
                Summer 2021 

To:  City of Tucson Planning Commissioners        
From:  Ruth Beeker, Neighborhood Advocate 
Re:  ADU Building Dimensions Basic to Impact on Existing Neighborhoods 

As a long-time advocate for established neighborhoods, I view any changes to the UDC from 
that perspective:  how will the proposed changes impact residential areas such as mine?  I 
believe that it is not just the medical profession which should follow its fundamental principle:  
first, do no harm.  The City, when writing new code, owes that to its residents also. 

The proposed rationale for a new construction category, the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU), 
may be well-intended, but how can it be incorporated into the code to ensure it does no harm?  
Given that a specific ADU building will impact its immediate vicinity for many decades to come, 
how can the City ensure that the addition of a secondary living structure on a specific lot does 
no harm to the visual integrity and quality of life of its neighbors? 

I believe fundamental to ADU’s acceptability is appropriate regulation of the size of the 
building.   I do not see that neighborhood protection in the draft at this time.  The square 
footage of 1000 sq. ft. appears larger than needed; 750 sq. ft. would be more in line with it 
proposed uses.  However, it is the height of the building, at 25 ft., which is totally inappropriate. 
In the majority of our older established neighborhoods where ADU infill seems to be most 
targeted, one-story homes are the norm.  This is true regardless of the current R zones, which, 
incidentally, do not align with what is built out in many cases.  To allow a secondary structure to 
tower over the primary living unit will create a visual cacophony.  Fortunately, that dissonance 
can be easily prevented by adding 2 regulations:  an ADU may be no taller than its primary 
structure and an ADU’s roof-line must be compatible to that of its primary structure.   

If an ADU is to be built which integrates into the existing character of its residential location, 
there must be regulatory specifics in the UDC.   That all starts in getting the size of the basic 
building dimensions appropriately defined.  It is not finished until other worrisome issues, such 
as ADU location on the lot; acknowledgement of the broader area’s history; sustaining or 
improving desired lifestyle of those already vested in the area; and maintaining area property 
assets, are adequately addressed.  That is how first, do no harm translates to respectful land 
use decision-making.   

Attachment J



June 27, 2021 
To:  City of Tucson Planning Commissioners                                                                
From:  Meg Johnson, Secretary of Garden District Neighborhood Association 
Re:  Opposition to ADU ordinance as it is currently written 
 
I have lived in Garden District Neighborhood (GDNA) for 39 years and have been on the neighborhood 
association board for about 20 years.  I am not able to write as a representative of the GDNA Board, as it 
would be impossible to poll our 7,000 residents on their opinions of the proposed ADU ordinance.  Rather, 
I am writing as a resident who loves her neighborhood, loves her home, and intends to age in place.  
 
If passed by Mayor and Council, the proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) ordinance will have a 
significant and irreversible impact on Garden District. The impact will be a mixed bag of positives and 
negatives, but, after reading the proposed ordinance that will be presented at the June 30 Study Session, 
I believe the negatives will far, far outweigh any positives. I want to explain why I think the Mayor and 
Council’s push to enact the proposed ADU ordinance as it is written now will have a harmful effect on my 
neighborhood and others like it.  I urge Mayor and Council to revisit the proposed draft and revise it to 
create an equitable and fair ADU ordinance, protective of all neighborhoods, regardless of economic 
status. 
 
Garden District is a one-square mile neighborhood from Grant to Speedway and Swan to Alvernon.  Due 
to the affordable rents in GDNA, our neighborhood is home to almost 7,000 residents and has a 74% 
rental rate. In ONE square mile.  One of the stated goals of Accessible Dwelling Units is "sustainable infill 
development". In other words, the goal is to increase the density of population and rentals in an area. 
Garden District already has an excessively high population density, a higher than average number of 
code violations and crime, an exceptionally high percentage of rentals, huge parking demands, and 
negligible green space. Garden District was plagued in the 60s and 70s by multiple bizarre lot splits, 
resulting in tiny, tiny lots and dense, closely packed rentals. Our high rental rate and density have 
already taken a toll on the appearance, safety, property values, livability, and desirability of Garden 
District.   
 
The ADU ordinance as it is written now is not equitable. It is discriminatory against lower income 
neighborhoods, like mine. Homeowner’s Associations are exempt from ADUs. More affluent 
neighborhoods that can pay the fees and have the wherewithal and volunteers to qualify for Historical 
Preservation Zoning (HPZ) and Neighborhood Preservation Zoning (NPZ) will have significantly more 
protections and stronger design guidelines for ADUs than neighborhoods not designated HPZ or 
NPZ.  Why should Sam Hughes Neighborhood which has Historic Preservation Zoning have stronger, 
more protective design guidelines for ADU height, location, use, appearance, etc, than Garden District?  
 
If Garden District and other low-income neighborhoods do not have the same design guidelines and 
protections as HPZ and NPZ neighborhoods, then absentee landlords, out of town investors, poorly 
maintained properties riddled with code violations, degradation of property values, and owner flight will 
be the result of the ADU ordinance. The ADU regulations and design guidelines should be the same for 
ALL Tucson neighborhoods, regardless of the economic status of residents.  
 
The proposed ADU ordinance does not protect neighborhoods from investors. The cute little casitas and 
granny flats shown in the City’s ADU PowerPoint will not be what most of the ADUs will look like in my 
neighborhood. The City says they cannot require that the owner reside onsite in one of the buildings. 
The proposed ordinance as written is an Investor’s Paradise, a quick way to double their 



investment.  These past few months, house flippers and rental companies have been purchasing GDNA 
properties at an unprecedented rate, paying cash and over asking prices, crowding out potential home 
owners. Purchasing properties to use as rentals is a billion dollar industry across the nation. In Garden 
District, national rental companies and multi-million dollar local rental companies, such as KMS (who 
owns over 730 homes in Tucson) are buying our properties for cash and raising rents and making it 
impossible for many people to realize the “American Dream” and own a home. You can bet these 
investors will maximize their investments by building ADUs when they buy a property in Garden District. 
Two units to rent vs only one? You bet. Convert an R-1 (one family) property to R-2 (multiple families)? 
You bet. What quality of ADUs do you think they will build? Will they maintain their rental 
properties? Will rents in GDNA remain "affordable"? From our experience, investors will exploit our 
neighborhood, as they have in the past, and make every penny they can from cheap, poorly maintained, 
building grade rentals. 
  
The City should restrict parking in front yards. Parking for ADUs will be a major issue in Garden 
District.  Due to our high crime rate, few residents park on streets.  Drive down any street in GDNA and 
you will see multiple vehicles parked in the pedestrian ROW and in front yards. It is typical for each 
resident to own at least one car. One parking space onsite per ADU will not be enough.  Parking in front 
yards and ROWS kills landscaping and trees and creates more hardscape, exacerbating the Urban Heat 
Island Effect.   
 
The City should fight urban sprawl and fight for affordable housing by thinking outside the box and 
exploring other options. Re-purposing vacant commercial buildings offers incredible opportunities and 
will reduce our carbon footprint if we remodel existing buildings, rather than building new. For instance, 
the Penney’s at El Con would make an ideal affordable housing or senior complex with a courtyard that 
could be made into a green and community space, plus numerous services and public transportation are 
within walking distance. Other sites are abundant across the city. Also, purchasing and fixing up some of 
the shockingly unlivable trailer parks that are within some neighborhoods is another option. 
  
I invite the Mayor and Council and members of the Planning Commission to tour the neighborhoods 
surrounding the Grant/Alvernon intersection. Prove to us that your ordinance is written to protect us from 
greedy investors wanting only to make a buck off of our neighborhoods. Prove to us that increasing our 
density and the number of rentals via ADUs will benefit our neighborhoods and not be a burden on already 
stressed lower income neighborhoods. 
 
Please reconsider the language of the ADU ordinance and write it so that ALL neighborhoods have the 
same design guidelines and protections and so that investors do not exploit the ordinance to the 
detriment of neighborhoods.  Protect my neighborhood, too. 
 
Meg Johnson 
Secretary, Garden District Neighborhood Association 
 
 
 
 
 
 



City of Tucson 
Planning Commission 
 
Re: C8-21-01 Accessory Dwelling Units UDC Text Amendment – Study Session (Citywide) 
 
June 27, 2021 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
On behalf of the Jefferson Park Neighborhood Land Use Committee, of which I am Chair, I would like to 
note our opinions on the ADU text amendment proposed by City staff: 
 

• The ADU text amendment will have a negative impact on core neighborhoods – it will result in 
increased density at the expense of quality of life and green space. 

• Once the ADU text amendment is passed by M&C, the City staff have no capacity or resources 
to monitor or mitigate the negative impacts of this amendment. There needs to be a sunset 
clause after two years.  

• HOAs are exempt from this amendment, while core neighborhoods (near the University) will 
suffer the brunt of its effects. 

• Neighborhoods with NPZ or HPZs are only partially protected, due to the fact that failure to 
comply with either building codes or use codes (such as the Group Dwelling Code Amendment) 
is complaint-driven by neighbors and neighborhood associations. This puts the burden on us.  

• Neighborhoods without the above historic protections are even more vulnerable, as 
construction in those neighborhoods has no design review procedures in place. 

• ADUs, if built on the sides or front of an existing contributing property, will result in the loss of 
that property’s historic contributing status, and potentially will jeopardize the historic status of 
the whole neighborhood.  

• As there is no owner-occupancy requirement, this text amendment will increase the number of 
Airbnbs and short term rentals in the City, thereby driving up rents for everyone else. It will also 
increase the number of out-of-town owners (i.e. investors) of these properties who have no 
interest in or commitment to Tucson’s communities.  

• The proposed size and height of ADUs are too large for the scale of our neighborhoods, and will 
completely change the neighborhood character.  ADUs should be no larger than 500 sq ft and 
no taller than one story.  

• Finally, we think it is highly unlikely that these units will be affordable, and think that they will 
have no impact on the gap in the availability of affordable housing. 

 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Joan Hall 
Chair, LUC 
JPNA 



To: City of Tucson Planning Commissioners 
From: Colette Altaffer, Community Advocate 
Re:  Proposed Changes to UDC to include Accessory Dwelling Unit Criteria 
 
June 27, 2021 
 
The staff memo supporting the inclusion of ADU code language is full of rosy promises about what these code 
changes will produce in our neighborhoods.  Before you consider increasing density in our community, there is 
one question you need to ask yourselves. 
 
Who among you can afford to become an environmental refugee?   
 
Unless you have been asleep for the past few years, you have already noticed the sustained increase in 
temperatures.  You have also heard about our water shortages.  Neither of these environmental conditions is 
going to improve.  So why would you want to do something that will increase our heat island effect, reduce 
rainfall, and put all of us at risk of having to abandon our homes and our community to seek shelter in some 
distant place? 
 
We hear about the goal to plant a million trees and then we propose to add more concrete and asphalt and 
remove trees. We hear assurances that ADUs will have cool roofs, but those roofs are petroleum-based.  They 
must be repeatedly repainted.  This is hardly an environmental solution.  Will we also require the walls of these 
structures to be painted white as well?  After all, walls get hot and radiate heat back into the environment. 
 
Tucson may soon find itself relying on our aquifer for our water.  Why would you want to reduce the 
opportunity for absorbing rainwater by covering more of the ground with cement and asphalt?  If preserving the 
environment does not speak to you, then at least examine some of the other claims. 
 
Affordable housing:  Some claim that ADUs will provide affordable and Section 8 housing.  Do you really 
know what the average income of our residents is or what constitutes “affordable”?  Section 8 housing relies on 
the federal government to make up the difference for what the renter cannot afford to pay.  There is a cap on 
this figure that is less than $1000 per month.  Reimbursements have been running an average of three months 
late.  How many residents do you know of who can afford to take out a loan to construct an ADU, keep the rent 
below $1000, and then wait several months for their reimbursement? 
 
Age in Place:  How many of you have taken care of an elderly family member?   If so, you already understand 
how unrealistic this is.  A person who is advancing in years wants less responsibility, not more.  Expecting them 
to add a second unit and become a landlord, with all that entails, while dealing with declining health, and 
heaven forbid, declining mental health, borders on abusive. 
 
Retain Neighborhood Character and Allow Diverse and Flexible Housing Options:  These contradict each other.  
“Allow diverse and flexible housing options” is code language for massively increasing density, turning 
neighborhoods into vast parking lots, enriching investors, since they will constitute the majority of property 
owners who can afford an ADU, and destroying neighborhood character. 
 
If you care at all about our environment or our community, this ordinance needs a serious rewrite.  Accessory 
Dwelling Units MUST be smaller, their heights must be lower, property owners must be required to plant at 
least one tree and water harvesting features must be required.  Before any ADU ordinance is passed, Tucson 
needs to pass regulations for Airbnbs that are modeled after the Phoenix regulations.  A sunset clause must be 
included that automatically sunsets these ADU criteria after two years unless it can be demonstrated with clear 
and convincing evidence that the regulations have not exacerbated the decline of our neighborhoods or our 
environment. 



From: Lisa Maher
To: Ward2; Ward1; Daniel Bursuck; Regina Romero; Ward6; Ward5; ward3; Ward4
Cc: Meg Johnson; Lois Pawlak
Subject: [EXTERNAL]On the subject of ADUs
Date: Monday, June 28, 2021 11:29:56 AM

Honorable Mayor and Council,

I understand that Accessory Dwelling Units are much on everyones' minds.  There are many reasons I hope you will
oppose this measure:

*Greedy absentee landlords (74% of dwellings are rentals in our square mile of Garden District) will see this as an
easy way to stuff more revenue into their acreage.  Already the flight of owner-occupied dwellings has begun in
earnest, this legislation will only exacerbate the trend, which has an enormous impact on quality of life for all of us.

*Inevitably vegetation will be lost to make way for rental guest houses and this city needs more, not less, vegetation
of every type.  I see hardscaping (concrete and asphalt primarily) as one of the prime reasons that Tucson is unable
to properly percolate the rainfall it does get, which would allow recharge of the critical aquifer and is key to the
neutering of climate change and aridification.

*So many empty buildings are just crying out for re-use and re-development.  No more building!  As the economy
continues to favor online shopping and chain restaurants, there will be even more empty structures around us, and
there are so very many already.

*Perhaps there could be municipal bonds issued to attract those same greedy landlords to developing the empty
office buildings and large swaths of shopping and strip malls into low-income housing.  Tax advantages are always
attractive to investors.

*Current zoning guidelines protect the investments already made by us, and distilling their power with the stroke of
a pen is a betrayal of trust.

Thanks for following along,

Lisa Harber Maher
GDNA Treasurer
4109 E Pima Street
520.256.0991
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From: Bill Du Pont
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU Amendment
Date: Monday, June 28, 2021 9:04:11 AM

Dear Mr. Bursuck,
 
The ADU amendment should be put on hold until the COT adopts short term rental guidelines as
Phoenix has in place.  Again your putting, as they say, the cart before the horse. 
 
I state this as someone who worked on the original Red Tag Ordinance and the years it took to have
this tool in place.  This Ordinance has given some relief to neighborhoods, especially around the
University, from unruly party gatherings.  It has already been documented that these short term
rentals have now become the site of many unruly party gatherings and there is nothing in place to
address this.  It seems the Red Tag Ordinance has not really been the answer to this issue as out of
state owners have had the ability to have the tags removed as happen in the Palo Verde
neighborhood.
 
The idea that ADU’s will be the answer to affordable housing has been disproven over and over
again in cities our size.  This is a push by out of state investors to take the money out of Tucson by
destroying well established neighborhoods whose owner’s biggest investment is their home.  This is
disgraceful.  Maybe you may be one of the lucky ones who live in an HOA and are protected from
this amendment, however our historic neighborhoods are not protected by what HOA’s have in
place.  The whole idea behind Federal Historic Districts was to have people reinvest in older
neighborhoods that were being abandoned as more new homes were constructed on the edges of
cities in the 70’s.  Now the City seems to be determined to once again destroy what residents have
spent years to restore and preserve historic neighborhoods.
 
