Planning Commission Hearing Staff Report

McDonald’s Design Review for Rebuild
Conditional Building and Site Design Review
(Petition 430-08-01)

1533 South State Street

Planning and Zoning Division

Re-hearing date: July 30, 2008 Department of Community &

Economic Development

Applicant: REQUEST
McDonald’s Corporation {Sec Overview on Page 3 for revisions since first hearing). This is a request by
Dominion Engineering McDonald’s Corporation for Conditional Building and Site Design Review approval by
the Planning Commission for rebuilding of McDonald's restaurant located at 1533 South
Staff: State Street. Conditional Building and Site Design Review is required because the
Casey Stewart 535-6260 proposed building location, vehicle parking areas and associated landscaping, and
casey.stewart@slcgov.com proposed amount of first floor glass do not comply with the Ordinance.
Tax ID: PUBLIC NOTICE
16-18-153-008, 16-18-153-003, 16-18- | On July 15, 2008 a notice of public hearing was mailed to all property owners abutting
153-010 and contiguous to the subject property and on July 17, 2008 the site was posted with a
notice of public hearing sign. Both the mailed and posted notice comply with noticing
Current Zone: requirements of the City Ordinance. Community Council Chairs, Business Groups and
CC (Corridor Commercial) other interested partics were notified through the Planning Division’s listserv. The
SSSC (South State Street Carridor Planning Commission agenda was posted on the Planning Division’s web page.
Overlay)
PUBLIC COMMENTS
Master Plan Designation: The subject property is located within 600 feet of two different community councils,
Central Community: Liberty-Wells and People’s Freeway. In order to more efficiently gather comments from
Community Commereial the public, a public open house was held on April 17, 2008. One person, a representative
| from Salt Lake Community College, attended the open house and offered suggestions for
| Council District: allowing easier pedestrian flow between the College and the restaurant. The applicant
| District 5 — Jill Remington Love agreed to remove the existing bleck wall and fencing that separate the two properties and

install a pedestrian path between the two buildings.
Lot size: 0.82 acres

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Current Use: Staff finds that, as proposed, the Conditional Building and Site Design Review
Restaurant with drive-through application by McDonald’s Corporation (petition #430-08-01) does not satisfy all of the
standards for approval (27/4.59.060) and therefore cannot recommend approval. Staff
Applicable Land Use Regulations: recommends instead that the project be approved subject to only those design
e Chapter 21A.26.050 CC Zoning modifications specified below and the following conditions:
District Allowed modifications:
e Chapter 21A.34.090 SSSC overlay 1. Reduction from 7 feet down to 5 feet for width of required landscape buffer along north edge
district of parking lot along Kensinglon Ave.
e Chapter 21A.59 Conditional 2. Reduction from 15 feet to 5 feet for required parking lot sethack along Kensington Ave.

3. Reduction from 40% to 8% for required glass content along north fagade.
4. Additional parking stalls, bevond the number required based on the size of the building, will
not be required as a result of the proposed outdoor dining.

Building and Site Design Review

Attachments: Conditions of approval:
A. Applicant’s Project Description 1. Combine the three existing lots into one through an appropriate legal, city —approved
B. Sile/Building drawings -Revised method.
C. Site/Building drawings -Original 2. Replace the two evergreen trees thal were removed along State Street with two shade trees.
D. Sile Photographs 3. Compliance with the departmental comments as outlined in this staff report.
E. Department comments 4. Approval of the design shall be void unless a building permit has been issued or use of the
F. Public Comments land k_las ‘commencec-i within twelve (12} months from the date of approval. Upon request,
G. PC Subcomunittee notes revallgiation of tl?e §1te p]an may be granted .fo.r an additional twglve (12) months by the
H- PC Minutes from June 11 hearing Planning Commission if all factors of the original approved design are the same.

- (=)

430-08-01 McDonald’s Conditional Building and Site Design Review



VICINITY MAP

1533 S. State Street
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Overview

This request was initially considered at the June 11, 2008 Planning Commission hearing. After discussion by
the Commission members, the item was tabled to allow the applicant an opportunity to revise certain aspects of
the project design in an attempt to obtain approval of the project. The design aspects specified by the Planning
Commission included increasing the glass content along the State Street side of the building to achieve 40%
glass content; providing other options for dumpster location; involving more native plants in the landscape
plan, and; researching the possibility of rotating the building clockwise 90 degrees or otherwise locating it
closer to State Street.

The applicant has revised the building facade along State Street to achieve a glass content of approximately
29% (up from 18%); and the facade along Kensington Avenue fo achieve approximately 9% glass content (up
from 7%,). The optional dumpster location is in the northeast corner of the site, near the vehicle access onto
Kensington Avenue. The landscape plan has been revised to include more native trees, shrubs, and
groundcover (see sheet LS-1 of site drawings). No other building location options were provided.

The project site is located at 1533 S. State Street at the southeast corner of State Street and Kensington Avenue,
in the Corridor Commercial district (CC) and the South State Street Corridor overlay district (SSSC). The
applicant proposes to demolish the existing McDonald’s restaurant and build a new McDonald’s restaurant in
the same spot. The new restaurant will have a slightly larger footprint with an outdoor seating area and the
parking and traffic circulation will be revised. The “drive-through” is to be located on the north side of the
building and is accessible, via a circumscribing drive aisle, from any area of the site. The proposal s being
processed through the Conditional Building and Site Design Review because the applicant seeks modification to
the maximum front setback, parking lot and associated landscaping, and building glass content requirements of
the SSSC overlay district.

Existing Conditions
The uses surrounding the site include the Salt Lake Community College to the south and east, restaurants to the
north and northwest, a pawn shop and other small businesses to the west.

The project site currently consists of three separate parcels. To satisfy the requirement that all parking for the
use be located on site, and to avoid the requirement to install a 7-foot landscaping buffer around parking lots on
individual parcels, the parcels should be consolidated into one. Allowing the three parcels to remain would
unnecessarily break up the parking lot into the separate lots without circulation between them and would require
unnecessary off-site parking agreements.

The existing parking lot has 51 stalls. Most of the restaurant’s business results from drive-through customers.
The drive-through is located on the north side of the building. A combination fence/concrete wall borders the
east and south property lines, separating the restaurant from the Salt Lake Community College campus. Vehicle
access is provided through two curb cuts from State Street for north bound traffic and from one curb cut from
Kensington Avenue for east and west-bound traffic. South bound traffic must turn at Kensington to access the
north parking area. Vehicle parking currently extends into the front yard (State Street) and corner side yard
{Kensington).

Discussion

The following discussion clarifies the specific reasons for Conditional Building and Site Design Review of this
project and staff’s consideration of each reason. The requirements discussed come from the SSSC overlay
district, the landscaping ordinance for parking lots, and off street parking requirements.
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e Maximum Building Setback (2/4.34.090.D.2): A maximum setback of 25 feet is required for at least
thirty five percent (35%) of the building fagade. To allow for a drive aisle for circulation of the drive-
through lane, the building setback is proposed at 27 feet, which 1s the same distance of the current
building. The building setback will not change with this redevelopment proposal.

If the drive aisle were removed from the front of the building, the building could be moved closer to
State Street and allow space for increased landscaping and an outdoor dining area in front of the
building, rather than to the side as proposed. These suggested features would improve the pedestrian
appeal and promote the intent of the SSSC overlay district to encourage buildings closer to the street
with parking-on the sides or rear. The drive aisle could instead be located to the rear of the building or
eliminated altogether. Locating the drive aisle in rear would allow for the same traffic movements
anticipated by the proposed plan but instead have the on site circulation occur behind the building.
Eliminating the drive aisle would require customers driving south on State Street to continue to 1700
South and make a u-turn instead of turning left at Kensington.

Although neither of these circulation scenarios is the most desirable from the applicant’s point of view,
they do contribute to both pedestrian and vehicle oriented development more than the current or
proposed traffic circulation. Not all commercial businesses can be located on a corner with four access
points such as this business. Businesses located on a street with a raised median, and not on a corner lot,
have to deal with the routing customers from the far side of median. This is a common traffic scenario
arterial streets in the City and not peculiar to this site.

Another option would be to rotate the building and move it closer to State Street. By doing this, the
main entrance would be oriented to State Street and a second entrance could be oriented to Kensington.
The drive-through could be located at the rear of the building allowing vehicles fo exit onto Kensington,
This would allow the northern most access along State Street to be removed, which is a suggestion
offered by a local citizen, Todd Draper, as a way to reduce turning conflicts at the intersection of State
Street and Kensington. Rotating would also create more space east of the building to accommodate the
drive-through, by-pass lane, and a drive aisle for circulation between parking lots. By demolishing the
‘existing building, the site is essentially free to be developed in conformance with the current ordinance
and design standards. Using the same building footprint is not a City requirement.

e Parking Setback (21/4.34.090.D.3): The SSSC overlay district prohibits parking in the front and corner
side vards. In this case, parking stalls are proposed to be located in the extreme northwest and southwest
corners of the site, which conflict with the front yard along State Street. Proposed parking is also
located within the corner side yard, which is along Kensington Avenue. Parking for the project will be
located both north and south of the proposed building. The parking lot extends over three parcels, which
should be combined as a condition of a project approval to avoid complications with off-site parking and
perimeter parking lot landscaping requirements for each of the separate parcels.

Relief from the parking setback requirement in the front yard (State Street) is not necessary. One
parking stall in the northwest corner and two stalls in the southwest corner could be converted to
landscaped areas. As mentioned previously, the proposed number of parking stalls is more than required
and eliminating up to ten to accommodate additional landscaping or rotating of the building is preferred.
The parking proposed within the corner side yard (Kensington Ave) is realistically the only area
available to park north of the proposed building and still provide sufficient backing clearance between
the parked vehicles and those using the drive-through lane.
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e Number of parking stalls (Section 214.44.060): The proposed number of parking stalls exceeds the
minimum number required. 34 stalls are proposed but, based on the building floor area of 3,862 square
feet shown on site plan; the number of required parking stalls is 24 (6 per 1000 sq. ft. building arca).
For outdoor dining areas, no additional parking is required unless the seating capacity is being increased
by more than five hundred (500) square feet. Parking for outdoor dining areas in excess of five hundred
(500) square feet is required at a ratio of three (3) stalls per one thousand (1,000) square feet of outdoor
dining area. This requirement may be waived if part of a Conditional Building and Site Design Review.
The area of the proposed outdoor dining is approximately six hundred (600) square feet and
accommodates three tables.

Staff supports waiving this additional parking requirement for outdoor dining based on the applicant’s
data that shows most of the customers to this site are drive-through customers. Drive-through customers
tend to leave the site after receiving their food. Reducing the available parking also encourages mass
transit and pedestrian traffic, which supports the goal of the SSSC overlay district.

e Minimum First Floor Glass (2714.34.090.F.1}: The building facades facing State Street and Kensington
are required to have a minimum of forty percent (40%) non-reflective glass. The proposed fagade along
Kensington Avenue, which is the drive-through side of the building, has been revised from
approximately seven percent (7%) glass at the first hearing on June 11, 2008, to approximately nine
percent (9%) glass. The proposed fagade along State Street has been revised from approximately
eighteen percent (18%) glass at the first hearing, to approximately 29% glass.

Staff recognizes the applicant’s efforts in the revised drawings to increase the glass content along State
Street. However, staff continues to find no hardship preventing 40% glass content on the west facade
(State Street). In considering the aforementioned option of rotating the building and locating the drive-
through lane on the east facade, the applicant could provide more glass content on the north
(Kensington) and west (State Street) facades. This would be one more aspect whereby the project meets
the intent of the SSSC Overlay and conforms to current ordinances.

e Perimeter Parking Lot Landscaping (274.48.070.C.2): When parking is proposed within a required yard
or within twenty feet (20°) of a lot line, perimeter landscaping shall be provided. The landscaping shall
be provided with landscape areas at least seven feet (7°) wide measured from the back of the parking lot
curb. The proposed parking lot extends into the front yard (State Street) at the extreme northwest and
southwest corners; into the corner side yard {Kensington) along the north boundary, and; is within 20
feet of the rear (east) and interior side (south) property line. The proposed landscape areas along State
Street, except the extreme southwest corner, satisfy the seven (7”) foot minimum. The remainder of the
perimeter parking lot landscaped areas range between three (3°) and four (47) feet in width.

In this case, the excess parking is not needed. Between seven (7) and ten (10) stalls, depending on the
size of the outdoor dining area, could be removed and the parking lot layout revised to increase the
width of the perimeter landscaped areas to 7 feet in the extreme southwest corner and the two parking
areas along the east property line. Given the small size of the parking area north of the building, and the
existing landscaped park strip, staff supports the requested reduction of the perimeter landscape buffer
along Kensingion Avenue.

Comments

Public Comments
No comments were received from either of the community councils (People’s Freeway, Liberty-Wells).

430-08-01 McDonald’s Conditional Building and Site Design Review




A representative from the facilities department of Salt Lake Community College suggested that pedestrian
barriers (the existing chain link fence and concrete wall) located between the college campus and the
McDonald’s site be removed to allow for increased free flow of students. The applicant agreed with the
suggestion and stated that they would remove the barriers along the east and south property lines and install a
foot path leading from the existing sidewalk located on the college property to the restaurant. The foot path
would have to cross the drive-through lanes but that was the only viable option. Students could also access
through the southern parking lot.

Todd Draper, a citizen of the area, submitted comments related to traffic circulation; his comments are attached
(See ‘Exhibit E”).

A subcommittee of the Planning Commission met twice to discuss the proposed redevelopment. The first
meeting was held April 10 and the second meeting was on May 20, 2008 (See ‘Exhibit F* for meeting notes).
Commissioners Forbis and Muir attended the first meeting and generally supported the redevelopment as
proposed subject to the applicant removing the drive aisle in front of the building and converting it to patto
dining and landscaping; converting the striped areas within the parking lot to landscaped areas; adding more
glass to the north fagade (Kensington Ave), and; providing pedestrian access from the building to the existing
sidewalk on the Salt Lake Community College property to the east.

Commissioners Forbis, Chambless, and McDonough attended the second subcommittee meeting where the
applicant focused on the issue of removing the drive aisle. The applicant pointed out that State Street has a
raised median that complicates vehicle access and removing the drive aisle would prevent vehicles entering off
Kensington from accessing the drive-through. Commissioners Forbis and Chambless requested data on number
of drive-through customers versus walk-in customers. That data is provided with the attached applicant’s
project description (see ‘Exhibit A’). Commissioner Chambiess requested to see a lighting plan, which is included
with the site drawings (see ‘Exhibit B’). In summary, the Commissioners generally supported the redevelopment
proposal.

