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OPINION
Letters to the Editor

Joe Heller

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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SUN STAFF

Wood PTA endorses 
Measure B1
Editor:

Last week at our first PTA 
meeting of the school year, Wood 
PTA members voted to endorse 
and support Measure B1, the par-
cel tax for schools. You may think 
that would be a given because we 
have students in the schools, but 
there are parents who have ques-
tions or concerns because of what 
they’d heard or read. I’m glad they 
asked their questions because 
that’s what makes an informed 
citizenry.

So here are a few questions 
and answers that others in the 
community may find helpful.

n Is the structure of Measure 
B1 legal? Yes, Measure B1 is struc-
tured the same as Measure A, 
which the court decided was legal 
and fair when it was challenged by 
opponents. After losing that case, 
the opponents did not appeal the 
decision, an indicator that their 
argument had no merit.

n Does the parcel tax unfairly 
favor big businesses like grocery 
stores because of the cap on 
taxes? The cap on large lots is not 
uncommon, and compared to the 
rest of the state, ours is one of 
the most progressive. This means 
that these large lots are paying 
a “fairer” share than they are in 
many other communities.

n Isn’t there plenty of time 
before the current tax expires? 
No, the current parcel tax expires 
in 2018, not 2019 as some had 
heard. The new one starts after 
that, with no overlap. Because the 
school budgets are submitted for 
state approval several years in 
advance, our district would need 
to make cuts now to balance the 
books if the tax revenue were 
lost. The consequences would be 
immediate and far-reaching, not 
just a loss of programs and staff, 
but unintended disruptions — for 
students applying for colleges, 
staff planning their professional 
futures, the district negotiating 
with teachers, the list goes on.

If you have questions, please 
ask or find out. As our students 
are taught: Do your research.
Know your sources (are they fac-
tual and reputable?). Read care-
fully (what information is omitted 
or included?). Show supporting 
evidence (is it confirmed or just 
hearsay?). 

Wood PTA, along with other 
PTAs, actively supports the par-
cel tax campaign both within our 
school and the larger communi-

ty. I urge everyone to join the 
campaign and to vote “yes” on 
Measure B1.

— Blanche Kim, Wood 
Middle School PTA President

Open letter to  
City Council

The Alameda Sun received a 
copy of this letter.

Dear Mayor Spencer and City 
Council Members Ashcraft, 
Daysog, Matarrese and Oddie:

I reach out requesting relief 
regarding the turn of events taken 
in the L1-M1 ballot measure cam-
paign.

“No on M1” has resorted to flat 
out lies. The most recent assault: 
“Measure L1 is real rental control, 
it caps rent increases at 5 percent 
and prohibits mass evictions.” L1 
has no 5 percent cap. And while 
six families evicted from Central 
Avenue may not seem like a “mass 
eviction,” the Alameda tenants 
would disagree.

This would be politics as 
usual if it weren’t for the fact that 
greater than $500,000 in outsider 
money has been poured into the 
“No on M1” measure when the M1 
grassroots effort is left with the 
equivalent of bake sales to coun-
ter this assault.

We are on different sides of the 
L1-M1 controversy and that’s poli-
tics. My request is not that you 
reconsider your position, but that 
you consider acknowledging to 
the greater-than-half of Alameda 
residents (those who will never be 
able to purchase their own home) 
that the influx of money may in 
fact be playing an unsettling role 
within the community and may be 
contributing to the divisiveness 
experienced by all.

I make this request because 
our circumstances are reflective 
of a bigger picture. This is a time 
when we suffer a historic lack 
of confidence in our democratic 
institutions; when so many seek 
again to participate in the demo-
cratic process (or for the first 
time) with hopes of healing the 
grave pessimism and cynicism 
which has taken root in our elec-
torate. This is a time when we 
need confirmation of integrity in 
our democratic institutions.

The influx of outside money 
behind L1 needs to be called out.   
What is happening in Alameda rais-
es the specter found on our nation-
al stage: purchase of elections by 
the so-called monied “1 percent,” 
the erosion of our democracy and 
the need for campaign finance 

Robert Schrader
First of all, let’s be clear here. 

I am not going to discuss the rela-
tive merits of either of the two rent 
control measures on November’s 
ballot. I want to report how 
Ordinance 3148 is working, based 
solely on my experience as a 
Rent Review Advisory Committee 
(RRAC) member during the time 
that it was enacted on March 31 — 
just over six months ago.

Some background may be valu-
able here. I volunteered and was 
appointed to the RRAC as one of the 
two “Alameda landlord” members 
in April of this year. The RRAC, as 
you probably know, is comprised 
of five members — two renters, two 
landlords, and one homeowner. 

