line adjacent to a boulevard 
o Not permitted in Downtown Design Standards zone 
o Must be located in permanent building 
o Prohibit outdoor storage of merchandise, raw materials, or other material 

associated with dispensary 
o Require Site Review approval for any exterior building modifications 
o Prohibit security bars or grates on windows and doors 
o No drive-up use 
o Must provide for secure disposal of marijuana remnants or by-products 

• Reviewed/permitted as a Conditional Use: 
o Located 200 feet or more from residential zone 
o Same restrictions as for Special Permitted Use (above) 

• Prohibited as Home Occupation  
• Hours of operation limited to 9:00 am – 7:00 pm (for retail sales) 
• May not be co-located on the same property or within the same building with any marijuana 

social club or smoking club 
• Requires City permit; valid for one year of issue 
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Regulations Specific to Medical Marijuana Facilities 

Jurisdiction Districts where 
Permitted Key Provisions and Time, Place & Manner Restrictions 

City of Happy Valley 
(Ord No. 446; March 18, 2014) 
 
Applies only to Medical Marijuana 
Facilities 

Employment Center; 
Industrial Campus 

• All State requirements must be met (see above) 
• Registered as a business or have filed a pending application to register as a business with 

the Office of the Secretary of State 
• MMD shall not be: 

o Located within 1,000 feet of the real property comprising a public or private 
elementary, secondary or career school attended primarily by minors 

o Located within 1,000 feet of another medical marijuana facility 
• Install a security system, including a video surveillance system, alarm system and safe 
• Test for pesticides, mold and mildew and the processes by which usable marijuana and 

immature marijuana plants that test positive for pesticides, mold or mildew must be 
returned to the registry identification cardholder, the cardholder’s designated primary 
caregiver or the cardholder’s registered grower 

City of Hillsboro 
(No ordinance passed; reactivating 
Planning Commission Hearing in Feb 
2015) 
 
Applies only to Medical Marijuana 
Facilities 
 

Commercial; 
Industrial that allows 
retail 

• Considering several restrictions including: 
o State-required buffer of 1,000 feet from schools 
o Added buffer of 1,000 feet from active parks, plazas and libraries 
o Added buffer of 1,000 feet from residential zones 

• Subject to change based on Planning Commission hearing and delibarations 

City of Portland 
(Medical Marijuana Dispensary Task 
Force; report to Council Work Session 
Oct 7, 2014) 
 
Applies only to Medical Marijuana 
Facilities 

Not specified at this 
time 

• No specific regulations to date; deferred in October 2014 pending outcome of Measure 91 
• Marijuana Workgroup recommendations: 

o Prohibit commercial manufacturing of edible marijuana products made with 
butane honey oil in unlicensed kitchens and private residences 

o Require dispensaries and retail establishments to provide notification of siting to 
neighbors before opening and include a Good Neighbor Plan process 

o Study compliance rate of new facilities applying for City permits, as well as fire and 
safety incidents, resulting from manufacture of butane honey oil 

o Require cap on total number of facilities (both medical dispensaries and retail 
outlets) allowed in the City; e.g. 1/5,000 residents 

o Broaden location of buffer zones to include additional youth oriented facilities such 
as playgrounds and libraries 

o Limit hours of operation for dispensaries and retail facilities 
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Regulations Specific to Medical Marijuana Facilities 

Jurisdiction Districts where 
Permitted Key Provisions and Time, Place & Manner Restrictions 

City of Salem 
(Engrossed Ord No. 17-14; Oct 13, 
2014) 
 
Applies only to Medical Marijuana 
Facilities 

Only where retail use 
is permitted 

• All State requirements must be met (see above) 
• In addition to State location requirements: 

o Not allowed in Central Business Zoning District 
o Not allowed within a residence or mixed-use property that includes a residence 
o Located 500 feet from a public park or public playground 
o Located 500 feet from a housing facility owned by a public housing authority 
o Located 100 feet from a residentially-zoned property unless the facility location 

abuts a Major Arterial or Parkway 
o Located 100 feet from a certified child care facility 

• Requires adequate outdoor lighting over each exterior exit 
• May not have walk-up window or drive-through 
• May not be co-located on the same property or within the same building with any tobacco 

or marijuana social club or smoking club 
• Prohibited as Home Occupation  
• Hours of operation limited to 10:00 am – 8:00 pm 
• Prohibit manufacture or production of any extracts, oils, resins, or similar derivatives on-

site; no open flames or gases may be used in preparation 
• Requires secure disposal of marijuana remnants or by-products 
• Requires City permit; valid for one year of issue 

Regulations Applying to Both Medical and Recreational Marijuana Facilities 

Jurisdiction Districts where 
Permitted Key Provisions and Time, Place & Manner Restrictions 

City of Albany 
(Ord No. 5833; April 2014) 
 
Applies to Medical and Recreational 
Marijuana Dispensaries 

Industrial; 
Some Commercial 
(Community, Regional, 
Transit) 

• All State requirements must be met (see above) 
• In addition to State location requirements: 

o Located 300 feet from any property zoned residential or mixed-use 
o Located 300 feet from Office Professional and Neighborhood Commercial zones 

• Requires City permit; valid for one year of issue 
• Sales of marijuana authorized by Measure 91 subject to same locational limitations and 

regulations as for medical marijuana facilities 
City of Beaverton 
(Ord No. 2050; Oct 21, 2014) 
 
Applies to Medical and Recreational 
Marijuana Dispensaries 

Community Service; 
Corridor Commercial; 
General Commercial 

• All State requirements must be met (see above) 
• Hours of operation limited to 7:00 am – 10:00 pm 
• Does not distinguish between MMD and RMD (Recreational Marijuana Dispensary) 
• No restriction on MMGS 
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Regulations Applying to Both Medical and Recreational Marijuana Facilities 

Jurisdiction Districts where 
Permitted Key Provisions and Time, Place & Manner Restrictions 

City of Tigard  
(Development Code Amendment 2014-
00002; first hearing at Planning 
Commission January 12, 2015) 
 
Applies to Medical and Recreational 
Marijuana Dispensaries 

Commercial; 
Mixed Use; 
Industrial 

• Not allowed in Residential or Park zones 
• All State requirements must be met (see above) 
• Hours of operation limited to 10:00 am – 8:00 pm 
• Primary entrance must be located on street-facing façade and clearly visible from a public or 

private street 
• Must be located inside a permanent building; may not be located in trailer, shipping 

container, cargo container, tent or motor vehicle; no drive-through facilities allowed 
• No outdoor storage of merchandise, plants or other materials allowed 
• Parking lots, primary entrances, and exterior walkways must be illuminated with downward 

facing security lighting; light patterns must overlap at a height of seven feet 
• MMD shall not be located within 500 feet (as measured at the closest property line) of: 

o Residential zone 
o Parks and Recreation zone 
o Public Library 
o Public or Private elementary or secondary school 

• Confine all marijuana odors and other objectionable odors to levels undetectable at the 
property line 
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EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW 
 

City of Tualatin residents were asked to indicate their level of support or opposition to medical 
marijuana and recreational marijuana dispensaries in Tualatin. They were also asked to share 
their thoughts on guidelines or restrictions for dispensaries in the event they are allowed.  
 

 While Tualatin residents were more likely to support medical marijuana dispensaries than 
recreational marijuana dispensaries (62% support versus 53% support respectively) a 
majority of those surveyed support both types.  
 More than one-third strongly support both types of dispensaries. 
 Feelings on recreational dispensaries were strong, with equal proportions of 

residents strongly supporting and strongly opposing them. 
 Males, residents ages 18-34 and 45-54, and those newer to the area were more 

likely to support both types of dispensaries.  
 

 
 

 A majority of respondents said they would support a city tax on recreational marijuana if 
dispensaries are allowed (70%), including 56% who would strongly support the tax. About 
one-fifth were opposed (22%), and 8% were unsure.   

 
 Most residents offered recommendations about where dispensaries should be allowed to be 

located, if approved. Top-mentioned recommendations usually involved locations 
dispensaries should not be allowed to be near: 

 
 Where minors congregate  Homes and residential neighborhoods 
 Parks  Daycare operations 
 Schools  Public or busy areas of town 

  
 Respondents were also asked to share other recommended guidelines or restrictions for 

dispensaries, should they be approved. Top-mentioned suggestions included: 
 

 Age restrictions on customers  Regulated like alcohol 
 Limited hours of operation  Limited signage 
 Non-retail sites  Enhanced security  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The City of Tualatin was interested in hearing from its residents regarding levels of support and 
opposition to allowing medical and/or recreational marijuana dispensaries in Tualatin, and what, if 
any, restrictions residents would prefer (in the event dispensaries are allowed). Riley Research 
Associates was asked to conduct a representative survey among residents to hear opinions and 
preferences.  
 
 
 
 

 
METHODOLOGY 
 

Riley Research Associates worked with Tualatin to develop the methodology and questionnaire. A 
random-sample telephone survey among residents was conducted. Respondents were also asked 
to confirm that they live within the City of Tualatin.  
 
A total of 346 interviews were conducted. The sample of 346 produces a margin of error of +/-5.2% 
at a 95% level of confidence. Interviews were conducted from October 13th through October 23rd, 
2014.  
 
The report includes question-by-question responses, with statistically significant demographic 
insights as applicable. Verbatim comments are included in the report; cross-tabulations are bound 
separately. 
 
In order to better reflect the residential population, the survey sample was weighted for age and 
gender, creating a comparable proportion of respondents. The data is presented in percentages, 
with the top row of each table citing the percentage sign (%). Some response percentages are 
presented as a “0;” this indicates that while that response was given, it was given by too few 
people to round up to 1%. Not all responses add to 100% due to accepting multiple responses 
and/or rounding.  
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RESULTS 
 

 
As you may be aware, sales of medical marijuana is already allowed. However, a statewide 
measure to legalize recreational marijuana will be on the ballot this November, and the Tualatin 
City Council would like to hear your views on a number of related issues.  
 
Q1. First of all, regarding medical marijuana, would you support or oppose allowing medical 
marijuana dispensaries in Tualatin? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 
 
The majority of Tualatin residents would support allowing medical marijuana dispensaries in 
Tualatin (62%), including 39% who would strongly support allowing the dispensaries. About one-
third opposed the dispensaries, and 6% were unsure.  
 
Some groups were more likely to support medical marijuana dispensaries than others: 
 Males (65%) 
 Ages 18-34 (80%) and 55-64 (61%) 
 Newer residents of Tualatin (73%) 

 
 Total 
Total Participants 
 

346 

Support 62% 
Support strongly 39 
Support somewhat 23 

 
Oppose 32% 
Oppose somewhat   7 
Oppose strongly 
 

25 

Don't know / No response   6% 
Not sure/Depends/Undecided   1 
Don't know / Refused   5 
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Q2. The state of Oregon has already placed some restrictions on where medical marijuana 
dispensaries can be located. For example, they cannot be located within 1,000 feet of a 
school.  
 
If dispensaries are allowed to locate in Tualatin, what, if any, additional restrictions would 
you advise the council to place on where such operations can or cannot be located? 
(Unaided, multiple responses) 
 
 
Residents named a variety of restrictions they would recommend in terms of where dispensaries 
could be located, namely away from where minors congregate (19%), away from parks (14%) and 
schools (14%), and away from homes (13%). With the majority citing at least one recommended 
restriction (59%), 29% had no additional recommended restrictions, and 12% were unsure.  
 
 Total 
Total Participants 346 

 
Away from places where minors congregate 16%  
Away from parks 14  
Away from schools 14  
Away from homes / Non-residential 13  
Away from daycare operations   9 
Away from public / Busy places (restaurants, downtown, malls, etc)   6  
Don't support / Want in Tualatin   6  
In medical offices / hospitals / medical settings   4  
Away from major thoroughfares / main roads   4 
Away from churches / senior centers   3  
In industrial / commercial areas   3  
Near police stations / Monitored by police   2  
Away from business / commercial areas   1  
In liquor stores   1 
Miscellaneous   8  
None / No restrictions 29 
Unsure / Don't know / Can't think of any 12  
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Q2. The state of Oregon has already placed some restrictions on where medical marijuana 
dispensaries can be located. For example, they cannot be located within 1,000 feet of a school.  
 
