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State of A laska
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JI"XE.U

The Honorable Don Bennett
President of the Senate
Alaskr State Legislature
Pouch V

Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Senator Bennett:

Under the authority of art. 1Il1l, sec. 18, of the Alaska

Constitution, I am transmitting a bill making several
changes in the exercise of the power of eminent domain
under AS 09.55.240 - 09.55.460. This bill recognizes

recent developments in the law and contains provisions
that should streamline eminent domain procedures without
prejudicing landowners®™ rights. The result will alleviate
delays that public works projects can experience. The
public is well served by the amendments because it will
get the use of 1its public works projects sooner and at
lower public expense.

Section 1 of the bill amends AS 09.55.270 by requiring the
condemning authority, before the taking of real property

by a "declaration of taking," to prepare a decisional doc—
ument summarizing the decision. Section 4 amends
AS 09.55.430 by requiring that the decisional document be
part of the declaration of taking. These two amendments

codify and implement the holding in Ship Creek Hydraulic
Syndicate v. State, 685 P.2d 715 (Alaska 1984).

Section 2 amends AS 09.55.300(a)by clearly specifying the
power of the superior court when considering the require—
ment that a taking be made in a manner compatible with the
greatest public good and least private injury. The court
is to make 1its analysis based upon a review of the deci—
sional document required by sec. 1 and on appropriate evi—
dence as set out insec. 7 of the bill.

Section 3 amends AS 09.55.410 by clearly statingtheprop —
osition that, if any money on deposit 1is withdrawn by a
party in interest, the withdrawal operates as a waiver of
all issues, except the amount of jJjust compensation. This
amendment codifies existing practice. We believe that it
is reasonable because it requires the property owner early



on to make a choice between attempting to stop the project
or only litigating the issue of compensation.

Section 5 amends AS 09.55.440(a) by raising the statutory
interest allowed under the declaration-of-taking procedure
to the lawful 1interest rate. Under AS 45.45.010, that
interest rate is currently 10.5 percent. Under the exist—
ing language of AS 09.55.440(a), a property owner 1is enti—
tled to interest at the rate of six percent on the amount
finally awarded that 1is in excess of the initial deposit.

This 1interest rate was found unconstitutional 1in City of
Valdez v. 18.99 Acres, 586 P.2d 682 (Alaska 1984), where

the court held that condemning authorities are required to
pay lawful interest.

Section 6 provides a number of amendments to
AS 09.55.450(a) that will streamline the procedure in the
superior court. First, the court is required to schedule

a hearing for the review of the taking within 30 days

after the filing of any objections to the declaration of
taking or as soon after that as possible. This particular
amendment does not create a priority over other matters on
the court"s calendar, but does place a requirement wupon

the superior court to deal expeditiously with hearings on
objections to the authority and necessity for the taking.

When combined with the changed nature of that hearing un—
der the amendments contained 1in sec. 7, the scheduling of
a hearing on any objections to the declaration of taking

should be greatly expedited.

Section 6 also contains amendments that clearly state that
if a defendant does not make his objections in a timely
fashion, he has waived his objections and defenses to the
taking. This amendment parallels the existing law Tfound
in Civil Rule 72(e)(4). We believe that the amendment 1is
necessary to avoid situations such as those that arose 1in
Stewart v. State, Op. No. 2895 (Alaska, December 28,
1984) .

In" that case, the state filed its declaration of taking,
and the property owners filed no objection to the taking.
The project went out to bid and the contract was awarded.
Six months after the action was filed and two months after
the award of the contract, the property owners entered an
objection to the taking and the superior court allowed the
objections. Rather than litigate the propriety of the
taking, the state dismissed its declaration of taking and
redesigned its project. This resulted in higher construc—
tion costs. Section 6"s amendment, absent extraordinary
circumstances that the superior court may in the interest



of jJustice address, 1is not prejudicial to a defendant's
rights; it places him in no worse position than any other
civil litigant; 1i1.e., objections or defenses that are not
made are waived.

Section 7 contains amendments that are a departure from
the existing law and practice. Existing AS 09.55.460 re—
quires an analysis by the superior court to determine
whether the taking was accomplished in a manner compatible
with the greatest public good and least private 1injury.

If the court finds that the taking was not made in that
manner, the state is divested of the title it has acquired

with 1its declaration of taking. The difficulty with the
current statute 1is that no procedural standards are given
for the analysis, ar.d no burden of proof 1is assigned to
the parties. The result, in practice, of this lack of
clarity in the statute has been generally to assign to the
defendant the burden of proof that the taking was not made
in a manner compatible with the greatest public good .and
least private injury, and a "mini-trial” was necessary for
the taking of the parties®™ evidence.

Court calendars are quite crowded and, when coupled with

the "mini-trial™ practice, the effect has been to delay
the hearing until a significant block of the court®s cal—
endar can be set aside. One recent Supreme Court case,

Ship Creek Hydraulic Syndicate v. State, cited above, pro-—
duced a hearing in the trial court which Jlasted nearly
five days, during which expert testimony was presented by
both sides. While the trial court did ultimately confirm
the taking, time that could have been devoted to the proj—
ect was lost. It should also be noted that the require—
ment for a decisional document, which 1is set out 1in sec.

1, is a product of this case.

The language proposed in AS 09.55.460(c) assigns the bur—
den to the defendant to prove by clear and convincing evi—
dence that the decision to condemn was arbitrary, capri—
cious, or an abuse of discretion. We believe that this

language 1is a codification of the holdings 1in State v.

0.644 Acres, 613 P.2d 829 (Alaska 1980) and State v. 2.072

Acres, 652 P.2d 465 (Alaska 1982), and only represents a
departure from existing statutory language 1in that the

appropriate review standards are clearly and succinctly

stated.

The Jlanguage proposed 1in AS 09.55.450(d) 1is a departure
from existing practice, but, when combined with the amend-—
ments vregarding decisional documents, should streamline
the procedure in the superior court without prejudicing



the property owners® rights. Under this Jlanguage, the
superior court will consider the decisional document, any
supporting reports, studies, or statements relied upon 1in
reaching the decision to condemn, and any affidavits the
parties might submit, as well as depositions taken by the

parties. There is no provision for the taking of evidence
by the court except in situations in which the court al-—
lows the presentation of additional evidence. This pro—

posed language provides for a review process by the supe—
rior court which 1is analogous to the function it serves
when reviewing decisions of the district court and admin-—
istrative agencies under AS 22.15.240 and Appellate Rule
609.

Under the cited statute and rule, the superior court re-—
views <cases involving significant liberty and property
interests that have been adjudicated by the district court
and a variety of administrative agencies. These appeals
are all upon the record without the taking of additional
evidence, except as provided by statute and rule in ex—
traordinary circumstances.

There are significant differences between the record in an
appeal from the district court or an administrative agency
and the decisional document envisioned 1in sec. 1 of this
bill. The most important is that the aggrieved party will

have presented his case before the matter is in the supe—
rior court. We believe that allowing the parties to sub-—
mit affidavits and depositions 1in response to, or to sup-—
port objections to, the taking is a reasonable substitute.

We reach this conclusion because of the extensive nature
of the background analysis that is performed in the course

of developing a public works project. Typically, location
and design studies and, 1in many instances, environmental
impact studies are prepared. An additional component of

the planning and design of a public works project is a
public hearing process during which comments are solicited
from the public. Furthermore, AS 35.30.010 requires ap-—
proval by local planning and zoning commissions. An
analogous approval 1is required under AS 09.55.275 for any
replatting which is necessary to accommodate the project.

By the time an eminent domain action is filed, the project
is a well-known entity and well defined, and has been the
subject of local political decisions and adjudication pro—
cedures under AS 35.30.010 and AS 09.55.275.

With this extensive administrative background, we believe
that augmenting the evidence before the court with depo—
sitions and affidavits provides the superior court an ade—
quate basis to review the appropriateness of the taking.



Under the amendments in this bill, the superior court has
the discretion to allow the presentation of additional
evidence as it does in its appellate jurisdiction.

I urge your favorable action on this measure, ro that our
eminent domain code accurately reflects the law, and so
that the public®s business 1is handled 1in an expeditious
and fair manner for all concerned.

Sincerely,

Governor



BILL SHEFFIELD, GOVERNOR

REPLY TO:
o 1031 W 4th A VENUE
DEPARTMENT OF LAW los w au
ANCHORAGE. ALASKA 99501
OFFICEOF THEATTORNEY GENERAL PHONE: (9071 276-3550

O /jf NATIONAL CENTER
100 CUSHMAN ST.
SUITE 400

_— FAIRBANKS, ALASKA 99701
MAR 2 6 iggt] March 26, 1985 PHONE: (907) 452-1568

>0 POUCH K mSTATE CAPITOL
JUNEAU. ALASKA 99811
PHONE: (907) 465-3600

465-3603
The Honorable John B. Coghill
Chairman, Senate Transportation Committee
Alaska State Senate
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811

Re: SE 193 relating to the power
of eminent domain

Dear Senator Coghill:

During the Senate Transportation "Odmmittee meeting on
March 20, 1985, inquiry was made regarding the approach of other
jurisdictions on the issue of whicn party has the burden of proof
that a particular taking is not necessary for a public purpose.
My research indicates that it is routinely assigned to the prop—
erty ovmer. In section 7 of SE 193, we proposed language codify—
ing this legal principal which presently exists in Alaska law.
The committee®"s amendment to the bill which deleted that language
will not have much of an impact upon eminent domain practice 1in
Alaska. However, if the committee further amends the bill by
assigning to the condemning authority the burden to prove that
its decision to condemn was not arbitrary, capricious, nor an
abuse of discretion; the contrary is true. Statutory language of
that sort would make Alaska unique among American jurisdictions,
i.e. in effect the taking could be presumed invalid unless proven
otherwise, by the condemning authority.

