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At the July 25, 2016 City Council meeting, Community Development Staff and the City Council 1 
explored text amendments to High Density Residential (HDR) 1& 2 dimensional standards 2 

outlined in City Code. At that time, Community Development Staff suggested that HDR-1 3 
proposals with a proposed density greater than 24 units/net acre be considered by the City 4 
Council as a Conditional Use (CU). The City Council seemed generally supportive of a cap in 5 

this district, and directed staff to also review City Code setback language, and building height 6 
related to land use adjacencies. The City Council also directed staff to explore the relationship 7 

between height and setback taking into consideration surrounding land uses. The City Council 8 
expressed a desire for clarity in the HDR-1 district, yet agreed that a broader discussion 9 
regarding the High Density Residential-2 (HDR-2) requirements could be included as a 10 

discussion topic in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan update.  Therefore, the focus of this discussion 11 

will be to consider changes to the HDR-1 district.   12 

USING THE CONDITIONAL USE PROCESS  13 
The CU process affords the City greater flexibility to review the density of a proposed 14 

development and place conditions, including density limitations, in order to address potential 15 
area impacts.  The proposed minor text change in the table below addresses the City Council’s 16 

general support for the CU as a tool to consider a slight increase in density in the HDR-1 district.  17 

Regarding HDR-1, Table 1004-6 (below) includes the proposed text change to create the CU 18 
process for HDR-1 projects over 24 units per acre.  19 
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Dimensional Standards: 20 

 

Table 1004-6 
HDR-1 HDR-2 

Attached Multifamily Multifamily 

Maximum density 24 Units/net acre b None  

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 21 
uses. 22 

b. Density in the HDR-1 district may be increased to 36 units/net acre with 23 
an approved conditional use 24 

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF BUILDING SETBACK AND HEIGHT  25 
Regarding additional concerns expressed by Councilmembers pertaining to building setbacks and 26 

building height, the City Planner reviewed the 1995 City Code to get an idea as to how 27 
residential district dimensional standards were previously outlined. The 1995 Code included five 28 
residential districts where multi-family housing was allowed, including R-3 General Residence 29 

District; R-3A Multi-Family Three to Twenty-Four Units; R-4 Three and Four Family Residence 30 
District; R-5 Three to Eight Family Residence District; and R-7 Apartment Park District.  31 

The adoption of the 2010 Zoning Code established the Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts, 32 

Employment Districts, specific design standards within each zoning district, and Property 33 
Performance Standards.  The 2010 update also established the Community Mixed-Use District 34 
for Twin Lakes and created a regulating plan that included strict building placement, 35 
development guidelines, and design standards.  The CMU district and regulating plan was 36 
recently updated, creating four separate CMU districts, new dimensional standards, and 37 

regulating plans for all of Twin Lakes.    38 

Attachment C includes the 1995 residential districts’ building height and setback requirements 39 

and the 2010 Zoning Code building height and setback requirements for Residential Districts, 40 
Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts, and Employment Districts.   Community Development 41 
Staff thought it might be helpful to see the standards applied in each specific district next to one 42 
another in a table.   43 
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The main difference between the 1995 requirements and those currently in effect are the building 44 

forward concept.  Setbacks are similar in the residential districts, but reduced or eliminated in the 45 
commercial, office, and industrial districts in favor of design standards that address placement of 46 
buildings and parking lot design and location.  Specific to the residential districts, Section 47 

1004.04.A and B (below) deal with building orientation adjacent the public street or in a corner 48 
lot situation, as well as parking lot location. It is important to understand the design standards 49 
play a greater role in building placement (setback) in order to address the policies and objective 50 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 51 

Section 1004.04 Multi-Family Design Standards 52 
A. Orientation of Buildings to Streets: Buildings shall be oriented so that a primary 53 

entrance faces one of the abutting streets. In the case of corner lots, a primary entrance 54 
shall face the street from which the building is addressed. Primary entrances shall be 55 
defined by scale and design. 56 

H. Surface Parking: Surface parking shall not be located between a principal building front 57 
and the abutting primary street except for drive/circulation lanes and/or handicapped 58 

parking spaces. Surface parking adjacent to the primary street shall occupy a maximum 59 
of 40% of the primary street frontage and shall be landscaped according to Chapter 1019, 60 

