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ITEM#: 6 

DATE: 07-16-25 

 
COMMISSION ACTION FORM 

 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR TEXT AMENDMENT TO AMEND THE PUD OVERLAY 

OPEN SPACE STANDARD FOR INFILL SITES 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The applicant for the S. 4th Street Commons PUD project that includes 16 dwellings 
configured as attached single-family units on individual lots requested that City Council 
amend the 10% open space set-aside requirement for infill sites (less than 2 acres).  The 
council reviewed the request at its June 24th meeting and the history of the PUD Overlays 
before determining the applicant could propose a text amendment applicable only to infill 
single-family attached dwelling developments that eliminates the 10% mandatory 
common area set-aside.   If the request is approved, each project would be subject to 
case-by-case review of the PUD criteria to determine if adequate private or common open 
space exists, but no mandatory set aside would be required. The current PUD text is 
attached. 
 
PUD Overlay 
 
The City established the PUD Overlay originally to facilitate more variety of housing types 
targeted to the growth areas of the City for sites exceeding two acres. Last year Council 
made changes to allow for PUDs on infill sites that are under two acres to facilitate more 
housing options on infill sites. Since that time the PUD process has been applied to the 
Dakota Townes infill site on North Dakota and the Commission is reviewing on the same 
agenda the S. 4th Commons project.   
 
When the PUD was initially created it was likely to only apply in FS base zoning districts 
that already had a 10% usable open space standard and the Overlay included a 
requirement for a 10% open space set-aside. The PUD added to the open space 
requirement stating that 50+ unit projects would require more specific types of common 
amenities. However, infill sites have non-FS base zoning districts, which do not have open 
space set-aside requirements creating a potential conflicting interest of open space and 
interests in housing variety, specifically concerning townhome designs with individual lots. 
 
The rationale for requiring open space was to mitigate some of the tradeoffs in reduced 
lot sizes, setbacks, coverage, etc. that often occur with PUDs to ensure that livable areas 
with quality open spaces similar to how developments in FS areas would otherwise occur. 
Having tradeoffs for PUD flexibility is common. However, growth areas and infill sites 
could be viewed differently because of zoning differences and different neighborhood 
development patterns where existing areas may already have park and open space area.  
 
From the review of the S 4th PUD concept and the recent Dakota Townes project, the 
effect of the open space expectation does have significant influence on small projects 
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and the layout or total units situated on a site. Specifically, facilitating townhome type 
development has issues of balancing common space with individual lot configurations. 
While having common open space on site could be beneficial to residents, the balancing 
of development types, space allocation, and resident maintenance costs on smaller 
projects is a reasonable question to be addressed to help guide infill projects in the future. 
 
Text Amendment 
 
The proposed change is to exempt infill projects with single-family attached units 
from the mandatory 10% set-aside requirement. The rationale for this approach is that 
by creating lot lines with townhomes it automatically removes common area from a project 
that otherwise could be counted if it was an apartment building type. PUDs with 
townhomes is a primary opportunity for adding housing and there is an interest in 
promoting this type of housing that otherwise would be difficult to create on an infill site.    
 
The focus of the issue is prioritizing individual units over common area, which may or may 
not always be preferred depending on the type of PUD design and layout.   Townhome 
projects will always have deviations because of lot size and setbacks that are not tailored 
to the building type compared to apartments or structures on larger lots.  The individual 
review will determine if the mix of units, layout, and space accomplishes the goals of the 
PUD. 
 
Other options initially considered were to credit private usable area towards the 10% open 
area standard and whether creating a private space standard of yard area or deck/patio 
with defined minimum dimensions should be allowed as a substitute for common area.   
Due to an interest in being flexible with case-by-case reviews of each future PUD layout, 
the Council allowed for the applicant to proceed with the proposed amendment to remove 
the requirement rather than create a new open space standard. 
 
The applicant supports removing the 10% standard in its entirety as they believe the 
benefits of fully utilizing the site with individually platted single-family attached units is 
more desirable than reducing units and creating a small open space for residents that the 
HOA would maintain. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  
 

1. Recommend that City Council eliminate the PUD Overlay 10% common  open 
space requirement for infill projects with Single Family Attached Dwellings. 
 

2. Recommend that City Council amend the PUD Overlay with a different open space 
standard. 
 

3. Recommend that City Council take no action an retain the 10% common open 
space standard. 
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PLANNING AND HOUSING DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff supports the concept of supporting townhome development on individual lots with 
changes to the open space standard.  Staff believes that small projects do not necessitate 
set asides in all cases because projects may not otherwise include open space 
requirements with typical infill base zones, common area can be a burden to small HOAs, 
and in some cases other open space or parks are available for use nearby compared to 
development on the periphery of the city.  
 
It should be noted that the approval process of the PUD would still require findings of 
support related to the PUD purpose and have to address providing appropriate 
combinations of private and common open space on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Therefore, the Planning and Housing Department recommends Alternative #1.  
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Attachment-Existing PUD Overlay Text 
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