
July 7, 2021 

Feldman's Neighborhood Association has been actively participating in the process of amending the 
Unified Development Code to allow Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs). We are writing to express our 
support for more housing options in the City of Tucson generally and support for more housing in 
Feldman’s Neighborhood specifically, as well as to inform you of our concerns with the current draft code 
amendment and with neighborhood engagement. 

1. An important goal of the draft amendment is to make it easier for property owners to construct ADUs.
The draft language of Section 6.6.1.B is somewhat confusing.  The language 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.  Dan Bursuck has stated that this language will get a
second look.

2. Another important goal of the draft amendment, of Specific Plans, and of Plan Tucson is to create
more density while respecting the unique character of neighborhoods.
• Per Section 6.6.3.B.4, the allowable size of an ADU is 1000 sf.  1000 sf is substantially larger than

the primary structures on many historic lots.  On the other hand, 1000 sf is smaller than the primary
structure in more recently built areas of the city.  We propose a size limit with some flexibility built in
to accommodate the needs and characters of different neighborhoods.  The FNA Board has
considered two formulas that we think could work.  We would like these formulas to be presented
for discussion at the July 14 Stakeholders Committee Meeting:
• 950sf or 75% of the square footage of the original residence. whichever is smaller
• 500sf or 50% of the square footage of the original residence, whichever is larger

• Per Section 6.6.3.D, the height of the ADU appears to be unregulated if detached.  If that
interpretation is incorrect, the language is confusing to ordinary citizens who do not have a land use
attorney.  If that interpretation is correct, this provision has the potential to dramatically change the
character of historic neighborhoods.  Historic neighborhoods have already suffered loss of property
value and attrition of long-term homeowners, due to the construction of two-story mini-dorms.  It is
important that ADUs be architecturally compatible with original structures, including with regard to
height.  We propose that the text of this section be edited to remove the words, “If attached to the
principal structure” and to replace those words with, “For accessory dwelling units.”

 PDSD has followed a process of engaging with stakeholders and residents prior to writing the 
amendment to current code.  While this effort is appreciated and more inclusive than past stakeholder 
processes, our concern lies with the lack of participation of neighborhoods across all Wards, as well as 
the proposed Public Hearing date in late July. We also have concerns about the implication an 
amendment change can have for current zoning. In all reality, the allowance of ADU’s of any size, but 
especially 1000 sf, inherently changes the current function of R1 zoning.  

Feldman’s Neighborhood follows the communication from both the Ward 3 and Ward 6 offices and the 
level of communicate has varied by Ward. We would highly encourage PDSD to connect with all Ward 
offices and ensure that the ADU draft amendment, a link to the ADU webpage is sent out in their next 
newsletters to be communicated to all neighborhood leaders as well as residents.  Another way of 
addressing our concerns about a fully democratic process would be to include a 2 or 3-year sunset 
provision in the ordinance. 

Lastly, scheduling a Public Hearing on ADUs at the end of July risks derailing the trust that has been 
created throughout the interactive process of stakeholder meetings and public meetings. While we 
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understand that there will be remote access capabilities, scheduling a meeting for the end of July, when 
many Tucson residents are out of town, has the potential of eliminating word-of-mouth communication 
within neighborhoods to extend the reach of this proposal.  It would be much more reasonable to push 
this public hearing into late August or early September to ensure most Tucsonans are back in town and 
can have a chance to participate in this process.  
 
Feldman’s Neighborhood Association continues to support this ongoing work dealing with ADUs but 
wants to ensure that potential problems are addressed in advance and that the long-lasting impact of a 
change of this magnitude is communicated in a manner that is as inclusive as possible.  
 

Sincerely,  
 

Kathy Bell, Logan Havens, and Diana Lett 
on behalf of 
The Feldman’s Neighborhood Association Board 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: Logan Havens <loganhavens@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 7, 2021 1:07 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: [EXTERNAL]

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

My name is Logan Havens. I have been participating in the meetings and public discourse on the ADU code amendment. 
I wanted to write to thank you and the Planning and Development team for all your hard work and thoughtfulness on 
this policy.  
 
I wanted to thank you for taking the time to open up the process of writing this code amendment to the public. As 
difficult as this process has seemed and how hostile many members of the community have been, I believe this has been 
an extremely open and honest process. I have enjoyed seeing the time spent to educate us on what is being 
assessed and considered, as well as the time spent listening to the public and considering our thoughts and opinions.  
 
I have been living in Feldman's neighborhood for the past five years and have watched friends and neighbors be rapidly 
priced out of the neighborhood. Prices on homes have nearly doubled and prices on rentals that were around $600 for a 
studio have increased to where it's nearly impossible to find a rental in this neighborhood for under $1000. I would 
really like for my neighborhood to be a place where my friends and people on Tucson incomes can afford to live. 
 
Feldman's is a really sweet neighborhood of historic homes. We are a tight knit community where we know each other, 
we support each other, and we are actively engaged in making our neighborhood better. As with the other central 
neighborhoods, we have high bicycle and pedestrian commuters, low carbon per capita, low water per capita, high tree 
canopy coverage, and predominantly contributing properties in this historic district. I enjoy my quality of life here and 
am really grateful to have been able to buy a home in this neighborhood back when it was affordable. I also want to 
acknowledge my privilege as a homeowner and do whatever I can to ensure that more people are able to experience a 
similar quality of life to what I have. I will support whatever options we have to create space for more people in this 
beautiful and low impact neighborhood rather than carving out the desert to build entirely car dependent tract homes. 
 
