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Jana Fox

From: Jo Cooper <jolencoop@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 8:06 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Opposed to gym at Barnes and Cedar Hills Blvd

Jana,  as residents of the Cedar Mill community we object to the proposed gym at Barnes and Cedar Hills Blvd.  We must 
drive in this area and already experience increased traffic due to more homes, etc north of us and object to this huge 
gym, parking structure but mostly the increased traffic this huge business would generate.   Please don’t grant variances 
to exceed our building limits.  Thank you!   Len and Joann Cooper. 715 NW 114th Ave. Portland 97229 
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Jana Fox

From: Brian Martin
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 9:23 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: FW: Affordable Housing

 
 
Brian Martin 
Long Range Planning Manager | Community Development  
City of Beaverton | PO Box 4755 | Beaverton, OR 97076-4755 
p: 503.350.4022 | f: 503.526.2550 | www.beavertonoregon.gov 
 
 

From: Lisa Beaty <mlgandc@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 9:14 AM 
To: Cadence Petros <cpetros@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Cc: Brian Martin <bmartin@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Subject: Re: Affordable Housing 
 
Ms. Petros  

Thank you for your thoughtful reply.  Inasmuch as I know that several large residential projects are in process 
of development, I also know that they are not enough to meet population growth figures anticipated by Metro. It 
is (past) time to think beyond typical 20th century planning.   Beaverton needs to hold developers of large 
swaths of prime real estate accountable to being not only a benefit to those who can afford to join a health 
club, but to the citizens of the city as a whole.  

Please make my correspondence a part of public record, and ensure that the planning commission and project 
manager see it as well.  If you need my address, I'm sure you can access it easily through city records .  I do 
not require a personal letter to notify me of the outcome: I'll find that in future notifications from the city.  

Lisa Beaty  

From: Cadence Petros <cpetros@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2019 4:12:30 PM 
To: 'mlgandc@hotmail.com' 
Subject: RE: Affordable Housing  
  
Ms. Beaty, 
  
Thank you for your comments, please let me know if you would like me to provide them to the Life Time Fitness project 
Planner for inclusion in the public record, and if so, please provide your mailing address so you can receive future 
notices, including the notice of decision on the Life Time Fitness project.  
  
The City’s Corridor Commercial zoning designation, which applies to the Life time Fitness property, allows for a variety of 
commercial, civic, and residential uses. The city cannot require a developer to propose certain types of land uses and not 
others so long as their proposed uses comply with their zoning designation. The City’s Development Code currently 
allows housing in most zoning districts, with the exception of industrial zoning districts, and we have seen a number of 
projects develop significant housing densities on commercial properties, such as the West End development at Murray & 
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Farmington which is currently in the permitting stage and includes over 400 housing units on land zoned General 
Commercial (the former K-Mart site). The City is also working on the Housing Options Program to explore options for 
infill development in existing neighborhoods as well as a wide range of activities regarding affordable housing. Please 
contact Javier Mena if you’d like more information about our affordable housing efforts. 
  
Best, 
Cadence 
  

Cadence Petros 
Development Division Manager | Community Development Department 
City of Beaverton | PO Box 4755 | Beaverton OR  97005-4755 
p: 503.526.2213 | f: 503.526.3720 | www.BeavertonOregon.gov 
  
From: Lisa Beaty <mlgandc@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2019 1:47 PM 
To: Javier Mena <jmena@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Cc: Mailbox Citymail <citymail@beavertonoregon.gov>; Brian Martin <bmartin@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Subject: Affordable Housing 
  
Mr. Mena 
  
Due to the extreme shortage of housing, affordable or otherwise, the City of Beaverton needs to stop contemplating the 
approval of massive developments which do not include a residential aspect.  For example, the city is looking at 
approving an enormous fitness facility near the corner of Cedar Hills Blvd. and Barnes Road.  ADJ2018-00086, DR2018-

0128, LD2019-0008, LO2018-0005, SDM2018-0007, TP2018-0009  This is an area close to employment, transportation and 
services.  The city needs to be flexible in its zoning and require developers in prime areas such as this to include some 
layer of residential space.  This would be highly preferable to the expensive high-density homes being built to the 
southwest of Beaverton which have VERY poor access to services and employment, and are ridiculously expensive as 
well. 
  
Please help the city consider options beyond the usual, which have shown themselves primarily as a benefit to the 
developers, not the community at large. 
  
Thank you. 
  
Lisa Beaty 
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
  
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE 
 
This e-mail is a public record of the City of Beaverton and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from 
disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law. This email is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 
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Jana Fox

From: vjo508 <vjo508@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:02 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Re: Proposed Gym 

WE DO NOT WANT THIS INAPPROPRIATE DEVELOPMENT IN OUR NEIGHBORHOOD. PERIOD. 
NO MEGA GYM at Barnes / Cedarhills 
 
Valerie O’Keefe 
Donovan Fraser 
SW Spring Crest Drive 
97225 
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Jana Fox

From: Cyndy Coughlin <cyndy.coughlin@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:11 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Proposed LifeTime Fitness development in Cedar Mill

I am greatly opposed to the proposed building of the LifeTime Fitness gym in the Cedar Mill area.  There are already 
plenty of other gyms nearby: Sunset Athletic Club (which is already planning to expand), Villa Sport, LA Fitness, etc. The 
space should be used for something that’s not already available in the area, such as restaurants, other types of family 
oriented activities and/or restaurants.   I’d even prefer one of the smaller Walmart stores to this massive, over priced 
gym.  
 
Cyndy Coughlin 
1681 NW Caitlin Terrace 
Portland, OR 97229 
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Jana Fox

From: NinaPoliakoff <ninapoliakoff@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:26 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness

I’m writing to voice my objection to the proposed LifeTime Fitness at SW Barnes and SW Cedar Hills Blvd. I love on SW 
Barnes and I can appreciate the demand for a reasonably sized affordable gym. But the incredibly expensive monstrosity 
that is being proposed is completely inappropriate for the location and the residents. Please reconsider.  
Thank you, 
Nina Poliakoff 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Kristina Fields <KF1341@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:45 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Proposed Gym on Steroids

I am not in favor of the proposed gym to be built at Petercourt. 
 
Outdated traffic studies were used and it is not what our neighborhood needs. 
 
Please listen to the people that live near there and do the right thing. 
 
DO NOT BUILD THIS GYM. 
 
Kristina Fields 
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Jana Fox

From: Heather Johnson <heatherjpdx@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:47 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Proposed gym @ Barnes/Cedar Hills

I'm writing in opposition to the plans for the new Lifetime Fitness location at Barnes Rd & Cedar Hills Blvd. It's 
a monstrosity the likes of which our community doesn't need. We don't need a massive development that 
nobody can afford. We could however use a rationally priced normal gym. The traffic impact claims they make 
are also based on ancient data. As a native of the area I can tell you with absolute certainty that the traffic in 
2007 bears zero resemblance to what we experience today. Please don't let this be built in its current form. We 
don't need out of state companies building things that will have negative impacts on the local community (too 
tall of building, traffic impact, unaffordable businesses) simply so they can get more money. We need 
developments that are in keeping with what locals desire that won't cause problems. We absolutely should not 
be approving any projects that depend upon state funding for any aspect of their proposal. Particularly for 
something as mundane as a gym. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Heather Johnson 
heatherjpdx@gmail.com 
503-808-0616 
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Jana Fox

From: Katie Beers <katherine.n.beers@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:47 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Peterkort Lifetime fitness development proposal

Hello J Fox, 
 
I wasn't able to to attend the neighborhood development hearing for the potential construction of the new 
Lifetime Fitness development that's under review in the Peterkort area. 
 
I live about 1 mile from the proposed development, and am an athletic person who's all in favor of encouraging 
business development & access to fitness facilities for members of the community.  With that being said, I'm 
highly concerned about the impact this will have on traffic in our area.  We need realistic & recently conducted 
traffic assessments to ensure our roads and transportation systems can handle this level of traffic.  The commute 
times along Cedar Hills & Murray exits along Hy 26 are already terrible, and in my mind the local government 
has not made sufficient investment in alleviating the traffic issues that already exist.  I would support this gym 
construction if we can see plans in place to manage the traffic flow.   
 
Thank you for taking my feedback into consideration, 
Katherine Beers 
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Jana Fox

From: Lad Pdx <outlook_A616E8A574AB66EA@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:55 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Gym to be built at Cedar Hills and Barnes Rd/Saltzman

I am against a 4 story massive Gym being built at the property and adding to the already congested intersection.  A 
smaller gym of 1-2 stories is fine…but this will draw un-needed traffic as people that could walk to this gym, will not be 
able to afford the monthly dues. 
Lisa Daniels 
308 NW Sundown Way 
Portland, OR  97229 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Jana Fox

From: Kaïa Kirkbride <kaia@kaiakirk.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:56 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Peterkort Area Lifetime Fitness Build Proposal

To whom it may concern, 
I would like to voice my opposition to building an enormous Lifetime Fitness  "gym" on the vacant lot between 
Barnes + Cedar Hills Blvd. It would be far too expensive for most of the demographic in that area to afford. It 
would only create further traffic problems (which is especially frustrating so close to many people's homes). 
And it would only set an unwelcome precedent for the scale of changes + buildings to come, in the Peterkort 
area. If that vacant lot is to be used, please select something that is usable by the immediate community and that 
effectively addresses + handles increased traffic concerns. 
 
Thank you so much for your time! 
Sincerely, 
-Kaïa Kirkbride 
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Jana Fox

From: Jody Shintai Dungay <jdungay@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 10:57 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Opposition to LifeTime Gym

 
Hello, 
I have heard about plans for a proposed Lifetime Gym in the Cedar Hills/Barnes Road area.  I am not opposed 
to a gym in this location, however, I am opposed to this project.  The size of the gym being proposed will 
increase traffic.  I also question the positive contribution to the community.   I high priced gym does not meet 
the needs of many in the area.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Jody Dungay 
 
I mostly respond to email in the evening.  If you need to reach me, call or text me at (971) 344-5431. 
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Jana Fox

From: Santos Laura <laurawsantos@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 11:10 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness- PLEASE NO!

Just writing as I am very concerned hearing about the SIZE of Lifetime Fitness that is slated to go in off of 
Barnes and Cedar HIlls.  
I am fine with another (seriously… we have so many around here) gym going in but why in the world would it 
be allowed to be so large? We are not desperate for a business like this as we have plenty in this part of town (it 
is not like there is a huge demand right now) BUT good lord the TRAFFIC will be insane. Yes we finally, 
finally, finally got the traffic light in off of the Cedar HIlls exit but traffic to get onto the HWY east bound is 
now getting backed up. Also with the proposed height and size it opens it up to other businesses coming in. 
Please do not be money hugry and truly think about that area needs and what works for the neighborhood. . The 
huge Wal-Mart backed out so why in the world would we do a huge gym?? 
Laura   
503-819-8159 
laurawsantos@gmail.com 
http://www.laurasantosphotography.com 
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Jana Fox

From: MTP <mahmood.tahanpesar@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 11:34 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: NO to LifeTime Fitness at Peterkort

Greetings! 
 
I would like to voice my opposition to this proposal. 
 
With International Fitness on Cornell RD closing (or closed?), it would be a great idea to have a gym near by, 
but $200 a month and possibly a big registration fee? It is way out of reach for most people. What defeated the 
Super Wal-Mart proposal was mainly the concern for the traffic, this is going to be worst! 
 
They need to adjust their plans to something more appropriate for the area and pay and make traffic 
improvements. We don't need to be a test site for some monstrously huge new gym that makes headache for 
most and serves a few! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mahmood TahanPesar 
503-803-8923 
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Jana Fox

From: Amy Teixeira <oregonamyt@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 11:36 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Gym at Cedar Hills and Barnes

To whom it may concern: 
 
I am not in favor of the size of gym being proposed by LifeWorks. Much too big for that area/space and traffic will just 
continue to get worse for which no allowances can be made. Thanks for your time! 
 
