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Senator Edna DeVries
Community

Title 29 Revisions
SB 142

ached 1is material that will assist us in our consideration
SB 142. Specifically included are:
Fact Sheet prepared by Alt Municipal League

"Brief History of Title 29 Rewrite (HB 72), Itr dtd 1/25/85 fronm
Commissioner Emil Notti to HC&RA Chairman, Rep. Peter Goll
Bill introduction cover letter from the Governor with attached
fiscal note

Position Paper on the bill by Dept of C&RA (2/15/85)

Memo from Tamara Cook stating that SB 142 and HB 72 are
identical bills (2/21/85)

Comparison of HB 72 and lastSession™ CSHB172(fin) (2/8/785)
Sectional analysisof the bill (2/15/85)

Copy of the bill

Copy of amendmentspassed by HC&RA; whichpassed the bill

out of committee today

is my understanding from Representative Goll that the next

committee of referral in the House (Judiciary) will waive HB

72,

permitting it to go directly to Finance.

I would urge you to 1loi k over as a minimum those 1items noted by

an

asterisk prior to ou meeting; 1f at all possible.
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Senate Senator Ferguson. Vice Chairman
Senator Coghill
Senalor Sturgulewski
Senator V Fischer
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C&RA Meeting - 5 March

Teleconference on SB 137 "An Act relating to

Senior Citizen Housing -- 3:30 - 4:15p
Overview -- SB 142 "An act relating to municipal
government" -- 4:15 - 5:00p

Edna,

You have received requests to expedite passage of SB 142, without any
amendments, from the following local governments:

1) City of Whittier

2) City of Alakanuk

3) City of Ketchikan and Ketchikan Gateway Borough
4) City of McGrath

5) City and Eorough of Sitka

6) City of Sand Point

7) City of Soldotna

8) City of Haines

9) Resolution frcm City Council, Ketchikan
10) Matanuska Susitna Borough

11) Haines Borough

12) City of Houston

13) City of Craig

14) City of Kodiuk

15) Municipality of Anchorage

Resolutions urging passage have also been passed by: Alaska Municipal
League, Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Mayors Conference, North/Northwest Mayors
Conference.

March 6 at 3:00p in room 209 to consider with House C&RA- HB 198, Muni
Assistance to Metlakatla

March 7 C&RA will be considering SB 142 — Title 29 revisions and
SB 26 — notification to Carmunity Councils of certain state

actions
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COMMITTEE MEETING 3/14/85

Will take up SB 159 by Senator Paul Fischer
The bill increasss the percentage of municipal school
construction debt retired by the state from 50 % to 75 %.

Will hear again SB 69

An Administration bill relating to licensing and
regulation of the sale and distribution of alcoholic
beverages

Committee heard this bill the first « ~on Feb 28
The committee had no recommended chang. .
however, Senator Coghill had a problen ® 't

two sections.... the bill was held for ~’

he has two amendments to offer

The CS for 142 has been returned from Legal .... attached s
a letter of explanation from Tam Cook, a memo from the
Revisor of Statutes affirming that the purpose clause

will be set out in an editor's note following the title

analysis; and a copy of the letter of intent that will
accompany the bill,



i G F I h U M I h POUCH Y STATE CAPIICH
™  (LhIOMTTM e s
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM March H, 1985

SUBJECT: Municipal Code Revision
(CSSB 142 (C&RA)}

TO: Senator Edna DeVries
Chair, Community & Regional Affairs Committee

FROM: Tamara Brandt CookyOL/
Deputy Director AP
Division of Legal Services

Here is the comm_.ttee substitute that you requested. It
incorporates all changes adopted by the House Community and
Regional Affairs Committee in the house version of the
municipal code revision with the exception of the change to
Section 29.20.630. This committee substitute includes the
purpose clause adopted by your committee and changes the
population requirement for incorporation of a first class or
home rule city from 600 to 400 residents. In addition, 1
have made two technical changes. Section 29.45.030(1)
contains a citation to AS 19.70.081 which 1 have corrected
to read AS 18.70.081. This cross-reference appears in
existing law, and there 1is, in fact, no AS 19.70.081. Some
changes were made 1in Section 2975.080 in AarTTp.r vprsinns n
of the municipal code revision bill to clarify that

language. Mary Nordale, Commissioner of the Department of
Revenue, has 1indicated to me that these changes create v
practical problems for the department in implementing its
responsibilities under other provisions of law. Since no
substantive change has ever been intended to be made to this
section and since the attempt at clarifying the language has
apparently failed, 1 have, as a drafting matter and with the
permission of Yvonne Alford, conformed this section to the
language that appears 1in existing law.

