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Court Cases

Task 3
Directions: Read through the following court cases. In the space provided, write down which section of the Alaska Constitution appears to be at the center of the dispute in the case. Use the sections listed below as a guide. 

Article 1, Section 1


Article 1, Section 14

Article 1, Section 3


Article 1, Section 18

Article 1, Section 4


Article 1, Section 22

Article 1, Section 5


Article 8, Section 3

Article 1, Section 7


Article 8, Section 4

Article 1, Section 9
1) Munson v. State (11/18/2005)
website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5959.htm

Constitutional Issue: An investigator continued to question murder suspect Paul Munson who had declared that he wanted to stop an interrogation. Munson confessed to participating in the murder and implicated another person as the one who actually shot and killed a victim. What section of the Constitution did Munson believe was violated by the authorities in this case? 

__________________________________________________________________
2) David Nevers. v. State (10/28/2005)
website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5952.htm

An Alaskan state trooper stopped a car for a broken headlight on the Parks Highway. The driver fled on foot. They tracked him to a Wasilla residence and entered the home without a warrant. They arrested the man for driving while intoxicated. The man refused to submit to an alcohol breath test, and his license was revoked for three years by the Division of Motor Vehicles. The driver appealed these decisions.  Which two sections of the Constitution did the accused believe were violated by the authorities in this case? 

__________________________________________________________________
3) ACLU v. State & Municipality of Anchorage (10/28/2005)
website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5950.htm

This case centers on the issue of whether or not same-sex couples are entitled to health insurance and other employment benefits that opposite sex couples receive as employees of the state of Alaska and the Municipality of Anchorage. These two public entities offers these benefits to the spouses of their employees who are married to someone of the opposite sex.  What section of the Constitution did those protesting the policies of the state of Alaska and the Municipality of Anchorage believe was violated by the authorities in this case. 

__________________________________________________________________

4) Larson v. Cooper (05/27/2005)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5897.htm

An Alaska maximum security inmate was meeting with his wife during a contact visit. The correctional officer twice ordered the inmate to release his wife’s hand and the inmate twice refused to do so. The superintendent of the prison issued an order restricting the inmate to “no-contact” visitation, which continued for 73 days.  The inmate filed a superior court complaint alleging his constitutional rights were violated by prison officials who the inmate said were retaliating against him because he contested the disciplinary charges. What section of the Constitution did the inmate believe prison authorities were violating with their disciplinary policy? 

__________________________________________________________________

5) Miller v. Safeway, Inc: (11/26/2004)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5849.htm

An Alaska Native was terminated from his job at Safeway after he refused to cut his hair. He had worn his hair shoulder length or longer all his life except during the period he served in the U.S. Navy. What constitutional right(s) did this former Safeway employee believe were violated by his termination from Safeway?

__________________________________________________________________

6) Thomas v. Anchorage Equal Rights Commission (12/10/2004)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5850.htm

An Anchorage landlord had a policy of refusing to rent or show property to unmarried couples. Several couples filed complaints with the Anchorage Equal Rights Commission against the landlord stating that he refused to show them apartments because of their unmarried status. The commission filed proceedings against the landlord and found that he had engaged in discriminatory conduct. The superior court upheld the commission’s ruling, and the landlord appealed saying the anti-discrimination laws violated his constitutional rights.  Which Constitutional right does the landlord believe was violated by the laws which prohibited him from discriminating against unmarried couples?

__________________________________________________________________

7) Malabed v. North Slope Borough (5/16/2003)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5692.htm

The central question in this case is whether a North Slope Borough ordinance that favors the hiring of Native Americans violates state or local law. The North Slope Borough ordinance provides for a mandatory preference for “hiring, promoting, transferring, and reinstating Native Americans in borough government employment.” People opposed to this ordinance which allows Native preference in hiring believe the ordinance violates which provision in the Alaska Constitution? 

__________________________________________________________________

8) Interior Alaska Airboat Assoc. v. State, Board of Game (3/2/01)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5369.htm

This case involves the designation of two areas by the Board of Games as controlled use areas (CUAs). A CUA is a section of land/ and or river that is closed to a particular kind of vehicle such as an airboat, aircraft, ATV, etc., during hunting season. One of the CUAs in this case is a closed corridor along the Noatak River that prohibits the use of airboats for moose hunting in a portion of the Tanana Flats. The Interior Alaska Airboat Association contends that these state regulations violate sections of the Alaska Constitution. Question: Which section(s) of the Constitution does the Interior Alaska Airboat Association believe were violated by the board of game CUA regulations?

_________________________________________________________________

9) Native Village of Elim v. State of Alaska (10/15/99)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5192.htm

In this case the Native village of Elim argued that the Board of Fisheries failed its duty to regulate the incidental or accidental catch of chum salmon in the False Pass commercial fishery. Elim believes that many of these Chum Salmon taken in the False Pass fishery were destined for the village of Elim, which is several hundred miles north of the False Pass fishery. 

By failing to ensure an adequate escapement of Chum Salmon from the False Pass commercial fishery, what Alaska Constitutional provision was violated by the state, according to the Village of Elim? 
__________________________________________________________________

10) Cowles v. State of Alaska (06/08/2001)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-5418.htm

This case involves a University of Alaska box office manager who was caught stealing cash from ticket sales after the university police installed a hidden video camera and recorded her theft. The videotaping was requested by university officials who received reports that this employee was stealing ticket receipts. Officials also said an audit showed that there were cash shortages in the register. Officials obtained a search warrant and placed the video camera in a ceiling vent, pointed at the employee’s desk.  What constitutional rights did the employee believe were violated by the videotaping of her theft?

__________________________________________________________________

11) J Gates V. Tenakee Springs (12/6/91)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-3781.htm

This cases involves the City of Tenakee Springs’s decision to move a fence that a resident had put up in front of her property. A survey showed that the fence was located on the city-owned right-of-way.  What section of the Alaska Constitution was violated when the city removed the fence, according to the resident?
__________________________________________________________________

12) Diamond D. Properties, v. Dept of Transportation (2/22/91)

website: http://touchngo.com/sp/html/sp-3665.htm

This case involves a property owner who believes he was entitled to compensation from the state after his property’s visibility was “impaired” after the state widened a road and provided an overpass across Dimond Boulevard for the Alaska Railroad. Even though none of the projects were built on any of the land of the property owner, he believed he was entitled to compensation because his property’s visibility was impaired. Question: Which section of the Constitution did the property owner believe was violated by the state’s refusal to compensate him for lost visibility due to a state construction project?
__________________________________________________________________