If dispensaries are allowed to locate in Tualatin, what, if any, additional restrictions would you 
advise the council to place on where such operations can or cannot be located? (Do not read list – 
Mark all that apply) 
 
Miscellaneous Comments 
 
 
Away from hospitals (3) 
1,000 feet from a school is too far 
Close to a rehab center 
Designated areas 
Follow standard codes 
Good place for Marijuana dispensaries would be near the Fred Meyers store and logically next to 

the Kaiser Hospital and in the King City Area 
I want it where it can be monitored, out where people can see who’s going in and out, not in the 

same places as alcohol 
I would like them to be somewhere where they did not increase the traffic problems in the city 
In stores with alcohol and cigarettes clearly posted 
Near hospitals 
Next to a tavern 
Next to Cabelas 
Not confined to back alleys. They need to be out in the open to see who's coming or going. 
Not near liquor stores 
Not near pharmacies 
Not too convenient 
On a bus line 
On pacific highway 
Only on major thoroughfares 
Place by Martinazzi square 
Somewhere where there is a lot of visibility 
Stick with the current stuff 
There should be a distance regulation 
They need to be in a very inconvenient place way off the beaten path 
Well lit in a high trafficked area 
Where it can handle excessive traffic 
Would have to be determined on a case by case basis 
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Q3. Next, regarding recreational marijuana: One consideration regarding whether or not to 
ban recreational marijuana dispensaries is a rule that says cities which ban recreational 
dispensaries will not get a share of any state taxes raised from marijuana sales.  
 
Considering that along with any other issues, would you support or oppose allowing 
recreational marijuana dispensaries in the City of Tualatin? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 
 
About half of residents would support allowing recreational marijuana dispensaries in the City of 
Tualatin (53%), including 36% who would strongly support the dispensaries. About two-fifths were 
opposed (41%), including 37% who were strongly opposed; 6% were unsure.  
 
Some groups were more likely to support medical marijuana dispensaries than others: 
 Males (61%) 
 Ages 18-34 (80%) and 55-64 (52%) 
 Newer residents of Tualatin (63%) 

 
 Total 
Total Participants 346 

 
Support 53% 
Support strongly 36 
Support somewhat 17 

 
Oppose 41% 
Oppose somewhat   4 
Oppose strongly 37 

 
Don't know / No response   6% 
Not sure/Depends/Undecided   5 
Don't know / Refused   1 
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Q4. In addition to considerations about the location, what other guidelines or restrictions 
would you recommend that the council consider in order to minimize any potentially 
negative impacts if recreational dispensaries were allowed? (Unaided, multiple responses) 
 
 
About half of respondents had a recommended restriction if recreational dispensaries were 
allowed, namely age restrictions on who could purchase marijuana (16%), limited hours of 
operation for the dispensaries (12%), a general opposition to allowing dispensaries (7%), and not 
allowing them in retail areas (6%).  
 
 Total 
Total Participants 346 

 
Age restrictions / No minors allowed 16%  
Limited hours 12  
Don't allow / No dispensaries   7  
In a business park / Non-retail site   6  
No advertising allowed   4  
Regulated / monitored like alcohol and bars   4 
Limited signage / Low profile signs   4  
Bars on windows / Enhanced security / Lighting   3  
Limit quantities / frequencies of purchasers   2  
Monitor customers / background checks   2  
Limit number of dispensaries per town / per area   2  
No public consumption   1  
A stand-alone building   1 
Same restrictions as medical marijuana   1  
No edible marijuana products   0  
Not on the ground floor of building   0  
On the ground floor of building   0  
Miscellaneous 11  
None / No guidelines or restrictions 26 
Unsure / Don't know / Can't think of any 27  
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Q4. In addition to considerations about the location, what other guidelines or restrictions would you 
recommend that the council consider in order to minimize any potentially negative impacts if 
recreational dispensaries were allowed? (Unaided, multiple responses) 
 
Miscellaneous Comments 
 
 
Enforcement / Accountability 
Better background checks for the employees of the dispensaries 
Don’t enable the customers 
Drug testing, cannot use it within so many hours of their job 
Enforcement from the city to ensure that these locations are able to manage the traffic flow. Also, 

prosecute any adults that purchase for minors. 
Heavy fines 
How much and who can sell it needs to be really strict. They need to go along with regulations 
Impairment and bad behavior fines 
Monitor what the kids are doing 
Monitored so that you can't drive after you've had any 
Monitoring by law enforcement 
More police officers to control the streets, in the schools too because i don't want legalizing 

marijuana to interfere; we have a good community 
More restrictive than they have for smoke shops; there should be disclaimers about health and 

brain side effects, like on cigarette packs 
Name signs, police to arrest them, can check them if they find some on them 
Not be permitted to drive 
Not just anybody should be able to buy it. What if someone had been in jail and just came out? It 

would be easy for him to hang out with friends and not prioritize his life and do more important 
things. It can be addictive; the younger a person is the easier it is for them to make bad choices 

Over the age of 21, can't be done while driving or under the influence 
Permanent police position outside the door, and check all ids 
Pricing restrictions 
Regulate days 
The dispensaries should be held liable for all the people who get hurt by people driving while under 

the influence of marijuana 
Traffic and loitering 
 
 
Oversight 
Form a committee 
I would leave to the council 
Regulated by the city and not by the state 
Regular audits 
State laws 
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Q4. In addition to considerations about the location, what other guidelines or restrictions would you 
recommend that the council consider in order to minimize any potentially negative impacts if 
recreational dispensaries were allowed? (Unaided, multiple responses) 
 
Miscellaneous Comments (Continued) 
 
 
Building restrictions 
Clear signage 
Keep it respectful and no bright lights, same restrictions as bars 
Limit the size of the buildings 
Make it clean, neat, and tidy 
Make sure people are carding 
 
 
Taxing and regulating 
A high tax 
Don't overtax 
Huge taxes 
Put a high tax on it 
 
 
Miscellaneous 
EBT 
Every restriction in the book 
I don't think it should be sold to the general public 
If a city doesn't want them in their city limits, then that's kind of runs contrary to the law. If it's legal 

for recreational use, it should be legal all over; state law is state law 
Keep it for pharmaceutical purposes 
Let people vote before a decision 
Mandatory drug testing of any public employees 
Maybe dispensaries could be part of a pharmacy 
Online operation where it gets shipped to them, adequate parking 
Purchasers must reside within a ten mile radius of the city 
Take a look at Colorado and do what they do 
The boundaries should be at least for the whole city of Tualatin I am just seriously opposed to 

marijuana recreational especially 
The city should vote or opt out prior to November to ban recreational marijuana 
Tualatin controlled locations, follow what they set in terms of reputation of medical dispensaries, 

places that serve alcohol 
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Q5. If the council opts to allow recreational marijuana dispensaries, would you support or 
oppose having the council impose a city tax on marijuana sales? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 
 
The majority of respondents would support a city tax on marijuana sales if recreational 
dispensaries were allowed (70%), including more than half who would strongly support the tax 
(56%). About one-fifth would likely oppose the tax (22%), and 8% were unsure.  
 
Residents ages 35-44 (91%) and those who were newer to Tualatin (89%) were more likely than 
others to support a city tax on recreational marijuana.  
 
 Total 
Total Participants 
 

346 

Support 70% 
Support strongly 56 
Support somewhat 14 

 
Oppose 22 
Oppose somewhat 11 
Oppose strongly 11 

 
Don't know / No response   8% 
Not sure/Depends/Undecided   7 
Don't know / Refused   1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add?  
 
 
Some respondents voiced opposition of the dispensaries, sharing concerns of the impact it could 
have on the community, specifically the children, and that they don’t feel it is a necessary thing to 
allow. Others voiced support for dispensaries, comparing them to liquor stores and saying they feel 
the legalization is inevitable. Some shared concerns about the location and restrictions that would 
be placed on dispensaries.  
 
Please see page 12 for full list of responses. 
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Q7. About how many years have you lived in Tualatin?  
 
 
 Total 
Total Participants 346 

 
1-2 years 13% 
3-5 years 14  
6-10 years 27  
11-20 years 25  
21-40 years 18  
41+ years   2  
Refused 
 

  2  
 

Mean  13 years 
 
 
 
 
Q8. May I ask your age?  
 
 
 Total 
Total Participants 
 

346 
 

18-34 35% 
35-44 20  
45-54 20  
55-64 16  
65+ 11  
Refused   0  

 
Mean 44 
 
 
 
 
Q9. Gender 
 
 
 Total 
Total Participants 
 

346 
 

Male 49% 
Female 51  
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Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add? 
 
 
Opposed 
Because of the type of area it is: that's why I oppose this. I am not against marijuana being 

legalized; I would like to see it legalized so instead of cops going after people who smoke pot 
they're going after more important things. I just think it should be out of neighborhood areas and 
in more important areas 

Don't do it 
I am against marijuana period 
I am against marijuana use 
I am biased the people I work with at the Center of Family History I believe they are pretty much 

against marijuana. My position is far enough to the left and non-marijuana related 
I am in the transportation industry and I am strongly opposed to it 
I am really opposed to it and formally from Colorado; I have friends that say it is just very bad 

there. The use of marijuana and they have not lived off to the potential taxes they expected to 
get and not received it. I just opposed having marijuana legalized in Oregon 

I do not want any marijuana in the City of Tualatin 
I do understand the value of medical marijuana because I am a pharmacist, but at least in a 

recreational perspective it's a huge mistake, what Washington and Colorado has done, and I will 
oppose it in this state. There is a reason to have dispensaries in the City of Portland, but I would 
oppose having dispensaries where I live in Tualatin. I would hope the Council would oppose any 
dispensing establishments in Tualatin, especially recreational 

I don’t like or support recreational marijuana. Medical is OK. It is a stepping stone drug; kids will try 
other drugs too after they try marijuana 

I don’t want it, I have seen all the marketing for and against and it is a gateway drug, I don’t want it 
around. 

I don't like casual use is criminalized as much as it is. I'm not in favor of allowing recreational use 
I don't support it 
I hope recreational dispensaries are a failure on the ballot 
I hope this does not happen. What are the ramifications from this? 
I just hope it doesn't go through 
I just hope it doesn't pass 
I just prefer that they keep it out of Tualatin 
I oppose it completely maybe they should tax it so highly that no one can afford to smoke it. 
I oppose the charging of taxes on marijuana sales, because I don't want us to be tied to the 

success of marijuana businesses. 
I really oppose recreational dispensaries 
I really oppose the dispensaries. We have a theft problem in our area, because of a known drug 

house on the neighborhood. 
I regret that there is one more intoxicant available 
I see no value in recreational marijuana publicly available. I feel strongly that tax income does not 

justify recreational marijuana 
I strongly oppose marijuana use as a physician, and strongly oppose legalization of marijuana, 

dispensaries or any other usage. Please look at the medical and scientific literature coming out 
just about monthly, showing how it causes permanent damage to various organs and functions of 
the body including brain damage. The governor of Colorado has just publicly stated that it was a 
mistake to legalize marijuana in his state. Studies come out every month showing how 
detrimental marijuana is to the body causing permanent damage 
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Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add? (Continued) 
 
 
Opposed (Continued) 
I suppose that I would not support it. It gets lost in the shuffle and people tend to abuse the 

situation. It is not use I look at it as child service it has good implementation so there is kids that 
are not and that are looked after good intention and a lot of flaws in the marijuana. I don't 
approve of medical marijuana dispensaries at all 

I think in the long run it will cost more than it will earn to have recreational dispensaries. I would 
prefer it to not be around our city. 

I think it's a bunch of crap. I don't think people need marijuana. That's up to them 
I think we should keep marijuana completely out of Tualatin. I think it is a bad idea. Anybody who 

supports it will not get my vote 
I would hate to see the city become a place where marijuana users come for it. We just got rid of 

jiggles; I'd hate to see it become a point for recreational users. 
If council allows this I will vote against them and tell all my friends to vote against them too. 
If recreational marijuana is allowed i will consider moving. 
It is the stupidest thing to legalize it; it's the same as driving drunk 
It isn’t a good idea or direction for society 
It’s the demise of our city, state and country. Our morality and everything 
It's a gateway to harder stuff 
Just get it out of here; don't want it around 
Just that because of my age group I suppose, I consider particularly recreational marijuana to be 

far too slippery a slope 
Keep marijuana out of the city Tualatin and we don't need it, we have other priorities 
Keep the marijuana out of our city 
Medical marijuana is supposed to be for medical use only. Bringing it to the city of Tualatin is just 

money-making scam and it would destroy our neighborhood. There's no oversight to be ensuring 
that it's being used for medical instead of recreational use 

My position would be that if council approves marijuana in the city I would oppose the council for 
everything else because I strongly oppose marijuana and what it does to people 

No recreational marijuana for any one 
Only that I strongly oppose the ballot measure passing 
Recreational use should not be legalized 
Should not been on the ballot and if you would take lessons from other states you would not 

consider it 
They need to know it is a gateway drug 
We know what it does to people, I just can't believe the governments going to allow this, I'll just 

pray that god will clean this up 
We need to do whatever we can to keep it out; it’s going to increase crime. We already have kids 

smoking pot where police officers are having a hard time with, it’ll just make it worse 
We would prefer not to have it in the city or if we have to it would be severely limited. I don't think it 

would be helpful to this family friendly community 
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Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add? (Continued) 
 
 
Support 
Helps a lot of people with medical reasons, to help them extremely to receive the medicine. Thank 

you for calling and getting my opinion 
I believe it should be legal and taxed as high as possible 
I don’t see a reason why not to have it here why not have it here. It’s not any different than having 

a liquor store in town. 
I don't personally smoke pot, but I don't care if other people do. Alcohol's legal. You don't really 

see too many people fight after smoking some pot. There is one caution; it could put more 
people high on the road. It would be just as bad as alcohol. That would be my biggest fear, but to 
be honest, police spend too much time chasing around pot and not doing other things 

I don't see a difference between recreational and medical. Anyone who wants a medical card can 
get it. I am not a personal user, so I have no direct experience with it. There are a lot of things 
going on I don't understand personally and it doesn't make them wrong. I'm not going to impose 
myself on this issue unfairly. If people want it they can go elsewhere to get it, it's pointless for us 
to ban it. 

