- AKPIRG’s Alaska Consumer Advocacy Corporation:
In Whose Public Interest?

By Paula Easley, RDC Executive Director

A private concern known as
the Alaska Consumer Advocacy
Corporation (ACAP) received
$150,000 from the Department
of Community and Regional
Affairs in March 1981 and is
now seeking second-year fund-
ing from the Alaska Legislature.
The ‘original funding occurred
despite overwhelming public op-
position.

Background on state “public

interest” fundi

During the 1980 legislative
session, the Resource Develop-

Alaska Center for .

Policy Studies $270,000
AKPIRG- 3
Housing $25,000; Health $15,
000 Total 40,000

History of Oil Development
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$360,000

This leaves $15,000 in the

account. Jamie Love, 7/17/80"

In whose account?. Love was

the executive director of
AKPIRG.

ment Council (RDC),
projects line itemed in HB 60,
the supplemental 'budget, and
urged the following items not be
funded with tax dollars:

Also an of prior
legislative contracts revealed that
AKPIRG had in 1979 received
$11,384 from the Alaska Center
for Policy Studies for work on a
study entitled “Energy Alterna-
tives for the Railbelt.”

500

RDC believed the funding
was for private groups, with
narrow interests, and propery
should not be funded with tax
dollars,

When informed of the nature
of these projects, the Senate de-
leted them. They reappeared in
the House version of the budget.
The House had one day to re-
view the 39-page document to-
taling $286 million before the
up or down floor vote on the
bill. The bill ‘then went to a
H Senats Confe
Committee (FCC) for indepth
scrutiny and the traditional
trade-offs.

Many legislators and members
of the public were concerned
over the proposed funding. They
pledged to press members of the
FCC to delete the funds. The
FREE Committee of the Anch-
orage Woman's Club and mem-
bers of several trade associations
joined the fight. After a long
and costly effort by consumers
all over the state, HB 60 was
amended and passed, without
the $900,000 for the so-<alled
public interest activities.

Interim Committee Takes Over

The victory was short lived.
An interim committee, legisla-
tive Budget & Audit (B & A),
was given $375,000 in HB 60
for “research projects,” to be de-
signated by the leadership of the
House of Representatives, assu-
med to be Speaker Terry Gar-
diner, RDC learned that, in spite
of the legislature's denial of the

ial projects,

were being drafted for AKPIRG
and the Alaska Center for Policy
Studies. Also in draft form was
a $50,000 contract for long-time
AKPIRG allies James Grandjean
and attomey John Hedland for
a “history of oil development.”

Although AKPIRG denied as-
sociation with the Alaska Center
for Policy Studies (a private cor-
poration neaded by now Senator
Vie Fischer (D Anchorage) and
Anchorage Council member Joe
Josephson), a memo i
to Rep. Terry Gardiner by
AKPIRG read:

“The enclosed are work plans
for contracts under Sec. 276 of
HB 60. "The contract for the
Alaska Center for Policy Studies
should replace the $10,000 con-
tract -for the development of a
workplan.
AKPIRG is in addition to the
contract for health care and the
contract for Hedland and Grand-
jean is, of course, a separate
proposal altogether. In sum-
mary these will total: - - -

The contract for-

RDC why the
Center for Policy Studies sub-

opponents to the contracts un-
der consideration, the crucial
six votes for contract approval
were never obtained. Once more
the matter was laid to rest. Le-
gislators also promised to pursue
reform of proce-

sumer representation.”
“Needless to say, there is a
great amount of opposition by
certain industry groups to con-
sumer advocacy efforts..The
question of funding consumer

dures.
December 1, 1980

A legal notice in the Anch-
orage Times read in part. “The
State of Alaska, Department of
C and i
Affairs requests proposals to
provide a program of representa-
tion of Alaska in-

P is really a poli-
tical - question -that pits the
interest of certain industry
groups against the broader in-
terests of the consuming public.

“The people who are likely to

He declared his personal
intent as to how the funds
would be used. RDC and others
do not agree that McKinnon's
letter constituted an official
legislative “letter of intent.”
A )

e G s
Office and C&RA accepted it as
such.