City Department Comments (see ‘Exhibit D’)
Fire Department:
The department posed no objections or concerns.

Public Utilities:

The existing water and sewer lines servicing the restaurant can be used to service the new building provided
they are in satisfactory condition. The existing lines must either be used, or taken out of service per the
department’s standards. A new 800 gallon outside grease interceptor with a sampling manhole will be required.
All design and construction must conform to State, County, City and Public Utilities standards and ordinances.

Building Services and Licensing: .

The division pointed out the issues of parking in the front and corner side yards, increased building setback, and
minimum window area on the front building fagade. These modifications are the subject of the Conditional
Building and Site Design Review to be considered by the Planning Commissions.

City Engineering:

The department could find no aspect of the proposed project that involved development within the public way,
however if the project does involve any work within the public way in the future, the work will require a Public
Way Permit from the Engineering Division Office.
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Transportation:

The department recommends consolidating the three existing parcels into one to resolve conflicts with the
City’s parking requirements. The applicant has made some revisions to the proposal during the application
review process and the department requests revisions to the parking calculations. The applicant needs to
include bicycle parking calculations in the overall parking calculations as specified in the ordinance. The areas
within the parking lot that are indicated as landscaped areas must be outlined with a 6 inch curb. Final plan
approval is subject to compliance with all parking geometrics and current city design standards.

Staff Analysis (Conditional Building and Site Design Review)

Conditional building and site design review shall be approved in conformance with the provisions of the
following standards for design review found in chapter 21A.59.060 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

A. The development shall be primarily oriented to the street, not an interior courtyard or parking lot.
Analysis: State Street is considered the primary street for this development and is west of the site.
Parking lots are proposed for either side (north and south) of the restaurant building, with the southern
parking lot being the larger. The proposed new restaurant building will be primarily oriented toward the
south parking lot. The main building entrance faces south toward the parking lot. The outdoor dining
area is located on the south side of the building, on the same side as the main entrance, further orienting
the development toward the southern parking lot. There is a building entrance facing State Street but it
is not considered the main entrance. In considering the existing use of the site, the site development has
always been oriented toward the parking lots, not the street. Orienting the new development toward the
street would require significant reworking of the site and may not produce a desirable effect according
the applicant. However, by demolishing the existing building, the site is essentially free to be developed
in a manner oriented fo the street and in conformance with the current ordinance and design standards.
Retaining the historical orientation is not a City requirement.

Finding: The proposed redevelopment does not satisfy this standard.

B. The primary access shall be oriented to the pedestrian and mass transit.

Analysis: The primary access and outdoor dining area are located on the building’s south side. The
pedestrian sidewalks and mass transit (bus) are both located along State Street to the west. Much of the
anticipated foot traffic would come from Salt Lake Community College just east of the site. The
students that come from Salt Lake Community College would likely access the site via a footpath to be
installed near the southeast corner. The applicant has agreed to remove the existing concrete wall and
chain link fence between the restaurant and Salt Lake Community College thereby allowing more
efficient student pedestrian traffic to and from the college. The drive-through circulation places a drive
aisle between State Street and the building, which causes conflict with pedestrians accessing from State
Street. Removing the drive aisle, as discussed previously in this report, would remove this area of
conflict from the front of the building. The proposed redevelopment has attempted to partially improve
the pedestrian access between from the primary access to the adjacent college but overall has not
oriented itself well to the broader, non-student pedestrian or mass transit user along State Street.
Finding: The proposed redevelopment does not satisfy this standard.

C. The facade shall maintain detailing and glass in sufficient quantities to facilitate pedestrian interest and
interaction.
Analysis: The front fagades of the proposed building will consist mainly of stucco and stone with
customer entrances on the south (State Street) and north (Kensington Ave) sides of the building. The
rear portion of the building will consist of mainly stucco. Windows are proposed for the western portion
of the building and will be located on the south, east, and north facades. The facades fronting State
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Street and Kensington Avenue are required to contain a minimum of 40% glass. The fagade on State
Street contains approximately 29% glass and the facade on Kensington Avenue contains approximately
9% glass. The proposed amount of glass, coupled with the awnings and stone do facilitate some
pedestrian interest but do not clearly satisfy the ordinance. The Kensington fagade has minimal
pedestrian interest on purpose, as it is the vehicle drive-through. The interior kitchen facilities are
located along the Kensington wall and requiring more windows along this drive-through wall is not as
crucial as along State Street. No hardship was found that would prevent 40% percent glass on the
facade along State Street.

Finding: The proposed building facades partially meet this standard.

D. Architectural detailing shall emphasize the pedestrian level of the building.

Analysis: The proposed stone, stucco, window awnings, building relief, and roof top architectural
features along the State Street facade all work to pique the interest of customers and help them recognize
the restaurant. The architectural detailing on the Kensington fagade is minimal, practical in purpose, and
is geared toward the drive-through customer. This detailing works for both driving customers and
pedestrian customers.

Finding: The proposed architectural detailing partially satisfies this standard.

. Parking lots shall be appropriately screened and landscaped to minimize their impuact on the
neighborhood.

Analysis: The parking lots will be similar to the existing design, with some modifications to enhance
the drive-through system and increase landscaping on the site. The perimeter parking lot landscaping
along State Street and Kensington will be enhanced with addifional shade trees and more shrubs in
sufficient quantity to meet the landscaping requirements. The total amount of landscaped area will
increase by approximately 1,800 square feet (3,944 sq ft to be increased to 5,736 sq ft). The
redevelopment does not provide sufficient landscaping buffer width on the east lot line near the
residentially zoned lots owned by the Salt Lake Community College or south property line. The
Landscaping Ordinance stipulates a 7-foot perimeter parking lot buffer whenever the parking lot 1s
within 20 feet of property lines. The landscape buffer proposed is approximately four feet. The existing
site does not meet the ordinance but, with the redevelopment, will come closer to meeting the ordinance.
The improvements and enhancements proposed by the applicant will increase the screening of the
parking lot and increase the total amount of landscaping on the site.

Finding: The proposed redevelopment partially satisfies this standard.

. Parking lot lighting shall be shielded to eliminate excessive glare or light into adjacent neighborhoods.
Analysis: A professionally prepared lighting plan was provided by the applicant. Staff review of this
lighting plan indicates the lighting will be substantially contained within the property boundaries and
will be forced downward and shielded by enclosed structures. Lighting will be adequate.

Finding: The proposed redevelopment satisfies this standard.

. Dumpsters and loading docks shall be appropriately screened or located within the structure.

Analysis: Based on feedback at the first hearing on June 11, 2008, the applicant has created a second
option for the dumpster location. The original proposed location is in the southeast corner of the
property where the dumpster is currently location. The second location is the northeast corner near the
vehicle driveway from Kensington Avenue. In both locations, the dumpster will be enclosed with a
structure of concrete wall and fencing. The area around the dumpster enclosure will be landscaped. The
proposed enclosure and landscaping are sufficient screening. Staff prefers the original dumpster
location because it is located furthest from the public ways of the adjacent streets. All product deliveries
will be through a ‘person’ door located on the south side of the building facing the parking lot.

Finding: The proposed redevelopment satisfies this standard.
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- H. Signage shall emphasize the pedestrian/mass fransit orientation.

Analysis: The existing pole sign along State Street will remain. The building facade along State Street
will contain the McDonald’s golden arch mounted on the wall, the word “McDonald’s” mounted on the
wall above the awnings, and a swooping vellow architectural feature above “McDonald’s”. This
combination emphasizes both the vehicle customers and the pedestrian/mass transit customers.

Finding: The proposed redevelopment satisfies this standard.

Any new development must comply with the intent of the purpose statement of the zoning district in
which the project is located as well as adopted master plan policies and design guidelines governing the
specific area of the proposed development.

Analysis: “The purpose of the CC corridor commercial district is to provide an environment for
efficient and attractive automobile oriented commercial development along arterial and major collector
streets.” “The purpose of the SSSC South State Street corridor overlay district is to acknowledge and
reinforce the historical land development patterns along South State Street between 900 South and 2100
South,” which have typically been locating buildings and landscaping in toward the front of the lot and
parking on the sides or in the rear of the lot. The adopted master plan (Central Community) policies
applicable to this project include commercial land use policy CLU-1.2: “Locate community level retail
sales and services on appropriate arterials and do not encroach upon residential neighborhoods or
generate community-wide parking and traffic issues.”

The proposed restaurant is both a sit-down and drive-through restaurant. The building and parking lot
design attempt to achieve a more efficient and attractive automobile oriented commercial development
than currently exists at the site but does not serve the pedestrian or mass transit rider very well. The
revised southern parking lot, traffic circulation, new building and increased landscaping all serve to
improve the site and contribute to the purpose of the CC district.

The historical land development pattern along South State Street has been predominantly commercial
strip type development with buildings in the front of the lot and parking on the sides or rear. Although
this is oriented to the automobile, it also is oriented to the pedestrian and mass transit rider because the
buildings and landscaped areas are closer to the street. The proposed redevelopment promotes the
automobile at the expense of the pedestrian and mass transit rider and thereby does not fit with the
purpose of the SSSC overlay district.

The location of this development on State Street, an arterial, satisfies the first part of the applicable
Central Community master plan policy CLU-1.2, but not the second part which speaks to parking and
traffic issues. By exceeding the required number of parking stalls, the proposed redevelopment
continues its orientation to the automobile and missing the opportunity to more effectively involve the
pedestrian and mass transit rider.

Finding: The proposed redevelopment satisfies the purpose of the CC zoning district, but not the
purpose of the SSSC overlay district or the applicable policies of the Central Community master plan.
Therefore, the proposed redevelopment only partially satisfies this standard.

Summary
The Conditional Building and Site Design Review process is intended to help ensure that redeveloped

properties and newly developed properties are designed to encourage pedestrian access, circulation and
orientation while acknowledging the need for transit and automobile access. The proposed redevelopment

makes some improvements to the site in the areas of new buildings, increased landscaping and outdoor dining,
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but does not improve or encourage interaction with pedestrians or mass transit riders, which is a primary goal of
the SSSC overlay district. Granted, the Conditional Building and Site Design Review was implemented as a
process to modify development requirements, but the modifications requested by the applicant are those crucial
to realizing the purposes of the SSSC overlay and Central Community master plan. Planning Staff recognizes
the steps made by the applicant to improve the site but cannot support the project as proposed. Planning staff
can support the project with the recommended conditions shown on the first page of this report.
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ATTACHMENT ‘A’

APPLICANT’S PROJECT DESCRIPTION
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Engineering Associates, L.C.

February 11, 2008

Salt Lake City Planning
451 South State Street, Room 406
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111,

RE: McDonald's Restaurant
15333 South State Street

Dear Planning:

1 am filing for a Conditional Design Review for the McDonald’s at 1533 South State Street. The
restaurant is currently zoned CC. McDonald’s Corporation would like to remodel the existing
building. We have meet with the Development Review Team (DRT) on April 5, 2007 then again
on September 11, 2007. It was decided that we could remodel less than 50% of the building.
We have completed the site plan and architecture plan for Jess than 50%.

The problem that we have encountered is that due to the age of the building and trying to bring
the building to current code is not cost effective. McDonald’s Corporation would like to
demolish the existing building and rebuild it with a building that mests code and McDonald’s
new building standards.

The new building will be built at the existing location. Ihave attached the site plan shovﬁng the
location and revised landscape.

McDonald’s Corporation respectfully requests that you consider this Conditional Design Review.
Sincerely,

DOMINION ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, LC

T 25EREL.

E. Farley Eskelson, P.E.
Principal

attachment

copies: Mr. Steve Jenkins, McDonald's Corporation
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McDonald's

SLC State Street j
First Quarter 2008 ;
DIT DIT % of DIT%of  Avg Dally ;
Hour Customers Customers Sales Trans DIT GC's ]
6:00 AM 1,645 1,163 76.2% 70.7% 13
7:00 AM 4115 2,841 71.3% 69.0% 31 !
8:00 AM 5,707 3,836 67.9% 67.2% 42 :
9:00 AM 5,856 3,803 63.8% 81.5% 40
10:00 AM 4,537 2,619 59.1% 57.7% 29
11:00 AM 4,625 2,520 56.2% 54.5% 28 |
Noon 7.118 4.008 58.3% 57.6% 45 {
1:00 PM 5,316 3274 62.5% 61.5% 36 ‘
2:00 PM 4176 2,571 63.1% 61.6% 28
3:00 PM | = 3,609 2,261 63.8% 62.6% 25
4:00 PM 3,172 1,970 54.9% 62.4% 22 '
5:00 PM 3,374 2,092 64.0% 62.0% 23 ‘
6:00 PM 3,123 1,037 66.3% 52.0% 21 ;
7:00 PM 2,324 1,460 66.2% 62.8% 16 |
8:00 PV 2,142 1,302 83.7% 60.8% 14
9:00 PM 1,876 1,288 71.2% 68.6% 14 |
12:00 PM 1172 883 75.1% 75.3% 10 |
[Day Totals | 63,914 [ 38746 | 639% | 62.2% | 437 |

PAMGDONALDS\utah\State-5t-DT %.xIs ' 5/23/2006




ATTACHMENT ‘B’

SITE AND BUILDING DRAWINGS - Revised
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o Total Bldg. Side Area = 1483.30 s.i.
Total Window Area = 130.63 s.f.
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@ ELEVATION WEST SIDE - STATE STREET

. 917.9 s.'f.
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KEYED NOTES

1. OWNER PROVIDED CONTRACTOR INSTALLED WETAL
AWNING - UNDZR SCPARATL PERWM - COLOR TO X
ACTERNATING STRIPES 7O WATCH PANTONE 123C AND
109

