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Opinions in Letters to the 
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letters will not be printed.
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Measure B1 represents 
the best of our values
Editor: 

My husband and I moved to 
Alameda 18 years ago. I fell in love 
with this town right from the start, 
mostly because it reminded me of 
the values I was raised with as the 
daughter of a hardworking, single 
mom, who herself was raised by 
Depression-era, Dust Bowl Okies. 
I was taught to be useful, be kind, 
and treat others as I would like 
to be treated. That’s what I find 
Alameda to be — full of hardwork-
ing, useful, kind people from all 
over the world.

I’m grateful to be raising my 
boys in Alameda’s public schools, 
and I thank this town for all you 
do for my children. Those of you 
who volunteer in the schools 
and libraries, who run Alameda 
Little League and Alameda Youth 
Basketball, who coach softball and 
soccer so my children can learn 
and play and grow into young men 
who, I hope, will one day give back 
to their own communities.

Please join me on Tuesday, 
Nov. 8, in voting “yes” on B1, the 
measure that supports our local 
schools. Measure B1 represents 
the best of Alameda’s values — 
our commitment to our children 
to keep them safe and give every 
one of them access to a solid edu-
cation and the many opportuni-
ties that can bring.

Years from now, when my own 
kids have graduated and gone to 
see the world, I plan to be here, 
doing for the next generation of 
children what so many of you 
have done for mine.

— Amy Garcia

Biased reporting
Editor:

I am writing about a front-page 
story (“Vandals Get Political on 
L1,” Sept. 27). As an Alameda 
renter and an undecided on 
these measures, I find this sort 
of reporting highly objectionable. 
This article presents itself with an 
activist bias and diminishes my 
opinion of the paper as a whole.

As I am a renter I have been 
gathering information on these 
measures as carefully and dis-
passionately as possible. I sit in 
their online groups and (mostly) 
quietly listen. One thing that is 
clear is the messaging is very 
distorted all around. Both groups 
have wildly different views of the 
quality and character of the other. 
Both groups easily believe the 

worst of the others. Both groups 
have hotheads saying some wor-
rying things.

But at no point have I ever 
heard any talk in support of or 
suspicion of property damage. 
This incident may as well be those 
ne’er-do-well PokemonGo kids 
roaming the streets at night than 
the imagined masked radical you 
paint above.

You want to paint PokemonGo 
folks with that brush be my guest. 
But what you’re doing here is 
fomenting unrest through hearsay. 
For shame.

— Steve Williams

M1 sets up legal mess
Editor:

So far everything I have read on 
the differences between Measure 
L1, the city’s Rent Stabilization 
Act, and Measure M1, Alameda 
Renter Coalition’s charter amend-
ment to establish rent control, has 
neglected to cover a very critical 
difference:

What properties are covered 
by the rent control? The California 
law known as Costa-Hawkins 
Rental Housing Act preempts local 
laws in regards to rent control. It 
excludes all single-family homes, 
condos and townhouses and 
newer rental units (post Feb.1, 
1995) from local rent control.

I believe that L1 complies with 
this law. M1, on the other hand, 
covers anything rented for resi-
dential purposes. This means all 
condos, townhouses and certain 
single-family houses. M1 also cov-
ers all rental properties regardless 
of when they were brought onto 
the market. 

For M1 not only would we have 
to foot the $500,000 election and 
the $1.5 million extra program 
cost (over L1’s estimated cost), 
but we would also have to cover 
the legal costs of defending it.

L1 gives us a clean basis for 
dealing with the situation instead 
of setting up a legal mess.

— Alan Teague

Who is really fighting 
to pass M1?
Editor:

I often reflect on how a group 
of off-island realty interests has the 
power to undermine the residents 
of Alameda’s democratic right to 
self-determination. A review of 
current campaign finance filings 
unmasks the membership of the 
California Apartment Association’s 
“Issues Committee.” It shows that 

Alameda’s Future 
— It’s Your Choice

“Lil” Arnerich
During his presidency, Franklin 

Delano Roosevelt went to the air-
ways via radio to bring his “Fireside 
Chats” to the American people 
informing them of the issues of 
the day. On a smaller scale, I hope  
you will allow me to come into 
your home and address measure 
K1, more commonly known as the 
Utility Modernization Act (UMA). I 
am strongly in favor of its passage. 

I will not attempt to influence 
your vote, but ask you to study 
the issue thoroughly. There will 
be pros and cons on this measure, 
and that is healthy and good. This 
is known as “democracy at work.”

Following a brief professional 
baseball career, I married in 1949 
and decided to make Alameda our 
home. Our city has everything 
we wanted to raise our family. 
Alameda “The Isle of Style” had 
fantastic civic leaders who had a 
vision of “Mayberry RFD,” located 
within a diversified metropolitan 
area. What we saw was mindbog-
gling: good schools, excellent city 
government, tree-lined streets, 
parks, a golf course, good road-
ways and views of the bay that are 
unbelievable. Not to mention the 
friendliest of people.