Because of RDC's objections
to the $150,000 contract, Tom
Fink, then RDC president, was
invited to sit in on the bidder

oppose this are, of course, a
! influential and articul

highly X
group. It is this same group,

terests in front of Alaska State
regulatory agencies and Alaska
courts. $150,000 is available
to fund this program which is
expected to last one year.”

The Request for Proposal
read: *“$225,000 was included

, that was so

last year in getting the lion's
share of the three billion dollars,
through such things as tax re-
peal, which benefits the rich
more than the poor, and the
halfbillion dollar loan program

H ” Bestier

in the FY81 budget for the

90 State Positions — *4,000,000

wi ! &
those in high income brackets.™

There
was nothing to select. AKPIRG
was the only applicant. In
RDC's opinion, the RFP was
written solely for AkPIRG,
although this was denied by
Connie Sipe of the Consumer
Protection Division, Department
of Law, who drafted the RFP.

A look at another govern-
ment d an “Authority
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Will the real consu

contract  legislative  funded
studies with a consumer advoca-
cy group, instead of with per-
sons having technical expertise
in energy. And why two long-
time foes of oil development
(Hedland and Grandjean) should
be selected to do a study of its
history. Besides, the history of
oil development in Alaska is well
documented.

During the summer 1980
B&A committee meetings the

protector

-

oy

please stand
Office of the Governor, Division
of Policy Development and Plan-
ning, for funding a consumer
advocacy project. That amount
was transferred to our depart-
ment by a Reimbursable Service
Agreement.  $150,000 is availa-
ble to fund this project and the
remaining $75,000 will be divi-

ded into smaller consumer advo- .

cacy grants on ific issues.”
Behind the Scenes
How did the funds for so-

FREE C. i a
number of recent housing stu-
dies to support its position that
another study was totally un-
justified. The Alaska Support
Industry Alliance, RDC and
various trade associations were
prepared to show why not one
of the contracts was n :
and Common Sense for Alaska
offered to perform one of the
studies for a dollar.

By now considerable focus
was on the manner in which
legislative contracts were grant-
ed. Both the FREE committee
and Common Sense demanded
reform and prepared recom-
mended guidelines. As the
practice stood, committee chair-
men could give contracts in the
hundreds of thousands of dollars
to anyone they chose. Other

3
had no say in the matter.

For the B&A committee at
least this freedom was inhabited
by an unexpected motion of
Sen. George Hohman. He asked
that a majority of the 10-mem-
ber committee approve all con-
tracts. ‘The motion carried,
which prompted a request by
the committee chairman for a
legal opinion, On July 3 the
Division of Legal Services ruled
that the committee had the right
to review and approve contracts
if it so decided.

Throughout the summer hear-
ings, attended by standing-room
only crowds of supporters and- -

called activities - re-
jected Dby legislators on nu-
merous  occasions get to
C&RA?

Enter Rep. Joe McKinnon, a
then legislator and AKPIRG em-
ployee. On June 23, 1980 (at
the very time all the public out-
cry was taking place), McKinnon
wrote a six-page letter to
Frances Ulmer, Director of the
Division of Policy Development
and Planning, in the office of
Gov. Jay Hammond, which
began:

“As requested, [ am providing

you with back-up informa-

tion on the $450,000 appro-

priation which | d

If Mckinnon was referring to
the RDC as one of those “indus-
try groups,” he is correct in ex-
pecting opposition, but his as-
sumption that RDC is an indus-
try groups is incorrect. Approxi-
mately 80 percent of RDC's
members are individuals who
pay as little as $5 for RDC to
represent them. Many of its
members belong to over a hun-
dred organized labor locals in
the state. RDC's members are
also consumers. Even so, it is
RDC’s position that any con-
sumer . representation before
public agencies - local, state,
or federal - should be paid for
by the consumer or groups
representing that consumer's
viewpoint, NOT by state
appropriations for such pur-

'S,

RDC has testified both before
the Coastal Policy Council and
the Alaska Public Utilities Com-
mission, urging that public in-
tervenors, including RDC, not
be paid for their intervention
with tax dollars.