2 DXTEROR INSULATION MNISH SYSTEM
COLOR: BENJANIN MOORE SNOW WHITE

2122-70 OR ELAL

3 OFS REVENL - TYRCAL

4 STOREFRONT DOOR ASSEMBLY — SEE DOOR
SCHEDULE
5 DXTEROR INSULATION FINISH SYSTEM

COLOR: BENJAWIN MOORE ALDIANDRM. BEIGE
HC-77 OR EQUAL

6 LICHT FIXTURE - WALL SCONCE - SEE
ELECTRCAL

7. PIPE BOLLARD - PANTED YELLCW

B ROOF CLEMENT BY OTHERS

9 WeDONALDS SIGNAGL Jr OTHERE - UNDER
SEPERATE PERMIT — SEE SIGRAGE SUPPORT MOTE OM
THS SHEET

10. METAL TRELLIS SYSTEM EY OTHERS

11, TRELS TE BACK

12. EXTERIOR WINDOW ASSOMELY - SEE ASSENBLY
NOTES ON SHEE™ AS.0

13. DRVE THRU WINDOW 3Y READY AOCLSS -
CONFIRM MODEL, OPTIONS, AND SIZE WITH McDOMALDS
PROECT MANAGER OFTIONS INCLUDF: TRANGOM, AR
CURTAN, FLYFAN / TRANSOM AND 432 SOUARE
INCHES NAXMUM SERVCE OPENING

14, DUSTING FOOTING & FOUNDANON — PROTECT
DURING CONSTRUCTION

15, EXTERIOR [NSULATION FINISH SYSTEM

COLCR: BENJAMN MOORE MONROE BISCUE HI-28 OR
(11

16 PREFINSHED NETAL PARAPET CAP

17. DANER FROVIDED CON'RACTOR INSTALLED MEIAL
CANOP™ UNDER SEPERATE PERMIT

18, CONCRETE FOOTING AND FOUNDARON - SEE
STRUCTURAL

evans + associates architecture

| m
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o & [ | ‘ \
PLANTING NOTES: w | | ‘
[
PLANT LIST 1. LANDSCAPE BIDS MUST BE IN A DETALED UNIT PRICE FORMAT 10. SHREDDED WOOD MULCH WILL BE REQUIRED IN ALL 7 | |
= SHOWING COST BREAKDOWN OF ALL LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS. ANY LANDSCAPE BEDS FOR ugw(y% PLREND mr?l?gos mv%%"mwménmﬁm_m il |
Lo ELEMENT WAY BE ADDED OR DELETED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT ~ MULCH SHALL BE APPI , =
R OR OWNER. CONTRACTOR COMPENSATION WILL BE ADJUSTED SHALL BE EVENLY SPREAD ON A CAREFULLY PREPARED GRADE TO A  |&
Quontity | E5mmon Name Size Notes ACCORDING TO THE UNIT PRICE BIDS, ANY SUBSTITUTION MUST BE BY  MINIMUM DEPTH OF THREE (3) INCHES. THE TOP OF ALL AREAS OF
o T LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT APPROVAL LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT WITHOUT MULCH SHALL BE AT THE GRADE OF THE ADJACENT CURB, WALK, OR [ ‘
o . ' . , o 5 | Acer glabrum 1 1/2° Col | NATVE | JUSTIFICATION MAY DISALLOW BIDS AND SELECT CONTRACTOR EDGE OF PAVEMENT. [ ‘ |
R =" -2 A e - o Wosmain, Biple REGARDLESS OF BID FIGURES. THE SELECTED CONTRACTOR MUST - L e o s [ |
e i R ‘ ) R [ CONTACT THE OWNER'S CONSTRUCTION REPRESENTATVE BEFORE 11, FERTUZE AREAS , N—P—| [
] el | i DAPTED|  BECINNING CONSTRUCTION TO SCHEDULE A PRE CONSTRUCTION APPROVED 3Y LANDSCAPE. ARCHITECT FOR SEASONAL ANUSTWENT. USE |
| MEETING. CONTRACTOR OR SUBCONTRACTORS PARTICIPATION IN 20 LBS PER 5,000 SQUARE FEET OR AS PER MANUFACTURER'S e
L il ) CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PLAN MUST BE UICENSED BY THE STATE OF SPECIFICATIONS. SPREAD EVENLY ON A CAREFULLY PREPARED TOPSOIL |
KENSING TON A VEN o I ;“Tﬂ":;‘“:::':'“’“ + 172 cou | namve | UTAH FOR THE TYPE OF WORK BEWG PERFORMED. LAYER JUST FRIOR TO LAYING SOD. z
] lig Toof L | al. -
(1. H STREET) 2. CODES, LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND PERMITS BY FEDERAL, STATE, 12. TREE STAKING AND GUYING SHALL BE ON AN AS NEEDED £
i i?txl:: EXISTING. TREE: Shrubs COUNTY AND CITY AGENCIES FOR DESIGN CONCEPT, MATERIALS AND BASIS ONLY. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ﬁrguﬁ; STAX]K::CT Ng&)s z I
RGN T EN Ty | Scientih E m WORKMANSHIP UST HE RESEARCHED AND SATISFIED BY THE DEPENDENT ON SITE. SOIL CONDITIONS, CONTRACTO @
/ LEAVE N PUACE 3 Quentt | Eimmen Nome = I_L"'__J CONTRACTOR. REPORT ANY PROBLEMS OR REQUREMENTS T0 THE RESPONSIBILITY 10 REMOVE TREE GUYING AND STAKNG N A TMELY |55 | ‘
; = © | 38 |Potentilo fruitcoas Tangerine’  |5-Gol  [REL SP.|  |ANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. THE CONTRACTOR MUST VERIFY THE MANNER ONCE STAKED TREES HAVE TAKEN ROOT. NO STAKING SHALL [ 3
. Tongarios \Cirpuefolll —___ REGULATIONS FOR AND SECURE ANY PERMITS BEFORE BEGINNING REMAN BEYOND A REASONABLE TIME FOR ROOT PENETRATION AND [ ;
o ® [ 77 [ pmotenesier intoka Fegert 5ol |ReL S7.|  CONSTRUCTION. THE COST FOR THE PERMIT FEES MAY OE SUBMITTED STABILIZATION ;
f Sl ey - — 10 THE OWNER FOR REIMBURSEMENT. CALL BLUE STAKES AND REFER | [
g € | | Srgne s TBrocdmeo” |50 [REL . 10 DRANKGE AND CMIL PLANS BEFORE. ANY TRENGING OF 13. TREE WRAPPING MAY BE USED TO PROTECT YOUNG TREES ‘
il # | 30 [ Juniperss communia T s-ca  [amvE EXCAVATION. FROM WINTER DAMAGE. msgmm APSNSI MT:,L m&rgr F%% m%n £D IN |
i Common Juniper THE FALL. IF THE CONTRAC I T
H E3[ T [ Comun sicianifera 5-Gol |NATVE | 3. CONSTRUCTION SAFETY AND CLEANUP WUST MEET OSHA PROTECTION IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBIITY TO T
i Red Dsiar_Dogwood STANDARDS AT ALL TIMES. AL CONTRACTORS MUST HAVE ADEQUATE PROMFTLY REMOVE WRAPS THE FOLLOWING SPRING. " |
:;% ®[ 3 [ Ribes apinum Green Mound 5-Gol  [REL. SP.|  LABILITY, PERSONNEL INJURY AND PROPERTY DAMAGE INSURANCE =
i Green Mound Currant : CLEAN UP MUST BE PERFORMED DALY, AND ALL HARDSCAPE 14, LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE MUST BE PERFORMED BY THE
i | | Comoct Gragon Grase o[>0 [FEL S| ELEMENTS MUST BE WASHED FREE OF DIRT AND MUD ON FINAL CLEN  ANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR DURNG ESTABLISHMENT (30 DAYS AFTER
e 18 | Manonia repens 5—Gal |NATVE UP. CONSTRUCTION MUST OCCUR IN A TIMELY MANNER. FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF ENTIRE PROJECT). RESPONSIBILITIES INCLUDE o |
i @ Creaping Orsgon Grape ] WEED CONTROL AND MOWING. NOTIFY OWNER AND CONSTRUCTION =
i 4. LANDSCAPE PLANS AND DETAL DRAWINGS ARE SCHEMATIC REPRESENTATIVE WHEN ESTABLISHMENT PERIOD HAS ENDED TO INSURE
P Perannicls / Groung Cover ONLY, DISCREPANCIES MAY EXIST, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED 10 ONGOING MAINTENANCE. THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR LANDSCAPE
i Quantlty  Scientific Nama BULDING LOCATION, PROPERTY UINES, ANY DIMENSIONS SPECIFIED OR  \ANTENANCE AND UPKEEP ONCE ESTABLSHMENT PERIOD HAS
} Cemmon Nama Size Notes IMPLED. THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TO ADJUST PLANS AS EXPIRED.
5 @ [ 3 [ Coronium vicosssimum =G [NATVE NECESSARY 10 RETAIN CONCEFT INTEGRITY. CONTACT LANDSCAPE
i Sticky_Geronium - ARCHITECT IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST. 1S, ALL PLANT MATERIAL AND LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS WILL BE
: L T i ool [ Mo GUARANTEED FOR ONE YEAR AFTER FINAL ACCEFTANCE. ANY ITEMS
: Sopmdie : 3. PLANT MATERIAL EXCAVATION. CALL BLUE STAKE AND MAKE THAT ARE NOT FIRST CLASS PREMIUM QUALITY WILL BE REPLACED BY
1§ E|200 5 | 3 Gnd (Mn.) Blusgrese Sod | SO0 | 500 REFERENCE TO ORAINAGE AND CVIL PLANS BEFORE EXCAVATION FOR  1ue CONTRACTOR AT NO COST T0 THE OWNER. ANY PLANT MATERUAL
EXISTING TREE —_| } - TVE PLANT SPECIES PLANT MATERIAL. ALL HOLES MUST ALLOW FOR A MINIMUM OF SIX (5)  THAT IS NOT PREMIUM QUALITY OR APPEARS STRESSED IN ANY WAY
70 REMAN e NATVE= A :‘\ vE ot it N INCHES OF SPECIFIED PLANTING MIX BACKFILL NATERAL ON ALL SIDES  DURING THE GUARANTEE PERIOD MAY REQUIRE REPLACEMENT. THE
i3 FEL SP:= RELATNE To THE NATVE Spomaeg e OF ROOT BALL FOR SHRUBS, AND 3X BALL DAMETER FOR TREES. CONTRACTOR MUST SCHEDULE A PRE AND POST GUARANTEE MEETING
i ADAPTED = A NON-NATME SPECIES ADAPTED TO OUR CLIMATE WITH THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE FOR INSPECTION. FAILURE TO DO
e 6. PLANT MATERWAL BACKFILL MUST BE A WELL MIXED SO WILL MEAN THE OFFICIAL GUARANTEE PERIOD HAS NOT BEEN
i — COMBINATION OF 1/3 NATME SOL, 1/3 TOPSOIL, AND 1/3 ORGANIC ACTIVATED OR DE~ACTIVATED.
P |, CONTROL. JOWTS SHALL B2 MLACED AT ' ON CENTER. COMPOSTED MATERIAL. DEEP WATER ALL PLANT MATERAL IMMEDATELY
i f 2wmmm.::mnrvamn A}ET&R PLANTING. ADD BACKFILL MATERIAL TO DEPRESSIONS AS 1§,m1£r5 IS;?-; (&Nﬁf.’oﬁs Hg‘l;o!}?l}[‘:‘i YOlﬁRﬁgFﬁ ®
(2 NT AT ALL wARD ABUTHENTS. NECESSARY. QUAN u PLANS T AILABILIT
il 5. FOUTRS SL ER MITALLED TO SIPERATR ALL HLOH " PLANT MATERIALS AND THER SPECIFIED SIZES PRIOR TO SUBMITTING A ”
FXISTING POLE SIGN—~_ | § AEAS PR B Aness. 7. SOIL AMENDING SHALL INCLUDE COMPOSTED ORGANC MATERWL 31D, THE CONTRACTOR MUST NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHTECT PRIOR @
TO REMAIN g S r TO BE ADDED AT A RATE OF FOUR CUBIC YARDS PER 1000 SQUARE TO SUBNITTING A BID IF THE CONTRACTOR DETERMINES A QUANTITY o . 2
T FEET. TILL INTO THE SOIL TO A DEPTH OF 67, ALL SOD AND SHRUS DEFICIENCY OR AVALLABILITY PROSLEM WITH SPECIFIED MATERIAL g =
AREAS SHALL HAVE THE SOIL AMENDED. -3 N
17. SPECIFICATIONS FOR LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION [ 2
H 8. TOP SOIL MUST BE A PREMIUM QUALITY DARK _}s;"?*mlgu“ CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE THE 2007 APWA "MANUAL OF STANDARD 83 %
FREE OF ROCKS, CLODS, ROOTS, AND PLANT MATTER. SPECIFICATIONS™. - &
I WILL BE EVENLY SPREAD AND SWOOTH GRADED ON A CAREFULLY C—3 g8 2
g PREPARED SUBGRADE TO A DEPTH OF THREE INCHES (3°) IN ALL 18. ALL LANDSCAPE MATERIAL SHALL BE FULLY IRRIGATED BY AN 1 a
t FLOWERING ANNUAL BEDS, CONTANERIZED GROUNDCOVER AREAS, AND AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM (DESIGN BUILD). IRRIGATION DESIGN 3 E - §
! AREAS TO BE SODDED. SHALL BE APPROVED EY THE OWNER AND [ANDSCAPE ARCHITECT L
) PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. & w
f i 3. SOD MUST BE PREMIUM QUALITY, ULTRA GREEN, EVENLY CUT, - 8|
. i ESTABLISHED, HEALTHY, WEED AND DISFASE FREE, AND FROM AN £ |e
o ' APPROVED SOURCE. SOD MUST BE CELVERED AND LAID IMEDIATELY iz |4lg
Iy ] AFTER CUTTING. 50D MUST BE LD WITH NO GAPS BETWEEN PIECES g g ils <
EXISTING IREE —_ 1} : ON A CAREFULLY PREPARED TOPSOIL LAYER. THE LAID SOD MUST BE wk «
TO/REMAIN e H MMEDIATELY WATERED AFTER INSTALLATION. ANY BURNED AREAS WILL Mg X
i i REQUIRE REPLACEMENT. ADJUST SPRINKLER SYSTEM TO ASSURE g4 3
H i HEALTHY GREEN SURVIVAL OF THE SOD WITHOUT WATER WASTE. 22 a
it : 5| I3
i i H o
om— % g
"0 Reian T 1 Landscape Calculations Summar 8e | [o
e ‘ EXISTING BUILDING andsca 1S 2 > 4 58 2
1 : i t a o~
~ IEE i Poringulot amo  |Reuired Pravided 2 g
m H i ! Interior parking |ot landscape area 628 SF 817 sF %’ o
- i ' | (12,559 st x .05=628 sf) 2% [ ]|
"u = 11 i [interior parking ot trees B 6 1 - 7
m u RS ' | (628 sf / 120=5.2 trees) : wl
] "'- N ! i State Street Perimiter Parking Lot Trees / Shrubs [ 3 Tr./49 Sh. | 3 h./‘g Sh. | bl b1
i) a 7720. 35, SUERIOR: PANHS ANEA ! (146" / 50) 2.9 troes, (146" / 3) 49 shrubs (2 Tr. Existing)| i ]
m 2 1 Kensington Perimiter Parking Lot Trees / Shrubs 3 Tr./#41 Sh. | 3 Tr./41 Sh.
3 g H (124' / 50) 2.5 trees, (124' / 3) 41 shrwos | | | wl |
*Sﬁ o H Southern Perimiter Porking Lot Trees / Shrubs 2 Tr./15 Sh. 2 Tr./AT Sh. - |
. '-Ll = ! (92" / 50) 1.8 trees, (92' / B) 15 shrubs i | sl |
2 F- o NaTES: | South East Perimiter Parking Lot Trees / Shrubs | 1 Tr./5 Sh 1 Tr./6 Sh —t— m B
‘ = RUBBER TREE TIE NITH |7 SAUSE 1. PLANT S THAT TO™ COF ROOT (28" / 50) .5 trees, (28" 6) 5 shrubs |
: 3 ARE TIES AT STAKES. [NSTALL * East Perimiter Residentiol Landscape Buffer 3 Trees 4 Trees -
L- ; | N:AFM anw-’ :N.LIE wl&lmmlp- = ?;2' w%) rJ.'l ’Q’re:‘s. ':olldw;nrun 9r.r:u\ Shrub Screen | Shrub Scraen 9
g /5] a : ) - Percent of drought toleront Trees ond Shrubs 80% [100% = "
- 5 H 2 PAINT ALL £UTS OVER I DIA. (18 of 18 s, 204 of 204 Shrubs) 2|3 %,
) i E: HARDINOOD STAKES 3. STAKE ABOVE PIRST BRANCHES 2 i 2
4 a j -8 STAKES 2 X 7* O AS NECESSARY FOR FIRM 2| 3
3 “ | DRIVEN (MIN. 18°) FIRMLY SUFPORT %y a
8 ! INTO SUBSRACE SRIOR = |5 z
! TO BACKFILLNS E ?
2 1 S* DEFTH OF WOOD =S 3
3 A ! MALCH, SEE PLAN <@ ] ]
e
. SPECIPIED PLANTING MIX ——. )
wn
= WATER & TAMS TO - | 1B b
3 REMOVE AIR POCKETS : BLAN SCALE: 1" = 20° § &
. g STREET ADORESS . ‘Lﬁ §
3 - NDISTURBED SUBSRADE | § % &
a N - 1533 SOQUTH STATE STREET I 8|z
3 ROV TRE BASKETS COMMLETELY oy STATE STATUS pate | B
'\ PLACE ROCTBALL ON INDISTURBED SOIL SALT LAKE C|TY UTAH PRELIMINARY
(.). COUNTY PLAN CHECKED
¥ SALT LAKE
= AS—-BUILT
e e LANDSCAPE PLAN TREE PLANTING / STAKING nnl“““““ —— e
4 REGIONAL DWG. G, NO.
2 = = NTS Engineering Assoclates, L.C.
38 Feae in fest S6B4 South Green Street LS'1
-2 Murray, Utch 84123  BO1-713-3000
3¢