Slow down the ADU Amendment process and allow meetings to be held in person not in a controlled
zoom meeting.  Please put short term rentals guidelines in place first before you proceed with the
ADU Amendment.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Bill Du Pont
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City of Tucson       June 28, 2021 

Planning Commission 

Re: C8-21-01 Accessory Dwelling Units 

Dear Commissioners: 

As a resident of Tucson since 2015 and a property owner who HAS a mother-in-law quarters built on my 
property under the current zoning rules, I am here expressing my concerns over the adoption of the 
ADU proposal as presented in its current form.  As I am often out of the city during the warmer months, 
I have taken it upon myself to attend the virtual presentation and have familiarized myself with the 
elements of the proposed ordinance. 

One of the hurdles we had to overcome when we applied and received permission to build our m-i-l 
quarters in 2016 was the parking issue.  Because we realize that we may not always be the owners and 
that renting out the facility by future owners is a possibility, we believe the addition of 2 parking spaces 
was a reasonable request, even if we never use them.  The neighborhood deserves these kinds of 
safeguards. 

With that in mind, I object to the possibility that neighborhood residents may be subjected to absentee 
landlords who, under current city operations, can be anonymous and basically incommunicado with the 
folks who live there.  Allowing additional ADUs without requiring specific registration of these rentals 
and ways to contact the actual owner is potentially a major issue.  This is especially true now that the 
CoT Police are now refusing to attend to noise complaints.  Just WHERE is a resident supposed to turn 
when a renter is disturbing the peace in their area?  I fear that vigilante justice will take over as tempers 
flare.  The City seems to have no answer for this probable development.   

Allowing absent investors to double the number of residences on a property is of major concern.  I am 
also aware that the state has restrictions on Short Term Rentals.  That should not preclude the City from 
establishing a requirement for owner contact information to be provided to neighbors in case short or 
long-term renters become a problem.  Until this issue is addressed, I remain against this ADU ordinance 
as it stands. 

Full time owners/residents deserve to be protected from outside efforts to destabilize their 
neighborhoods.  This proposed ordinance does none of this. 

 

Sincerely, 

Steve Poe 

3331 E Waverly Street 

Tucson, AZ  85716 

Palo Verde Neighborhood Association Communications Chair      

 



To: City of Tucson   Planning Commission                                                   June 28, 2021                                                                                    
From: Ronni Margolis Kotwica Palo Verde NA President & Neighborhood Advocate                                                                                                                                             
Re: C8-21-01 Accessory Dwelling Units 
 
 
As a native Tucsonan of over 70 years, I grew up in a historic neighborhood on a double lot. My parents 
wanted the space for their children, and those memories were of neighborhood children playing at our 
home on grassy yards that allowed us to be kid with expansive space and few constraints. In 1975 my 
husband and I looked for the same qualities in a home for our family. Again, having sizable yards, we too 
had all the neighborhood kids at our home, even though dynamics had changed and most children did 
not attend their ‘home’ schools. As the years passed, we built a secondary home for my mother-in-law 
on our property to get her away from harsh living in Michigan. That structure used the exact materials 
and design of our primary residence – red brick. Since her passing, it remains empty except for an 
occasional out of state visitor. I have seen my neighborhoods’ change as President of Palo Verde 
Neighborhood Association for over 20 years. 
 
Losing R-1 as a meaningful zone is of great concern. As responsible homeowners, a designated brick pad 
was incorporated in the front desert landscaping, specifically for one vehicle, and the entire yard is 
surrounded by brick and wrought iron. Unfortunately, what we as neighbors are seeing with these 
granny quarters are front yards turned into dirt parking lots. This lack of caring denigrates the 
neighborhood. 
 

▪ Having attended the virtual meetings, my bringing up the following concerns was like an 
epiphany to many in attendance. 

▪ The example of one of the ADU’s looked like a sticks & stucco yellow box. Perhaps it was 
symbolic of that neighborhood, but in mine, it would be out of place and cut-rate looking. 
Neighborhoods without historic protection are vulnerable, as construction in those 
neighborhoods has no design review procedures in place. 

▪ The ADU text amendment will have a negative impact on core neighborhoods – it will result in 
increased density at the expense of quality of life and green space. 

▪ Homes of various sizes builds the character in a neighborhood. However, a 780sq. ft. home 
would be overshadowed by an ADU up to 1,000sq. ft. In PVNA, I can count on one hand the 
number of 2-story homes. The proposed size and height of ADUs are too large for the scale of 
our neighborhoods, and will destroy its character.  ADUs should be no larger than 500 sq ft and 
no taller than one story.  

▪ HOAs are exempt from this amendment, while core neighborhoods near the University will 
suffer the brunt of its effects as they did with mini-dorms. 

▪ The ADU regulations and design guidelines should be the same for ALL Tucson neighborhoods, 
regardless of the economic status of residents.  

▪ Not requiring the main home to be owner occupied opens neighborhoods up to absentee 
landlords of two structures. As a central city neighborhood close to the University, we would be 
heavily impacted by the party houses, and with current conditions of our police department, 
their answering loud party calls is low priority. Who will mediate a party of hundreds on a 
Saturday night? Will this be up to neighbors to police their neighborhoods? 

▪ Be respectful of homeowners who have made their greatest investment of their life – their 
home. 
 

 



June 7, 2021 

Dear Tucson Mayor and City Council, 

The Blenman Elm Neighborhood Association (BENA) board has been glad to participate in 
the ADU (Accessory Dwelling Unit) Stakeholder Group over the past few months. The BENA Board 
generally agrees with the goals set out during the planning process.   

At its May 13, 2021, meeting, the BENA Board discussed the proposed regulations 
presented to the ADU Stakeholder Group at its May 5, 2021, meeting. The Board agrees with most 
of the proposed regulations but has some serious reservations about others.  

The BENA Board continues to have serious concerns about issues of parking, owner-
occupancy, and the effect on historic district designations.  The BENA Board suggests: 

Proposed regulation for parking:  
All ADUs be required to have one off-street parking space. The parking space may be 

accessed from an alley. The requirement for one parking space per ADU cannot be satisfied by on-
street parking. 

Proposed regulation on Owner Occupancy: 
Require owner-occupancy on properties with ADUs. 

The BENA Board strongly recommends an owner-occupancy requirement. Owner 
occupancy would not conflict with the goals laid out by the ADU Stakeholder Group.  

Owner occupancy enhances the character and stability of a neighborhood. 
Blenman-Elm Neighborhood is one of Tucson’s National Register Historic Districts. Owner 

occupancy contributes to homeowners’ interest in maintaining a neighborhood’s designation as a 
National Register Historic District.  

The BENA Board is concerned about the increasing trend of absentee landlords in our and 
other midtown neighborhoods. The Board is concerned that allowing ADUs without requiring owner 
occupancy would contribute to a destabilization of our and other neighborhoods.  

Protecting National Register Historic District Designations: 
The BENA Board is also concerned that other aspects of the ADU code changes might 

threaten the character and viability of our and other National Register Historic Districts.  
We suggest that ADU height, setback and lot coverage regulations should maintain the 

National Register Historic District designations for neighborhoods in Tucson. Some examples 
might include ADUs not exceeding the size of the main structure (many smaller homes exist in the 
historic neighborhoods) and ensuring that ADUs are not visible from the street (as may already be 
required by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)). 

We would like to see a separate meeting of these Historic Districts, SHPO, and City officials 
to develop an appropriate and enforceable set of ADU guidelines that protect the neighborhood 
character in historic districts.  

Thank you for always listening to our concerns and issues. We look forward to continued 
dialogue for the benefit of the community. 

Submitted on behalf of the Blenman-Elm Neighborhood Association Board. 

Alice Roe, President 
Blenman Elm Neighborhood Association 



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. 



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

mailto:garizona@cox.net
mailto:Daniel.Bursuck@tucsonaz.gov


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




From: Huff, Nancy B - (nbh)
To: Daniel Bursuck
Cc: Steve Kozachik; Diego PinaLopez; Karin Uhlich; Ernesto Portillo; D.W. Lett; Meg Johnson; loispawlak@cox.net
Subject: [EXTERNAL]personal statement re: ADU
Date: Tuesday, June 29, 2021 9:50:31 PM

June 29, 2021

To Whom It May Concern,

I have lived in the Peter Howell Neighborhood for nearly 47 years. It has stayed pretty
much the same until the recent past few years.
Mostly R1 single family residences, Alvernon to Columbus and Speedway to
Broadway, except for businesses and apartments on the arterials.
In the past few years one man has bought 7 homes, some that have guest houses
and now he has 11 Air BNB rentals in a few block radius around me.
Several neighbors now have built guest houses to use as Air BNBs.
This has certainly changed the neighborhood dynamic.
1000 square feet is not an unusual size for some the older homes near me, so having
an additional 1000 square feet for the ADU seems excessive.
If the true reason for ADUs is for an elderly relative, that might make sense, but I
have seen the majority of my elderly neighbors stay in their home until the end of their
lives. My 86 year old neighbor died yesterday and was in her home until very recently,
TMC then a short stay at a care home.

3 houses in a row on 1st St. have just been flipped by out of town companies.
As usual this is about the money. We need to keep trees alive in our yards, not cut
them down to build an Air BNB rental.
We need keep the quality of life for older home owners and the young adults and
families that will then move in.
Let developers and contractors do in fill projects, I see many available spaces for
development, like the corner of Alvernon and 5th St. where the old gas station has not
been active for years and years and is an eyesore.
Keep R1 zoning for those of us in our homes and keep our neighborhoods and
neighbors safe.

Please do the right thing,
Nancy Huff
A Peter Howell NA neighbor
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2021 10:28 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]support for UDC amendment for ADUs

 
 
 
________________________________________ 
From: hackenslash <les_p_hackenslash@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 29, 2021 10:27:45 PM (UTC‐07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission 
Cc: Daniel Bursuck 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]support for UDC amendment for ADUs 
 
29‐JUN‐2021 
TO:  City of Tucson Planning Commission 
FR:  Arroyo Chico Neighborhood Association 
RE:  Accessory Dwelling Units UDC Amendment 
 
Honorable Planning Commissioners: 
 
I write to convey our general support of the proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) amendments to the Unified 
Development Code. 
 
With the caveat that it is beyond my ability to survey every resident in my neighborhood, and that this is therefore 
admittedly a self‐selecting subset of neighborhood opinion, here is how some neighbors responded to my request for 
thoughts and comments about ADUs: 
 
"I support them wholeheartedly!" ‐‐ D. 
 
"Some properties lend themselves well, some, not so much.  I've seen some that you would think there is no way a 
casita would fit, but they pull it off.  Seen nothing more than a tar paper shack‐ish structure on the back half of a half‐
acre.  But parking is what usually kills them for me.  You usually end up with too many vehicles on the lot." ‐‐ J. 
 
"I think these should be allowed.  We have an affordable housing shortage, and if I could afford to, I would set up my 
house as a duplex type situation where the house can be opened up as one big house, or closed off as two separate full 
accommodations.  Either for family, or to rent out when/if needed.  It would also be able to function as a total 
quarantine area, for the next pandemic.  What I would like to see more/better regulated would be AirBnB situations, 
and house flippers/buyers who never intend to reside in purchased homes.  Maybe increase their city/county taxes and 
put that money toward housing programs." ‐‐ K. 
 
"I think they are great for building more community, and an opportunity for rental income for those that aren't the 
typical "landlords", but more regular people.  I would love to see more in our neighborhood and have always thought 
about one myself!" ‐‐ Z. 
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To these I would only add that amending the UDC to allow ADUs would encourage owners of the many "sleeping 
quarters", "back offices", "studios", and other structures all over Tucson to come in from the cold, get their structures 
legal ADU status, and ensure their compliance with current building codes. 
 
Thank you for your time and kind attention to our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
Les Pierce, 
President of Arroyo Chico Neighborhood Association. 
 
#EOF. 



June 29, 2021 
Subject: Opposition to ADU ordinance changes 
 
I am opposed to the proposed changes to the ADU ordinance for the reasons listed below.  Although I 
will not commit that my comments are for all residents of Garden District (Alvernon to Swan, Speedway 
to Grant), I offer these facts, observations, trends, and concerns for consideration. 
  
• ADUs appear to be the lowest hanging fruit to go after by the City of Tucson.  Why, is unknown, 

because it will be the least effective in creating “affordable housing”.  Rents will be set by the 
investors because they will own so many of the homes with ADUs.  And the lack of available homes 
and rentals is another deciding factor to ensure the rents are as high as possible. 

• Although it may seem simple to some in the City to make this change, this is a very complex issue 
and should be studied for more than a few months before deciding for residents ‘what we need’ in 
our neighborhoods.  Unfortunately, this decision will be irreversible and damage the makeup of the 
City forever.  

• A “casita” is not 1000 sq ft, unless you live in a 10,000 sq ft. home.  The size should never be as big 
or bigger than the existing home and should be limited based on the size of the lot.  Many large 
hotel rooms are 400-450 sq. ft and this is plenty of rooms to call home for 1 or 2 people.  Larger 
footprint ADUs will be homes for entire families and will be an imposition on neighboring homes, 
creating noise and animosity between residents.  And because most homes with ADUs will be 
rentals, there will be no recourse or an in town owner for residents to discuss issues with. 

• Trees and vegetation are a HUGE concern and reducing the amount of land dedicated to these is 
criminal.  Tucson is undertreed and putting in brick and mortar structures is adding to the heat 
island, not reducing it.  Furthermore, a huge percentage of current rentals do not have any trees or 
vegetation and owners have often filled yards with rock that heats up during the hot days.  This 
should not be allowed.  If ADUs are allowed, there needs to be some retrofit of current rentals to 
add trees. 

• Any ADU decision should be a pilot program and in just one small area.  After a reasonable time 
period it can be evaluated by the entire community as to the success or failure.  Turning loose the 
ADU changes to every neighborhood would be irresponsible by the City as each area is different and 
has different needs.  You would be blighting an entire City all with the swipe of a pen and it would 
never be allowed to return to the previous state.  That would be a disaster and ruin the history of 
the City.  And the State of Arizona would not allow a roll back of the ordinance as they do not allow 
“devaluing” of a property. 

• There have been too few residents weighing in on the proposed ADU changes.  Just from talking 
with many people I personally know, none of them have heard of it.  Coincidentally, they all live 
outside of the City core, with most being in HOAs, which wouldn’t allow any ADU anyhow. 

• The ADU changes would impact poorer neighborhoods and make high density areas into extremely 
high density.  Just when you think things can’t get worse, the City decides we need more to stress 
the area.  The vast majority of our neighborhood association is a higher than average stress and a 
very high percentage of incomes are below the poverty level.  How much can one neighborhood 
handle?  More stress should not be forced upon us by the City, which is what this would do. 

• Just in Garden District over the last 3-4 months we are hearing from many renters that they are 
being kicked out of their long term rental (houses and apartments) because the property was sold.  
And they all know this is happening because the new owner wants to raise the rents, by a big 
percentage, making it unaffordable.  We have more and more people asking if we know anywhere 
they can rent and rent affordably and unfortunately we don’t have any suggestions for them. 



• In these last 5 months we have had more homes sold behind the scenes to investors, robbing people 
of the full price that their home is really worth, which is very sad and should be illegal, because 
homes are still the average person’s biggest life investment.  In most cases these homes are 
purchased for 60-80% less than market price.  If the City is so worried about affordable housing, 
they should be holding seminars about home sales trends, investor tactics to beware of, grant 
money that is available for home repairs, and other topics that could help residents stay in their 
homes longer. 