The necessity for the taking of private property enjoys
a presumption of validity for very sound public policy reasons.
An executive agency undertakes a particular public works project
by the direction of the legislature through the appropriation
process. That public works project 1is brought to fruition by
that executive agency under a grant of power conferred upon it by

the legislature, which includes the grant of the power of eminent
domain. Consequently, when, 1in the course of constructing a

public works project, 1t becomes necessary to acquire interests
in land necessary for its construction by the use of the power of
eminent domain, the executive agency is fulfilling the will of
the legislature, the elected representatives of the people. (It

03.C5LH
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Honorable John B. Coghill March 26, 1985
Alaska State Senate Page 2

is not fulfilling an agenda of its own.) It is for these reasons
that the burden is assigned to the property owner to prove that
the taking is not necessary for a public purpose. To assign the
burden to the condemning authority 1is in our opinion contrary to
sound public policy. Consequently, the administration is opposed
to the amendment of SB 193 which would shift the burden of proof
on the 1issue of necessity to the condemning authority.

IT I may be of any further assistance in this matter,
please contact me.

Sincerely yours,

NORMAN C. GORSUCH
ATTORNEY GENERAL

William F. Cummings
Assistant Attorney General

WFC:prm
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ANALYSIS OF FISCAL NOTE

"An Act relating to the power of eminent domain; and providing
for an effective date”

This bill recognizes recent development 1in the law and contains
provisions that should streamline eminent domain procedures
without prejudicing property owner"s rights.

First, this would require the court to schedule a hearing for the
review of the taking within 30 days after the filing of any
objections to the declaration of taking or as soon after that as
possible. This particular amendment does not create a priority
over other matters on the court"s calendar, but does place a
requirement upon the Superior Court to deal expeditiously with
hearings on objections to the authority andnecessity for the
taking.

This bill would amend AS 09-55-410 by clearly stating that, if
any money on deposit is withdrawn by a party in interest, the
withdrawal operates as a waiver of all 1issues except the amount

of just compensation. This would require the property owr.er
early on to make a choice between attempting to stop the project
or only litigating the issue of compensation. This bill would

also raise the statutory interest allowed under the declaration
of taking procedure to the lawful interest rate.

This bill would clearly state that if a defendant does not make
his objections in a timely manner, he has waived his objection
and defense to the taking.

It is concluded that legislation that leaves a property owner"s
substantive rights intact, but that changes the procedural as—
pects of the litigation to a more effective- and timely manner so
that capital projects are not delayed is in the best interest of
the public.

Although a dollar amount cannot be identified, this bill should
provide a savings to the State, since it will alleviate problems
that have developed in regard to eminent domain procedure which
have the potential to seriously delay badly needed public work
project.
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March 22, 1985

Senator Coghill, Chair

Senate Transportation Committee
Pouch V

Juneau AK 99811

Dear Senator Coghill;

I am writing with regard to SB 193, an act relating to the power of
eminent domain. I have discussed this measure with several of the
-presiding judges, who offer the Tfollowing comments. First, the
measure provides that a hearing for review of a taking must be held
within 30 days after the filing, or as soon after that as 1s possible,
to establish the validity of any objections (Section 6, pages 3-4).
Calendaring of matters before the court is an inherently procedural
task, properly within the purview of the courts. The Court System
therefore opposes inclusion of language which appears to require
placement on the calendar within a set time period. However, the
courts are mindful of the concerns expressed in the governor"s trans-
mittal letter. Judge Serdahely in particular 1s exploring ways to
expedite hearings before the superior court inAnchorage.

A second concernrelates to section 7, paragraph (d)which limits
live testimony at a hearing to object to a taking. Since supporting
statements, reports and similar documents generally contain hearsay
evidence, due process would be enhanced if these materials were sworn
1n a manner similar to affidavits.

Although this legislation represents a change-in the way in which
eminent domain proceedings would be handled, the other provisions of
the bill involve substantive policy decisions appropriately addressed
to the legislature.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon this legislation.

Sincerely,

General Counsel

cc: Arthur H, Snowden, Il
Presiding Judges
VJilliam F. Cummings, Assistant Attorney General



Art. |, § 17

(he basic distinction arises between a
question of fact and a question of law.
Tavlor v. Interior Enterprises. Inc.. Sup.
Ct’ Op. No. 621 (File No. 11131. 471 P.2d

405 (19701.
Questions of fact may not be
re-examined by court. — Where there is

a trial by jury, questions of fact must be
decided by the jury and may not be
re-examined by the court. Taylor v.
Interior Enterprises. Inc.. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
621 (File No. 1113). 471 P.2d 405 (1970).

Criterion for determining suf-
ficcncy of evidence for jury. — In
deciding whether the evidence is sufficient
to raise aquestion offact to be presented to
the jury, the court applies a criterion. In
Alaska's courts the criterion is whether
there is room for a difference of opinion
among reasonable men as to the factual
issue in controversy. Ifthere is, the issue is
submitted to the jury for its
determination, if not. the court decides the
issue without reference to thejury. Taylor
v. Interior Enterprises, Inc., Sup. Cl. Op.
No. £21 (File No. 1113), 471 P.2d 405

(1970).
Power of removing factual issues
from jury. — The courts have exercised

the power of removing from considetation
by ajury factual issues in a case where the
court decides there is insufficient evidence

Section 17 Imprisonment  for

Constitution of Alaska

Art. I. § 18

to raise aquestion offact to be presented to
the jury. Taylor v. Interior Enterprises.
Inc., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 621 (File No. 1113),
471 P.2d 405 (19701.

Section does not preclude review of
rulings on motions to setaside awards.
— Nothing in this section precludes
appellate review ofthe trialjudges’rulings
on motions to set aside awards. Fruit v,
Schreiner, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 838 (File Nos.
1526. 1546). 502 P.2d 133 (1972).

Applicability of fair cross-section
standard to civil jury selections. — See
Malvo v.J.C. Penney Co., Sup. Ct. Op. No.
901 (File No. 1630), 512 P.2d 575 (1973).

Applied in State v. Kantz, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 1536 (File No. 3080), 572 P.2d 775
11977 >

Quoted in Knudsen v. City of
Anchorage, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 21 (File No.
58). 358 P.2d 375 (1960); Patrick v.
Sedwick, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 206 (File No.
314). 391 P.2d 453 (1964); Pennington v.
Snow. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 625 (File No. 11011
471 P.2d 370 (1970); Martinez v. Bullock,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1152 (File No. 2209), 535
P.2d 1200 (1975); Jeffries v. Glacier State
Tel. Co.. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1985 (File No.
4298), 604 P.2d 4 (1979).

Cited in Lee v. State, Sup, Ct. Op. No.
749 (File No. 1395), 490 P.2d 1206 (1971).

Debt. There shall be no

imprisonment for debt. This section does not prohibit civil arrest of

absconding debtors.

The gist of the offense under AS
28.35.026 is failure to return an
automobile with a conscious purpose to
injure the owner and not mere failure to
pay the rental price. Hence, the

constitutional prohibition against
imprisonment for debt has not been
violated. Speidel v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
584 (File No. 1014), 460 P.2d 77 (1969).

Section 18 Eminent Domain. Private property shall not be taken
or damaged for public use without just compensation.

Cross reference. — Astocompensation
and damages awarded for property taken
by eminent domain, see AS 09.55.330.

I. General Consideration.
Il. Damage.
I1l. Taking.
IV. Just Compensation.

I. GENERAL CONSIDERATION.

Construction. — The supreme court
has liberally construed this section in
favor of the private property owner. Alsop

v. State. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
3023i, 586 P.2d 1236 (1978).

1764 (File No.
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Art. |, § 18

Compensation for personal
property. — Reading Alaska Const., art.
I. 5 18. and Alaska Const., art. I, S 1, in
paria materia, and the generally
recognized principle that the constitution
and legislative enactments in
implementation thereof are to be liberally
construed, the supreme court found no
clear legislative intent to have been
manifested that personal property taken
or damaged by public use should not be
justly compensated. Stroh v. Alaska State
Hous. Auth., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 496 (File No.
924), 459 P.2d 480 (1969).

There is no clear legislative intent
manifested that personal property taken
or damaged by public use should not be
justly compensated. Stroh v. State Hous.
Auth.. Superior Court. 3rd Jud. Dist., No.
65-1222, 459 P.2d 484 (1969).

See note under catchline "Personal
property used on land not considered in
determining compensation” under
analysis line IV, "Just Compensation."

Chattel as real estate. — The rule is
that for a chattel to become a fixture and
be considered as real estate, three
prerequisites must unite: There must be
an annexation tc the realty of something
appurtenant thereto: the chattel must
have adaptability or application as affixed
to the use for which the real estate is
appropriated: and there must be an
intention of the party to make the chattel
a permanent accession to the freehold.
Intention, the third of the three factors
said to comprise the general test for
determining whether an object has become
a fixture, refers to the intent ofthe parties
that the object being introduced onto the

realty become a permanent accession
thereto. Stroh v. State Hous. Auth..
Superior Court. 3rd Jud. Dist.,, No.

65-1222, 459 P.2d 484 (1969).