Please contact me if I can be of further assistance.

TBC:csh
C3/049



POUCH Y STATE CAPITOI
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LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANIDUM March 13, 1985
SUBJECT: Purpose clause for SB 142
TO: Senator Edna DeVries

Chair, Senate Community and Regional Affairs

FROM: David R. Dierdorff
Revisor of Statutes

I have reviewed the purpose clause proposed as an amendment
to SB 142, the municipal code revision.

Should the legislature enact this bill, or another version

of it, with the purpose clause included, you can be assured
that the clause would be set ouc in an editor"s note follow—
ing the title analysis for AS 29 (page 1 of the pamphlet).

It is my understanding that your committee wants a note to
remain in AS for at 1 ".ast 10 years. My instructions to the
Michie Company would include a request that the note be con-—
sidered "permanent" and that it not be deleted until at

least 1995, and thereafter only at the express direction of
the revisor.

DRD:csh
c3/041
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Committee on
Official Business . . . . Juneau. Alaska 99811
Community anti Regional Affairs
March 14, 19S5
Letter of Intent to Accompany Committee Substitute for
Senate Bill 142
It is not the intent of the Legislature through
for

the passage of CSSB 142 to change the taxing provisions

electric and telephone cooperatives as set forth by

AS 10.25-540-560; nor is it the intent of the Legislature

to change present statute provisions covering public

utility access to municipal rights of way as set forth by

AS 42.05.251

SENATE OTVMITTEE CN CEMVLNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS

Senator Edna DeVries, Chairman
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BILL Sheffield
governor

fPH-r
S tate o f A 1 as k a
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
+JCXEAC
The Honorable Don Bennett
President of the Senate
Alaska State Legislature
Pouc
Juneau, AK 99811
Dear Senator Bennett:
Under  the authority of art. [IIl, sec. 18, .of the Alaska

Constitytion, | fm transmitting a bill revising the munic-

ipal code (AS 29

An identical bill, HB 72, was introduced in the House on

January 16, 1985. At the request of the Alaska Mu n|C|paI
ea ?ue | am ir.troducing this bill in the Senate, today

thal both houses of the” Legislature can work on it concur

rently.

The bill was modeled on the committee substjtute reparig

last session by Ihe House, Finance Committee as

| (Fln&. Therd  is one significant difference bhetween
former. SHB,172(F|n) and this bill with regard to home rule
municipalities. Rather than allowing second class cities to
move_to home rule status in a single step,. as sec.

HB 172 and CSHB 172(Fin) had provided, this bill retains the

requirement that second class citjes become first
29.13.080 c*'»*rently provide.
This. bill mkes many uncontroversial improvements

municipal code and ‘I urge its prompt consideration

passage.
Sincerely

Bill Sheffield
Governor

class
cities before vot|n8 for home rule, as AS 29.13.010

to our

and



-.ATE OF ALASKA 1985 LEGISLATIVE -SSION
FISCAL NOTE

Revision Date:

REQUEST FISCAL DETAIL . . C oy
Bi 11/Resolution No.: S o !*-!’<:< Agency Affected: Communlty & Reglonal Affair's
Title: AN Act relatlng to Program CategBry Affected:
Mun|C|paFI2 (‘rov énment ommunity Development
Sponsor: RUIES/GOVErnoT Pxogram or, Subprogram(s) Affected:
Requestor: g% éo%ﬂmunlty B\pss?sfaa_ﬁc)e rants
Date of Request: Component: Organizational Grants
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars!
rrs"5 hy 86 FY 87 FY 88 FY 89 FY 90
OPERATING
TOOTtRSURAL SERVICES®”
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
<400 SUPPLIES
500 EQUIPMENT
500 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 CRANTS, CLAIMS 100.0 450.0 350.0
800 MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATING 100. 0 450.0 350.0
CAPITAL
REVENUE
_E%NB%?G:BU (Thousands of Dollars)
JClic I i
FEDERAL FUNDS inn.n 450.0 350.0
OTHR .
TOTAL 100. 0 450.'0 350.0
POSTTTONS
-ULU-I Ti-It -0- Ao Ao
3ART-TIME ) .
TEMPORARY ) )
ANALYSIS: Attach a separate page if necessary
(See Attached Page)
srepared gy:  Doug GriffinkT Beputy Director ,  465-4750