• Investors are now big conglomerates and large private equity firms that work with brokers to find 
the homes in ways that we don’t even know about.  They “mine” our data, market trends and our 
contact information and go after our homes in our neighborhoods with a vengeance.  They buy with 
cash, forgoing the need to borrow FHA, VA, or conventional, locking out the single family home 
owner we want in our neighborhoods. 

• The Garden District rental rate was 74% as of the 2020 census and we are headed upward faster 
than ever, which is not good.  It will be hard for any neighborhood association to have home owners 
or long term renters who are invested in either maintaining or making our neighborhood nicer, 
which will kill our neighborhood and those that have even less participation than we do.   And it will 
happen literally overnight.  How many rentals and residents are we expected to be able to provide 
support to with no revenue stream for our needs? 

• ADUs are just a giveaway to investors and should in no way be funded.   If there is even one 
loophole in a funding opportunity, an investor will find it and exploit money that was meant to help 
the smaller single home, home owner.  A loophole is why some neighborhoods have mini dorms and 
that mistake shouldn’t be repeated. 

• Big investors have raced to the real estate market with their money because returns are so high.  
With 2 rental units on a lot, the rate of return on investment will double and their payback time for 
their investment will be cut in half.  Here is some simple math:  Buy a house for $260K (average for 
our area).  Covert the carport or out building to an ADU ($60K and usually no permits), rent each 
dwelling for $1500 or so each, payback on their $320K investment will be about 107 months or 8.9 
years ($320K / $3000 per month).  The typical family who buys a home take out a loan typically for 
30 years, 15 if you can afford it.  These investors aren’t going to give up their cash cows once they 
buy them unless they want to buy another property, so homes may not turn over very quickly 
either, not unless the market prices start to fall and there is no projection of this to occur due to the 
lack of housing.  And there will not be affordable housing provided by these investors.  Why would 
they price rents below market value?  There is no reason to.  I think everyone has forgotten about 
California’s rent control way back when.  This is exactly why they had to have it. 

• There are many big investors that have been buying significant numbers of our homes, putting a 
stranglehold on Tucson.  Just a few minutes on the Pima County Assessor’s website found these: 

1. KMS ENTERPRISES  – 732 properties – numerous in Garden District 
2. GREAT AMERICAN HOLDING COMPANY (Mike Anderson) - 23 properties  
3. ARVM (aka Main Street Renewal – a multi billion dollar nationwide company) - 52 properties 
4. Hesser Properties LLC – 17 properties 
5. First Federal LLC - 10 properties 

• People at the public meetings I’ve attended put on by the City regarding ADU changes don’t think 
most homes will have an ADU due to the big investment, but there are some creative solutions to 
that money issue, being advertised on the internet.  They included pre-fab ADUs provided by 
investors like United Dwelling who will build the ADU for you and then manage it.  There was 
another ad for a similar company who would pay to build the ADU and then take a portion of the 
rent each month.  The net is filled with alternative financing and building options.  It sounds good if 



you’re an investor, but will help proliferate the building of these in a very short time frame, 
overcrowding the neighborhoods. 
https://www.uniteddwelling.com/adu/how-to-finance-adu-accessory-dwelling-unit 

• Our crime WILL skyrocket in all areas with more density.  More people does not equal a safer, lower 
crime neighborhood.  TPD has said crime is on the rise and this is the trend nationwide according to 
the news reports. 

• The City will not support neighborhood improvements with resources and dollars.  Adding more 
issues to the plates of neighborhood associations ‘staffed’ with volunteers is unconscionable.  We 
should be paid to do the City’s work of reporting graffiti, code issues, crime, picking up trash, 
reporting street and signage issues, etc.  We spend thousands of hours each year of our free time 
that we could be spending with family and friends, doing the City’s work, which is an abuse and 
hardship on our residents. 

• ADUs WILL guarantee more Airbnb type rentals, reducing rentals and home for residents.  There is a 
good article written in Jan. 2019 about how Sedona is suffering from the Airbnb type short term 
rental and a lack of affordable housing.  It discusses how rents have skyrocketed and less and less 
people who work in Sedona are able to afford to live there.  These situations are being fueled by 
investors, who are profiting from this and since they often don’t even live or have their companies in 
Arizona or Tucson, the City sees little do not benefit from tax revenue or the ‘trickle down effect’. 
 https://www.azcentral.com/story/news/local/arizona/2019/01/29/sedona-faces-housing-shortage-
short-term-vaction-rentals-take-over/2342431002/ 

• Investor rental income is going out of town to where they are located , so it’s a double loss for high 
rental cities.  People working in Flagstaff are now living in Winslow.  A relative of mine lives in 
Cottonwood and workers are now paying at least $900 for a trailer home or apartment and then 
they have to drive a long way to where they wokr.  And we all know wages for hospitality, 
restaurant, and service workers are not very good in AZ. 

  
The reasons are so many, it cannot be all in one letter. 
 
Options with more significant impact than the ADU should be explored and implemented.  One huge 
opportunity is to convert vacant stores and properties that are on major transit routes to affordable 
housing.  These include stores like Macy’s at Park Place, JC Penney at El Con, Bally’s gym on Grant at 
Swan and many others. 
 
Until all feasible options are on the table and being discussed by residents all over Tucson, residents 
with R-1 and R-2 properties should not be thrown under the bus and expected to shoulder the burden of 
the affordable housing issue alone or be the first guinea pig in trying to attack it.  And to do this during 
the Covid time period is also inexcusable.  People need to be able to participate in person.  And City 
personnel and planning committee members should be required to meet with neighborhood 
associations to discuss the issues and options with residents, in person, so they can see and experience 
our neighborhoods and our issues.  Looking at maps online and making decisions from their desks 
should not be allowed, but this is what appears to be happening.  Remote meetings ignore and block out 
residents without computers and seem to be a very convenient way for the City to push through their 
initiatives without due diligence to obtain input from all affected residents, not just ones subscribing to 
the City’s communications.  Even when being an attendee at these remote meetings, we were only 
given a couple cursory minutes to voice our concerns.  Residents should not have a decision forced on 
them to give up what little privacy they have at their homes and they didn’t even know it was 
happening. 
 

https://www.uniteddwelling.com/adu/how-to-finance-adu-accessory-dwelling-unit
https://www.azcentral.com/story/news/local/arizona/2019/01/29/sedona-faces-housing-shortage-short-term-vaction-rentals-take-over/2342431002/
https://www.azcentral.com/story/news/local/arizona/2019/01/29/sedona-faces-housing-shortage-short-term-vaction-rentals-take-over/2342431002/


Sincerely, 
 
Lois Pawlak 
Garden District Resident and President 
 



1

Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 2:09 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU ordinance

 
 
 
________________________________________ 
From: Allyson Solomon <allyson@mpaaz.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 2:08:24 PM (UTC‐07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission 
Cc: Lynne Birkinbine; Rory Juneman 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU ordinance 
 
Honorable chairperson and commissioners, 
 
I would like to express my support, as a member of the City’s stakeholder group in my capacity as the Executive Director 
of MPA, for the ADU ordinance that is up for approval. 
 
My statement of support is short and simple, as I believe the ordinance has been fully vetted through the stakeholder 
and broader community outreach process. This is a much needed ordinance that will provide additional housing options 
in a market with staggering demand and ever dwindling supply. 
 
While there may be those who are not fully on board with this ordinance, I want to assure you, as a participant in the 
process, all voices were heard and accommodations were made. I support this compromise and truly believe it is as 
close as we may come, as a community, to creating policy that allows for this type of dwelling unit to exist among 
current residences while still making it a useable policy for those looking to embrace additional housing on their 
property. 
 
Policy is crafted to work within the majority of situations, to protect the existing population while allowing for change 
and growth, we must embrace this type of growth, which supports our community’s need for multigenerational and 
non‐traditional housing options. 
 
Best, 
Allyson Solomon 
Executive Director, 
Metropolitan Pima Alliance 
 



June 30, 2021 

 

City of Tucson 
Planning Commission 

Re: C-8-21-01 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 

Planning Commissioners, 

I have been a Tucson resident for the past 27 years but also a city planner for another 
municipality (outside Pima County) for the past 15 years.  I recently completed research on 
ADUs as possible housing alternatives for a 5.5 square mile area in a community that is low-
income, over 70% Hispanic, mostly zoned for single-family (majority built during the post WWII 
years), and abutting an extension of the light rail.  My comments are based on the need for 
affordability and equity.  

EQUITY ISSUES 

ADU programs have been adopted in many cities trying to respond to lack of rental options, to 
assist low income communities in providing for affordable housing, increase income 
opportunities, and proximity to transit.  But, how will low income communities really benefit? 

While offering ADUs as housing alternatives, the city should discuss who really will benefit from 
this text amendment, and be ready to provide a solution. At current construction costs, I am 
not sure that anyone other than investors, high or middle-high income earners can benefit. 

 Type of client and ability to finance an ADU 
 Architects cost and time.  It is not uncommon to have site plans return for corrections, 

regardless of how much experience the architect has. 
 Permit fees and maneuvering through the city’s system 

It is less likely that lower income families will have the knowhow, cash, and time to spend on 
architects and maneuver through the system. They will also face more difficulty in securing 
financing. There is something the city of Tucson can do to facilitate the process and offset some 
costs; this should be part of the text amendment approval. 

Permit Ready Plans.  In 2018, the city of Encinitas, California, under their “Housing for 
Generations” Program, issued an RFP for the development of ‘permit ready’ detached ADUs.  

file:///C:/Users/052811/Downloads/RFP_Permit-
Ready_Accessory_Dwelling_Unit_Program2018-06-12%20(1).pdf 

Encinitas paid the two architectural firms $16,000 each for 4 sets of plans. The city, wisely, also 
paid an additional $4,000 to each firm to make updates due to new Building Code requirements 
(information provided by Claudia Bingham, Encinitas Deputy City Clerk).   



Plans are available to be downloaded from the Encinitas website, free of charge, along with a 
complete guide to building ADUs. The city waves most of the permit fees if one of their permit 
ready plans is used - there is not much to review other than ADU placement, setbacks, and building 
code separation. 

 
DZN and Design Path Studios ADU architectural plans at https://encinitasca.gov/pradu 

$40,000 was not a large cost to provide the community with 8 permit ready detached ADU plans. 
Even if it costs more today, it is a good city and community investment. Housing funds could be 
procured and I hope that local community organizations and architect firms would assist as well. 

The only thing I don’t agree with Encinitas is the ADU plan sizes: smallest is almost 500 sf and the 
largest at 1,200 sf – that is a home, not an ADU. The city of Tucson should consider having plans for 
smaller detached ADUS, starting with the size of a tiny home. Let’s consider equity and provide 
choices that are more financially accessible and can benefit lower income families. A small detached 
ADU could be perfect for a Tia or Abuelita, or for someone who needs to rent a small place, and it 
may not break the bank to build it. 

I’ve read the comments and concerns from the public, especially in relation to Historic Districts, 
student housing, parking, and ADU size. Many believe that 1,000 sf is too big, I believe the same. 
The maximum should not exceed 800 sf – you may not end up with infill, but gentrification instead. 

Parking.  After developing urban zoning codes, I have come to realize that the substance of parking 
is in real life and not in an urbanism paper. You may shop a little locally, but to save on larger 
purchases you need a car to get to the ‘mega-marts’; if you are in construction you probably won’t 
use transit to get to the job site, never mind the 30 pounds of tools you carry; maybe there are no 
transit lines by your job or the kids daycare. Real life issues. 

More research should be done. No additional parking for ADUS might work in some places but be 
unrealistic in some neighborhoods, especially if the ADUS are not for extended family but simply for 
rent/airbnb. Trust the neighborhoods, they know what they are facing. 

I thank you and city staff for taking the time to read my comments. 

 

Respectfully, 

Vania Fletcher, Resident of Ward 2 

https://encinitasca.gov/pradu
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 3:39 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]comment for the record re: ADU's and investors

  

From: ROBIN MOTZER <rmotzerdesigns@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 3:39:05 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]comment for the record re: ADU's and investors 

Hi, Planning Commission:  
   
Increasing the number of rental/ management companies will be a terrible idea. I own a home in a HOA, and that is bad 
enough as the management is abusive to homeowners, taking advantage of elderly and single women, closing pools, 
raising monthly fees, cutting down mature plants, trees, using toxic chemicals, frequently bullying and harassing. My 
management company put my account into collections, in spite of proving all my payments. This happened twice, and 
took 12 years to correct. Dealing with a local management company who has too much power and keeps getting away 
with unethical (criminal) behaviors, makes up much of HOA's/management. They have ruined my neighborhood and 
home of 17 years. They clearly do not care.  
   
Too much power corrupts, why add more problems?  
   
Increasing ADU's, Wall Street investors, etc. will end the liberties we have left. Selling homes, allowing proliferation of 
ADU's for big companies' creates more problems and many will suffer the consequences, including the quaintness and 
character of Tucson.  
   
And, with what we are now faced with OTARD (over the air reception devices)‐ cell towers on homes...think what 
investors will do! They will create more havoc on homeowners. Our best defense against trespassing our rights is 
ownership...  
   
Please think very carefully and remember common sense, compassion and empathy. Corporations tend to ruin local 
small businesses and quality of life. Small businesses are one of our last freedoms, and are being challenged with 
multiple current crises we face. Homeownership is facing "big money" buyouts and supports unethical, 
uncompassionate behaviors. Do we really need to keep selling ourselves to these same big business systems with so 
many problems? Let's continue to allow people the liberty to afford a home in Tucson, and keep the big, greedy 
"investors" out of our homes and neighborhoods. They drive up prices and lessen quality of life.  
   
Look at the housing mayhem and ugliness that surrounds the UA (esp Speedway and Park block of high rises‐‐‐ the least 
efficient type dwellings for the Desert). Investors build fast, low quality and do not care. You have the power to say "no", 
please do so. They have ruined the once beautiful main gate, the historic neighborhoods, bungalows and the campus.  
   
Many investors do not even live in Tucson or Pima County. They do not contribute or compare with the way residents 
who care live. Investors do not care about flora and fauna. Why add to climate issues through their lack of compassion 
and empathy of the Sonoran Desert?!  
   
Please protect Tucson, residents, wildlife, trees, plants‐‐‐‐ they all call Tucson home and do not deserve to be bulldozed 
(on many levels). We do not need to increase abuse‐ physically, emotionally, spiritually and financially.  
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We need new, innovative, compassionate solutions. We need opportunities for small business owners and home owners 
to preserve a decent quality of life. If you have questions, please contact me.  
   
Please reference this article to stop this from happening in Tucson:  
   
https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2019/02/single‐family‐landlords‐wall‐street/582394/  
   
Thank you for your consideration and in advance for saying "no".  
   
   

Robin Motzer 

Designs For A Better World 

Sustainable Tucson Habitat Restoration 

NOFA/ Organic Farming Association, Advocate 

Rights of Nature, Southern AZ Coordinator 

  

  

"I sing in harmony with all of nature's voices, Knowing that simplicity and kindness are choices. I connect with the 
earth in my bare feet, My heart connects with all of life's beat;" Excerpt from Robin Motzer's original poem, I AM 
Nature, We Are Nature, San Pedro Anthology, Volume I, page 27.  
 
"I AM Loud Hawk, Poet With A Purpose! I speak for nature, non‐humans and humans" 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: Michay Brown <ombrown08@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 4:34 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU's

Dear Mr. Bursuck, 
 
I haved lived  in Sam Hughes for approximately 5 years with my sister who has been a resident for over 15 years.  My 
mother recently purchased a home in Sam Hughes as well. She purchased her home because we could not alter my 
sister's home to allow her to live on premises.  We are familiar with some of the challenges of expanding a guest house 
in Sam Hughes and we appreciate first hand the desire we all have to be close to our loved ones.   
 
