














Explanation: 

Early in 2015, the municipal ombudsman began to question the legality of the position of the 
Girdwood Board of Supervisors as the Community Council Ex-Officio. 

The provision for the GBOS to operate as the Community Council Ex-Officio is stated in 
municipal code, below (see highlighted text C and E).  It is understood by GBOS and LUC at the 
end of this process that a change in status of GBOS as the Community Council Ex-Officio would 
require a change in municipal code, which has not occurred. 

In reviewing this situation, it is determined that the existence of the Girdwood Community 
Association, although an inactive organization, was an element that contributed to confusion in 
this matter. After presentations through the Land Use Committee and the Girdwood Board of 
Supervisors throughout the fall of 2016, it was decided that the Girdwood Community 
Association should have been formally suspended after formation of the Land Use Committee.   

Therefore, at the November, 2016 Regular GBOS meeting, the following motion was passed: 
13.  Agenda Item LUC 1610-06:  Suspension of Girdwood Community Association. 

Lewis Leonard reports that Girdwood Community Association was the predecessor to the GBOS  
and should have been formally suspended after GBOS became Community Council Ex-Officio  
and LUC became one-person one-vote entity representing the valley.  Lack of formal suspension 
resulted in confusion when municipal ombudsman was inquiring about GBOS and committees.   
Clarifications have been added to GBOS and LUC Operating Principles. 
 
Motion: 
Girdwood Board of Supervisors moves to formally suspend the Girdwood Community  
Association.   
Motion by Jerry Fox, 2nd by Tommy O’Malley 
Motion passes 5-0 

 

Anchorage Municipal Code:  

 2.40.030 Definition and recognition of community councils. 

A. Community councils defined. Community councils are nonprofit, voluntary, self-governing 

associations composed of residents, property owners, business owners and representatives 

from nonprofit associations and other entities located within geographical areas designated 

as districts by the Assembly. Residents, for the purpose of this chapter, are defined as 

homeowners, tenants, or others dwelling within the council boundaries, property owners and 

representatives from nonprofit associations and other entities located within geographical 

areas designated as districts by the assembly.  

B. Recognition of community councils. Upon request of one or more voluntary associations 

and after public notice and hearing, the Assembly may recognize by ordinance any one 

voluntary association as the community council for a given district. To qualify for and 

maintain recognition, an association must establish that it:  

1.Meets the definition of a community council as set forth in subsection A of this 

section; 



2.Has a policy and practice of open membership and meetings which encourages 

participation of persons from all segments of the community;  

3.Does not charge dues, or require other financial contribution as a condition of 

membership or participation, in excess of $15.00 per member per year; however, the 

council may waive the required dues in individual instances if the council determines 

that a hardship exists; a community council may receive gifts, grants, contributions, or 

in-kind donations from members or others to meet the costs of its operations;  

4.Is, in the opinion of the Assembly, representative of the residents in the district; 

5.Has held at least two meetings in the district which resulted in a determination to 

seek recognition as a community council. Such meetings must have been subsequent 

to public notice through publication, school distribution and other means adequate to 

inform most, if not all, district residents of the meeting; and  

6.Has adopted by-laws governing the organization, operation, and proceedings of the 

community council. These by-laws shall be presented to the Assembly prior to 

recognition and shall provide for:  

a)Definition of the boundaries of the community council as set forth in AMC 

2.40.040 D and AMC 2.40.090.  

b)Definition of membership consistent with A of this section. 

c)Regular meetings of the council at periodic intervals, at least two times in a 

calendar year, but preferably once each calendar quarter.  

d)The election of officers and, if desired, an executive committee or like body 

to conduct the business of the council between meetings.  

e)The duties and responsibilities of officers, their removal or replacement 

when a vacancy occurs, and criteria for eligibility to hold an office with the 

council.  

f)Minutes shall be taken at all meetings. 

g)The management of the council's finances including regular status reports 

and an annual report to the council members on the council's finances or a 

compilation of treasurer's reports.  

h)The dissolution of the council, and for the disposition of the council's 

property upon dissolution.  

i)That the latest edition of Robert's Rules of Order, Revised, shall apply in all 

instances, matters, and proceedings not covered by the by-laws.  

j)Procedures for amending the by-laws. 

k)Membership lists are used only for council business. 

