
DATE: June 29, 2021 

TO: Planning Commission, City of Tucson 

c/o Koren Manning, P&DSD 

FROM: Corky Poster, Architect and Planner 

RE: ADU change to City of Tucson Uniform Development Code 

My name is Corky Poster. I am an architect and planner (AICP) and have practiced in Tucson since 

1974. I am writing in strong support of the current version of the Accessory Dwelling Units UDC 

Amendment that you will be reviewing on June 30, 2021 Study Session. 

I have spent my career in affordable housing, senior housing, and community planning. It has been a 

while since I have seen a proposal to amend the UDC that accomplishes so many positive things with 

a single and relatively simple text amendment. 

I have also been a member of the ADU Stakeholders group and have attended every public and 

community meeting on this topic. The process was an extraordinary effort to include all voices in the 

conversation. It was a model for public process. 

I also participated in the Housing for Older Adults Summit conference that was presented in January 

2021. That summit strongly supported the concept of ADUs to provide older adults with an affordable 

mechanism for aging in place and aging within a multi-generational family.  

But perhaps the strongest reason to support the ADU text amendment is my own personal story: my 

father died in 1990 after 55 years of marriage to my mother. She was devasted by that loss. We built 

a small (525 SF) ADU in our yard for her to live in. It was the best decision I have ever made. She lived 

in that “casita” from 1990 to 2003, helped us raise our children, found purpose in her life, had her 

own privacy, and became part of an affordable, vibrant, and multi-generational family. My now-

grown children are wonderful adults and they owe a good portion of that adult success to the love 

and guidance of their close-by grandmother. Since then, we have used the casita for friends in a 

variety of emergency needs (a friend lived their for 8 months while her house was being repaired 

from an automobile crashing through into her living room). It helped people through divorces; it 

houses our children and friends when they visit; it was rented for a while to a PhD. graduate student; 

it occasionally houses migrant asylum seekers in transit, etc.  

Many families are now denied the opportunity to do the same for their families. ADUs are a 

remarkable and easy way to harness small-scale private capital to encourage in-fill affordable housing 

that is progressive, environmentally sound, builds on existing infrastructure, promotes alternate 

transportation modes, and makes us a better and more inclusive city.  

I am honestly embarrassed to watch a small number of my “boomer” cohort living in white privileged 

neighborhoods rise up in opposition to such an important and progressive idea. Families and 

neighborhoods throughout the city will benefit greatly from this inclusive change.  

I urge the Planning Commission to support this text amendment. 

Addendum 2



From: fran garcia
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU Code Amendment
Date: Monday, June 28, 2021 6:57:08 PM

Mr. Bursuck, Could you please make this available to the Planning Commission.  Thank you.

Mayor and Council, we elect you to look out for the best interests of our city and its
residents and I'm hopeful that you will do just that in regards to this ADU Ordinance
and not show preferential treatment to more affluent neighborhoods/areas of Tucson
and both in and out-of-state real estate investors.  

This is not going to a ballot and although all the necessary mandated requirements
are being met, most Tucsonans are completely unaware of this sweeping ordinance
to change zoning throughout our city and can and will have immense consequences
and irreversible, long-term detrimental effects.  There is no "Oops" here and ability to
change it back - This is major and once done, we're stuck with it.

Instead of being cautious, it seems as if we're trying to jump on a newly popular
bandwagon.  We are already learning from the cities that have gone before us that
there are plenty of unanticipated and unexpected problems.  The way this ordinance
is written it is loaded with potential and likely complications and could be outright
destructive to the integrity and quality of life of many neighborhoods.  

I think one of the worst problems though is it won't be fair and across-the-board to
ALL neighborhoods.  Poorer neighborhoods will be targeted by investors with deep
pockets who will purchase multiple properties and add second units the moment this
passes. They're already salivating and buying in anticipation that this is a given that
this is going to pass and that's the same scuttlebutt I've heard as well.  I sincerely
hope that isn't true and that you all do still have open minds regarding this.