That said, while we are sympathetic to the cause, to preserve the Historic status and attractive, uniform look of the 
neighborhood,  appealing to visitors to Tucson and Tucsonans alike, I can only support ADU's with limitations at this 
time.  I also reviewed the limitations of certain other cities, ie. 500 sq ft or less.  I see no good reason for Tucson to be 
the outlier and establish such broad regulations on ADU's as have been proposed. 
 
I support small ADU's (smaller than the primary residence) at the rear of the primary dwelling.  I would even be open to 
one, two‐story structure per yard with a limit on the number of bedrooms per structure or better yet, occupants per 
structure, provided the architectural style mirror's the primary residence.  I am not even as concerned about whether or 
not the ADU is used as a rental property so long as the primary residence is NOT a rental and therefore still a 
contributing member of the Historic Status.  Otherwise, I am not in favor of impsing other requirements as these are 
separate homes and we do not live in a HOA community.   
 
I am balancing both sides.  I agree that going forward these ADU's which encourage multifamily or compound style living 
may be a good thing as the cost of housing has become unfathomable for many, but we must be prudent in our 
implementation of  policies around ADU's, lest we be guilty of irresponsible altruism jeopardizing our community at 
large.  I am also mindful of the resources  (electric, water, and internet) occupants of these new dwellings will use.  As 
Fabulous as they may seem in theory, we simply cannot afford to allow ADU'S without restrictions.  
 
Thank You for reading this note and considering my views. 
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 
O. Michay Brown 
Third and Olsen 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 5:11 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Supporting the effort to increase ADUs in Tucson

  

From: jacqui bauer <jacqui.chan71@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 5:10:36 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov>; Koren Manning <Koren.Manning@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Supporting the effort to increase ADUs in Tucson 

I will not be able to attend the ADU study session today, but wanted to submit this email to express my support for 
making it easier to build ADUs in Tucson.  We need more housing, of all kinds, to enable Tucson to continue to develop 
more sustainably and equitably. ADUs are an important example of the solutions we need to implement.  
 
Thank you again to the Commission for proactively exploring ways of improving ADU policies and expanding housing 
options overall.  I look forward to seeing even more of these in the Broadmoor‐Broadway Village Neighborhood in the 
future. 
 
Jacqui 
BBVN 
  



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 

Attachment K



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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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 11:08 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Input on ADU Hearing of July 28, 2021

________________________________________ 
From: Donald Ijams <dsijams@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 11:07:39 AM (UTC‐07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission 
Cc: Rebecca Ruopp; Liz Morales; Koren Manning; Steve Kozachik 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Input on ADU Hearing of July 28, 2021 

Planning Commission Members, 

I recently sent the following email to a number of neighborhood leaders in Tucson. Below it is a very thoughtful reply 
from one of the leaders. 

============================================ 

On 7/19/21, 12:20 PM, "Donald Ijams" <dsijams@gmail.com> wrote: 

With the advent of likely increased rental dwellings in neighborhoods (i.e, ADU changes, investors), some action by 
neighborhoods to counteract possible negative effects may in order. I ran into an article that looked at the effects on 
crime and disorder of more AirBnb rentals coming into neighborhoods ‐ https://www.wired.com/story/why‐some‐
crimes‐increase‐when‐airbnbs‐come‐town/?utm_source=facebook&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=onite‐
share&utm_brand=wired&utm_social‐type=earned 
<https://www.wired.com/story/why‐some‐crimes‐increase‐when‐airbnbs‐come‐
town/?utm_source=facebook&utm_medium=social&utm_campaign=onite‐share&utm_brand=wired&utm_social‐
type=earned> 
"The paper builds on existing sociological theories of social 
organization: the idea that a community of close‐knit neighbors who know and trust each other establishes and enforces 
its own social norms, reducing crime. Essentially, the researchers found that what’s behind the increase in violence is 
not the presence of tourists or visitors, but the absence of long‐term residents who are integrated in the community. 
“It's not the visitors themselves that’s the problem, it's the fact that you took a bunch of units that normally would have 
functioning, contributing members of a community off of the social network,” " 

I think the main point to be taken away may be that renters, whether short or long‐term, generally remain outside 
established social networks. Neighbors who know and interact with each other are prime components of crime 
prevention. People not connected to these networks don't contribute as much as long term residents to crime 
prevention and to the quality of life of all involved. 

So, a positive initiative might be to look at ways to increase renter involvement in the life of the neighborhood. What 
has been tried before that works? What face‐to‐face or electronic networks within rental communities already exist? 
What social events directed at renters and home owners can be envisioned? Would round table discussions help? Also, 
upcoming occupants of accessory dwelling units need a way and the motivation to connect. 

Addendum 1
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Thanks for giving this some thought, 
 
Don Ijams, Peter Howell Neighborhood 
 
 
On 7/20/2021 3:05 PM, Meg Johnson wrote: 
 
Don, 
 
I appreciated you forwarding this article.  I was just discussing this issue with a neighbor. He had gone over to welcome a 
new neighbor moving in and suggested the couple sign up for the neighborhood email newsletter.  The couple said they 
didn't need to because they were renters and only planned to stay for a year. Garden District would welcome hearing 
how other neighborhoods reach out and connect with tenants. 
 
I found the premise of the article very interesting and reflective of 
what is happening in the Grant/Alvernon neighborhoods.   In Garden 
District, according to the 2020 Census, we are 74% rentals. For decades, we have worked so hard to try and engage 
renters and have them feel invested and actively involved in our neighborhood, yet we have only small successes.  And, 
now, to further burden an already stressed, under‐served  neighborhood, the City plans through ADUs to increase our 
density of population and rentals. 
 
The Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) ordinance as it is proposed now is of great concern to Garden District as it would 
have a significant, irreversible impact on us and further exacerbate the problems that we already have.  One of the 
stated goals of ADUs is "sustainable infill development".  In other words, increase the density of population and number 
of rentals.  Garden District (Grant to Speedway, Alvernon to 
Swan) currently has almost 7000 residents in our one square mile neighborhood.  We and many of the other low income 
neighborhoods in the Grant/Alvernon area already have an excessively high population and rental density with all the 
problems that come with disengaged, short term tenants and absentee landlords ‐‐‐ significantly higher than average 
number of code violations and crime, huge parking demands, and negligible tree canopy and green space. 
 
On a daily basis, it is apparent that City services are not able to adequately meet the needs of our neighborhood at our 
current density. 
Additional density in neighborhoods already busting at the seams with rental properties and a large population will 
create a public safety and health issue for Tucson Police and Code Enforcement and strain other City services such as 
roads, Environmental Services, public transportation system, etc.  No one has addressed the impact increased density 
will have on water delivery and our aging infrastructure, such as our clay pipe sewers installed in the forties. 
 
The proposed ADU ordinance as it is written now also seems to be incentivizing investors to purchase owner‐occupied 
properties, convert them to rentals, and then maximize their investments by building ADUs. 
Two units to rent vs one? You bet. Convert an R‐1 property to R‐2? You bet.  Build the maximum size of a 1000 sq ft ADU 
in order to charge a higher rent?  Of course.  Incidentally, 1000 sq ft will be bigger than many, if not most, of our two 
bedroom homes in Garden District.  Two story?  There goes the privacy and views of the neighbors, but it allows the 
investor to build to the maximum so they can charge the highest rent possible for the property. What quality of ADUs do 
you think the investment companies will build? Will they maintain their rental properties? Will rents in GDNA remain 
"affordable" as they have been in previous years? From our experience, investors will raise rents and exploit our 
neighborhood, as they have in the past, and make every penny they can from cheap, poorly maintained, decrepit rentals 
with short term tenants. 
 
Garden District is not opposed to ADUs.  The need for affordable housing becomes more and more critical in Tucson 
every day as national and local multi‐million dollar investment companies purchase our residential properties and 
convert them to rentals, raising the rents in the process.  I hope the City will slow down the process of adopting the ADU 
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ordinance and really explore the ramifications and long term impact to the neighborhoods of Tucson.  I hope they will 
take the time to craft an ordinance that creates genuinely affordable housing while increasing density in a responsible 
manner, so that City services are not strained and neighborhoods retain property values, views, livability, safety, and 
aesthetics. 
 
Thank you for bringing this article to our attention and we look forward to future conversations about engaging tenants 
to become a part of our communities. 
 
Meg Johnson, Secretary, Garden District Neighborhood Association 
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Date:  July 22, 2021 
 
To: Planning Commission, City of Tucson 
 
From:  Michael W.L. McCrory, midtown resident 
 
RE:  Accessory Dwelling Unit; Proposed Zoning Code Changes  
 
I certainly appreciate the goal for the proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit (“ADU”).  Providing 
increased housing for low income individuals and the elderly are noble pursuits.  The added idea 
that they won’t need parking if near bus or other public transportation is also a great idea.  
Unfortunately, I don’t think that’s what the ADUs will do. 
 
While framed with a catchy title, this amendment is really a rezoning of all residential property 
in the City to increase density.  The permitted density of a particular zone is the most 
fundamental property of that zone.  This amendment would change R-1 from allowing single 
family residences to allowing two residences – an increase in allowed density that is closer to R-
2 than it is to R-1. 
 
That increased density will not be limited to the City’s purported goals.  In my experience, it is 
very difficult to tailor governmental zoning regulations to achieve specific ends.  The broader the 
amendment, the less likely it is to be limited to a specific result and the more it is likely to 
produce unintended consequences.  That’s clearly the case here.   
 
Once an ADU is permitted, the property owner is free to rent it to anyone, not just the elderly or 
those with low incomes.  The property owner can use the ADU as a short term rental on internet 
sites such as Air bnb or can chose to rent to students willing to pay a lot more.  Indeed, if 
someone is going to construct an ADU, it is likely that that person will need to recover the costs 
of construction through higher rents. 
 
One of the consequences of the proposed amendment is to undermine the City’s group dwelling 
codes amendments that were able to help midtown neighborhoods address the problem of large 
student rentals.  A key aspect of the group dwelling amendments was to require on-site parking if 
there were more than 5 or more bedrooms in R-1 zones.  This both addressed the problems 
caused by rentals to a number of students each with his or her own car and imposed a site 
restriction that limited the number and size of student dwellings.  With an ADU, the fifth 
bedroom would no longer require on-site parking and wouldn’t even require any additional 
parking in some areas because they will be “taking the bus.” 
 
Once constructed, past history shows that there will be very little the City can do to insure that 
these units are used in the manner that the City intends.  It’s difficult to prove any violation 
where the City has no access to the property and neighbors have limited ability to monitor the 
new use.  If a unit is built that is larger than the permitted 1000 square feet, does anyone 
seriously believe that the owner would be required to demolish all or part of it? 
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The current treatment of guesthouses illustrates the difficulties in enforcement.  Once approved, 
there is little the City can do to insure that a kitchen isn’t then installed with a full refrigerator.  
Even without what the City considers a full kitchen, many people provide electric cooking 
facilities that will do the job.  In fact, guesthouses already provide a solution to the problems of 
providing low income and elderly housing that this code amendment is supposed to address and 
shows how many are already used for short term vacation rentals.   
 
While the proposed amendment would apply city wide, it’s impact would not.  Home Owners 
Associations can have, and mostly do have, greater restrictions than City zoning.  Thus the 
ADU’s would be excluded from those areas with HOAs and limited to primarily the older, 
established neighborhoods in midtown. Those areas where ADUs were in fact permitted would 
see significant increases in density with a host of associated problems while those with HOAs 
would retain the real R-1 zoning. 
 
Finally, there is the matter of Prop 207, the state’s law establishing a property owner’s right to 
sue the City if new regulations diminish the value of that property.  The increase in the density of 
a zone invites such challenges, particularly when those impacts are limited to one part of the 
City. 
 
The issue before you is not just a code change, it is the rezoning of all residential property to 
increase density.  You are asked to do that on the basis of little more than a hope that it will 
improve low income and elderly housing. You are asked to do that regardless of expected 
adverse impacts and those which cannot be known from such a major change in the City’s 
zoning.  That does not make much sense and you should recommend to Mayor and Council that 
they do not adopt this amendment. 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:26 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]ADU proposal

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

  

From: Steve Poe <sshermanpoe@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:27:50 AM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Cc: Ronni Kotwica <paloverdena@gmail.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU proposal 

Dear Planning Commission members:  
Many concerns arise with the ADU ordinance as currently proposed.  I will try to limit my objections to two major 
issues.  
1)  Current state laws prohibit cities from close regulation of units used as b'n'b rentals.  However, the cities CAN require 
registration of these units and CAN make the owner contact info available to those surrounding the property.  With the 
current refusal/ inability of the Tucson Police Dept. to respond to party and/or noise complaints, established citizens 
have no outlet for assistance other than confrontation with offenders or ignoring the problem.  Neither is a good 
solution.  Tucson must implement registration & distribution of ownership contact info before more ADUs are allowed 
to proliferate in our established neighborhoods. 
2)  The size of the ADU should be relatively to the size of the existing unit.  Percentage limits ( compared to size of 
current structure) or lot coverage limits should be a strictly enforced part of this ordinance.  More specific guidance and 
limits need to be included for the protection of established neighbors. 
Thank you for taking a look at these and the other concerns that are raised before sending this to the City Council. 
 
Sincerely, 
Steve Poe 
3331 E Waverly St, Tucson, AZ 85716 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:29 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: Comment on Accessory Dwelling Units

  

From: Petro, Mimi <MPetro@udalllaw.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 10:28:32 AM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Comment on Accessory Dwelling Units 

Good morning. I am unable to attend the public hearing on accessory dwelling units, so I wanted to share my thoughts. I 
support the change in restrictions and requirements to allow accessory dwelling units. I think a balance can be struck 
between aesthetics, community harmony, sustainability, access, and the immense need we have for affordable housing. 
In light of the need to house people and to address Tucson’s growing community, we need to provide access to building 
ADUs and can do so without compromising other values our community holds. Thank you. 
  
  
Melissa (Mimi) Noshay‐Petro
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 11:19 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Accessory Dwelling Units

  

From: Linda Ray <lindaray64@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 11:18:13 AM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Accessory Dwelling Units 

I think they should be allowed now that we have such a housing crisis in 
town. 
 
Please consider a five‐year review for each unit if that is in any way 
feasible. Or a cap and review for the whole idea in five years. We need to 
house the current people who need it; that may change and we want to 
protect the units now in place. That makes sense to me as part of the 
discussion. 
 
LInda Ray 
5701 E. Glenn St., #33 
Tucson, AZ 85712 
520‐321‐7544 
PCT: 107 
Dist. 10 
 
‐‐  

Be kind to everyone you meet. They're having a hard time. (paraphrasing author Ian Maclaren) 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 2:02 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Comment on Accessory Dwelling Unit Proposal

  

From: Alexandra Goff <alexandra.r.goff@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 2:01:51 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Comment on Accessory Dwelling Unit Proposal 

Hello, I am submitting the following written comment in advance of the meeting on the draft proposal on accessory 
dwelling units:  
 
I support the proposal allowing accessory dwelling units on all residential properties in Tucson. ADU's are an important 
tool to control housing costs, let families stay together, and give property owners additional forms of income and 
control over their land. 
 
I support the proposal as drafted with the exception that I support waiving the parking minimum requirement for all 
cases. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Alexandra Goff 
1 W Broadway Blvd 
Tucson AZ 85701 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 12:57 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]This is an awesome idea!!! Many progressive cities are already doing this or 

something similar. Love it alot! I want Tucson to be a progressive City!!!

 
 
 
________________________________________ 
From: Katina Cooper <katinacooper@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 12:56:52 PM (UTC‐07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]This is an awesome idea!!! Many progressive cities are already doing this or something similar. Love 
it alot! I want Tucson to be a progressive City!!! 
 
Katina Cooper 
Voter and resident 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 5:10 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Accessory Dwelling Units - Input

  

From: I a <unno2002@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 5:10:11 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Accessory Dwelling Units - Input 

This is an insane idea.  
 