o N GENERAL NOTES i [
« |
we
:-1‘ 1 AL WORX PERFORMED WITHIN THE SALT LAKE CfTY RIGHT-OF -WkY SHALL BE N w
) ACCORDANCE WITH THER STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. L% f |
i
:: 1 BASES, AMOAOR BOLTS. COMOUNT, AND WIRING FOR ALL SIGNS ARE BY THE GENERAL 2 ‘
M WDOMALD'S ROAD SIGN AND BASE ARE BY THE SN COMTRACTDR. = | |
5 FLAGPOLE AMCHOR BOLTS ARE BY MeDOWALD'S. ALL SKOWCE SHALL COMPLY WITH &3 | |
THE REDURSMENTS OF THE SALT LAKE CTY CODE. o«

A CENCRAL CONTRACTOR TD PROVIDE CONCRETE BASES, CONDUIT & WIRE AS REOUIRED
FOR LOT LIGHTS SHOWN  McDONALD'S TD PROVDE DALY ANCHOR BOLTS, POLES AND
LOT LIGHT FITURES.  REMANDER BY GENERAL CONTRACTOR.

4. AL RADN ARE TU THE TOP BACK OF CURD (TBC) UNLESS OTHERWISE MOTED.
VERFT IN FIELD (VLF) AL DMENSIONS. RESOLVE ANY DISCREPANCES WITH
PROJECT MANAGER PRIDR TU COMMENCING WORX.

KENSINGTON AVENUE Soreyu——

DETERMINED TO ALLOW FDR THE MOST ECOMOMICAL INSTALLATION.

(1500 SOUTH STREET) r EXIST. CONCRETE PADS {TYB] - EXISTING TREE & NE m SHALL COORDINATE WITH ALL UTILITY COMPANEES TO DETERMINE
~EXISTING TREE / REMOVE & REPALCE
/’ LEAVE IN PLACC /  WITH LANDSCAPE

T

——— OF UTILITY COMPANES AND INCLUCE IN BASE BID AL ASSOCTED COSTS.

7 AL ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARL N REFERENCE TO THE BENCHMARK AND MUST BE VERFED
BY THE GENDRAL CONTRACTOR AT GROUNDBREAX. FINISH FLOOR ELEVATION IS AS NOTED
ON GRADING AND DRANAGE PLAN.

;
|
|
g
g
i
§
i
A

-~

e

rﬂgiﬁ;’y y - B CONRAL CONTRACTOR (S RESPONSIELE FOR COMPUANCE WTH ALL REDUREMENTS OF THE

AMERICAN'S WITH DISABILITIES ACT™ (ADA).

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS FROM COLLEGE PER CTY REQUEST

9. AL 6" CONCRETE VERTICAL CURS SHALL BE POURED MOWOLTHICALLY WITH COWCRETE
PAVEMENT  FINISH WALK AND CURB ELEVATIONS SHALL BE 6" ABOVE FINISH PAVEMENT
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE

EXISTING BUSHES, EIC.—
TO BE REMOVED &
REVISED AS SHOWN
SEE SHEET 15-1

A= —

i/

o

10. GEMERAL CONTRACTOR TO PLACE COMCRETE CONSTRUCTION JONTS AS NEEDED WITH
MAGMUM AREA OF 400 SF. (CAREY FELT SHALL NOT BE USED)

]

-]

DATE

5/20/08 |ADDED ADDITIONAL LANDSCAPE AREAS, PROVIDED

o

11, CENERAL CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE SAWCUT JOWNTS N CONC. PAVEMENT N
WITH AC STAMDARDS. JOINTS SHALL BE PLACED SUCH THAT THE MAXMIM SIF OF
CONCRITE SUAB © 120 55, AND THE MANQ OF THE SIDES (5 NO WORE THAN 21.

k.
REV
1

12. COORDINATE ALL DRVE-UP STRIPING AND MARKINGS WITH McDONALD'S PRINECT MANAGER.

ACGRSS e A

13 CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERFY LOCATIONS OF DOSTING WANHOLES AND OTHER UTLTIES
BEFDRE STAKING OR BULDING ANY SEWER.

EXISTING 32°

14, AL CONSTRUCTION SMALL COMPLY WITH OITY OF xoore WATER COMPANY CULINARY
WATER AMD/OR SAMITARY SEWER SYSTEM DXTENSON AGRIEMCNT WITH SPECIFICATIONS,
DOCUMENTATION, TYPICAL DETALS AMD FORMS.

FXISTING CONC. CURB—
TO REMAIN AS SHOWN
EXISTING TREE ——__
TO REMAIN

EXISTING LANDSCAPE —~
T0 BE REMOVED &
REVISED AS SHOWN

SEE SHEET LS-1

|

15 LOT UGHTING CONC FDOTINGS TD CONFDRM WITH THE SOLS REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR THS PARTICAAR SITE, OR AS DIRECTED BY WcDOMALD'S.

5
=
m=A
oi
z
17
M

16, ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS SHALL BE ROUGH GRADED TO 6" BELOW TDP OF ALL WALKS
AND CURES. FINISH GRADING, LANDSCAPING, AND SPRINWLER SYSTEMS ARE BY THE

o

EXISTING_BUILDING
W/ADDITIONS & REMODEL

PAVING SPECIFICATION
(WITHIN McDONALDS CORPORATION PROPERTY)

|
ASPHALT: G
EXISTING POLE SIGN —~_ |} COMPACTION: 7" AC. (2 LIFTS) 96% MARSHALL
REMAIN T 2" BASE COURSE 95% PROCTOR =
¢ OlL CONTENT: 4.5% - 6.0% o z ﬁ
STABILITY: 100 LES. MIN, 2
GRADATION EXTRATION: 55% MAX. SHALL PASS US. - v
i STD. §4 SIEVE gz x
% TS EXISTING CHAIN LINK FENCE CONCRETE: ap = C
m:“j‘: ) REMOVE COMPACTION: 2" GCONCRETE —/ g6 ]
B R B 7" BASE COURSE 95% PROCTOR g L i
‘JE{“? 7 NOTES: 28 ||
EN ) fe——e— T R e et S Il 1. MDONAD'S RESERVES THE RIHT TO REDUEST A COMPACTION 2E =1 K7
Dy H TEST AND/OR A CORE SAMPLE. IF TESTS PROVE CORRECT, PER ABOVE = oy I
ﬁguv ] WL B0 AT THE DOEMNSE OF MaDONALD'S, hg &J
i i OTERWSE. L Wil & = s
4;:.‘ 'I""*.. 2 SIT SOLS REPORT B 7 t': &n
ExisTNG Busties, (Ic— 11 F| s : 55 |2lg
i T0 BE REMOVED & ey £EE &8
L REVISED AS SHOWN = ) - w -
L SEC SHEET (5-1 HEN A BUILDING EXPANSION " 2
t ozl 2g! SPACES 3 0
\ L= ! i g g
; } Eeglag: CITY APPROVED UP TO 49% OF GROSS EXISTING BUILDING 51 8| |3
] trbh=l o, o 8y
: 5! | 2ei EXISTING GROSS AREA = 2,856 SQ. FT : B 8 | |u
\ i iloZ ~ g5 0
~i He §ed 49% OF 2,856 SO. FT. = 1,399 SO. FT. PR SN @ 35 R
% 1 H g A = PROPOSED) 2
m 1 H S PROPOSED BUILDING EXPANSION AREA = 997+ S0. FT. e ST ET §§
z :’ " * a»' SPACES 8  SPACES 9'-0" X 18’'-0" ® 60° ac || |
E g i sl EXISTING BULDING LANDSCAPE AREA 33 [ 16 sewes Yoir R S g |ulZ
2 PE 283 1y | 7 smom oo x20 0 e oo | L -1
§ 0) H g i LE"‘"'; CITY APPROVED LANDSCAFE AREA NOT BE LESS THAN SALT LAKE CITY SPEC. REQUIREMENT: 6 por 1,000 5. L 512
o i ! gyl il EXISTING LANDSCAPE AREA AFTER SITE IMPROVEMENTS Bt i &] [
] e 1 g,
H g 8 . SURVEY INFORMATION Z |
ARG E e , — TOTAL EXISTING LANDSCAPE AREA = 3,944 SQ. FT. el
E ‘ = : : : EI ( - 7 . - = . PREPARED BY: lzg:rms:wihlgwffﬁz*c g
- e | = u reen St.
~ : il f ; = ; TOTAL PROPOSED LANDSCAPE AREA = 5,736 SQ. FT. Mumgy, Ulan 84123 (BO1) 713-3000
i i ‘ & f g
g CD H ELXM NG BUSHES, EIC—" : ? j‘:” G DTy 200 % ]
P H SEXISTI SHES, EIC.— == S X | &
g o 0 ReoviD & (6 PROFLRTY TNE < g/ — — <|8 -
i i REVISED AS SHOWN T - EXISTING CHAN LINK FENCE %) ! e BOSING CURD . . |8 | <
o ' 1 SEE SHEET LS-1 Rin' ANR, CONCRETF FOOTING -4 ! p T R B T L —— = TTING CURE FACE OF CURB Fc g o | =
H ; : TR REMOYE t i ROJECT DATA CHART — “‘}DQNALDS (EXISTING SITE) TES AND/OR EXISTNG UTLITY DRAWNGS AND VERBAL EXPLANATIONS. THE SURVEYDR EXISTING BUILDING PAINT STRIPE L - I @
c ' i i B —QUANTITIES FOR McDONALD'S COST ESTIMATES ONLY- MAKES NO GUARMNTEE THAT THE UNDERGROUND UTILTIES SHOWN COMPRISE ALL SUCH — — e TOP BACK OF CURB T8C S | =z
2 ] ik H UTRITES IN THE AREA, EITHER IN SERVICE OR ABANOONED.  THE SURVEYOR PROPOSED CURB ~ [¥]
[ 1\ SALT LAKE CITY ZONING cc, ssst | DOES NOT WARRANT AT THE UTILITES SHOWN ARE IN THE EXACT EOGE BE COHCRETE = || &% | @
-, TR i e FOSTION MOGUE), ATHOUGY HE DOES STATE THAT THEY ARE LOCATED AS ACCURATELY PROPOSED CONC. EDGE N R !
” H . i | TOTAL GROSS ACREAGE 0.822 Ac. (35,795 Sq. Ft) s PSS (Rl B MU WA MU IO 1l SETUR. DX, CINUCT B RADIUS ® ] 3
o H NOTE: DRIVE-THRU LANE (CLOSEST T0 BU'LDING) TOTAL BUILDING ARFA 38624 Sq Ft* "‘Ti’_ﬂ"f"‘ PROPOSED PARKING STALL § i
é CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL ALL UNDERGROUND WIRING NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES 34 = = UTILTY CONTACTS e 117
@ FOOTINGS, DETECTOR LOOPS, ETC. DURING INITIAL SITE TOTAL ASHMLT SURFAD * T —p— e PLAN SCALE: 1" = 20' §|. 7
A IMPROVEMENT CONSTRUCTION FOR FUTURE USE (AS OTML IIALTSURERE 20.013 sa. FT. WAILR & STORM | SAT LWE CITY PUBLC UTUTES | B01-483-6729 $le|%
2 N NEEDED) FOR 2nd MAIN MENU BOARD, 2nd "GATEWAY" TOTAL 6% THICK CONCRETE SLAB 397 s0. F1.¥ SENR SKT LWE CITY PUBUC UTLITES_| 8014836723 STREET ADDRESS § |E|B 5
- SIGN, 2nd CUSTOMER ORDER DISPLAY, AND "PRE—SELL DL T oM i T T TECTRC POVER_| UTAY PONER & UGHT iz on 1533 SOUTH STATE STREET HHHFARHL
e, MENU BOARD - ~ s NESTIR GAS B00-323-5517
z TOTAL 247 CONCRETE CURE & GUTTER 935 LN. FT. —r— — rrrTE cry STATE STATUS DATE | BY
& TOTAL 67 HIGH CONCRETE CURB WALL 270 UN. FT.¥ SALT LAKE CITY UTAH PRELIMINARY
sz TOTAL TYPE S CONCRETE CURE (APWA) 270 UN. FT.¥ ) COUNTY PLAN CHECKED
- 0 20 40 50 TOTAL EXISTING CURB TO REMAIN 105 UN. FT. SALT LAKE
i AS=BUILT
3| we SITE PLAN IMPROVEMENTS R gpommion|| e
ge Scole In Foet TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF LANDSCAPING 16.0% Engineering Assoclates, L.C. ‘ S P
- ;:‘ *QUANTITIES NEEDED TO COMPLETE CONSTRUCTION ON TOTAL SITE iffu: j;‘”;;,;':ﬂ“ﬁ .,,S;,rszgc‘, S 2
G