This ordinance is being presented to the public using flowery language, pretty
pictures and palatable terms such as "Granny Flats", "Mother-in-Law Quarters" and
"Casitas" but this is not what is going to happen.  Please be honest here:  This
ordinance isn't being considered for genuine "Accessory" Dwelling Units - It's all
about "Affordable" Dwelling Units and while HOA's, NPZ and NPZ  and more affluent
neighborhoods will be protected or at least better protected, poorer neighborhoods
will be suffering the consequences yet still not providing AFFORDABLE housing
because there's no way to regulate it.   

At this time, there is not enough city of Tucson resources to deal with neighborhood
problems but  this will add even more.  I'm quite serious when I say I personally
believe this could absolutely seal the future of many of Tucson's struggling poorer
neighborhoods into out and out slums.   For those of us north of Grant and Alvernon,
we are precariously in this balancing act of trying to maintain a reasonable standard
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of living while having approximately eighty-percent rental rate with mostly absentee
property owners.  This new ordinance could push it over the edge so the small
amount of remaining owner-occupants flee.  It can become an investor's paradise and
covered over with cheap, bare bones ADUs in every square inch of land possible and
crowding all those "Grannies" and "mothers-in-laws" into dwellings that barely meet
building standards.   

Very attractive and lovely small structures are presented in to us as what to expect
but those are not going to happen.  They will be ugly and cheaply constructed
buildings that will deteriorate quickly and become run down and barely inhabitable in
record time.   Investors will take advantage of every square inch and every loophole
they can find so they can and reap the largest financial rewards with no care toward
neighborhoods or sustainability.  When they begin to fail and become condemned,
they'll become a tax write-off for the investors/corporations and our city and
neighborhoods will be left with the headache and expense of uninhabitable, crumbling
housing.  

Instead of following the crowd, maybe Tucson should think outside the box and create
affordable housing in another way.  We have all these empty, decaying strip malls
and large buildings and such on main streets all over Tucson with easily accessible
transportation for affordable dwelling units.  The eyesore of the strip mall at First and
Ft. Lowell is a perfect example.  It is now and has been for YEARS a disgrace that it
has been allowed to deteriorate as it has.  The City of Tucson owns an entire strip
directly behind it as subsidized housing.  Why not contract or explore turning that strip
mall into affordable housing units? 

The Dodge Flower neighborhood (northwest corner of Grant/Alvernon) has three
large apartment complexes that create three-percent of the total calls to to the Tucson
Police Department.  What a huge drain on TPD and city finances.   Maybe an idea
might be to work with investors, purchase the properties and turn them into affordable
housing?  Maybe one even dedicated to seniors?  The one at Dodge Blvd and Flower
used to be just that and was really quite lovely at one time.  There's many advantages
to that such as transportation right there, an El Rio Health Care about to open up at
Grant and Dodge and an easy way to actually be able to monitor that affordable rents
are being charged.

I am not against Accessory Dwelling Units per se.  I am against this sweeping
ordinance which will create unnecessary building-for-profit, harm poorer
neighborhoods and a plethora of potential and obvious problems.  

A true ADU should not exceed six- or seven-hundred square feet and absolutely only
one story tall.  They should not be allowed to be built on top of per-existing structures
either.  I do not see why there can't be variances made to make sure genuine
"Grannie Flats",  "MIL Units" or "Carriage Houses" can be constructed but with
guidelines.  They're already here so just how did they get permitted and built?  Just
what is preventing more from being erected?   Why do we really need this
ordinance?  What really is pushing this forward at breakneck speed?  



Please let's not make Tucson an investor's paradise, drive rents up instead of the
opposite and make it so the American dream of home-ownership becomes about
impossible.  

I'm imploring you to please take more time and consideration regarding this
seemingly runaway train of radical zoning ordinance changes.  Let's not jump on that
bandwagon but instead find our own way to create a harmony of allowing both
genuine Accessory plus Affordable Dwelling Units that work for Tucson and it's
future.  This Amendment simply does not do that.

Sincerely, 

Fran Garcia
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Daniel Bursuck

From: Linda McNulty <lindacmcnulty@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2021 10:30 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Accessory Dwelling Units

 
 
Dear Mr. Burdick, 
 
I understand that the Planning Commission will hold a study session on the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) ordinance.  
 
While I support creating more affordable housing, nothing in the proposed amendment appears to ensure that ADUs 
would be affordable, and several issues are concerning. 
 