Amy 
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Jana Fox

From: Lori Klaus <ljklaus@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 12:13 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Gym proposal

I do not agree with the enormous gym proposed for the Petercourt property on Cedar Hills Blvd. my concerns are about 
worsening traffic, the size of the building, and the redundancy of such a facility. When it goes out of business we will 
have an eyesore there. Do not approve this.  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Sarah Barrett <s.craig@me.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 12:33 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: I Support PeterKort LifeTime Fitness Proposal 

Hi, 
I’m writing to express support for the lifetime fitness proposal at PeterKort, in Beaverton. 
 
This facility would be an excellent & much needed enhancement to serve this community & promote health, wellness & 
recreational sports for people of all ages & also kids & families. Many of the smaller “gyms” located in Beaverton fill a 
niche for a certain type of athlete while LifeTime Fitness offers much more to members across an entire lifespan. TFrom 
indoor/outdoor pools for families and small children to fitness classes geared for all ages. It really would be a facility 
where the greater community comes together, & the increase job openings outweigh the potential increase in traffic. 
 
Hoping & looking forward to hearing great news of the proposal being approved and the facility built ASAP.  
 
Thanks, 
Sarah Barrett  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Lyubov Polozova <lubapolozova@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 12:59 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: New development 

Hello, 
Voicing concern for the gym proposal on cedar hills across from peterkort and si senor.  
No need for a gym here as we have already so many, from LA to sunset to the tennis club and Villa sport.  
The size of this gym is completely unnecessary for the area. Taking up twice the size of villa sport on Murray, This would 
be a disaster for cedar hills and Barnes - a gridlock.  
The price point for anyone living around here is not justified, since people in walking distance can’t afford it, and there 
are already 3 luxury club style gyms within 2-3 miles.  
 
Please see this is as a bad project for our neighborhood. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Luba Polozova 
(Cedar Hills resident of 14 years) 
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Jana Fox

From: jeffery gould <jeffreyirag@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 1:15 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness at Peterkort

Dear Jana, 
 
As a resident on Barnes Road I am writing this letter to express my concern and objection to allowing 
Lifetime Fitness to open a massive resort type fitness center on Barnes Road and Cedar 
Hills.  Barnes Road is currently unable to sustain the amount of traffic at the present at that 
intersection, much less the increased traffic a gym of this size will bring to the area.  It has come to 
my attention that your office used 2007 traffic data to determine the feasibility of the project.  Forgive 
me if I say that is an outrageous misleading of the public.  Someone from your agency cannot simply 
claim there is no significant difference between the traffic of 2007 and 2019.  Get into a car and drive 
on the road several times a day and you will certainly notice the congestion at the light, complicated 
by the entrance and exit to the highway slightly down the road.   
 
I urge you to take the well being of the residents of the state into account before granting a permit to 
Lifetime Fitness. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeffrey Gould 
400 SW 70th Terrace 
Portland Or.  97225 
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Jana Fox

From: john J <jjfirefly5@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 2:22 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime fitness 

Please allow lifetime fitness to join our community. This will be a great improvement to the rundown lot.  
 
Thanks for your consideration! 
 
John Johnson 
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Jana Fox

From: Brittney Dinsdale <dinsdale.brittney@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 2:37 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Gym

There is NO NEED for a massive gym in this area. The apartments down the road have a gym, Bally’s/24 hr fitness didn’t 
even make it in this area. That building is going to be built, then be vacant, just like everything else around in the 
Peterkort area. Bring something we can all get behind, like a dog park/community park, grocery store (trader jos type.) 
We are members to Barre3 and THPRD. A massive gym is NOT in good interest for our area!!! 
 
-Brittney Dinsdale 
Cedar Mill 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Ole Dame <ole_dame@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 2:54 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: New gym on Cedar Hills Blvd

I'm not a Beaverton resident but live in the area in Forest Heights.  I think this would be a great addition to the area as 
proposed.  It would cut our commute time to the gym (VIlla Sport) in half and reduce traffic on Murray and Cedar Hills Blvd 
to get to Villa as I know a lot of families in our neighborhood currently go to Villa.  With reduced time of commute we'd 
probably go more often too! 
 
It sounds like a great use for what has been vacant land for a long time. 
 
Thanks, Ole 
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Jana Fox

From: Nancy Anderson <nancyj.anderson@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 3:11 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Proposed gym at Barnes and Cedar Hills Blvd

Thank you for this avenue for sharing our opinions about the proposed gym. I cast my vote in opposition primarily 
because of the size and cost. I would love to see a gym in this area but one that is smaller and at a lower cost per person 
or family for membership. Thank you for considering our concerns. Respectfully, Nancy 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Hyoungjun Park <fencer1215@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 3:47 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: support for the LifeTime Fitness at the corner of Barnes/ Cedar Hills

Hi, 
 
I want to send my support for the additional gym option at the corner of Barnes/ Cedar Hills Blvd. 
 
Thanks, HP. 
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Jana Fox

From: Brad Marluke <b.marluke@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 3:55 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: I SUPPORT LifeTime Fitness

Hello, 
I wanted to voice my support for the LifeTime Fitness location on Barns Rd. Please grant a waiver for the 
ability to build a 4 story structure for this project. I'm actually in support of removing this restriction all together 
for the city of Beaverton as I believe we need to build up more than out. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
Brad  
 
Brad Marluke 
Small business owner and resident of Cedar Mill for 7 years. 
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Jana Fox

From: vibeke.klocke@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 3:59 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Gym application in Cedar Mill

Hi there, 
 
Please know that I am opposed to allowing a private company to build such a HUGE proposed building in our area.  This 
proposed building will increase traffic in an already struggling intersection, and we are not prepared to handle it.  As 
well, the fees for this proposed gym are out of reach for many of the residents nearby.  I would be happy with a smaller 
gym that is accessible to all, would not be such a monstrosity to look at, and would not create such a traffic issue.   
 
Thank you! 
 
Vibeke Klocke 
12505 NW Coleman Drive 
Portland, OR 97229 
 

jfox
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT 2.62



1

Jana Fox

From: Rene Miller <renepdx@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 4:11 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness Gym

Hi there, 
 
As someone who lives a couple of miles from the intersection of Cedar Hills Blvd. and Barnes Rd., I wanted to voice my 
opinion. Although I have a tennis membership at Sunset Athletic Club (SAC), I am excited to see LifeTime Fitness come to 
the neighborhood. I think it will compete with both VillaSport and SAC, and be good for our community. That empty lot 
has been an eyesore for years. 
 
Thank you, 
Rene Miller 
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Jana Fox

From: Michael Mathew <mmathew1942@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 4:14 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: concerns

Do you really not want to maintain the beauty of the Northwest? 
 
I think you need to consider how long you want this paradise in the Pacific Northwest to remain relatively pristine. This 
proposal is not an earth friendly project for this area. And I think you know that! 
 
I am glad to have known the beauty of the Pacific Northwest since 1963 and will feel sorry for those of you who will have 
to live with the squalor you will bring to the area if you go through with this and other projects that rape the land for a 
couple of dollars. 
 
Michael Mathew 
mmathew_musicprep@comcast.net 
mmathew_musicprep@yahoo.com 
http://www.musicengravers.com/cgi-bin/engravers.pl 
http://oregonmts.com/mathew/ 
Phone  and Fax: 503 641 6127 
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Jana Fox

From: Michael Ross <mjross1965@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 4:26 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Proposed Construction at Cedar Hills Blvd & Hwy 217

J. Fox, 
 
I am writing to oppose the proposed construction of a massive fitness complex at the intersection of Cedar Hills 
Blvd and Hwy 217.  I have lived in the Cedar Hills neighborhood for 25+ years. Traffic on Cedar Hills Blvd has 
increased consistently year over year during that time. We are now at the point where there is regular and 
significant congestion on Cedar Hills Blvd, especially near the intersection of Hwy 217.  That interchange has 
been one of the most dangerous intersections in the state for years.  The additional traffic lights on Cedar Hills 
Blvd near Hwy 217 and near Walker Road have improved safety.  However, it is also restricted traffic flow.  A 
current and realistic traffic assessment needs to be performed before approving any development which will 
draw significant traffic up and down Cedar Hills Blvd crossing under Highway 217.  I believe that an 
assessment of the traffic patterns subsequent to the installation of the new lights will show that approving such a 
large development is contrary to maintaining efficient and safe traffic patterns. 
 
Regards, 
Michael Ross 
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Jana Fox

From: Robin Sherwin <rssherwin@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 5:03 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Life Time Fitness

As a long time resident of Cedar Mill I know that growth and change are inevitable.  My concern is that development not 
overwhelm our infrastructure and lower our quality of life.  The west side has been a very desirable place to work and 
live, but the increasing traffic has made it less so.  Putting in a mega gym as Life Time proposes does not fit the scope of 
the community.  I know development will happen, but it should be within the limits of current planning regulations.  
Allowing over-development will had a domino effect until gridlock and traffic light failures will be the norm. 
 
Using an outdated traffic study undermines the credibility of their feasibility study.  What are the plans when the 
eastbound Hwy 26 onramp becomes so backed up that it impairs both Barnes Road and Cedar Hills boulevard as it 
already has become a problem without all the new development that is proposed for the Peterkort’s properties.  I have 
perused the 166 page application and believe that there should be a summary so people can make educated comments 
without trying to comprehend the entire report.  There was not notice given to those of us that will be impacted by this 
development to voice our concerns. 
 
While development is a given, it should fit within existing requirements and it’s scope should be relative to the 
surrounding area.  I urge the Beaverton City Counsel and Planning Department to reconsider granting variances and 
allow Life Time Fitness to proceed only after they scale down the project to fit the community.  This should not be 
railroaded down the residents throats. 
 
I also beg to ask if this massive fitness facility fails to prosper, what would become of the building?   The Peterkorts can’t 
even keep tenants in their strip- mall. Continued unlimited growth is not what Oregonians expect or need. 
 
Thank you for considering the cost to our quality of life if this massive development is allowed to proceed. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Robin Sherwin 
Christopher Lunt 
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Jana Fox

From: Lucia Johnson <luciajohnson@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 5:11 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: thought regarding Peterkort/Lifetime Gym Proposal

Hi Jeff, 
 
I assume you must have many emails about this so I just copy and pasted my thought as they were posted on 
Nextdoor.com. 
 
Villa isn't "affordable" but I think it is competitive after talking with others in similarly balanced neighbourhoods regarding their 
gym fees and comparing the services. Our whole family loves Villa so we are not anti-big-gyms but this giant indoor tennis mecca 
sounds horrible. Anyone who has ever experienced the insanity of traffic surrounding the precious MAC club knows that it is Not 
Fun! Email sent and thank you. It does seem strange considering that all the many Nike families have access to a Nike facility, tech 
families make up a good portion of Villa and then there are many other existing gyms. The last thing we want is that building going 
empty like Peterkort. Edit: If the proposed size were more reasonable and there is *adequate* parking, then I am all for it. Dedicating 
a ton of indoor space to courts that hold limited amounts of players at any given time seems a bit much. I will include that in email. 
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Jana Fox

From: Kathleen Everett <k.everett@bolywelch.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 5:13 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Life Time Fitness 

Dear Ms. Fox,   
 
I was at the Beaverton City Council meeting last night and I am in favor of the LifeTime fitness proposal.  I was aware of 
it when it was proposed on the other side of the street and it appeared that build out would cause plenty of impact to 
the land there.  This flat surface is better suited and less impacted, but may pose other concerns.  
 
My belief is I am all for family and individual fitness vs retail or office buildings.  Anything to get us healthy and kids off 
electronics is a good thing in this community.  Change is difficult and I impressed with LifeTime making such a big 
investment.  It will provide jobs for all ages, which is a good thing.  Change is difficult and if this is a good thing for the 
Master Plan, then I trust the city planners as I am busy with my job and can’t stop development as it will happen 
eventually.   
 