pivision: Municipal &.Regional Assistance  pate: 1-10-85

Approved by Commissioner: Date: 1-10-85

Agency: Community & Regional Arrairs

Distribution (by Agency preparing fiscal note):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agt*,y(ies) 7/1/84



STATE OF~ASKA 1985 - 14th LEGISLATURE, ~ ST SESSION
FISCAL NOTE

Bill/Resolution No.:

Title: An Act relating to municipal government

ANALYSIS:

Assumptions: Incorporation under Sec. 29.05.180- .190 of the proposed legislation
provides for increased transitional assistance to newly incorporated cities and
boroughs. For purposes of this fiscal note it is assumed that .incorporations will
occur as follows:

FY 86: 2 cities 1incorporate

FY 87: 2 cities and one borough incorporate.

FY 88: 2 cities 1incorporate

Program Summary: The only portion of this 206 page bill which will create fiscal
impact is Sec. 29.05.180- 29.05.190 which provides additional transitional assistance
through increased organizational grants. These increased organizational grants more
realistically provide tne level of assistance required to establish new cities and
boroughs. The Department is also required to provide additional assistance to newly
formed cities and boroughs in setting up a sales tax collection system and tax rolls
for property taxation. It is difficult to gauge whether this type of assistance will
in fact be requested. If it is requested, additional work will be required of the
State Assessor and technical assistance sections of the Division of Municipal and
Regional Assistance. Given this uncertainty, possible costs for this type of
technical assistance are not reflected in the fiscal note.

1. Positions: No new positions

2. Other Expenditures: N/A

3. Funding: General funds

4. Section Cost Analysis: All costs are contained in Section 3, Article 3 of
this bill.

Computations: The costs for FY 86-FY 88 are computed as follows based on the
assumptions previously stated:

Grants N FY 86 ... .o 100.0
(2 cities incorporate @ 550,000 per -- first year grant)
Grants N FY 87 . i 450.0

(2 cities @ $50,000 per — first year grant)

(1 borough 0 $300,000 per - first year grant)

(2 cities @ $25,000 per - second year grant)

Grants 1N FY B8 .. .. e 350.0
(2 cities @ $50,000 per — first year grant)

(1 borough @ $200,000 - second year grant)

(2 cities @ $25,000 - second year grant)

Economic Impact: Other than providing newly incorporated municipalities with
greater financial incentives to incorporate and a more realistic level of
transitional assistance, the economic impact on the state and local
governments will be limited.

Impact on Local Governments: This bill 1is strongly supported by the Alaska
Municipal League and most municipalities of the State. [Impacts will generally
be positive, particularly for newly incorporated municipalities.



DEPT. OF COMMUNITY & RSGSOIVAL AFFAIRS

21-P1LH

mobr s BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER D ﬁ%i&%ﬁ%’%’l
B e

February 15, 1985

POSITION PAPER
RE: Senate Bill 142
SPONSOR:  Rules Committee by request of the Governor
Program Effects of Bill

Senate Bill 142 is a comprehensive revision of the munrcrpal code.
f Wi establrfh hetter 0r anrz%tron fTitle, 29 reater
flextbility for local governments than under existin Iaw

result in° greater e |crenc[y the general ad |n|strat|on 0f
department programs ron will revise statutory
lan uage in 'the State Revenue arrng Program which the Attorney
General has found to be nconstrtutron

Comments

The Department has worked extensively over the past. six years to
achieve passage of this legislatirn. ~ Currently Title 29 is a
confused and Sometimes controversral patchwork of  state law dealin
with local government his b||| is designed to restructure th
organization”of Tit 8 simplify administration of the law end
to” make 1t more un erstan able and usable to those who deal with
it Senate  Bill 142 organizes most sections, by class of
munic pality ak g it easier to refer to specific “sections and
determine Whrc classes of municipality are affected. Termipology
B standardrzed thro ugh consistent ‘use ‘throughout Title 29 and more
precise . definitig than In existing = law. Powers  and
responsibilities of munrcrpalrtres are thus clarified.