ATTACHMENT ‘C’

SITE AND BUILDING DRAWINGS - Original

430-08-01 McDonald’s Conditional Building and Site Design Review
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SITE PLAN NOTES SCHEDULE

() NEW BULDNG ACDITIONS & REMCOEL ~ SEE ARCHIECTURAL PLANS

@ NEW TRASH ENCLOSURE, SEE DETALS, SHEET SD-4

| KENSINGTON AVENUE

(1500 SOUTH STREET) . . s
/_ REMOVE & REPAL

~EXISTING TREE
LEAVE IN PLACE WITH, LANDSCAPE

EXISTING TREE

NG..24"

. - EXISTH
“} . DRWE ACCESS
4 USE IN- PLACE §

S

&

PLACE

LEAVE IN
v v

EXISTING BUSHES —_7 L}

LEAVE IN PLACE

e

EXISTING 32..
% [ USE [N _PLACE

3

EXISTING CONG. CURH——_1
TO REMAIN AS SHOWN

EXISTING TREE -}
TO REMAIN

FXISTING LANDSCAPE —

T0 BE REVOVED &
: REVISED AS SHOWN
1 H SEE SHEET LS-1

EXISTING POLE SIGN " .y
O REMAIN |

WATCH PSTING:
! CURH LOCATION.
‘ll‘l xﬁ
o3 L
i Z3 1
% Dy ™
ol
52 G
" e
l‘nk F
i T v )
sl -
=138 2E® S ®
¥ e i 3 s
i 12 =) Plef ¢ 4
| 19ziz R
j Zwile = LIS Rt N b=
~~ g2l gy P
it
B 3eidy 6
3 p—
I EXISTING CONC. CURE—="—"T7" 1 O
§T0 REMAIN AS SHOWN 8 ~
= .
z : X @
)
= ﬁg
=3
& gg‘\
2. IJ-ID
E
o
>
(A

LANDSCAPE o

EXISTING BUSHES—/

LEAVE IN PLACE

E

NOTE: DRIVE-THRU LANE (CLOSEST TO BUILDING)

CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL ALL UNDERGROUND WIRING
FOOTINGS, DETECTOR LOOPS, ETC. DURING INTIAL SITE
IMPROVEMENT CONSTRUCTION FOR FUTURE USE (AS
NEEDED) FOR 2nd MAIN MENU BOARD, 2nd “GATEWAY™
SIGN, 2nd CUSTOMER ORDER DISPLAY, AND "PRE-SELL"
MENU BOARD

!
i

¥ SITE_PLAN IMPROVEMENTS

Scola In Feat

EXISTNG ‘SIDEWALK.

[ PROPERTY LINEAL | |

[3-

LD

TG

@ RELOCATED EXIST. MENU BOARD, SEE DETAWS, SHTS, 5D-2 & 5D-3
@ NEW FOUNDATION AND NEDESSARSI\;):RING FOR FUTURE MENU BOARD,

SEE DETAILS, SHEETS. SD-2 &

@ NEW ELECTRICAL TRANSFORMER & CONC. PAD (APPROX. LOCATION)

NEW CUSTOMER ORDER DISPLAY "COD" BOY,

SEE DETAILS, SHEET SD-3

(5a) NEW FOUNDATION AND NECESSARY WRING FOR FUTLRE C.0D.,

SEE DETAILS, SHEETS SD-2 & $D-3

@ MEW LCOP DETECTOR, SEF DETAILS, SHEET SD-3

NEW FQUNDATION AND NECESSARY WIRING FOR FUTURE PRE-SELL
MENU BOARE, SEE DETAILS, SHEET SD-3

NEW “GATEWAY"HEIGHT DETECTOR SIGN, SEE DETAILS, SHEETS $D-2
;URE “GAIEWAY"/

NEW FOUNDATION ANG NECESSARY WIRING FOR FUf
HEIGHT DETECTOR SIGN, SEE DETAILS, SHEET. SD-

@ NEW BOLLARD SIGN "THIS LANE ONLY*

RELOGATED EXNST, PIPE BOLLARD, SEE FOUNDATION CETAL, SHEET SD-2

@ RELOCATED EXIST. GUARDRAIL, INSTALLED BY G.C.

@ NEW COMMERCIAL 24” HIGH BACK CURE AND GUTTER, SEE SHEET SD-5

@ NEW B HIGH CONGRETE CURH WALL

NEW 47 THICK CONCRETE WALI(/SLAB (WDTH VARIES, SEE PLAN)
@ NEW MINMUM 6° CONGRETE SLAB, REINF. WITH FIBERMESH, OR PER
o

ITY OF SALT LAKE REQUIREMENTS

2 CHAMFER AT CORMERS OF CONCRETE {TYPICAL)
@ NEW HANDICAP RAMP PER A.D.A. STANDARDS
NEW HANDICAP SIGN, TOP OF SIGN @ 5 ABOVE SIDEWALK (TYP.)

r— EXISTIN

REMO!

G CHAIN LINK FENCE
E

EXISTING BUILDING

L—EXISTING CHAIN LINK FENCE
REMOVE

NEW HANDICAP SYWBOL, PAINTED PER ADA STANDARDS

NEW HANQICAP ACCESS STRIPING, PAINTED PER ADA STANDARDS

@ NEW 4" WIDE PARKING LINES PAINTED WHITE (TYPICAL)

NEW 4° WIDE @ 45" ANGLE @ 7' 0.C. NO PARKING LINES

PANTER {(WHITE)

NEW PAINTED GRAPHICS PER McDOMALD'S STANDARDS

& SPECIFICATIONS

@

SEE SIGNAGE DRAWNG

BUILDING EXPANSION

DIRECTIONAL SIGN (EXISTING, CHANGED & NEW)

@ NEW HOSE BIBB WITH BACKFLOW PREVENTOR

NEW 17 PYC CONDUIT FOR FUTURE POWER (iF NEEDEE)

@ EXSTING EXTERNAL GAS METER — USE IN PLACE
(S o woGR 0 bk sy
NEW CONCRETE DELIVERY RANP

NEW ASPHALT PAMING (TYR.), SEE SECTION, SHEET 50-5
@ EXSTNG QUTDKOR LOT LIGHT, REMOVE & REPLACE WITH NEW
@ EXISTING ELECTRIC BOX, RELCCATE TU LANDSCAPE AREA

NEW PAINTED GRAPHICS PER SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS
& SPECIFICATIONS

EXISTING RELOCATEDR CONCRETE WHEEL-STCR
(35) NEW 6 YELLOW STRIPE PANIED {PMS 123, PER WDOWALDS STNES.

(36) NEW ¢ THICK CONCRETE HANDICAP ACCESS SIDEWALK
SEE SHEET SP—4 SLOPE % GRADES

@ NEW BICYCLE RACK PER SALT LAKE CITY CITY REQUIRENENTS

EXISTING RELOCATED "RED 80X" KIOSK \IDIO OUTLET
(LOCATION 70 8F DETERMINED BY OWNER/OPERATOR

EXISTING POWER POLES, GUY ANCHORS — RELOCATE AS SHOWN

(38¢) RELCCATED EXISTING POWER POLES, GUY ANCHOR
{APPRCYIMATE LOCATION PER ROCKY MOUNTAN POWER)

PROPOSED POWER EASEMENT

NEW LIGHT POUE/FIXTURE, SEE SHEET LTG-1

TAPER NEW CURB DOWN TO MATCH SIDEWALK GRADE (TYPIGAL)
ADA APPROVED HAMDRAILS FOR HANDICAP ACCESS SIDEWALK
24" WDE CONCRETE WATERWAY, SEE DETAL. SHEET S1—5
HANDICAP ACCESS SIEN PER ADA STANDARDS & SPECFICATIONS
ROCK PATHWAY FOR PEDESTRIAN AGCESS

OUTDOOR PICNIC TABLES PER OWNER/OPERATOR

1200 CAL. (REASE NTERCEPTOR, SEF DETAL SHT, S0-5

SAMPLUING WANHOLE PER SALT LAKE CITY PUBLC UTILITIES
STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS

SEWER LATERAL CLEANOUT PER SALT (AKE QTY PUBLIC UTILIMES
STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS

CITY APPROVED UP TO 45% OF GROSS EXISTING BUILDING
EXISTING GROSS AREA = 2,856 5Q. FT.

9% OF 2,856 SQ. FI. =

1,359 Q. FT.

PROPOSED BUILDING EXPANSION AREA = 997+ S0Q. FT.

LANDSCAPE AREA

CITY APFROVED [ANDSCAPE AREA NOT GE LESS THAN
EXISTING LANDSCAPE AREA AFTER SITE IMPROVEMENTS

TOTAL EXISTING LANDSCAPE AREA = 3,344 SQ. FT.

TOTAL PROPGSED LANDSCAPE AREA = 5,736 5Q. FT.
URTY NOTE
' e
PROJECT DATA CHART — McDONALD'S (EXISTING SHTE) TIES AND/0R EXSTAG UTLITY CRAMNCS AN VERBAL EXPLANTONS. THE SLIVEYDR
—QUANTITIES FOR McDONALD'S COST ESTIMATES ONLY=— WS WWMT::EMWEE THE
SALT LAKE GITY ZONING €, S50 GES NOT WARRANT THA
IGATED,
TOTAL GROSS ACREAGE 0.822 Ac. (35795 Sq. Ft) 15 FOESBLE FRO T
EACH UTLATY ENTITY SO THAT THEY WAY MARK THERT LOCATIONS ON THE, CROLPD.
TOTAL BUILDING AREA 38628 5q. 1K
NUMBER OF PARKING SPACES 34 * UTILITY CONTACTS
TOTAL ASPHALT SURFACE 20,013 5G. FT. TR £ SO | ST LE O AR YRTES | 607 —iei e
TOTAL 6" THICK CONCRETE SLAB 3697 sq. ¥ SEWER AT LAE OTY PUBLE URLTES | 601—483—6729
TOTAL +° THICK CONCRETE SLAB 1,605 sa. /1. ¥ ELECTRIC POWER | Uikl FOMER & LIGHT 88-221-7010
- * [ QUESTAR GAS BO0-J23-5517
TOTAL 24" CONCRETE CURE & CUTTER 935 UN. FT. T P T
TOTAL 6" HIGH CONCRETE CURS WALL 270 LN, FL¥
TOTAL DUSTING CURS TO REMAIN 165 UN, FT, :
TOTAL LANDSCAFING (BY MebONALDS) 5736 5. FL nnmlnlnn
TOTAL PERCENTAGE OF LANDSCAPING 16.0%

FQUANTITIES NEEDED TO COMPLETE CONSTRUGTION ON TOTAL SITE

Engineering Associates, L.C.
5684 Scuth Green Street
Murray, Utah 84123 801-713-3000

GENERAL HOTES

AL woRtd PERFORMET WTHIN THE SALT [ANE CITY RIGHT-OF-WAY SHALL BE N
MLORDANCE WTH THER SUANDARIIS AND SPECFIEATIONS.

BASES, ANCHOR BOLTS, CONDUIT, AND WARING FOR AL SIONS ARE BY THE GENERML

CONTRAETOR,

THE REDUIREMENTS OF THE SALT LAKE CITY CXIDE.

MIOHALD'S ROAD SKGH AND BASE ARE BY THE SIGN CONTRACTCR.
BOLTS ARE BY MeDOMALD'S. AL SIGNAGE SHALL DOMPLY WiTH

GENERAL CONTRACTOR TD PROVIOE GOWCRETE BASES, COMDANT & WIRE AS REQUWRED

AL RAD ARE TO THE TOP BACK OF CURS (THC) LMLESS OTMERWSE NOTED.

VERIFY IN FELD (VLF} ALL DMENSIONS. RESOLVE MV DISCREFANCIES WITH
MeDONALD'S PROJECT MAKAGER PRIDR TO DOMMENCING WORK.

PROPUSETY LTENTES ARE SHOWN M SCHEMATIC ONLY. DXACT LDCATIONS SHALL BE.
GETERMINET 10 ALLDW FOR THE LOST ECOMOMCAL INSTALLATION.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINAYE WITH ALL UTLATY COMPANES TO CETERMINE

EXACT POINT OF SERVICE COWNECTION AT EXISTING UTILITY. REFER TO THE BULLING

ENTRANCE LOCATIONS, SIZES,
REHAREMENTS

ELECTRICAL AND PLUUBING DRAWINGS FOR
AND GIRCUITNG.  GENERAL CONTRACTOR

ununy

SERICE.
RESPONSIBLE T DATAN ALL

OF UTLITY COMPANIES AHD WCLUDE N BASE BED ALL ASSOCWATED COSTS.

ALL ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE M REFEREMCE TO THE BENCHMARK AMD MUST EBE VERFIED
B THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AT GROUNDBREAK. FIMSH FLOOR ELEVATION & AS NOTED

O4 GRADING AHD DRNNAGE FLA,

CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSISLE FOR OXMPLANGE WITH AL REDUIREMENTS OF THE

GENERAL
CAMERICAN'S WITH DISABIITIES ACT™ (ADA).