Carpeting constituted personalty at the
time of the taking, and party was entitled
to recover the actual market value thereof
at the time of the taking. Stroh v. Alaska
Stale Hous. Auth., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 496
(File No. 924), 459 P.2d 480 (1969); Stroh
v. State Hous. Auth., Superior Court, 3rd
Jud. Dist.. No. 65-1222, 459 P.2d 484
(1969).

Expectation of renewal of a lease is
not a compensable interest. State, Dep't of
Hwyvs. v. Salzwedel, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1861
(File No. 3976), 596 P.2d 17 (1979).

Proceedings distinguished from
ordinary civil actions. - This
constitutional guarantee, together with

Alaska Statutes

Art. 1, §1S

the peculiar in rem nonadversary
pleadings characteristic of condemnation
proceedings, distinguish these proceedings
from ordinary civil actions. State v. 45,621
square feet of land. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641
(File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

Alaska’s procedural rules per-
taining to condemnation actions do not
provide a burden of pleading which could
be looked to as determinative of the
companionate burden of persuasion. State
v. 45,621 square feet of land, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 641 (File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553
(1970).

Procedural rules involving the
concept of risk of fa’ are to pcrsundc
are inapposite in a condemnation
proceeding where the sole issue is
determination ofjust compensation. State
v. 45,621 square feet of land, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 641 (File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553
(1970).

The separate questions of order of
proofand order of final arguments of
counsel in condemnation proceedings
should be left to the discretion of the trial
judge. State v. 45,621 square feet of land,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641 (File No. 1115), 475
P.2d 553 (1970).

The burden of production facet of
burden of proof, rather than the risk of
non-persuasion aspect, is the more
meaningful concept in the trial of a
condemnation proceeding. State v. 45.621
square feet of land. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641
(File No. 1115). 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

Competent evidence of fair market
value. — As to the issue of fair market
value, both the condemning agency and
the property may produce competent
evidence of the fair market value of the
condemned property. State v. 45,621
square feet of land, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641
(File No. 11151, 475 ?.2d 553 (1970).

For additional notes concerning
evidence, see notes under analysis line 1V,
"Just Compensation.”

Hole of expert witness in eminent
domain proceedings. — See Dash wv.
State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405),
491 P.2d 1069 (19711.

Absent the production of evidence
by either party, the triers of fact will
determine fair market value solely from
the other party’s evidence. State v. 45.621
square feet of land, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641
(File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

Testimony. — It is not necessary, in
order to give credence to a witness' opinion

170



Art. | §18

offair market value, to also require him to
show that the property and market value
are such that tne entire purchase price
could be expected to be paid at the time of
sale. State v. 7.026 Acres, more or less.
Si.'p. Ct. Op. No. 601 (File No. 11061, 466
P.2d 364 (1970).

Sale 15 months after date of taking.
— As to admission into evidence of a sale
taking place 15 months after the date of
the taking bv the state, see Dash v. State,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405), 491
P.2d 1069 (1971).

The focal point of the trier of fact’'s
inquiry is the ascertainment of just
compensation. Thus, regardless ofwhether
the condemning agency or the property
owner meets a given burden ofpersuasion,
Alaska’s constitutional mandate requires
that the owner be awarded just
compensation for the property he has lost,
State v. 45,621 square feetofland. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 641 (File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553
(1970).

Jury confronted with conflicting
opinions as to value. — In the usual
condemnation case, the jury is confronted
with conflicting opinions as to value. The
jury is not faced with the necessity of
finding a particular value or no value at
all. State v. 45,621 square feet of land,
Sup. Ct. Op, No. 641 (File No. 1115), 475
P.2d 553 (1970).

Instructions on burden of proof, in
the sense ofallocating the risk offailure to
persuade the jury, are inappropriate in
condemnation actions. State v. 45,621
square feet of land, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641
(File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

In a condemnation proceeding, the trial
courtdid noterrin refusing to ins.ruct the
jury on the subject of burden of proof,
where the jury was informed that the
exercise ofthe power ofeminent domain is
subject to the constitutional requirement
of payment ofjust compensation, and was
further instructed that their only concern
was the determination of the just
compensation to be awarded. State v.
45,621 square feetofland, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
641 (File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

Quoted in Stroh v. Alaska State Hous.
Auth., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 496 (File No. 924),
459 P.2d 480 (1968).

1. DAMAGE.

Section expressly requires compen-
sation for damage, while 5th
amendment docs not. — See State v.
Hammer, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1268 (File Nos.
2500, 2660), 550 P.2d 820 (1976).

Constitution ok A laska

Art. |, §18

Temporary loss of profits during
relocation incurred because of the state's
exercise of its eminent domain power in
taking the property on which the business
was conducted is a damaging of property
within this section and must be
compensated for. State v. Hammer, Sup.

Ct. Op. No. 1268 (File Nos. 2500. 2660),
550 P.2d 820(1976).
I1. TAKING.
When taking occurs. — It is the

general rule that a taking does not occur
until: (1) Legal title vests in the state, (2)
the state enters into actual possession, or
(3) the state takes constructive possession
either by causing damage to property or by
depriving the owner of full beneficial use
of his land. Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v.
State. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File Nos.
1941, 1982, 1986), 524 P.2d 1242 (1974).

Once an owner is deprives of the
economic advantages oflegal ownership, a
taking has occurred. Grant v. State, Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 1385 (File No. 2855), 560 P.2d
36 (1977).

Although the state is clearly not bound
to abide by its construction plans and
specifications, it is reasonable for parties
negotiating for the sale of the land
involved to assume that those plans will be
implemented, and where the plans are not
implemented, any further economic
interference constitutes a second taking
for which the state must pay just
compensation. Grantv. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 1385 (File No. 2855), 560 P.2d 36
(1977).

Limiting access to vessels able to
pass through a culvert six feet in
diameter was in effect a taking of such
access. Wernberg v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
972 (File No. 1797), 519 P.2d 801 (1974).

Loss of access due to closure of
intersection. — Where owners received
compensation for the taking of their
property for construction of a highway, a
second taking occ- red, separate from the
first, when the st' decided to redesign
the highway, the second taking consisting
of a loss of access due to closure of an
intersection and due to the limitation of
travel on the frontage road to one-way
traffic, if the settlement or the receipt of
the intersection award had been in
reliance upon unrestricted access to be
closed, Alsop v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1764 (File No. 3023), 586 P.2d 1236 (1978).

Where owners contended that a second
taking oftheir property occurred when the
state redesigned the highway for the
construction of which their property had
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been originally taken, closing off an
intersection and limiting travel on :he
frontage road to one-way traffic, in order to
recover damages, each ofthe owners must
demonstrate that he or a predecessor in
interest had a portion ofhis property taken
for the original construction project, that
he or his predecessor relied on construction
ofthe intersection or the two-way frontage
road, or both, in settling or receiving an
award for their condemnation claims, and
that his remaining property had decreased
in value as a resit'* of the highway
modifications. Alsop v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 1764 (File No. 3023), 586 P.2d 1236
(1978).

Nonabutting owners, whose
property has not been taken, cannot
claim damages because a more
circuitous access route is imposed
upon them. Alsop v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1764 (File No. 3023), 586 P.2d 1236 (1978).

Changing a frontage road from a
two-way street to a one-way street is
not by itselfa taking. B & G Meats. Inc. v.
State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1950 (File No.
39401, 601 P.2d 252 (1979).

A distinction must be made between loss
of access and loss of traffic flow. The latter
is not a part of the owner's interest in his
property. Restrictions which merely result
in a diversion of traffic away from the
property are thus not compensable. B f: G
Meats, inc. v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1950
(File No. 3940), 601 P.2d 252 (1979).

Principles which control when claim
of taking caused by loss of access is
raised. — See B & G Meats. Inc. v. State,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1950 (File No. 3940), 601
P.2d 252 (1979).

Compensation required for
littoral access right. — The state must
justly compensate the property owner
when it takes by inverse cjndemnation, a
littoral access right. Grant v. State, Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 1385 (File No. 2855), 560 P.2d
36(1977).

Institution of condemnation
ceedings constitutes
appropriation of vacant
unimproved land, and the property
owner is constitutionally entitled to
interest dating from the institution ofsuch
proceedings. Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v.
State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File Nos.
1941, 19S2, 1986), 524 P.2d 1242 (1974).

Under the Alaska statutory scheme, an
owner of wunimproved or untenanted
property is deprived of both investment
potential and the possibility of future
development the moment a condemnation
action commences. Meanwhile, the owner

taking
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remains liable for property taxes,
mortgage payments, and any other
expenses incidental to legal ownership.

Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v. State, Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1052 (File Nos. 1941. 1982, 1986),
524 P.2d 1242 (1974).

Appropriation deemed exercise of

power of eminent domain. — Neither
the failure of the state to institute a
condemnation action nor the owners’

assertion of a claim based on the theory of
trespass changed the essential nature of
the state's action in appropriating the
owners' property from one of the exercise
of the power of eminent domain. State v,
Crosby, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 322 (File No.
584). 410 P.2d 72-1 (1966).

IV. JUST COMPENSATION.

Measure of just compensation. —
Just compensation is measured by the
value ofthe property taken. State v. 7.026
Acres, more or less, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 601
(File No. 11C6), 466 P.2d 364 (1970).

Fair market value is an appropriate
measure of the just compensation
guaranteed by this section. Dash v.
State, Sup. Cl. Op. No. 756 (FileNo. 1405),
491 P.2d 1069 (1971).