C. Girdwood is not considered a community council for purposes of this section. 

D.[Reserved. ]  

E.Districts recognized; special provision. The municipality recognizes the Girdwood Board of 

Supervisors as the community council, ex-officio, which serves the Girdwood Community 

Association/Land Use Committee boundary area depicted on Map 10 located in section 

2.40.090 



Girdwood Community Council discussions 2014‐2020 

2003:  AMC was revised with AO 2001‐128 and GBOS is officially the Girdwood community Council Ex‐Officio 

GBOS, Girdwood Land Use and Trails Committee meet consistently. Girdwood community Association meets 

sporadically.   GVSA begins hiring staff to formally oversee projects, in particular projects related to  Roads and Parks and 

Recreation.  GVSA contracts for professional secretarial services to post meetings, agendas, and produce minutes. 

Over several years this evolves into the following MOA positions: 

Girdwood Valley Service Area Manager  

Girdwood Administrative Officer/Parks and Recreation  

Summer seasonal part‐time Parks Caretaker Position(s) 

 

2014:  Two issues come forward 

 Voting requirements in bylaws of LUC and GTC.  New code adopted in Feb 2014 brings existing attendance 

requirements at both committees out of compliance.  These are resolved by changes to operating rules for both 

bodies.  LUC opts to remove attendance requirement.  GTC changes from 6 meetings in a year to vote to 1 

meeting per year to vote. Rules of each committee are updated to reflect these changes. 

 

 Lack of true community council.  Attorneys Hess and Sherwood agree that LUC/GBOS system is not true 

community council as GBOS is elected body.   GBOS Operating Rules and Procedures are to be updated to clarify 

how dissenting opinions on items at Land Use and GBOS will be handled.  LUC and GBOS bylaws are revised with 

system to resolve disagreeing opinions between LUC and GBOS. 

 

2015: Work on the two issues results in the following actions 

June, 2015 GBOS passes resolution 2015‐03 at the recommendation of LUC: 

 

 

 

September 2015 LUC Discussion: 

 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Girdwood Board of Supervisors requests that the 
Municipal Ombudsman, Assembly Council and the Municipal Attorney change of the Municipal 
Charter to allow the GBOS to continue act as the Girdwood Community Council, with the 
Girdwood Land Use Committee continuing in their role as a sub-committee advising on majority 
opinion of the public. 
 

Agenda Item LUC 1503-05: Update on Girdwood Community Council status. 
Jerry Fox, Tommy O’Malley attended a meeting recently with Darryl Hess, MOA Ombudsman and Todd 
Sherwood, MOA Attorney. Meeting was to discuss the request of GBOS to find a way to maintain the status quo 
with regard to GBOS/LUC acting as the community council for Girdwood. 
Overall the input from Hess and Sherwood is that there is no way to change city charter to accommodate the 
Girdwood current system.  Changing the charter is similar to changing the Constitution. Girdwood’s set up doesn’t 
work legally as community councils must operate completely separately from elected government and without 
paid muni staff support.  GBOS and LUC should not discuss land use issues, these should go to a separate 
community council.   
 

 Darryl Hess will write report to Assembly, and Assembly may or may not take action that requires change. Overall 
 opinion is that until there is action from the Assembly, no action is needed.  Group considered the consequences 

of having a separate community council (including:  does LUC become obsolete, what is the role of GBOS other 
than taxation board).   
 

Diana Livingston recalls that there was a Girdwood Community Council, which met as part of the LUC 
meetings for a while and elected officers.  No actions were ever taken by the Community Council and 
eventually the meetings stopped occurring.  She suggests that LUC invite Brooks Chandler to attend 
a future meeting of LUC to give insight on the topic.  Bob Dugan offers to coordinate this for a 
meeting sometime in the next several months 



October 2015 LUC 

 

 

2016:  Operating rules for GBOS and LUC and updated and reviewed by GBOS and approved in Sept 2016 and December 

2016 at the GBOS/LUC Joint Quarterly meetings 

October/November 2016: LUC and GBOS address Suspension of the Girdwood Community Association, ultimately 

resulting in this action at the November 2016 GBOS Meeting: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2019: 

Clarification of how LUC and GBOS hear and respond to Community Council type topics is drafted in 2018 and approved 

by LUC and GBOS in 2019  

2020: Discussion renewed about a true community council in Girdwood. 

 

Agenda Item LUC 1503-05: Update on Girdwood Community Council status. 
At the last LUC meeting, the general consensus was the desire to stay with the status quo unless the Municipality 
took action against current structure.  The LUC asked Bob Dugan to check with Brooks Chandler to gain further 
understanding, and Brooks replied that there would have to be a change to Muni code 2.40.035 in order to 
change the GBOS from it’s current role as Community Council Ex-Officio.  Basically, the current ombudsman and 
the MOA assistant attorney argue that what was voted on and adopted in the past is not legal, but they must take 
action to change it.  There is no need for LUC or GBOS to do anything now as the structure is as outlined in 
municipal code. 