Best Regards,  
 
 
Kathleen 
 

 
 

Kathleen Everett 
Director, Client & Business Relations 
Executive Search | Recruiting | Staffing | HR Consulting 
920 SW Sixth Avenue, Suite 100, Portland, OR 97204 
503.242.1300 | m: 503.816.7037 | www.bolywelch.com 
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Jana Fox

From: Larry Westerman <larryandjodywesterman@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 5:22 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Re: Peterkort LifeTime gym

Jay, 
 
I am writing regarding the proposed development of a LifeTime fitness center in the Peterkort property at SW Cedar Hills 
Boulevard and SW Barnes Road.  I have a number of concerns about this proposal. 
 
First, this property is designated as a transit-oriented development area, and I do not see how a fitness club of this scale 
and with this membership strategy serves in any way as a transit-oriented use. 
 
Second, the existing Peterkort property is underutilized to the point of mismanagement; I used to be a member of the 
fitness club located in the Peterkort shopping center, which went out of business many years ago.  The shopping center 
now contains two major anchor building that are empty, one for years.  I question the ability of the Peterkort 
organization to properly manage an additional development of the scale of the proposed fitness center, and am deeply 
concerned over the likelihood that this property, like the shopping center, will sit vacant.  There are numerous fitness 
clubs within close proximity of this proposed development, and I am not convinced that a proper market study has 
demonstrated the need for this particular size and scale of project. 
 
Third, the presentation claimed that 300 jobs would be created.  This claim seems incredible considering the economics 
of the project.  If the monthly membership fee is $200, and the 300 employees are paid $15 per hour with a 50% 
overhead burden, the club would have to enroll 5,625 members to pay the labor costs alone, not to mention additional 
operational costs.  This would dwarf the membership of similar high-end facilities in the region such as the MAC 
downtown, or the VillaSport in Beaverton.  This makes the jobs claim seem ridiculous, and calls into question the 
viability of the enterprise itself. 
 
Fourth, the applicant has provided insufficient justification for the requested zoning  adjustments.  No public good is 
provided in exchange for waiving zoning requirements at this site, and a suitable building could be built without 
exceeding zoning requirements.  Abundant examples of indoor tennis and basketball courts are available, all built within 
the building envelope allowed by the zone. 
 
Larry Westerman 
390 NW Torrey View Dr 
Portland OR 97229 
503-796-0736 
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Jana Fox

From: Joan Kapowich <jmkapowich@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 5:52 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Proposed health club at Peterkort

I read with interest the news of the proposed development. While I would like to see sidewalks on that parcel of 
land the developments seems out of scale for the area and location. Since there are several large empty 
buildings nearby I wonder why we cannot repurpose those buildings. 
 
Thank you for your careful consideration of the impact on traffic and the neighborhood and stewardship of 
empty buildings on behalf of the public. 
 
Joan M Kapowich  
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 
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Jana Fox

From: anissa rogers <anissarogers007@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 6:03 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness Proposal

Hello, 
I'm writing to add my voice to the LifeTime Fitness proposal to build on Cedar Hills and Barnes Rds. The 
proposal, as is, is too much/too big for this area. The traffic is already out of control, and we have 15 gyms in 
the immediate area. Most people in the area cannot afford their high membership fee, so it will draw people 
from out of the area, adding to traffic issues. A smaller version, drawing fewer people, would be more 
acceptable, if they're willing to jump into the competition. If it fails, we'd be left with a giant, empty building to 
look at. 
Thank you, 
Anissa Rogers 
Butner Rd, 97005 
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Jana Fox

From: Susan Jansson <jansson.susan@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 6:56 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: New Lifetime Fitness

The codes are in place for a reason. I am not in favor of a big building pushing aside existing codes that will change that 
corner to a congested overbuilt business across from a near empty shopping center with big empty buildings that are 
already built. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Chris <chris.kondrat@kondrats.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 7:02 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime fitness

Not needed 
Sunset Athletic club is building an annex a mile away La fitness is a mile in the other direction In the peterkort shopping 
Center across the way, Bally’s went under and it was smaller and very inexpensive. 
The proposal is too expensive for the area and too large in size If it goes under we are left with a monstrosity And also it 
is in THRPD which provides very inexpensive sports classes 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Angel Campeau <campeaugirl7@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 7:13 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Pro- Lifetime fitness

Good evening,  
I think the proposed Lifetime fitness would make a great improvement to our community.   Raise property 
values etc... 
 
I'm for it, thanks!! 
Angel Namhie  
(Cedar Mill) 
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Jana Fox

From: Susan McConnell <sue.g.mcconnell@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 8:03 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Life Time fitness proposal

I understand that a 2007 traffic study was used to justify the adequacy of the  fitness center's proposal. I have 
lived here 25 years and the traffic has increased exponentially. I feel a more current traffic study should be used 
to gauge traffic impact. Just in the past several years traffic has gotten a lot worse. The immense size of this 
project will bring 300 employees and many more members to its doors. There will have to be major 
improvements to the traffic flow to allow for access to the hospital and highway 26. 
 
I do not think this center needs to be as large as they propose and require a variance of the city code. I sincerely 
hope these issues will be investigated thoroughly before any action is taken. We certainly want development on 
this corner, but not on such a massive scale that will impact the community negatively. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Susan McConnell 
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Jana Fox

From: Andre Baran <andrebaran@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 8:06 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: YES for Lifetime Fitness

Please do not listen to the idiot curmudgeons who are against any type of change. I say YES to lifetime fitness.  
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Jana Fox

From: Florence Trentacosti <fltrentacosti@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 8:06 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness at Peterkort

I am very concerned about the proposed building of such a huge facility in my neighborhood. It doesn’t fit, it will make 
traffic even worse than it is now.  It is not going be affordable for the majority of my neighbors.  Please scale it down! 
Thanks, 
Florence Trentacosti 
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Jana Fox

From: CJ Shumate <cj@genarch.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 8:21 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness Proposal

Hello, 
 
I’d like to voice my opinion of the Lifetime Fitness project. I’m all for it and think it sounds like a terrific 
facility, however there are three conditions.  
 
1) add second westbound traffic lane between Cedar Hills Blvd and the Timberland shopping center.  
2) the project must develop sidewalks on the east and north edges of the site to provide a pedestrian connection 
between Cedar Hills Blvd and the Timberland shopping center. Current nothing exists but a dirt path worn 
through the weeds.  
3) I’m not certain any variance should be given for extra height, even though this project is located adjacent to 
the highway and won’t be blocking any views or access to sunlight. Seems to me the site is large enough that 
they can build out and up as far as the zoning code allows. But I stand more strongly behind reasons 1 and 2, if 
solid reasons were provided as to why the height limit must be exceeded then it would be acceptable.  
 
This sounds like a great facility unlike any that currently exist in the area. I fully support its development.   
 
 
CJ Shumate, AIA, NCARB 
gen design + architecture, inc.  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
-- 
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Jana Fox

From: Kris Kebisek <kriskebisek@frontier.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 8:27 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: proposed gym at Barnes & Cedar Hills

Ms. Fox, 
 
Please add our voices to those opposed to the gym / facility under consideration for the corner of SW Barnes Road and 
SW Cedar Hills Road.   
 
As residents of Peterkort, we can attest that the intersection and surrounding area are already consistently congested 
and adding further traffic only would exacerbate the situation. 
 
Furthermore, if this project has indeed not been subject to the open space requirements nor the transportation 
requirements, that is wholly unacceptable.  Presumably, these requirements exist for a reason so ignoring them is not an 
option. 
 
It is our sincere hope that we in the nearby neighborhood have a say in how the corner is developed, as we are directly 
impacted.  This facility is not what we want or need. 
 
Regards, 
 
Kris Kebisek 
Ken Kebisek 
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Jana Fox

From: Kelly Ash <kellymash2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 9:02 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness at Peterkort

To Whom this may concern, 
 
I am a homeowner who lives right down the street from the proposed site for a LifeTime Fitness Gym.  I have 
lived in the area of SW 110th and Adele Drive since 2010.  Over the last 3-4 years traffic in this area has 
increased SIGNIFICANTLY.  You almost can never make a left hand turn these days onto Cedar Hills Blvd 
from SW Celeste during peak hours.  Putting in a gigantic sports club is going to make this area a traffic 
nightmare!! The new light at the on ramp and off ramp at Cedar Hills and 26 has only made getting around the 
surface streets worse!  It’s not a good idea, I hope this doesn’t come to fruition, I can’t imagine the residents 
around here want this type of monstrosity in our backyards!  
 
Please take this into consideration as I’ve heard the planning information and research was based on what traffic 
was like in this neighborhood 12 years ago!!! 
 
Sincerely, 

Kelly Ash 
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Jana Fox

From: helen warberg <hwarberg@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 9:16 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime gym

I oppose this proposed gym for the following reasons: 
1.  The area is saturated with gyms, 15 within a 3 mile radius, which may cause financial failure for some if another very 
large gym opens.   
2.  Traffic is already congested on the roads surrounding the site. 
3.  They used 2007 traffic numbers.  My perception is traffic has significantly increased since then, impacting safety and 
livability.  
4. As a tax payer, I disagree with supporting their infrastructure needs. 
Thank you for taking my comments, 
H. Warberg 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: John Elizalde <john_elizalde@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 9:40 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Peterkort gym

 
Greetings 
 
I believe the proposal should be rejected as inconsistent with community and regional needs and planning. The area 
should be designated for affordable housing with a 6 or 7 floor height allowance and one parking slot per unit. Retail on 
the first floor allowable; max rent at 80% of AMI 
 
A gym is redundant given 15 in the area (3mile radius). THPR should be approached to serve Peterkort needs.  
 
First things first, Housing is the real need in Beaverton and affordable housing the the north andPeterkort area is critical. 
The extra height is intended as a bonus for the affordable developer. The city should team with the developer to get a 
piece of the Metro housing bond.  
 
John Elizalde 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Joanne Dunatchik <jdunatch@outlook.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 6:31 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness - Peterkort

It’s a mystery to my why allowing a gigantic fitness facility at Barnes & Cedar Hills when there are 2 large vacant 
storefronts (and some smaller ones) in Peterkort Square, one of which was originally a fitness center.  And what happens 
if, after a few years, the Lifetime facility fails (not inconceivable, given the proposed price of membership)?  More vacant 
property?  Let’s work on making use of the properties already available, rather than allowing the construction of another 
enormous structure. 
Joanne Dunatchik 
Cedar Mill 
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Jana Fox

From: Sara Douglass-Cloe <clancloe@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 8:16 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness Club

I oppose this project. I  live within THPRD boundaries and use those facilities regularly. There are many private clubs and 
gyms in our area that fill needs for fitness and recreation. I think this massive gym and parking structure will create more 
problems with traffic impact and overcrowding our stretched infrastructure.  
 
Sincerely, 
Sara Douglass-Cloe  
1300 NW 93rd Ave. 
Portland, OR 97229 
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Jana Fox

From: lois king <kinderloisme.com@me.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 8:36 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime fitness facility

I live in Peterkort Woods. While I like the idea of a fitness facility in this area, the size of the current proposal concerns 
me. I'm in favor of a smaller facility that meets current city building codes. In addition, I’m thinking of the problem of 
increased traffic at an intersection that is already problematic. I hope careful thought will be given to mitigating the 
significant traffic impact if a facility of the currently proposed size is allowed to be built in that location.   Thank you.  
 
Lois King 
10424 SW Windwood Way 
PDX 97225 
503-686-8142 
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Jana Fox

From: Eileen Gross <leenergross@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 8:41 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness

I’d like to say YES to the Lifetime Fitness in Peterkort.  Would love to see a development like this on that eye sore 
property. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Eileen Gross 
Cedar Mill 
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Jana Fox

From: Squirrel <yarnsquirrel2@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:31 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: No Lifetime Gym please

Hello. As a multi-generational Oregon family, who was raised in this community, it deeply concerns me when 
community and state funds are re-directed to support road, overpass, etc projects to the benefit of private mega 
un-needed and un-wanted businesses. Therefore, Im writing to add my opposition to the proposed LifeTime 
Gym at Cedar Hills and Barnes. Three main reasons 1. The community has several gym and pool and tennis 
courts available for free or in their homeowner communities. 2. The current road infra-structure will not support 
it. With many of the state roads and bridges needing repair, I am against any tax dollars being funneled to profit 
a single private business. 3. The expensive membership fee is beyond affordable to people here.  
 
