CITY OF RICHARDSON
CITY PLAN COMMISSION MINUTES - JULY 6, 2021

The Richardson City Plan Commission met on July 6, 2021, at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council
Chambers, 411 W. Arapaho Road, Richardson, Texas.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Bryan Marsh, Vice Chairman
Sibyl LaCour, Commissioner
Joe Costantino, Commissioner
Michael Keller, Commissioner
Gary Beach, Commissioner

MEMBERS ABSENT: Randy Roland, Chairman
Kenneth Southard, Commissioner
Stephen Springs, Commissioner
Gwen Walraven, Commissioner

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Sam Chavez, Assistant Director — Dev. Services — Planning
Chris Shacklett, Development Review Manager
Daniel Harper, Senior Planner
Connie Ellwood, Executive Secretary

BRIEFING SESSION

Prior to the start of the regular business meeting, the City Plan Commission met with staff
regarding staff reports and agenda items. No action was taken.

REGULAR BUSINESS MEETING

1. Approval of Minutes of the regular business meeting on June 15, 2021.

Motion: Commissioner Costantino made a motion to approve the minutes as presented;
second by Commissioner Keller. Motion passed 5-0.

ACTION ITEM

2. Master Sign Plan — UTD Northside: A request for approval of an amended Master Sign Plan
for UTD Northside Phases 1 & 2 and for approval of a new Master Sign Plan for UTD
Northside Phases 3 & 4. The 42.3-acre site is located on the north side of Synergy Park
Boulevard, west of Floyd Road. Property Owners: Northside Campus Partners, LP, Northside
Campus Partners 2, LP, Northside Campus Partners 3, LP and Northside Campus Partners 4,
LP. Staff: Chris Shacklett.

Mr. Shacklett stated this was a request for an amendment to the Master Sign Plan for Phases 1
& 2 of the UTD Northside development and a new Master Sign Plan for Phases 3 & 4. The
subject property, located on the north side of Synergy Park Boulevard between Rutford Avenue
and the KCS Railroad with the future DART Silverline to the north, was rezoned to PD Planned
Development District in 2014 and 2016 respectively.
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Within both planned development districts the Code allows for Master Sign Plans to be
approved to allow for a unique set of sign standards that relate to sign size, color, type, design,
and location within a development, which are different than standards within Chapter 18 of the
Code of Ordinances. Proposed sign plans are reviewed by staff with final approval resting
with the City Plan Commission. The purpose of Master Sign Plans were to provide a unique
set of sign standards for a development, as well as look to achieve the goals of promoting
consistency among the signs within the development; enhancing the compatibility of those
signs with the architecture and design of the development; provide signs that were in character
with the development creating a unique sense of place; and create a unique set of sign
regulations for multi-tenant commercial uses.

In 2016 a Master Sign Plan was approved for Phases 1 & 2. The approved Master Sign Plan
provided for multiple sign types that have since been constructed throughout the site.
Additionally, other signs have been installed that were not approved as part of the Master Sign
Plan. Therefore, the applicant is requesting to amend that Master Sign Plan to include
additional sign types, along with requesting approval of a new Master Sign Plan for Phases 3
& 4.

As discussed in the work session, the main differences between the two plans is the palette of
sign colors and the branding of the buildings to differentiate between the first two (2) phases
(known as Northside) and Phases 3 & 4 (known as Northside Plus). The “Plus” indicates the
variety of smart home features provided within the residential units of Phases 3 & 4.
Additionally, the sign types added to the amended Phases 1 & 2 sign plan were limited
primarily to directional signage, way-finding signage and regulatory signage to direct visitors
and residents within the development to individual buildings, specific areas within the
buildings (such as the leasing office), and resident service and garage areas.

Mr. Shacklett pointed to the Cabinet Flex Face Graphic as the only sign type that is included
in Phases 3 & 4, but not in Phases 1 & 2. There is only one proposed location for this sign: the
top floor of the new building facing towards the DART Silverline platform and the new trail
that parallels the Silverline between the tracks and the proposed buildings. The purpose of this
sign is to provide for advertisement of the project specifically to those individuals along the
trail and riding the train, letting them know about the multi-family community and that
apartments would be available for lease. The main difference between this sign and the
Marketing Banner Graphic is the horizontal configuration (rather than vertical).

