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OPINION
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The Alameda Sun is independently owned and operated. The newspaper is supported by its 
advertisers and subscribers. The Sun focuses on just the news that affects the residents of the 
city of Alameda, from the West End to the East End, from Bay Farm to Alameda Point.

Our Letters Policy
Opinions in Letters to the 
Editor are the express 
views of the writers and do 
not necessarily reflect the 
opinions of the Alameda 
Sun, its advertisers or staff.
Letters to the Editor are wel-
come from the community. 
Letters must include a name 
and phone number for veri-
fication purposes. Unsigned 
letters will not be printed.
Letters are subject to edit-
ing for length, clarification 
and legal considerations. 
Please try to limit letters 
to 250 words.
Mail your letters to Editor, 
Alameda Sun, 3215 J 
Encinal Ave., Alameda, CA 
94501, or e-mail them to 
editor@alamedasun.com.
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AMP seeks fair,  
equitable route
Editor:

On behalf of Alameda Municipal 
Power (AMP), I would like to 
respond to Gabrielle Dolphin’s let-
ter on solar energy in Alameda 
(“It’s time to invest in solar,” July 
28). AMP strongly supports green 
energy sources, including solar 
power. We are tremendously proud 
that our energy supply is nearly 70 
percent renewable and more than 
90 percent carbon free. By provid-
ing a strong renewable portfolio 
to Alameda, we are responding to 
our community’s high demand for 
clean energy. 

We are now working to devel-
op the next phase of net energy 
metering, a rate program that 
offers solar customers credit for 
the excess power they provide 
to AMP’s distribution system. 
Dolphin claims that the 99 per-
cent would face the brunt of the 
costs of our solar rate program. 
Rather, AMP is working to do just 
the opposite. 

As we plan for the successor 
program, we must strike a delicate 
balance to ensure that rooftop 
solar users receive the full benefit 
of solar energy while non-solar 
users are not unduly burdened by 
shifting costs. It is AMP’s primary 
duty to ensure that all of its cus-
tomers are treated in a fair and 
equitable manner.

— Glenn Steiger 
AMP General Manager

Let’s help protect  
Alameda’s renters 
Editor:

I’m a homeowner, and I fully 
support the Alameda Renters’ 
Coalition charter amendment to 
control rents and provide just 
cause eviction protection for rent-
ers. You may wonder why I would 
have any vested interest in this 
Nov. 8 ballot measure. It’s simple.

In the 22 years I’ve lived in 
Alameda, I’ve made some amazing 
friends through community work, 
my kids’ schools, Little League, 
Girl Scouts and Encinal Band 
Boosters. My teenage kids have 
friends they’ve known since kin-
dergarten. Many of our friends are 
renters who’ve lived in Alameda 
their entire lives, and some go 
back a couple of generations. 

This is what makes Alameda 
unique and gives it such a small 
town feel. Unfortunately, I also 
know longtime residents who 
are being pushed off the Island 

because of exponential rent 
increases. We’re in danger of los-
ing families, youth and retired folks 
who can’t afford to live here or 
who are evicted for no reason. I’m 
not worried about property values. 

I’m worried about losing 
friends and the diversity that 
makes Alameda so special. The 
city’s current ordinance will not 
provide just-cause eviction pro-
tection. If you’re a homeowner, 
take a minute to reflect on your 
own Alameda community. Isn’t it 
time Alameda took a stand to 
protect over half of its residents? 

— Jeanne Nader

Maybe writers can 
agree they agree
Editor:

Contrary to the assertions in 
Monty Heying’s recent commen-
tary, (“Lease Loophole Demands 
Charter Amendment,” July 28) 
we do not disagree about fixed-
term leases. 

My commentary (“‘Loophole’ 
a Clear Policy Decision,” July 
21) states, “However, I still share 
Oddie’s concern that if fixed-term 
leases become the norm in this 
tight market, tenants will not have 
the negotiating leverage to avoid 
such a lease. If that happens, 
fixed-term leases will need to be 
abolished.”

I do not think that the anecdotal 
evidence that Heying presented 
establishes a “norm.” However, if 
such a norm is established our 
basic disagreement is whether the 
solution is an amendment to the 
city ordinance or the adoption of an 
inflexible draconian charter amend-
ment that will establish a Rent 
Control Board that will have the fol-
lowing very objectionable features:

n Five elected members with 
no requirement of balanced rep-
resentation of landlords, tenants 
and neutrals.

n A rent cap that currently 
computes to well below 2 percent 
which will cause the board to be 
swamped by landlord petitions for 
exceptions.

n A city staff projection of the 
board’s annual cost of adminis-
tration at $3-3.7 million per year, 
which may be an under-estimate.