Please add my name to a no vote.  
 
Thank you, 

Cheryl Akeman, MT, MBA 
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Jana Fox

From: Angela S <drsmorra@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:45 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: In favor of the LifeTime Fitness at Peterkort

 
I wanted to voice my opinion I am innFavor of the proposed gym, LifeTime fitness, at the Peterkort center. I currently 
drive 12-15 minutes to Villasport, and find myself cutting thru neighborhoods when Cedar Hills is backed up. This 
location is perfect for residents on the North Side of The 26, and will reduce traffic on Cedar Hills, Jenkins, and the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  
 
I do want to see improved sidewalks and bike lanes if it goes thru.  
 
Thank you!  
Angela Smorra and family 
9501 NW Arborview Dr 
Portland, OR 97229 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Gabriela <gldowney@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 10:26 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Gym Proposal

The proposed gym is a bad idea that will leave another empty building because no one can afford to join.  Please 
consider carefully.  
 
Gabriela 
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Jana Fox

From: Plbonallo@comcast.net
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 11:12 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: No on Lifetime Fitness

I strongly disagree with the proposed Lifetime Fitness proposal for the property on Barnes Rd. and Cedar Hills Blvd. 
 
We didn’t want a massive Walmart, and we don’t want a massive gym, with all the increased traffic it would bring. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paula Bonallo 
 
43 year resident of Cedar Hills 
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Jana Fox

From: J Freyensee <why2jjj@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 11:43 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Clarifying my opposition stance to LifeTime site

I just want to make clear my stance if it wasn't clear, for the public record. 
 
I am not against LifeTime building a gym at the proposed site. 
 
I'm against LifeTime building a massive gym, one which will make it the largest gym project in the state of 
Oregon, requiring waivers from the city/county to build the gym.  As stated by Mike Connors, there are many 
gyms LifeTime has built that are smaller than this proposal- smaller in size, smaller in monthly fees.  I found 
this url that can give an idea on LifeTime other gyms:  https://www.lifetime.life/view-all-locations.html . So 
LifeTime building a gym this size is something exceptional, not in the norm for them. 
 
I am concerned 2007 traffic data was used in the traffic study.  2019 traffic is very different from 2007 and will 
not reflect the traffic patterns around the proposal in today's reality.  I am also concerned that there is no ODOT 
guarantee of funds to finish traffic improvements for the LifeTime gym. 
 
Allowing such a massive complex proposal as-is is going to set a dangerous precedent for future massive 
proposals that will come into the Peterkort area that will slowly grind future traffic to a permanent halt, making 
the community less attractive place to live. 
 
Regards, 
Jay 
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Jana Fox

From: Mary Beth Buffum <mbbuffum@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 12:51 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Objection to Lifetime Gym waivers

Based on the information I have heard, and as a long-time resident of West Haven and Cedar Hills, I 
strenuously object to granting any waivers to build a massive facility such as Lifetime is proposing at Cedar 
Hills Blvd and Barnes Rd. I understand they are using 2007 traffic studies in their applications, which is 
ludicrous. Frankly, that parcel should be planted with trees and allowed to go back to nature. There is nothing 
that could go on that piece of land that will not cause additional traffic problems. Even with the new light at the 
ramp on Cedar Hills Blvd, which was 40+years overdue, that area is still a traffic nightmare and no amount of 
traffic mitigation will fix it. Please don't add to the problem. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Mary Beth Buffum 
12280 SW Douglas St 
Portland OR 97225 
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Jana Fox

From: Jessie Dhillon <jessie.dhillon@outlook.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 2:01 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness / Public comment

Hi,  
I'm writing about the proposed gym, Lifetime Fitness, at Cedar Hills & Barnes Rd. I have concerns for traffic 
congestion.  I understand the developers are asking for variances regarding height & structure size.  
The current building code is in place now to prevent traffic congestion.  I am writing to explain my position:  the 
variance should not be granted.  
I live less than 1 mile from the intersection,  and travel it daily. While I think the site is a good location to 
develope, the building department should be mindful with the long term impact on the community, in this case, 
the impact would be very negative.  
Thank you,  
Jessie Dhillon  
455 SW 95th Ave., Portland 
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Jana Fox

From: Peggy Retnani <pretnani@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 2:07 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Giant Gym on Barnes/Cedar Hills

Please don’t build this behemoth. The traffic is already out of control in that area. I have had to add ten extra minutes to 
my commute as it is because they added an addl light on CHills. There are already ample numbers of fitness places, LA 
Fitness, SAC and now SAC2 a mile away, Villa, Cedar Hills Raquetball, etc. Also so much empty space on the other side of 
the road (Orchard/Albertsons). This town is quickly becoming unlivable and undrivable. Mini LA style. I thought I would 
never say this, but I am thinking about leaving. 😟 Regards,  P Retnani, Beaverton Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Matt Flynn <mattcflynn@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 2:55 PM
To: Jana Fox
Cc: Ashley DeMello
Subject: Opposition to Lifetime Fitness Peterkort

Hi, 
 
We are writing to express our opposition to the proposed development of the Lifetime Fitness gym near 
Peterkort center. Our family lives up the street from this location and we suffer the traffic at the intersection of 
Barnes, Cedar Hill and Hwy 26 everyday. This traffic situation (which is much worse since the addition of the 
stoplight South of 26) adds significant time to our daily commutes and has a measurable negative impact on our 
life. The addition of a major business like the one proposed would make a bad situation totally unsustainable. 
We are not opposed to new business, but the traffic problems must be addressed first, and the way this project 
was described would place the responsibility for road construction only on the local government, not on the 
businesses. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention to this important matter. 
 
Best, 
 
Matthew Flynn 
Ashley DeMello 
 
10573 NW Le Mans Ct 
Portland, OR 97229 
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Jana Fox

From: Nancy McKimens <nmckimens@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 6:52 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: please dont let this massive gym

be built… 
a much smaller version perhaps…but good god, traffic is terrible now and the data they presented is skewed … 
thank you 
nancy mckimens 
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Jana Fox

From: Michael Gross <leener7@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 9:42 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime and Peterkort

I am for the Lifetime project.  I know the development of all the Peterkort properties will put a huge strain on 
transportation in the area.  You should begin to alleviate concerns by requiring the Lifetime project to complete the five 
lane section of Barnes Rd between Cedar Hills and 118th. 
Michael Gross 
11090 NW Leahy Rd  
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Jana Fox

From: Matt Clark <mclark@ffres.com>
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2019 11:24 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness

Hi - I just moved back to the area after living out of state for the last 20 years and recently heard about the proposed Lifetime fitness at 
Peterkort.  I would like to voice my support for the project.  Having belonged to a Lifetime in Arizona, I can tell you it is a super 
family-friendly environment and a great place to meet other members of the community (and of course promotes good health).  I am 
excited about possibly being able to rejoin Lifetime and think it would be a great addition to the area.   Please let me know if you have 
any questions. 
 
Matt Clark 
9114 NW Benson Ct 
858-922-3529 

 Matt Clark 
 Vice President - Acquisitions 
 
 o: 858.824.6410 | c: 858.922.3529 
 
 5510 Morehouse Drive, Suite 200 
 San Diego, CA 92121 
 
 FairfieldResidential.com 
 

 
 

View important disclosures and information about our e-mail policies here. 
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Jana Fox

From: John Madding <john.madding@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 18, 2019 7:41 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness

Hello - I am writing this email in support of the Lifetime Fitness project at the corner of Barnes and Cedar Hills.  This 
development will help the area considerably.  
 
Thank you. 
 
John Madding 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Kristin Bryant Sponaugle <krisbry@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 18, 2019 8:33 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Public Comment about Lifetime Fitness Proposal for Cedar Mill

I was recently made aware of the Lifetime Fitness proposal for use of the vacant property at Cedar Hills Blvd. and Barnes 
Rd., including the request for a height variance.  I’ve been looking through the information on the City of Beaverton 
website, and I wanted to voice my enthusiastic support for the project.  The proposal looks like a great facility that will 
be an asset to residents while also providing jobs and revenue for the community.  While the proposed height is taller 
than currently allowed, this seems like an ideal location, as it will not block any significant views, and is adjacent to the 
freeway.  I know our family would likely join the new facility, and in fact we’ve been looking for something like this for 
some time to no avail.  I hope Beaverton approves this proposal, and I look forward to seeing its construction begin. 
 
Kristin Sponaugle 
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Jana Fox

From: Mark Alan Jorgensen <creatnow@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 18, 2019 11:14 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: c/o Jfox / Re: LifeTime GYM..."MJ"...

Putting in My 2cents~worth on this GYM Issue... 

Living near-by n Cedar Mill, the traffic is already 
getting to be a bit stuffy...& the $200/mo is Very 
UnRealistic...My 24hr Fitness is $29/mo & i've 
had Baileys which was in the same business 
area awhile back for $10/mo on a Promo... 

Yes this would be an Awesome Gym surely, BUTT: 
not sure & do not agree that this is the proper 
Location! & the Price is way out-of-bounds 4sure! 

There is ALOT of Traffic Conjestion & probably even 
more now that this new Traffic Light has been installed 
to help the off-Ramp from Hwy 26 onto Cedar Hills Blvd 
which can see that was needed since those cars are 
Trapped in that spot, but is a bit too much for lights to 
be sooo close to each other...will see how THAT works? 

My Resolve is NOT TO BUILD the LifeTime Gym @ the 
Peterkort Center...No Way...No How...same story as 
the WalMart Super-Store...= = THANK YOU ! !:=)) 
 
========================================= 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

<= = = The TLC - NETWORK = = => 
========================================= 

~ Embracing FREEDOM ~ 
~ Empowering PEOPLE ~ 

<= = BUILDING + SUCCESS = => 
========================================= 

:: Successful Online Management Enterprise ::  
= S. O. M. E. = Skype ID: markateer =  

Appointment Only ::: 503/ 643 4904  
~ MARK ALAN JORGENSEN ~  
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Jana Fox

From: Regina Brandao <reginacpb1@yahoo.com.br>
Sent: Saturday, May 18, 2019 11:17 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LIFETIME FITNESS AT PETERKORT 

Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
I would like to express my opposition to the proposal of the LifeTime Fitness project at Peterkort. The size of the 
buildings is going to have a huge impact on traffic in our neighborhood. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Regina Hill 
725 NW 107th Ave, Portland, OR, 97229 
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Jana Fox

From: Jill Brady <jillbrady45@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2019 2:33 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: from a Beaverton resident

Please please do not put a giant Lifetime Fitness gym any where in Beaverton. The traffic jam by 
Peterkort would be horrid. You hav to know in your heart and intellect that this is not healthy for our 
community. Please do not do this.. Jill Brady 

jfox
Typewritten Text
EXHIBIT 2.103



1

Jana Fox

From: Elissa Ryan Morris <wildfiftyfive@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2019 3:26 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness

Hi - I live within a couple miles of the proposed LifeTime Fitness facility at Cedar Hills Blvd and Barnes.  I would like to 
voice my opinion that I’d love a gym there with a swimming pool, but a building that dwarfs everything else around it 
and needs a variance to be built is TOO big. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Elissa Ryan Morris 
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Jana Fox

From: John Ogle <john.ogle@palau.org>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2019 3:32 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness would be a positive for the vacant lot at Cedar Hills and Barnes 

I read about this project online and am writing to express my support for this potential addition to my neighborhood.  
 
I live quite close to the site and believe it will add vitality and jobs to our community and it is a bonus that it is business 
that encourages and advances health.  
  
As someone who lives in easy walking distance to this location, I fully support the project.  
 