They are Alameda resident vol-
unteers, interviewed by the mayor 
and Alameda Housing Authority 
(AHA) staff, and if found to be 
reasonable candidates, are nomi-
nated for appointment to RRAC by 
the City Council. In my experience, 
RRAC members are neither eco-
nomically nor politically biased. 

They are intended and instruct-
ed to be neutral and not to advo-
cate any position during the RRAC 
hearing process. That is exactly 
how I have found them. I conform 
to and support this policy. The 
RRAC is indeed a neutral hearing 
body — but there is much more to 
it than that.

Ordinance 3148 was intended 
to focus attention on any rent 

increase above 5 percent that 
occurs on the island. AHA is pro-
viding the dedicated manpower 
to facilitate this. During the first 
six months there were about 115 
cases needing review. (The total 
opened was more than 150 — 
but a good number were later 
removed, either withdrawn by the 
landlord, or the tenant moved.)

When AHA opens a rental 
review case, the first thing that 
happens is the collection of infor-
mation about the details of the 
rent increase — both from the 
landlord and the tenant. AHA 
then continues to communicate 
with both parties — to deter-
mine if the tenant has accepted 
the rent increase as presented, 
or facilitating communications in 
an attempt to reach a mutually 
acceptable compromise if they 
have not. 

To give you a feel for it, the 
last time they reported it in June 
AHA talked to either the landlord 
or tenant an average of six times 
for each of the 23 cases opened 
that month. In the first six months 
of the ordinance, their success 
rate in reaching accord prior to 
RRAC is more than 90 percent. 
Only 11 of the 115 active cases 
have made it all the way to RRAC 
hearings.

At the hearing, both the tenant 
and landlord are given an oppor-
tunity to add or clarify informa-
tion in person. After they have 

spoken individually, we seek to 
clarify their positions, and open 
communication between them to 
see if they can reach their own 
accord. If they do so, we simply 
accept it and close the case. 

Of the 11 cases we have seen, 
six times the tenant and landlord 
did this successfully. The average 
rent increase reached by the land-
lord and tenant themselves either 
before or at RRAC was 6.6 percent. 
We have only had to make a RRAC 
recommendation/decision in five 
cases. The average rent increase 
we at RRAC recommended was 
just under 5 percent.

So — I have to say that 
Ordinance 3148 is in fact work-
ing, and quite well, too. All rent 
increases over 5 percent in the 
first six months totaled about 115, 
with only five cases needing a 
RRAC decision, and that decision 
(which was ultimately accepted 
by both the tenant and landlord) 
averaged under 5 percent.

Robert Schrader is a mem-
ber of the Rent Review Advisory 
Committee.

Tina Blaine
Did you know that the city of Al-

ameda has a Public Art Fund with 
more than $200,000 to be disbursed?

Since a public art ordinance was 
adopted in 2003, the city has taken 
a measured, deliberate approach to 
disbursing public art funds. Sadly, 
the disbursement process is still 
not resolved. Over the past decade, 
numerous community meetings 
were held, staff reports prepared, a 
Public Arts Commission (PAC) was 
seated and a study was commis-
sioned to assess the public art pro-
gram and recommend development 
of arts and culture in Alameda. 

Many Alameda artists and arts 
organizations have sought a process 
by which artists may apply for funds 
to create public art. Unfortunately, 
the proposed changes to the ordi-
nance now before City Council do 
not establish the transparent, equi-
table process by which anyone may 
apply for funds. In the 13 years since 
the ordinance was passed, not one 
penny has been disbursed to a lo-
cal artist or arts entity for a public 
art project. Nor is there a process 
by which the city will accept appli-
cations from local artists to create 
public art for Alameda.

City Council is now considering 
sweeping amendments to the pub-
lic arts ordinance, which have been 
reviewed by the PAC. In addition, 
city staff has recommended that 
Council “appropriate” $100,000 of 
the total $224,698 now in the pub-

lic arts fund to be used exclusively 
for public art in Jean Sweeney Open 
Space Park (JSOSP). 

The question is not whether 
to install public art in JSOSP. The 
question is whether the public art 
fund will be administered in a way 
that is fair and consistent for all ap-
plicants. The City Council approved 
the master plan for JSOSP on July 
5, and the plan contains suggested 
locations for public art. 

The fair next step should be for 
any specific plans for public art to 
be proposed in an application to 
the PAC. Designating almost half 
the current public arts fund be set 
aside for any organization bypasses 
the open process for distributing 
funds that city staff is supposed to 
be administering.