13.  Agenda Item LUC 1610-06:  Suspension of Girdwood Community Association. 
Lewis Leonard reports that Girdwood Community Association was the predecessor to the GBOS  
and should have been formally suspended after GBOS became Community Council Ex-Officio  
and LUC became one-person one-vote entity representing the valley.  Lack of formal suspension 
resulted in confusion when municipal ombudsman was inquiring about GBOS and committees.   
Clarifications have been added to GBOS and LUC Operating Principles. 
 
Motion: 
Girdwood Board of Supervisors moves to formally suspend the Girdwood Community  
Association.   
Motion by Jerry Fox, 2nd by Tommy O’Malley 
Motion passes 5-0 
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Procedure for considering Out of Area Requests for hearing and action 
 

Introduction & Overview: 

Anchorage Municipal Code 2.40.030.E:  The municipality recognizes the Girdwood Board of Supervisors 

as the community council ex‐officio, which serves the Girdwood Community Association/Land Use 

Committee boundary area depicted on Map 10 located in section 2.40.090.   

 

Occasionally there are requests for action not related to Girdwood Valley Service Area budget items of: 

parks and recreation, roads, cemetery, public safety and fire department and/or pertaining to items 

originating outside of the Girdwood Valley.  These items must be represented a community sponsor*; 

action is voted on at Land Use Committee (LUC), and passed to the Girdwood Board of Supervisors 

(GBOS) for further consideration and action.  This process typically requires two months (four meetings) 

and a majority vote of both LUC and GBOS to complete. 

Process: 

Petitioner must determine if they are seeking group action from LUC/GBOS or if they are seeking action 

by individuals in the area.  If individual action is requested, the petitioner should speak under Public 

Comment at the Girdwood Public Meetings requesting that individuals take action.  Public comment is 

limited to 3 minutes.   

 

If action from the LUC/GBOS is requested, the item will follow LUC/GBOS procedures: 

A.  Introduction at LUC and GBOS as New Business  

Item will be brought to the LUC and GBOS as New Business for introduction.  This introduction should 

not last more than 5 minutes, plus Questions/Answer period.  If the item does not have a community 

sponsor*, the petitioner must find one before it can be brought back to LUC and GBOS as Old Business 

for a potential vote. 

B.   Hearing at LUC and GBOS as Old Business 

After one month, items with a community sponsor can come back for hearing and review by the LUC 

and GBOS to request action as Old Business. At least one week prior to the LUC meeting, the community 



sponsor must provide draft language of the Resolution of Support.  LUC will hear the topic and will vote 

whether or not to recommend action by the GBOS.  If LUC votes in favor of the action, the draft 

resolution language will be reviewed by a member of the GBOS and the community sponsor to create a 

final draft.  At the GBOS Old Business hearing, the topic will be discussed, including the recommendation 

of the LUC and proposed final language. 

 

In the event that LUC and GBOS disagree on the outcome, a special meeting to resolve their differences 

will be called, as outlined in the GBOS Rules and Procedures and LUC Operating Principles. 

*A community sponsor is any member in the community who meets the requirements as a voting member of the Girdwood 
Land Use Committee.  A voting member is any person eighteen (18) years of age or older who has been a resident and/or 
property owner, business owner or designated representative of a non‐profit association who has resided in, owned property 
in, owned a business located in, or operated as a non‐profit association for ninety (90) days or longer in Girdwood Valley. 
 
Approved by the LUC March 11, 2019 
Approved by the GBOS March 18, 2019 
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Brenden Raymond‐Yakoubian 

Notes for 28 Sep 2020 GBOS Worksession 
Argument for creating a ‘true’ community council in Girdwood 

 

 
NATURE OF THE PROBLEM 

 
I. GBOS is recognized in Muni Code (i.e. by the Assembly) as both a Service Area Board (for 

the GVSA - Girdwood Valley Service Area - which does not include Crow Creek) and as an 
‘Ex Officio’ Community Council (for the Girdwood valley community council area, which 
includes Crow Creek). 

 
II. A community council, by definition, cannot be an elected government body, which GBOS is. 

 
III. ‘Ex officio’ community council is a meaningless term, defined nowhere in Code. 

 
IV. Having GBOS as a community council violates the charter rights of people on Crow Creek. 

They are not able to have a say (e.g. elect) re their community council i.e. GBOS 
membership as they are outside the service area. 