Parking and Loading Areas. 61 

Because of the existing design standards and a review of historical setback requirements in 62 
comparison to other districts and uses, the Planning Division is not recommending any changes 63 

to the minimum setback requirements listed in Table 1004-6. 64 

The City Council may want to consider addressing building height in the HDR-1 district through 65 

a CU process as well.  The CU process could limit permitted uses to 45 feet and anything 66 
between 45 and 65 feet to an approved CU.  A height limitation at four stories seems appropriate 67 

as this is the height at which building code requirements become heightened and one can no 68 
longer construct a wood-framed structure.   69 

USING THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 70 
On July 25 the City Council explored amendments to the density requirements in the Planned 71 
Unit Development process. When considering whether a development proposal is appropriate for 72 

PUD, the Planning Division is required to assess the proposal against the overarching goals 73 
established in Section 1023.01.B of the recently adopted ordinance (and included as Attachment 74 
A). In the case of the Good Samaritan proposal, Staff struggled to qualify the project under the 75 
current goals of the PUD ordinance. The following are the overarching goals found in Section 76 

1023.01.B of the PUD regulations: 77 

1. Higher standards of site and building design such that a new development appears attractive and 78 
inviting from all surrounding parcels; 79 

2. Greater utilization of new technologies in building design, construction, and land development; 80 
3. A more creative and efficient use of land than would otherwise be possible; 81 
4. Incorporation of extensive landscaping and site amenities in excess of what is required by code; 82 
5. Creation of high-quality park, open space, and trail opportunities that exceed the expectations 83 

established in the Comprehensive Plan; 84 
6. Enhanced access to a convenient and efficient multi-modal transportation option to service the 85 

daily needs of residents at peak and non-peak use levels, with high connectivity to the larger 86 
community; 87 
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7. Creative designs that reduce initial infrastructure costs as well as long-term maintenance and 88 
operational costs; 89 

8. The preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics (including flora and fauna, 90 
scenic views, and screening); 91 

9. Flexibility in design and construction to alleviate anticipated impacts to nearby properties and to 92 
provide greater opportunity for increased buffers between uses of differing intensities; 93 

10. Incorporation of structured parking to hide vehicle storage and to promote opportunities for 94 
improved buffering between intensive uses and sensitive areas; 95 

11. Elimination of repetition by encouraging a housing mixture that diversifies the architectural 96 
qualities of a neighborhood; 97 

12. Facilitation of a complementary mix of lifecycle housing; and 98 
13. Accommodation of higher development intensity in areas where infrastructure and other systems 99 

are capable of providing appropriate levels of public services and subsequently lower intensity in 100 
areas where such services are inadequate or where natural features require protection and/or 101 
preservation. 102 

Goals aside, Planning Staff considered ways in which the Planned Unit Development (PUD) 103 
process could be used to address the issue of density.  Section 1023.07.F under, Area of 104 

Flexibility, does support increased density in residential projects but no more than 10%.  The 105 
specific subsection reads as follows: 106 

Density – up to 10% increase in residential density if the PUD provided substantially more 107 

site amenities and achieves more comprehensive plan goals than could be achieved in a 108 
conventional development for the applicable land use zone. 109 

Based off the options available to the City Council, the Planning Division has concluded the 110 
proposed minor amendment to Table 1004-6 creating a CU process for density between 24-36 111 
units per acre, and possibly a CU for building height between 45 and 65 feet, are better suited to 112 

address building density and height than amending the recently approved PUD requirements. 113 

When reviewing options broadly, staff determined that the CU process would allow an applicant 114 
to address a singular dimensional standard that may be out of range of the regular district 115 
standards versus prompting the extensive and lengthy PUD process. 116 

Lastly, the City Council desired a map indicating existing high density residential use.  117 
Attachment C provides a closer look at all of the high density residential uses in Roseville and 118 

better identifies where it would fall within current zoning districts.  119 

CITY COUNCIL RECOMMENDED ACTION 120 
Provide Planning Division Staff direction on code amendments to HDR-1 Dimensional 121 
Standards or the PUD process to allow for greater flexibility in reviewing senior housing or high-122 
density residential proposals. 123 

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

 C: Setback/height chart D:  High density map 

 E: July 25 CC minutes   
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Pre 2010 Code 
Zoning District R-3/R-3A R-4/R-5 R-7
Dimensional Standards 
Building Height 30 feet 30 feet unlimited 
Front Yard Setback 30  30  50** 
Side Yard Setback 15  15* 40*** 
Rear Yard Setback 30  30 40*** 
Setback Adj Residential none none 

* - requires setback equal to 15 feet or ¾ height of building, whichever is greater.