I hope when we pass the medical marijuana that the city of Tualatin and lets it happen and makes 
it happen 

I just approve 
I just think the time is right to support it, especially for medical reasons. I'm in a lot of pain and I 

would love medical marijuana near my home 
I just think we need to; I think it's probably something that needs to be done. I think fewer 

restrictions, the better because you're just going to end up with more criminals; people have to 
use their common sense 

I say we give it a try and if it doesn't work we will vote it back out. Let’s see if any benefits of 
medical marijuana can help people out. I have also heard that this plant is good for other things 
such as making paper out of it. If we can find a way to use it as a useful benefit why not put a 
little bit of research into that 

I support the legalization of marijuana, and think it should have been legalized 40 years ago 
I was, back in the 70s, in Washington, able to have an oz. of marijuana and it wasn't illegal in those 

amounts. That seemed reasonable there. I think the prohibition needs to be over. 
I would encourage looking at benefits of all. Any other business if done properly is still in infancy 

and should have proper control anywhere and not opposed to distance of schools 
I would support a city tax if it was used for the appropriate thing like for the schools 
I’ve never done any drugs but it will become legal and if its revenue for the states, why not. 
It should be available to seniors near the senior centers. We need one in the city or they will go 

elsewhere for it. Might as well have it in the city, banning it in the city limits won’t deter usage for 
those who want to use it. 

It's about time we legalized marijuana 
Legalizing it is inevitable city needs to participate in the process 
Long overdue, I’m tired of people’s lives being ruined because they make the mistake. There is 

nothing special about it, it should just be legal. OLCC should cover both; it seems weird to have 
one building for alcohol control, and another for marijuana 

More people die from alcohol use then marijuana use, so it should be up to them. A lot of money 
would be made 

There are so many crimes being committed, the resources are limited 
They should legalize it 
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Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add? (Continued) 
 
 
Concerns / Recommendations 
Before allowing any dispensaries, there would have to be a public hearing to allow them to open 

the business 
I had heard that one way to regulate the legalization would be to treat it like and have the OLCC 

regulate it and using the same system to regulate marijuana. I think restrictions on the 
dispensaries would be discriminatory against people who need their services. 

I heard today on a radio station they have not set guidelines for driving under the influence of 
marijuana 

I hope they don't mess around with medical patients; they have other handicaps they can’t afford 
that; I have heard that the price has doubled. Make sure that recreational doesn’t overlap with 
those who use it as medicine. 

I just hope they wouldn't put it on a main street, out of sight. 
I think anything that is used as a drug should be regulated by the FDA and sold by pharmacies. 

Any drug that can be used recreationally, shouldn't be allowed 
I think my biggest concern is crime, and also people driving under the influence. I’m concerned 

with children using it 
I think the rules for drunk driving should apply for driving under the influence of marijuana. The 

impact of lung cancer is the same for cigarettes as well as marijuana 
I think they should clearly designate the restrictions when they pass the law that it shouldn't be like 

Washington. They should examine how things are already working in other states and look at 
medical marijuana and look at other restrictions and develop the bill and not leave it wide open 
with no restrictions 

I think they should pay taxes on it 
I would like the money to go into law enforcement and drug treatment. Otherwise we shall become 

dependent on it like legalized gambling. I would like to have recreational marijuana approved for 
limited basis only to be reviewed and looked at again after 3 years or so. Someone should collect 
the revenue from it and it should be distributed to law enforcement and drug treatment. 

I’m a nurse and I'm concerned about people coming in to the hospital after taking too much, like an 
overdose 

If permitted, recreational use of marijuana should be limited and should be for adults only 
If they do allow recreational same restriction on medical to be only located in business district easy 

to keep an eye on it. 
In any case whether they buy or not either way they need to provide a lot of info on it and the side 

effects and any negative effects. Provide info before they buy maybe sign off on awareness. 
Give harmful and addiction information of the drugs. 

It should be away from main stream population 
Keep the price down. Right now the prices are triple to what you can get it on the street; try to bring 

the prices down to the black market or it will fail 
Make the tax very high like on cigarettes 
My concern with legalizing it is because of the children 
My family and I have talked about this and we have teenagers and we think marijuana is just the 

same as alcohol we think it might eliminate the trouble it comes with but I don't want it in the 
hands of kids. 

My major thing is i am inherently opposed to marijuana establishments where kids walk by them or 
see them. If they can do it the in the city without kids seeing it i am ok. 

On the first medical dispensaries, to place a police officer outside to check all IDs 24/7 
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Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add? (Continued) 
 
 
Concerns / Recommendations (Continued) 
The city shouldn't be in a rush to support on this until all things are known about this like impacts 

on minors, children, and the economy; because when the government sells it, it’s cheaper to buy 
on the black market then it is to buy in a store 

The most important thing is that children are protected. I would like to see strict punishment for 
serving to minors 

The only one would be that I hope Oregon doesn’t make the same mistakes as Washington, that 
they are taxing too much making a black market 

The state should be the one growing it, so they take it out of the hands of individuals 
There should be a lot more testing of children at school. In the past it was too expensive, but I think 

it is no longer. I think there should be a tax on recreational marijuana, but not medical marijuana. 
They should research the marijuana to determine if it has legitimate medical uses. 
They shouldn't even do medical pot. It is just an excuse for people to use it. It can cause more 

problems more than it helps. It is bad enough having to inhale it generally and I am a smoker 
They would already make money on the state sales tax just not city tax. You don’t want the 

building to look bad keep it nice. 
To my knowledge the current measure restricts cities from imposing marijuana taxes 
 
 
 
Questions 
Are there going to be bars for smoking weed? 
Can they require cigarettes be sold in the same stores 
I don't see where they are pulling the sales tax 
I know there is a one year moratorium on dispensaries so cities can decide whether or not to have 

them. Is this going to be extended? 
I would like to know how they are looking at other places, where it has been approved, and any 

consequences or lack of consequences 
This measure 91 would cut down violence by cartels? 
When will we know? 
Where can I smoke it? Will it be the same as tobacco? 
Where would they be contemplating to put a place to put a dispensary? 
 
 
 
Undecided 
I have very mixed feelings on the subject 
I'm kind of in-between on it not really strong opinion that I find good and bad 
I'm sure it's going to pass I’m just kind of concerned with how it pans out, I guess time will tell 
I'm undecided on all of it 
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Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add? (Continued) 
 
 
Miscellaneous 
I appreciate the city council getting the opinions of the City 
I don't smoke marijuana 
I just see in these apartments...they just pass it out and they do it. They have little parties at their 

house and they spray. The other day the caretaker had to go in to paint and scrub. It’s a non-
smoking building 

I wish they would conduct surveys like this on more important things 
If we start relying on taxes for marijuana, because then it will become independent 
Marijuana used to be seen as a poison now it’s seen as a holy medicine. I don’t understand. 
Not an issue for me 
Nothing you can do, I think that you just hope for the best. Just watch and be careful 
The whole topic and the people who vote on it, then sit down and drink and discuss how to spend 

the money, it is silly to me. 
Too many resources are spent implementing laws that should be changed. I don't smoke pot 
Wait to see marijuana legalized 
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APPENDIX: QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

Hello, my name is ____________ with Riley Research Associates, calling on behalf of the City of Tualatin with 
a quick, confidential survey to hear your thoughts about Marijuana Dispensaries.   
 
(IF NECESSARY) I’m not trying to sell or sign you up for anything. We’re simply gathering feedback from 
Tualatin residents about marijuana dispensaries. The survey will take about five minutes. Is now a good time to 
ask you a few questions? 
 
To confirm, do you live in the City of Tualatin? (Continue with survey if “yes”) 
 
 
As you may be aware, sales of medical marijuana is already allowed. However, a statewide measure to 
legalize recreational marijuana will be on the ballot this November, and the Tualatin City Council would like to 
hear your views on a number of related issues.  
 
 
Q1.  First of all, regarding medical marijuana, would you support or oppose allowing medical marijuana 
dispensaries in Tualatin? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 
  1  Support strongly   4  Oppose somewhat  
  2  Support somewhat   5  Oppose strongly  
  3  (Not sure/Depends/Undecided)   9  (Don't know / Refused)  
 
 
Q2. The state of Oregon has already placed some restrictions on where medical marijuana 
dispensaries can be located. For example, they cannot be located within 1,000 feet of a school.  
 
If dispensaries are allowed to locate in Tualatin, what, if any, additional restrictions would you advise 
the council to place on where such operations can or cannot be located?  
 
(As necessary, if respondent says only that they support/oppose dispensaries, repeat the question and 
emphasize that the question is about any restrictions they would place on WHERE they could be located, IF 
they WERE allowed) (Do not read list – Mark all that apply) 
 
 
  01  Away from parks   10  Don't support / Want in Tualatin  
  02  Away from homes / Non-residential   11  Near police stations / Monitored by police  
  03  Away from major thoroughfares / main roads   12  Away from business / commercial areas  
  04  Away from daycare operations   13  Away from public places (restaurants, malls, theaters, etc)  
  05  Away from places where minors congregate   14  Away from churches / senior centers  
  06  In medical offices / hospitals / medical settings   97  None / No restrictions  
  07  In liquor stores   98  Other (specify)  
  08  In industrial / commercial areas   99  (Unsure / Don't know / Can't think of any)  
  09  Away from schools  
 
 
Q2b. Other: 
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Q3. Next, regarding recreational marijuana: One consideration regarding whether or not to ban 
recreational marijuana dispensaries is a rule that says cities which ban recreational dispensaries will 
not get a share of any state taxes raised from marijuana sales.  
 
Considering that along with any other issues, would you support or oppose allowing recreational 
marijuana dispensaries in the City of Tualatin? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 
  1  Support strongly   4  Oppose somewhat  
  2  Support somewhat   5  Oppose strongly  
  3  (Not sure/Depends/Undecided)   9  (Don't know / Refused)  
 
 
Q4. In addition to considerations about the location, what other guidelines or restrictions would you 
recommend that the council consider in order to minimize any potentially negative impacts if 
recreational dispensaries were allowed?  
 
(As necessary: if respondent says only that they support/oppose dispensaries, remind them that the question is 
about what rules or restrictions they would recommend IF they WERE allowed) (Do not read list – Mark all that 
apply) 
 
 
  01  Limited hours   11  Regulated / monitored like alcohol and bars   
  02  Limited signage / Low profile signs  14  Same restrictions as medical marijuana 
  03  Bars on windows / Enhanced security / Lighting  15  Monitor customers / background checks 
  04  A stand-alone building   16  Limit number of dispensaries per town / per area 
  05  In a business park / Non-retail site   17  Limit quantities / frequencies of purchasers 
  06  On the ground floor of building   18  No public consumption 
  07  Not on the ground floor of building   19  No edible marijuana products 
  08  Age restrictions / No minors allowed   97  None / No guidelines or restrictions  
  09  No advertising allowed   98  Other (specify)   
  10  Don't allow / No dispensaries   99  (Unsure / Don't know / Can't think of any)  
  
Q4b. Other guidelines / restrictions 
 
Q5. And finally, if the council opts to allow recreational marijuana dispensaries, would you support or 
oppose having the council impose a city tax on marijuana sales? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 
  1  Support strongly   4  Oppose somewhat  
  2  Support somewhat   5  Oppose strongly  
  3  (Not sure/Depends/Undecided)   9  (Don't know / Refused)  
 
 
Q6. Are there any other final comments or questions you would like to add? 
 
Now just a few questions to finish up: 
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Q7. About how many years have you lived in Tualatin? (As necessary) Your best guess is fine. (Record 
only whole numbers, round up as necessary)  Years in Tualatin    ______ 
 
 
Years in area categorized 
 
  1  1-2 years   5  21-40 years  
  2  3-5 years   6  41+ years  
  3  6-10 years   9  Refused  
  4  11-20 years  
 
 
Q8. May I ask your age? Age   ______ 
 
 
Q8b. (Record category or if refused) Which of the following categories includes your age? (Read List) 
 
  1  18-24   5  55-64  
  2  25-34   6  65+  
  3  35-44   9  (Refused)  
  4  45-54  
 
 
Those are all my questions. The City of Tualatin would like me to thank you for your time and opinions.   
 