"Fair market value". — Fair market
value is the price in money that the
property could be sold for on the open
market under fair conditions between an
owner willing to sell and a purchaser
willing to buy, with reasonable time
allowed to find a purchaser. State v. 7.026
Acres, more or less, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 601
(File No. 1106). 466 P.2d 364 (1970).

One criterion for determining value is
wl.at the property is worth on the market
— its fair market value, and this is to be
determined by a just consideration of all
the uses for which the property is suitable.
State v. 7.026 Acres, more or less. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 601 (File No. 1106), 466 P.2d 364
(19701; Dash v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756
(File No. 1405), 491 P.2d 1069 (1971).

The highest and most profitable use for
which the property is adaptable is to be
considered, to the extent that the prospect
of demand for such use affects the market
value while the property is privately held.
State v. 7.026 Acres, more or less, Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 601 (File No. 1106), 466 P.2d 364
(1970).

The essential difference between
market price and mnrket value lies in
the premises of intelligence, knowledge
and willingness, all of which are
contemplated in mnrket value but not in
market price. Stated differently, at any
given moment of time, market value
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connotes what a property is actually worth
and market price what it may be sold for.
Dash v. State. Sup. Ct. Op. No, 756 (File
No. 1-105), 491 P.2d 1069 119711

Use of property must be reasonably
probable. — It must be shown that the
use for which the property is claimed to be
adaptable is reasonably probable. If this
cannot be shown, evidence of prospective
use must be excluded because it would
allow mere conjecture and speculation to
become a guide for ascertainmentofvalue,
and this is not a permissible method for
the judicial ascertainment of truth. State
v. 7.026 Acres, more or less, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 601 (File No. 1106), 466 P.2d 364
(1970).

"Best use” evidence. — See Dash v.
State. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405),
491 P.2d 1069 (1971).

In determining just compensation,
usually measured by the "marketvalue"” of
the property, the highest and most
profitable use for which the land s
adaptable may be considered to the extent
that the prospective demand for such use
affecte the property's present market
value. Thus, many courts, including
Alaska’s, have allowed evidence of a
reasonably probable subdivision to be
admitted to prove the adaptability of the
land for subdivision use. Dash v. State.
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405), 491
P.2d 10G9 (1971).

Admissibility of subdivision plat. —
Where the adaptability of the land for
subdivision use is shown to be reasonably
probable, and not too remote or
speculative, then a subdivision plat is
admissible os illustrating the potential
and reasonably ' probable use. State wv.

7.026 Acres, more or less, Sup. Ct. Op. No.

601 (File No. 11061. -"'e P.2d 36-1 (19701.

A truly speculutiv or imagined use
should not be considered. Dash v. Stale,
Sup. Ct. Op No. 756 (File No. 1405), 491
P.2d 1069 (1971).

Evidence of use as subdivision. —
The majority of courts allow evidence of a
potential subdivision only for the limited
purpose ofshowing the adaptability of the
land for subdivision purposes. Dash v.
State. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405),
491 P.2d 1069 (1971).

The courts are much more liberal in
admitting evidence of a potentiul
subdivision when some preliminary steps
have been taken to develop the land. Dash
v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No.
1405), 491 P.2d 1069 (1971).

Where there is testimony that the
highest and best use of the properly is as
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an industrial subdivision, and evidence
that other properly in the immediate area
was subdivided for industrial
the proposed subdivision is not purely
conjectual or speculative. Dash v. State,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405), 491
P.2d 1069 (1971).

If the land were adaptable for
subdivision purposes, it would seem that
the potential income to bederived from
sales of the subdivided lots would be
highly relevant to a determination of the
"market value," especially to the extent
that sophisticated investors who make
decisions on the Dbasis of
capitalization take part in market
transactions. Dash v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 756 (File No. 1-105), 491 P.2d 1069
(1971).

purposes,

income

Capitalization of income, in contexts
other than proposed subdivisions, has been
recognized as an accepted method of
valuation by a number of jurisdictions.
Although capitalization of anticipated
proceeds from a proposed subdivision
necessarily has a speculative element, it
still has a direct impact on the property’s
market value since it will intluence
investment decisions and thereby affect
supply and demand. Dash v. State, Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405), 491 P.2d
1069 (1971).

To the extent that the "just
compensation” guarantee in this section
comprises a notion of fair market value
rather than merely the price the property
will bring in an imperfect market, income
capitalization must be considered
particularly apposite. Dash v. State. Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 14051, 491 P.2d
1069 (1971).

Even in a market where a parcel’s price
is unaffected by its income potential,
income capitalization must be considered
to have a bearing on "market value." The
danger that market price will not closely
reflect market value is enhanced when the
property is not currently generating
income. Dash v. Stale. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756
(File No. 1405), 491 P.2d 1069 (1971l

Income capitalization in general and the
anticipated use or development method in
particular arc standard appraisal
practices. Dash v. State. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
756 (File No. 1405), 491 P.2d 1069(1971).

An expert's testimony which capitalized
the anticipated rentals from a proposed
recreational subdivision to arrive at an
estimate offair market value was properly
admitted. Dash v. State. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
756 (File No. 14051, 491 P.2d 1069 (19711.
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As to admission of expert testimony on
market value based on the development
costs and income capitalization of a
potential subdivision, see Dash v. State.
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 14051. 491
P.2d 1069 (1971).

Rule asto special benefits. — The rule
in Alaska is that special benefits to the
remainder can only be used to offset
severance damages to the remainder. In
the event that special benefits exceed
severance damages, the landowner is still
entitled to receive the full market value of
the portion actually taken. Dash v. State,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 756 (File No. 1405), 491
P.2d 1069 (1971).

Just compensation is not
conditioned upon receipt of
commensurate value by the state.
Stewart & Grindle, Inc. v. State. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1052 (File Nos, 1941.19S2. 19S6),
524 P.2d 1242(19741.

Personal property used on land not
considered in determining compen-
sation. — The general rule is to the effect
that personal property which is used on
land taken by eminent domain cannot be
considered in the determination of the
compensation. State v. Ness, Sup. Cl. Op.
No. 977 (File No. 1914). 516 P.2d 1212
(1973).

The majority rule excludes property
tax assessments from evidence in
condemnation cases on the rationale
that such un assessment is res inter alios
acta, notoriously unreliable as a criteria of
true value or the opinion of persons not
called as witnesses and subject to
cross-examination. State v. 45,621 square
feet of land. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641 (File No.
1115), 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

It is almost everywhere the law that the
value placed upon a parcel of land for the
purposes of taxation by the assessors ofthe
town in which it is situated is no evidence
of its value for other than tax purposes.
State v. 45,621 square feetofland, Sup, Ct.
Op. No. 641 (File No. 1115), 475 P.2d 553
(1970).

AS 29.53.080 does not furnish the basis
forthe admissibility of tax assessments as
evidence in conderr ation proceedings.
Given the limited purpose ofthe act, there
is no indication that the legislature
intended to make tax assessments prima
facie evidence of value in condemnation
proceedings. State v. 45,621 square feet of
land. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641 (File No. 1115),
475 P.2d 553 (1970).

In view ofthe special purposes for which
tax assessments are made, the fact that
there is little likelihood that an owner
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would contest an under-assessment or an
assessment which did not reflect the
property’s full value, the potential
unreliability of such assessments due to
the varied qualifications of assessors, and
the fact that such assessments standing
alone embody the opinions of persons not
called as witnesses and not subject to
cross-examination, the admission of
property tax assessments as evidence of
fair market value in condemnation actions
is prohibited. State v. 45.621 square feet of
land. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641 (File No. 1115),
475 P.2d 553 (19701.

Payment of interest may be
necessary component of just
compensation. — The payment of

interestis, in appropriate circumstances, a
necessary component of constitutionally
guaranteed "just compensation." Stewart
& Grindle, Inc. v. State. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1052 (File Nos. 1941.1982,19861.524 P.2d
1242 (19741.

Before interest can accrue, there
must be a "taking." Stewart & Grindle,
Inc. v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File

Nos. 1941. 1962. 1986t. 524 P.2d 1242
(1974).
Owner is entitled to interest from

date of tuking to date of payment. —
This section necessitates that a property
owner he compensated for delays incurred
between the dates of the government's
taking ofproperty and making payment. If
an award were paid immediately upon the
taking ofthe land by the state, no damages
to the properly owner would ensue. But
where, due to the necessity of legal
proceedings to ascertain fair market value
of property, delays ensue, the property
owner is entitled to an adequate sum to
reimburse him for the loss of use of the
money during the period of such delay. To
hold otherwise would constitute a taking
ofthe property withoutjust compensation.
Therefore, it is well established that the
owner of property is entitled to interest
from the date of taking to the date of
payment. Russian Orthodox Greek
Catholic Church of North America v.
Alaska State Hous. Auth., Sup. Ct. Op. No.
809 (File No. 1600), 498 P.2d 737 (1972).

Since compensation for delays
required. — The 5th amendment to the
United States Constitution and this
section require that a property owner be
compensated for delays incurred between
the dates of the government's taking of
property and making payment. Stewart &
Grindle, Inc. v. State. Sup. Ct. Op, No.
1052 (File Nos. 1941,1982,1986), 524 P.2d
1242 (1974).
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If an award were paid immediately upon
the taking of the land by the stale, no
damages to the property owner would
ensue. But where, due to the necessity of
legal proceedings to ascertain fair market
value of property, delays ensue, the
property owner is entitled to an adequate
sum to reimburse him for the loss of use of
the money during the period of such delay.
To hold otherwise would constitute a
taking of the property without just
compensation. Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v.
State. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File Nos.
1941, 1582, 19S6l. 524 P.2d 1242 (19741.