I can only hope that the vot-
ers will support the much fairer 
reasonable and less costly city 
ordinance, which has already pro-
duced a 100 percent settlement 
rate of the 36 rent increase appli-
cations filed by landlords through 
the end of June.

— Paul S. Foreman

Sarah Henry
At its July 5 meeting, the 

City Council voted to place 
the Utility Modernization Act 
on the November ballot. This 
measure maintains funding for 
critical city services. This is 
an important decision for the 
city of Alameda, so here are the 
answers to some key questions 
voters should consider. 

n Why is modernizing neces-
sary? Modernizing is necessary to 
protect funding for city services 
like police and fire, streets and 
parks and more. We all pay an 
existing utility users tax on four 
things: electricity, gas, cable and 
telecommunications. However, 
because this tax has not been 
updated since 1970, some cell 
phone companies are collect-
ing the tax and some are not. 
Taxes should be applied fairly and 
equally. When two customers with 
similar services but different pro-
viders are paying different taxes, 
that’s not fair and equal. This 
“modernization” clarifies that cell 
phones are included under tele-
communications, so companies 
collect this tax correctly.

It is common for municipal 
utilities to help pay for essen-
tial city services such as public 
safety, roads, parks and libraries. 
An annual payment from Alameda 

Municipal Power (AMP) to the city 
has taken place for more than 100 
years, and that revenue is part of 
the city’s budget. This measure 
asks voters to confirm this exist-
ing payment. It will not increase 
electric bills, as it is already fac-
tored into the rate structure. 

n Will you tax the Internet? 
No. Federal law prohibits all local 
taxes on Internet access, whether 
by broadband, DSL, Wi-Fi, WiMAX, 
or Wireless Mesh. It also prohibits 
taxing satellite television. To get 
more information about this fed-
eral ban on Internet taxes, Google 
the “Permanent Internet Tax 
Freedom Act. President Barack 
Obama signed this into law on 
Feb. 24. The act permanently 
extends a 1998 law that bans tax-
ing Internet services.

n Does this measure increase 
tax rates? No. Voters are being 
asked to confirm the existing pay-
ment from AMP to the city, main-
taining a practice that has been in 
place for more than a century so 
the city’s most vital services are 
not at risk of being cut. This mea-
sure does not change the Utility 
Users Tax rate, which has been 7.5 
percent for the last 21 years. 

n Does this measure expand 
services that are taxed? No. This 
measure simply preserves exist-
ing city services. Because technol-

ogies have been changing so rap-
idly, each year the city receives 
less and less revenues from the 
outdated utility users’ tax. If this 
measure passes, it returns rev-
enues to what they were in 2007. 

n What if the measure 
does not pass? If the Utility 
Modernization Act does not pass, 
Alameda will face significant cuts 
to the city’s essential services, 
including police, fire, emergency 
response, parks and recreation, 
street and sidewalk repair, librar-
ies, and other services provided 
by and for the city.

Detailed information about 
the measure is online at www. 
alamedaca.gov. Email me at 
shenry@alamedaca.gov or call 
747-4714 if you have any ques-
tions or concerns. We want to 
ensure you have all the facts 
come Election Day.

Sarah Henry is the Public 
Information Officer at the city of 
Alameda. She can be reached at 
shenry@alamedaca.gov.

Answers to Queries  
on Utility Measure

This measure 
maintains fund-
ing for critical 
city services. 

Commentary

City Needs Honest Housing Debate
James Oddie

As the City Council is poised 
next week to place the strong ten-
ant protections we passed earlier 
this year on the ballot, I’d like 
to dispel a few myths about the 
Council’s ordinance.

The first myth: the City Council 
has done nothing to protect ten-
ants. That’s simply not true. Last 
November, the Council enacted 
a moratorium on egregious rent 
increases and most evictions while 
we drafted a strong set of renter 
protections.

To protect against this, any rent 
increase more than 5 percent now 
goes to the Rent Review Advisory 
Committee and must be initiated 
by the landlord, eliminating the 
threat of retaliation following a 
tenant-initiated petition. Tenants’ 
rights advocates in Oakland also 
agree this is a strong protection, as 
it is a key component of Oakland’s 
tenants’ rights ordinance also on 
the November ballot. 

So what has the city done?
n We’ve provided for a bind-

ing hearing procedure for any rent 
increase for non-exempt units 
should the landlord and tenant fail 
to agree during mediation. 

n We limited rent increases to 
one time per year. 

n We required one-year leases 
for a temporary period in order to 
calm the market. 

n We limited the number of 
no-cause evictions to prevent the 
mass eviction of entire buildings. 

n We disincentivized rent evic-
tions by limiting rent increases for 
new tenants where the previous 

tenant was evicted without cause 
to 5 percent. 

n We provided significant relo-
cation payments for tenants evict-
ed for no cause and certain other 
evictions.  

n We approved a capital 
improvement plan process to elimi-
nate pretextual evictions under 
the guise of “substantial improve-
ments,” while still allowing land-
lords who legitimately improve 
their properties the means to do so.