I have yet to meet a visitor to 
Alameda who did not say what a 
lovely and charming city we have.

Today, under the direction and 
leadership of our new city man-
ager, Jill Keimach, Alameda is in 
good hands. Our police and fire 
departments are second to none. 
Recreation and Parks and the 

library are, as always, top-flight 
departments. All city department 
heads are amazing professionals 
who direct dedicated personnel to 
carry out the necessary functions 
of city government. My personal 
favorite is Public Works and the 
guys in the “street gangs.”

Now to the meat of my message. 
I am not going to inundate you with 
meaningless figures, pie charts or 
what is known in political circles as 
“bureaucratic gobbledygook.” 

Alameda Municipal Power 
(AMP) has been a department of 
the city of Alameda since 1887. It 
is the second-oldest municipally 
owned utility in the United States.  
Since that time, AMP’s board has 
unanimously voted to contribute 
more than $75 million to the gen-
eral fund. Since 1970, Alamedans 
paid a Utility Users Tax (UUT) 
of 7.5 percent on their electric, 
gas, cable television and telecom-
munications bills with little or no 
fanfare. This will not change. 

The exisiting UUT was writ-
ten long before anyone could 
envision the tremendous growth 
in technology. Updating the lan-
guage of these two laws will clar-
ify all services rendered. When 
two customers with similar ser-
vices but different providers pay 
different taxes, that, to me, is not 
fair or equal. 

In doing my research under 
the freedom of information act, 
I obtained the following data 
regarding city employees. In the 
year 2005, all departments includ-
ing AMP totaled 641 employees. 

In 2016, the city employed 514, 
a decrease of 127. Every depart-
ment is down, but the most alarm-
ing is the police department 
down to 121 from 152 and the fire 
department down to 102 from 119. 
This is alarming and staggering. 
The city is doing more with less.

As we all are aware, Alameda 
is growing by leaps and bounds. 
More residents and traffic is on 
the way, considering the build-out 
of the West End, notably Webster 
Street, Alameda Landing, Alameda 
Point and others too numerous 
to mention. This is going to put 
a tremendous strain on all city 
services. The city must have the 
means to keep up the demand. 

To me, it’s not should we pass 
the proposed UMA, but we must 
pass it. If it fails all Alamedans will 
feel the brunt of it in future years. 

Let us all follow in the foot-
steps of those visionaries of the 
past by continuing their legacy. 
We should leave to our children 
and grandchildren the same life-
style and amenities that were 
provided for us, nothing more, 
nothing less. 

Thank you for letting me into 
your homes. 

P.S. During my 10 years on the 
City Council, I was always a fiscal 
conservative and still belong to 
the Howard Jarvis Tax Foundation.

Anthony “Lil” Arnerich is a 
former council member and vice 
mayor.

Commentary

these off-Island interests have put up 
more than $500,000 to steamroll the 
will of the people of Alameda. Note 
the absence of an Alameda address. 

These interest groups include 
two from Sacramento: California 
Apartment Association (the big-
gest contributor at $153,299) 
and California Rental Housing 
Services Group ($25,000); VASONA 
Management, Inc. from Los Gatos 
($45,000); GRE Meadows from Folsom 
($1,000); Woodstock Real Estate 
Services, LP from Belmont ($85,000); 
Mountain View Housing Council 
from Mountain View ($40,000) and 
$50,000 each from KW Multi-family 
Management Group in Beverly 
Hills, Tod Spieker from Palo Alto, 
Prometheus Real Estate Group, Inc. 
from San Mateo and Tower Alameda 
LP from Mill Valley. 

Those distorted anti-Measure M1 
TV ads, you’ve been seeing? Yep, 
$60,000-worth so far. And $14,750 in 
“polls.” Have you gotten one of those 
phony “survey” calls laced with lead-
ing questions designed not to gather 
information but to massage your 
mind? So far, they’ve spent $7,500 in 
printing. Guess who’s behind those 
fancy “No on M1-Yes on L1” yard 
signs. Money’s no object.

Prominent among the names 
on this list is the owner of a large 
apartment complex at South Shore. 
You pick an apartment from a model 
“because yours isn’t ready yet to 
show,” but when you arrive on move-
in day with your goods in a truck, 
you’re given the keys to a smaller 
unit and told there’s no more left of 
the one you were shown — except at 
$100-a-month more than you agreed.

Ponder the character of those 
backing the TV ads against Measure 
M1. Ask yourself who profits from 
the instability created by a runaway 
rental market. Off-shore investors, 
Realtors and property managers 
have a vested interest in turnover. 
To them, U-Hauls dotting our streets 
is music.

People can only be controlled 
by moneyed interest by the submis-
sive act of surrendering their vote or 
allowing themselves to be manipu-
lated by waves of distorted media.