John C. Ogle 
11235 SW Muirwood Drive 
Portland, OR 97225 
 
503.469.0999 
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Jana Fox

From: Alice Bird <alice.bird@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2019 4:47 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Objection to gym construction proposal

Dear Ms Fox 
 
I’m writing for to express my strong objection to the proposed construction of a 200,000 square foot gym at sw barnes 
rd and sw cedar hills blvd.  
 
What we need around here are plans that welcome diverse, locally owned and run businesses, not huge national chains 
that are designed to benefit corporate share holders outside of the region. I’m concerned about increasing traffic, noise, 
loss of already threatened natural habitats.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Alice Bird 
115 SW 88th ave.   
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Alyssa Kirkbride <aly.kirkbride@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 19, 2019 9:05 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: NO Lifetime Fitness at Peterkort

To whom it may concern, 
 
It is understood that the empty lot at Barnes and Cedar Hills Blvd. is looking at being developed by Lifetime 
Fitness.  
 
A four story high gym is absolutely NOT what this community needs, especially in such a location. The traffic 
at Barnes and Cedar Hills Blvd. is so clogged as it is, more traffic being brought in from all over town would be 
absolutely dreadful. Not to mention the price, a membership fee of $200 per month is outrageous.  
The community that surrounds the Peterkort area is not a wealthy community and does not have such money to 
simply hand over freely. There have been more affordable gyms in this area at Peterkort, at least 4 different 
gyms and they have all failed. So why do we need another one that is extremely unaffordable, increases 
congestion, that is INSANELY HUGE and unnecessary?  
10 Tennis courts, and a 37,000ft outdoor pool (It rains 80% of the year) is completely insane and disgusting.  
There are already so many gyms in the area, and another proposed to be built down the road by the Cedar Mill 
Library. The community already has their gym, whether it be an actual gym or the great outdoors, the target 
market is not here. Please DO NOT BUILD this massive mistake here. It is greatly unwanted and the few who 
may potentially use it will not be sourced from the local community, but from far and wide and we're right back 
to the congestion issue. 
Thank you for your time and consideration, 
please keep this gym development out of our community. 
Alyssa Kirkbride 
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Jana Fox

From: Yim, Sokhan (ETW - FLEX) <Sokhan.Yim@nike.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 8:37 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: RE: AGAINST LifeTime Gym on Barnes/Cedar Hills

Hi Jana: 
 
I am opposed to having such a huge gym built off of the corner of Barnes and Cedar Hills.  From what I understand it 
would also need city/county waivers to build?  I don't want that to start a trend of future commercial proposals resulting 
in crazy traffic jams during rush hour here.  Also, traffic on Barnes road during commuting off already chaos adding this 
structure only create more backlog and roadblocks. This will not deviates the current traffic situation due the new lights 
install on Cedar hills Blvd.   
 
Why does LifeTime need such a large gym?  If a smaller scale version were to go up I would probably be OK with that. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sokhorn Yim 
Off of Valeria View Drive, along 105th Terrace 
 
 
 
Sokhorn Yim 
Quality Engineer 
Women’s | Running, Training & Bras  
Apparel Product Integrity – NIKE  
 
 
 

From: Jana Fox <jfox@beavertonoregon.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2019 1:00 PM 
To: Yim, Sokhan (ETW - FLEX) <Sokhan.Yim@nike.com> 
Subject: <External>RE: AGAINST Peterkort extension 1 Project 
 
Thank you for your comments, they have been entered into the public record. 
 
Thanks, 
 
 
Jana Fox 
Current Planning Manager | Community Development  
City of Beaverton | PO Box 4755 | Beaverton, OR 97076 
p: 503-526-3710 | f: 503-526-2550 
www.BeavertonOregon.gov 
 

       
 

From: Yim, Sokhan (ETW - FLEX) <Sokhan.Yim@nike.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 7:56 AM 
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To: Jana Fox <jfox@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Subject: AGAINST Peterkort extension 1 Project 
 
To whom it may concerns, 
 
I am writing to vote AGAINST the extension.  As a resident around Peterkort, I am against the extension 1 
project.  Because of the traffic flow and the new (unimpressive) traffic solution done on Cedar Hills/Mills Blvd Hwy 
26 exit, this will only caused more problem and congestions.  The only solution is to increase the traffic lanes from 
2 to 4 lanes for a better flow of traffic along with lights synchronization.   
 
Thanks for your consideration.   
 
Best regards, 
Sokhorn 
 
Sokhorn Yim 
Quality Engineer 
Women’s | Running, Training & Bras  
Apparel Product Integrity – NIKE  
 
 
 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE 
 
This e-mail is a public record of the City of Beaverton and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from disclosure 
under Oregon Public Records Law. This email is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 
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Jana Fox

From: Anjani <anjani27@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 9:27 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime gym of cedar hill

Sir, 
It has come to my attention that county is considering a huge gym between cedar hills and Barnes road. 
I am against a gym for which city has to give waivers for its size. I am not sure if there will be huge amount of 
membership to support this gym. We already get flyers for discount to Villa sport and Bethany gym so not sure how this 
gym can survive. 
The community and the size of gym should go together. 
Not against a gym but totally against a huge gym. 
Thank you, 
Anjani  
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Jana Fox

From: Carleen Prentice <carleenk@sunsetac.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 9:47 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: RE: Life Time Fitness Athletic Facility - Peterkort PUD Property

Commissioners and all concerned: 
I am strongly opposed to the current proposal of Life Time Fitness Athletic Club on the site of the Peterkort property.   
 

 Existing traffic problems will not be improved by the suggested improvements required due to the traffic 
created by this immense business.  Considerations of the type of business this is in which peak times would put 
hundreds of cars leaving this parking lot during rush hour traffic. 
 
Please consider this very complicated and congested intersection is the only way for some of us to get to the 
hospital.  Placing a Fitness club with proposed 11,000 members can only further complicate the cars in and out 
of this intersection. 
 

 By allowing the variance in height we are forever going to struggle with this problem.  Life Time Fitness builds 
smaller facilities which would be far more suitable for this site.   

Thank you for your consideration for a better future for our living space. 
Carleen Prentice 
820 NW 17th Place 
Beaverton, OR 
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Jana Fox

From: MARK and JUDY TURNER <TURNER_MJ2@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 9:58 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Gym

I am writing in regard to the proposed Lifetime Gym land use application on Barnes Rd.. I surprised were are considering 
an application for a new gym in an 3 mile area with not one, but 4 existing upper end club facilities of which one is 
expanding with 3/4 of a mile from the proposed Lifetime location. 
 
We have seen the outcome the Beaverton school redistricting impacts because of traffic, the overload of Barnes and 
Cedar Mill traffic arteries and we continue to find ways to add more promoters of congestion. Rather than more 
commercial development, maybe what the area truly needs is greenspace, or public athletic facilities that benefit the 
whole community… Lord knows we struggle for fields etc. at the youth league level all the time due to availability. 
 
The City of Beaverton has a role to play in insuring healthy community development, but building blocks for that start 
with much simpler and community oriented solutions. If that is an option, I and many others would gladly volunteer to 
lead in that effort. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Mark Turner 
503-381-8702 
markjturner1@gmail.com 
 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/markturner1/ 
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Jana Fox

From: Carol Kirkbride <cmkirkbride@mac.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 10:42 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: NO to Lifetime Fitness at Peterkort

 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I understand that the empty lot at Barnes Rd. and Cedar Hills Blvd. is possibly being developed by Lifetime Fitness.  
 
A four story high gym is absolutely NOT what this community needs, especially in this location. The traffic at Barnes Rd. 
and Cedar Hills Blvd. is so clogged as it is, more traffic being brought in from all over town would be absolutely horrible. 
Plus, the proposed membership fee of $200 per month is outrageous.  
The community that surrounds the Peterkort area is not a wealthy community and does not have that kind of disposable 
income. There have been more affordable gyms at Peterkort, at least three different gyms and they have all failed. So 
why do we need another one that is extremely unaffordable, increases traffic congestion, that is GIGANTIC, unwanted 
and unnecessary?  
10 Tennis courts, and a 37,000ft outdoor pool (It rains 80% of the year) is completely insane and disgusting.  
There are already so many gyms in the area, and another proposed to be built down the road by the Cedar Mill Library, 
only about 1/2 mile away. The community already has their gyms, we also have wonderful outdoor activities and 
opportunities. We are saturated with gyms and the target market for this gym is not here.  
Please DO NOT BUILD this behemoth here. It is greatly unwanted and the few who may potentially use it will not be 
sourced from the local community, but from far and wide and we're right back to the congestion issue. Also using an old 
traffic study is cheating. Traffic has changed a lot in the past ten years and especially the last four years. 
Thank you for your time and consideration, Please keep this gym development out of our community. 
 
Sincerely, 
Carol Kirkbride 
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Jana Fox

From: Michelle McGillivray <mmcgillivray@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 12:10 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: TimeLife gym

Hello, 
Thank you for fielding all of the email messages regarding this gym. There is no reason for any exemptions to code to 
allow for a massive facility that I believe will fail at that site. They should pay for improvements needed for traffic 
problem abatement. When will the government offices open at the Orchards and Albertsons Peterkort site? 
Thank you, 
Michelle Dunn 
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Jana Fox

From: Mike Brady <info@mikecollege.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 2:34 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: massive gymnasium,

 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I have been a Beaverton resident for 35 years and have enjoyed living in the safest city in 
Oregon. It was also in the top 10 safest mid-sized cities in the country. That is changing. 
The lack of safety is more and more due to the traffic.  
 
Now imagine needing to shop in downtown Beaverton with a huge, unneeded gymnasium 
with a minimum addition of 600 plus cars. I have asked people in my neighborhood  what 
they think and everybody is figuring out ways to avoid shopping in downtown Beaverton 
with all those extra cars. 
 
Also, I note that some of the buildings that will be torn down were built in the 1950’s. The 
charm of  these 70 year old buildings adds spice to the downtown charm of Beaverton. 
People have come as far as Japan just to see the older buildings and buy some antiques or 
eat at Tom’s Pancakes. I am 74 and understand that once something of this size moves in, 
it opens the door to other large businesses and their large buildings into Beaverton. 
Beaverton will lose its current mid-sized town intimacy and safety.  
 
This proposal is killing the Beaverton that I have enjoyed for years. I anticipate that the 
increased traffic and the large building  will also affect my property values which really 
upsets me.  
 
Understand that I and all the folks in our neighborhood are upset and we vote. We are 
voting NO to this monstrosity. There are already a number of gyms to join in this area 
already, and they have room for more clients.  Additionally they currently cost a lot less 
than the $200 per month in this proposed gymnasium. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mike Brady 
885 SW Capri Ct. 
Beaverton, OR 97005 
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Jana Fox

From: Mark Tracy <mark.tracy@kw.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 3:38 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness

To whom it concerns, 
 
Please count my voice among those that believe that a smaller version of LifeTime's fitness clubs is 
more appropriate for the site at Cedar Hills Blvd. and Barnes Road. 
 
Respectfully, 

Mark 

Mark Tracy 
Principal Broker 
Licensed in Oregon 
 
503-951-8137 
 
Mark.Tracy@kw.com 
www.MarkTracy.realtor 
 
Curious about what's going on in a neighborhood? Maybe yours? Receive your own 
private, personalized real estate website when you send me the address. 
 
$0 Lender Fees?? Use my KW Home Search App….. then hit 'Skip Fees' to get exclusive access to the ZeroPlus Loan and save 
Thousands of Dollars. 

Check out HomeKeepr for my list of vetted service professionals. 