Interest from date owner loses
economic advantages but not
liabilities. — If as a matter of

constitutional law the property owner is
entitled to interest from the moment the
state takes legal possession, he should, a
fortiori, receive interest where he has been
deprived of all the economic advantages of
legal ownership but is relieved of none of
the liabilities. Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v.
Slate, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File Nos.
1941, 19S2. 1986), 524 P.2d 1242 (1974).

Although no statute so provides. —
There is no statutory provision for
payment of interest from the date a
condemnation action is instituted where
the property owner remains in possession,
and irtias long been recognized that unless
mlerest is specifically authorized by-
legislative enactment, it may not
ordinarily be assessed against the state in
any action. Stewart & Grindle, Inc. v.
State. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File Nos.
1941, 1982, 19861, 524 P.2d 1242 (1974).

Compensation to include expenses
necessarily incurred. -— Civil R.
72(ki)4l, when construed in the framework
of the "just compensation” clauses of the
United States and Alaska constitutions,
entitles the properly owner to be made
whole for expenses necessarily incurred in
connection with the condemnation of his
property. Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v. State.
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File Nos. 1941,
1982, 1986), 524 P.2d 1242 (1974).

This section and the 5th amendment
entitle the property owner to be made
whole for expenses necessarily incurred in
connection with the condemnation of his
property. City of Anchorage v. Scavenius,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1183 (File Nos. 2214.
2222), 539 P.2d 1169 (1975).

W ithout such a rule, the state forces
a property owner to pay a greater
portion of the costs of a public project
than any other taxpayer must pay by
afflicting him with unavoidable expenses
ofcondemnation. Placing such a burden on

Constitution of A laska

Art. |, § 18

the property owner is no more just than
assessing a levy against him but no others.
City of Anchorage v. Scavenius. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1183 (File Nos. 2214. 22221. 539
P.2d 1169 (1975).

Construction of holding in Stewart &
Grindle, Inc. v. State. — The holding in
Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v. State. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1052 (File Nos. 1941,19S2, 1986),
5 JP.2d 1242(1974). that Civil R. 72<k)(4)
when construed in the framework of the
"just compensation" clauses of the United
States and Alaska constitutions entitles
the property owner to be made whole for
expenses necessarily incurred in
connection with the condemnation of his
property, does not mean that the state
must become the guarantor of ‘'e"cts
incurred in advancing every possible leral
theory an owner may have in an eminen!
domain proceeding. State. Dep’'t of Hwys
v. Salzwedel. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1861 (File
No. 3976). 596 P.2d 17 (1979).

Any rule which purports to shift the
costs of the initial determination ofthe
compensation award upon the owner
would be wunconstitutional. City of
Anchorage v. Scavenius, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1183 (File Nos. 2214. 2222), 539 P.2d 1169
(1975).

Appraisers’ and attorney’s fees held
"necessarily" incurred. Stewart &
Grindle, Inc. v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
10521File Nos. 1941,1982,1986). 524 P.2d
1242 (1974).

Where the property to be taken has a
readily ascertainable market value, or is
worth too little to warrant a professional
appraisal, an appraiser's fee could not be
said to be "necessary,” and the property
owner would not be entitled to
compensation for such an expense.
Stewart & Grindle. Inc. v. State. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1052 (File Nos. 1941, 1982, 1986),
524 P.2d 1242(i974).

Where the property to be taken has a
readily ascertainable mnrket value, or is
worth too little to warrant a professional
appraisal, an appraiser's fee could not be
said to be "necessary,” and the property
owner would not be entitled to
compensation for such an expense.
Stewart & Grindle, Inc. v. State, Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1052 (File Nos. 1941, 1982,1986),
524 P.2d 1242 (1974).

Where the property has a readily
ascertainable market value and the state
has offered at least that amount, any
attorney's fees subsequently incurred
would not be necessary in order to obtain
just compensation, and would accordingly
be disallowed. Stewart & Grindle, Inc. v.
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State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1052 (File Nos.
1941. 19S2, 19861, 524 P.2d 1242 11974).

No nward of expenses in situations
not specified in Civ. R. 72<k). — In the
absence of an amendment, the supreme
court is notjustified in awarding costs and
attorney's fees in situations not specified
in Civ. R. 72(kl, which specifies when costs
and attorney’'s fees incurred by the
property owner are to be assessed against
the condemnor. City of Anchorage v.
Scavenius. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1183 (File Nos.
2214, 2222), 539 P.2d 1169 (1975).

Award of fee9 incurred in
unsuccessfully seeking compensation
for the expectancy of renewal of n
lease was error since the expenses in
developing this claim were not
"necessarily incurred” within the meaning
of Civ. R. 72(kl(4). State, Dep't of Hwys. v.
Salzwedel, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1861 (File No.
3976), 596 P.2d 17 (1979).

Where property owner unsuc-
cessfully appeals master's award. — A
condemnor is not entitled to an nward of
costs atid attorney's fees when the property
owner has unsuccessfully appealed a
master's award. City of A-thorage v.
Scavenius, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1183 (File Nos.
2214, 2222), 539 P.2d 1169 (1975).

Just compensation within runge of
testimony precludes new trial. — The
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trial court did not commit an abuse of
discretion in denying the state's motion for
new trial, where the jury's determination
ofjust compensation was within the range
of the testimony. Stale v. 45.621 square
feet of land. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 641 (File No.
1115), 475 P.2d 553 (1970).

Jury’'s award of S0.00 ns just
compensation to @ property owner for
the taking of an easement was not

patently inadequate or violative ol
constitutional provisions pertaining to
eminent domain. Scavenius v. City of

Anchorage. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1182 (File No.
21P3>, 539 P.2d 1161 (1975).

irto taking of an easement does
constitute an appropriation of the owner's
property regardless ofits minuscule effect.
But where the property owner failed to
object to instructions expressly permitting
the entry of an award of no compensation
and the difference between an award of
80.00 compensation and a nominal sum to
which the property ownerwould have been
entitled is de minimus, the failure to
award compensation per se did not require
reversal. Scavenius v. City of Anchorage,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1182 (File No. 21931, 539
P.2d 1161 (1975).

Section 19 Right to Bear Arms. A well-regulated militia being
necessary to the secur|t¥ of a free state, the right of the people to keep

and bear arms shall no

be infringed.

Section 20. Quartering Soldiers. No member of the armed forces
shall in time of peace be quartered in any house without the consent
of the owner or occupant, or in time of war except as prescribed by law.
The military shall be in strict subordination to the civil power.

Section 2L Construction. The enumeration of rights in this
constitution shall not impair or deny others retained by the people.

Rightofself-representation has been
so retuined by the people. — See
McCracken v. State, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 986
(File No. 1791), 511 P.2d 85 (1974).

A prisoner has a right to represent
himself in post-conviction relief pro-
ceedings. McCracken v. State, Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 986 (File No. 1791), 518 P.2d 85
(1974).

The right to counsel should not be
used to bar self-representation.
McCracken v. Stale, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 986
(File No. 1791), 518 P.2d 85 (19741.

The right to self-representation is
not absolute. McCracken v. State. Sup.
Ct. Op. No. 986 (File No. 17911, 518 P.2d
85 (1974).

Qualifications on
renresentation in post-conviction
proceedings. — See McCracken v. Stale.
Suo. Ct. Op. No. 986 (File No. 1791), 518
P.2d 85 (1974).

Criminal R. 39(b) construed in light
of this section. — See McCracken v.
State. Sup. Cl. Op. No. 986 (File No. 1791".
518 P.2d 85 (19741.

right of self-
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Rule 72. Eminent Domain.

(a) Applicability of Other Rules. The procedure for the
condemnation of property undi “‘he power of eminent domain
shall be governed by these rules, except as otherwise provided
in thia iulc.

(b) .Joinder of Properties. The plaintiff may join in the
same action one or more separate pieces of property, whether
in the same or different ownership and whether or not sought
for the same use.

(¢) Complaint.

(1) Caption. The complaint shall contain a caption as

provided in Rule 10(a), except that the plaintiff shall name
as defendants the property, designated generally by kind,
quantity, and location, and at least one of the owners of some
part of or interest in the property.

j2) Contents. The complaint shall contain a short and
plain statement of the authority and necessity for the talcing,
the use for which the property is to be taken, a description of
the property sufficient for its identification accompanied by
a map or plat thereof, the interests to be acquired, and as to
each separate piece of property a designation of the defendants
who have been joined as owners thereof or of some interest
therein. If an casement or right-of-way is sought to be con-
demned, the complaint and the attached map or plat must
show the location, route and termini.

Upon the commencement of the action, the plaintiff need
join as defendants only the persons having or claiming an in-
terest in the property whose names arc then known, but prior
to any hearing involving the compensation to be paid for a
piece of property, the plaintiff shall add as defendants all per-
sons having or claiming an interest in that property whose
names can be ascertained by a reasonably diligent search of
the records, considering the character and value of the pro-
perty involved and the interests to be acquired, and also those
whose names have otherwise been learned. All otheia may be
made defendants under the designation “Unknown Owners".

Process shall be served as provided in subdivision (d) of
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this rule upon all defendants, whether named as defendants at
the time of the commencement of the action or subsequently
added, and the defendant may answer as provided in subdivi-
sion (e) of this rule. The court meanwhile may order such, din-
tribut ion of a deposit as the facts warrant.

