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MINUTws OF CITY CULKCIL lwellihG
TUCSON, ARLILONA obrluboba 2, 1952

The Mayor and Council of the City of lucson met In regular session in
the Couneil Chambver in the City Hall of the City of Tucson, Arizona, at 8400 p.a.
o tember 2, 1952, all members having been notified of {he time and place
eof.

I'he meeting was called to order by the Vice-Chalrmanjy and upon roll call,
present and absent were as follows:

rresents

Casper i, Carey, Coune ilnan

Wilbur F, Conelly, Councilman and Vice-
Chairman of the Council

Louls Menager Courncilman

Harlow b. heixs, Councilman

vennis o, Weaver, Councilman

Curl M. Hitt, City Clerk

Absent:

ichard V. Agetoii, Jr., Councilman
fred baery, vayor

The Vice-Chairman declared that a guorum was present.

Un motlion oy Coanmeflauil weaver, y Cowicilmar: Carey and ununl-
fed, Lhe minutes ol the met T v 7, 10, 21, and 2y and august 4,
as presen .

City Clerk annou: i that this was t tine and place designatod for

. proposed sign 187 which was tinued from august 18y 1%0:

inquired whether ¢ wish ) o) on the matters

opencer, speaking on behalf ol the associated Neon and Sign Adver-
stated the proposed ordinance would be accepbuble provided that
f signs be increased from one-hulf square foot to one square foot
‘oot of lot frontage snd that In accordance with the wishes ol
iressmen, signs Le allowed to project two-thirds the width of the
n "o-3" cusiness districts, althoug ity-four-inch projection limit
commended by the Plenning and coning Co on and was acceptavle to many
sign advertisers. ”
to a question rrom the Vice-Chalrmun, warren Walker of the
¢ Commission stated propos chunges submitted by the Associated
ctisers of lucson in a letter dated august 5, 1952 (See Minutes,
; were considered Ly the Commisci and by the Mayor end Council
'ttee of the whole. JThe revised form of ordinance’ presented on August 10,
, lncorporated changes approved by the Mayor and Council as u comnittee of the
>le. In reply to a question [rom Wr. opencer, ir. Walker stateu the Commission
had agreed to allow projectin, signs to extend twenty-four inches from the building

ine in "o-3" ousiness districts.

In reply to a question from Urady ceard relatlive to the request of tle
rnational orotherhood of klectrical Workers, Local Union 570, requesting that
n-resident neon sign advertisers of rima County dolng pbuginess in the City of
lucson be subjected to an annual occupational Llicense of $400 (See liinutes,
august 18, 1952), the City Attorney (iarry L. ouchanan) stated this matter did
not properly come within the scope of the slgn ordinance and recoumended that if
t dayor end Council wished to impose such fee, it be done by a separate ordinance
y amendment of the license ordinance,

Mr, peard requested an explanation of raragraph C of Section Vi1, which
provides that a person requesting issuance ol a sign ercctor's license must
furnish a 2,500 bond or take out a liability insurance policy. He stated liaoil-
ity insurance would not indemnify the City and that he matter should be clarified.

In Teply to a question from the Vice-Chalrman, Mr. Walker steted the
bond was intend to protect the City during construction of signs built over City
property and that this provision was included in the proposed ordinance submitted
by the associatec leon and Sign advertisers of Tucson (vee Minutes, February 9,
1952); and the suggestion of the Chamber of Commerce oign Urdinance Committee that
1isuility insuraznce be accepted in lieu of a vond was accepted by the Commission
in the course of holding hearings on the sign orainance,




Mhe ensulng discussion, in which the Vice-Chairman, Couneilman weaver,
City attorney, and hr. veard took part, was closed when the Vice-Chuirman
ted thet 1t was & matter which shoul& be settled Ly the Legal bepartment.
Mr. ceard stated certain fees are required under the ouilaing, the
electrical, and the sign omdinances, He inguired whether siyn advertisers would
ree fees to install one sign. The City Attorney stated he was of
thut the schedule of permit fees in the sign ordiunance corresponds
the ordinance relating to the osuilding Code anc that only one such
should be pald; however, 1f the eign was an electric one, payment of
2s in accordance with provisions of the electrical ordinance would be

It was moved by Councilman Carey that the hearing be closed and that
y attorney be instructed to prepare an ordinance incorporating such changes
been brought up during the hearings which should be adopted, The City
stuted whether any changes should be made was a matter of policy which
pe determined by the iayor and Council, and he cited as an example the
that =izns pe allowed to project two-thirds of the width of the sidewalk
ousiness distriets, The motion died for want ¢f & second.

e Vice=Chairman inquired whether there was any ouvjection to sllowing
to project two-thirds of the width of the sidewalk, which Mr. oeard stated
permissivle under existing ordinances, !ir. Welker stuted the limitation to
nty=-four-inch projection over sidewalks vus one of the proposed changes and
he sign advertisers werc not against it whern it was originally discussed at
, hearings. ur. veasrd stated the businessmen in the downtown area are
Jdlowing slgns twe-thirds the width of the cidewalk and that he considered
only falr way to determine the matter,

Mr. Spencer statea he is in favor of limiting signs to twenty-four inches
J.e reason that narrower signs will give the streets a wider gppearance, signs
be more readable, and the appearance of the City will ue lmprovedjy however, ha
eded that not everyone in his organization agreed with him; and sirce the
nessmen wanted the larger signs, the organization was supporting their request,

Vice=Chalrman inquired whether any of the Lusinessmen were present
objections; he felt they should speak for themgelves rathar than

gn advertisers, Mr, Walker stated that Iin fairness to the vusiness-
favor of restricting signs to two-thirds the width of the sidewalks,

stuted that they had appeared at several Comnission hearings.