 
V. LUC is not a community council. GBOS cannot recognize a Community Council. Also, 

GBOS is under no obligation to go along with how LUC votes on a particular issue. LUC, 
like all other GBOS bodies, is also subject to the law and code that GBOS is subject to, 
which creates problems. LUC being locally and informally called or treated like a 
community council, or having operating procedures similar to community councils, doesn’t 
solve the problems. 

 
VI. This setup creates numerous legal and procedural problems. E.g.: 

 
A. It makes nearly every adult in Girdwood who participates in what would otherwise be 

‘exempt’ community council type activities potentially subject to the Alaska Open 
Meetings Act. This is because people who can vote at a GBOS body - e.g. GBOS, GTC, 

LUC - are now members of a governmental/public decision-making or advisory body 
subject to these rules, because GBOS is such a body. This means that every time a 

majority or more than 3 (whichever is less) members of any Girdwood body (including 
GTC, LUC, etc.) meet (which includes emails, phone calls, etc.) to deliberately discuss a 
topic under consideration by a GBOS-related body, they are having a ‘meeting’ that has 

to be noticed, etc. 
 

B. It makes nearly every adult in Girdwood who participates in what would otherwise be 
‘exempt’ community council type activities potentially subject to Muni Code 1.15 (open 

meetings, which largely mirrors the AOMA; see V.A. above) and 1.25 (Ethics code). 
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While the Ethics Code question is still up in the air, it is not adhered to locally, but 
reasonable arguments could be made it is highly relevant regarding many issues under 

deliberation by these bodies. 
 
C. As a result of the above, there are probably thousands of State law and Muni Code 

violations happening in Girdwood every year. This has numerous highly negative 
implications: 
1. It makes it very easy for many people and entities to be breaking the law/violating code 

(or perhaps more accurately, participating in the breaking of law/violating of code) 
2. It has a hugely chilling effect on speech and assembly 
3. We are never able to accurately say we know what the community wants, because we do 

not have a system which can encourage everyone to communicate on any issue (e.g. if a 
person or group wants to have community discussion about an issue that a GBOS body is 
considering - to encourage people to deliberate and vote about that issue - they 
can’t/shouldn’t, because that could violate State law/Muni code). 

4. It means many ‘decisions’ made (or ‘advice’ provided) by local bodies can be 
overturned eventually because they often entailed, in the process of being made, 
violations of State law and/or Muni Code. 

5. Related to the above, this setup can actually create false indicators of what the 
community wants, because some people will refuse to break law/code while others will 
not care, providing ‘false’ results at votes about a particular issue. 

6. It makes it impossible for community members and organizations to parse out what 
they can and cannot do. 

7. It creates regular confusion about what rules are in play, what Staff can and cannot do, 
leads to confused policy and procedures e.g. the Out-of-Service-Area, and creates 
confused expectations. 

 
D. Various problems arise in local operating procedures e.g. at GBOS and LUC as a result of 

our peculiar setup. 
 
E. Girdwood’s bodies inequitably use Muni resources compared to other Community 

Councils, who do not have access to Muni Staff e.g. for minutes etc. 
 

THE PROPOSED SOLUTION 
 
NOTE: In all the solutions below, GBOS remains as the GVSA Service Area Board and 

sticks to those functions only. 

 
I. Create a standalone Community Council. This could be created and petition the Assembly 

for recognition, and GBOS would lose its ‘ex officio’ community council status. It is hard to 
see how Assembly could deny such an application given the problems outlined above. 
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A. Problem: This does not address the open meetings related problems of the self-organizing 

bodies that might remain under GBOS. 
 

B. Problem: This does not address, and potentially worsens, the meeting-schedule/fatigue 
problem in Girdwood. 

 
II. Spin off only LUC into a standalone Community Council 

 
A. Problem: This does not address the open meetings related problems of the non-LUC self- 

organizing bodies that might remain under GBOS. 
 
III. Preferred Alternative: 

 
A. Spin off LUC into a standalone Community Council. Rename it (e.g. Girdwood 

Community Council), and move it under the Federation of Community Councils 
umbrella to take advantage of their logistical support etc. 

 
B. Place all the other self-organizing bodies (e.g. GTC) under the new Girdwood 

Community Council (GCC). 
 