All the other proposed signs within the Phases 3 & 4 plan are essentially the same as those
included in the Phases 1 & 2 plan aside from the use of a different color palette and logo
branding to differentiate between the units in Phases 1 & 2 and the units of Phases 3 & 4. Staff
noted that it still provided a cohesive overall design throughout Phases 1-4.

Mr. Shacklett concluded his presentation. He stated the applicant was present should the
Commission have specific questions and made himself available for questions.
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David Williams, 1389 Mustang Drive, Lewisville, Texas representing ASI Signage came
forward to comment regarding the Cabinet Flex Face Graphic signage in that it would be
illuminated. The feature difference was for the sign was that it would be horizontal as opposed
to vertically mounted on the building. He also stated that this sign was 50% smaller in size
than what was originally proposed for the Master Sign Plan of Phases 1 & 2.

Vice Chairman Marsh asked if the Cabinet Flex Face was geared mainly towards the DART
Silverline and the trail or would it be visible from further away (e.g. George Bush Tollway)?

Mr. Williams responded that it was only targeted to be visible to the DART rail platform and
the trail.

Vice Chairman Marsh commented that he felt this was a solid package and was important
regarding the mixed-use developments, especially those tied to the University. The designs
were favorable (e.g. themes, color scheme).

He provided comments from Commissioner Springs who was not able to attend, stating that
he did have any concerns regarding the request. He did ask about way-finding signage (e.g.
directions towards the DART station), and assumed it was being deferred as it may not be
appropriate at present, but wanted to make sure it was not lost in the Master Sign Plan.

Mr. Shacklett responded that he had spoken with Brent Miller of Winn Jackson who leases the
property from the University and developed all four (4) phases. Mr. Miller confirmed there
would be directional signage to the DART rail line platform along Rutford Avenue and
expected to provide additional way-finding signage in the future.

Mr. Chavez also commented that signage pertaining to DART would more than likely be
provided by DART with their logo and design.

Commissioner LaCour asked if the Cabinet Flex Face Graphic was changeable or was it
permanent.

Mr. Shacklett responded that the Cabinet Flex Face Graphic would be comprised of a flexible
material that had a frame within the cabinet that could be stretched across. Based on what was
being proposed, the signage would be limited to the Northside Plus development only.

With no further questions of staff, Vice Chairman Marsh asked for a motion.
Motion: Commissioner Beach made a motion to approve the Master Sign Plan — UTD

Northside as presented; seconded by Commissioner LaCour. Motion Passed 5-
0.
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PUBLIC HEARING

3. Zoning File 21-11 — Planned Development and Special Permit — Salad and Go: Consider
and act on a request to change the zoning on a 3.44-acre lot located west of N. Plano Road, on
the north side of E. Beltline Road from C-M Commercial to PD Planned Development District
for the C-M Commercial District with modified development standards related to reduced
parking and approval of a Special Permit for a 750-square foot restaurant with drive-through
service on 0.61 acres of the 3.44-acre lot. Property Owner: David Karlman, EBLR, LLC.
Staff: Daniel Harper

Mr. Harper began his presentation stating the applicant was requesting a rezoning of a property
from C-M Commercial to PD Planned Development for the C-M Commercial District and was
requesting a Special Permit for the proposed restaurant with drive-through service. The
property is zoned C-M Commercial District and was located west of N. Plano Road on the
north side of E. Belt Line Road and is currently the location of a YouFit Health Club.

The applicant was proposing a PD Planned Development for the C-M Commercial District
with a modification to the minimum number of required parking spaces to accommodate the
existing YouFit Health Club and the proposed Salad and Go restaurant.

The PD Planned Development would include all 3.44-acres of the property. The YouFit Health
Club and Salad and Go restaurant would all be located on the same property. The concept plan
illustrated the current approved site plan with the proposed restaurant with drive-through
service located at the south end of the property. The site had a total of 224 parking spaces on
the 3.44-acre lot. The parking ratio for health clubs was 1 space per 100 square feet of activity
area. As such a minimum of 218 parking spaces was required for YouFit gym, leaving a 6-
parking space surplus. The proposed new restaurant would require a minimum of 3 spaces for
a total of 221 required parking spaces; however, to accommodate the restaurant development,
49 parking spaces would be removed, thus reducing the number of spaces on site to 175 spaces
total. According to the parking study provided by the applicant, the site as proposed would
still have a surplus of 54 parking spaces during peak hours of gym usage and restaurant usage.