ALL 6" COMCRETE VERTICAL CURS SMALL, B POURED MONCLITHICALLY WITH CONCRETE
PAVEMENT,  FINISH WALK AMD CLREN ELEVATIONS SHML ZE 6" MIOVE FINSH PAVEMENT

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWASE,

GEMERAL CONTRACTOR TO PLACE COMCRETE CONSTRUCTIOM JOMNIS AS NEEDED WITH
WOUNUM AREA OF 400 SF. (CAREY FELT SHAML NOT BE USED).

ISSUE REF

av
Rl

DESCRIPTION

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS FROM COLLEGE PER LMY REQUEST

5/20/08 |ADDED ADDITIONAL LANDSCAPE AREAS, PROVIDED

GONCRETE SLA8 5 120 5F. AND THE AATIC OF THE SEES K NO MORE THN Z1.

COORDIMATE ALL DRMVE-UP STRIPIMG AMD MARKINGS WITH MaDOWALD'S PROMEGY MANAGER.

COMTRACTOR TO FIELD VERFY LOCATIONS OF DGISTNG WANHOLES AND UTHER UTILTIES

BEFORE STAGNG UR BULDIG ANY SEWER.

AL CONSTRICTION SHALL COMPLY WITH OITY OF xoox WATER COMPANY CUUNARY
WATER AMI/OR SANITARY SEWER: SYSTEM DXTENSUON AGREEMENT WITH SPECIFICATIONS,
DOCUMENTATION, TYPICAL DETALS AN FORMS.

107 LIGHTING CONC. FOOTINGS TO COMFORM WITH THE SINLS REPORT RECOMMEMIUTIONS
FOR THS PARTICULAR SITE, OR AS DIRECTED 8T WcDOHALD'S.

ALL LANDSCARE, AREAS SHALL BE ROUGH GRADED TO &° BELOW TOP OF ALL WALKS
AND CLRES.  FISH- GRADING, LANDSCAPING, ANO' SPRMALER SYSTEMS ARE BY THE

OWNER/QPERATDR,

REV | DATE

1

PAVING SPECIFICATION
(WITHIN McDONALDS CORPORATION PROPERTY)

=]
]
=
=
H

]
=

ENOCH F.
ESKELSON

al

COMPACTION:

ASFHALT:

" AC.

(2 UFTS) 88X MARSHALL

2" BASE COURSE 95% PROGTOR

L CONTENT: 4.5% - 5.0%

STABILTY: 100 1BS. MIN.
GRADATION EXTRATION: 35% MAX. SHALL PASS U.S.

STD. §&¢ SIEVE
CONCRETE:
COMPACTION: 2" CONGRETE
7" BASE COURSE 95% PROCTOR
NOTES:

1. WCOONALD'S ENGMEER RESERVES THE RAGHT TO REQUEST A COMPACTION

2375 E. CAMELBACK ROAD, 5th Flesr, PHDENIX, AZ BS016

@De
8 2
E .
§3
8
I
= g
2z |B
TEST AHO/OR A CORE SMMPLE  IF TESTS FROVE CORRELT, PER ABINE u = [
SPECIICATION, TESTS WL BE AT THE DXFENSE OF WaDONALD'S, =3 g
OTHENMSE, GO WAL BE CHARGED. E E
2 2 SuS RO 87 7 By g
22
PARKING INFORMATION : E A
£
2 MG SPACES 3-0" X 18'-0" & 90 gﬁ
SPACES g
. 8  SPACES ¢'=Q" X 18'-g" & 60° m§
51 41 sPacEs 9'-0" X 18°-¢" @ 80° éE
2y
25
&=
PARKING INFORMATION a
(PROPOSED) 2 g
2 HC SPACES 9'-0" X 20'0" @ gov g @
FPACES 8 seacEs 0" X 150" @ 60 3z |1
34 17 spaces §'~g" X 18-0" ® go0* # - E
7 SPaCES §'-¢" X 20'-g" & g0” H Ol
SALT LAKE GITY SPEC. REQUIREMENT: 6 per 1,000 sq. ft, 16
GROSS BUILDING AREA = 2870 «q. ft. (18
wl
SURVEY INFORMATION %
PREPARED EY: DOMINION ENGINEERING 11
5684 Sauth Green St
Murray, Utah 64123 {BO1) 713-3000
[=]
DATE:  July, 2005 E "
LEGEND nl3 g
1|8 2
_ _ EXiSTHG CuRe FACE CF CURS e |8 g
o =
. EXSTNG BULCNG FANT STRIPE s Z|¥ o
PROPOSED CURB TOP BACK OF GURB TEC 2 5
EDGE OF CONCRETE £ g 3 &
PROPOSED CONC. EDGE 'S < é
_— RADWS R o 8
PROPOSED CONCRETE ——
[ - PARKING STALL
: Bk
PLAM SCALE: 1" = 20 1M M
8 =
STREET ADDRESS 3 g B g
1533 SOUTH STATE STREET gl § H g
l* g STATE STATUS DATE BY
SALT LAKE CITY UTAH ERELIMINARY
COUNTY PLAN CHECKED
SALT |AKE UL

REGIONAL DWG. NO

CORPQRATE DWG, NO.

SP-2
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Plot Scale:
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EXISTING TREE —_ |
TO REMAIN
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LANDSCAPE PLAN

AR

R

EXISTING SIDEWALK

’ERT %%ai%t—b 2 s L v e v "“, e
i - ~|r=°‘
KENSINGTON AVENUE 1
{1500 SOUTH STREET} L
EXISTING TREE, TYP. Exgﬁwc\JEE \
LEAVE IN PTACE PLACE :

L

EMISTING BUILDING

AND AT ALL HARD SUNFACE

ARELS PROM BOD AREAD.

RUBESR TREE TIE NITH |1 sl
MIRE TIES AT STAKES. INSTALL
HITH A EISURE & HRAP.

HARDINGOD STAKES
1B BTAKES 2° X 2*

DRIVEN (MIN. 187 m

INTG SUBSRADE PRI

TE BACKFLLING

SPECIFIED PLANTING MIX
AATER & TAMP TO
REMOVE AR POCKETS

[T
w
PLANTING NOTES: =
=
PLANT LIST 1. LANDSCAPE BIDS NUST BE IN A DETAILED UNIT PRICE FORMAT 10, SHREDDED WOOD MULCH WILL BE REQUIRED IN ALL 2
SHOWING COST BREAKDOWN OF ALL LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS. ANY LANDSCAPE BEDS FOR SHRUBS, PERENNIALS, AND ANNUALS. THE =
hldd ELEWENT MAY BE ADDED OR DELETED HY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT ~ MULCH SHALL BE APFLED OVER DEWITT PRO5 WEED BARRIER. MULCH [,
| scientific Homa OR OWMER. CONTRACTOR COMPENSATION WILL BE ADJUSTED SHALL BE EVENLY SPREAD ON A CAREFULLY PREPARED GRADE TO A [&
Quantity | Zommon Name Planting Siza ACCORDING TO THE UNIT PRICE BIDS. ANY SUBSTITUTION MUST BE BY  MINMUM DEPTH OF THREE (3) INCHES. THE TOP OF ALL AREAS OF
- R — LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT APPROVAL LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT WITHOUT MULGH SHALL BE AT THE GRADE OF THE ADUACENT CURE, WALK, OR
5 four ‘"';'; Flame 1 1/2"~Caliper | JUSTIAICATION MAY DISALLCW EIOS AND SELECT CONTRACTOR EDGE OF PAVEMENT.
’ REGARDLESS OF BID FIGURES. THE SELECTED CONTRACTOR MUST
. CONTACT THE OWWER'S CONSTRUCTION REPRESENTATME BEFORE 11. FERTILZER FOR SOD AREAS SHALL BE PELLETZED, NeP-K AS
+ | Glodhaia inccanthos “Shyina’ |1 1/2'-Callper | CNNNG CONSTRUCTION TO SCHEDULE A PRE CONSTRUCTION APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR SEASONAL AGUUSTMENT. USE
MEETING. CONTRACTDR OR SUBCONTRACTORS PARTICIPATION IN 0 [BS PER 5,000 SQUARE FEET OR AS PER MANUFACTURER'S
Chanticiear Peor CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PLAN MUST BE LICENSED BY THE STATE OF SPECIFICATIONS. SPREAD EVENLY ON A CAREFULLY FREPARED TOFSCIL
0 Pyrua calaryana ‘Chanticiear' |1 12 catpsr | P FOR THE TYPE OF WORK BEING PERFORNED. LAYER JUST PRIOR TO LAYING 50D, z
2. CODES, LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND PERMITS BY FEDERAL, STATE, 12, TREE STAKING AND GUYING SHALL BE ON AN AS NEEDED E
Shrubs COUNTY AND CITY AGENCIES FOR DESIGN COMCEPT, MATERIALS AND BASIS ONLY. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DETERMINE STAKING NEEDS r
Quanty | Sienli Hame Plonting Size]  WORKMANSHIP MUST BE RESFARCHED AND SATISFIED BY THE DEPENDENT OW STE SOIL CONDITIONS. IT IS THE CONTRACTORS ?
- _ CONTRACTOR. REPORT ANY PROBLEMS CR REQUEREMENTS TO THE RESPONSIBILITY TO REMOVE TREE GUYING AND STAKING IN A TIMELY &
O | 3 | girce g:'rr';uldﬂ Gokdmound [5—Gal LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. THE CONTRACTOR MUST VERIFY THE WANNER ONCE STAKED TREES HAVE TAKEN ROQT. NO STAKING SHALL
= T - REGULATIONS FOR AND SECURE ANY PERMITS BEFORE SEGINNING REMAN BEYOND A REASCNABLE TIME FOR ROOT PENETRATION AND
® = Dwar? Buiming usn oo 5—Gal CONSTRUCTION. THE COST FOR THE PERMIT FEES MAY BE SUBMITTED  STABILIZATION.
TO THE OWNER FOR REIMBURSEMENT, CALL DLUE STAKES AND REFER
|0 fuoars sokine TBromdmoor[s—ga TO DRAINAGE AND CML PLANS BEFORE ANY TRENCHING OR 13, TREE WRAPFING MAY BE LSED T0 PROTECT YOUNG TRFES
% | 25 | Euxum semn Grean Vaket P EXCAVSTION. FROM WINTER DAMAGE. TREC WRAPS SHALL ONLY BE INSTALLED (N
Green Veive! Boxwood THE FALL. IF THE CONTRAGTOR INSTALLS WRAPS FOR TREE
;‘_:3 4 duniperus 'flu_- Star’ 5-Gal 3. CONSTRUCTION SAFETY AND CLEAMUF MUST MEET CSHA FROTECTION IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTORS RESPCNSBILTY TO
Duc Star Jukigst ______ STANDARDS AT ALL TIMES. ALL CONTRACTCRS MUST HAYE ADEQUATE PROMPTLY REMGVE WRAPS THE FOLLOWING SPRING. p
Q} 13 m’v'm}l’: :gen-c;mssﬂwr King' |s5—Gal UABILITY, PERSONNEL INJURY AND PROPERTY DAMAGE INSURANGE. T
T Tosiile oo ot CLEAN UP MUST BE PERFORMED DALY, AND ALL HARTISCAPE 14, LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE MUST BE PERFORMED BY THE =
& Tangarin Canqureit o oo ELEMENTS MUST BE WASHED FREE OF DIRT AND MUD ON FINAL CLEAN  |ANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR DURING ESTABLISHMENT (30 DAYS AFTER
4] Bunua e, Psmnd o B [5Gol UP. CONSTRUCTION MUST OCCUR IN A TIMELY WAMNER. FINAL ACCEPTANCE OF ENTIRE PROJECT). RESPONSIBILTIES INCLUDE E
romidal 26, WEED L AND MOWING. NOTIFY OWNER AND CONSERUCTION
19 Coryoptars cion. ‘Pershars SaIect |5_cal 4. LANDSCAPE PLANS AND DETAIL DRAMNGS ARE SCHEMATIC EFR CO% WHI SURE
] & REPRESENT EN ESTABLISHMENT PERICD HAS ENDED TO IN
Perahore Biua Mist Spiraa ONLY, DISCREPANCIES MAY EXIST, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TQ ONGOING MAINTEMANGE, THE DWNER IS RFSPOMSISLE FOR LANDSCAPE
BUILDING LOCATION, PROPERTY LINES, ANY DIMENSIONS SPECIFED OF  uNTENANCE AND UPKEEP ONCE ESTABLISUMENT PERIOD HAS
Parenninis / Greund Cover IHPLIED THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TQ ADJUST PLANS AS EXPIRED,
Quontity | Selantfic Nama olonting 5 NECESSARY TO RETAM COMCEFT INTEGRITY. CONTAGT LANDSGAPE
o = L RN | ARCHITECT IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST. 15, ALL PLANT MATERAL AND LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS WLL EE
Daylilly GUARANTEED FOR ONE YEAR AFTER FINAL ACCEPTANCE. ANY ITEMS
S \ EXCAVATION. CALL BLUE STAKF AMD MAKE
I3 Hiend (Wih) Busgroes 5o 3. PLANT MATERIAL T ARE NOT FIRST CLASS PREMI WiLL BE REPLACED BY
2809 % o [Min Buegross Sod 1300 REFERENCE TO DRANAGE AND CML PLANS BEFORE OXCATCN FOR  THE CONTARTOR o1 ko oot e OsLTY WILL BE REPLACED ™
FLANT NATERIAL AL HOLES MUST ALLOW FOR A MINMUM OF SIX {B)  THAT IS NOT PREMIUM QUALTY OR APPEARS STRESSED IN ANY WAY
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17. SPECIFICATIONS FCR LANDSCAPE AND IRRIGATION g2 <
8. TP SOIL MUST OF A PREMUM GUATY DARK SANDY LOAM, CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE THE 2007 APWA “MANUAL OF STANDARD & § =
FREE OF ROCKS, CLODS, ROOTS, AND PLANT MATTER. THE TOPSOIL SPECIFICATIONS®, s g z
WILL BE EVENLY SPREAD AND SMOOTH GRADED ON A CAREFULLY —3 #2 <]
PREPARED SUBGRADE TO A DEFTH OF THREE INCHES (3%) iN ALL 18. ALL |ANDSCAPE MATERIAL SHALL BE FULLY IRRIGATED BY AN g ; [
FLOWERNG ANNUAL EEDS. CONTAMERIZED GROUNDCOVER AREAS, AND  oTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM (DESIGN BUILD). IRRIGATION DESIEN 8g [zl
AREAS TO BE SODBED. SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE OWNER AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT ig |0[8
PRIOR TO INSTALLATION. 5 2=
9. 50D MUST BC PREWIUM QUALITY, ULTRA GREEN, EVENLY CUT, g &g
ESTABLISHED, HEALTHY, WEED AND DISEAST FREE, AND FROM AN EE lxlé
APPROVED SOURCL. SOD MUST BE CELVERED AND LAD IMMEDIATELY ts |¥lg
AFTER CUTTING. 50D MUST SE LAD WITH ND GAPS BETWEEN PIECES £2 |5 g
ON A CAREFULLY PREPARED TOPSOHL LAYER. THE LAID SOD MUST BE w5 [°lE
IMMEDATELY WATERED AFTER INSTALLATION. ANY EBURNED ARFAS WILL £ ~
REQUIRE REPLACEMENT, ABJUST SPRINKLER SYSTEM TO ASSURE g g
HEALTHY GREEN SURVIVAL CF THE SO0 WITHOUT WATER WASTE. S 2l
L1 S
@ s g
. E -] i
Landscape Calculations Summary §g e
Parking jot <rea : ﬁ
12,559 sf Required Pravided E] g
Intarior parking st landscapa areq 628 SF 817 sF 2 2
(12,559 sf x .05=628 sf) 3 z ]|
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ATTACHMENT ‘D’