— Monty J. Heying

Existing rental  
ordinance works 
Editor: 

For all the discussion of rent con-
trol measures on the ballot, it’s impor-
tant to note how the existing rent 
control ordinance has been perform-
ing before amending the City Charter. 
Since the City Council approved 
Ordinance 3148 in March, the Rent 
Review Advisory Committee (RRAC) 
has reviewed 36 cases (through Sept. 
7). Of these, RRAC has only had to 
mediate seven. For the remaining 
cases, 15 were settled by the landlord 
and tenant prior to the RRAC hearing, 
12 tenants simply did not show up for 
their hearing and two tenants opted 
to move.

For the seven cases that required 
RRAC mediation, landlords had 
imposed rent increases averaging 
16 percent. After RRAC mediation, 
these cases resulted in average rent 
increases of 6 percent. According 
to Measure M1, rent increases prior 
to the current ordinance had been 
approximately 11 percent annually. 
Based on these numbers, the existing 
ordinance is very effectively reducing 
rent increases.

More than half (20) of the RRAC 
cases have come from one apartment 
complex (Beach & Tennis Club). Prior 
rent increases in 2015 and 2014 for 
the rental units involved averaged 11 
and 8 percent respectively. The pro-
posed rent increases for 2016 aver-
aged 4 percent. The key takeaway 
here is that the current ordinance 
(on the ballot as Measure L1) is work-
ing. The steep rate of increases has 
decreased significantly.

Proponents of Measure M1, how-
ever, argue that it’s not working, 
which is simply not true. They do 
this because they refuse to compro-
mise until they can get everything 
they want. This is not the art of 
compromise, it serves to demon-
ize all Alameda landlords. No one is 
completely satisfied with the exist-
ing ordinance, and this is the nature 
of compromise. But Ordinance 3148 
and Measure L1 avoid locking in an 
extreme rent-control measures into 
the City Charter that will cost the city 
$3 to $4 million dollars to administer.

— Todd Wehmann
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Joe Wiley
A few years ago, in a tragic acci-

dent, I lost a brother. I had never 
met him, but he was my brother 
nonetheless. My brother was a line-
worker for a local power company. 
To get to the location where he 
needed to make repairs, he “free 
climbed” up a utility pole, which 
means that nothing secured him to 
the pole except his own hands and 
feet. But he lost his footing and fell 
to his death. One small miscalcula-
tion cost him his life.

At Alameda Municipal Power 
(AMP), I have the role of “trouble-
man,” which means that I identify 
the issues behind electrical prob-
lems.  I’m part of a community of 
electrical workers and a commu-
nity of neighbors and families. I’m 
raising my family in Alameda, and 
going home safely each night after 
work means everything to me. I’m 
proud that AMP, which has brought 
electricity to Alameda homes and 
businesses since 1887, insists on 
the highest safety standards in the 
business. AMP earned a first-place 
award from the American Public 
Power Association for safe operat-
ing practices in 2015. 

When I think about the statis-
tics, I’m grateful for AMP’s culture 
of safety. It wasn’t until 2014 that 
the federal government finally set 
rules for the use of special safety 
gear to avoid falls.  Even with more 
safety rules in place, electrical pow-
er-line installation and repair jobs 

continue to rank near the top of 
the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 
list of jobs with the highest fatality 
rates. For every 100,000 electric 
line workers, the rate for fatalities 
is around 19. 

If you think the present-day sta-
tistics are grim, consider the his-
tory of line work. Back in the 1890s, 
electric line workers in some parts 
of the country had a 50 percent 
chance of dying on the job, accord-
ing to a history of our profession 
by the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers (IBEW). On top of 
that, the IBEW has documented that 
electrical workers had the most life-
threatening job of all industries in 
the U.S. at that time. Union electrical 
workers even dedicated funds for 
funerals as a benefit for members.

Electric lineworkers in Alameda, 
and all across America, understand 
and accept that our jobs are dan-
gerous. It takes four years of train-
ing and testing to become a jour-
neyman lineworker. It doesn’t stop 
there: My AMP brothers and I focus 
on our safety training each day at 
work. This culture of safety is a key 
reason why AMP has won national 
recognition for reliable electric ser-
vice, too.

Public Power Week, which 
runs from Oct. 2-8 this year, is a 
celebration of the rich tradition 
of service that our nation’s 2,200 
community-owned utilities bring to 
their communities. With its atten-
tion to worker safety, it’s easy to 

understand why I’m proud of 
my homegrown, locally con-
trolled electric utility, Alameda 
Municipal Power. Join us dur-
ing Public Power Week to honor 
the commitment that linework-
ers and public utilities make to 
their communities in Alameda 
and throughout the nation.

Joe Wiley in a troubleman for 
Alameda Municipal Power.

Lineworkers Face Life-or-Death Decisions
Commentary