Aside from effecting a better organrzatron of the contents of Ti I
29 and rmgroved termrnolo[g als0 proposes some importa
s to the curren body of munrcrpal

Improvemen
Certain powers and responsibilities are clarified in SB 142,
%artrcularly In the areas of extraterritoriality and. land drsposal
ther partions of the Dbill  create new erxrb Irt.y for
cornmunrtres, articularly in the areas gf reclassif aro

rule and zoning.  Some chan es are 0 great ene to
Department in its administrafl _of programs, such revenue
snarrng []or unicorporated c?mmunr es. These are all worthwhrle
changes that argue In avor of the bill.



Senate Bill 14
February 15 1
Page 2

2
985

Extraterritorial Powers

Extraterritorial power for all municipa
to allow for the operation of additiona
municipal bounuarres includin S0l
facilities, wharfs, harbors and other mar

lities has. been expanded
| facilities outside of
d and. septic waste
arine facilities,

A municipality which provrdes a acrIrtK outside its houndaries
may r%u ate rts use to the extent that the jurisdiction in

hich. the facility 1s Iocated does not regulate it (Unde
exrstrng statutes, a munrcr art co uld regulate a faciljty
outside” its boundaries, % to, regllate was provided
for the municipality wrthrn whrch the facility was located.)

Eminent Domain

The exercrse 0f emrnent domajn and dgclaratron of taking is
extended second class cities. current law, second
class crtres must first receive the approval of the Department
0f ommuwty and Regional  Affairs QCRA) before they can
exercise t power in a speciftic instan

Land Disposal

Munrcr al land disposal provisions have Dbeen  simplified,
qurrrn onluJ that the local governing body establish a set of
ormal procealres by ordrn ce.

Ftannrng and Zoning

Zoning laws have been broadened to allow for “"land use
regulations,” thus provrdrng a wider range of options for local
governments to implement their local planS and programs.

AII 0f thﬁse Ptodrfrcatrons must be erwed as important, positive and
long sought after improvements to Title 29

Revenue Sharing/Municipal Assistance

This. pil tran sfers. the IC] tance rogram to DCRA to
proviade ,o rarnated rpmrrﬁ)rstr Prod

Cleans up an exrstrn% provision of Title 29 which makes revenue
sharing funds available to "Alaska Native Village" governments,
which an Attorney General's opinion ruled was unconstitutional,
Senate Bill 142 “would resolve  this problem by making revenue
sharing available to all unincorporated communities in the

unorganized borough,



Senate Bill 14
February 15, 1
Page 3

2
985

Incorporation and Transition Grants

Raises the organization %rant paid by the State tp newly formed
cities from $10 per voter to a_$507000 in the first year and
25,000 in the sec%nd ear..  Boroughs would %e el|%|b|e to
receive a grant of $300,000 in the first )rear_, 200,000 m _the
second, and $100,000 in the third year following incorporation.
Boroyghs now receive $25,000 on incorporation of $10 per voter,
whichever is higher. ~The increased organizational grants will
make It much eaSier for communities or ‘regions of the state to
organize as municipalities.

Municipal Property Taxation

In the sections which deal with local p[opertX taxation, the bill
clarifies several points which are confusing under currant law. In
addition, 1t allows municipalities more fléxibility in the area of

assessment policy.

In the past, gropert taxes were reguwed to be levied equallg
against Dboth real and personal property. Senate Bill 142 allow
municipalities to exempt propertg in either category if it wishes to
do so, an option which 'has been badly needed in somé commurities.

In addition, the Office of the State Assessor responds to. numerous
questions each year which elxre caused by the inferior o,rqanlzanon ﬂf
assessment and " taxation laws under “the current  Title . ne
Improved arrangement of these flaws in SB 142 will be helpful in
requcing the nlmber of inquiries that the office currently addresses.

The changes in the bill are necessar1yh to achieve these purposes and

are supported by the Department, ey are also supported by the
Alaska Municipal League and most local governments.