(3) Filinp. In addition to filing the complaint with the
court, the plaintiff shall furnish to the clerk at least one copy
thereof for the use of the defendants and additional copies at
the request of the clerk or of a defendant.

(d) Process.

(1) Notice—Deliver)/. Upon the filing of the complaint
the plaintiff shall forthwith deliver to the clerk joint or several
notices directed to the defendants named or designated in the
complaint. Additional notices directed to defendants subse-
quently added shall be so delivered. The delivery of the notice
and its service have the same effect as the delivery and ser-
vice of the summons under Rule 4.

(2) Form. Each notice shall state the court, the title of
the action, the name of the defendant to whom it Is directed,
that the action is to condemn property, a description of his
property sufficient for its identification, the interest to be
taken, the authority and necessity for the taking, and the use
for which the property is to be taken. The notice must show
the location, route and termini of any easement or right-of-
way sought to be condemned.

The notice shall also state that the defendant may servo
upon the plaintiff’s attorney an answer within twenty (29)
days after service of the notice, that a failure to serve an an-
swer constitutes a consent to the taking and to the authority
of the court to proceed to hear the action and to fix the com-
pensation, and that at a designated time and place the court
will conduct a hearing to determine the authority and neces-
sity for the taking.

The notice shall further state that the defendant, without
filing an answer, may serve on plaintiff's attorney a notice of
appearance designating the property in which he claims to he
interested; that thereafter he will receive notice of all proceed-
ings affecting it; that regardless of whether the defendant np-
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peara or answers, he may present evidence as to the amount
of compensation to be paid for his property at the hearing or
trial of the issue of just compensation; that regardless of
whether he appears or answers he may share in the distribu-
tion of the award; that if neither an appearance nor an answer
is filed the court will proceed to hear the action and to fix the
compensation without further notice; and that if neither an
appearance nor an answer is filed before ton (10) days after
the jury's verdict is returned or the master's report is filed,
judgment by default will be taken against the defendant for
the relief demanded in the com) laint.

(3) Service of Notice.

(a] Personal Service. Personal service of the notice
shall be made in accordance with Civil Rule 4.

[b] Unknown Owners. Service of the notice upon un-
known owners shall be made in accordance with Civil Rule
4(e).

(1) Return--Amendment. Proof of sendee of the notice
shall be made, and amendment of the notice or proof of its
service allowed, in the manner provided for the return and
amendment of the summons under Rule 4(f) and (g).

(e) Appearance or Answer.

(1) No Objection or Defense. If a defendant has no ob-
jection or defense to the taking of his property, he may serve
a notice of appearance designating the property in which he
claims to be interested. Thereafter he shall receive notice of
all proceedings affecting it.

(2) Objection or Defense—Answer. If a defendant has
any objection or defense to the taking of his property, he
shall serve his answer within twenty (20) days after the ser-
vice of notice upon him. The answer shall identify the property
in which he claims to have an interest, state the nature and
extent of the interest claimed, and state all his objections and
defenses to the taking of his property.

(3) Declaration of Taking— Objection. Any motion ques-
tioning the validity of a declaration of taking shall be served
on or before the time provided in the notice for answering, or
within twenty (20) days after the filing of the declaration of
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taking, whichever is later. For good cause shown, the court
may permit a later filing of the motion.

(4) Waiver of Defenses ami Objections. A defendant

waives all defenses and objections not presented as provided
in this subdivision (c), but ct the hearing or trial of the issue
of just compensation, whether or lot he has previously ap-
peared or answered, and even though a default judgment may
have been entered against him, he may present evidence as to
the amount of compensation to be paid for his property, and
he also may share in the distribution of the award if his claim
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for compensation is filed before the award is ordered distributed
by the court.

1) Other Pleading or Motion Precluded. No other plead-
ing or motion assertini; any additional defense or objection
shall he allowed.

(f) Amendment of Pleadings. Without leave of court, the
plaintiff may amend tin-complaint at any time before the trial
ofthe issue ofcompensation and as many times as desired, hut
no amendment shall he made which will result in a dismissal
forbidden by subdivison (i) of this rule. The plaintiff need not
serve a copy of an amendment, hut shall serve notice of the
filing, as provided in FuleSth), upon any party affected thereby
who has appeared and, in the manner provided in subdivison
(cl) of this rule, upon any party affected thereby who has not
appeared. The plaintiffshall furnish to the clerk of the court for
the use of the defendants at least one copy ofeach amendment,
and lie shall furnish additional conies on the request of the
cleric or ofa defendant. Within the time allowed by subdivision
(c) of this rule a defendant may serve his answer to the
amended pleading, in the form and manner and with the same
effect as there provided.

(g) Substitution of Parties. Ifadefendant dies or becomes
incompetent or transfers his interest after his joinder, the court
may order substitution of the proper party upon motion and
notice of hearing. Ifthe motion and notice of hearing are to he
served upon a person not already a party, service shall be made
as provided in subdivision (d) (11) of this rule.

th) Hearing and Trial.

(1) Procedure. The hearing of the allegations and evi-
dence of persons interested, whether before the court, jury, or a
master, shall he conducted in the manner prescribed by these
rules.

(2) Hcarinfi Before Master. A master appointed by the
court to ascertain the amount to he paid by the plaintiffto each
owner or other person interested in the property shall report to
the court pursuant to Rule r>3ld) (1). If all parties object to the
appointment of a master, they may have a trial by jury or, ifthe

A-istaltoff s CR21I
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jury is waived by all parties to the action, a trial without a jury,
hv filing a demand for it within the time allowed for answer or
within the additional time which the cour: may set.-

Cl) Xotiee of Report. Upon the filing of a report by the
master, the clerk shall forthwith mail notice of the filing to all
parties who have appeared or answered.

() Appeal and Trial Dr A'urn. The plaintiff may appeal
within ten (10) days after being served with notice of the filing
of the master’s report. Any defend who has appeared nr
answered before the filing of a master's report may appeal
within fifteen (15) days after being served with notice of the
filing of the master’s report. Any other interested person
desiring to appeal from a master's report must take his appeal
within fifteen C.5) days after the filing of such report.

(5) Xotiee of Appeal. A party or other interested Person
may appeal from the master’s report by filing with the clerk a
notice of appeal in duplicate, with sufficient additional copies
for all parties who have appeared or answered. The notice of
appeal shall contain the following:
(a] The title of the action.
Ib] The names of the parties taking the appeal,
(cj The master’s report or part thereof appealed from
and the date of its filing.
Id] The name of the court to which the appeal is taken.
|le] A concise statement of the grounds of appeal.
Notification of the filing of the notice shall be given by the
clerk by mailing copies thereofto all parties who have appeared
or answered other than the party or parties taking the appeal,
but his failure to do so does not affect the validity of the appeal.
The notification to a party shall be given by mailing a copy of
the notice of appeal to his attorney of record, or if the party is
not represented by an attorney, then to the party at his last
known address.

(i) Dismissal of Action.

(1) Asof Right. Ifno hearing has begun to determine the

compensation to be paid for a piece of property and the plaintiff
has not acquired the title or a lesser interest in or taken
possession, the plaintiff may dismiss the action as to that
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property, without- an order of the court, by filing a notice of
dismissal setting forth a briefdescription of the property as to
which the action is dismissed.

2 By Stipulation. Ib fore the entry of any judgment
vesting the plaintiff with the title or a lesser interest in or
possession of property, the action may be dismissed in wholeor
in part, without an order of the com I. as to ‘M-operty by
filing a stipulation of dismissal by the j .a. if and the
defendant affected thereby; and, it tbe parties so stipulate, the
rourl may vacate any judgment that has been entered.

(1 By Order nfthe Court. At any time before compensa-
tion for .ipiece of property has been determined and paid and
after motion and hearing, the court may dismiss the action as
to that property, except that it shall not dismiss the action asto
any part ol the property of which the plaintiff has taken
possession or in which the plaintiff has taken title or a lesser
interest, but shall award just eompens tion for the possession,
title or lesser interest so taken. The court at any time may drop
a defendant unnecessarily or improperly joined.

(¥ Effect, Kxcept as otherwise provided in the notice, or
stipulation of dismissal, or order of the court, any dismissal is
without prejudice.

(j' Deposit and Its Distribution. The plaintiffshall depos-
it with the court any money required by law as a condition to
the exercise nfthe power ot eminent domain, and although not
so required, may make such deposit. In such case the court and
attorneys shall expedite the proceedings for the distribution of
the money so deposited and for the ascertainment and payment
of just compensation. If (he compensation finally awarded to
any defendant exceeds the amount which has been paid to him
on distribution of the deposit, the court shall enter judgment
against the plaintiff and in favor of that defendant for the
deficiency. If the compensation finally awarded to any defen-
dant is less than the amount which has been paid to him, the
court sha'l enter judgment against him and in favor of the
plaintiff for the over-pavmenl.

(k) Costs, fusts and attorney’s fees incurred by the defen-
dant shall not be assessed against the plaintiff, unless:

Alaska It off- 11 H CR213
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(11 the taking of the property is denied; or

2 the plaintiffappeals from the allowance of the master
and the defendant does not appeal; or

(') the award of the court was at least ten (101 percent
larger than the amount deposited by the condemning authority
or the allowanceot the master from which an appeal as t:iiken
by the defendant; or

(ml) the action was dismissed under the provisions ol
paragraph (i) of this rule; or

(5) allowance of costs and attorney’s fees appears neces-
sary to achieve ajustand adequate compensation of tin*owner.