Q9. (Record Gender) 
 
  1  Male   2  Female  
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Q1. First of all, regarding medical marijuana, would you support or oppose allowing medical 
marijuana dispensaries in Tualatin? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 

 Total 

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

Support 62% 65%  58%  80%  47%  53%  61%  50%  73%  56%  66%  50%  
Support strongly 39 39  39  58  22  32  35  30  36  38  50  31  
Support somewhat 
 

23 26  20  22  25  21  26  20  38  18  16  19  
 

Oppose 32% 26%  38%  14%  40%  45%  35%  45%  24%  36%  28%  45%  
Oppose somewhat 7 3  10  9  1  8  6  8  9  9  5  4  
Oppose strongly 25 23  27  5  38  37  29  37  15  27  23  40  

 
Don't know 6% 9%  4%  6%  13%  2%  3%  5%  3%  8%  6%  5%  
Depends/ Undecided 1 1  1  -  2  -  2  1  0  -  2  1  
Don't know / Refused 5 8  3  6  11  2  2  4  3  8  4  4  
   Chi Square  13.07 

.023 
61.85 
.001 

35.00 
.002 

 
 
 
Q2. The state of Oregon has already placed some restrictions on where medical marijuana 
dispensaries can be located. For example, they cannot be located within 1,000 feet of a school. If 
dispensaries are allowed to locate in Tualatin, what, if any, additional restrictions would you advise 
the council to place on where such operations can or cannot be located? (Unaided, multiple 
responses) 
 

 Total 

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

Away from places where minors 
congregate 

16%  14%   17%   21%   10%   11%   20%   10%   13%   12%   19%   19%   
 

Away from parks 14  9   19   15   20   9   16   10   7   21   18   10   
Away from schools 14  17   12   12   11   15   20   19   12   15   18   13   
Away from homes / Non-

residential 
13  13   13   6   15   20   16   11   7   8   22   13   

 
Away from daycare operations 9 8  10  11  4  9  12  7  6  10  13  8  
Away from public / Busy places  6  8   4   6   5   4   13   3   2   4   13   6   
Don't support / Want in Tualatin 6  7   5   -  8   6   7   17   1   4   3   18   
In medical offices / hospitals / 

medical settings 
4  3   5   -  8   6   4   2   7   3   3   2   

 
Away from major thoroughfares / 

main roads 
4 2  5  5  5  3  2  2  1  1  9  4  

 
Away from churches / senior 

centers 
3  1   4   5   -  1   3   4   7   0   0   3   

 
In industrial / commercial areas 3  2   4   -  2   5   4   4   2   2   3   4   
Near police stations / Monitored 

by police 
2  2   2   -  4   1   3   3   3   1   1   4   

 
Away from business / 

commercial areas 
1  1   2   -  5   1   1   -  -  1   3   2   

 
In liquor stores 1 2  -  -  -  -  6  -  -  1  -  4  
Miscellaneous 8  9   8   11   4   10   9   6   8   6   5   16   
None / No restrictions 29 34  24  48  20  23  16  20  51  31  19  11  
Don't know / Can't think of any 12  10   15   5   21   10   13   23   6   15   13   14   

 
   Chi Square  27.04 

.041 
130.88 
.001 

122.86 
.001 
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Q3. Next, regarding recreational marijuana: One consideration regarding whether or not to ban 
recreational marijuana dispensaries is a rule that says cities which ban recreational dispensaries 
will not get a share of any state taxes raised from marijuana sales.  
 
Considering that along with any other issues, would you support or oppose allowing recreational 
marijuana dispensaries in the City of Tualatin? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 

 Total 

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

Support 53% 61%  45%  80%  40%  36%  52%  28%  63%  49%  58%  43%  
Support strongly 36 42  29  59  19  25  34  18  43  33  37  29  
Support somewhat 17 19  16  21  21  11  18  10  20  16  21  14  

 
Oppose 41% 32%  50%  14%  50%  61%  42%  66%  35%  40%  35%  56%  
Oppose somewhat 4 2  6  -  3  5  9  7  2  5  5  5  
Oppose strongly 37 30  44  14  47  56  32  59  34  35  30  51  

 
Don't know  6% 8%  5%  6%  10%  2%  6%  6%  2%  11%  7%  2%  
Not sure/Depends/ Undecided 5 7  4  6  10  1  3  4  2  10  5  2  
Don't know / Refused 1 0  1  -  -  1  3  2  0  1  2  -  

 
   Chi Square  14.66 

.012 
82.13 
.001 

22.84 
.088 
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Q4. In addition to considerations about the location, what other guidelines or restrictions would you 
recommend that the council consider in order to minimize any potentially negative impacts if 
recreational dispensaries were allowed? (Unaided, multiple responses) 
 

 Total 

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

Age restrictions / No minors  16%  19%   13%   18%   12%   14%   19%   14%   11%   14%   18%   23%   
Limited hours 12  15   9   12   18   7   14   5   8   9   13   20   
Don't allow / No dispensaries 7  10   5   6   4   10   9   11   3   5   11   11   
In business park / Non-retail site 6  6   5   11   3   3   5   3   1   6   4   14   
No advertising allowed 4  1   6   5   7   2   1   2   1   9   1   3   
Regulated / monitored like 

alcohol and bars 
4 2  5  -  4  4  9  4  2  3  3  6  

Limited signage / Low profile  4  6   2   6   -  4   4   1   1   9   2   2   
Bars on windows / Enhanced 

security / Lighting 
3  1   4   5   4   -  3   1   2   7   -  3   

Limit quantities / frequencies of 
purchasers 

2  2   2   -  1   5   1   2   3   1   1   1   

Monitor customers / background 
checks 

2  1   2   -  3   5   -  1   2   2   2   1   

Limit number of dispensaries per 
town / per area 

2  1   2   -  1   2   3   3   1   -  2   3   

No public consumption 1  1   2   -  -  4   2   2   -  -  3   1   
A stand-alone building 1 1  2  -  3  1  -  2  1  3  0  -  
Same restrictions as medical 

marijuana 
1  1   1   -  -  4   -  1   -  -  2   1   

No edible marijuana products 0  -  1   -  -  -  1   2   0   -  -  1   
Not on the ground floor of 

building 
0  -  1   -  -  -  1   1   -  -  -  1   

On the ground floor of building 0  -  0   -  -  -  -  1   -  0   -  -  
Miscellaneous 11  10   12   -  15   20   16   10   10   12   10   10   
None/No guidelines/restrictions 26 26  26  47  20  17  6  20  42  23  22  13  
Don't know / Can't think of any 27  26   29   20   33   22   38   35   28   19   34   30   

 
   Chi Square  25.96 

.131 
142.87 
.001 

98.48 
.001 

 
 
 
Q5. And finally, if the council opts to allow recreational marijuana dispensaries, would you support 
or oppose having the council impose a city tax on marijuana sales? (Strongly or somewhat?) 
 

 Total 

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

Support 70% 68%  72%  62%  91%  71%  65%  61%  89%  66%  62%  61%  
Support strongly 56 51  61  46  78  63  47  46  78  44  53  45  
Support somewhat 14 16  12  17  12  8  17  15  11  22  9  16  

 
Oppose 22% 22%  22%  32%  4%  24%  18%  26%  7%  21%  30%  33%  
Oppose somewhat 11 15  7  22  1  10  1  7  -  18  11  14  
Oppose strongly 11 7  15  9  3  14  17  19  7  3  19  18  

 
Don't know 8% 10%  6%  6%  5%  5%  17%  13%  4%  13%  8%  7%  
Not sure/Depends/ Undecided 7 9  5  6  4  5  12  12  3  12  7  5  
Don't know / Refused 1 1  1  -  1  -  5  1  0  1  1  2  

 
   Chi Square  15.39 

.009 
61.78 
.001 

55.67 
.001 
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Q7. About how many years have you lived in Tualatin?  
 

 Total  

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

1-2 years 13% 9%  17%  19%  18%  7%  7%  10%  49%  -  -  -  
3-5 years 14  15   12   17   16   15   9   6   51   -  -  -  
6-10 years 27  34   20   39   32   23   11   9   -  100   -  -  
11-20 years 25  18   31   20   25   32   27   22   -  -  100   -  
21-40 years 18  22   14   6   8   18   41   36   -  -  -  89   
41+ years 2  1   3   -  -  2   3   11   -  -  -  11   
Refused 2  1   3   -  1   4   1   6   -  -  -  -  
 
Mean 

 
13 

 
13 

 
13 

 
9 

 
9 

 
14 

 
20 

 
23 

 
3 

 
8 

 
16 

 
31 

   Chi Square  -  
.001 

-  
.001 

1000+ 
.001 

 
 
 

Q8. May I ask your age?  
 

 Total  

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

18-24 17% 16%  18%  52%  -  -  -  -  17%  35%  12%  -  
25-34 16  20   12   48   -  -  -  -  26   13   14   10   
35-44 20  18   23   -  100   -  -  -  26   24   20   8   
45-54 20  22   18   -  -  100   -  -  16   17   26   20   
55-64 16  16   16   -  -  -  100   -  10   7   18   36   
65+ 11  9   12   -  -  -  -  100   6   4   10   26   
Refused 0  0   0   -  -  -  -  -  -  0   0   0   
 
   Mean 

 
44 

 
43 

 
44 

 
25 

 
40 

 
50 

 
60 

 
74 

 
40 

 
35 

 
45 

 
57 

   Chi Square  5.94 
.430 

1000+ 
.001 

93.32 
.001 

 
 
 
 

Q9. Record Gender 
 

 Total  

GENDER AGE YEARS IN TUALATIN 

MALE FEMALE 18-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65+ 1-5 YEARS 
6-10 

YEARS 
11-20 

YEARS 21+ YEARS 
Total Participants 346 133  

49%  
213  

51%  
19  

33%  
59  

20%  
82  

20%  
84  

16%  
96  

11%  
72  

27%  
63  

27%  
93  

25%  
106  

20%  
 

Male 49% 100%  -  53%  43%  53%  49%  42%  44%  62%  36%  57%  
Female 51  -  100   47   57   47   51   58   56   38   64   43   
   Chi Square  345.00 

.001 
3.17 
.531 

14.94 
.002 
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Update on Marijuana Regulation 

City Council Work Session 
January 26, 2015 



Ballot Measure 91 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 2 

 Nearly 10,000 votes 
cast 

 Passed by 3% margin 
 Voters in northeast 

and southwest parts 
of Tualatin opposed 



County and City Regulations 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 3 

 Nine jurisdictions surveyed 
 Some regulate only medical marijuana: 

 Washington County 
 Ashland 
 Happy Valley 
 Hillsboro 
 Portland 
 Salem 

 Others regulate both medical and recreational marijuana: 
 Albany 
 Beaverton 
 Tigard 

 



Regulation Considerations 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 4 

 Propose City adopt regulations applying equally to 
medical and recreational marijuana 

 Considerations to be addressed in draft regulations: 
 Extent of time, place and manner restrictions 
 Grow site regulation 



State Regulation of Facilities 

Medical Marijuana Recreational Marijuana 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 5 

 1,000-foot buffer from 
 Schools 
 Other facilities 

 No co-location with a 
grow site 

 No mobile service 
 Restricted to commercial, 

industrial, mixed use or 
agricultural districts 

 Local jurisdictions may 
adopt time, place and 
manner restrictions on 
“nuisance aspects” 

 Prohibits “noisy, lewd, 
disorderly, or insanitary” 
facilities 



State Mandated Buffer from Schools 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 6 



Buffer from Schools and Parks 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 7 



Buffer from Schools, Parks and Library 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 8 



Buffer from Schools, Parks, Library and 
Residential Districts 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 9 



Facility Regulation 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 10 

 Limit: 
 Hours of operation 
 Number of facilities in the City 
 Size of facilities 
 To commercial, industrial, or a 

limited selection of planning 
districts 

 Prohibit: 
 Location in the downtown area 
 Co-location with marijuana 

social or smoking clubs 
 Security bars on windows and 

doors 
 Outdoor storage of 

merchandise, plants or other 
materials 
 

 Require: 
 Location in a permanent 

building  
 Enhanced lighting 
 Clear visibility of off-street 

parking and entrances to public 
view or street right-of-way 

 Notification to neighboring 
businesses or residents 

 Conditional Use permit to 
operate 



Grow Site Regulation 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 11 

 Home grow sites 
 Require property line 

setbacks in residential areas  
 10 feet from all property lines 
 25 feet from all adjacent 

residences (on neighboring 
properties) 

 

 Commercial and industrial 
grow sites 
 Require: 

 Distance restrictions between 
grow sites 

 Air filtration and odor 
reduction systems 

 Screening of outdoor storage 
areas 

 Conditional Use permit to 
operate 

 Prohibit: 
 Outdoor growing and 

processing 
 Grow sites entirely 

 



Next Steps 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 12 

February: 
Draft Code 
Language 

March: 
Public Hearing 
+ Ordinance 

Adoption 

May: 
Ordinance in 

Effect 



Council Discussion and Questions 

Update on Marijuana Regulation 13 



TO: Tualatin Planning Commissioners

THROUGH: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Planning Manager

FROM: Clare Fuchs, Senior Planner

DATE: 01/15/2015

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING: Sign Variance Application; LA Fitness; 7405 SW Nyberg
Street

ISSUE BEFORE TPC:
A request for a Sign Variance that would allow:  two wall signs with taller letters, increased sign
face height, and increased area from the maximum allowed in the Office Commercial (CO)
Planning District.
 