Emil Notti, Commissioner
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POUCH Y STATE CAPIICX
JUNEAU ATASKA998II

| D SH&m 107 46b 3800
LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY

MEMORANDUM February 21, 1985
SUBJECT: Municipal Code Revision (SB 142)
T0: Senator Edna DeVries , _
Chairman, Community and Regional Affairs
FROM: Tamara Brandt Cook
Dep UtY Director
Division of Legal SerV|ces

You have asked me whether the _versions of the municipal. code
revision bill, SB 142 and HB 72, are identical.  According
to the Governor's transmittal letter, SB 142 is identical” to
the house bill that was |nroduced first. éSenate Journal,
Febryary 8, 1985, e 250) have compared both bills and
found no differenc etween them

If 1 may be of further assistance, please contact me

TBC: csh

¢3/015



J BILL SHEFFIELD, CCKERXOR

DTPT. OF COMMUNITY & REGIONAL AFFAIRS o ﬁ%ﬁ

asssasy
" R e

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER

January 25, 1985

The Honorable Peter Goll, Chalrm ,
House Community and Regional Affajrs Committee
Alaska State House of Representatives

Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

RE: BRIEF HISTORY OF TITLE 29 REWRITE (HB 72
Dear Representative Goll:

place HB 72 ir.;0 perspective the Department has prepared a
ief history of the issue of the Title 29 revision bill.

0

[

? for Senate concurrent Resolution No. 66 offered during the

eventh Legislature noted that the municipal code was in> need

f co prehenswe revision apd appomted the Alasfa Legtsq Y(e
to _prepare a revmon of |t|e

atutes This |nvo ved havin services d|V|3|on 0f

e Legislative Affairs Agen; wor W|t a_ policy adV|sory

oug to draft a total reV|S| he Municipal Code,

| advisory grou in .turn apomte a technical dV|sory

up con3|st|n% munmtpa attorneys, clerks, and other

hnically orie ted staff.

alf

on
ed
I|m|

In gene r I

ring the latter h
mpTehensive revisi
ew b||| was draft
e minology, . e
uie, and’

r
e,
sible format

se two groups worked dili ge
80 to hammer out an accé
le 29. For the most par
re . reater unttormtty
S tﬁ cies. in the 8 S
er the statute to a more c
n

A few policy revmonT were | d b t

main_focus of the bill. In s he general”intent of

new Title 29 was to create a m derstandable, easier toI
ate

|

I

du
co
e n
stat
rehen
cet ut they were no
n

U
I
St

ox S-oD— O
CDQ_('DO

document which_clearly enunci tate pohcy regardlng
governments.  The document tended, as who to giv
governments greater flexibility and freedom to address
concerns.

{
t
u
0C
0C
0cC

21-P1LH



The Honorable Peter Goll

January 25, 1985
Page 2

The new initiatjve was introduced as SB 180 during the Twelfth
Legislature which convened in January 1981. The legislation
was approved by this Legislature,” but not before some
controversial amendments regarding population, forest land
taxation, and public utilities were attached on the floor of
the House. These amepdments resulted in g veto of the bi

|1 b
then Governor Hammond. The aftachment of these controver3|a¥
amendments also prompted an upwritten policy among, those
mterested in passage of this bill to keep futdre verSions. of
the |ds?t|on free of controversial amendments which might
stop or elay 1ts passage.

The Title 29 bill was reintrodu ed in Thirteenth Leglslature in
?enerally the same form as the pre-amended SB 1807 The hill
hat was introduced in 1982 by Governor Sheffield was numbered
HB 172, The Dbill received " extensive review Dby the  House
Community and Re?mnal Affairs Committee and its ‘companion in

the Sendte also ece|ved some. attention b%/ the Senate
Communlt an g|o nal Affairs committee. passed the
Hé)use |angm hed in the Senate Judiciary Committee until
Journment St year.
This brings us. to the third legislature to address  this
comprehenswe bill. Governor Sheffield has again identified a
new |tIe 29 as a priority and has introduced "It as HB 72. e
hope work. with  your ™ committee and all supporters of a
reV|sed municipal code to assure speedy passage this year
hope this Dbackground information proves wuseful to you
dehbgratlons. J P Y
Sincerely
Emil Notti

Commissioner



TITLE 29 FACT SHEET

SUMMARY OF HB 72/SB 142 - TITLE 29 (MUNICIPAL CODE)

HB 72 and SB 142 are comprehensive bills that reorganize and clarify Title 29 (Municipal Code),
but do not substantially change that part of the state statutes that direct the operation of
local government in Alaska.