The second myth: the City 
Council passed an ordinance in the 
middle of the night without public 
input. This is also simply not true. 
While in the moratorium period, 
the City Council held public hear-
ings and heard from hundreds of 
speakers during multiple meetings, 
some of which did go late into the 
evening. The writing of our ordi-
nance, however, was shaped by 
these meetings as well by count-
less hours of staff time and effort 
over the course of many weeks.

Despite this, and even before 
the Council’s ordinance even 
took effect, the Alameda Renters 
Coalition (ARC) filed an intent to 
circulate petitions to enact a strict-
er form of rent control than the 
City Council passed. Reasonable 
minds may disagree on implement-
ing just-cause eviction and limiting 
rent increases to 65  percent of the 
Consumer Price Index, but other 
provisions of ARC’s proposal raise 
independent concerns.

First, is the cost: more than 
$4.3 million combined to conduct 
an election for the proposed rent 
board and pay for the first year of 

the proposed program’s administra-
tion. This money will come directly 
out of the General Fund. In a time 
of tight budgets at the city level, 
residents need to understand that 
the City Council will need to find the 
money for this new bureaucracy. 

Where will the money come 
from? 

n Police and fire at a time 
when residents want more patrols 
to increase pedestrian safety and 
simultaneously maintain response 
times. 

n Parks, at a time when we 
are close to bringing Jean Sweeney 
Park and Estuary Park on line. 

n Libraries, at a time when 
we are just starting to restore the 
service cuts put in place during 
the last economic downturn. In 
fact, ARC’s proposed bureaucra-
cy would cost nearly the same as 
the entire Recreation and Parks 
Department or library budget. 

There is also the lack of flexibil-
ity of a charter amendment to con-
sider. The city’s ordinance, while far 
from perfect, can easily be amend-
ed should something not work, or 
economic circumstances change — 
not so with a charter amendment, 
which requires voter approval to 
change. In addition an elected rent 
board is not a panacea to the afford-
able housing crisis. There is no 
guarantee that the people elected 
will be tenants’ rights advocates.

While I welcome the debate 
over how best to deal with the 
housing affordability crisis, I 
hope that it’s an honest debate 
based on facts and data, and 
not on myths, anecdotes 
and intellectually dishonest  
arguments.

James Oddie is a member of the 
City Council. He can be reached at 
joddie@alamedaca.gov.

Councilmember attempts to dispell misunderstanding of rent ordinance
The writing of our ordinance was 
shaped by these meetings as well by 
countless hours of staff time and 
effort over the course of many weeks.

Jean Sweeney Park 
bench donations
Editor:

On July 5, the City Council 
approved the final design for Jean 
Sweeney Park. Construction of the 
Cross Alameda Trail through the 
park will start later this year. Now is 
the time to donate memorial bench-
es to the park. Ordering benches 
now will add finishing touches to 
the early construction phases.

The Jean Sweeney Open 
Space Park Fund is managing the 
bench donations for the Alameda 
Recreation and Parks Department. 
There are two styles to select from. 
Commemorative plaques can be 
applied to your bench to honor an 
organization, person, or treasured 
pet. To find out more about the park 
bench donations, visit www.sweeney  
openspacepark.org.

We would like to thank the 
Alameda Community Fund for get-
ting the project started by sponsor-
ing the first two benches. It has 
funded one of each of the two types 
of benches for the park.  This fund 
assists many Alameda non-profits by 
donating to their community efforts.   

Alameda Community Fund will 
hold its annual fundraiser dinner in 
October.  Check the fund’s website 
in September at www.alamedacom-
munityfund.org for the date and 
time and plan on an evening of great 
food with friends and community 
members. 

— Dorothy Freeman

The stakes couldn’t  
be any higher
Editor:

In 1983, a study named “A Nation at 
Risk: The Imperative for Educational 
Reform,” called the American public 
to arms. It stressed the urgent need 
to refocus on a robust education for 
our youth. We seem to have forgotten 
this report’s impactful message

Education reforms enacted over 
the past few decades have been the 
driving force for better outcomes 
for millions of kids. Public and 
private as well as charter schools 
and other innovations created real 
opportunity, literally lifting children 
from poverty.

However, this nation’s report 
card is a glaring reminder of how 
far we still need to go. Just 37 per-
cent of all 12th graders are making 
the grade in reading and 25 percent 
in math. The achievement gaps are 
sadly growing among minority kids.
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