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the Planning Commission consider the staff report and supporting
attachments and provide direction.
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
This matter is a quasi-judicial public hearing for a sign variance request, before the
Planning Commission.

The applicant representative is Christe White from Radler, White, Parks and Alexander. 
The applicant is LA Fitness, the landlord is CenterCal Properties, and TUALA Northwest,
LLC is the owner of the tax lot 3100 located at 7405 SW Nyberg Street in the CO Planning
District.  The property is part of the Nyberg Rivers Shopping Center under construction. 
Nyberg Rivers consists of banks, restaurants and retail.  Cabela’s, Pieology, Home Goods,
New Seasons, and Wendy’s have been newly constructed, are open, and operating. 
Firehouse Subs is also under construction attached to Wendy’s.  New tenants are also
being developed in the existing retail buildings.  Michael’s and Barbara Johnsons were
remodeled.  The subject site takes access from SW Nyberg Street, SW Boones Ferry
Road, and SW Martinazzi Avenue.  The vicinity of the site includes commercial
development to the south, City offices to the west, an apartment complex to the north and
I-5 to the east.  A Vicinity Map, a Tax Map and a Site and Plan Designation Map are
included as Attachments 101, 102, and 103 respectively.  The applicant’s materials
including elevations with the proposed signage are included as Attachment 104.

 LA Fitness is currently in the process of building a new 45,000 square foot store planned



 LA Fitness is currently in the process of building a new 45,000 square foot store planned
to open February 2015.

The Sign Code allows wall signs in the CO Planning District with the following standards:
 
TDC38.190(1)(d)(iv) “Height of Sign Face: No higher than three feet provided that no letter or
number is higher than two feet.  Logos, including logos composed of letter or numbers, may be
up to three feet in height.”
 
TDC38.190(1)(d)(v) “Area: no more than 40 square feet.”

APPLICANT’S REQUEST:
  

The LA Fitness application proposes variances to allow a three wall signs with up to 4-foot
high letters and a 5.4-foot high sign face, and a total sign area of 158 square feet each. 
Normally, 2-foot high letters, a 3-foot high sign face, and a total sign area of 40 square feet
would be allowed.

The applicant finds that LA Fitness is unique because it was subject to a lengthy master
planning process that other sites are not required to do and is the only building with a CO
planning designation in a 34-acre shopping center with CC planning designation.  The CO
section of the sign code also does not account for a building of this size.

The Applicant has prepared a narrative that describes the sign variance requests and
addresses the Sign Variance approval criteria (Attachment 104).  The criteria are listed
below: 

TDC 33.022(1): “A hardship is created by exceptional or extraordinary conditions
applying to the property that do not apply generally to other properties in the same
planning district, and such conditions are a result of the lot size or shape or
topography over which the applicant has no control.
TDC 33.022(2): “The hardship does not result from actions of the applicant, owner or
previous owner, or from personal circumstances, or from the financial situation of the
applicant or owner of the company, or from regional economic conditions.
TDC 33.022(3):  “The variance is the minimum necessary to eliminate the hardship.”
TDC 33.022(4):  “The variance is necessary for the preservation of a property right of
the owner substantially the same as is possessed by owners of other property in the
same planning district however, nonconforming or illegal sign on the subject property
or on nearby properties shall not constitute justification to support a variance
request.”
TDC 33.022(5):  “The variance shall be detrimental to the general public health,
safety and welfare, and not be injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity.”

  

The City Council has a history of both granting and denying Sign Variances:

A sign variance for Sweetbrier Inn (Pole sign-Increased Height & Area); Ben Lake Building
(Additional Freestanding Sign); for Michaels Crafts (Wall Sign-Increased Height & Area);
for GI Joe’s (Wall Sign -Increased Height) and for Legacy Pole Sign were not approved by
Council.
Sign variances for the Best Western (Pole Sign-Height increase) and Dick’s Sporting
Goods (area and letter height increase) were approved.Staff has reviewed the Applicant’s



material and included pertinent excerpts in the Analysis and Findings section of this report
(Attachment 105).

  

This is the second sign variance request for the Planning Commission since the Tualatin
Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC) became the Planning Commission.

The application was submitted on November 21, 2014 and determined complete on
December 19, 2014. The statutory 120th day within which a decision must be made is April
18, 2014.  This hearing is on day 27.  On December 24, 2014 a public hearing notice was
mailed to property owners within 1,000 feet of the subject property including the entire
phase of a subdivision with a portion within 1,000 feet.

The applicable policies and regulations that apply to the proposed Sign Variance include:
TDC 6.030 Commercial Planning District Objectives; TDC 20.030-Sign Design Objectives;
TDC Chapter 33-Variances; TDC Chapter 38-Sign Regulations.

  Before granting the proposed sign variance, the Planning Commission must find that the
sign variance criteria 1-6 listed in TDC 33.022 are met: The Analysis and Findings
(Attachment 106) examines the application in respect to the criteria for granting a Sign
Variance.  In the Analysis and Findings, staff finds that the applicant has demonstrated
that Sign Variance Criteria 1-6 have been met.

If approved, the applicant will need to submit for sign and building permit from the Planning
and Building Divisions.

OUTCOMES OF DECISION:
Approval of the Sign Variance request will result in the following:
 
Allows LA Fitness to obtain three variances for sign permits and erect a three wall signs with up
to 4-foot high letters, 5.4-foot high sign face, and a 158 square foot sign area for each sign that
creates a total of 474 square feet of sign face area for the entire store.  Otherwise, the maximum
letter height would be 2-feet high, the maximum sign face height would be 3-feet, the maximum
sign area would be 40 square feet and the total maximum sign square footage would be 120
square feet for three signs.
 
 
Denial of the Sign Variance request will result in the following:
 
The applicant will not be allowed to construct the proposed wall signs with letters larger than 2
ft., a sign face height greater than 3ft, and a sign face area greater than 40 square feet for each
wall face.
 

ALTERNATIVES TO RECOMMENDATION:
The alternatives to the staff recommendation for the Commission are:
 
  

Approve the proposed Sign Variance with findings to support a determination that the
applicant has met each of criteria 1-6 in TDC 33.022.
Deny the request for the proposed Sign Variance with findings that state which criteria in



TDC 33.022 the applicant has failed to meet.
Ask that the applicant modify their request and resubmit.
Continue the discussion of the proposed Sign Variance and return to the matter at a later
date.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
The applicant submitted the required $675.00 fee with the Sign Variance SVAR-14-02 for three
sign variances. Revenue for sign variances has been budgeted for Fiscal Year 14/15.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

The Applicant conducted a Neighbor/Developer meeting at the Juanita Pohl Center on
November 10, 2014, to explain the Sign Variance proposals to neighboring property owners and
to receive comments.  Only the applicant and the City staff attended the meeting, no members of
the public attended.  Staff has not received any comments from the public notice mailed on
December 24 2014 at the time of this writing.
 

Attachments: 101: Vicinity Map
102: Tax Map
103: Planning District Map
104: Application Materials
105: Analysis and Findings
106 - Resolution
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 “NECESSARY PARTIES” 
MARKED BELOW 

 

 NOTICE OF APPLICATION SUBMITTAL 
 

 ANNEXATION     CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT  PLAN TEXT AMENDMENT 
 ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW  PLAN MAP AMENDMENT   OTHER:  SIGN VARIANCE  

  

CASE/FILE:  SVAR-14-02 (Community Development Dept.:  Planning Division) . 
 

PR
O

PO
SA

L Sign Variance Request to place three separate wall signs on the building totaling 158 square feet each.   

 
PROPERTY 
 

  n/a 

Street Address 7405 SW Nyberg Street 

Tax Map and Lot No(s). 2S1 24A 2700                                    

Planning District Office Commercial (CO)                 

Related Applications AR-13-07, MP-13-01, CUP-13-04 
  

D
A

TE
S 

Receipt of complete application 12/19/14 
C

O
N

TA
C

T 
Name:  Clare Fuchs 

Notice of application submittal 12/24/14 Title:   Senior Planner 

Project Status / Development Review meeting N/A E-mail:  cfuchs@ci.tualatin.or.us 

Comments due for staff report 1/7/15 Phone:  503-691-3027 

Public meeting:   ARB     TPC       n/a 1/15/15 
 

Notes:        

City Council (CC)                                    n/a       
 
 

 

City Staff 
  City Manager  
  Building Official 
  Chief of Police 
  City Attorney 
  City Engineer 
  Community Dev. Director 
  Community Services Director 
  Economic Dev. liaison 
  Engineering Associate 
  Finance Director 
  GIS technician(s) 
  IS Manager 
  Operations Director 
  Parks and Recreation  

 Coordinator 
  Planning Manager 
  Street/Sewer Supervisor 
  Water Supervisor 

 

Neighboring Cities 
  Durham 
  King City Planning Commission 
  Lake Oswego 
  Rivergrove PC 
  Sherwood Planning Dept. 
  Tigard Community Dev. Dept. 

  Wilsonville Planning Div. 
 

Counties 
  Clackamas County Dept. of  

 Transportation and Dev. 
  Washington County Dept. of  

 Land Use and Transportation 
 

Regional Government 
  Metro 

 

School Districts 
  Lake Oswego School Dist. 7J 
  Sherwood SD 88J 
  Tigard-Tualatin SD 23J (TTSD) 
  West Linn-Wilsonville SD 3J 

 

State Agencies 
  Oregon Dept. of Aviation 
  Oregon Dept. of Land  

Conservation and Development 
(DLCD) (via proprietary notice) 

  Oregon Dept. of State Lands:   
 Wetlands Program  

  Oregon Dept. of Transportation 
 (ODOT) Region 1 

  ODOT Maintenance Dist. 2A 
  ODOT Rail Div. 

 

Utilities 
  Republic Services (Allied Waste)  

  Clean Water Services (CWS) 
  Comcast [cable] 
  Frontier Communications [phone] 
  Northwest Natural [gas] 
  Portland General Electric (PGE)  
  TriMet 
  Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue 

 (TVF&R) 
  United States Postal Service 

 (USPS) (Washington; 18850 SW 
Teton Ave) 

  USPS (Clackamas) 
  Washington County 

 Consolidated Communications  
 Agency (WCCCA) 
 

Additional Parties 
  Tualatin Citizen Involvement  

 Organization (CIO) 
  DKS,  

Rev. 6/01/2012 



SIGN VARIANCE APPLICATION 

BUSINESS NAME______________________CONTACT PERSON___________PHONE___________  
ADDRESS_____________________________CITY_________________STATE_______ZIP________ 

APPLICANT’S NAME_______________________________________PHONE___________________ 

ADDRESS_____________________________CITY_________________STATE_______ZIP________  
AS THE PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR THIS APPLICATION, I HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE THAT I 
HAVE READ THIS APPLICATION AND THE INFORMATION IS CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY 
KNOWLEDGE.   

APPLICANT’S SIGNATURE__________________________________DATE_______________ 

PROPERTY OWNER’S NAME________________________________PHONE___________________ 

ADDRESS_____________________________CITY_________________STATE_______ZIP________  
PROPERTY OWNER’S SIGNATURE________________________________DATE_______________ 
Power of attorney/letter of authorization required if not signed by owner. 