Allowing ADUs in front and side yards could create economic incentives to override historic status and eventually even 
cause whole districts to be removed from historic status if enough properties were impacted. This would be a significant 
loss for historic neighborhoods and the community. 
 
The draft does not require parking on site. Excessive parking on streets is already an issue in midtown..  
 
Because ADUs of 1,000 sq ft would be allowed, the proposal would effectively modify R‐1 to R‐2 zoning . 
 
Allowing two‐story ADUs would mean that existing one‐story homes could be dwarfed by ADU's, completely undoing the 
character of neighborhoods.  
 
The amendment does not appear to require that the main dwelling must be "owner‐occupied," creating incentives for 
investors rather than owners to maximize lot coverage with rentals, completely transforming neighborhoods, and 
eliminating trees and green space. 
 
Suggested alterations would include smaller ADUs (e.g. 500 SF), one per dwelling, in back yard only, single story only, 
owner‐occupied main dwelling only, lot coverage ratio that better preserves vegetation. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Linda McNulty 
Midtown 
 
lindacmcnulty@gmail.com 
Home: (520) 325‐4851 
Cell: (520) 260‐2601 



The proposed ADU Code Amendment has been prepared using a process that is deeply problematic.  
Key issues are: 

1) Lack of transparency in Stakeholder Committee:  The Stakeholders Committee was never provided 
with the text of the draft amendment throughout seven months of meetings, despite numerous 
requests.  The text was made available only via posting as part of the Planning Commission Study 
Session materials.  Thus, stakeholders could not raise specific concerns about the text prior to its 
presentation to the PC. 

2) Lack of transparency overall:  Allowing second residences in the R-1 zone effectively eliminates the 
zone, in a manner that is opaque to most citizens.  If Tucson is to eliminate R-1 zoning, then this 
should be done only after robust public debate, as has been done in other cities. 

3) Lack of respect for participants in Stakeholder Committee:  Stakeholders who live in areas that 
already have substantial numbers of Accessory Dwelling Units attempted to present concerns about 
how ADUs actually function in Tucson.  We were repeatedly accused of NIMBYism, elitism, and 
racism.  If staff made any attempt to mitigate the name-calling, I did not witness it.  Instead, I 
witnessed staff suggesting that citizens who have devoted decades of volunteer time to land use 
issues represent a perspective that is not representative of Tucson and is therefore illegitimate.  
Over time, the attendance at stakeholder meetings shifted away from ordinary citizens and toward 
architecture professionals.  The resulting draft text reflects a technocratic bias and ignores real-
world concerns. 

4) Departure from past procedure:  All of the above are radical departures from any land use 
stakeholder process I have participated in over the last two decades.  The process was deeply 
flawed, as is the outcome. 

Specific problems with the draft text include: 

1) Definition of accessory use (6.6.1.A) needs to be strengthened by limiting the size of accessory 
buildings to a percentage of the size of the primary structure.  In 6.6.3.B.4, the draft allows ADUs of 
1000 sf.  This is larger than the existing residence in many urban core neighborhoods.  It is unclear 
whether an ADU that exceeds the size of the existing residence renders the existing residence 
secondary.  As others have pointed out, an accessory structure that dominates the lot alters the 
streetscape, potentially causing loss of contributing status in National Register Historic Districts.  
This has implications going far beyond the draft ordinance, including loss of National Register 
districts, resulting in a near-doubling of property taxes for owner-occupants throughout the defunct 
district.  A sudden, steep increase in property taxes would undermine two of the stated goals of the 
ADU code amendment:  housing affordability and allowing elders to age in place. 

2) Language regarding lessee (6.6.1.B) implies that, if the ADU is a rental, the landlord can only be 
the occupant of the primary structure.  That means an absentee landlord cannot rent the primary 
and accessory structures to separate parties, and an absentee landlord must allow a sublessee in the 
ADU.  Based on staff presentations at the stakeholder meetings, I believe both of these 
consequences are unintended. 

3) Existing variance (DDO) procedure is eliminated for ADUs by 6.6.2.D.  This provision strips 
neighbors of any ability to mitigate heights and setbacks that are intrusive and incompatible with 
existing architectural rhythms.  This is problematic in itself, also irreversible once enacted, due to 
the Private Property Rights Protection Act (Prop. 207). 



