
 
 

Development Code Update 
Public Meetings Summary 

Tuesday, January 10, 2023 | 9:00 a.m. – 10:00 a.m. | Virtual via Zoom 
Thursday, January 12, 2023 | 5:30 p.m. – 7:30 p.m. | Sentinel Building, 320 N Commerce Park Loop 

 
This document summarizes public input from two meetings to gather stakeholder feedback on the 
proposed development code updates to the Unified Development Code, Administrative Manual, and 
Technical Standards Manual. 
 
At both meetings, Planning and Development Services staff gave a presentation on the processes 
needed to amend these documents, stakeholder engagement conducted to date, and proposed 
updates. Questions and clarifications were discussed in both meetings. Online and printed comment 
forms were also distributed for additional feedback. Approximately 65 participants attended the 
online meeting and 25 attended in person. The presentation, survey link, and additional background 
can be accessed on the project webpage: https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/development-code-
update 
 
Summary 
Primary issues mentioned are listed first. More detailed input from both meetings is listed below. 
 
• Water Well Upgrades  

 Discussion included a suggestion to change notification from the existing 100’ to 400’ 
administrative notice to reach more owner-occupied homes beyond rentals. 

 
• Reduce Development Package (DP) Requirements for smaller projects  

 Clarification is needed around the thresholds of ‘major’ or ‘minor’ projects. 
 It was suggested to have similar thresholds for residential projects. While staff clarified 

that small residential plot plans are currently allowed, follow-up was noted. 
 There was lots of conversation about more help for small residential homeowners to 

submit permit applications. Suggestions included opening the counter for small projects, 
the ability to scan documents, and staff assistance to help fill out applications.  

 
• Align timeframe for grading permits with Development Packages 

 Discussion included a suggestion to allow for one-year expiration on other building 
permits. 

 
• Reduce Parking Requirements for Small Multi-family Residential 

 Concerns included parking impacts in neighborhoods, including negative effects on 
walkability and aesthetics, as well as too-lenient standards for paving alternatives. 

 Supportive feedback included noting how this change could allow more varied housing 
types and sizes, reduce heat island effect, use sites and alleys more efficiently, and how 
the regulation was a good match for affordable housing or along arterials, bus, and bicycle 
routes.  

 
• Allow Accessory Structures in front yards for shade and carports  

 Discussion included a suggestion to include a Historic Preservation Office (HPO) courtesy 
review for front yard accessory structure applications in National Registered Historic 
District. 

https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/development-code-update
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/development-code-update


 
 
• Standardize Building Setbacks on Major Streets and Routes  

 Discussion included suggestions for step-backs for taller buildings to improve sightlines 
and bulk reduction. It was noted that more landscaping and trees by the sidewalk are 
major component of the walking experience. 

 
Detailed Input 
Public comments have been grouped by similar topic.  
 
Improve PDSD Processes 
 

• Concerns with (WCF) electrical box on ground and the potential of increases in size if more 
antennas are added to only existing poles. 

 
• Clarification on 5g poles and WCF 

 
• If 2 small infills proposals and properties are contiguous would that change their definition to 

be small?  Seems like it should be then viewed as larger to analyze all impacts. 
 

• Further clarification on major change: 25% threshold, applies to annexations, proposed 
removal of existing conditions. 
 

• I am very supportive of item number 4 and think it's important to ensure that minor reviews 
have dedicated staff in order to have an expedited timeline.  Some DP are small enough that 
it would be an easy decision as to whether it's minor or not but on ones that are less clear, I 
think allowing the person submitting to make a case for why it's minor and giving city staff 
the authority to make a decision based on that conversation. 

 
• What establishes a small project? – under 200sqft 

 
• Request for this to be broken down into two standards – residential and commercial 

 
• What about commercial against residential – generators running, solar canopy take away vista 

 
• Clarification was needed on if reductions were associated with the substance of the DP or 

the material requested for a submittal 
 
Remove Barriers to Small-scale Infill 
 

• Please remove setback requirements between Townhouse Units. 
 

• Can FLD offer any other concessions? 
 

• Can impact fees be waived? 
 