Attorney s fees allowed under this paragraph shall be com-

mensurate with the time committed by the attorney to the case
throughout the entire proceedings. (Amended bv Supreme
Court Order -JM effective August 1, 1980; and by Supreme
Court Order -16a effective June 1, 1981)

CROSS REFERENCES: AS 09."V-Fia-AS 09", l«fr Civ |"no !I"
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Id.Ctl CROSS REFERENCE: Co Form ! 17
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and the deposit ol the estimated compensa-
tion Russian Orthodox Greek Catholic
Church of N. Am. v. Alaska State Hous.
Auth.. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 809 (Kile No
1600t, 498 P.'2d 737 (19721.

It is the objection which calls for the
hearing. A motion for hearing with sup-
porting affidavits is not required. Stale.
Dep't of Transp. & Pub. Facilities v. 0.644
Acres. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2118 (File No.
46611, 613 P.2d 829 .19S0».

As to showings necessary where

Collateral references. — C 'ndemnor's
acquisition of. or right to. minerals under
land taken in eminent domain. 36 ALR2d
1424.

A laska Statutes

S 09.55.460

owner contests validity of taking, see
Arco Pipeline Co. v. 3.60 Acres, More or
Less, Sup. Cl. Op. No 1177 (File No. 2419>,
539 P.2d 64 (19751.

Fordistinction between proceedings
in condemnation under declaration of
taking and those under complaint
seeking condemnation and order for
possession, see Arco Pipeline Co. v. 3.60
Acres, More or Less. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1177
(File No. 2419), 539 P.2d 64 (1975*.

Charging landowner with rent or use
value of land where he remains in pos-
session after condemnation. 20 ALR3d
1164.

Sec, 0955460, Effect of appeal, (a) No appeal or a bond or

undertakin?
real proper

given operates to prevent or delay the vesting of title to
yor the right to possession of it,

Ib)’ The plaintiff mat" not be divested of a title or possession acquired

except where the court finds that the

property was not taken b

necessity for a public use or purpose in a manner compatible with the

?,reatest Rublic good and the least
Inding, the court shall enter theju

the persons entitled to it for the period during whic

Ozorlvate injury. In the event of that
g

to (1) compensate

ment necessar
' K the property was

in the possession of the plaintiff, (2) recover for the plaintiff any awrard

aid to any person
Phe condit}/oFr)w in which i

and ,‘3) order the plaintiff to restore the property to
existed at the time of the filing or the decla-

ration of taking unless such restoration is impossible, in which case the
court shall award damages to the proper persons as comﬂensanon for

any diminution in the value of the pro

wrongful possession, (S 1323 ch
1976)

Legislative history reports. — For
report on ch. 149, SLA 1976 (HCSRB 546),
see | r 76 House Journal, p. 945.

NOTES TO

Presumption that taking is reason-
ably requisite to realization of public
use. — Once an authorized public use for
the taking is established by the
condemnor, and statutory and procedural
requirements are otherwise satisfied, that
the particular taking is reasonably
requisite to the realization of that use
shall he presumed. Arco Pipeline Co. v.

3.60 Acres, More or Less, Sup. Ct. Op. No.

Eerty caused by the plaintiffs
SLA 1962 am § 3¢h 149 SLA

DECISIONS

1177 'File No. 2419), 539 P.2d 64 '1975).

The question of necessity under a
declaration oftaking is notone for ini-
tialjudicial consideration as in the case
of other condemnation proceedings. Arco
Pipeline Co. v. 3.60 Acres, More or Less,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1177 (File No. 2419), 539
P.2d 64 (1975).

The concept ofjudicial review embodied
in Alaska's general eminent domain stat-
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utes is inconsistent with. and
inappropriate to. proceedings under a
declaration of taking. Arco Pipeline Co. v.

3.60 Acres. More or Less, Sup. Ct. Op. No.

1177 (File No. 2-119). 539 P.2d 64 (1975).

Absent clear showing of fraud, etc.
— In proceedings in eminent domain by
way of a declaration of taking under AS
09.55.420 - 09.55.450. the court is
without authority, either by virtue of the
express mandate of subsection (bi of this
section or by implication from the legisla-
tive history and policy evidenced in AS
09.55.440, to review the question of the
necessity of a particular taking absent a
clear showing of fraud, bad faith,
arbitrariness or an abuse of discretion in
exercise of the power of condemnation by
the condemning authority. Arco Pipeline
Co. v. 3.60 Acres. More or Less, Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1177 (rile No. 3419), 539 P.2d 64
(1975).

Notwithstanding such provisions as AS
09.55.270(2), judicial inquiry into such
necessity or the condemnor's deter-
minations with respect thereto is rot
appropriate unless and until the
condemnee has presented clear and
convincing evidence that the condemnor
has Acted in bad faith or so capriciously
and arbitrarily as to indicate the absence
of any reasonable determining principle.
Arco Pipeline Co. v. 3.60 Acres. More or
Less, Sup. Cl. Op. No. 1177 (File No. 2419),
539 P.2d 64 (1975).

Only specific allegations of fraud, bad
faith or some gross abuse of discretion in
locating the pipeline could raise issues
sufficient to permitjudicial review of the
necessity of the taking. Arco Pipeline Co.
v. 3.60 Acres. More or Less. Sup. Ct. Op.
No. 1177 (File No. 2419), 539 P.2d 64
(1975).

Failure of condemnor to make
showing was not nbuse of discretion.
— Where it is clear that the use intended
is public and statutorily authorized, and
condemnor has presented unrebuttcd evi-
dence to the effect that the design and con-
struction criteria for the pipeline are most
feasibly satisfied by the route across the

Collateral references. -
relating to amount of
award, 50 ALR2d 1386.

Reviewability, on appeal from final
judgment in eminent domain proceeding,

Appeal
condemnation

Conn of Civil

Procedure

§09.55.460

property of the owner, it cannot be said
that condemnor is under any duty to ini-
tially submit evidence that it has con-
sidered such alternate routing; nor can the
failure to make such showing under the
circumstances justify a finding of
arbitrariness or an abuse of discretion.
Arco Pipeline Co. v. 3.60 Acres. More or
Less, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1177 (FileNo. 2419),
539 P.2d 64 (1975).

No implied waiver. — Subsection ib) of
this section, which provides in part, that
when the court finds that the property was
not taken by necessity for a public use or
purpose in a manner compatible with the
greatest public goad and least private
injury: the court shall enter the judgment
necessary to "recover for the plaintiff any
award paid to any person,” militates
against a finding of implied waiver from
the respondents’ withdrawal of money
deposited in the registry ofthe court by the
state in conjunction with its filing of a
declaration oftaking against respondents’
property. State. Dep't of Transp. & Pub.
Facilities v. 0.644 Acres. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
2118 (File No. 48611 613 P.2d 829 11980).

Injury should be minimized. — This
section, which mandates in subsection (b)
that "private injury" be considered with
reference to the particular properties
involved, contemplates that the injury
suffered by each individual should be min-
imized to the extent that it is reasonably
possible to do so without impairing the
integrity and function of the project and
without adding unreasonable costs to the
project. State, Dep't of Transp. & Pub.
Facilities v. 0.644 Acres, Sup. Ct. Op. No.
2118 (File No. 4861), 613 P.2d 829 (1980).

State's failure to consider several
important, relevant factors made it
impossible to rationally determine

whether intended taking was compatible
with the greatest public good and the least
private injury, and rendered its action
arbitrary, thus takingofsubject land could
not be upheld. State, Dep't of Transp. &
Pub. Facilities v. 2.072 Acres. More or
Less, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2575 (File No. 6159),
652 P.2d 465 (1982).

of interlocutory order, as affected by fact
that order was separately appealable, 79
ALR2d 1400.

Running of interest on judgment where
both parties appeal. 11 ALR4th 1099.

295



$ 0955270

State v. Alaska Land Title Ass’n. Sup. Ct
Op. No. 26S1 (File Nos. 5407. 5406k
P.2d iIf)83).

48 U.S.C. 5 321d does not apply to pat-
ents issued under the Small Tract Act of
1938. 43 U.S.C. SS G82a-6S2(ei (now
repealed). State v. Alaska Land Title
Ass'n, Sup. Ct. Op. No. 2681 (File Nos.
5407.5408V P.2d (1983).

The Right-of-Way Act of 1966 does not

A laska

Sec. 09.55.270. Prerequisites.

shall appear that
(1) tf[])p

S 0955270

apply to rights-of-way created by a public
land cder issued pursuant to an executive
order nnder which the President of the
United States delegated his statutory
authority to the Secretary of the Interior
authorizing withdrawal ol public lands in
Alaska for specified public purposes. State
v. Alaska Land Title Ass'n. Sup. Cl. Op.
No. 2681 (File Nos. 5407. 5408). P.2d
(19831.

-rEs

Before property can be taken, it

e use to which it is to ue applied is a use authorized by law:
2) the taking is necessary to the use;

ifalready appropriated to a

public use, the public use to which it

if9602)be applied isa more necessary public use. (§ 130-1ch 101 SLA

Cross references. — For contents of
complaint, see Civ. R. 72(c).

NO "ES TO

Editor's All
Montana decisions appearing under this
section are constructions of the Montana
statute from which this section derives.

note. -— notes from

Judicial review of necessity. -
Alaska is among the minority ofjurisdic-
tions which statutorily calls for judicial
inquiry into the question of necessity in
eminent domain proceedings. Arco
Pipeline Co. v. 3.60 Acres, More or Less,
Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1177 (File No. 24191, 539
P.2d 64 (1975).