BUILDING OWNER’S NAME______________________________________PHONE______________ 
(If different than property owner.)  
ADDRESS_____________________________CITY_________________STATE_______ZIP________ 

BUILDING OWNER’S SIGNATURE________________________________DATE_________________ 
Power of attorney/letter of authorization required if not signed by owner.  
VARIANCE REQUEST 

A BRIEF STATEMENT OF THE VARIANCE REQUESTED AND THE SIGN ORDINANCE SECTION 
NO. ______________________________________________________________________________  
SUBMIT SEPARATE SHEETS WITH THE SUPPORTING MATERIAL ADDRESSING THE SIGN 
VARIANCE CRITERIA [TDC 33.020 (6-11)] AND EXPLAINING WHY AND HOW THE REQUESTED 
VARIANCE MEETS THE CRITERIA. 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

PLANNING DISTRICT ________________ PROPOSED/EXISTING USE________________________  
TAX MAP NO. __________________ TAX LOT NO. ________________ PARCEL SIZE ___________  

Date App Rcvd:____________ Received by________________ Date App Complete_______________ 
Receipt #__________  Variance Fee___________ Circle one:  Cash       Check     Credit Card 
Sign Variance Case No.___________________ 

LA Fitness Christe White 971.634.0204

97201ORPortland111 SW Columbia Street, Ste 1100

Fitness International, LLC 949.255.7296

3161 Michelson Drive, Ste 600 Irvine CA 92612

Nyberg Centercal II, LLC 310.563.6900

90245CA1600 E. Franklin Ave. El Segundo

12/8/14

see attached

CO

2s124a 2700
Retail

12/11/14
TUALA Northwest, LLC 503.799.8324

97035ORLake Oswego5638 Dogwood Drive
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Request for Approval of Sign Variance for LA Fitness Facility f n Nyberg Rivers 

Applicant: 

Applicant's Representatives: 

Request: 

Date: 

LA Fitness, Fitness International, LLC 
Warren Wismer 
Fitness International, LLC 
3161 Michelson Drive, Ste 600 
Irvine, CA 92612 
949.255.7296 

Christe White 
Radler White Parks & Alexander LLP 
111 SW Columbia Street, Ste 1100 
Portland, OR 97201 
971.634.0204 

Variance to Permit 4 Foot Letters on LA Fitness 
Building in Nyberg Rivers 

November 17, 2014 

This application requests the minimal variance necessary from the Tualatin 
Development Code, 33.220 to accommodate the LA Fitness signage in the redeveloped 
Nyberg Rivers shopping center. 

Introduction 

The Nyberg Rivers redevelopment is uniquely situated in the City of Tualatin relative 
to other CO- or CC-zoned properties. Unlike many CO- or CC-zoned properties, 
Nyberg Rivers was subject to a lengthy master planning process that only applies to 
few properties in the Central Urban Renewal Area. This master planning process and 
resulting ARB and Public Facilities Review established a specific site plan for this 
property that was the result of many unique factors. Those factors include: (1) 
redevelopment of an existing shopping center with some major retailers retained in 
their pre-existing location; (2) the development of a new public road through the 
center of the site; (3) and the location of the Greenway on the northern edge of the 
site and the freeway on the eastern edge of the site. In addition, while the center 
was designed as a cohesive contiguous development, it carries a split zone. The LA 
Fitness facility is located in the CO pocket of the site, while most of the other uses 
are contained in the CC area of the site. {See Exhibit A). 

This sign variance is related to each of these unique factors. The LA Fitness requests 
only a variance to the size of the letters on the sign and resulting sign area and not to 

{00330118;2} 
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the number of signs or the location of the signs. The variance will result in 417 
square feet of total signage where the code would allow 600 square feet in the CC 
zone and 160 square feet in the CO zone. The unique zone location reduces the 
signage permitted on the LA Fitness building from 600 square feet to 160 square feet. 
The neighboring building, while in the same center, is zoned CC and is permitted 600 
square feet of signage. The proposed variance would normalize the distinction 
between the two neighboring master planned buildings and ensure a consistency 
between signs within the comprehensively designed center. 

The sign variance meets all of the approval criteria below. 

a. A hardship is created by exceptional or extraordinary conditions applying to 
the property that do not apply generally to other properties in the same 
planning district, and such conditions are a result of lot size or shape or 
topography over which the applicant or owner has no control. 

(00330118;2} 

The exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that apply to this 
property and generally do not apply to other properties in the CC and CO 
districts are many: 

(1 )The property is within a required master plan area. As a result, this 
site went through extensive design proceedings starting with the master 
plan process and approval that are not required of other CC and CO 
properties outside the master plan area. The master plan proceedings 
resulted in an approved site layout that locates LA Fitness in the 
northeastern corner of the site, east of Cabela's. 

(2) The property is within the Nyberg Rivers center and integrated with 
all other uses in the center from a design, circulation and site planning 
perspective. Yet, because of a paper zoning boundary, the LA Fitness is 
located in the CO zone and not the CC zone as most other uses in the 
center, reducing its signage allowance compared to its immediate 
neighbors. 

(3) The location of the freeway and the distance from Nyberg Road 
create unique visibility issues that require a sign variance to maintain 
our identity along Nyberg Road; 

(4) LA Fitness has no control over the site size, layout or topography of 
the site, particularly here where the project is to redevelop an existing 
center on contiguous and integrated lots and which is bordered by the 
Tualatin River, the freeway and Nyberg Road and integrates a new road 
system which bifurcates the site; 

(5) The hardship that is created by these circumstances is that the code­
restricted signage cannot be easily viewed or read from the major 
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b. 

arterials because it is simply too small and out of scale with the 
approved fac;:ade and the signage and facades of its neighbor, Cabela's. 

LA Fitness has no control over these conditions that, on the aggregate, 
create this hardship. 

The hardsh;p does not result from actjons of the appUcant, owner or previous 
owner, or from personal c;rcumstances, or from the fjnandal situation of the 
appUcant or owner or the company, or from regional economk condWons. 

This hardship is not the result of actions of the applicant, owner or 
previous owner, or from personal circumstances, or from the financial 
situation of the applicant or owner or the company, or from regional 
economic conditions. The TDC created the master plan process and the 
TSP created the road location that bifurcates the site. The freeway 
location was also outside of the control of the applicant, as was the 
introduction of a split zone on the site. This site was also already 
developed with a center when LA Fitness became interested in the site 
and the redevelopment of the site and location of the LA Fitness was 
dictated by the master plan process, not the applicant. 

c. The variance is the mjnimum remedy necessary to eliminate the hardship. 

(00330118;2} 

Exhibit B demonstrates that this variance is the minimum necessary to 
maintain adequate visibility for the business and to integrate the sign 
with the architectural scale of the fac;:ade without creating any sign 
clutter. 

As Exhibit B demonstrates, the proposed sign package does not appear 
out of scale with the facade and is appropriately readable within the 
project site. Along Nyberg Road the signage will become much less 
readable and will not appear out of proportion with the architectural 
features. Exhibit A demonstrates that the signage is integrated into the 
entry way design such that it appears expected and familiar rather than 
out of place or out of scale. 

Any lesser sign area would create the same hardship and same visibility 
issues as the code-restricted signage. The signage is on-scale with the 
Cabela's signage the will be comparably visible based on the distance 
from Nyberg Road. 

Further, as shown in Exhibit C, a total of 4 signs are permitted on the 4 
LA Fitness facades but only 3 signs are requested, minimizing the 
variance. If we were in the neighboring CC zone the sign code would 
permit 600 square feet of signage area on the four facades. We are only 
proposing 417 square feet. Thus we are highly consistent and under the 
signage permitted by our immediate neighbor. 
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LA Fitness however is in the CO zone and is therefore only permitted 160 
square feet of signage. While we exceed this CO allowance for overall 
sign area, we are using two less walls, with one less sign than is 
permitted by the CO zone. 

The proportionality of the sign to building wall area is also maintained. 
Each of the LA Fitness building walls that contain signage exceeds the 
5,000 square foot threshold in the sign code. Thus, enlarging the sign 
letters without increasing the number of signs or the number of walls 
with signs protects the visibility of the use in the manner intended by 
the sign code. 

The variance is necessary for the preservation of a property right of the owner 
substantially the same as is possessed by owners of other property in the same 
planning district however, nonconforming or illegal signs on the subject 
property or on nearby properties shall not constitute justification to support a 
variance request. 

Due to the distance away from major arterials and the interstate, the 
restricted signage size will be too small in scale for traffic to read as 
they drive by. While the distance to the street for many other uses in 
the center allows those uses sufficient sign coverage to be visible from 
the street, this is not the case for Cabela's or LA Fitness. Cabela's 
requested and obtained a sign variance for the same reasons requested 
here; design integration, proportionality to fac;:ade size, and visual 
access to signage. For these reasons, the sign variance preserves the 
property right of the owner in substantially the same manner as 
possessed by owners of other property in the same planning district. 

e. The variance shall not be detrimental to the general public health, safety and 
welfare, and not be injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity. 

The intended signage does not cause detriment to the general public 
health, safety and welfare, and is not injurious to properties or 
improvements in the vicinity. In fact the sign variance equalizes visible 
access to the business identities in the center and simply adjusts the LA 
Fitness signage appropriately in relation to their location and size of 
fac;:ade architectural features. 

f. The variance shall not be detrimental to the applicable Sign Design Objectives, 
TDC 20.030. 

(00330118;2) 

The sign code at TDC 20.030 Sections (7) through (10) contains several 
objectives that are relevant to this proposal. 
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(7) Protect and enhance the quality streetscapes, architecture, 

landscaping and urban character in Tualatin. 

(8) Protect and enhance property values. 

(9) Protect and enhance the City's economy. 

(10) Ensure the number, height and dimensions of signs allowed 

adequately identifies a business or use and does not result in sign 

clutter. 

In addition to the findings above, this proposal serves all of these 
objectives. Exhibit A shows that because of the unique fac;ade 
features, size of the fac;ade and distance to the closest arterial, 
Nyberg Road, the code-restricted signage would not be easily readable 
from the surrounding street system and would not serve to identify the 
business. The proposed signage appears integrated with and 
proportionate in scale to the fac;ade and is not in any way cluttered. 
With the proposed variance, the signage is readable and at scale with 
the balance of the fac;ade and the center. The center has also been 
comprehensively designed and each use integrated with the 
surrounding uses. Signage is part of this integration. 

LA Fitness was approved as part of a master plan, ARB and Public 
Facilities process. That process resulted in the adoption of a high 
quality streetscape and architecture that meets the AR approval 
criteria, CURP goals and protects and enhances the urban character of 
Tualatin. The proposed signage is well integrated into the fa<;:ade of 
the approved building and is part of the quality architecture and 
streetscape that was approved under the master plan in further 
support of this Sign Design Objective. Equalizing the proportionality of 
signage on neighboring uses protects the contiguous and consistent 
architecture and urban character of the center. 

As mentioned above, the sign variance is also the minimal variance 
necessary to make the commercial signage on LA Fitness visible from 
the surrounding road system. Visible signage contributes to the 
protection and enhancement of commercial property values. It also 
helps ensure the commercial success of a major retailer at Nyberg 
Rivers which will in turn protect and enhance the property values of 
other retailers in the center, contributing to the City's economy. 



Conclusion 

The number of signs in this case is less than the number that would be 
permitted by the code. The height and dimensions of the sign vary 
from the code requirements but their total area is less than would be 
allowed on neighboring uses in the same center. LA Fitness is 
concentrating the sign square footage in 3 signs rather than spreading 
the allowance over 4 signs and is using Z building walls rather than the 
4 walls permitted by code. The result is less clutter on the building 
and a visible manuscript from the surrounding road system. 

For all of these reasons, the proposed signage is needed to serve the 
objectives of the Sign Code to "protect and enhance property values," 
"protect and enhance the City's economy" and "ensure the number, 
height, and dimensions of signal allowed adequately identifies a 
business or use." 

This application demonstrates compliance with each of the sign variance criteria and 
we therefore request approval of this application. 

{00330118;2} 
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To lessen the bulk of the notice of application and to address 
privacy concerns, this sheet substitutes for the photocopy of 

the mailing labels.  A copy is available upon request. 



SIGN VARIANCE 
CERTIFICATION OF SIGN POSTING 

~- -

fl NOTICE 
SIGN VARIANCE 

SVAR-[YY]-_ 
For more information call 

503-691-3026 or visit 
www.tualatinoregon.gov 

24" 
18" 

The applicant shall provide and post a sign pursuant to Tualatin Development Code (TDC) 31.064(2). 
Additionally, the 18" x 24" sign must contain the application number, and the block around the word 
~NOTICE" must remain red composed of the RGB color values Red 112, Green 48, and Blue 160. 
Additionally, the potential applicant must provide a flier (or flyer) box on or near the sign and fill the box with 
brochures reiterating the meeting info and summarizing info about the potential project, including mention 
of anticipated land use application(s). Staff has a Microsoft PowerPoint 2007 template of this sign design 
available through the Planning Division homepage at 
<www.tualatinoregon.gov/planning/land-use-application-sign-templates>. 

NOTE: For larger projects, the Planning Division may require the posting of additional signs in 
conspicuous locations. 