In reply to a question from the Vice-Chairman, the City Manager (Donald
.r) stated 1t was his understanding that the whole object of passing a new
yrdinance wes to restrict projection of signs; if this was the case, there
1o reason Lo pass the ordinance if the provision restricting projection wes to

removed,

¢ City Engineer (Glenton G, Sykes) called attention to the varying
ewalks In the City of Tucson and stated that iIn certaln cases extremely
would pbe permissible,

'neer stated any proposed chunges could be made very easily and
god at th time; any necessary changes could ve made as amend-
rwlnance at @ later date.

seard proposed that the hearing be continued und, in reply to iir,
nt that the vusinessmen would not be present, stated that he would
they appearcd on their own behalf,

. L, spangler, who identified himself as a member of the lucson Chamber
nd ws velng in the sign business, stated the Luslnessmen were not
meeting for the reason they had assumed the change allowing sligus
irds the width of the sidewalk would uLe adopted. He agrecd
t adequate notice of whut was proposed had been glven, but
ere undacr the impression that the change would ve permitted,

(1327 Bast Edison) stated he was not uppearing on anyone's
could give some of the reasons why the Chamber of Commerce was
the ordinance changed to allow projection of signs two=thiras

sidewalk., If the signs were limited to twenty-four-inch projec-
slens whieh are practically trade-marks would be climinated. another
s that baleconies under provis!on: P the 114 “yle may project
tras the width of the sidewalk, and it would be absurd to allow RIS
project in such manner and to resérict the signs. Lo added that one could not
streets by an optical i1llusion.

After further dlscussion, it was moved by Counrllmarn Menuger, seconded
Ly Councllrsn Carey, and unanimously carried that the hearing oe comtinued to the
ceting of the Mayor and Councll to be held on September 10, 1952, at 1330 p.m,
the Council Chamber of the City Hell, Tucsor, Arizona.
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lerk reported this was the time and place designated and legally
; on a propossl to amend the soulng ordinauce (Farugraph 2,
Crainance No, 11o¢) as the same relates to membership of the sSoard
he City of Tucson by increasing the number to seven (7) members.

{he City Clerk presented s communication duted august 8, 1952, from the
and coning Commission recommending that Ordinence so. 11&8, oLl LION AV1,
agraph 2, be changed to read as follows:

{1

he membership of the woard shall consist of seven (7)
sembers each to be appointed for three (3) years, Future
appointments shall be made in the uanner yreseribed by
Article 14, Chapter 16, arizona Code of 1939, provided,
however, that one (1) of the members shall be a member
" the City Planning and coning Comalssion, one (1)
shall oe a person engaged in the real estate vusiness,
cne (1) shall pe a ovullder or architect. Ihe term
he member of the City Flanning : woning Commission
expire at the sume time as hi erm on said
ssion, if this occurs prior to the expirstion of
m as a member of sald ooard of acjustment.
Vecancles shall be filled for the unexpired term of any
member whose term becomes vacant,"

The Viee-Chairman inquired whether anyone wished to speak on thils matter,
:d. It was thereupon moved by Councilman Menager, secinded by Council-
..d unanimously carried that the hearing te closed,

¢ by Couneilmen Menager, secconded by Councilman ihelps, and
that the recommencdations of the #lanning and Zoning Commission
iing Ordinance No. 1168 as the same relates to the board of
e City of Tueson by Iincreasing liie numver to seven members be
City Attorney be instructed to prepare for presentation an
cordance with the Commission's recommencations.

City Clerk reported ;t such or:inance had already been prepared and

coneideration should the Mayor and Council wish to take action at

vy Councilman ienager, seconded by Councilman Weaver and unani-

ORLIkaNCE NO. 06

13

tled Al UAULNANCE OF THE MAYOR alb COUNCIL ur Tan CITY OF 1UCSON,
AdioUin,y ansholil oBCTIul AVI, SUS=DLLLLun by SELULY raonGhari
OUF UdwlianCh NO, 1168, dalallllG TO Tius cuwipoe IP OF THS
LUAAY U AL USIMERT

ented and read for the first time in full.

un mwotion by Councllman ilenager, seconded vy Councilman Weaver and
carried, proposed Ordinznce No. 1306 was read the second and thira
» number ¢nd title only.

It was moved by Councilman Menager and seconded ty Counciluan rhelps that
ho. 130€, as presented and read, be passed and adopted. The Vice=Chalrman
ed whether anyone wished to speak for or against this proposed ordinance.

sppeared. Upon roll call, the results were as rollowss:

Councilmen Carey, Menager, rhelps, ana Weaverj
aoneg
wt votings Councilman Ageton and Mayor mueryj
ings Councilman and Vice-Chairman Cone!ly;

lo. 1305 was declared auly passed and adopted and was thereugon
Vice-Chairman and attested by the City Clerk.

City Clerk announcec this was the time and place designated for
.. of vids on the "Plumer and oSteward's lorth of Lrachman Street, and North
Cavenue Uistrict raving Improvement," On motion oy Councilman rhelps,
ded oy Councilman Menager and unauimously carried, the following bLids were
publicly declared, and spread upon the minutes:
Sal AaViet A0CK AND Salu CUMrANY ¥58,300.35
(104 vic oona attached)

¥ IUNsEd CONSTAUCTORS ¥56,086,67
(104 bid vond attached)

4. wills CONTRACTING COMrANY $57,719.85
» oid vond attached)
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