We already face cutbacks in water, combined with lost hydroelectric generation. 
 
The LAST thing we need is a deliberate increase in residence units, therefore demand on resources. 
 
Is the "grid" going to be able to handle the population influx & utility demand? 
 
Electricity? 
Water? 
Seware? 
Traffic? 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 3:27 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]In Favor of Proposed ADU Amendment

  

From: Simmons Buntin, Terrain.org <sb@terrain.org> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 3:27:19 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]In Favor of Proposed ADU Amendment 

Howdy,  
 
Just a quick note to say that I’m very much in favor of the proposed amendment to the Unified Development Code to 
allow accessory dwelling units. I won’t be at the hearing, but thought I’d share my endorsement, and also extend thanks 
for your great work on this important matter. 
 
All best, 
 
Simmons Buntin 
651 N. Richey Blvd. 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
520‐241‐7390 
sb@terrain.org 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 5:09 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]ADU proposal

 
 
 
________________________________________ 
From: bruce plenk <bplenk@igc.org> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 5:09:13 PM (UTC‐07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU proposal 
 
Great idea!! 
 
Bruce Plenk 
 
Ward 2 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 1:30 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: Accessory dwelling units -- proposed zoning changes

  

From: Stephen Allen <sca-of-az@live.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 1:29:35 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Accessory dwelling units -- proposed zoning changes 

Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
I would like to suggest that the square footage of any subgrade (basement) rooms that might be included in an 
accessory dwelling unit, not be counted against the limit on square footage for the unit. So doing would allow 
greater flexibility and better utilization of the available land, without a worse impact on the neighborhood.  
 
Stephen Allen 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 12:21 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]accessory dwelling units

  

From: chloe <chloe48377@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 12:21:16 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]accessory dwelling units 

I support changing zoning laws in the City of Tucson to support accessory dwelling units! 
Sincerely 
Clara Morrison 
Registered Voter 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 6:14 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Dwelling units Where?

  

From: Cynthia Ayala <cindysfamily@cox.net> 
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2021 6:14:03 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Cc: bcvanover81271@yahoo.com <bcvanover81271@yahoo.com>; Bette <BDTRAHAN@yahoo.com>; Julia Valencia 
<jovalencia5@yahoo.com>; Vita Baker-Luna EA <vitablea@cox.net>; James Christopher 
<Jchristopher4445@gmail.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Dwelling units Where? 

Several questions, 

1. Will these be placed in neighborhoods?  
2. Will the neighborhoods have input as to where they are going?  
3. What type in dwellers will this be targeting?  
4. Will those neighborhoods who are Associations, be notified through their Boards?  
Lot's of questions running. 

Cynthia Harper‐Ayala, Pres  
Pueblo Gardens N/A 

 "Put your Faith in their hands, your Love in their arms, & Spirit  
in their Soul, and our kids will show you a legacy you just can't miss." 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 12:22 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]ASsESSORY DWELLING UNITS

 
 
 
________________________________________ 
From: Loren Dawn <kloren@myexcel.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 12:21:47 PM (UTC‐07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ASsESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
 
This needs more careful review.  I dont agree to the size for any lot that is 7000.   It depends on the size of the main 
house for one thing.   What if its 800sq ft …the assessory unit is 1000?     There needs to be more parameters….. I could 
see these popping up all over and creating problems in old, stable neighborhoods.    I am not against assessor dwellings.  
It can be fine on a large enough lot, with place to park.  I just think it needs to be looked at more closely and there needs 
to be more guidance in place. 
 
Loren Dawn 
Mid town 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 5:58 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: ADUs - limit corporate ownership

 
 
 
________________________________________ 
From: sonya norman <sonyanorman@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 5:58:21 PM (UTC‐07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADUs ‐ limit corporate ownership 
 
I will not be able to participate in the upcoming meeting, but would like to submit an opinion. 
 
I am concerned that corporate owners will buy up mid‐town properties, building ADUs and turning those properties into 
rentals that double their return. There should be a limit to ownership of lots w ADUs. The limit should be 2 such lots per 
owner, including owners who are subsidiaries of other entities, family members, LLCs of different names held by same 
owners and linked business partners. (This language will be very important to avoid loop holes. ) There should also be a 
limit on the number of permits issued per individual or entity to build an ADU. The limit should be 2   These are very 
important, otherwise we will see a rush of corporate owner/builders rushing to the buffet table. 
One of the stated intents of this measure is to help home owners garner a little additional income. The small, individual 
owner is capable of creating the extra needed housing. We do not need the house flippers and property management 
companies to fulfill this. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Sonya Norman, 
Mid‐town 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



WORKER INC   825 NORTH NORTON AVENUE TUCSON ARIZONA 85719   workerincorporated.com   520-664-4847 

 
JULY 22, 2021 
 
 
City of Tucson 
Planning Commission 
PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov 
 
 
RE: ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT MODIFICATION TO CITY OF TUCSON UDC 
 
 
Planning Commission: 
 
I am a Sam Hughes resident of 20 years, and since 1992 I have lived in the Rincon Heights, West 
University, Barrio Viejo, Ventana Canyon, and Sam Hughes neighborhoods. I am an architect and the 
majority of my work is in the historic neighborhoods of Tucson. I work with private developers, homeowners, 
and public institutions. I also have taught at the School of Architecture at the University of Arizona for the 
past 15 years. I am writing both as a professional and a resident who cares deeply about Tucson. 
 
I was asked by the City of Tucson Planning and Development services department to be a stakeholder to 
assist in discussing and generating the parameters for modifying the existing UDC to allow for Accessory 
Dwelling Units. I attended all meetings except for one. 
 
I also completed a report in 2021 for AARP as a faculty member of the College of Architecture, Planning, 
and Landscape Architecture at the University of Arizona on the limits for the implementation of innovative 
housing types within the region (accessory dwelling units being one of the housing types).  
 
I support the proposed modifications to the existing UDC to allow for the construction of Accessory 
Dwelling Units, per the following parameters as defined by the planning department: 
 

• One ADU would be allowed on any residential lot in the city (meaning any lot with one or two 
homes) 

• The maximum size of the ADU would be 1,000 square feet for lots over 7,000 square feet and 
750 square feet on lots under 7,000 square feet 

• All other dimensional standards, including maximum building height, lot coverage, and setbacks 
would apply 

• One parking space would be required per ADU, which could be waived for sites that are a 
quarter-mile from transit or a bike boulevard; on-street parking can also be used 

• Each newly constructed ADU would be required to have a cool roof 
 
  



WORKER INC   825 NORTH NORTON AVENUE TUCSON ARIZONA 85719   workerincorporated.com   520-664-4847 

Below are some observations I had during the stakeholder meeting process.  
 
1 
I am always amazed at how well city staff run the meetings and how succinctly the information is 
presented. I believe the city allowed all participants time and space to offer their opinions. I believe city 
staff did not offer their individual opinions or try to persuade the various stakeholders to change their 
mind. I believe the city staff used the meetings and data to provide a proposed amendment based on the 
majority opinions of the stakeholders present. I commend the city in their neutrality.  
 
 
2 
I am concerned this process is reinforcing stereotypes that have not been fully researched or investigated. 
Language regarding student housing, developers, renters, parking and short term occupancy is consistently 
negative and anecdotal. If someone has a positive story to tell about AirBnB’s or living next to students or 
working with a developer, those do not receive the same attention or scrutiny negative stories do. This is a 
very unfortunate result of the process.  
 
 
3 
Student housing has a particular geography. There are nodes throughout the city where student housing is 
popular, but the greatest impact is around the university. The ADU code amendment will have an impact on 
the entire city. Where were the representatives from Julia Keen, Elvira, Lakeside Park, Amphi, Rillito Park? 
What would the discussion be if we had a neighborhood representative from each neighborhood? 
 
 
4 
What is the reality of the impact ADU's will have on the landscape? Will it really create mini-dorms? Will 
it be as large a scale as some folks are implying? What are the various land development professionals 
that will participate in the development of ADU's? There have been insinuations about the scale and about 
the type of developers that will jump at this opportunity. Precedent in other communities has shown that 
developers do not build ADU’s at the scale (numbers, not size) some stakeholders have voiced concern 
over. 
 
 
5 
As part of the study for AARP, I found the only jurisdiction to allow ADU’s in the metro Tucson area is the 
city of South Tucson. Yet, I can probably list at least 20 or so fully functioning ADU’s in my neighborhood 
alone.  
 
 
6 
If the city of Tucson wants to provide a more flexible land use code that will lead to more innovative 
housing types, the commissions, departments, and elected officials should revisit the restrictive language 
regarding parking requirements for R1 properties and the definitions of “kitchen” and “bedroom.” The 
zoning code should not be used to police perceived bad practices and behaviors. 
 
 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 
 
 
Bill Mackey 
Architect, Worker Inc. 
Resident, Sam Hughes Neighborhood (825 North Norton Avenue) 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 7:57 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]ADU's

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

  

From: Bianca Rivera <barivera97@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 7:56:38 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU's 

I think ADU's are a fantastic option for our city.  Let's folks stay on their property or allows aging parents or elders to be 
closer to family etc. Also a great option fit lower income, singles or couples starting out. Great for small home 
movement too. Let's do it!  
 
Bianca A. Rivera 
Native Tucsonan 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2021 7:57 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Accessory Development Units

  

From: Beth Medbury <bmedbury@aol.com> 
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2021 7:56:59 AM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Accessory Development Units 

I believe this is an excellent idea. It maybe the only option for someone to have a place of their own. 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2021 4:33 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Proposal for ADUs

  

From: Gary Woodard <gary.c.woodard@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, July 24, 2021 4:32:50 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Proposal for ADUs 

I have 3 questions or concerns regarding the proposed ADU regulations: 
 
1.  I have read that the height limit is whatever the current limit is for the area; I have also read that the ADU may not 
have a roof higher than the existing main house.  In my case, the main house roof goes up to 12' 9" and the limit for the 
neighborhood (Richland Heights West) is reportedly 17'.  I want to have a sloped roof rising up to 14' to accommodate 
solar panels and to maximize views of the mountains. 
 
I have an acre lot, the nearest neighbor's house is 200 feet away, and there's currently a barn with a 12' roofline at the 
site where the ADU would go, so there's no chance of my interfering with anyone's existing views.  Do the proposed ADU 
standards allow what I want to build?  If not, maybe there should be some sort of appeals process for proposed ADUs 
that would be a bit taller than the existing house. 
 
2.  I plan on having a solar roof, with the panels integrated into the roof.  This will make the roof darker.  Is there an 
exception for the cool roof standard in cases where solar panels would reduce the albedo or Sri? 
 
3.  My planned ADU would have just under 1,000 square feet of heated and cooled space.  But it would also have a one‐
car garage, an exterior storage space for solar equipment, a covered patio, and overhangs.  Therefore, the slab and the 
roof will both exceed 1,000 square feet by a significant amount. 
 
What exactly does the 1,000 square feet limit apply to?  It seems it should apply only to heated and cooled living space. 
 
Thank you for your time.  And thank you for the efforts to make ADUs an option. 
 
Gary Woodard 
Resident, Richland Heights West 
 
‐‐  
Gary Woodard 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 8:14 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: ADU Amendment to the Zoning Code

  

From: Jim Brooker <j.brooker@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 8:13:33 AM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Cc: Karin Uhlich <Karin.Uhlich@tucsonaz.gov>; Steve Kozachik <Steve.Kozachik@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU Amendment to the Zoning Code 

Commissioners, 
 
There is a worthy goal to this ADU proposal; to offer affordable housing for a parent or grandparent to age in 
place, a caregiver's residence, or place for another family member to stay. 
 
However, this amendment unquestionably and specifically targets only the older single‐family residential 
neighborhoods in urban Tucson that were built before Home Owners Associations(HOA's) became 
commonplace. Areas with HOA's have their own rules and this proposal unfairly exempts those R1 properties. 
I reside in one of the old low‐density neighborhoods, and I love the look and feel of our fair‐sized lots with 
relatively small single‐story homes, and I know all of my neighbors do 
as well.  If the argument is made that this change will reduce the effects of urban sprawl, I would respond that 
if my next‐door neighbor was to build by right an additional structure next to my property line that could be 
bigger than my house without having to consult with me in any way, I would then become a part of that urban 
sprawl. Rather, using a special exception process would be a way for all involved to have a say in how a 
neighborhood is changed. 
 
One thousand square feet is much too large for an ADU. That is larger than my 1950's 3‐bedroom home. My 
partner and I own a rental property right next door 
to us that we purchased in 2007. It has an ADU‐also built in the 1950's. It is approximately 500 square feet and 
has plenty of room for a full kitchen, living/dining 
room, bedroom, full bathroom, and a good‐sized closet.  
 
There are no guarantees that any newly permitted ADU's will initially be or remain affordable, especially if the 
property is subsequently sold. The property owner 
is in all cases still free to rent to anyone and charge whatever they choose. There is no requirement in the 
proposed amendment that the parcel owner reside in the primary residence. There is nothing in this new 
ordinance that mandates monitoring to determine if it really is accomplishing what it sets out to do or a time 
period set to revisit its efficacy. 
 
In short, this is an ill‐conceived attempt to rezone all residential property within the City to increase density. In 
spite of the process that has taken place, this 
community has not undertaken the adequate open discussions that such a serious and sweeping change 
should entail. Indeed, it seems more like a ripe for abuse 



2

developers dream than anything else.  
 
Finally, over the course of the past several months of the current ADU stakeholder's meetings, I've had the 
opportunity to listen in on some of them.  I must comment  
that I deeply resent the repeated implication from certain stakeholders that anyone who objects to these 
changes is somehow racist, elitist, or petty. Nothing could be 
further from the truth.  
 
I strongly urge you to recommend denial of this ill‐conceived and over‐reaching amendment to the Mayor and 
Council. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jim Brooker 
Campus Farm Neighborhood 
1208 E. Smoot Dr. 
Tucson, Az. 85719 
 
  
 
Sent from Outlook 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 2:07 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]ADU Ordinance

  

From: fran garcia <garizona@cox.net> 
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 2:07:20 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU Ordinance 

 
Dear Planning Commission: 
 
I'm writing to request that you postpone sending the proposed ADU Ordinance to the Mayor and Council. 
 
I sincerely believe it needs a lot more public input and education and a great deal of revising. 
 
My understanding is a mere 189 people responded to the survey.  That is an absurdly low number and only 
indicates that most Tucsonans are unaware or uninformed.  This is such a sweeping zoning change that more 
of our residents need to be informed and aware. 
 
Please postpone this so that more input, understanding and revisions can be met and included so that it can 
become a better and more inclusive ordinance. 
 
Thank you very much, 
 
Frances Garcia 
Cabrini Neighborhood Resident 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 5:17 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]No ADU  rezoning in my neighborhood

  

From: kjwd527@aol.com <kjwd527@aol.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 5:16:27 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]No ADU rezoning in my neighborhood 

I strongly disagree with the proposed ADU rezoning in the Palo Verde neighborhood for the following reasons:  
 

 Property owner may apply for a variance for setback. 
 One parking space would be required per ADU, but this can be waived for sites that are a quarter-

mile from transit or a bike boulevard; on-street parking can also be used. 
 ADU's will negatively impact our neighborhood and surrounding area by causing greater density which 

will impact crime, traffic, Code enforcement, police response, infrastructure degradation, etc. 
  There is no owner occupancy requirement. 
 Goals of ADUs increase density. 
 Serious concerns: Investor exploitation. Increase in rents and loss of owner-occupied properties. Size 

and height of ADU. Impact on neighborhoods that already have high density with population and 
rentals, Strain on city, police, and fire services, excessive hardscape, loss of tree canopy and 
greensacpe, parking multiple vehicles onsite and in yards, Urban Heat Island Effect, flooding from 
impervious surfaces, etc. 