  

      

#1 Real Estate Company in the WORLD 
#1 Global Leader in Training as published by Training Magazine  
#1 Happiest Place to Work as published by Forbes 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: Never trust wiring instructions sent via email. Cyber criminals are hacking email accounts and 
sending emails with fake wiring instructions. These emails are convincing and sophisticated. Always independently 
confirm wiring instructions in person or via a telephone call to a trusted and verified phone number. Never wire money 
without double-checking that the wiring instructions are correct. 
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Jana Fox

From: Hing, Kirsty <kirsty.hing@intel.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 8:29 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Proposed lifetime fitness - cedar mill 

Hi 
I was unable to  attend the meeting last night but did get an update from a neighbor and have read a lot of comments 
on next door app. I would like to add my feedback that I am very much in favor of the development. I would like to see 
traffic flows improved but I think the development would encourage more renovation and rejuvenation in the 
surrounding area. We are currently members at villa sport , we moved her just as the lifetime in Folsom opened and 
were sad we didn’t get to experience it! I’ve heard the prices are going to make it exclusive , I’d just like to see options! 
Thank you for the time educating the community , I wish I was there! 
Best regards  
Kirsty Hing  
( Nw Hazeltine street)  
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Jana Fox

From: Lisa Willke <willkefamily@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2019 10:21 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Peterkort Lifetime Fitness Proposal

Hello Ms. Fox, 
 
I am adding my opinion to the many other comments regarding the proposed  Peterkort Lifetime Fitness club.   
 
I checked out the Lifetime website to see what other clubs in similar towns are like and was very surprised that the only 
ones that charge anything near $200/month are in a few very upscale areas such as Manhattan, New York—definitely 
not a Cedar Mill-like neighborhood!  I’m stunned that market researchers would recommend such a huge, exorbitantly 
expensive club for this area! 
 
On the other hand,  a smaller club like most of the other clubs in similar areas , which fits our current building codes and 
has a more moderate monthly price , would certainly attract more local folks, such as myself, and be much more 
environmentally friendly since it would be within walking/biking distance for people who can afford to join. 
 
Also, there has been no commitment to traffic improvements since state funds must be secured, so the larger facility 
would cause even larger traffic problems. 
 
If our current building codes are waived for an oversized, way overpriced health club it will certainly set a precedent for 
more oversized buildings, worse traffic gridlock, and decreased livability in Cedar Mill.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Lisa Willke 
 
200 SW 89th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Jana Fox

From: Dennis Payton <dpayton27@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 9:44 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime fitness

It is beyond ridiculous to think that the area around the proposed development of a new lifetime fitness center at 
Barnes and Cedar Hill could ever accommodate the volume of traffic that it would create. Thanks for listening. 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Jana Fox

From: Vicki Zeitner <vickizeitner@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 10:46 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: LifeTime Fitness Proposal

To Whom This May Concern, 
 
I have lived at the intersection of NW Barnes/Saltzman for the past 10 years, and I have seen a lot of change in 
this neighborhood, some good, some bad. The one constant fact is the increase in traffic congestion, particularly 
on Cedar Hills Blvd and Cornell Rd. Building a LifeTime Fitness Center on the vacant lot at Barnes/Cedar Hills 
Blvd would only make traffic congestion nightmarishly worse. This area was not landscaped to accommodate 
so much traffic, and has continued to enjoy relative quiet, low crime, and abundant nature compared to other 
suburbs close to the city. DO NOT make this area into another Tanasbourne or suburb of Tigard.  
 
I oppose the proposal to build a LifeTime Fitness Center on the vacant lot at Barnes Rd and Cedar Hills Blvd, 
for several additional reasons. Not only is the proposed membership fee outrageous, but the concept is out of 
touch with the real needs and interests of this neighborhood. We'd like more locally owned restaurants, shops, 
and social venues -- not more mega chains. There's a 24-hour fitness, LA Fitness, Orange Fitness, Sunset 
Athletic, and Cedar Hills Community Recreation Center all within a couple miles. This proposal is not smart. 
 
If the compulsion to develop can't be restrained, maybe another apartment complex -- with the same multi-use 
concept as The Round -- would seem more practical, given proximity to the MAX, bus lines, and multiple 
shopping centers. That sort of thing would bring more money to the neighborhood, provide its residents with 
superlative views of the Cascades, and provide ground floor space for more middle-income businesses. 
 
Thank you for receiving my note. I only hope it's read and humbly considered. 
 
Vicki Zeitner 
12441 NW Barnes Rd. 
Portland, OR. 97229 
503-349-5727 
 
 
--  
Vicki Zeitner 
Portland, OR. 
503-349-5727 
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Jana Fox

From: trustdeeds trustdeeds <trustdeeds@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 21, 2019 7:47 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: RE: petition annexation

The problem with these projects. First they put to much traffic on these small streets it’s a crime to continue to build 
Commercial projects on Cornell and the cedar mill area.  the whole area is as Washington county called it a F 
designated  area 
At some point we must stop the building. Second the noise for us living below barnes rd. will be awful 114th ave. for  
43 years we have lived at 125 nw 114th Ave. NOW THE WALMART LIKE MASSIVE GYM  AND THE MORE CONGESTION 
PEOPLE SLEEPING IN THE PARK in back of us. THEY ARE DESTROYING OUR ABILITY TO LIVE AND ENJOY OUR PROPERTY.   
THANK 
YOU.                                                                                                                                                                                                                
              THE COUNTY LIED TO US THEY SAID NO BUILDING ON THE NORTH SIDE OF LEAHY ST. NOW THERES THREE 
. HOUSES AND THEY ARE A DANGER THE STREET IS VERY SMALL..  LAST MEETING WITH WASHINGTON COUNTY 
 
THANKS 
Vince Kane 
 
 
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 

From: Jana Fox <jfox@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 2:16:55 PM 
To: 'trustdeeds trustdeeds' 
Subject: RE: petition annexation  
  
Mr. Kane, 
 
I would like to be able to assist you with your issue, I am hoping you can provide me with additional information about 
what annexation you are concerned with or any specific questions you may have.  
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Jana Fox 
Current Planning Manager | Community Development  
City of Beaverton | PO Box 4755 | Beaverton, OR 97076 
p: 503-526-3710 | f: 503-526-2550 
www.BeavertonOregon.gov 
 

       
 

From: trustdeeds trustdeeds <trustdeeds@msn.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 9, 2019 10:11 AM 
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To: Jana Fox <jfox@beavertonoregon.gov> 
Subject: petition annexation 
 
Why is there not information on what is  getting annexed   
Just another attempt to destroy another community without  
A proper disclosure. You want to raise our taxes and create 
More traffic on streets that cannot handle any more traffic 
It looks like we must file in federal court. We have a right to clean air and a  safe community. Its terrible that a couple of 
families stole water for over a 75 years. And sprayed ddt and so many other chemicals. Timberland is built on the most 
vile 
Fill. We have had to hire a lawyer and spend more money to protect our home.   
Vince kane 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 
PUBLIC RECORDS LAW DISCLOSURE 
 
This e-mail is a public record of the City of Beaverton and is subject to public disclosure unless exempt from 
disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law. This email is subject to the State Retention Schedule. 
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Jana Fox

From: Glenna Volk <gvolk10@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 6:35 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Building Proposal @ Barnes & Cedar Hills

“In what sense is this proposal a "transit oriented development", as is required by the Metro planning 
guidelines and Washington County zoning codes?” 
 

Codes are there for a reason, I think they should be followed. 
 

There is way too much traffic at that intersection now and it was built up/improved in the past few 
years. 
 
Ballet Total Fitness went under, then Orchards went under.   
We don’t need another empty building in Peterkort Property.  They don’t mind empty buildings but the 
neighborhood does. 
 
Glenna Volk 
11990 SW Corby Dr #11 
Portland, Or.  97225 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Jana Fox

From: Luke Leifeld <lp40dres@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 25, 2019 10:18 AM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Peterkort Lifetime Gym Comment

Hi, 
My name is Luke Leifeld and I live in the cedar mill neighborhood. While I do not necessarily oppose the installation of a 
gym in the Barnes and Cedar Hill area, it seems silly that they do not repurpose the abandoned OSH and Grocery store to 
fit the complex. It also does not seem necessary to grant an exception for such a facility to exceed the allowable 
structure height and any design should be made to fit within the written rules. I welcome the gym with the above 
caveats.  
Thanks  
Luke Leifeld 
224 nw sundown way  
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Jana Fox

From: Lauren Renner <rennerl8@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 25, 2019 7:41 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: New proposed gym

I urge you to reconsider the proposed gym on cedar hills and Barnes road and highway 26. The proposed gym 
membership is extremely high for the majority of residents in the neighborhood requiring an increase in traffic 
for their clientele. (And the traffic is already a nightmare at this interchange even with recent "improvements".) 
Also we shouldn't be making zoning exceptions (for building height in this case). Will we make additional 
concessions for the developer? 
 
 
Kind regards, 
Laurie Renner 
Timberview 
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Jana Fox

From: Najia Hyder <nahyder@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 26, 2019 3:50 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Gym @ SW Barnes & CedarHills 

Dear Jana Fox, 
I’m writing to add my concerns to that of my neighbors regarding construction of a 80-ft tall 200,000 sq ft Gym. It will 
worsen air quality, pollution and traffic congestion at the already congested Cedar Hills and Barnes junction.  Please do 
NOT grant variances to exceed building limits, please do NOT ignore our open space and transportation requirements.  
Thanks for your support, 
 
Najia Hyder 
SW 98th & SW Taylor, 97225 
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Jana Fox

From: Karina Hershberg <karina.hershberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 12:05 PM
To: Jana Fox
Subject: Lifetime Fitness development- public comment

Hello,   
 
Hopefully the window for submitting public comment regarding the proposed LifeTime fitness development 
along Cedar Hills Blvd is still open.  My input is if the development is allowed to move forward, it is required 
to embrace a strong commitment to sustainability.  Since it is developing a site that is currently a green field and 
is near/within Beaverton, a city that it becoming a leader in sustainable city development, this new large 
complex should be a beacon for showing how to do this correctly.  This should include the following: 
 
- Net zero energy 
Given the location and the building type, a smart mechanical system design and large roof top array could likely 
result in a net zero energy building without any supplemental programs (community solar, purchase of RECs, 
etc).  This could be a great marketing point for LifeTime  to use as well.   
 
- Leading edge water conservation 
 I'm assuming the facility will include a pool, which obviously requires a large amount of water usage.  Once 
again, with a well designed plumbing system, the facility should be required to demonstrate how a high use 
facility can still be a leader in water conservation (and the energy associated with those systems).   
 
- Restoration of green space 
The existing site, although not particularly scenic, is still a green field site and likely home to many pollinators 
and small animals.  The new facility should be required to maintain an environment that helps continue this 
ecology in a new way.  This could include well designed landscaping with native plants and trees, a 
commitment to non-toxic landscape maintenance practices, perhaps even a green roof!   
 
The list could go on, but I think these three are the most critical.  My point with these suggestions is that large 
developments such as the proposed facility present a unique opportunity to set an example for the area on what 
the city of the future (hopefully near future!) will look like.  I sincerely hope the City of Beaverton takes steps 
to make this a shining example of what our community stands for and doesn't just add another large, generic 
building to the landscape.  If done correctly, this new building will be a beautiful, positive, integrated element in 
our local community and a restorative force in the local environment. 
 
