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Item Description: Discussion regarding high density residential housing districts and the 

Planned Unit Development (PUD) process (PROJ0039). 

 

The City Council has had several recent conversations regarding high density residential (HDR) 1 

proposals in the City of Roseville.  One such conversation, a recent request by Good Samaritan 2 
to up-zone property from HDR-1 to HDR-2, prompted Planning Division staff to explore 3 
modifications to the zoning code that would allow HDR proposals to be reviewed on a case-by-4 

case basis for community impact. It is possible that density may not have been as great of a 5 
concern with the Good Samaritan proposal if the Council had been allowed greater input into the 6 
design or had the ability to apply conditions to mitigate community impact.   7 

As we have reviewed the possible tools available in the Planning Division’s tool box, two 8 
processes seem to provide the Council with the flexibility to review the density of proposed 9 

developments: the Conditional Use (CU) process and the Planned Unit Development (PUD) 10 
process.  Each of these processes requires specific criteria and approvals that a project must 11 
satisfy and each can also include conditions that protect citizens, neighborhoods and the City 12 

against potential impacts.  These processes also include a resolution or agreement that is 13 

recorded against the property, binding the property to those specific and strict requirements until 14 
they are formally removed by the City. 15 

USING THE CONDITIONAL USE PROCESS  16 
At the May 23 meeting the City Council expressed concerned over the absence of a density 17 
limitation in the HDR-2 District. To address this concern, Planning Staff discussed amending 18 

table 1004 – 6 to establish a maximum density of 36 units/acre for the HDR-2 district with any 19 
proposal seeking a higher density than 36 units per acre, such as a low-impact senior living 20 
development, being required to go through the Conditional Use process. Similarly, the Planning 21 
Staff would suggest Council consider using the Conditional Use process to allow for increased 22 
density in the HDR-1 District – any development proposed in an HDR-1 area seeking a density 23 

between 25 to 36 units/acre would be required to go through the CU process.  The CU process 24 

affords the City greater flexibility to review the density of a proposed development and place 25 

conditions, including density limitations, in order to address potential area impacts.  All other 26 
standards in the district would remain as currently listed. 27 



 
 

 

Dimensional Standards: 28 
 

Table 1004-6 
HDR-1 HDR-2 

Attached Multifamily Multifamily 

Maximum density 24 Units/net acre b None 36 Units/net acre c 

Minimum density 12 Units/net acre 24 Units/net acre 

Maximum building height 35 Feet 65 Feet 95 Feet 

Maximum improvement area 75% 75% 85% 

Minimum front yard building setback 

Street 30 Feet 30 Feet 10 Feet 

Interior courtyard 10 Feet 10 Feet 15 Feet 

Minimum side yard building setback 

 
Interior 

 
8 Feet (end unit) 

20 Feet, when adjacent 
to ldr-1 or ldr-2 

10 Feet, all other uses 

 

20% Height of the 
buildinga 

Corner 15 Feet 20 Feet 20% Height of the 
buildinga 

Minimum rear yard building setback 30 Feet 30 Feet 50% Height of the 
buildinga 

a  The City may require a greater or lesser setback based on surrounding land 29 
uses. 30 

b. Density in the HDR-1 district may be increased to 36 units/net acre with 31 
approved conditional use. 32 

c. Density in the HDR-2 district may be increased over 36 units/net acre 33 
with approved conditional use.  34 

Ord. 1411, 6-13-2011); (Ord.1405, 2-28-2011) 35 

USING THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 36 
When considering whether a development proposal is appropriate for PUD, the Planning 37 
Division is required to assess the proposal against the overarching goals established in Section 38 

1023.01.B of the recently adopted ordinance (and included as Attachment A). In the case of the 39 
Good Samaritan proposal, Staff struggled to qualify the project under the current goals of the 40 

PUD ordinance. The following are the overarching goals found in Section 1023.01.B of the PUD 41 
regulations: 42 

1. Higher standards of site and building design such that a new development appears attractive and 43 
inviting from all surrounding parcels; 44 

2. Greater utilization of new technologies in building design, construction, and land development; 45 
3. A more creative and efficient use of land than would otherwise be possible; 46 
4. Incorporation of extensive landscaping and site amenities in excess of what is required by code; 47 
5. Creation of high-quality park, open space, and trail opportunities that exceed the expectations 48 

established in the Comprehensive Plan; 49 
6. Enhanced access to a convenient and efficient multi-modal transportation option to service the 50 

daily needs of residents at peak and non-peak use levels, with high connectivity to the larger 51 
community; 52 

7. Creative designs that reduce initial infrastructure costs as well as long-term maintenance and 53 
operational costs; 54 



 
 

 

8. The preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics (including flora and fauna, 55 
scenic views, and screening); 56 

9. Flexibility in design and construction to alleviate anticipated impacts to nearby properties and to 57 
provide greater opportunity for increased buffers between uses of differing intensities; 58 

10. Incorporation of structured parking to hide vehicle storage and to promote opportunities for 59 
improved buffering between intensive uses and sensitive areas; 60 

11. Elimination of repetition by encouraging a housing mixture that diversifies the architectural 61 
qualities of a neighborhood; 62 

12. Facilitation of a complementary mix of lifecycle housing; and 63 
13. Accommodation of higher development intensity in areas where infrastructure and other systems 64 

are capable of providing appropriate levels of public services and subsequently lower intensity in 65 
areas where such services are inadequate or where natural features require protection and/or 66 
preservation. 67 

Although these are not requirements, they are germane in determining whether a development 68 

proposal can adequately achieve compliance with the main basis of supporting a project as a 69 

PUD. 70 

Goals aside, Planning Staff considered ways in which the Planned Unit Development (PUD) 71 

process could be used to address the issue of density.  Section 1023.07.F under, Area of 72 
Flexibility, does support increased density in residential projects but no more than 10%.  The 73 
specific subsection reads as follows: 74 

Density – up to 10% increase in residential density if the PUD provided substantially more 75 
site amenities and achieves more comprehensive plan goals than could be achieved in a 76 

conventional development for the applicable land use zone. 77 

In order to support the proposed Good Samaritan development the density would need to 78 
increase to 30%, which could present unintended consequences for the City as other projects 79 

make their way through the PUD process.  The Council could also consider breaking the density 80 

flexibility into two subcategories, one for senior housing where the increased density is more 81 
than 10% and the second for all other housing development proposals.    82 

The Planning Division acknowledges that the City Council has expressed a general concern 83 

regarding high-density residential proposals and community impact.  Planning Division staff is 84 
seeking guidance on how the City Council would like to review HDR proposals, specifically 85 

senior housing, moving forward.   86 

CITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDED ACTION 87 
Provide Planning Division Staff direction on code amendments to HDR Dimensional Standards 88 
or the PUD process to allow for greater flexibility in reviewing senior housing or high-density 89 
residential proposals. 90 

Prepared by: Thomas Paschke, City Planner and Kari Collins Interim Community Development Director  
Attachment  A:  PUD ordinance B: Good Samaritan Letter   
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