** - requires an additional foot of setback for each foot of building height over 75 feet.

*** - requires an additional ½ foot of setback for each additional foot of building height over 75 feet.

2010 Code 
Zoning District MDR HDR-1 HDR-2 NB CB RB CMU O/BP I
Dimensional Standards 
Building height 40 feet 65 feet 95 feet 35 feet 40 feet 65 feet** 35/65 

feet 60 feet** 60 feet 

Front yard setback varies* 30 10 none 0-25 none 0-25 varies 30 
Side yard setback varies* 10 20% bldg. height 10 none none none 10 10 
Rear yard setback varies* 30 20% bldg. height 10 10 10 none 10 20 
Setback adj residential none 20 50% bldg. height 10 side 

25 rear 
10 side 
25 rear 

10 side 
25 rear none 40 40 

* - setback varies based upon the placement of the building and type of parking lot design between building and public street.

** - greater height allowance with approved CU
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Single Family Residential 13.3 ac
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Extract of the July 25, 2016 Roseville City Council Meeting Minutes 

 

a. Discussion Regarding High Density Residential (HDR) Housing Districts and the 

Planned Unit Development (PUD)Process (PROJ0039) 

 Mayor Roe introduced this item and recognized City Planner Thomas Paschke for up update 

based on past discussions and direction to staff from the City Council.  As detailed in the 

RCA, Mr. Paschke reviewed the current HDR and PUD processes and issues, and outlined 

several potential options for consideration by the Planning Commission for recommendation 

to the City Council (page 2, lines 31-34).  Mr. Paschke advised that staff felt these revisions 

addressed the two areas of concern and allowed more flexibility in HDR-1 and HDR-2 to 

address those issues. 

 Specific to the PUD issue and possible amendment to increase density, Mr. Paschke noted 

lines 36 – 86 addressed staff’s analysis related to senior and other housing.  Mr. Paschke 

cautioned that staff thought this may have intended consequences, and therefore at this time, 

could not support revisions as noted. 

Interim Community Development Director Kari Collins noted the purpose of tonight’s 

discussion was to gather the objectives and outcomes the City Council would like to see for 

HDR proposals (e.g. senior housing classifications as lower impacts); and whether they 

thought the Conditional Use (CU) process addressed any and all uses, if done on a case by 

case review.  As mentioned by Mr. Paschke, Ms. Collins noted the proposed PUD text 

amendment pending Planning Commission review and recommendation and City Council 

approval that would include density language and increase it to 30%.  However, Ms. Collins 

noted this also involved the acreage component that also may need amending, but advised 

staff was seeking which option the City Council found more to accomplish the desired 

outcomes it was seeking (from 24 to 36 units as outlined in the proposed draft at 50% versus 

30%).  Assuming the CU allow up to 50%, Ms. Collins noted it could also be a percentage 

not necessarily that high, but subject to discussion by the City Council to address mitigation 

and cost versus benefit analyses. 

 Mr. Paschke agreed, noting that a subsequent traffic study and case by case review during the 

CU process may determine that an increase up to 36 units may not work, while something in 

between may be more preferable and thus recommended rather than the maximum number of 

units per acre. 

 At the request of Councilmember Willmus, Mr. Paschke confirmed the maximum building 

height would remain the same. 

 Specific to the Good Samaritan proposal and rezoning request that brought this discussion 

forward, Councilmember Willmus advised his concern was whether or not that was the 

highest and best use for those parcels.  Councilmember Willmus stated he still struggled with 

that, and therefore wasn’t sure if staff’s recommendation to move from 24 to 36 units per 

acre sufficed, without also addressing a maximum building height and design considerations.  

For reference, Councilmember Willmus stated he wasn’t interested in seeing a duplication of 

the situation at 6800 Xerxes Avenue in Edina, MN; with single-family residential use on one 

side of the street and 65’ to 70’ buildings directly across the street.  Councilmember Willmus 

noted the impacts for solar access for those single-family properties; stating the real issue for 
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him was the overall height and proximity of this type of use to surrounding single-family 

residential and what those existing neighborhoods would be faced with.  Councilmember 

Willmus questioned if increasing units per acre addressed either of those variables. 