Thank you,  
Karina Hershberg-Mershon 
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EXHIBIT A 
  



LIFETIME CLUB YEAR OPEN TYPE BLDG SFT # of Floors BLDG 
HEIGHT

COMMENTS

Lake Zurich, IL Proposed TBD 125,000 SF 2 40 ft • Reduced Bldg height from 58 ft to 40 ft
• Bldg reduced from 3 floors to 2 floors plus 1 basement floor
• Relocated Bldg location further southwest on the 10.7 acre site away from residents
• 125,000 SF size did not change but added a subterrean level and decreased pool deck by 3,400 SF

Walnut Creek, CA Proposed Diamond 75,313 SF 3 50 ft •Lifetime redesigned Bldg with a subterrean floor to comply with 50 ft height limit
•Moved pool onto roof to fit on small site (approx. 1 acre)

Chappaqua, NY 2019 Diamond 42,000 SF 2 36 ft • No pool
• Amenities include Life Café, LifeSpa and children's play area

Northbrook, IL 2018 Diamond 93,000 SF 3 59 ft • Adjacent outdoor pool deck

Ardmore, PA 2018 Diamond 80,000 SF 4 Unknown • Former Macy's building with a basement floor; no pools and no basketball
• 1st location with Life Time Work workspace which totals 12,000 SF
• Offered workspace similar to WeWork

Rancho San Clemente Under 
Construction

Diamond 46,000 SF 1 27 ft • Includes outdoor lap and leisure pools, spa, café, multiple fitness studios and 13 tennis courts
• New Construction after demo of existing 11,000 SF club on 10.4 acres
• Changed plans after city feedback

Phoenix, AZ Under 
Construction

Diamond 76,524 SF 2 56 ft • Rooftop pool and deck totaling an additional 28,800 SF of rooftop
• 56 ft max height per zoning code

Peoria, AZ Proposed TBD 120,000 SF 3 60 ft • On 5.28 acre site
• 60 ft height of project required zoning variance
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

505 Telser Road 
Lake Zurich, Illinois 60047 

Phone (847) 540-1696 
Fax (847) 726-2182 

LakeZurich.org 
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Life Time Proposal at the former Hackney’s Restaurant property 
880 N. Old Rand Road 

Changes from the First Concept to the Current Concept 

1. December 2016 - Early sketch concept discussed with staff

 Building area and height not specified

 Building located on east side pf property – approx. 40 feet from east line and approx. 100

feet from north lot line

 Pool deck located at northeast corner of property approx. 10 feet from east and north lot

lines

 607 parking stalls – all located to the west and south of the building

o Parking approximately 100 feet from north lot line.

o Remaining parking setbacks not specified

 Access

o 1 Access off Rand Road

o 2 access points off Old Rand Road (one for vehicles, one for service deliveries off Old

Rand Road)

 24/7 operation

2. August 21, 2017 – First Courtesy Review to Village Board

 125,000 sq.ft. building – 3 stories, 62 feet high

 Building capacity based on program – occupant load of 1,752 persons

 Building moved to center of property – approx. 319 feet from east line and approx. 110 feet

from north lot line

 Pool deck located west of building approx. 77 feet from north lot line

 Parking spaces reduced - 585 parking stalls – located around the east, south and west of

building, with wider parking islands on the south side of property

o 10 feet from east lot line (no buffer)

o 50 feet from south lot line along Old Rand Road

o 25 feet from west long line along Rand Road

o 30 feet from north lot line

 Access

o 1 right-in right-out access off Rand Road

o 1 full access off Old Rand Road. access moved farther to the west to line up with front

entrance to building

 Exterior building lighting proposed on 3 elevations – west, south and east

 No change - 24/7 operation

 Building signage on all elevations

3. November 15, 2017 – First PZC Meeting

 No change - 125,000 sq.ft. building – 3 stories, 62 feet high

 Building capacity based on program – occupant load of 1,689 persons
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 Building moved back east and further south - 301 feet from east line and approx. 172 feet

from north lot line – (building moved east to relocate some parking from east side to west

side of building)

 Pool deck 127 feet from north lot line

 Parking spaces reduced - 545 parking stalls – located around the east, south and west of

building, with wider parking islands on the east side of property

o 42.5 feet from east lot line – comprising of 7 rows

o 17 feet from south lot line along Old Rand Road

o 11 feet from west long line along Rand Road

o No change - 30 feet from north lot line

 Permeable pavers added to parking lot

 Access

o 1 right-in right-out access off Rand Road – location adjusted to internal circulation

o 1 full access off Old Rand Road. access moved farther to the west to line up with front

entrance to building

 Detention area to north increased to extend across the westerly 2/3 of lot to increase buffer

 Exterior building lighting proposed on all elevations (staff conditioned that this be revised)

 No change - 24/7 operation

 Building signage on two elevations – west and south

4. December 20, 2017 – Second PZC Meeting

 No change - 125,000 sq.ft. building – 3 stories, 62 feet high

 Building capacity based on program – occupant load of 1,611 persons

 Building location swapped with pool deck – building moved west – 462 feet from east line.

No change from north lot line - 172 feet from north lot line

 No change - Pool deck 127 feet from north lot line

 Parking spaces reduced - 537 parking stalls – located around the east, south and west of

building, with wider parking islands on the east side of property

o 62.5 feet from east lot line – comprising of 6 rows

o No change - 17 feet from south lot line along Old Rand Road

o No change - 11 feet from west long line along Rand Road

o No change - 30 feet from north lot line

 No change - Permeable pavers added to parking lot

 Access

o 1 right-in right-out access off Rand Road moved north 430 feet from Rand Road and Old

Rand Road intersection

o 1 full access off Old Rand Road. access moved farther to the west to line up with front

entrance to building

 No change - Detention area to north across the westerly 2/3 of lot

 No change - Exterior building lighting proposed on all elevations (staff conditioned that this

be revised)

 No change - 24/7 operation

 No change - Building signage on two elevations – west and south
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5. January 17, 2018 – Third PZC Meeting

 No substantive changes were proposed from the December 20 Plan.

 Building height was proposed to be reduced from 62 feet to 58 feet.

 Life Time suggested that the parking lot lights in areas east of the building could be dimmed

after 9:00 p.m.

 Life Time indicated that they were amenable to possibly changing from 24/7 operation to

reduced after hours.

The public hearing was closed, application was discussed by PZC and recommended for denial (Vote: 1 
yea and 5 nays). 
Life Time subsequently withdrew the application. 

On February 19, 2018, Life Time submitted a new application for a revised proposal to be considered. 

6. March 5, 2018 – Second Courtesy Review Update to the Village Board

 No change in square footage - 125,000 sq.ft. building – But Building height reduced to 2

stories and reduced to 40 feet high

 Building capacity based on program – occupant load of 1,548 persons

 Building moved west – 564 feet from east line.  No change from north lot line – 157 feet

from north lot line

 Pool deck 120 feet from north lot line

 Parking spaces reduced - 516 parking stalls – located around the east, south and west of

building, with wider parking islands on the east side of property

o 81 feet from east lot line – comprising of 8 rows

o 25 feet from south lot line along Old Rand Road

o 28 feet from west long line along Rand Road

o 29 feet from north lot line

 No Change - Permeable pavers added to parking lot

 Access

o 1 right-in right-out access off Rand Road moved south 275 feet from Rand Road and Old

Rand Road intersection – to line up with building

o 1 modified access off Old Rand Road – to eliminate left turn (east bound traffic ) out of

the property

 No change - Detention area to north across the westerly 2/3 of lot

 Exterior building lighting proposed on two elevations – west and south

 No change - 24/7 operation

 No Change -  Building signage on two elevations – west and south

7. March 21, 2018 – Fourth PZC Meeting

 No change - 125,000 sq.ft. building – 2 stories, 40 feet high

 No change - Building capacity based on program – occupant load of 1,548 persons

 No change – 564 feet from east line.  Building moved north – 144 feet from north lot line

 Pool deck 105 feet from north lot line
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 Parking spaces increased - 522 parking stalls – located around the east, south and west of

building, with wider parking islands on the east side of property

o No change - 81 feet from east lot line – comprising of 8 rows

o 38 feet from south lot line along Old Rand Road

o No change - 28 feet from west long line along Rand Road

o 60 feet from north lot line – additional parking spaces added along north building

elevation to accommodate spaces removed from east of building

 No Change - Permeable pavers added to parking lot

 Access

o No change - 1 right-in right-out access off Rand Road moved south 275 feet from Rand

Road and Old Rand Road intersection – to line up with building

o 1 modified access off Old Rand Road – further modified to eliminate right-in and left-out

(east bound traffic ) of the property

 No change - Detention area to north across the westerly 2/3 of lot

 No change - Exterior building lighting proposed on two elevations – west and south

 Reduced hours of operation – facility will remain closed between 12:00 a.m. and 4:00 a.m.

 No Change -  Building signage on two elevations – west and south

The public hearing was closed, application was discussed by PZC and recommended for approval (Vote: 
5 yeas and 1 nay). 

Life Time intends to present project to Village Board on May 7. 
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Life Time Fitness
1315 Broadway PlazaArchitect:Not Available

Project No: Y17-154 Applicant/Developer:Garrett Newland - Macerich Northwest Associates
Status:Under Review Contact Info: Garrett Newland,  602-953-6582

New 3-level (one sub-grade), 75,000 square foot health club. Site size: 1.15 acres. 

Approvals:
Under Review

Construction & Occupancy Timeline:
NA

Estimated Completion Date:
NA

Back to Top

1910 Noma

Page 26 of 29New Development Projects | City of Walnut Creek

5/27/2019http://www.walnut-creek.org/departments/community-and-economic-development/plannin...
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September 21, 2018 

Kevin Apperson 
David Evans & Associates 
2100 SW River Parkway 
Portland, OR 97225 

RE: Life Time Fitness Beaverton Incompleteness Letter (ADJ2018-0006 / 
DR2018-0128 / LO2018-0005 / SDM2018-0007 / TP2018-0009) 

Dear Mr. Apperson, 

The Facilities Review Committee finished its completeness review on Tuesday 
September 18, 2018 and has deemed the application incomplete.  The purpose of this 
letter is to inform you of the items necessary to make your application complete.  This 
letter does not identify all the issues regarding the content of the materials that have 
been submitted. 

Review of the content of the submitted material and staff’s recommendation on the 
proposal will occur during the project review phase of the application process after your 
proposal is deemed complete.  

A. COMPLETENESS ISSUES:  Pursuant to Section 50.25.1 of the Development Code,
a complete application is one that contains the information required by the Director to
address the relevant criteria, development requirements and procedures of this Code.
The following items must be addressed and submitted in order for the application to be
deemed complete:

ADDITIONAL LAND USE APPLICATIONS:  Note: All required information on the 
application checklists for the applications listed below must be submitted. 

1. MINOR ADJUSTMENT (TYPE 2): A minor adjustment application is needed for
the additional height requested on the parking garage/tennis center. The
threshold for a Minor Adjustment is any request for excess of any Site
Development standard which is less than a 10% change. The additional
requested height for the parking structure/tennis center is less than 10% of the
maximum height. This request is different than the request for additional height
on the athletic building, which is requested under ADJ2018-0006.

WRITTEN STATEMENT REQUIREMENTS:  Note: Each response to an approval 
criterion must address how and why the criterion is met.  If the criterion is not 
applicable, the response must contain a reason why it is not applicable. 
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1. CLEAN WATER SERVICES-SERVICE PROVIDER LETTER: The CWS SPL
for the project must reflect the site plan including improvements and
construction impacts to the Life Time Fitness site as well as impacts to the
sensitive areas on the R1 parcel associated with placement of the stormwater
line.

2. CONSENT FROM ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER FOR TREE REMOVAL:
The tree plan sheet shows removal of trees on the property to the west of the
R1 parcel. Written consent by the owners of the property must be provided for
removal of trees on adjacent property.

3. WASTE MANAGEMENT LETTER: Please provide a letter from the service
hauler indicating that they have reviewed the proposed site plan and can
access the trash enclosures and safety enter/exit the site.

4. EASEMENT DOCUMENTATION: Please describe the easements located on
site and if necessary provide consent from easement holders showing the
easements on site can be removed or relocated where existing easements
conflict with proposed structures.

5. NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING NOTES DRAWINGS: Please provide copies of
all materials, including renderings and site plans, provide for review at the
neighborhood meeting.

PLAN & GRAPHIC REQUIREMENTS: 
1. DETAILED PLAZA PLAN: Please provide a plan for the plaza area showing

proposed enhancements, landscaping, furniture, etc.
2. STANDARD UTILITY PLAN & PROFILES:  Please provide a plan showing

standard details and a utility plan and profile for the proposed public utility
systems and storm water management facilities. (Site Development)

3. SITE PLAN BUIDIGN FOUNDATION: Please provide information to verify
building foundation drainage connection feasibility. (Site Development)

4. LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR STORMWATER: Submit a landscape plan which
includes a plan for any required sensitive areas or vegetated corridor planting
requirements per any CWS approval. (Site Development)

5. STREET LIGHTING PLAN: Submit a street lighting plan, illumination levels
must City EDM Section 450.4 standards. (Site Development)

6. GREEN SCREEN PLANTING PLAN:  The narrative references green screen
plantings on the parking garage, however the landscape plan does not seem
to address these plantings, nor are they apparent on the proposed elevations.