• Discussion on the definition of affordable housing  
 
• Reducing onsite parking requirements in residential zones is a positive thing. Onsite parking 

and maneuverability is a poor use of valuable land. 
 



 
• I love the reduced parking requirements for 2-5 units. I would like to make the process of 

applying for sleeping quarters more simple. 
 

• Define small scale residential better, suggestion 2-5 units 
 

• Support of alley access and reducing urban heat island 
 

• Concerns with overflow parking in front of homes and on the street and aesthetics of how 
the neighborhood looks  

 
• Can see this work better on arterials and not collectors 

 
• How with this affect our residential streets?  

 
• Concerns expectations of car ownership 

 
• Has GIS been used to find optimal locations with bike paths near and public transit to better 

support? 
 

• Re: shade structures- can that code change include green growing shade as well as built 
structures? 

 
• 400 sqft may be limiting.. May need a little more, perhaps say "provide enough shade for two 

vehicles" 
 

• Does City code protect solar access for homeowners? As in, neighbors can't block sun from 
solar panels? 

There is no specific protection for solar access, however, setback requirements and height 
restrictions in residential zones help ensure access. 
 

• Allow accessory structures in front yards for parking with no size limitations. 
 
• Asking for a shade study as part of the submittal for any residential in-fill would be a good 

idea.  Blocking winter solar access not only from solar panels but also from homes that take 
advantage of passive solar strategies is a positive planning effort.  It would be a more useful 
and valuable way of dealing with building heights and setbacks rather than arbitrary numbers 
per zone. Get rid of setback and building height requirements for ADUs and infill structures in 
lieu of a solar study. 

 
• Agree with not limiting size of shade. Why would we limit amount of shade in such a hot city? 

 
• Please do not restrict the square footage for the shade structures for automobiles in the front 

of residential houses. 400sf may be too small shading 2 vehicles. 500sf would be the 
minimum. Also, parking arrangements and maneuverability should be clarified for developing 
2-5 units. Will it be regulated the same as a SFH? I hope so . . . where tandem is allowed, 
surface material is not even specified, etc. 
 

• Concerns with properties being delisted due to this (shade structures) 
 



 
• Please address parking location alternative, access to the businesses and security as well as 

landscaping requirements. 
 
Simplify Development Standards 
 

• Request that the bulking setbacks be in place 
 

• Support more landscaping, trees in the ROW by sidewalk 
 

• Discussion on timing of development and sidewalk installations 
 

• How to get continuous sidewalks installed when development comes in 
 
Additional Comments 
 

• I believe that all city code and building reviewers need more authority to leverage their 
expertise and make decisions in terms of the building and zoning code intent. Following the 
codes to the letter is sometimes difficult and designers are left to make certain compromises 
or prioritize one thing for another. Reviewers should have authority to make final decisions 
on the spot rather than going to management. 

 
• May not be super related to code clean up but - there really needs to be dedicated staff for 

expedited zoning reviews. Folks with the authority to give homeowners and designers the go-
ahead that a proposed site plan is acceptable with a letter stating so before a person moves 
forward with construction documents. This will also help with ADU approvals - the city put in 
a lot of efforts to get that code approved so now removing barriers and making the review 
process easier and more transparent for homeowners is key. Included in this...Impact fees for 
ADU's need to be cut in half or eliminated altogether. It is a big barrier. 
 

• Allow for in person applications. Even if they still need to be scanned, to have staff at counter 
be able to help with that process, especially for small projects and owner builds 

 
• With Water security an important issue, the technical standards of the Commercial Rainwater 

Harvesting ordinance needs to be revised with realistic for annual rainwater requirements. 
Currently, developments are exempt from supplying 50% of their landscaping needs from 
rainwater in times of drought (12 inches of annual rainfall.)  Our average rainfall has been 10 
inches for the last 30 years.) 

 
• Require landscape plans to receive enough rainwater from hardscape to capture what rain 

does fall to fill landscape basins without draining off to dirty streets and flushed into sewers. 
Plenty of rain falls, even in years of less rainfall, to green up our hot city. 

 
• Reduce set back requirements for water harvesting cisterns. I think most people do not apply 

for permit anyway; I recommend making this process easier 