Mr. Harper continued, stating the proposed restaurant would provide a total of nineteen (19)
queuing spaces. Salad and Go customers would utilize the eastern drive isle to enter the two
(2) designated drive-through queuing lanes and would exit the lease space through the same
drive isle utilized to access the queuing lanes. Because customers would utilize the same drive
aisle to enter and exit the site, there was a potential conflict with vehicles crossing paths while
exiting with vehicles entering the drive-through queuing lanes. City staff suggested and
provided the applicant with an alternate design that provided for separate exit and entry drive
aisles to avoid the potential conflict, however, the applicant decided to proceed with the
original proposed design as depicted on the Zoning Concept Plan.

The proposed 20-foot tall single-story restaurant building would have an exterior fagade
material comprised of off-white gray stucco, slate gray architectural metal siding and orange
metal canopies.
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In closing, Mr. Harper stated there was no correspondence received in favor or opposition of
this request and made himself available for questions.

Commissioner Keller asked what was currently located on either side of the proposed Salad
and Go.

Mr. Harper responded there was a Smoothie King to the east and a McDonald’s to the west.

Vice Chairman Marsh asked about staff’s recommendation to separate the entry and exit drive
aisles and if a result of that recommendation was the loss of the proposed canopy area on the
east side of the restaurant. Was this the reason the applicant chose not to go with staff’s
recommendation?

Mr. Harper responded it would be a minor change, however not one that the applicant posed a
concern about.

Mr. Chavez also responded that staff’s recommendation would not eliminate the canopy area,
the exit lane could be moved slightly further to the east and still accomplish the same purpose
which was to totally separate incoming and exiting traffic.

Vice Chairman Marsh also inquired about the landscaping, stating it wasn’t reflected on the
proposed design, which appeared to depict the modifications only. He asked for confirmation
of the landscaping for those areas to include space along the west of the restaurant.

Mr. Harper confirmed yes. He went on to say another item for consideration would be the loss
of additional parking spaces with staff’s design recommendation. With the proposed
development there would be a loss of 49 parking spaces, while staff’s design recommendation
would result in the loss of approximately 4-5 additional parking spaces.

Vice Chairman Marsh asked for clarity on the orientation of the dumpster on staff’s
recommended design. Was the dumpster angle changed to allow for proper access and to avoid
conflict with parking spaces to the north?

Mr. Harper responded yes. Access to the dumpster required forty-two (42) feet of
uninterrupted backup space to allow trucks to service the dumpster.

Vice Chairman Marsh inquired about the dumpster access driveway and if it was shared access
between the Smoothie King, YouFit Gym, the McDonalds, and the proposed Salad and Go
restaurant.

Mr. Harper confirmed the dumpster access driveway would be shared among Smoothie King,
YouFit Gym and the proposed Salad and Go.

Vice Chairman Marsh then clarified that there was a shared driveway on the west side of the
property exiting out to Belt Line Road, so theoretically patrons could exit to the west.
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Mr. Harper confirmed yes.

With no further questions of the applicant or staff, Vice Chairman Marsh opened the public
hearing.

Mr. Ryan Alcala, 3313 Lone Brave Drive, Ft. Worth, Texas came forward to speak in favor of
the request. He stated the request was for a second Salad and Go restaurant within the City of
Richardson, the first location is at Campbell Road and Jay Ell Drive. The subject property
would be ground-leased from the property owner who opted to move forward with the original
submission to retain parking spaces in lieu of staff’s recommendation for an alternate design
of drive aisles that would alleviate potential conflict with vehicles entering and exiting the site.

He noted the dumpster had been rotated to provide better concealment from patrons entering
the site. He also stated that staff’s recommendations could be presented to the property owner
for further discussion and a decision on moving forward with the original submitted concept
plan or staff’s recommendations. He went on to say that Salads and Go was a drive-through
restaurant with no in-dining facilities (pick-up or drive-through only). All food would be
prepped offsite and brought to the location for packaging. There would be no food products
housed overnight.