Kathleen DeVerna 
3249 E. Linden Street 
Tucson, Arizona 85716 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 8:34 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Please postpone the ADU Ordinance Decision (At least read this email because it's 

sort of funny)

  

From: Marty Johnston <marty.johnston@gmail.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 25, 2021 8:33:13 PM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Cc: Meg Johnson <mmcjohnson@cox.net>; David Miner <lifewavedave@gmail.com>; Steve Kozachik 
<votestevek@gmail.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]Please postpone the ADU Ordinance Decision (At least read this email because it's sort of funny) 

Hi, 
 
I'm just learning about this now.  
 
Okay, that's not true. 
 
I wasn't all that interested until speaking to some neighbors.  
 
This stuff is complicated. 
 
And, as we've seen, the City doesn't always get the best input or really successfully reach out to solicit input. (Cough ‐ 
Barnum Hill). Honestly, the City is really really really bad at getting information. But you're getting better, after the latest 
debacle (Cough ‐ Barnum Hill).  
 

Please postpone the meeting until we can learn more. 
 
If you can't postpone ‐ here is my thought: 
 
I'm in the Garden District. My home is my one valuable asset and my retirement plan. It's all I have after my dad blew all 
his money on a triple‐wide on an earthquake fault in California.  
 
There can be affordable housing without doubling or tripling the number of people here in midtown and creating a 
parking and traffic disaster, so that slimy home flippers and investors can have a bunch of rental properties that attract 
crime, neighborhood disputes and send money out of state. We need a sustainable future, not the interests of out of 
state investors and profiteers making a buck.  
 
How about allowing additions for families to grow, but not having 12 strangers sharing a house like in Silicon Valley? 
How about repurposing some of the vacant commercial real estate? How about requiring the owners to live on site? 
 
Thanks, 
 
Marty 
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Marty Johnston 
Marty.Johnston@gmail.com 
 
The Jewish People (the people Israel) Live! !עם ישראל חי 

סלאם (שלום) סלאם  ‐ עוד יבוא שלום עלינו, ועל כולם, עלינו ועל כל העולם   

Peace will come upon us, and upon everyone; upon the whole world. Salam (סלאם ��سالم Arabic for Peace), Shalom (ָׁשלֹום Hebrew for Peace), Peace. 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 4:14 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]ADU ordinance

  

From: Debi Cohen <somepain457@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 4:13:48 AM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]ADU ordinance 

Please delay this vote, the public has no idea how this ordinance may impact their lives !  
 This is a very bad idea and seems to only involve the neighborhoods that do not have legal representation nor do they 
live in HOA overseers. 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 10:16 AM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: postpone sending the ADU Ordinance 

From: Christopher Broughton <cbroughton@wlbgroup.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 26, 2021 10:16:00 AM (UTC-07:00) Arizona 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]postpone sending the ADU Ordinance  

postpone sending the ADU Ordinance to the Mayor and Council to allow for more public input and 
education. 

More people to need know about this. Call the news’s stations. Kgun 9. Kvoa 4. Kold 13. And Az 
Daily Star. 

Christopher Broughton 
Native Plant Preservation 
Landscape Design 
The WLB Group, Inc. 
Engineering • Planning • Surveying • Urban Design • Landscape Architecture 
Tucson • Phoenix • Flagstaff • Las Vegas • www.wlbgroup.com 
4444 E. Broadway Blvd. • Tucson, AZ 85711-3508 
520.881.7480 • 520.881.7492 (fax) 
cbroughton@wlbgroup.com

Addendum 2
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�����������	
��������
���	�	����	�	��
�����	��	����	
��������������	��	��������
	��������	������������	����	�	���������������������	��������	�	��������������
���������	�������
�����	��	��	������ !"#$%"&'�(")$&*!%�$+,-!.*/*.!"0�("#%$/&$�."�%$"*&�/"1�-!&&�!2�!3"$%4!##5,.$1,%!,$%*.$&0�6.7$�/"1�8$.98*�!2�:;<0�(=,/#*�!"�"$.98>!%8!!1&�*8/*�/-%$/1?8/)$�8.98�1$"&.*?�3.*8�,!,5-/*.!"�/"1�%$"*/-&@�6*%/."�!"�#.*?@�,!-.#$@�/"1�2.%$&$%).#$&@�$+#$&&.)$�8/%1&#/,$@�-!&&�!2�*%$$�#/"!,?�/"1�9%$$"&,/#$@�,/%A."9=5-*.,-$�)$8.#-$&�!"&.*$�/"1�."�?/%1&@�<%>/"�B$/*�(&-/"1�C22$#*@�2-!!1."9�2%!=.=,$%).!5&�&5%2/#$&@�$*#0�D���E��	F	���	�����������	����������	��������GHIJKLMNHOI�PIMQRHLMSTUVWXY�Z[U\V�Z]ŶY]XUVW_\Ù\âbUcY�dŶWe\fHO�ghP�iIMQNj�kSlmn\eW\YY]W\e�o�Z[U\\W\e�o�pq]XYrW\e�o�s]tU\�dŶWe\�o�̀U\âbUcY�u]bvWVYbVq]Ywqb̂_\�o�Zv_Y\Wx�o�y[UêVUzz�o�̀Û�{YeÛ�o�|||}|[te]_qc}b_~�����n}��]_Ua|Ur��[Xa}�o�wqb̂_\��u���������������}���}�����o����}���}������zUx���������������������



 
 
27 July 2021 
 
Re: Public Hearing ADU Ordinance 
 
To the Planning Commission: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present some concerns and ideas regarding the process and 
ordinance of Accessory Dwelling Units. 
 
At this time I feel there are too many broad strokes regarding a city-wide zoning change and 
would like to see a more nuanced and creative approach. 
 
I have lived for 33 years in the Blenman-Elm historic neighborhood. 
We have been working hard over the past many years to improve our neighborhood and 
expand home ownership. We have raised money through home tours  
to showcase our neighborhood; have participated in mayor-sponsored programs where we 
manned tables to let people know of mortgage help  
they could qualify for to purchase in the neighborhood; have applied for and received historic 
district status and worked to inform new buyers about the property tax credit  
available if they participate in keeping their historic property listed on the state historic registry.  
We have created the Tucson’s Historic Neighborhoods Map which has gone through two 
printings and hope to put together a new edition. 
Again, this was and is to highlight the unique architecture and history of our neighborhoods, 
the fabric of the inner city, a place where people can feel rooted. 
  
Maintaining our neighborhood flavor has been an uphill battle. We have had developers erect 
mini dorms, we have 
had flippers who don’t necessarily care about the historic designation, we have numerous 
empty homes with out-of-state owners. Home ownership, as of 2015, according to the 
Drachman Institute, was only 38% in Blenman-Elm. Now we are battling high prices which will 
undoubtedly increase with secondary units. 
 
Over the years, like many neighborhoods, we have battled meth houses, empty houses, 
vandalism, robberies. We have cut-through traffic and overflow restaurant parking.  
Our alleys have often become dumpsites for contractors and landscapers trying to avoid dump 
fees. We have been in and out of neighborhood watches, have met with community police,  
gone to neighborhood meetings. Our streets are currently in serious disrepair and our 
elementary school needs funds for a variety 
of physical projects, not to mention help with ongoing educational needs. Grant Road is 
widening on our northern edge and many of our basic services 
on Speedway have been replaced with fast food and fast phone shops. But we persist.  
 



We are not new to ADUs. We have numerous backyard units in the neighborhood already, 
some permitted, some perhaps not.  
My own 10,000 sq. foot lot allowed the building of an accessory building. My mother 
and my husband designed and built a passive solar 700 sq. foot home for her where she lived 
until she passed. 
It is currently being used as a long-term rental (minimum 30 day). I am not opposed to 
accessory buildings;  
I just believe that they should be done on a smaller footprint--currently the size of 1000 sq. feet  
for a 7000 sq foot lot is too large as is 750 sq feet for anything smaller. 
 
ADUs should be positioned so that they do not impact the criteria necessary to maintain our 
historic designation.  
I would like to see more attention paid to adding additions to homes if these are truly for family 
use as has been mentioned numerous times in 
planning meetings. I am not in favor of a second story allowance either on the front, side or in 
the rear. Any or all of these could threaten our historic status. 
While it may seem like our state historic preservation zone is protected, we need to keep the 
integrity of the historic look and maintain a certain number of  
contributing buildings to keep our status which translates into a property tax reduction allowing 
many of our elderly to stay in their homes. 
 
I also do not want to see a parking requirement removed if property is near alternative 
transportation. Now that we supported the Treat Street bike boulevard—recently paved— 
we would now actually be penalized by having additional on-street parking. People who live in 
the inner city have bikes, but most of them 
also have cars, so the on-site parking requirement is a must. I personally do not want to see 
more on street parking. We do not have consistent sidewalks and with cars 
parking in the street there is literally nowhere to walk, push a carriage or bike safely on the 
streets. 
 
I understand ADUs are a trend nationwide in a desire to quickly address affordable housing. I 
have looked at the zoning other cities 
have passed as well as the buildings many have built. I think it behooves us to see how some of 
these cities fare with the ADU policies that have been put in place.  
Do we want to regulate/outlaw Airbnbs like Flagstaff? Do we want the ability to split the lots 
after a second building is built like Austin?  
Do we just make a blanket zoning code, or do we recognize the pressures of historic university 
area neighborhoods and grant them some options?  
 
I would like to see an opportunity for neighborhoods to “opt in” to any proposal that is passed 
and with that opt in, be able to “sunset” the decision. In other words, 
give the zoning change a period of time and allow building to go on during that time with the 
ability to pull out of it after 5-7 years if neighborhoods 
feel they are being negatively impacted. 



 
I also urge the city to look at and help fund expanding the number of historic neighborhoods; 
identify and purchase empty houses in neighborhoods; upgrade streets and add  
pocket parks to encourage people to move to existing buildings in our neighborhoods.  
 
I would also like to note that I have noticed the unfortunate pitting of one generation against 
another during meetings.  My baby boom generation does not want to work against other 
generations,  
we look forward to working with them. Younger generation members are our colleagues, our 
allies, our children, our neighbors, and our friends. We want to walk side by side with them to 
make our  
community better for all of us. I am not opposed to the idea of people adding onto their 
dwellings so they can accommodate family or generate some income. What I don’t want to see 
are numerous buildings  
that become motel units that take away what a neighborhood is. I already know of too many 
homes that are being used only as Airbnbs and it has become disconcerting to the neighbors 
and destabilizing to the neighborhoods. 
 
Finally, public hearings in the middle of the summer in our desert city guarantee that not a lot 
of voices will be heard. Many people are out of 
town, for all the reasons summer brings, and they too deserve an opportunity to speak. Slow 
down the process. I understand there is money to fund permits and plans and perhaps maybe 
some building.  
This is a good thing. Unless there is a reason to hurry the process, which I don’t think there is, I 
think we should have some town halls to discuss something as wide-ranging as a citywide 
zoning code change. 
 
Thank you for your work, 
 
Hannah Glasston 
 
2619 E. Mabel Street 
Tucson, AZ  85716 
520-270-1576 
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Planning and Zoning Public Hearing on Accessory Dwelling Units  July 28, 2021 

My name is Vicki France.  I live in the 3400 Blk of E. Seneca.   

1. Our Central city NHs should have an important say in the issue of ADU’s.  Many of our 

neighborhoods were built in the 30’s-60’s.  The streets carry the runoff, our houses are 

old as is the infrastructure, public and private.  Much of the City residents are in HOA’s 

and don’t care about this issue. 

 

2. My concern is the flooding that all ready exists in our central neighborhoods.  Can the 

streets and Pima County Flood Control District handle more run off if the density is 

doubled as would allow two DU per lot.  This is increasing the impermeable surface.  Will 

this flood more houses downstream? 

 

3. Limit the number in some way as a compromise 

 Limit the # per block or sq mile (use Township and Range Grid),  

  Auction off permits 

 Limit them ALL to within 300 feet of Sun Tran lines.  (as it is, walking ¼ of a 

mile in the heat is no incentive to get out of your car in the summer) 

 

4. Use this as an opportunity to upgrade existing outdated structures built over 50 – 

70 years ago.  Require upgrade to code for existing old building. 

  

5. Can Water and Sewer handle the extra capacity (On site and public) Age of them 

again? 

 

6. Adding more stress by increasing density to solve one problem is contradictory to 

so many CoT policies trying to solve greater problems than affordable housing: 

Green Infrastructure mini grants  

Water Harvesting 

Grey water reuse 

One Million Trees 

Sustainability in General Plan 

Flood Control issues  

Urban Farming, Food Security 

The central city neighborhoods could become a living breathing mitigating factor for 

the city if the above policies were allowed to flourish on the parcels as they are. 

 

7. Finally in the Current GAAP maintaining the residential nature of our 7 neighborhoods 

is the top priority. I chair the committee to update it and it is still a very strong 

priority.  Adoption of the ADU ordinance in its current form significantly alters our 

residential character.  Shouldn’t you be getting a Plan Amendment adopted first? 
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Date:  July 21, 2021 

 

To: Planning Commission, City of Tucson 

 

From:  Concerned Residents 

 

RE:  Accessory Dwelling Unit; Proposed Zoning Code Changes  

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
We, the undersigned residents of Tucson, are writing to express our concerns, questions, and recommendations 

regarding the proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) zoning code changes. 

 

We would like to start with our observations on the ADU Stakeholder process.  We were appalled by the lack of 

professionalism demonstrated by some members of the stakeholder group.  These members resorted to repeated 

name-calling.  Words like racist, elitist, NIMBY, classist and selfish were used to attack their fellow 

stakeholders when they did not agree with their point of view.  This created a hostile environment that was 

compounded by the silence of both staff and the paid moderator.  The sole purpose of name-calling is to devalue 

the opinions of those with whom one does not agree, shutting down any meaningful debate and limiting input.  

The hostility of these individuals is misplaced.  They chose to attack their neighbors and fellow citizens, even as 

those very citizens are struggling to preserve neighborhoods that are under siege from institutional investors, 

who purchase multiple homes, turning them into expensive rental properties and pricing existing long-time 

residents/tenants out of the neighborhood. 

 

We are asking that this commission extend the public hearing process.  City staff cites the 189 survey responses, 

as of July 14th, as evidence of sufficient input on a zoning ordinance that will, in all likelihood, impact every 

Tucson neighborhood except those built under HOA’s.  However, the Ward 6 office received 800 responses to a 

recent survey and the Barnum Hill/zoo issue received at least 14,000 responses.  The complexity of zoning 

mixes, variety of lot sizes, unique issues such as student housing and institutional investors, historic districts, 

etc. that make up Tucson’s neighborhoods are not adequately addressed with the one-size-fits-all approach that 

the current ADU ordinance proposes.  Since this ordinance will fundamentally alter the zoning requirements of 

RH, SR, SH, RX-1 RX-2 and R-1 zoning, it is imperative that our citizens receive the benefit of better outreach, 

preferably in person, and that it be done in an environment that is respectful and allows their voices to be fully 

heard. 

 

Concerns 

The following is a non-inclusive list of issues that need greater clarity and better code language to adequately 

address our concerns about the potential impacts the proposed ADU ordinance may have on our neighborhoods.  

  

1. Federal Historic Districts:  We approached the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and learned 

that they routinely de-list properties with historic designations if additions to those properties fail to be 

subservient and/or deferential in height, scale and mass and compatible in design direction.   
We know the city has discussed the proposed ADU regulations with SHPO and should be aware of these 

requirements.  And yet, the city continues to propose regulations that would clearly violate these 

requirements and place individual properties, and ultimately, entire historic districts, at risk of losing 

their historic designations.   

When the city first pursued Federal Historic Designation for neighborhoods, it did so to revitalize older 

neighborhoods that were in decline as residents were drawn to new subdivisions on the edge of town.  