History; Thi urrent Title 29, last revised in 1972, is a hodgepodge of 13 years worth of
amendments. It is very difficult for the average citizen to read and understand.

Recognizing the problem, the Legislature adopted SCR 66 in 1980, directing the rewrite of Title
29. A broadly representative policy committee, with the assistance of a technical committee,
prepared a revised code after an exhaustive series of meetings, hearings, and public
presentations.

HB 170 and SB 180 were introduced in 1981. More hearings were held during the 1981 legislative
session, during theinterim, and continuing through thel982 session. SB 180 passed the
legislature, but because of controversial floor amendments, Governor Hammond vetoed the bill.

In 1983, SB 1 was introduced by Senators Sturgulewski and Gilman; HB 172, by Governor
Sheffield. Both bills are basically the same as the bill that had passed the previous year
minus the controversial amendments. More committee work was done in both the House and Senate
on the 204 page bill. HB 172 passed the House in the Second Session of the 13th Legislature
but it did not reach the Senate.

Governor Sheffield has introduced HB 72 and SB 142 in the 14th Legislature. These identical
bills are the same as HB 172, the bill that passed the House last year, except for removing the
ability of a second class city to adopt a home rule charter.

Changes: For the most part, these bills reorganize and reword Title 29 for clarity and
flexibility. Policy changes of any substance are very few. The main changes are:

Third Class Boroughs: The existing third class borough, Haines Borough, continues in
existence, but there is no provision for incorporating new third class boroughs in the
future.

Municipal Powers: A general grant of municipal powers is given to municipalities, instead
of a long list of enumerated powers. The difference is more semantic than actual, since
the list includesalmost every conceivable municipal power. There is no change in the
manner in which boroughs acquire powers.

Organizational Grants/Feasibility Studies: The organizational grants are increased and
expanded, depending on the category of local government. Studies for the feasibility of
local government are authorized.

Incorporation Requirements: The minimum number of people required for incorporation as
either a first class or home rule city is increased from 400 to 600.

Ordinance Violation: Penalties for ordinance violations are increased from a maximum $500
and 30-days to class B misdemeanor penalties, which are a maximum of $1000 and 90-days.



Title 29 Fact Sheet - Page 2

Extraterritorial Jurisdiction: Solid and septic waste disposal, utility services, wharves,
harbors, and other marine services are added to the list of powers that may be exercised
outside the boundaries of the municipality, if the municipality has the authority to
exercise the power inside its boundaries.

Economic Development: Allow economic development as a non-areawide power for second class
boroughs, without requiring a vote of the people to exercise it.

Franchise: Requires a vote on franchises of more than 5 years; current law requires a vote
on all franchises.

Eminent Domain: Removes the requirement that second class cities get permission from the
Department of Community and Regional Affairs and the voters before exercising the power of
eminent domain.

Planning, Platting, and Land Use: Updates the language, changing "zoning"™ to "land use".

Run-0ff Elections: Allows run-off election procedures and requirements to be changed by
ordinance.

Personal Property: Allows exemption of personal property from taxation.

Taxation of Boats: Removes the $5 and $15 property tax limit on boats if assessed on the
basis of net tonnage.

Penalties and Interest: Increases the maximum penalty on delinquent property
and sales tax from 10% to 20% and interest from 8% to 15%.

Revenue Bonds: Authorizes revenue bonds to be payable solely from the revenue and property
of the project.

Municipal Assistance Fund: Moves the administration of the Municipal Assistance Fund from
the Department of Revenue to the Department of Community & Regional Affairs.

Municipal Property Disposal: Requires municipalities to adopt formal procedures by
ordinance; current law sets out procedures including requiring an election on the disposal
of any property valued at jore than $25,000.

Alaska Municipal League
Prepared February 23, 1984
Revised February 12, 1985
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