I understand that ADUs are not a silver bullet. They will not and cannot solve all of our issues. I think an array of policies 
are needed to curb the rapidly rising costs of the city including high density corridors around frequent transit, mid 
density infill, this ADU policy, and more. As someone who has personally worked through the city to permit a detached 
sleeping quarters as well as stormwater basins and trees in our neighborhood, I would like to recommend that in this 
process we limit the amount of regulations and requirements to build ADUs. As processes become more cumbersome it 
limits the ability of homeowners to navigate the process resulting in developers and wealthy being the only people able 
to navigate ADUs. 
 
As a side note, I have spent considerable amounts of time in Portland, Seattle, and Los Angeles. All of those cities have 
ADU policies. Riding my bike and walking huge amounts of neighborhoods I see very little impact of ADUs on 
the character of neighborhoods. I think they are an extremely clever way to get flexible infill especially in central 
neighborhoods.  
 
Thank you for all of your work on this, 
 
Logan 
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Saturday, July 10, 2021 at 11:37:55 Mountain Standard Time

Page 1 of 1

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Regarding the ADU zoning change
Date: Thursday, July 8, 2021 at 2:44:37 PM Mountain Standard Time
From: PlanningCommission
To: Daniel Bursuck

 

From: Brian Scaramella <bvs7@cornell.edu>
Sent: Thursday, July 8, 2021 2:44:17 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Regarding the ADU zoning change

Dear Planning Commission,
My name is Brian Scaramella. I have lived in Tucson for my enTre professional life (which is admiXedly only 3 years). I
have been following the ADU code amendment very closely, and I am very very happy to see it moving along.
Increasing housing affordability and density is a very good thing in my opinion, and it is a very salient issue to me. I
have an extremely posiTve view of the amendment!

That being said, even though there were waivers on the parking spaces requirements, and the space can be in the
street, this requirement doesn't seem very useful to me. I don't think there should be any parking space requirement
for the code, but that is NOT a reason to prevent the ADU proposal from being implemented.

I am very excited about how this zoning change can prompt change in Tucson, and I plan on taking advantage of it if it
takes effect.

Thank you,
Brian Scaramella



 

 

 

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. 



Wednesday, July 14, 2021 at 07:44:10 Mountain Standard Time

Page 1 of 1

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]ADU size.
Date: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 at 12:32:06 PM Mountain Standard Time
From: PlanningCommission
To: Daniel Bursuck

________________________________________
From: Louis Stamler <stamlerlouis@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 12:31:57 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona
To: PlanningCommission
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU size.

Dear Commission
I strongly believe the size of the ADU should be limited to no more square feet than the the original home
built on the lot.
Louis Stamler

Sent from my iPad
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 12:09 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: Comments/Concerns about plans for Accessory Dwelling Units

  

From: Donna Kaniss <kanissd@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 12:08:32 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Comments/Concerns about plans for Accessory Dwelling Units 

I have already submitted these concerns previously.  I don’t see them being addressed in the ADU plans I have seen so 
far.  I feel this project is being pushed through without consideration of actual owner/residents and the reality of what 
the ADU’s will actually end up being like.  The ADU’s will be a great boon to investor/absentee landlords.  Not so much 
for the actual residents in neighborhoods affected by ADU’s.  My fervent hope is that this project will not be 
implemented.  It is going to detract from quality of life here in Tucson: 
  
**  I am opposed to the “no owner‐occupied” requirement.  Even in neighborhoods without ADU’s, when there are 
absentee landlords, the properties tend not to be as well maintained and neighborhood property values may be less 
attractive as well as there being no monitoring of goings‐on in the houses.  I am strongly opposed to the “no owner‐
occupied” condition.  This ADU proposal has the potential for downgrading living quality in neighborhoods. 
  
** A 1,000 sq ft residence is large enough for two or three adults to share.  Requiring a single parking space is not 
sufficient if each adult has his/her own car.  Allowing on‐street parking for the required parking space means additional 
cars parked on street and may cause insufficient parking for visitors to existing homes. 
  
** Suppose you already own a property that you purchased believing you would be living in a lower density 
community.  Now all of a sudden lots of properties will add ADU’s, thus increasing the population density, and 
additionally, if there is a no‐owner occupied requirement for ADU’s, properties will likely not be as well maintained, you 
will be faced with a situation you did not want when you acquired your home. 
  
** What is the plan for preventing these units from just turning into additional student housing? 
  
** There should be a limit to the number of ADU’s permitted in each neighborhood. 
  
** What are the group dwelling regulations and how will these be enforced?   How are these properties going to be 
monitored?  Already our police department and community support services are so understaffed that the police 
department has  notified the community to only expect responses to emergency situations and response to community 
service issues in general are quite poor.  It seems like the backers of this proposal are acting as if there is a “best case” 
scenario for monitoring and I think this is unrealistic.  This is “pie‐in‐the‐sky” planning.  
  
I feel like this project is already a “done deal” and comments such as mine are just being ignored.  This project is being 
pushed through with only token community input and response from the project committee. 
  
Donna Kaniss 
Email:  kanissd@gmail.com 
Phone:  (520) 419‐5525 (cell) 
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Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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