SITE PHOTOGRAPHS:

430-08-01 McDonald’s Conditional Building and Site Design Review










ATTACHMENT °‘E’

DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

430-08-01 McDonald’s Conditional Building and Site Design Review
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Stewart, Casey

From: Smith, Craig

Sent:  Tuesday, March 18, 2008 10:57 AM
To: Stewart, Casey

Cc: Walsh, Barry, Weiler, Scott; Ott, George
Subject: petition #430-08-01

Good morning Casey-

| have reviewed petition #430-08-01 involving a conditional design review. Al of the issues are on private
property. If there are no issues within the public way on city property, then as no involvement.
Sincerely,

Craig

3/18/2008
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Stewart, Casey

From: Garcia, Peggy

Sent: Friday, March 21, 2008 12:37 FM
Ta: Stewart, Casey

Subject:  430-08-01 McDonaid's 1533 South State Street
Categories: Program/Policy

Casey,

as reviewed the above mentioned petition and offer the following
comments;

According to our records there is an existing one-inch water meter and four-inch
sanitary sewer lateral servicing this property. The existing meter can remain to provide
culinary and irrigation services. The existing sewer lateral can also remain provided it is in
satisfactory condition. All exiting utilittes must be used or be killed per SLC Public Utilities
standards. A new minimum 800 gallon outside grease interceptor with a sampling manhole
will need to be installed to service this facility.

All design and construction must conform to State, County, City and Pubiic Utilities
standards and ordinances. Design and construction must conform to Salt Lake City Public
Utilities General Notes.

Fire Department approval will be required prior to Public Utilities approval. Fire flow
requirements, hydrant spacing and access issues will need to be resolved with the fire
department.

Jason Brown, PE

Development Review Engineer
Salt Lake City Public Utilities
1530 South West Temple

Salt Lake City, UT 84115

(801) 483-6729

(801) 483-6855 fax
jason.brown@sicgov.com

4/16/2008
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Stewart, Casey

From: Walkingshaw, Nole

Sent: Thursday, March 20, 2008 4:13 PM
To: Stewart, Casey

Cc: Butcher, Larry

Subject: 430-08-01 Mc Donald's Conditional Design Review
Categories: Program/Policy

Casey,

Building services has the following comments:

» Plans show the building as an existing building with a proposed addition. Notes from DRT state that the
proposal is to demolish existing structure and build a new structure. This should be clarified on the plans.

« The standards for an increased set back and minimum front fagade glazing are established in the
ordinance and may be reviewed by the Planning Commission

+ The standards for modified parking requirements in the corner side and front yards are established in the
ordinance and may be reviewed by the Planning Director.

Thanks,

Nole

Nole Walkingshaw
Salt Lake City Planning and Zoning

~ Senior Planner/Zoning Administration
801-535-7128

3/20/2008



Fire De 7.

Stewart, Casey

From: lichon, Edward ———-Z ',{:'7—(&_, DQ_P'F
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2008 4:34 PM

To: Stewart, Casey

Cc; Butcher, Larry; McCarty, Gary; Montanez, Karleen
Subject: 430-08-01 Mc Donalds rebuilt project

No Issues

3/14/2008
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Stewart, Casey

From: Watsh, Barry

Sent: Thursday, March 20, 2008 2:38 PM

To: Stewart, Casey

Cc: Young, Kevin; Smith, Craig; ltchon, Edward; Garcia, Peggy; Butcher, Larry

Subject: Pet 430-08-01 McDonald's
Categories: Program/Policy

March 20, 2008
Casey Stewart, Planning
Re: Conditional design review pet 430-08-01 for McDonald’s rebuild project at 1533 South State St.

The(division of transportation yeview comments and recommendations as follows:

The plat indicates 3 different parcels. A cross easement or combining the parcels is required for the
parking and circulations.

The parking calculations indicates that there were 51 parking spaces and now only 32 are being
provided. Revise the parking calculations as need to be presented for the entire site (building sf and out
door dinning over 500 sf) ? 22 to 25 stalls required. The ADA stalls (2) are shown with one being van
accessible and the bike rack is noted but not calculated in the 5% requirement.

The parking lot revision along the north property line should have a 6” curb and landscaping rather than
the paint marking shown also the area 1o the east of the building needs to be labeled as landscaping.

Sincerely,
Barry Walsh

Ce Kevin Young, P.E.
Craig Smith, Engineering
Ted Itchon, Fire
Peggy Garcia, Public Utilities
Larry Butcher, Permits
File

3/20/2008
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PUBLIC COMMENTS
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Stewart, Casey

From: Todd Draper [TDraper@slco.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2008 3:46 PM
To: Stewart, Casey

Subject: McDonald's Concerns and Issues

Attachments: McDonald's Concerns and Issues.doc

Casey,

| have attached a word document with a written and graphical representation of my cancerns regarding the site. |
really don't know how much leeway the City has in forcing the issues, but it is worth bringing up at a Planning
Commission meeting whether or not McDonald's is really trying to do what is best for the neighborhoed (traffic
wise). Thanks.

Todd A. Draper
tdraper@sico.org

5/28/2008




There is a lot of autemobile congestion at this site and I don’t think that this plan
addresses it appropriately.

1. The red line shows the proper tratfic flow (as proposed) for someone entering in the
first driveway entrance coming from the South to the North, it is ridiculous. The proper
flow to reduce congestion should be to along the vellow line. The proposed landscaping
should be moved to increase the size of the center island (green arrows).

2. There is a substantial amount of traffic (due to SLCC) at the intersection of 1500 south
and State Street with Southbound cars on State Street turning left and conflicting with
vehicles leaving the McDonalds at the Most Northern State Street exit as it is so close to
the corner. The exit should be eliminated (Blue X) and additional landscaping installed.
The Drive though traffic and pass through traffic could then simply exit along the path
indicated in purple.

The main idea should be fo eliminate as much traffic as possible in front of the front door
to reduce auto/pedestrian conflicts, especially where they are proposing adding outdoor
seating. :

3. As the second drive up order lane is only “proposed” and may never go in, what
landscaping will they add in its place until such time they decide to install it? Inmy
opinion they should just install the two drive up system now as there is a long line of
traffic in the mornings (before class) and at noon. (This is also whx I would recommend
that the first drive through lane be accessed from the South drive as there it provides
more room on the site to stack automobiles away from the front door)
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Planning Commission Subcommittee

April 10, 2008

Attendees:
Planning Commission: Robert Forbis, Prescott Muir.
Planning Division Staff: Casey Stewart

Background and Project Location: Site is currenily occupied by a McDonald’s
restaurant and located at 1533 South State Street.

Presentation in summary including changes to the project: This property is abutting
the Salt Lake City Community College on State Street. The maximum setback is 257
(feet) and parking is not allowed on the front or corner side yards, however, the applicant
is proposing to do so. The applicant also proposed a new building, using the same foot
print, because structurally the current building does not meet code, and also has a
basement which is irrelevant for McDonald’s. The applicant will also be requesting that
the 40 percent glass requirement be waived for the facades along State Street and
Kensington, because the windows on the north side of the building will be removed to
keep the kitchen enclosed.

Staff/Subcommittee recommendation(s), comments and concerns:

The sub-committee members were supportive of modifying the front setback
requirements to allow rebuilding in the same location; allow parking in the front and
corner side vard as proposed, and reducing the amount of required glass content on the
north and west facades in the following manner and subject to the following conditions:

- Remove the drive aisle between the building and State Street and replace 1t with
patio dining and landscaping

- Convert the painted/striped areas in all areas of the parking lot with curb and
landscaping (total of 5 locations: 2 north, 1 northeast, 2 south)

- Add more grass/landscaped area north of the building (convert 2 or 3 parking
stalls to landscaping)

- Wrap windows around from west face to north face in a similar fashion and
guantity as shown on the south/southwest corner of building.

- Provide pedestrian access (sidewalk preferred) from McDonald’s building to
existing sidewalk located on SLCC property southeast of McDonald’s building.



Planning Commission Subcommittee

May 20, 2008

Attendees:
Planning Commission: Robert Forbis, Tim Chambless, and Peggy McDonough.
Planning Division Staff: Casey Stewart

Applicant: Farley Eskelson (Engineer for McDonald’s), Doug Wheelwright {Consultant)

Background and Project Location: McDonald’s 1533 South State Street. This project
was heard by a Planning Commission Subcommittee originally on April 10, 2008 by
Commissioners Robert Forbis and Prescott Muir, and an open house has been held for
public comment.

Presentation in summary including changes to the project: This property is abutting
the Salt Lake City Community College on State Street. The maximum setback s 25
(fect) and parking is not allowed on the front or corner side yards; however, the applicant
is proposing to do so, and will be increasing the landscaping on the property from 3,944
square feet to 5,470 square feet to help mitigate this request. The applicant also proposed
a new building, using the same foot print, because structurally the current building does
not meet code, and also has a basement which is irrelevant for McDonald’s. The
applicant will also be requiring that the 40 percent glass requirement be waived, because
the windows on the north side of the building will be removed to keep the kitchen
enclosed, but the windows on the North West corner will stay.

The applicant has spoken with the community college and it has been requested that the
fencing running along the property line should be remaved for easier student access to the
restaurant from the college.

Because of the median down the center of State Street the drive-through is not accessible
to southbound traffic; the applicant is proposing a second access from Kensington
Avenue to access the drive-through queue.

Mr. Wheelwright commented that the driveway width was 12° (feet) wide because of the
double lane drive-through access, which could not be made smaller, but the applicant was
willing to mitigate this with the additional landscaping.




Staff/Subcommittee recommendation(s), comments and concerns:

Commissioner McDonough inquired if the connection to the drive-through was being
mitigated by internal circulation on both sides of the building. She inquired if there would .
be available outside dining, which would help make the area more walkable, and
McDonald’s a main destination.

Commissioner Chambless requested a specific traffic study for the McDonald’s location.
Commissioner Forbis requested the times that this location was most busy.

Mr. Eskelson stated that McDonald’s kept track of both of these requests in detail and he
would be happy to provide that. He noted that most of the business at this location was 60
percent drive-through and 40 percent walk-ins.

Commissioner Chambless also wanted to see cutdoor dining.

Mr. Eskelson stated that there was a concrete pad where at least three tables could be put
in to accommodate this.

Mr. Wheelwright noted that there was a lot of green space on the community college
property right next door and with the fence being removed; this is where a lot of people
might choose to go and eat.

Conclusion:

o Commissioners agreed that this project was ready to be put on a
Planning Commission agenda and the plans reflected the best
utilization of the property considering space constraints.

e Commissioners agreed they would like tables added for outside
dining.

» Commissioner Chambless requested an in-depth presentation of the
lighting that will be used on the premises, which would allow for
optimum safety. Mr. Eskelson stated he would submit that o Mr.
Stewart before the meeting. Commissioner Forbis suggested
additional lighting on the east side of the property, abutting the
community college, for night students.




ATTACHMENT ‘H’

Minutes from Junc 11, 2008 PC Hearing

430-08-01 McDonald’s Conditional Building and Site Design Review




Petition 430-08-01 McDonald’s Conditional Design Review for restaurant rebuild—a request by McDonald's
Corporation for Conditional Design Review for the rebuilding of the McDonald's restaurant located at 1533 South State
Street. The subject property is located in the Commercial Corrider (CC) district and the South State Street Corridor Cverlay
(SSSC) district. Conditiona! Design Review is required because:

« the proposed building location exceeds the maximum front setback of 25 feet from front property line in the
South State Street Corridor Overlay

+ the project proposes parking areas located in the front and corner side yards, which is normally not allowed
the north facade of the proposed building doe not consist of at least 40% glass

The property is located in City Council District Five, represented by Jill Remington Love.
{This item was heard at 7:38 p.m.)

Chair Wirthlin recognized Casey Stewart as staff representative.

Mr. Stewart noted that currently on this site there was an existing McDonald’s building, which was built in the 1960s and
McDonald's Corporation felt that it was time for a site makeover. He noted that the reason this petition was before the
Commission was because some of the new proposals did not meet the requirements of the current zoning ordinance. He
noted there were four areas that fell short of these requirements; the proposed building location, vehicle parking areas,
associated landscaping reguired with a parking lot, and the proposed amount of first floor glass, which did not add up to the
forty (40) percent required by the ordinance.

Mr. Stewart noted that this particular application had been to two Planning Commission subcommittee meetings, and
throughout the staff report he had not completely agreed with the outcome of those meetings. He noted that the applicant
determined that it would be more cost efficient to demolish the existing building and rebuild;, however, the applicant was
proposing to reuse essentially the same footprint, expanding it only slightly. There were currently fifty-one (61) parking stalls
at the site, it did have a drive-through service, and would be setback approximately twenty-seven (27) feet from State
Street. He noted that the South State Street Corridor Overlay District (SSSC) stated that there is a maximum setback of no
more than twenty-five (25) feet for atleast thirty-five (35) percent of the building fagade, and the applicant did not meet this
requirement.