7. RETAINING WALL ELEVATIONS: Please provide elevations of all proposed
retaining walls, including the proposed retaining wall along the rear of the pool
area, including heights, materials, and design. Please note that the retaining
wall is subject to the Design Review Guidelines.

8. FENCE DETAILS:  Details of all proposed fences, including those around the
pools should be provided, a cut sheet from the manufacturer is generally
sufficient.

9. PLAN SHEET LEGENDS:  All sheets should have appropriate legends, of
particular note is the A1.00 sheet set.
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10. BIKE PARKING PLAN & DETAIL: Please provide bike parking details for
proposed bike racks as well as provide the location of bike parking on the site
plan.

11. TRASH ENCLOSURE DETAILS: Please provide architectural elevations for
the proposed trash enclosure.

12. ARTWORK/FOUNTAIN DETAIL: Please provide renderings of the proposed
artwork/fountain.

PRELIMINARY STAFF COMMENTS (NOT COMPLETENESS ITEMS): 

While not strictly completeness items, the following are matters that will need to 
be addressed. Failure to address some items prior to the Facilities Review 
Committee meeting may cause delays with your project: 

Land Use Comments & Information 
1. Design Issues. Staff has concerns with the approvability of the current

project design, as described below, which should be addressed prior to
resubmittal for completeness. Staff is happy to work with you to develop a
design that addresses the requirements of the Development Code. The
primary concerns are related to the overall design of the site, which is inward
focused and turns its back on the street, putting parking and back of house
functions along streets intended for high levels of pedestrian engagement and
design. Specific issues related to the Design Guidelines are addressed below.
a. The proposed buildings do not address the public right-of-way. Buildings

should face onto and interact with, as well as be in close proximity to the
public right of way. Parking lots and parking structures without ground
floor commercial uses are not intended to be the dominant feature along
major pedestrian routes.

b. The athletic bulidign is set back substantially from the public right of way,
with the only entry located on the opposite side of the building.

c. The pedestrian plaza does not appear to provide the design elements
which would make it appealing to pedestrians and a feature of the site,
such as seating, street furniture, and landscaping.

d. Street frontages are dominated by parking lots and parking garages,
which do not interact with the Major Pedestrian Routes.

e. Screening for the loading area is not addressed, it is clearly visible from
116th Avenue and Cedar Hills Boulevard.

f. There is a large blank wall along SW Cedar Hills Boulevard adjacent to
the public right of way, this wall does not appear to meet the articulation
and variety standards of the Development Code.

g. The parking structure appears to have no screening in large sections of
the structure allowing clear view of vehicles. Screening should be
provided for additional articulation and visual interest.

h. The elevations appear to show glazing and doors adjacent to the
intersection of Barnes and Cedar Hills, floor plans do not reflect this as
commercial space. Please clarify. Faux commercial space is not
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desirable, the intent is to provide meaningful interaction with the public 
street at the corner of the two major pedestrian routes.  

i. The roof line appears relatively flat with little articulation, even small
changes in roofline/parapet heights can add visual interest to large
buildings.

j. It is difficult to tell where the entrance to the parking garage is from the
elevations and site plan, entrances should be significantly emphasized.

k. Pedestrian weather protection/awnings should be provided, the current
findings are not sufficient to justify not providing pedestrian cover.

l. Additional parking lot pedestrian connections are desired, particularly
along the entry drive aisles.

2. Neighborhood Meeting. It appears that the certified mailing of the
neighborhood meeting notes were not picked up by the NAC chair. Staff
recommends emailing a copy of the notes to the chair for good measure.

3. Narrative Responses:
a. Responses to the Design Review Guidelines appear not to address the

parking structure/tennis building. Design Guidelines responses should
address each building individually and how it meets the design standards.

b. Page 8-2 of the narrative states that the building height of 60 feet is the
minimum, this should be corrected to maximum.

c. In response to subscript 6 related to building height, please address that
the proposed building is greater than 100 feet from any residentially
zoned property.

d. The use is identified as a service use in the narrative, the appropriate use
category is ‘recreational facility’ which is a permitted use in the zone,
please update the response to Chapter 20 accordingly.

e. Please note that restating the approval criteria or stating that it will be met
is not a sufficient response for staff to make findings that the criterion is
met. The applicant’s responses should address specifically how the
criteria is met or why it is not applicable.

f. Adjustment Approval Criteria Responses. The responses to the
approval criteria need to dig deeper and explain why this site is
constrained in ways other parcels are not, why the additional height is
absolutely necessary, and why no other site layout options will work to
allow buildings within the height limit. The hardship criteria is taken very
seriously by the Planning Commission.

g. Loading Determination Approval Criteria Responses.
i. It is unclear what is being requested, the narrative provides conflicting

information about whether a reduction in the required number of
loading berths is requested or if a new interpretation of what the
loading requirement is requested. I believe the intended request is to
reduce the total number of required loading berths (5 Type B Berths)
as required under the other commercial uses category, however
please clarify.

ii. The loading spaces should be shown on the site plans.
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iii. The large truck turning diagram should show the truck entering and
exiting the intended loading spaces.

iv. Supplemental supporting information on ‘similar facilities’ should be
provided if referenced in the approval in order to be considered in the
reduction in loading berths. Data from similar facilities is helpful.

h. Sidewalk Design Modification Approval Criteria Responses.
i. A SDM Modification is not needed for the 10’ curb tight sidewalks with

trees in tree wells. However the discussion about whether a SDM was
needed was related to modifications to the sidewalk along the R1
Parcel related to the transportation improvements. Please revise the
narrative accordingly. Alternately if the SDM is not needed please
request to withdraw the application in writing.

i. Tree Plan Two Approval Criteria Responses.
i. Please note that trees within the mapped resource area on the R1

parcel are considered protected trees. Please note that any trees
removed within that area must be treated as protected trees in the
narrative.

ii. Please show the extent of the delineated resource area on the R1
parcel, on the tree plan sheet.

iii. In response to criterion 4 please explain why no reasonable
alternatives exist.

j. Facilities Review Approval Criteria Responses.
i. In response to criterion A please discuss the required transportation

mitigation measures.
ii. In response to criterion B please discuss transportation connections.
iii. In response to criterion E please discuss how the common facilities

will be maintained and who will be responsible for maintenance.
iv. In response to criterion G please describe the proposed connections

to the public system and the connections within the site.
4. Transportation Improvements.

a. The sidewalk along SW Cedar Hills Boulevard abruptly stops. Please
address the sidewalk continuation per the conditions of approval from the
PUD which require construction of the sidewalk through to Butner Road
(See COAs 2.c and 4b.) If the improvement is not yet triggered please
discuss why not and what would trigger that improvement in the future.

b. Please provide additional detail related to the Choban and 116th

intersection. It is unclear from the plans how the intersection will function
with the street and the commercial driveway.

5. Parking Garage Layout
a. Sheet A1.00a has a large blank space in the garage on the below grade

floor, what is happening in this area?
b. The parking garage traffic flow pattern is not clear, particularly where cars

enter and exit.
c. Parking garage dimensions do not appear to meet parking space depth

and drive aisle widths. Please revise the parking garage layout to comply
with the parking standards in 60.30 of the Development Code.
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d. Please note that parking structure footings must remain outside of the
public right of way.

6. Sheet A1.01 identifies the first floor plan of the athletic facility, it is unclear
how it is possible to enter the bistro except through the kitchen. If exterior
doors are needed please provide on plans and elevations.

7. Please note that signage is not considered with Design Review and will
require separate signage permits in accordance with the City’s Signage
Requirements. Staff recommends removing the signage specific plans from
the application package.

8. Please label all elevations with cardinal directions.
9. Sheet TP100 appears to show trees being retained inside the existing

building areas, I believe these are smaller than 10 inches and do not qualify
as community trees, however please show them as removed to avoid
confusion.

10. Architectural elevations must have materials call outs for all materials.

Site Development Comments & Information 
1. The preliminary geotechnical and storm water engineering report must be

stamped by a professional engineer.

2. The geotechnical report must document that the parking lot pavement
sections meets or exceed City EDM Section 210.N.c.ii; and the roadway
section meets the proposed design traffic volume and roadway classification.

3. Privately owned and maintained retaining walls and associated footings and
geogrid extents will need to be located outside the right of way and within a
no build easement.

4. Proposed bulidign footing extents will need to be located outside the right of
way.

5. Proposed sign bridge foundation owned and maintained by ODOT will need
to be within right or way or within an easement and should be coordinated
with ODOT.

6. Plans need to show the lowest finish floor elevation and threshold elevation
for all exterior doorways and building-entries elevated to be at least one foot
higher than the maximum possible high water elevation (emergency overflow)
of the stormwater conveyance and management facilities.

7. Site plans need to verify intersection design meets sight distance and visibility
requirements per EDM Section 210.10.

8. Show and label adjacent property contours. Grading must conform to the
Beaverton Development Code or Engineering Design Manual.

9. Show a temporary maintenance access path and turnaround for the off-site
storm sewer.

10. Analyze the off-site storm sewer capacity to handle the proposed
development flows and for future developments that can be served by this
line. City recommends upgrading system to an 18 inch line.
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11. Provide an arborist or licensed landscape architect evaluation of the proposed
work near the protected trees. Any recommended mitigation measures or
construction methods to reduce or eliminate adverse effects on the trees shall
be noted on the site plans.

RESUBMITTAL 
Please provide a full electronic resubmittal via the City’s website to the planning 
division. All submittals should follow the City’s naming policy. As s general guideline 
please separate materials into PDFs which contain the same material that would be 
provided in a submittal binder tab for ease of review.   

If you have any questions regarding this letter or any other aspect of our process, 
please don’t hesitate to call.  I am including a list of the primary members of the 
Facilities Review Committee who were involved in the completeness review. 

LAND USE & DESIGN: Jana Fox (503) 526-3710 
TRANSPORTATION: Jabra Khasho (503)526-2221 
SITE DEVELOPMENT: Naomi Patibandla (503) 526-2513 

We look forward to working with you on this project. 

Sincerely, 

Jana Fox 
Current Planning Manager 
cc: Counter; Project file  
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  LAND USES
  Commercial 

Chapter 20 LU-19 01/03/2017 

20.10.35. OTHER CS ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

Uses shall be subject to the following (excludes food cart pods, parks and 
playgrounds): 
1. Activity is conducted wholly within an enclosed structure, except for

outside play areas for child care and educational facilities and as allowed
in item 2, below.

2. Accessory open air sales / display / storage shall constitute no more than
5% of the gross building floor area of any individual establishment.

20.10.40. OTHER CC ZONING REQUIREMENTS 

Uses shall be subject to the following (excludes food cart pods, parks and 
playgrounds): 
1. Activity is conducted wholly within an enclosed structure, except for

outside play areas for child care and educational facilities, transit
centers and as allowed in items 2 and 3 below.

2. Accessory open air sales / display / storage shall be Permitted for
horticultural and food merchandise only and shall constitute no more
than 5% of the gross building floor area of any individual establishment.
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Trip & Parking Rate Study Life Time Fitness Centers

TRC Engineers, Inc. Page 29  
Project 52703 November 2007 
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Trip & Parking Rate Study Life Time Fitness Centers

TRC Engineers, Inc. Page 30  
Project 52703 November 2007 
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Trip & Parking Rate Study Life Time Fitness Centers

TRC Engineers, Inc. Page 31  
Project 52703 November 2007 
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Trip & Parking Rate Study Life Time Fitness Centers

TRC Engineers, Inc. Page 32  
Project 52703 November 2007 
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Trip & Parking Rate Study Life Time Fitness Centers
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