RDC later leammed that
G d

the Free Confe Commit-

Jay was un-

tee to include in the budget
to provide for consumer re-
presentation before state

agencies. These funds were
originally designed to the
Alaska Public Advocacy Cor-
poration for two years’ fund-
ing. When Rod Pegues
(Attorney General’s office)
sent down his letter setting
out the A ion’s ob-

with having the
$450,000 in his budget and is-
sued instructions for it to be
transferred to C&RA. However,
only $225,000 got there.

On August 18, 1980, Fran
Ulmer of DPDP sent a Reimbur-
sable Service Agreement to Lee
McAnemey, Commissioner of
C&RA, in the amount of $225,
000 to “provide for consumer

to Enter Contract Negotiations™
form, indicated C&RA intended
to contract with “Alaska Public
Interest Research Group, the
Coalition for Economic Justice,
and/or other groups that may
respond to newspaper adver-
tisements.”
ACAP in Business

Because the ACAP project is
housed in AkPIRG headquarters,
Alaska tax dollars are now fund-

ing AKPIRG's rent ($9,000),
telephone  ($3,000), postage,
copying and office supplies

($4,500), travel ($4,000) plus
staff and fringe (19 percent)
totaling $95,200. Another $34,
300 goes to outside professional
service agreements.

The AKPIRG Board of Direc-
tors will have responsibility. “for
approval of selected cases and
intervention....” and “AkPIRG
_staff will_augument-the -efforts
of the Community Education/
Outreach Coordinator to reach
the public.”

But 25 Other States Do It!

Press stories and direct state-
ments by AKPIRG representa-
tives . would have you believe
that other states fund similar or-

izati RDC has i

ted this and can find no uc;rd
of any state providing direct
fundi for a public interest
I’!selll’.gl group (called PIRGs
in other states).

What AKPIRG refers to is a
list of states which provide
consumer services, as Alaska
does, within state government._

AKPIRG cited Ohio's CAP
as one of those “similar con-
sumer advocacy organizations™
which last year saved the state's
consumers $40.8 million at a
cost of only $2 million. The
Alaska public was not told that
the agency referred to was a
state agency called the “Office
of Consumer Counsel” which
has a budget of $6 million
and a staff of 75. It is the lar-
gest such agency in the U.S.
ACAP Goes Back to the Trough

Readers of this article are

urged to read (copies from RDC)
H. Peter Metzger's March 1980
paper, Government-Funded
Activisim:  Hiding Behind the
Public Interest, and a recently
updated (April 1, 1981) report
entitled “Government Activists:
How They Rip -Off the Poor.”
If you agree with Metzger's

jections to funding of non-
profit corporations, I suggest-
edch the iati

before g
agencies.” Ulmer explained:
“The attached memo from Rep.

to a grant fund to be admini-
stered by a state agency with
the money bid competitively
to interested organizations.”
Astonishing? . Read on. " After
2 lengthy explanation of why
consumer advocacy efforts were
needed, Mckinnon addressed the
“"’m of “the politics of con-

tation regarding the intent of
this program.”

It was clearly the intent of
the legislature not to fund
AKPIRG's - consumer advocacy
efforts; yet Rep. Mckinnon
sought an indirect means - not
subject to public scrutiny - to
divert the funds.

g inci-
dents of abuses of taxpayer
funds for “consumerism™ and
“public interest™ activities, then
we urge you to contact your
legislator and demand these
abuses

cease.
AKPIRG/ACAP is seeking

$ 225,000 from the. Alaska
Legislature this session for fund
and expand its advocacy opera-
tion. These are not government
(Continued on Page 4A)



AKPIRG... (from Page 3A)

agencies, but private groups operating

ber of positions at a cost well into
the millions for protection of consu-
mer interests. it attempts to protect
the interests of all consumers,
viduals and businesses of all sizes.
Consumers are represented on well
over a hundred state boards and com-
mnnm with their expenses reim-
government.

If AKPIRG wants its viewpoint to
be considered in utility rate hearings,
it. should request funding from one
of its largest supporters., Ralph

Nader.

AKPIRG stated in its March/April
1981 newsletter, that ‘The staffs of
the APUC, the ATC and the Consu-
mer Protection Division of the
Attorney General's Office feel that
this representation is critical and
eendorse the ACAP

RDC dmkd with each’ of those
agencies found the AKPIRG
claim tnbouruubvu ted,