Such review is inappropriate to pro-
ceedings under declaration of taking.
— The concept ofjudicial review embodied
in Alaska's general eminent domain stat-
utes is inconsistent with, and
inappropriate to, proceedings under a
declaration of taking. Arco Pipeline Co. v.

3.60 Acres, More or Less, Sup. Ct. Op. No.

1177 (File No. 2419), 539 P.2d 64 (1975).

The question of necessity under a decla-
ration of taking is not one for initial judi-
cial consideration as in the case of other
condemnation proceedings. Arco Pipeline
Co. v. 3.60 Acres, More or Less, Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1177 (File No. 2419), 539 P.2d 64
(1975).

For distinction between proceedings in
condemnation under a declaration of
taking and those under a complaint
seeking condemnation and an order for
possession, see Arco Pipeline Co. v. 3.60

DECISIONS

Acres, More or Less. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1177
(File No. 2419), 539 P.2d 64 (1975).

Pleading must plainly show author-
ity and necessity for taking. — The
right ofeminent domain can only be exer-
cised in behalf of a public use authorized
by law, and in the taking ofproperly neces-
sary to such public use the complaint or
petition in such proceedings must show
plainly and affirmatively the existence of
the statutory authority for the public use.
and the necessity of the property for such
use. Miocene Ditch Co. v. Lyng, 138 F. 544
(9th Cir. 1905).

An inference is not sufficient in eminent
domain proceedings. There must be a
clear, positive statement that the properly
sought to be condemned is necessary for a
public use authorized by law, and sup-
ported by a statement of facts from which
the court can see that the properly is
intended to be used for that purpose.
Miocene Ditch Co. v. Lyng, 138 F. 544 (9th
Cir. 1905).

The complaint should allege both that
the use to which the properly is to be
applied is a use authorized by law and that
the taking is necessary to such use. City of
Helena v. Harvey. 9 P. 903 (Mont. 1886).

W hich mustbe found by court before
condemnation. — This section has been
construed asrequiring the courtto find the
use is authorized by law and the taking is
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necessary "before condemnation." Bridges
v, Alaska Hous. Auth., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1
(File No. 16), 3-19 P.2d 149 <I960).

Necessity of findings. — It is upon
findings made in accordance with this sec-
tion that there is established a basis for
further proceedings. The find!, js consti-
tute the decision ofthe court upon the vital
question of whether or not the property
sought to be taken can be condemned at
all. Van Dvke v. Midnight Sun Mining &
Ditch Co.. 177 F. 85 (9th Cir. 1910).

Questions to be considered by court.
— Ordinarily the only questions to be con-
sidered by the courts in condemnation pro-
ceedings are: First, whether the petitioner
has the power to exercise the right ofemi-
nentdomain: second, whether the property
itself is of a nature subject to condemna-
tion: third, whether the properly is being
taken for a public or a private use; and
fourth, whether the power is being used for
taking an excessive amount of property.
Town ofSeward v. Margules, 9 Alaska 354
(1938).

TtfRing for use authorized by law is
not conclusive that taking is neces-
sary. — By providing that the right to
take property for public use is founded
upon a use authorized by law and that the
use for such purpose is necessary, the law
itself recognizes the fact that a mere
taking for a use authorized by law is not
conclusive that the taking is necessary for
such use. Citv of Helena v. Harvey, 9 P.
903 )Mont. 1886).

The rule of necessity must be
determinative of the right to take in
each instance. Northern Pac. Ry. v.

McAdow, 121 P. 473 (Mont. 1912),

But absolute necessity is not
required. — An absolute necessity is not
a prerequisite to the exercise of the law of
eminent domain. Butte A. & Pac. Ry. v.
Montana U. Ry., 41 P. 232 (Mont. 1895).

Although the condemnor may have the
burden ofmaking a prima facie showing of
necessity, the language of this section
ought to be construed to require no more
than that the particular taking be shown
to be "reasonably requisite and proper for
the accomplishment of the purpose for
which it is sought." City of Fairbanks v.
Metro Co.. Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1192 'File No.
2504), 540 P.2d 1056 (1975).

Question of necessity is one of fact.
— In an action to condemn private prop-
erty for a public use. the question of
necessity is one offact, to be determined as
other questions of fact, in view of all the
evidence in the case. State ex rel.
Livingston v. District Court, 300 P. 916
iMont. 1931).

Code ok Civil

§ 0955270

And involves both public and
private considerations. — The question
of necessity in a given case involves a con-
sideration if facts which relate to the pub-
lic and also to the private citizen whose
property may be injured. State ex rel.
Livingston v. District Court, 300 P. 916
(Mont. 1931).

Particular questions left to discre-
tion of condemning authority. — In
general condemnation proceedings under
this article, once the condemnor has
presented sufficient evidence to support a
finding that a particular taking is "reason-
ably requisite" for the effectuation of the
authorized public purpose for which it is
sought, particular questions as to the
route, location or amount of property to be
taken are to be left to the sound discretion
of the condemning authority absent a
showing by clear and convincing evidence
tnat such determinations are the product
of fraud, caprice or arbitrariness. City of
Fairbanks v. Metro Co., Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1192 (File No. 2504), 540 P.2d 1056 (1975).

Evidence should show that the land
isreasonably required for the purpose of
effecting the object of its condemnation.
State ex rel. Livingston v. District Court,
300 P. 916 (Mont. 1931).

Burden of proof. — One seeking to
show that a particular taking is excessive
or arbitrary has a heavy burden ofproofin
the attempt to persuade the court to sub-
stitute its judgment for that of the
condemnor. City of Fairbanks v. Metro
Co., Sup. Ct. Op. No. 1192 (File No. 2504),
540 P.2d 1056(1975).

Proofofunnecessaryinjury. — When
an attempt is made to show that the loca-
tion proposed is unnecessarily injurious,
the proof should be clear and convincing;
otherwise no location could ever be made.
State ex rel. Livingston v. District Court,
300 P. 916 (Mont. 1931).

Procedure

Relative private injury. — That cer-
tain property owners suffer relatively
greater injury than others, or are less

directly benefited by the project, does not
establish that the taking of their property
is unnecessarily injurious or unwarranted.
Citv of Fairbanks v. Metro Co.. Sup. Ct.
Op. No. 1192 (File No. 2504), 540 P.2d
1056 (1975).

W hile it is true that the inability of a
particular condeinnee to obtain immediate
beneficial use from the project may be con-
sidered as a factor in weighing the project's
impact in terms of the degree of private
injury involved in a proposed route or loca-
tion, the interest in minimizing private
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injury is not absolute and must always be
weighed in relation to the goals and
efficacy of the project in its entirety at the
time such determinations are made. City
of Fairbanks v. Metro Co.. Slip. Ct. Op. No.
1192 (File No. 25041.540 P.2d 105611975>.

City clearly met its initial burden of
demonstrating that its taking certain par-
celsofland for purposes ofthe construction
of a sewer line was reasonably necessary
under the circumstances. City of
Fairbanks v. Metro Co.. Sup. Ct. Op. No.
1192 (File No. 2504f. 540 P.2d 1056 <19751.

Complaint held sufficient. — Where a
complaint used the words "imperatively
required” for a public use and alleged facts
supporting the same, this was sufficient to
show necessity under this section. Town of

Collateral references. — Sufficiency of
condemnor's negotiations required as pre-

Ai.aska Statutes
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Seward v. Margules. 9 Alaska 354 (1938>.

Appeal from
finding use authorized and tak;ng nec-
essary. — See Van Dyke v, Midnight Sun
Mining & Ditch Co.. 177 F. S5 (9th Cir.
1910t; Northern Mining & Trading Co. v.
Alaska Gold Recovery Co.. 20 F.2d 5 (9th
Cir. 1927).

Convenience and enhanced profits
are insufficient to permit appropria-
tion. — That the appropriation ofa partic-
ular piece of property would promote
convenience of operation and enhance the
profits of the business of a railroad
company is not alone a sufficient reason
for permitting it. Northern Pac. Rv. v.
McAdow, 121 P. 473 (Mont. 1912).

interlocutory order

liminary to taking in eminent domain. 21
ALR4lh 765.

~ Sec. 0955275, RepIatapProval. No agency of the state or munic-

{Rality may acquire property

ocated within a municipality exercising
e powers conferred by AS 2933150 — 29.33245 which

results in a

boundary change unless the agency or municipality first obtains from
the municipal platting authority preliminary approval of a replat
showing clearly the location of the proposed public streets, easements,
rights-of-way, and other taking of private property. Final approval of
replat shall e similarly obtained. However, if a state ag{ency Clearly
demonstrates an overriding state interest, a waiver to the approval
requirements of this section may_be granted by the governor. The
Plattlng authorltr shall treat ,appllcatmns for replat made by state or
ocal governmental agencies in the same manner as replat petitions
originated by private Tandowners. (§ 2¢ch 96 SLA 1975

Sec. (09.55.280 Entr¥ upon land. In all cases where land is
required for public use, the state, the public entity, or persons having
the authority to condemn, or its agents in charge of the use may enter
upon the land and make examination, surveys, and maps and locate
the boundaries; but it shall be located in the manner which will be most
compatible with the greatest publlc&%od and the least private |n]ur?/,,
and subject to the provisions of AS 09.55.300. The entry shall consti-
tute nocause of action in favor of the owners of the land except for
in uré?_sArelséJGIgng from negligence, wantonness, or malice. (§ 1305¢ch
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