 Mayor Roe noted, with confirmation from Mr. Paschke, the 30’ setback form the side 

property line that would remain in effect.  At the request of Mayor Roe, Mr. Paschke 

confirmed that there was no HDR-2 zoned parcels yet built upon, but several zoned 

accordingly.  Therefore, Mayor Roe noted any development would need to request rezoning 

from the city to add height over the 65’ in the HDR-1 zone. 

 Councilmember McGehee noted the existing PUD process now in place, and stated her lack 

of interest in changing it, since it changed across the entire city, not just for one parcel.  

Councilmember McGehee noted the city had a history of doing that spot rezoning, which she 

was not supportive of.  However, Councilmember McGehee questioned the best option for a 

site and desirable project such as the Good Samaritan project where it provided needed 

housing stock, and whether it was possible to provide a CU for this particular parcel and 

specify the number of units sought by the developer with appropriate height and setbacks 

addressed.  Councilmember McGehee opined she found their site plan and overall layout 

reasonable; but struggled with how to specify CU running with the land and to what extend 

to ensure it conformed with no more than 48 units and the proposed overall building footprint 

and height, specific to a CU. 

 Mayor Roe clarified that staff’s recommendation was to change the number of units per acre, 

with all other zoning requirements for HDR-1 and HDR-2 districts remaining unchanged.  

Mayor Roe noted the Good Samaritan project met all zoning requirements for HDR-1 except 

the number of units per acre; and this proposed revision attempted to address that, while not 

changing any other standards already met.  Mayor Roe opined that if the City Council wanted 

a CU to apply more restrictions on other elements, it sounded more like a PUD process to 

change density. 

 Mr. Paschke noted the PUD process, up to 36 units in the case of the Good Samaritan project, 

would serve to limit that project to a certain number of units on the site and other conditions 

that would run with the property.  Mr. Paschke noted the majority of the project met most 

other HDR-1 conditions. 

At the request of Mayor Roe, City Attorney Gaughan clarified that any conditions reasonable 

related to and pursuant to the CU process and the actual project itself allowed the City 

Council some latitude and direction under the PUD process to include more ancillary 

conditions as indicated, and as noted “reasonable” and already within the city’s PUD 

language ordinance. 

 Mayor Roe clarified the reasons for concern and rationale in looking at PUD’s was the notion 

of providing all other changes when looking to address a particular proposal that met all 

other requirements of HDR-1, other than rezoning for units per acre, as with the Good 

Samaritan project.  However, Mayor Roe noted that discussion opened up other discussions 

related to height and setbacks on the site that would follow the property in perpetuity.  

Therefore, Mayor Roe suggested the city keep the rest of the zoning parameters in place, and 

allow for no density in CU versus the PUD process; noting that wasn’t relevant to this 

proposal; and therefore suggested not putting that into play in this situation when considering 

density per acre. 
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 Councilmember McGehee agreed; and questioned if there was a specific reason to bump up 

HDR-1 and HDR-2 units per acre. 

 Mayor Roe advised that the reason was to clearly define the number of units at a maximum 

of 36 units to avoid an infinite number, and as confirmed by Mr. Paschke, anything else 

would fall under the PUD process. 

 Under those circumstances, Councilmember McGehee stated her satisfaction with the 

proposal at 36 units, allowing the Good Samaritan project to reach their preferred goal. 

 Discussion ensued between Mayor Roe and Councilmember Willmus related to two different 

zoning categories for a 30% increase in HDR-1 at 36 units per acre. Councilmember Willmus 

advised he wasn’t supportive of HDR-1 at 36 units, and expressed interest for HDR-2 zoning 

to look at a unit cap per acre; as well as tweaking setback requirements. 

 Councilmember Etten expressed his appreciation for the latitude this allowed the City 

Council.  However, Councilmember Etten stated one remaining concern was how this 

worked with the single-family buffers in LDR-1 and LDR-2 zoning for density, referencing 

the HDR chart and setback requirements based on where they’re located for HDR-1 and 

HDR-2; questioning if the same could be done for height. 

 Mr. Paschke agreed that could be done, suggesting a 10’ allowance for increased density in 

both districts. 

 Councilmember Etten stated that would alleviate some of his concerns; and agreed with the 

setbacks for HDR-2, which were now often significantly less than those found in HDR-1; 

with no allowances whether next to LDR-1 or LDR-2 zoned properties; and without that 

protection, higher density remained problematic from his perspective. 

 Mr. Paschke advised that staff would need to further review those requirements and how they 

fit with overall design standards in city code, and what could be accomplished with setbacks. 