Commissioner Costantino expressed concerns regarding the potential conflicts within the drive
aisles entering and exiting the location. He expressed the need for either clear direction through
directional signage or a new design from the applicant or staff’s design recommendation for
the site to have a level of comfort. He believed staff’s recommendation for clear entrance and
exit lanes alleviating potential conflicts in the drive aisles far outweighed giving up 4-5 parking
spaces.

Commissioner LaCour concurred with Commissioner Costantino’s comments and further
mentioned it was the goal of the Commission to ensure decisions being made were in the best
interest of the City and residents, as well as the applicant. She also asked how the first location
in Richardson was set up.

Mr. Alcala commented that building placement on the subject site was limited due to the
building setbacks and permanent drainage easements. He continued, stating it was the
landlord’s preference to preserve the landscaping, trees along the front of the property in
addition to the existing sign. He responded regarding the current Salads and Go location stating
they remodeled an existing drive-through that was formally a drive-through bank and already
had an established queuing space. Driveways and entrances were already established and for
the most part was used as built.

The following individual came forward to provide comment on this request:

- Ms. Carmen Herndon, 1500 Creekside Drive, Richardson, Texas stated she was excited about the
restaurant. However, she expressed concerns about the drive crossover pattern for entering and
exiting the site.
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With no further comments in favor or in opposition to the request, Vice Chairman Marsh closed
the public hearing and asked the Commission for additional comments or a motion.

He provided comments from Commissioner Springs who was not able to attend, stating
Commissioner Springs had responded in support of this request. He felt it appropriate for the
subject location since it would be flanked by drive-through restaurants.

Commissioner Keller asked if there had been a similar traffic situation with potential cross-
over traffic on a Popeye’s Chicken location that had come before the Commission.

Mr. Harper responded that the Popeye’s Chicken traffic flow wrapped around the north side of
the building looping around to the west side of the building. There was a drive lane coming
from the east; one coming from the north; and one coming from the south of the property.
With that case, the Commission added a condition to require wayfinding striping on the
pavement looping around the east and south lanes to prevent a queuing backup to the other two
(2) driveway entrances.

Commissioner Costantino commented ... (inaudible)

Commissioner Keller concurred that there was a concern regarding the potential cross-over
traffic and the problems that could create and was in agreement with Commissioner Costantino
that the loss of a few parking spaces was a lesser consequence of a potential incident due to
crossover lanes. He felt it was a good compromise.

Commissioner Beach echoed Commissioner Keller’s comments.

Vice Chairman Marsh commented that staff’s recommendation was a viable solution which
would clearly separate the drive lanes and alleviate the Commission’s concerns. He was in
agreement that the loss of 4-5 parking spaces was a more acceptable option since the site was
parked at just over 6 spaces per 1,000 square feet.

Mr. Chavez stated the applicant could meet with the property owner to redesign something
similar to what staff proposed, then come back before the Commission should that be the
direction the property owner wanted to pursue. That would mean the Commission would need
a motion to continue the case to the July 20, 2021 meeting and still provide them the
opportunity to remain on schedule for a tentative September 13" City Council meeting.

Vice Chairman Marsh as if the Commission were to recommend approval of the staff option,
was the design to a level that the applicant could move forward without having to resubmit.

Mr. Chavez stated staff’s design was close to accurate; however, the applicant would need to
ensure that the design conformed to the City’s design standards.

Commissioner Costantino asked the applicant which path he would prefer; a continuation or
an approval based on staff’s recommended design.
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Mr. Chavez stated should the Commission recommend approval subject to staff’s
recommended design and the property owner chose not to revise the design, then the applicant
would be in a position in having to restart the zoning process again since the design would not
be in compliance with the Commission’s recommendation.

Mr. Alcala stated he would concur with the continuance as discussed.
Motion: ~Commissioner Beach made a motion to continue Zoning File 21-11 — Planned
Development and Special Permit — Salad and Go to the July 20, 2021 City Plan
Commission meeting; seconded by Commissioner Costantino. Motion Passed
5-0.
ADJOURN

With no further business before the Commission, Vice Chairman Marsh adjourned the regular
business meeting at 7:48p.m.

Bryan Marsh, Vice Chairman