Tucson accepted federal grant dollars for this endeavor and continues to do so today.  To enact 

legislation that deliberately undermines historic properties and districts is an absolute betrayal of those 

citizens who invested time, money and resources to obtain Federal Historic designation. 



 

2. Building Size:  The proposed 1000 sq. ft. is essentially a small home, equivalent to, or larger than, many 

existing homes in Tucson.  It is not the “casita” that staff would have us believe.  Two of the prominent 

reasons that the city has given for this ADU ordinance are affordability and aging-in-place.  This does 

not align with a building of this size.  The larger the building, the more expensive it is to construct and 

the more that must be charged in rent.  From the renter’s perspective, a larger footprint means higher 

utility bills.  The City’s Housing Market Study states that 40,000 renter households need housing that 

costs $500 or less per month – why not tailor the ADU ordinance for this market by making ADUs 

smaller?  

 

3. Prices and Square Footage:  Tucson provides a number of incentives, including 8-year property tax 

abatements and construction fee waivers, to developers who build housing downtown.  This has helped 

to fuel the displacement of residents in the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The following is a sampling of what those developers are charging and the size of their units.  These are 

not affordable to many of our residents.  One can appreciate the irony of the city expecting ordinary 

citizens to address the issues of displacement and affordability after it provided a multi-billion dollar 

company like Greystar, which built the Union and Urbane, with tax abatements. 

  

Apartment Bedroom/Size Price Parking 
The Flin 

110 S Church 

1 Bedroom – 592 sq ft $1400/month Assigned space; garage  

$95-$125 

2 Bedroom – 1107 sq ft $2200/month 

 

ditto 

Union on 6
th 

218 N 4th Avenue  

 

Studio – 401 sq ft $1135/month unknown 

2 Bedroom – 776 sq ft $1590/person 

Or $3180/month 

ditto 

Cadence 

350 E Congress 

Studio – 431 sq ft $1209 - $1,279/month Unassigned – use 

ParkTucson garage 

2 bedroom – 748 sq ft 

 

$754 - $827/person ditto 

Urbane 

1023 N Tyndall 

Studio – 266 sq ft $1385/month unknown 

3 bedroom – 981 sq ft $1280/person 

Or  $3840/month 

 

ditto 

RendezVous  

20 S Stone Ave 

1 bedroom – 833 sq ft $2333/month Assigned space; garage 

$100 

2 bedroom – 1170 sq ft $3510/month 

 

ditto 

 

  

4. Parking:  The city would have us believe that tenants will use public transit, so parking can be waived.   

This is not being borne out in neighborhoods where investors have purchased homes and turned them 

into expensive rentals.  Several people will rent a single home and the front yard quickly turns into a 

defacto parking lot.  These yards become degraded sites that do not make a positive contribution to our 

community.  In addition, as the size of the ADUs increases, the likelihood that more than one person 

will be renting the unit increases.  This adds to the parking problem.   ADUs need parking requirements 

and there should be no waiver provision.  
  

5. Affordability and Section 8 Housing:  The ADU is being promoted as one means of addressing the 

affordability issue, with the city suggesting these would be ideal for housing Section 8 recipients.  We 

https://mapazdashboard.arizona.edu/gap-analysis-overview


believe it is important to understand some of the issues with the Section 8 program in order to make an 

informed decision on this.   Based on a conversation several of us recently had with a person who 

specializes in assisting veterans who need affordable housing, these are some of the issues that Section 8 

recipients are dealing with. 

 $772 per month is the most that Section 8 will pay.  This is called the Payment Standard. 

 Market Rate is the amount that HUD believes is reasonable for an area.  Current Market Rate for 

Tucson is $848 per month.  That figure will soon be increasing to $895.  However, Section 8 will 

still only pay $722.  The Section 8 tenant must make up the difference.  That is currently $76 

dollars and will increase to $123 dollars. 

 Apartment complexes are better providers because they can rely on volume to keep the rental 

rates down.  

 Stand-alone units are typically higher in rent.   

 If the Section 8 recipient wants a unit that charges more than the $772, and they are able to pay 

the difference, they may get penalized and be required to pay 40% of their monthly household 

income vs the standard 30%. 

Due to all these issues, they are advising their clients to find units that charge no more than $772 per 

month and that include utilities in that cost. 

In general, we believe it is important to keep in mind that upzoning, which will occur when R-1 zoning 

is, for all practical purposes, eliminated by the addition of an ADU, actually increases the underlying 

land’s value, making properties less affordable.  You can read about a growing backlash in California 

about this at  https://www.latimes.com/opinion/story/2021-07-09/california-affordable-housing-

sb9?utm_id=32936&sfmc_id=624279 

 

4 Urban Heat Island:  Staff has assured us that all ADUs will be required to have cool roofs and that this 

will compensate for the removal of trees and open space.  However, Irene Ogata, the city’s urban 

landscape manager, produced a power point on Urban Heat Islands.  Among the information she 

provided were these interesting figures. 

 Buildings contribute approximately 40% of CO2 from concrete production.  Contrast that with 

cars, which contribute approximately 30% of CO2. 

 Greater density means greater energy usage and increased CO2 production through the use of air 

conditioning 

 The two main areas of concern are the Surface Heat Island and the Canopy Heat Island.  Surface 

temperatures can be considerably hotter than the Canopy temperatures. 

 

 
 

While the focus has been on cool roofs, what Ms. Ogata’s material demonstrates is that we have to 

consider the walls and sidewalks and everything else that is below that roof in the surface zone.  

Humans do not walk up in the canopy zone.  They walk in the surface zone.  If the city is going to waive 

the parking requirement under the pretense that the ADU occupant will walk to the bus stop, then they 

need to consider what that pedestrian will be subjected to when we add more structures that radiate heat 

https://www.latimes.com/opinion/story/2021-07-09/california-affordable-housing-sb9?utm_id=32936&sfmc_id=624279
https://www.latimes.com/opinion/story/2021-07-09/california-affordable-housing-sb9?utm_id=32936&sfmc_id=624279


off their walls while removing trees that provide shade and help to mitigate the surface heat. 

 

5 Regulation:  We are well aware that the state does not permit municipalities to regulate Airbnb’s.  

However, there are certain statutory provisions that allow a municipality to require licensing of the 

Airbnb.  Phoenix has such an ordinance and we would like to see Tucson adopt a similar ordinance prior 

to enacting an ADU ordinance.  This would at least provide some measure of local control to ensure that 

the ADUs do not become problem properties.   

In addition, HOAs have private contractual agreements or deed restrictions.  This permits the HOA to 

forbid the construction of an ADU.  Since older neighborhoods within the central city do not have deed 

restrictions, they will bear a disproportionate amount of the impact from the increased density, loss of 

valuable open space and increased parking and student rentals.  There needs to be a broader discussion 

about this inequity and what measures the city can take to ensure that our older neighborhoods, with 

their older infrastructure, do not bear the brunt of the potential problems that come with greater density. 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

Given the numerous issues that are still unresolved with the proposed ADU ordinance, we recommend the 

following. 

 

 Delay sending the ADU ordinance on to the Mayor and Council for the maximum allowable time 

and continue to hold public hearings.   

 Ensure that Federal Historic Districts will not be negatively impacted by the proposed ADU 

regulations. 

 Apply the State Historic Preservation (SHPO) guidelines to ALL Tucson neighborhoods, 

regardless of whether or not the neighborhood has historic designation.  Every neighborhood 

deserves to be protected. 

 Require the ADU to be a Special Exception process so that unique communities of interest will 

have their issues addressed.  

 Encourage the city to seek realistic options for affordable housing.  We cannot solve affordable 

housing one backyard at a time. 

 Verify whether properties that already contain sleeping quarters or a guest house may also be 

permitted to add an ADU. How many structures can a property actually have? 

 Factor in HOA deed restrictions so that central city neighborhoods do not bear the brunt of the 

ADU regulations 

 

 

 

 

Signed:  

 

Colette Altaffer, resident; Catalina Vista Historic Neighborhood 

Joan Hall, resident; Jefferson Park Historic Neighborhood 

Ronni Kotwica, resident; Palo Verde Neighborhood 

Steve Poe, resident; Palo Verde Neighborhood 

Candi Filipek, Vice President; Palo Verde Neighborhood 

Trish Muir 

Diana Lett, resident; Feldmans Historic Neighborhood 

Mark Mayor, resident; Julia Keene Neighborhood 

Travis Teetor, President; Oak Flower Neighborhood Association 

Elizabeth Rusiecki, Communications Director; Oak Flower Neighborhood Association 



Frances Garcia, resident; Cabrini Neighborhood Association 

Lois Pawlak, President; Garden District Neighborhood Association 

Deborah Bicksler, Vice President; Garden District Neighborhood Association 

Lisa Maher, Treasurer; Garden District Neighborhood Association 

Meg Johnson, Secretary; Garden District Neighborhood Association 

Bill Dupont, resident; Colonia Solana Historic Neighborhood 

Nancy Huff, resident; Peter Howell Neighborhood 

Kris Yarter, Vice Chair; TRRG; signing as an individual 

Anna Marie Patti, President, Treasurer, Vice President emeritus; Garden District Neighborhood Association  
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Date:  July 27, 2021 
 
To: Planning Commission, City of Tucson 
 
From:  Concerned Neighborhood Residents 
 
RE:  Accessory Dwelling Unit; Proposed Zoning Code Changes  
 
We request that the Planning Commission delay the submittal of the ADU ordinance to the Mayor and 
Council.  An ordinance this complex which will have such sweeping, irreversible impact across the 
neighborhoods of Tucson deserves to have thorough, thoughtful, and critical review.   It is crucial to the 
process to have the time to determine and clarify the regulations, explore the ramifications, ensure 
there are no unintended consequences, and hear the voices of Tucson’s citizens.   
 
We also ask for more successful outreach to the public and for more substantial opportunities for public 
input.  As of July 14, only 189 Tucsonans had responded to the ADU public survey.  189 Tucsonans are 
not representative of the over 500,000 citizens within the City limits and indicate that most Tucsonans 
do not realize the impact this ordinance will have on neighborhoods throughout Tucson.  Essentially, this 
ordinance allows “lot splits” and an owner to convert their property from R-1 to R-2, and R-2 to higher 
density.  This would be a major zoning change that most of the public is evidently unaware might 
happen.  The ADU ordinance is another “Barnum Hill” in the making.  The general public has not read 
the fine print, is unaware of the details, and has not realized the range and depth of implications to the 
neighborhoods of Tucson.   
 
It is imperative to the future of Tucson that the ADU ordinance be written to create genuinely affordable 
and accessible housing while increasing density in a responsible manner.  The impact of the ordinance 
needs to be compatible with existing neighborhoods so that it retains our safety, affordability, 
aesthetics, and quality of life, while not compromising our infrastructure or access to city, police, and 
public safety services.  At this point, we are in opposition to the ADU proposal as it is written because 
we do not believe it will accomplish any of these things. 
 
One of the stated goals of the ADU ordinance is "sustainable infill development", in other words, to 
increase the density of population and number of rentals within the city.   Increasing density will have a 
significant, irrevocable impact on neighborhoods that are already densely populated with a high rental 
rate.  As an example, Garden District Neighborhood (Grant to Speedway, Alvernon to Swan) currently 
has almost 7000 residents in only one square mile and a 74% rental rate.  With many tiny parcels from 
“lot splits” allowed over the years, it is already densely packed with different sizes of multiplexes, 
unpermitted and permitted ADUs, and houses.   The ADU ordinance as currently proposed would further 
burden this already stressed, ethnically diverse, low to moderate income neighborhood.  At its current 
density, Garden District has significantly higher than average incidents of crime and code violations, 
increased demands on parking which result in front yards being used as parking lots, high percentage of 
unmaintained properties, excessive hardscape, and negligible tree canopy and greenscape.  The 
regulations of the ordinance must be written so that ADUs do not further exacerbate the issues that 
come with even greater density and rentals in neighborhoods that are already very high density. 
 
On a daily basis, we see instances of the City lacking adequate resources to be able to service the needs 
of neighborhoods at their current levels of density.   Adding density in neighborhoods which are already 



bursting at the seams with rental properties and a very large population will significantly increase public 
safety and health issues for Tucson Police, Fire, and Code Enforcement.  It will also strain other City 
services, resources, and departments, such as Transportation and Mobility, Environmental Services, 
Planning and Development, postal delivery, the public transportation system, etc.  What impact will 
increased density have on our aged infrastructure and our utilities, especially water and sewer? 
 
Under “Frequently Asked Questions” on the City’s ADU website it says: 
How do ADU’s help address housing and opportunity equity? 

• ADUs are commonly created in low-density residential neighborhoods where lower-cost housing 
types might otherwise be unavailable, helping to expand access to resource-rich areas for low- 
and moderate-income households. 

o For example, resource-rich areas are those that have abundant amenities such as access 
to quality schools and public libraries, streets, and parks that are free from violence and 
provide a safe place to play and fresh and healthy food. These are also sometimes called 
“opportunity areas.” 

Our central Tucson, high density neighborhoods are not “resource-rich” nor “low density” and they 
certainly do not have “abundant amenities”.   The high density neighborhoods already have low cost, 
affordable, below market-rate housing.  Perhaps this is an indication that ADUs are not needed or even 
appropriate in all of Tucson’s neighborhoods.   Please consider that building an ADU should go through 
the Special Exception process so that each community whether Sam Hughes, Oak Flower, or Blue Moon 
can have its unique needs met.  Also, is there a neighborhood in Tucson which would welcome 
participating in a pilot program?   Its success could be reviewed after 2 years and revisions made before 
implementation across all the neighborhoods of Tucson.  
 
The proposed ADU ordinance is also incentivizing investors to purchase owner-occupied properties, 
convert them to rentals, maximize their investments by building ADUs and recover their construction 
costs by charging higher rent.  There is nothing in the current ordinance to prevent this from happening.  
Two units to rent vs one?  Convert an R-1 property to R-2 to increase your investment return?  Build the 
maximum size of a 1000 sq ft ADU in order to charge a higher rent?   (Incidentally, 1000 sq ft will be 
bigger than most of the two bedroom homes in our older high density neighborhoods.)  Two 
story?  There goes the privacy and views of the neighbors, but it allows the investor to build to the 
maximum size so they can charge the highest rent possible for the property. What quality of ADUs do 
you think the investment companies will build? Will they maintain their rental properties? Will rents in 
neighborhoods that were classified as “affordable” pre-ADU ordinance remain "affordable"?  From our 
experiences as residents in high density neighborhoods, investors will raise rents and exploit our 
neighborhoods, as they have in the past.  They will make every penny they can from cheap, poorly 
maintained, decrepit rentals while pricing our existing and new tenants and home owners out of our 
market.   
 
In the last six months, our central Tucson, affordable neighborhoods have lost so many owner-occupied 
properties to rentals.  Investment companies have snatched them up, paying cash and over asking price, 
forcing out the average Tucsonan who cannot compete against the cash-paying national and local rental 
companies.  Based on this trend, we predict that the ADU ordinance as written will have the opposite 
effect of its intended purpose.  Rents will go up and fewer and fewer people will be able to own their 
own homes.   



Lastly, the regulations of the proposed ADU ordinance should be written to ensure that neighborhoods 
that are Federal Historic Districts will not be compromised in their designation.  In addition, these State 
Historic Preservation (SHPO) guidelines should be applied to ALL Tucson neighborhoods, regardless of 
whether or not the neighborhood has historic designation.  The current ordinance is neither equitable 
nor fair with HOAs being exempt from participating and Historic Designation neighborhoods having 
stronger design guidelines.  Lower income, ethnically diverse neighborhoods will bear the burden of the 
proposed change to the zoning ordinance.  Every Tucson neighborhood deserves the same protections.   
 