As the applicant for the LA Fitness 

project, I hereby certify that on this day, November 19, 2014 sign(s) was/were posted on the subject 

property in accordance with the requirements of the Tualatin Development Code and the Engineering & 

Building Department - Engineering Division. 

Applicant's Name: _c_h~n-·s_te_Wh ___ i .... te-----,...------------------

(PLEj';E ~Rl~T) ~ A -
Applicant's Signature:~V~ 
Date: 11/19/14 

Updated 03104114 
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Sign 1. fnternally lllum. Channe l Letters 139 sq. ft 

Fabncate & Install one (1) set of Internally Illuminated 
channel letten. 

Faces: 
·3/16"7328Whlte plex 
• 1" trimcap palntl!d to match PMS Cool Gray 7 

Construction: 
• .040 Lener backs 
• Paint inside of letters with Matthews Zap 74-200 
. s· .. 040 Aluminum coll returns w/clear satin finish 
•White LED lllum1nat1on 
• Mount flush to wall 

Electrical: 
•Orn! (1) 12<N. 20A clrcul~ 

•Amp load to be verified 

CHANNEL LETTERS R£MOT£ WIRED -ATIACHMEHT on AIL ® 

.L 
~Alum. letter return LISTED 

Trlmcap/face 

L· 
LED lllumlnat1on ....,.. 

Fasteners 
(min 4 per letter) 

Flex/Sealtlte conduit/sealant 

Grounding lug/wire 

Power supply In 
aluminum enclosure 
~ted to rigid surface 

On/off toggle switch 

To existing power supply 

~sign area 
31 sq. ft. lsq.ft. 

7•.9• 

LED LAYOUT 

I -, r- - - - - -:·· . ' ' - --- - I - - -" 
,, . ' ' . ' . ' ,, ' :~ . . ' ' ' . . ' ' . :r ---. ' . - -

' ' ' . '-=-=-=-. ' ' ' ·-. _, - ' 
23 39 :1 34 

10 

158 feet LS-CORE-ASW-G3 • 316 Modules 
6 - PS12-60WSL-100-277V 

-' ' ' -. 
17 26 

Notes: 
Layout based off a 5" dep(h. 

Sign 2. Channel Letters - Scale: 1/4" • I' 

Bl 80UTH-EAST a.EVATJONl10.361 SQ FT wall area ~ :;,;r;...-
~ -~ p 

ru-:i 

' 

106•q.tt. I EXHIBITB 
26'-6" 

side view 

5. 

- ' 
r _ -- - ' --- ' ----

' ---' ' ---,' ' ---,' 
' ' ' - . 

' ' ' " ' ' ' ' ----, ' -- ' --' ' ' -' ' ' - - -
" - - ' 

' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' - - - - ' : ---- ' : ----' - - ' - ' 
44 43 40 40 

MH ·1 AGILIGHT 

DRAWING ID JOB NAME LAFITNESS TUALATIN 2147S I CUSTOMER SALES W1rren Wlssmer STARTDATE 03.19.14 I SCALE PAGE/S 

· "plvnb signs 21475 LOCATION TUALATIN, OR t APPROVAL X DATI: DESIGNER M LH PRODUCTION RS 10.21.14 114"=1" 1 of S 

PLUMB SIGNS, INC. 909 S 21TH 5T TACOMA. WA TEL 253 473-1123 FAX 253 472· 3107 PlUMBSlGNS.CDM © COPYRIGHT 2014 PlUMB SIGNS. INC: All RIGHTS RESERVED. NO PART Of THIS DRAWING MAY BE REPRODUCED IN ANY FORM WITHOUTWIUTT£N PERMISSION FROM ,WMB SlGNS. INC. 



Sign 2. Internally lllum. Channel Letters 139 sq. ft 

Fabricate & Install one (1) set of Internally Illuminated 
channel letters. 

Faces: 
• 3/16" 7328 White plex 
• 1 • trimcap painted to match PMS Cool Gray 1 

Construction: 
• .040 Letter backs 
·Paint Inside of letters with Matthews Zap 74-200 
• 5", .040 Aluminum coll returns w/clear satin finkh 
·White LED Jllumination 
• Mount flush to wall 

Electrical: 
• One ( 1) 120V, 20A clrculL 
•Amp load to be verinod 

CHANNEL LETTERS REMOTE WIRED • ATTACHMENT DETAIL Iii:'\ 
~ 

Trlmcap/face ~Alum. letter return LISTED 
I - LEO Illumination Qiiliii 

Fastenen 
(min 4 per letter) 

Flex/Sealtlte conduit/sealant 

,,... Grounding lug/wire 

Power supply in 
aluminum enclosure 
bolted to rigid surface 

Onlort toggle switch 

\_ To existing power supply 

~sign area 
31 sq.ft. lsq.ft. 106•q. 11. I EXHIBITB 

T-9' 

~1 '· 1"j-j 1'·6' 
f--~~~~~~~~~~~-'-~~~~~~~~~~~- 37•-0·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ..... 

LED LAYOUT 
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I I 

I ...... I 

23 
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I I "=---=- \ \ 
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39 

10 
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Notes: 
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17 
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26 

158 feet LS-CORE-ASW-G3 - 316 Modules 
6 - PS12-60WSL-100-277V Layout based o!J a 5" deplh. 

Sign 2. Channel Letters - Scale: l /4" : I' 
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Sign 3. lntemally 111uminated Channel Letters 139 sq. ft 

Fabricate & Install one (1) set of Internally Illuminated 
channel lf!tten. 

Faces: 
• 3116" 7328 White plex 
• 1 • tnmcap painted to match PMS Cool Gray 7 

Construction: 
• .040 letter backs 
·Paint Inside ofletters with Matthews Zap 74-200 
• S~ .040 Aluminum coil returns w/clear satin finish 
•White LED Illumination 
• Mount flush to wall 

Electrical: 
•One (1) 120V. 201\ circuit. 
• l\mp load to be verified 

CHANNEL LETTERS A EMOTE WIRED - ATTACHMENT DnAIL ® 
.L 

Trlmcap/face Alum. letter return ~ 
- LED lllumlnat1on 

Fasteners 
(min 4 per letter) 

Flex/Sealtlte conduit/sealant 

/ Grounding lug/wire 

Power supply In 
aluminum enclosure 
bolted to rigid surface 

' On/off toggle twlt<.h 

\_To existing power supply 

!?,l _ ~ B.EVATION 15339 SQ FT wall area 

' -

LED LAYOUT 

Pl I I 

I - - .. I 
I~ 

23 

31 sq. ft. 

.. 
',,' , , '\ 

I I \ \ 

'' '' '' "':;-:;" ' ' 
I I ...... \ \ 

.''-''~'-' 
39 

2 sq. ft. 

' -' 
34 

10 

158 feet LS-CORE-ASW-G3 - 316 Modules 
6 - PS12-60WSL-100-277V 

Notes: 
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Sign 3 . Channel Letters - Scale· 1 / 4" • I 

==================-----------------------------------------------------------

South Elevation 
38' x 140'-6" = 5339 square feet 

140'~· -
· ''plvnb signs 
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EXHIBITC 
LA FITNESS SIGNAGE REQUEST 

4 

4 

160 square feet 

No. of signs: 12 
No. of walls: 4 

Area: 600 square 
feet 

3 

2 

447 square feet 

No. of signs: 3 
No. of walls: 2 

Area: 447 square 
feet 

Pr;oposal is for 1 Less sign than would ~ allowed by 
code. 

Proposal uses two less walls than would be permitted 
under code. There is no sign on the north wall facing 

the Greenway and no sign on the west wall. 

Proposal exceeds area allowance in the G0 zone but 
uses half the walls and one less sign than would be 

allowed, reducing clutter. Sign size is proportionate to 
building wall size. 

----:riie-sife-was-fiie-suti]eC:t:-ara-n-ias-ie·r=·a-esigri-reYiew ____ _ 
decision. The LA Fitness was approved as a compatible 
design with the balance of the development, regardless 1 

of the paper zoning. Conversely, the CO boundary is an 
artific1al paper boundary that splits the parking lot from 

the building. In a master planned development, the 
visitor would expect to see similar treatment of all 
design elements including signage. In this case the 