 Mayor Roe noted there were other sections of code that dealt with adjacency to single-family 

parcels, maybe not across the street, but those directly adjacent. 

 Ms. Collins noted the subscript in the RCA below Table 1004-6 (page 2) addressing 

dimensional standards. 

 Mayor Roe noted there were less setback requirements for HDR-1 districts placed in or 

around Regional Business designations or more intense uses with greater height allowed.  

Since there isn’t anything currently being built on HDR-2 zoned parcels, Mayor Roe noted 

this allowed the ability for the City Council to look at every proposed HDR-2 parcel next to 

single-family parcels.  Mayor Roe noted this may have been the rationale for setting it up that 

way and may make sense for some parcels while not with others, all unknown at this point; 

and allowing future City Councils the discretion to make those changes accordingly.  For this 

specific Good Samaritan project, Mayor Roe opined HDR-1 was what worked for this parcel; 

and suggested HDR-2 may be part of the comprehensive plan update discussion and MDR 

and HDR process within the community, providing broader discussion and more public 

input. 
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 Discussion ensued related to the CU process and ability of the City Council to make 

decisions on a case by case basis and as part of public health, safety and welfare 

considerations to review surrounding land uses. 

 Specific to the calculations for the Good Samaritan project, if around 30%, it would allow for 

33 plus units, not much different than the requested 36 units; and suggested that number was 

appropriate for this particular proposal. 

 Councilmember Etten stated his preference to think about this more broadly, and not change 

the chart (page 2) for just this specific project, but to address the building height concern at a 

maximum of 50’ to 55’ when adjacent to LDR-1 and LDR-2 parcels.  Councilmember Etten 

opined that may satisfy both needs and give more latitude for the city. 

 Mayor Roe clarified that there was no recommended change to the chart tonight; and agreed 

he would like to see height restrictions addressed in code; and preferred that this 

recommendation come back to the City Council after further refinement and research of 

those items noted by staff before going through the Planning Commission process with that 

additional information included. 

 Mayor Roe also asked that an increase to 36 units per acre be looked at through the CU lens 

for other properties recently under discussion and deviation from HDR-1 for their specific 

acreage.  If the City Council wants to make this change and CU approval, if it was found that 

80% of those other properties fell within that range, Mayor Roe opined that it would provide 

helpful information within that context and for subsequent discussion. 

 Without objection, Mayor Roe directed staff to review city code setback language, building 

height related to adjacencies, and capping units per acre at 36 without conditions and specific 

to subsequent HDR-1 discussions. 

 Councilmember McGehee asked if there was a way to simply tweak the PUD ordinance for 

those projects offering much in terms of amenities and material, to allow a 10% increase in 

residential density depending on the number of site amenities included.  Councilmember 

McGehee noted once the increase in density was specified at 30% for the PUD, it would be 

binding and run with the property in perpetuity.  Councilmember McGehee stated she saw 

that as an alternative route to the CU. 

 Mayor Roe suggested making the PUD increase potential consistent with the CU potential, 

with the developer having the option to pursue either route for additional density preferences, 

based on other considerations as a trade-off.  Mayor Roe further suggested, if just a density 

issue, the developer could follow the PUD process, but noted further discussion may occur 

on that specific issue during subsequent discussion of the City Council when this item returns 

in the near future. 

 Councilmember McGehee opined she saw that as a value-added path in the PUD process; but 

stated she wasn’t sure if there was a 10% increase allowed in the context of current 

requirements; and suggested those discussions be held all-inclusively. 

 Councilmember Laliberte stated her preference to talk about existing weaknesses in the PUD 

process, especially since that work was so recently completed; and may need a fresh look to 

determine if it was working as originally intended.  Councilmember Laliberte agreed with 

tonight’s discussion, and agreed with one last review before it went to the Planning 

Commission.  Councilmember Laliberte clarified her rationale in voting against this 



Attachment E 
 

originally, seeking that this closer attention to potential inadvertent weaknesses could be 

addressed. 

 Councilmember Etten stated his approval in having this come back, both or either topic.  

Councilmember Etten noted if the PUD allowed up to a 50% increase and review of each 

specific case for other features, he was fine; but stated he wasn’t interested in changing the 

bulk of current provisions. 

 Mayor Roe clarified he was seeking discussion, not personally advocating; but wanted to 

further think about both avenues. 

 Mayor Roe thanked staff for bringing this additional information forward and their 

thoughtful approach in doing so. 
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