We are not opposed to ADUs.  We support the goals of affordable housing, making home ownership 
accessible to everyone, and allowing seniors to age in place.  However, the affordable housing crisis will 
not be solved with this ADU ordinance as it is currently written. Affordable Housing will not be solved by 
building ADUs in the backyards of Tucson’s central neighborhoods.   This ordinance has no protections 
from investor exploitation.  It allows excessively large and 2 story ADUs.  It does not address the strain 
on our city, police, and fire services nor the negative impacts of new buildings, parking multiple vehicles,  
removal of landscaping and trees, and the Urban Heat Island Effect.    We need true vision and 
innovative thinking, exploring meaningful, effective solutions.  The ordinance needs to be reworked.  
Additionally, other options need to be explored, for instance, loans and incentives, repurposing vacant 
commercial buildings, and infilling on available empty parcels and unused parking lots. 
 
We strongly urge you to postpone the submission of the ADU ordinance to Mayor and Council and 
consider our concerns as you rewrite this ordinance. 
 

Lois Pawlak, President Garden District Neighborhood Association 
Meg Johnson, Secretary Garden District Neighborhood Association 
Lisa Maher, Treasurer Garden District Neighborhood Association 
Deborah Bicksler, Vice President Garden District Neighborhood Association 
Ronni Kotwica, President Palo Verde Neighborhood Association 
Travis Teetor, President Oak Flower Neighborhood Association 
Elizabeth Rusiecki, Communications Director, Oak Flower Neighborhood Association 
Frances Garcia, resident Cabrini Neighborhood Association   
Joan Hall, Jefferson Park Neighborhood Association 
Collete Altafar, Catalina Vista Neighborhood Association 
Kris Yarter, Vice Chair of TRRG 
Nancy Huff, resident Peter Howell Neighborhood Association 
Candi Fillipek, Vice President Palo Verde Neighborhood Association 
Anna Marie Patti, President, Treasurer, Vice President emeritus, Garden District Neighborhood 
Association 
 



VISION
Every Arizonan has a safe, affordable place to call home.
MISSION
The Arizona Housing Coalition (AZHC) is a collaborative association
that leads in the efforts to end homelessness and provide safe,
affordable housing to all Arizonans.  

Speaking Up for Home and Hope

City of Tucson
Planning Commission

July 27th, 2021

Dear Planning Commission,

On behalf of the Arizona Housing Coalition and our members, I am writing to provide support of the
proposed amendment to the City of Tucson Unified Development Code to allow Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADU’s). In Tucson there are 36,025 extremely low income renter Households and only 10, 623 affordable rental
homes, meaning a gap of 25,402 affordable units of housing (Source). This does not account for households that
are above extremely low income, who are also severely cost burdened. There is not one congressional district
in Arizona that has enough affordable housing to meet the demand.

With a rise in construction costs and increased demand through the COVID-19 pandemic, communities
need to think innovatively to develop and preserve affordable housing. ADU development in the City of
Tucson is an innovative measure to leverage existing land resources by creating inexpensive housing
units. ADU development is not the only solution to the affordable housing crisis, but certainly is a best
practice in the overall approach.

The inability to restrict the use of short term rental is a concern when considering allowing ADU use,
however we understand the difficulty municipalities have in balancing need with state law restriction.
We have explored the possible practices that enable short-term rental while mitigating these
restrictions. We have discussed these possible practices in our Best Practice Toolkit for Municipalities
for Increasing the Supply of Affordable Housing in Arizona and hope this may be a resource in the
continuing development of your ADU policy.

We support the proposed amendment to allow ADU’s as part of Tucson’s overall strategy to increase
the supply of affordable housing and we are grateful that Tucson is paving the way on this innovative
policy solution. Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can offer any support or information.

Yours Sincerely,

Joanna Carr
Director of Research and Policy
The Arizona Housing Coalition

1495 E. Osborn Road,| Phoenix, AZ 85014 | (602) 340-9393 | azhousingcoalition.org

https://www.azhousingcoalition.org/members.html
https://reports.nlihc.org/gap/2019/az
https://www.azhousingcoalition.org/uploads/1/2/4/9/124924903/az_housing_coalition_best_practices_toolkit_final__2_.pdf
https://www.azhousingcoalition.org/uploads/1/2/4/9/124924903/az_housing_coalition_best_practices_toolkit_final__2_.pdf


To: City of Tucson   Planning Commission                                                   July 27, 2021                                                                                    
From: Ronni Margolis Kotwica Palo Verde NA President & Neighborhood Advocate                                                                                                                                             
Re: C8-21-01 Accessory Dwelling Units 
 
 
As a native Tucsonan of over 70 years, I grew up in a historic neighborhood on a double lot. My parents 
wanted the space for their children, and those memories were of neighborhood children playing at our 
home on grassy yards that allowed us to be kid with expansive space and few constraints. In 1975 my 
husband and I looked for the same qualities in a home for our family. Again, having sizable yards, we too 
had all the neighborhood kids at our home, even though dynamics had changed and most children did 
not attend their ‘home’ schools. As the years passed, we built a secondary home for my mother-in-law 
on our property to get her away from harsh living in Michigan. That structure used the exact materials 
and design of our primary residence – red brick. Since her passing, it remains empty except for an 
occasional out of state visitor. I have seen my neighborhoods’ change as President of Palo Verde 
Neighborhood Association for over 20 years. 
 
Losing R-1 as a meaningful zone is of great concern. As responsible homeowners, a designated brick pad 
was incorporated in the front desert landscaping, specifically for one vehicle, and the entire yard is 
surrounded by brick and wrought iron. Unfortunately, what we as neighbors are seeing with these 
granny quarters are front yards turned into dirt parking lots. This lack of caring denigrates the 
neighborhood. Also, being called racist & elitist by those on the committee because we as residents had 
the foresight to purchase a property with land is – repulsive.  
 
 Having attended the virtual meetings, my bringing up the following concerns was like an 

epiphany to many in attendance. 
 The example of one of the ADU’s looked like a sticks & stucco yellow box. Perhaps it was 

symbolic of that neighborhood, but in mine, it would be out of place and cut-rate looking. 
Neighborhoods without historic protection are vulnerable, as construction in those 
neighborhoods has no design review procedures in place. If these so-called wonder structures 
are going to be forced upon us, then have the civility to include that the ADU will need to be 
built in the same format as the original structure.  Purchasing a brick home with a gable roof was 
a priority to us. When the secondary structure and garage were added – they too were 
BRICK…not cheap sticks and stucco with outlandish gaudy colors as used in your presentation. 
This will maintain the character of the neighborhood, not a hodge-podge of stuff thrown up 
cheaply.  

 The ADU text amendment will have a negative impact on core neighborhoods – it will result in 
increased density at the expense of quality of life and green space. Many of the central city 
homes have streets that are washes. The flow is horrific now, and with removal of surfaces that 
absorb the water, the runoff will overwhelm our properties. Putting a structure and more 
hardscapes onto a property, will only exacerbate the flooding currently impacting 
neighborhoods. 

 Homes of various sizes builds the character in a neighborhood. However, a 780sq. ft. home 
would be overshadowed by an ADU up to 1,000sq. ft. In PVNA, I can count on one hand the 
number of 2-story homes. The proposed size and height of ADUs are too large for the scale of 
our neighborhoods, and will destroy its character.  ADUs should be no larger than 500 sq ft and 
no taller than one story.  

 HOAs are exempt from this amendment, while core neighborhoods near the University will 
suffer the brunt of its effects as they did with mini-dorms. 



 The ADU regulations and design guidelines should be the same for ALL Tucson neighborhoods, 
regardless of the economic status of residents.  

 Parking: front yards were designed for grass or native plantings – not a parking lot. Having 5-8 
cars and a motorhome and a trailer sitting in the ‘front yard’, city right of way, and on the street, 
is only denigrating what a neighborhood should look like.  

 Not requiring the main home to be owner occupied opens neighborhoods up to absentee 
landlords of two structures. As a central city neighborhood close to the University, we would be 
heavily impacted by the party houses, and with current conditions of our police department, 
their answering loud party calls is low priority. Who will mediate a party of hundreds on a 
Saturday night? Will this be up to neighbors to police their neighborhoods? 

 Be respectful of homeowners who have made their greatest investment of their life – their 
home. 
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July 23, 2021 
City of Tucson 
Planning Commission 
 
 
RE: Proposed Zoning Changes to allow Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) 
 
As a longtime resident of midtown Tucson, I wish to express my thoughts regarding the 
proposed zoning changes to allow and encourage Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) in Tucson. 
The City’s attempt to solve short term housing shortages in this way has long term detrimental 
consequences, i.e. destroying the beauty and quality of developed neighborhoods. Old 
established historic neighborhoods are particularly vulnerable to losing their historic status with 
placements in front or to the side of the street obstructing the street view of these houses. 
Sadly, there will be people who are only interested in financial gain in adding multiple dwelling 
units without regard to the neighborhood’s appearance. 
 
Further, the timing of these virtual hearings are ill timed in this pandemic when many residents 
cannot attend in person and are not adept at online use to express their thoughts. Therefore, as 
this proposed zoning change has not been properly vetted, I oppose this zoning change. 
 
Thanks for your consideration. 
 
Ethel L. Hill 
340 S. Avenida de Palmas 
Tucson, AZ 85716 
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Daniel Bursuck

From: Daniel Bursuck
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:43 PM
To: Daniel Bursuck
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU ordinance

 
 

From: Allyson Solomon <allyson@mpaaz.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 28, 2021 4:13 PM 
To: Daniel Bursuck <Daniel.Bursuck@tucsonaz.gov> 
Cc: Koren Manning <Koren.Manning@tucsonaz.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: [EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU ordinance 
 
I would like to once again offer my previous comments, in support of the proposed ADU ordinance going before the 
commission this evening for approval.  

Best, 
Allyson  
 
 
On Jun 30, 2021, at 2:55 PM, Daniel Bursuck <Daniel.Bursuck@tucsonaz.gov> wrote: 

Thank you, Allyson. 

I will forward this along as an addendum item to the 
Planning Commission and post it online. 

Best, 

Dan 

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 

From: PlanningCommission 
<PlanningCommission@tucsonaz.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 2:09 PM 

To: Daniel Bursuck <Daniel.Bursuck@tucsonaz.gov> 

Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU ordinance 

________________________________________ 

From: Allyson Solomon <allyson@mpaaz.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, June 30, 2021 2:08:24 PM (UTC‐
07:00) Arizona 

To: PlanningCommission 

Cc: Lynne Birkinbine; Rory Juneman 

Subject: [EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU ordinance 

Honorable chairperson and commissioners, 



2

I would like to express my support, as a member of the 
City's stakeholder group in my capacity as the Executive 
Director of MPA, for the ADU ordinance that is up for 
approval. 

My statement of support is short and simple, as I 
believe the ordinance has been fully vetted through the 
stakeholder and broader community outreach process. 
This is a much needed ordinance that will provide 
additional housing options in a market with staggering 
demand and ever dwindling supply. 

While there may be those who are not fully on board 
with this ordinance, I want to assure you, as a 
participant in the process, all voices were heard and 
accommodations were made. I support this 
compromise and truly believe it is as close as we may 
come, as a community, to creating policy that allows for 
this type of dwelling unit to exist among current 
residences while still making it a useable policy for 
those looking to embrace additional housing on their 
property. 

Policy is crafted to work within the majority of 
situations, to protect the existing population while 
allowing for change and growth, we must embrace this 
type of growth, which supports our community's need 
for multigenerational and non‐traditional housing 
options. 

Best, 

Allyson Solomon 

Executive Director, 

Metropolitan Pima Alliance 


	J – Letters submitted to the Planning Commission for June 30, 2021 Study Session
	Addendum 1 - Letters submitted to Planning Commission regarding ADU Amendment
	Addendum 1 - Letters submitted to Planning Commission regarding ADU Amendment
	Addendum 1 - Letters submitted to Planning Commission regarding ADU Amendment
	Summer 2021 PC comments
	ADU Meg 6.24.21
	JPN LUC Letter to Planning Commission June 2021
	ADU Code Proposal 06-27-21

	[EXTERNAL]On the subject of ADUs
	Email from Bill Dupont
	Planning Commission ADU concerns June 28
	Planning Commission ADU Concerns RK

	BENA Bd ADU Letter 2 MayorCouncil060721 

	Addendum 2 -  Additional letters submitted to Planning Commission regarding ADU Amendment
	ADU Letter to Planning Commission
	[EXTERNAL]Proposed ADU Code Amendment
	Memo Style
	Diana Lett Comments on Draft ADU Ordinance 6-29-21
	Oak-Flower-ADU-Comments

	Addendum 3 -  Additional letters submitted to Planning Commission regarding ADU Amendment
	[EXTERNAL]personal statement re_ ADU
	Email from Les
	ADU letter June 29 2021


	Letters submitted to the Planning Commission for July 28, 2021 Public Hearing
	FNA ADU follow-up letter to PDSD 070721final
	Letter Received from Logan Havens on July 7, 2021
	Email to Planning Commission from Brian Scaramella
	ADU Letter to Planning Commission
	Email to Planning Commission from Louis Stamer
	Email to Planning Commission from Donna Kaniss
	Addendum 3 - Additional letters submitted to the Planning Commission regarding ADUs - 3.pdf
	Email to Planning Commission from Carole Mills
	Email to Planning Commission from Kris Yarter
	Email to Planning Commission from Ari Samorano
	Email to Planning Commission from Claire Scheuren
	Email to Planning Commission from Christine Bergamo
	July 27 Request to postpone - Meg Johnson 
	City of Tucson_proposed amendment to the Unified Development Code to allow Accessory Dwelling Units
	Planning Commission ADU Concerns RK
	Email to Planning Commission from Hal Bergsma
	Email to Planning Commission from Peter Williams
	Email to Planning Commission from Beryl Baker
	Email to Planning Commission from Ann Pattison
	Email to Planning Commission from Paul Geary
	Email to Planning Commission from Tom Hull
	Zoning ADU - July 23

	Addendum 2 - Additional letters submitted to the Planning Commission regarding ADUs - 2.pdf
	Email to Planning Commission from Christopher Broughton
	Email to Planning Commission from Christopher Broughton - 2
	ADU 7.28.21
	ADU letter
	Email to Planning Commission from Aviva Zelter-Zubida
	Email to Planning Commission from Colby Henley
	Email to Planning Commission from Irit Askira Gelman
	Email to Planning Commission from Matt Somers
	Email to Planning Commission from Ronen More
	Email to Planning Commission from Tidhar Ozeri
	Email to Planning Commission from Karan Schreiber
	Ltr Planning Commission_Group_07-28-21_Group_Short

	Addendum 1 - Additional letters submitted to the Planning Commission regarding ADUs.pdf
	Email to Planning Commission from Don Ijams
	ADU Planning Commission ltr
	Email to Planning Commission from Stephen Poe
	Email to Planning Commission from Mimi Petro
	Email to Planning Commission from Linda Ray
	Email to Planning Commission from Alexandra Goff
	Email to the Planning Commission from Katina Cooper
	Email to Planning Commission from unno2002@aol.com
	Email to Planning Commission from Simmons Buntin
	Email from Bruce Plenk
	Email to Planning Commission from Stephen Allen
	Email to Planning Commission from Clara Morrison
	Email to Planning Commission from Cynthia Ayala
	Email to Planning Commission from Loren Dawn
	email to Planning Commission from Sonya Norman
	ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT UDC MODIFICATION PROPOSAL LETTER OF SUPPORT MACKEY 20201 07 25
	Email to Planning Commission from Bianca A
	Email to Planning Commission from Beth Medbury
	Email to Planning Commission from Gary Woodard
	Email to Planning Commission from Jim Brooker
	Email to Planning Commission from Fran Garcia
	Email to Planning Commission from Kathleen DeVerna
	Email to Planning Commission from Marty Johnston
	Email to Planning Commission from Debi Cohen