signage request is well below what is allowed outright 
on the immediately adjacent stores in the same 
develo ment including Michaels and Cabela's. 

~~~~~~~~--'-~~~~~~~--'-~~~~-'-~~~~-· 
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October 22, 2014 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING NOTICE 

DATE: November 10, 2014 

TIME: 6:00 p.m. - 7:00 p.m. 

LOCATION: Juanita Pohl Center located at 8513 SW Tualatin Road, Tualatin, OR 97062-
7092, phone# 503.691.3061 

SUBJECT: Notice of Neighborhood/Developer Meeting for the property located at 7405 
SW Nyberg Road 

Dear Property Owner: 

Fitness International, LLC cordially invites you to attend a meeting on, November 10, 2014 
from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. at the Juanita Pohl Center located at 8513 SW Tualatin Road, 
Tualatin, OR 97062-7092, phone number 503.691.3061. 

This meeting shall be held to discuss a sign variance located at 7405 SW Nyberg Road. The 
proposed sign will be located at SW Nyberg Road, tax lot 2700. The meeting will discuss the 
sign variance application that addresses the exterior sign elements for the LA Fitness building 
at Nyberg Rivers. 

The purpose of this meeting is to provide a means for the applicant and surrounding property 
owners to meet and discuss this proposal and identify any issues regarding this proposal. 

riste White 
On behalf of Fitness International, LLC 

Enclosure(s) 

(00319981 ;1} 



Name 

l 

{00329094; I} 

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING SIGN UP SHEET 

November 10, 2014 

Phone Number 

LA Fitness Sign Variance 
Tualatin, Oregon 

E-Mail Address 



NEIGHBORHOOD L 
DENLEl!.OPER MEETING 

11/1 ©#2014 6:00 P.~m. 
8513 SW rUALAlilN JR[j. 

508.691.3061 



NEIGHBORHOOD I DEVELOPER MEETING 
CERTIFICATION OF SIGN POSTING 

NEIGHBORHOOD I 
DEVELOPER MEETING 

_/_/2010 _: __ .m. 
__ SW ____ _ 

503-__ _ 
,___ __________ __.18" 

24" 

In addition to the requirements of TDC 31.064(2) quoted earlier in the packet, the 18" x 24" 
sign that the applicant provides must display the meeting date, time, and address and a 
contact phone number. The block around the word "NOTICE" must remain orange 
composed of the RGB color values Red 254, Green 127, and Blue 0. Additionally, the 
potential applicant must provide a flier (or flyer) box on or near the sign and fill the box with 
brochures reiterating the meeting info and summarizing info about the potential project, 
including mention of anticipated land use application(s). Staff has a Microsoft PowerPoint 
2007 template of this sign design available through the Planning Division homepage at < 
www.tualatinoregon.gov/planninq/land-use-apolication-siqn-templates >. 

As the applicant for the 

LA '1"tnt-ss fV 1.t Urtj RN{(> project, I 

hereby certify that on this day, Vt.hbc Jl)V,Jl)f L( sign(s) was/were posted on the 

subject property in accordance with the requirements of the Tualatin Development Code 

and the Community Development Department - Planning Division. 

Applicanfs Name: 01\.rr )\::. llUh; k.. 
(PL~EfRl~T) • 

Applicant's Signature: ~ Ar---
w 

Date: lO I 2r I \'-\ 



NEIGHBORHOOD/DEVELOPER MEETING 
AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) SS 

COUNTY OF WASHINGTON ) 

I, C~tJJk. Wn ;k_ , being first duly sworn, depose and say: 

That on the 'JJ.w! day of Oc.:wbtY , 20R , I served upon the persons shown 
on Exhibit "A," attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein, a copy of the 
Notice of Neighborhood/Developer meeting marked Exhibit "B," attached hereto and by 
this reference incorporated herein, by mailing to them a true and correct copy of the 
original hereof. I further certify that the addresses shown on said Exhibit "A" are their 
regular addresses as determined from the books and records of the Washington County 
and/or Clackamas County Departments of Assessment and Taxation Tax Rolls, and 
that said envelopes were placed in the United States Mail with postage fully prepared 
thereon. 

Signature ...._. ~ 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this f, l day of QJnbt,,L 
20.J!L. 

OFFICIAL STAMP 
AMBER JACKSON BERG 

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 930142 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JULY 09, 2018 



SIGN VARIANCE
SVAR-14-02

NOTICE

For more information call 
503-691-3026 or visit

www.tualatinoregon.gov



ATTACHMENT 105

SVAR-14-02:  ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

The approval criteria of the Tualatin Development Code (TDC) 33.022(1)-(6) must be 
met if the proposed Sign Variance to allow LA Fitness wall signs with a taller sign letter 
height, face height and, additional sign face area is to be granted. The Applicants 
prepared a narrative that addresses the Sign Variance criteria (Attachment 104). Staff 
has reviewed the Applicants’ material and included pertinent excerpts with each of the 
criteria in the analysis and findings below.

1. A hardship is created by exceptional or extraordinary conditions applying 
to the property that do not apply generally to other properties in the same 
planning district, and the conditions are a result of lot size or shape or 
topography over which the applicant or owner has no control.

LA Fitness is located on the 34 acre Nyberg River shopping center, more specifically on
tax map and lot number 2S1 24A 2700 located at 7405 SW Nyberg Street in the Office 
Commercial (CO) Planning District. The rest of the Nyberg Rivers shopping center is in 
the Central Commercial (CC) Planning District and includes Cabela’s, Pieology, Home 
Goods, News Seasons, Michael’s, Wendy’s, Barbara Johnson’s, and several other retail 
shops, banks, and restaurants.  Main access is located off SW Nyberg Street, a second 
access also on SW Nyberg Street.  Two secondary accesses are located off SW 
Boones Ferry Road and SW Martinazzi Avenue.

The LA Fitness application proposes the following:

1) A variance to allow a 4-foot letter height maximum on each sign that will read, 
“LA Fitness.”

2) A variance to allow a 5.4-foot sign face height on each wall sign that will read, 
“LA Fitness.”

3) A variance to allow the three wall signs to be a maximum of 158 square feet 
each, for a total of 474 square feet of signage on the building.

The total area of the three signs proposed for the building are 158 square feet each
(see Exhibit B of Attachment 104). The total square footage of signs on all sides of the 
LA Fitness building is 474 square feet.

The building’s square footage is 45,000 square feet.  The southwest wall face is 5,339 
square feet.  The southeast wall face is approximately 7,339 square feet according to 
the applicant.



SVAR-14-02:  LA Fitness Sign Variance Analysis and Findings
January 15, 2015
Page 2 of 6

The CO planning district allows 2-foot high lettering and allows the sign face height to 
be a maximum of 3-feet.  The CO planning district allows one sign per wall and a
maximum sign area of 40 square feet.  The CO planning district does not take into 
account the size of the building or building wall face.

The sign regulations for the CC Planning District allow building walls with a wall area 
(width x height) greater than 5,000 sq. ft. to have up to 3 wall signs with a maximum 
sign letter/ sign face height of four (4) ft. and a total (all wall signs on that wall) of 150 
square feet of sign area.   The LA Fitness wall area can be looked at two ways.  The 
building could be looked at as having 4 or 5 wall faces.  The southwest and southeast 
wall could be considered part of the chopped off corner of the front entrance or the front 
entrance façade could be considered its own wall.  Regardless, CC would allow a total 
of 600 square feet of wall signage for the entire building because the code allows a 
maximum of 4 walls of building to contain signage.  The applicant is requesting a 
maximum of 474 square feet of wall signage across 3 wall signs.

Three variances that would still be needed if LA Fitness were in a CC planning district 
would be sign face height and area per wall.  The applicant is requesting 158 square 
feet per sign where 150 square feet per wall would be allowed on the walls that are over 
5,000 square feet.  If we consider the front entrance sign to be on its own wall, that wall 
would be approximately 2,200 square feet, making the maximum allowed in the CC 
district 40 square feet.  The third variance needed would be for the sign face height to 
be 5.33 feet instead of the 4-feet allowed for CC signs.

Therefore because of the hardship of this isolated planning district the applicant request 
a variance to the sign letter height, the sign face height, and sign area allowed in the 
CO planning district.

2. The hardship does not result from actions of the applicant, owner or 
previous owner, or from personal circumstances or from the financial 
situation of the applicant or owner or the company, or from regional 
economic conditions.

As stated above the hardship was created by zoning the property CO isolated in a 
group of Central Commercial (CC) properties.  The subject CO property is a triangular 
shape.  It is isolated on two sides: the northwest property line lines up with the Tualatin 
River natural area, the east property line lines up with Interstate-5.  This leaves only one 
contiguous property line with other developable land.  CC property is the only other 
developable land this CO subject property touches.   This zoning was place by the City 
and was not a result of the property owner’s actions.

3. The variance is the minimum remedy necessary to eliminate the hardship.



SVAR-14-02:  LA Fitness Sign Variance Analysis and Findings
January 15, 2015
Page 3 of 6

The applicant states that exhibits B and C in the application packet demonstrate that the 
proposal is the minimum necessary to alleviate the hardship (Attachment 104).   The 
size is large enough for the words to be recognized from I-5, and the off-ramp.  The 
proposal is proportional with the size of the building and the rest of the signs that were 
have been allowed in the Nyberg Rivers Shopping Center.

4. The variance is necessary for the preservation of a property right of the 
owner substantially the same as is possessed by owners of other property 
in the same planning district, however, nonconforming or illegal signs on 
the subject property or on nearby properties shall not constitute 
justification to support a variance request.

The applicant states that the distance away from arterials and I-5 would make restricted 
signage too small in scale for traffic to read.  LA Fitness has a larger façade than most 
of the other uses in the development.

5. The variance shall not be detrimental to the general public health, safety 
and welfare, and not be injurious to properties or improvements in the 
vicinity.

The proposed signage will not cause detriment to the public health, safety, or welfare of 
citizens.  Fred Meyer’s Sign is legal non-conforming and of a larger size than allowed by 
current code.  The Cabela’s sign is a result of a sign variance.  The other commercial 
nearby are building of a much smaller size and therefore LA Fitness signage is not 
comparable or detrimental to those smaller buildings.  Placement of these signs on the 
building will not cause visual clutter or interfere with driving vision clearance.

6. The variance shall not be detrimental to the applicable Sign Design 
Objectives, TDC 20.030.

Section 20.030 Objectives.

The following are the City's Sign Objectives.

(1) Preserve the right of free speech exercised through the use of signs.

The proposal will allow LA Fitness to maintain their free speech through a sign 
proportional to the size of their building.

(2) Protect the public health, safety and welfare.

This proposal does not help or hurt public health, safety or welfare.  Therefore, the 
proposal will not be detrimental to this standard.



SVAR-14-02:  LA Fitness Sign Variance Analysis and Findings
January 15, 2015
Page 4 of 6

(3) Protect persons and property in rights-of-way from unsafe and 
dangerous signs that distract, rather than inform, motorists, bicyclists 
and pedestrians.

This sign proposed no movement or flashing that could be distracting to drivers or other 
traffic.

(4) Protect persons and property from unsafe and dangerous signs due to 
natural forces, including but not limited to wind, earthquakes, 
precipitation and floodwaters.

This proposal will be required to obtain a building permit which will ensure the signs are 
affixed to the wall per current building code.

(5) Protect persons and property from unsafe and dangerous signs due to 
improper construction, repair and maintenance.

This proposal will be required to obtain a building permit which will ensure the signs are 
affixed to the wall per current building code.

(6) Protect and enhance the visual appearance of the City as a place to live, 
work, recreate, visit and drive through.

Staff finds that the size of the proposed signage is proportional to the size of the 
approved building.  Therefore, the visual appearance of the building will be enhanced by 
the proposal.

(7) Protect and enhance the quality streetscapes, architecture, landscaping 
and urban character in Tualatin.

LA Fitness was approved as part of a Master Plan and Architectural Review Board 
process.  The architecture and placement of building was exhaustively reviewed and 
analyzed for an optimized public pedestrian climate and streetscape.

(8) Protect and enhance property values.

The success of LA Fitness will help the local economy and thereby help to sustain 
property values.

(9) Protect and enhance the City's economy.

Adequate signage contributes to the protection and enhancement of commercial 
property values.  It also helps ensure the commercial success of a major anchor store at 



SVAR-14-02:  LA Fitness Sign Variance Analysis and Findings
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Nyberg Rivers.  A successful shopping center will enhance the property values of the 
property owner and contribute to the City’s economy.

(10)Ensure the number, height and dimensions of signs allowed adequately 
identifies a business or use and does not result in sign clutter.

LA Fitness is proposing fewer signs total than is allowed by the sign code.

(11)Allow greater sign heights and dimensions for Major Commercial 
Centers.

Nyberg Rivers is a major commercial center.  This proposal would allow a greater sign 
height and dimensions in Nyberg Rivers.

(12) Allow only temporary signs on a property with no building.

No temporary sign are proposed.  This sign design objective does not apply.

(13)Allow no new permanent sign, or a change of face on an existing 
permanent sign, on a property with an unoccupied building.

(14)Allow permanent signs only on buildings, or parts of buildings, that are 
occupied.

This building is set to open in February 2015 and is not planned to be unoccupied.

(15)Regulate the number, height and dimensions of temporary signs.

No temporary signs are proposed.

(16)In the manufacturing and institutional planning districts allow 
permanent freestanding monument signs, but not permanent 
freestanding pole signs.

(17)In the residential planning districts sign numbers, heights and 
dimensions for dwelling units shall be restricted and for conditional 
uses shall be consistent with the use.

(18)Allow indirect and internal illumination in residential planning districts 
for conditional uses.

The subject site is a commercial planning district.

(19)Allow greater sign diversity in the Central Urban Renewal District's 
Central Design District for uses on properties abutting the City owned 
promenade around the Lake of the Commons.
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The subject site does not abut the Lake of the Commons; however this proposal will 
allow more diversity in signage in the area.

(20) The wiring for electrically illuminated freestanding signs shall be 
underground and for wall signs shall be in the wall or a race.

(21) Adopt sign regulations for the Mixed Use Commercial Overlay District 
that are consistent with the type and high quality of developments 
desired in the District. New sign types to be allowed are wall-mounted 
plaques and inlaid floor signs.

(22) Adopt Sign Design standards and a Sign Design Review process for 
freestanding signs in commercial districts that en-courage attractive 
and creative signage with varied design elements such as 
proportionally wider sign bases or pylons, a mix of exterior materials 
that have a relationship to building architecture, use of dimensional 
lettering and logos with halo or internal lighting and is consistent with 
the high quality of developments desired in commercial districts.

(23) In Central Commercial and General Commercial planning districts, 
allow permanent freestanding monument signs on Arterial Streets, and 
restrict permanent freestanding pole signs to Collector or Local 
Commercial Street frontages.

(24) Create an incentive for improvement of existing freestanding signs and 
adopt provisions allowing non-conforming freestanding signs in 
commercial districts to retain non-conforming sign status when 
structurally altered subject to improved compliance with Sign 
dimension and Sign Design standards. [Ord. 960-96, §4, 5/28/96; Ord. 
1120-02, 11/15/02; Ord. 1176-04, 11/22/04; Ord. 1216-06, 7/24/06; Ord. 
1261-08 §1, 6/9/08.; Ord. 1302-10 §1, 5/24/10]

These above criteria do not apply to the proposal. No freestanding sign are proposed.  
This proposal does not look to change the sign code.

Staff Conclusion

Based on the application and the above findings and analysis, the staff finds the 
proposed Cabela’s sign variance requests for wall signs meets Criteria 1-6 in TDC 
33.022.



RESOLUTION NO. 04-15TPC 

A RESOLUTION GRANTING A REQUEST FOR A SIGN VARIANCE FOR LA 
FITNESS LOCATED IN THE OFFICE COMMERCIAL (CO) PLANNING 
DISTRICT LOCATED AT 7405 SW NYBERG STREET (TAX MAP AND TAX 
LOT 2S1 24A 3100) (SVAR-14-02) 

WHEREAS, upon the application of LA Fitness represented by Radler, White, 
Parks, and Alexander, a quasi-judicial public hearing was held before the Tualatin 
Planning Commission on January 15, 2015, related to the request for a sign variance for 
the property located at 7405 SW Nyberg Street (Tax Map and Tax Lot 2S1 24A 3100); 
and 

WHEREAS, notice of public hearing was given as required by Tualatin 
Development Code 31.064; and 

WHEREAS, the Commission heard and considered the testimony and evidence 
presented on behalf of the applicant, the City staff, and those appearing at the public 
hearing; and 

WHEREAS, after the conclusion of the quasi-judicial public hearing the 
Commission voted to grant the request for a sign variance; and 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE TUALATIN PLANNING 
COMMISSION, OREGON, THAT: 

Section 1.   LA Fitness be allowed to obtain three variances for sign permits 
and erect three wall signs with up to four (4) foot high letters, a five and one-third (5.33) 
sign face height, and a sign area of up to 158 square feet each for a total of 474 square 
feet of sign face area for the entire store. 

ADOPTED this ____ day of _____________, 20__. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

BY _______________________ 
     City Attorney 

TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION, 
of City of Tualatin 

BY _______________________  
Chairman 

ATTEST: 

BY _______________________ 
 Administrator 

Resolution No. 04-015TPC Page 1 of 1 
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