Mr. Stewart noted that there were proposed parking stalls, which would encroach into the front setback along State Street,
and the extreme northwest and southwest corners. He noted that the current proposed parking stalls would total thirty-four
(34), which is a rather large reduction from the existing fifty-one (51) stalls that currently existed; the number of required
parking stalls was twenty-four (24). The applicant was also proposing and outdoor dining area with approximately three (3)
tables, which would require three (3) additional parking stalls for a total of twenty-seven (27).

Mr. Stewart noted that in regards to the first floor glass requirement, the current building had quite of bit of glass, that would
be reduced significantly with the new building, approximately seven (7) percent on the Kensington Avenue fagade for the
drive-through windows and approximately eighteen (18) percent glass on the State Street facade; the requirement for both
of those facades is forty (40) percent on each side.

He noted that it would be required to provide a landscape buffer between the parking lot and the abutting property line,
which was satisfied on some of the property along State Street; however, along Kensington Avenue and the east boundary
line which abuts the Salt Lake Community College the applicant had requested a width of only five feet. He noted that the
college recommended removing the chain link fence and part of a stone wall to allow more of a free flow between the
campuses students and the restaurant, which the applicant had agreed to do.

Mr. Stewart noted that staff found that the Conditional Building and Site Design Review application by McDonald's
Corporation did not satisfy all of the standards for approval due to the building not being oriented primarily to the street, the
main entrance faces the south parking lot, and it should be opened to primary pedestrian and mass transit flow from State
Street. He noted that on the north side of the building where the drive-through windows would be located, he agreed with
the applicant that forty (40) percent glass should not be required on that fagade; however, on the State Street fagade, there
was a possibility for some increased glass and to improve the possibility of pedestrian interest and interaction.

He noted that certain portions of the project could be approved tonight including: reducing the landscape buffer from seven
(7) to five (5) feet along Kensington Avenue, reducing the parking setback from fifteen (15) feet to five (5) feet, allowing for
the proposed glass amount on the drive-through, and not requiring the three (3) additional stalls for the outdoor dining.




Commissioner Scott inquired if there was any talk in the subcommittee of requiring the building to be rotated 90 degrees,
and if there was any discussion on eliminating the drive aisle on the west side of the building.

Mr. Stewart noted there had not been any discussion of that; he noted that both meetings did focus on possible mitigations
of the drive aisle and reviewing the reasoning by the applicant that the raised median down State Street prevented
southbound traffic frem turning into the site, and this traffic would instead have to turn onto Kensington Avenue and then
into the site and the west drive aisle created the best flow of traffic.

Commissioner De Lay noted that this particular location was really unique because in a way it seemed to be part of the Sait
Lake Community College campus, she noted that the ordinance did state that it should be pedestrian and mass transit
ariented, but it seemed that the main entrance facing the coliege campus made sense, s padestrians were not cressing
through the idiing drive-through traffic.

Mr. Stewart noted that sixty {60) percent of the customers at this location were using the drive-through and about forty {40)
percent were walk-in customers.

Commissioner Forbis inquired if these issues of concern were discussed with the applicant prior to the subcommittee
meetings.

Mr. Stewart stated the building rotation was not discussed with the applicant prior to writing the report, the glass and
landscaping were discussed before and during the subcommittees and an agreement could not be reached.

Commissioner Algarin noted that the reason the applicant wanted to rebuild the building was because it would be more cost
effective, and would there not be a pretty significant cost to rotate the building.

Mr. Stewart noted that they would use the same footprint, which would save some cost,

Commissioner Scott noted that the current building had a basement and the new one would not, so they were doing some
pretty drastic changes anyway.

Chair Wirthlin invited the applicants to the table.

Farley Eskelson, Dominion Engineering; introduced Steve Jenkins, McDonald's Corporation. He noted that originally the
intent was to remodel only forty-nine (49) percent of the building allowed by the ordinance. He noted that the building had
been at that location for approximately 45 years and the applicant had looked at seventeen different models of this to try to
make the most of the situation. He noted that there was an existing basement that would now be kept.

Mr. Eskelson noted that the drive aisle on the west side of the building was necessary for access from State Street onto
Kensington Avenue. He noted that if the building were to be rotated all of the exiting drive-through traffic would need to
access Kensington Avenue, which was a safety issue and the drive-through would run the length of the back of the building
so all of the college students would have to cross through that traffic to get to the entrance. He noted that the existing
footprint was extremely functional as it was, and the landscape would be increase almost 2, 000 square feet.

Commissioner McHugh noted that she read in the staff report that McDonald's did not like to have basements in their
restraunts for employee safety reasons.

Mr. Jenkins noted that the owner/operator at this location requested that the basement be maintained for additional storage
purposes.

Commissioner Scott nated that the applicant had mentioned 2 risk if patrons exited onto Kensington Avenue, but it did have
a stoplight so it seemed more safe to exit there then onto State Street.

Mr. Eskelson noted that if all of the drive-through traffic dumped onto Kensington Avenue it would create unnecessary Cross
traffic concerns.

Commissioner Scott inquired about the reasoning for not rotating the building.

Mr. Eskelson noted that the new design structure for McDonald’s had been trademarked and even if the front fagade was
rotated to face west, it still would not meet the forty (40} percent glass requirement, it would stay at only eighteen {18)
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percent. He noted that after looking at seventeen versions of the new building placement, the original footprint still seemed
to work the best.

Commissioner Scott inquired if the building had to be built in this new style.

Mr. Jenkins noted yes, this was how newly built McDonald's looked and the front of the building was trademarked so that
even without signage a patron would know by looking at the appearance of the building it was a McDonald’s. He noted that
the awnings and proportion to glass had been included in this design.

Commissioner Scoft inquired what the McDonald's Corporation did when they ran into ordinance incompatibilities
throughout other cities in the United States.

Mr. Jenkins noted that McDonald's would not build in those cities, and with respect McDonald's was not a new application in
the City or at this site and they wanted to stay here for longer, but could not continue with the existing building as it was
because it was a blight on the brand.

Commissioner De Lay inquired if the new McDonald's trademarked look was built according to LEED standards.
Mr. Jenkins noted that they were looking at LEED elements including: building materials and landscaping elements.

Commissioner De Lay noted that the trash enclosure abutting the college campus was placed right where McDonald's was
encouraging foot traffic frem the college to walk, and inquired why the applicant could not put the trash on the northeast
corner of the lot.

Mr. Eskelson noted that was the best location to be able to get a trash truck in and out.

Commissioner De Lay noted that there had to be a more inviting placement of the trash dumpsters; she noted that a truck
could also access the area from State Street.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that the applicant had gone through seventeen different plans and inquired how many of those
were on the same footprint.

Mr. Jenkins noted that most of them were analyzed at using the same footprint.
Vice Chair Woodhead inguired how many plans the applicant locked at which did not use the existing footprint.

Mr. Eskelson noted that three of them were looked at that would use a new footprint and the problem was the configuration
of the lot itself, one of those plans was restricted by zoning, and building placement cn the south end of the lot did not allow
for enough rocom to queue in the double drive-through.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that this was a huge lot and it seemed that they had a great opportunity to do something really
gaod; however, a situation had been created where there were inevitable problems, and where the McDonald's Corporation
was requiring that the City bend it's rules.

Mr. Eskelson noted that patrons of McDonald’s traveled around the building counter clockwise and if the building were
moved 90 degrees and moved further down on the lot, it would remove the ingress and egress from the south driveway.

Chair Wirthiin opened up the public hearing portion of the petition, there was nobody present to comment, he then closed
the public hearing.

Commissioner De Lay noted that she did not know the protocol for a petition that had gone through subcommittee, and the
Commission received a recommendation based on staff opinion, it seemed that the applicant did not have the opportunity to
respond to or come up with an alternative to the subcommittee’s suggestions in enough time, she noted that there was also
no alternative language or opticns for the Commission to make an alternative mation from staff's request.

Mr. Paterson noted that although Mr. Stewart authored the staff report it was a professional opinion that was also reviewed
by the Planning Division management.




Commissioner Scott noted that when an applicant went through subcommittee there had to be some give and take and
there were clear expectations in the ordinance regarding what the City was looking for, and the McDonald’s Corporation
understood from day one that their plan was in violation of that ordinance. She noted that she saw a certain amount of
inflexibility by the McDonald's Corporation and the main issues were still there, especially the fack of glass and the problems
with the drive isle.

Commissioner Forbis noted that all of the main issues were addressed in the first subcommittee, additional options were
discussed in the second subcommittee and the participating Commissioners again tried to figure out a way to meet the forty
(40) percent glass requirement. He noted that the subcommittee discussed putting the outdoor dining at the front of the
building to close off the parking lot to create a more walkable, friendly environment, but with the amount of traffic in the area
that would have caused only more problems. He noted that the applicant rethought it through and decided to move the
outdoor dining to the south. He noted that the ingress and egress onto Kensington Avenue seemed to be the best option
considering the size, configuration, and location of this lot.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that she had a philosophical problem with the applicant, which was made real by the issue of
the trademarked building, where an applicant could come to the City and say that they had a trademarked design accept it
or they would not build here. She noted that the City had taken time to put into the ordinance standards they would like to
see followed. She rnoted that there were negotiations when it came to building configurations and traffic issues that
understandably needed to be looked at, but it seemed what the McDonald’s Corporation was saying, was there were no
negotiations on the design of the building.

Commissioner Forbis noted that there was also the argument that this had been an existing business at this location since
1964 and maybe there should be some accommodations due to that fact.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that the McDonald's Corporation had stated that there were no negotiations on the trademark
design, and if the Commissions allowed this, other applicants could come to the City and announce they had trademarked
buildings and not respect City ordinances.

Commissioner Algarin noted that the Commission was at liberty to make those decisions on a case by case basis and this
was a business that had been in the City for 45 years and was not in the core Downtown area, so it should be taken into
consideration.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that it could be taken into consideration, but she did not feel it was appropriate to look past the
ordinances incompatibilities and roll over for a large corporation just because they had been in the City for a long time.

Commissioner Algarin noted that he felt the Commission should not make the issue an act of submission for a large
corporation.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that Mr. Jenkins stated that if cities would not bend to the trademarked McDonald’s building
they would simply not build there—and she had a problem with that.

Commissioner Algarin noted that the applicant had the right to build or not build, and the Commission had the right to make
a decision based on the facts.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that the City adopted ordinances for a reason and that should always be the minimum standard
the Commission started with.

Commissioner De Lay noted that for land use planning, she agreed with Commissioner Forbis that the McDonald’s
Corporation had been an existing use for forty plus years and the use was not changing, the ingress and egress was
actually being improved. She stated that she felt that the Commission was doing their job with the existing limitations without
making the applicant change everything.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that there had been some negotiation on the configuration of where the building sat, however,
the current building now was actually closer to City standards then what it will be when it is rebuilt.

Commissioner De Lay noted that there were a lot of aspects the Commissioners agreed on, but could there be a
compromise with the applicant to say this was okay as long as they agreed to put in more glass.

Vice Chair Woodhead noted that would be an agreeable negotiation.
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Mr. Jenkins noted that what had been trademarked was the proportion of the arcade to the window and the depth and
orientation of that arcade with the recoftop elements; this and the awnings were non-negotiable. He noted that with other
municipalities McDonald's Corporation had worked with the texture of the arcade element, the color scheme, etc. He noted
that McDonald’s was willing to work with the City to obtain the look of the building they wanted, but still maintain the branded
look of McDonald's.

Commissioner De Lay inquired if the applicant would be willing to make the fagades of the building look more like the
abutting college.

Mr. Jenkins noted they could look into that.

Commissioner Muir noted that he did not know if the Commission had any guidance in the master plan regarding this, he
noted that he appreciated the fact that this was a long standing business, but the ordinance basically stated if there were
noncomplying conditions the applicant could remecdel up to forty-nine (49) percent of the existing building, which seemed
straightforward. He noted that the applicant was presenting something so outside of the City ordinance that he felf that he
could not support it.

Mr. Jenkins noted that the point of this application was to update the building, but the building was so old that it did not meet
the seismic requirements in the current City ordinance anyway.

Chair Wirthlin called for a motion.

Commissioner Forbis made a motion to table Petition 430-08-01, McDonald’s Design Review for Rebuild.
Vice Chair Woodhead seconded the motion.

All in favor voted, “Aye”, the motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Paterson stated that it would be helpful for staff to have direction from the Commission on how to direct the applicant
before they come back before the Commission.

Commissioner De Lay noted the forty (40) percent glass seemed to be the Commissioners biggest issue, the placement of
trash receptacles, and the walkability for the students coming over from the college. She also noted she was concerned the
landscaping did not use a Iot of native plants.

Commissioner Muir noted that the biggest issue for him was does the Commission make an exception for the McDonald’s
Corporation, but not for a small local business. He noted that the City Council had the wisdom to enact the South State
Street Qverlay (SSSC) with an idea in mind of what they wanted to see, so there was an obligation to enact that as closaly
as possible.

Mr. Paterson noted that the ordinance did allow, through the Conditional Building and Site Design Review, for the
Commission to consider some alterations to the design standards in the CC zone and in the SSSC overlay, based on
certain standards in Chapter 59, which was used to analyze this project.

Vice Chair Woodhead inquired if the applicant wanted concrete direction from the Commission, or if they wanted to relook at
the project, make some changes, and bring it back to the Commission.

Mr. Jenkins stated he would like to have time to reanalyze ways to increase the percentage of glass by altering the building
frontage.

Chair Wirthlin inquired of the Commission if they felt this should go back to a subcommittee or if the applicant could rework
the design and bring it back for a final discussion and a motion.

Commissioner De Lay noted that the applicant should go back to staff for additional input and if another subcommittee was
necessary then they should be granted that.

Mr. Nielson noted that the Commission did have the opportunity to deviate from the standards if the basic design criteria of
the zoning district had been met.

11




Chair Wirthlin inquired if staff had felt enough direction had been given.

Mr. Stewart noted that the glass requirement applied to both Kensington Avenue and State Street, and inquired if the
Commission wanted to only focus on the State Street frontage.

Commissioner Scott noted she was still not convinced that the building could not be rotated 80 degrees.
Mr. Jenkins noted that the seventeen different options could be brought in for the Commission to review.
Commissioner McHugh inquired why glass could not be increased on the Kensington Avenue side of the building.

Mr. Jenkins noted that would create a lot of windows into the kitchen and patrons would only be looking at fryers, which was
why there was no proposed glass in that area.

Chair Wirthlin noted there were no additional comments.

The meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.

Tami Hansen; Planning Commission Secretary

12