4) Climate concerns are inadequately addressed.  The draft ordinance waives density requirements 
(6.6.1.B.1) and mitigates the heat island effect minimally, by requiring high-albedo roofs (6.6.1.B.3).  
Staff rejected stakeholder suggestions that efforts to address climate be more robust, on the 
grounds that affordability is a key goal.  Tree planting is also a key goal of our city, and it can be 
accomplished inexpensively.  As is often the case when development is incentivized, relaxed 
regulations should be paired with public benefit.  In this case, trees and other landscaping should be 
required, in quantities corresponding to total floor area (e.g. one 5-gallon tree per 200 sf of floor 
area, tree to be watered for the first year after planting). 

5) Existing dimensional standards are waived, not replaced with new standards.  Setbacks are waived 
in 6.6.2.D, height standards in 6.6.3.D, and floor area standards in 6.6.3.E.   All of these changes 
promote infill that is neither thoughtful nor compatible with existing development patterns. 

6) Internal inconsistency.  The most glaring example is permitting ADUs within non-residential zones 
(Tables 4.8-3, 4.8-4 and 4.8-9), then forbidding residential use of accessory structures in 
nonresidential zones (6.6.4). 

 



June 29, 2021


To Whom It May Concern,


We, the board members of the Oak Flower Neighborhood Association, are in opposition to the ADU ordinance 
as written for a number of reasons. We are concerned about the potential negative impact of ADUs in our 
midtown neighborhood, a neighborhood that is devoid of the open space, sidewalks, park facilities and 
community gathering spaces needed to accommodate unregulated growth. We advocate for equitable, 
affordable, sensible ADU housing, proportionate to property size, city regulated and permitted architecturally. 


Our neighborhood boundaries are Grant and Monte Vista, Alvernon and Columbus. Our specific concerns 
include:


Existing high density: The Oak Flower neighborhood already has a number of apartments, multi-family rental 
units and rental homes. High density zoning is already contributing to high crime rates, drug dealing, gunfire 
and more. Adding unregulated rental units to an already stressed part of town seems irresponsible when TPD 
is under extreme staffing shortages and cannot respond to misdemeanor calls as is. 


Remote investors: There appears to be little to no oversight by out-of-town investors who have no stake in 
the neighborhood other than financial. There is overwhelming evidence that these outside investors are 
eroding the desirability of our neighborhoods through increasing population density and skewing us towards 
more rental units over long term owners. Multi-Family units already lacking in upgrades are deteriorating, and 
they are the focus of repeated 911 calls. Without city guidelines and governance, lower income 
neighborhoods like ours would see a multitude of unregulated ADUs that would drive down our values and 
contribute to already high crime rates. 


The ordinance is unfair and inequitable: This ordinance as written skews in favor of wealthier residents. 
Higher income, HOA-based and historically designated neighborhoods have an unfair advantage. All 
neighborhoods should have the same regulations and design guidelines, regardless of whether they could 
afford to apply for HPZ or NPZ zoning. Neighborhoods like ours, with a high number of older, lower income 
and residents of color, will suffer through either the financial inability to claim special designations, or the lack 
of know-how, like following a zoning process through the digital process, etc.


Much like the current 5g cell tower issue, this will affect residents without access to the internet, residents 
with language barriers, etc. Oak Flower has no HOA or historical restrictions, so the current ADU ordinance 
could potentially allow 2-story units on existing properties, whereas our friends in the foothills would not see 
their views blocked.


Sizing: ADU sizing must be proportional. We believe 1000 sq feet is too large an ADU to place in 
neighborhood lots like we have in Oak Flower. Our homes, built in the 1950s, record at about 1000 sq feet 
under original blueprints. Placing an ADU of the same size on our existing lots would create neighborhood 
blight. 


We do understand the need for ADU housing. But as a midtown neighborhood already under extreme duress, 
high density and matching crime rates, we urge you to consider ADU regulations that favor all residents, 
regardless of income or location.


Sincerely,


Travis Teetor

Oak Flower Neighborhood Association President
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