C. Enhancement: Use this as an opportunity to radically change the meeting schedule in 
Girdwood, which will likely reduce meeting fatigue and increase participation in local 
issues. GBOS and the GCC could, for example, each have just one meeting a month for 
e.g. 5 hours to cover all issues for that month, with ‘time-certains’ for particular topics 

e.g. Trails. 
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BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED SOLUTION (“PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE WITH  
ENHANCEMENT”) 

 
I. Respects the charter rights of everyone, including people living up Crow Creek 

 
II. Stops putting individuals and organizations into binds that are difficult and sometimes 

impossible to navigate 
 
III. Open the public process up to real, collaborative community discussion, including a real 

discussion about transparency and openness 
 
IV. Potentially increases community participation in local public bodies and the issues they are 

taking up (e.g. because interactions no longer violate law/code, because of the potential to 
reduce the number of meetings every month, etc.) 

 
V. Creates understandable expectations about how meetings are held 

 
VI. Allows Girdwood and the Muni to have a valid claim to knowing what the community thinks 

and wants about issues 
 
VII. Additionally, following on the previous item, when the community’s desires can accurately 

be known and understandable expectations are in place and adhered to, helps ensure that 
community ‘decisions’/‘advice’ has a lower chance of being overturned 

 
VIII. Gives our community two public body voices rather than one, which will either enhance a 

message or accurately reflect division, both of which are good 
 
IX. Fixes our problems with State law, Muni code, and local operating procedures which we are 

constantly trying to bandaid-over 
 
X. Open up some local Muni Staff’s time to other things 

XI. Aligns us equitably with the resources other parts of Anchorage have in terms of Muni staff 

XII.Gives us a chance to radically change Girdwood’s ludicrous meeting schedule and move to a 
two-meeting-a-month schedule (one for the Community Council, one for the Service Area Board) 
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ADDRESSING COUNTER-ARGUMENTS 
 
I. Argument: “Girdwood and GBOS voted to do things this way.” 

A. Reply: Girdwood residents (or just the GVSA?) and GBOS voting to violate Crow Creek 
residents’ charter rights is not an impressive argument. It is also unlikely GVSA 
residents and GBOS realized the extent of the problems this ‘solution’ would create. 
Finally, these votes happened a while ago, and it’s appropriate to revisit them. 

 
II. Argument: “Some people think it’s OK and some don’t, so it’s a wash.” 

A. Reply: The current position of the Muni Attorney’s Office and the Ombudsman are that 
this current setup is not legal. Additionally, the included meeting packet for this meeting 
misses the point that Mayor Wuerch’s veto (and perhaps the Muni attorney’s objection?) 
in 2001 re the Girdwood Community Association were because that body kept GBOS as 
its executive committee, thus not solving the problem. 

 
III. Argument: “Girdwood has more power by having one concentrated voice in GBOS.” 

A. Reply: This setup actually likely creates less power for the people, rather than more or an 
‘outsized effect’. In practice, there are really only two potential variants for any issue: a 
situation where a SAB and a CC would vote the same, or where they would vote 
differently. In the former case, Girdwood’s voice/power is enhanced because two bodies 
are saying the same thing rather the one. In the latter case, Girwood’s voice/power is 
enhanced because it accurately reflects a division in the community which having only 
once voice would falsely elide. 

 
IV. Argument: “We get local Muni Staff to do work for us that we otherwise wouldn’t have.” 

A. Reply: We do not have a right to this (in terms of Muni staff doing community council 
tasks), and it is inequitable with other residents of the Muni who do not have this for 
their community councils. That makes us look bad, because it is bad. 

 
V. Argument: “This will decrease the power of GBOS.” 

A. Reply: GBOS didn’t have a right to this power in the first place. It is currently 
diminishing the power of the people by acting as an ‘ex officio’ community council. 

 
VI. Argument: “Community Councils aren’t subject to the AOMA and Muni Code 1.15 and 1.25, 

so this would decrease openness, transparency, ethics rule-following, etc.” 
A. Reply: First, our local bodies do not do a good job of adhering to these rules now. What 

makes it worse, though, is that there is a reasonable expectation that they should be 
adhered to, which creates many of the problems that have come out of this peculiar 
structure. Secondly, reasonable rules could be crafted in the development of the 
Community Council’s charter which addressed some of these issues - and expectations 
would follow, which is the even bigger benefit for transparency and openness. Thirdly, if 
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done right, this could actually lead to more free, open, and robust community discussion 
about issues. 

 
VII. Argument: “Girdwood doesn’t need more meetings!” 

A. Reply: I agree. There are ways to do this which actually decrease the number of 
meetings, in some cases drastically, while likely increasing public engagement in 
local issues. 
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