Before any funds are “appropri-
ated” from the public arts fund, a 
fully transparent, equitable public 
process must be put in place, so 
the funds can be disbursed in a way 
that is fair for everyone. 

Other changes to the ordinance 
could be improved upon. Instead of 
increasing the cap on developments 
subject to the fund from $150,000 to 
$500,000, Alameda should eliminate 
the developer cap entirely, consis-
tent with arts ordinances in neigh-
boring cities. Alameda has some of 
the most desirable real estate left 
in the Bay Area, and should not sell 
itself short.

A fair, transparent application 
process and an actively engaged PAC 

reform. Matters upon which, at this 
point, you remain silent.

I am asking you circle back and 
reaffirm to our community that you 
recognize this bigger picture and 
that while you maintain your stance 
on L1, the bigger picture is on your 
horizon and that it matters — and 
you care.

— Gabrielle “Gaby” Dolphin

Forever yours, tenant
Editor:

The proposed Renter Protection 
Charter Amendment (Measure M1) 
gives tenants the right to a rental 
unit forever if their tenancy is ter-
minated for any of the “just causes” 
listed in the proposed Charter 
Amendment. This is in addition to 
the large relocation fees required. 

First they get anywhere from 
$7,300 to $18,300 to leave even for 
a just-cause request to vacate; then 
the tenant “shall have the first right 
of refusal to return if it should ever 
be returned to the rental market!” 
Not only is there no time limit, but 
they get to pay the same rent as 
when they left!

How could the authors of this 
measure be serious? It is so grossly 
one-sided and impractical to imple-
ment. There is no requirement 
that tenants provide their contact 
information in perpetuity. What is 
the owner to do when the elderly 
owner passes away 10 years after 
they gave the tenant notice and 
paid the relocation penalty — hire 
a private investigator to find their 
old tenants? How long must they 
search, and how wide? And why are 
these owners denied the minuscule 
annual increase of 65 percent of 
CPI? Seems like punishment for liv-
ing in their own property.

This kind of stuff is unreason-
able and unfair to property own-
ers. What if the owner also did 
substantial upgrades that were 
beyond what is “necessary to bring 
the property into compliance with 
applicable codes” like making it 
nicer? No matter, same rent as 10 
years earlier. What if the place sells 
and the next owner-occupant wants 
to rent it out after living there 10 
years in order to work abroad for 
two years? Yes, track down that old 
tenant and offer the same rent as 20 
years ago. It says so in the middle of 
page 10 of M1.

This sort of ridiculous provi-
sion, and there are others in M1, is 
surely going to cost the taxpayers 
in this city a bunch of money to 
defend when it ends up in court.  
I’m voting “no” on M1 and “yes” 
on L1. L1’s the better choice if 
you think some price controls and 
relocation fees along with limits on 
unjust evictions are reasonable to 
protect tenants against unscrupu-
lous building owners. L1 will avoid 
excessive costs and unjust restric-
tion of property rights.

— Mary Jacak

Local control is key
Editor:

I keep hearing proponents of 
Measure L1 say things like: “The 
important factor to me is that L1 
allows for local control and change 
without the cost of all changes hav-
ing to be put to public vote.”

Are you kidding? You speak of 
local control when an off-Island 
cabal of realty interests is spending 
a half-million dollars to undermine 
Alameda’s right to self-govern?

The framers of the U.S. 
Constitution had a different notion 
on “local control.” Think about it.

Community and housing are too 
important to place in the hands of a 
realty cabal-influenced City Council 
who proved their fickelness with 
the sunset clause they baked into 
the current rent ordinance that ter-
minates in 2019.

We need a housing law we can 
depend on. Something with perma-
nence, like the Constitution, that 
can’t be monkeyed with.

— Monty J. Heying
16-year resident of Alameda

LWVA: vote ‘yes’ on B1 
Editor:

The League of Women Voters of 
Alameda (LWVA) urges a “yes” vote 
on Measure B1.

Quality education is a crucial 
investment in our children’s future 
and educated citizens are an essen-
tial component of our democracy. In 
addition, quality education supports 

Review of Rent 
Stabilization Effort

Commentary

The average rent 
increase we at 
RRAC recommend-
ed was just under 
5 percent.

should facilitate the disbursement 
of public arts funds as intended 
under the ordinance. This includes 
public art in both private and mu-
nicipal development in Alameda. 

A hearing on this important mat-
ter was scheduled for this past Tues-
day’s City Council meeting held after 
press time as the only item on the 
continued agenda.

Tina Blaine is an Alameda 
resident and artist. She can be 
reached at tblaine@gmail.com.

Fair Process Needed for 
Public Art Fund Commentary
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