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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.

Lil was right on K1 
Editor:

Anthony “Lil” Arnerich’s arti-
cle (“Alameda’s Future — It’s Your 
Choice,” Oct. 6) urges Alameda 
voters to vote for Measure K1, 
the Utility Modernization Act. 
He also called attention to it as 
one of the most important and 
consequential ballot measures 
Alamedans must decide upon in 
the Nov. 8 election. 

Former Vice Mayor and City 
Councilman Lil Arnerich is a long-
time Alameda resident, public 
servant and volunteer. His heart-
felt article is timely, reminding us 
that we must be ever diligent and 
mindful to ensure that reliable 
and sustainable funding sources 
are available to meet the vital 
future needs of our city.  

— Jim Sweeney

Parks events gathering 
steam in community
Editor:

Though the election is almost 
upon us, there are a number 
of wonderful activities that 
have taken place in and around 
Alameda. These included a mul-
titude of volunteers and partners 
who worked hard to make our 
community a better place. A few 
examples of these events are 
golf tournaments that have taken 
place in our area.

The Alameda Friends of the 
Parks Foundation held its fourth 
annual “Play for the Parks” Golf 
Tournament, Auction and Dinner 
on Oct. 3 at the Chuck Corica Golf 
Complex. The Boy Scouts held 
their annual tournament that 
same day, and the annual Jack 
Clark Memorial Golf Tournament 
took place on Oct. 17. They are 
both important events that sup-
port programs that benefit many 
families and children. Everyone 
should consider participating.

The “Play for the Parks” 
Golf Tournament, Auction and 
Dinner was a successful event 
and generated much needed 
funds for the support of park 
playground equipment, outdoor 
exercise equipment and pro-
grams like the Teen Halloween 
House, Easter Egg Scramble and 
“Starlight” Movies in the Parks. 
These events are free because 
of the donations raised by the 
Friends of the Parks Foundation 
and other organizations like the 
Rotary Club of Alameda.

Our foundation must thank 
a number of people and compa-

nies for their support and involve-
ment. First of all, thank you to 
Mike Winkenbach and his team at 
the Chuck Corica Golf Complex. We 
could not have had such an enjoy-
able day without their involvement 
and guidance. 

Thanks go out to Pat Russi and 
his crew at the Alameda Recreation 
and Park Department. Thank you to 
Steph Curry and Under Armour for 
their donation of Curry basketball 
shoes that were auctioned off to 
the highest bidder. Thank you to 
McGee’s Bar and Grill, and to Don 
Ratto and his team for cooking up a 
fabulous dinner. Our thanks go out 
to Mayor Trish Spencer for joining 
us at the dinner and for her posi-
tive comments about the value of 
our parks.

Thank you to these Alameda 
businesses who understand how 
important our parks are and are 
willing to step up and support 
our efforts in enhancing them: 
Trabocco, Asena, LaPenca, East End 
Pizza, Linguini’s, Alameda Beanery, 
Mosley’s Café, Alameda Bicycle, 
Alameda Theater and Cinema Grill, 
the San Francisco Giants and 49ers, 
Oakland Raiders, San Jose Sharks, 
Titleist Golf, Cobra Golf and the 
Seqouyah Country Club.

We also have to thank the 
Alameda Rotary Club, the Elks Club 
and the Alameda Community Fund 
for their ongoing support of our 
programs.

Our latest event “Bike for the 
Parks” on Saturday, Oct. 15, was 
another total success. The commu-
nity bike ride around the border of 
Alameda brought hundreds of rid-
ers out to support our parks.

— Bill Delaney, President
Friends of the Parks Foundation

Sharing election insight
Editor:

Do you ever wonder who’s 
behind all those mailers you get 
right before the elections? Chances 
are they are from Political Action 
Committees (PAC). Some of them use 
very catchy names: “Alamedans for 
Alameda” or “Alamedans United,” or 
even “Friends for a Better Alameda.” 

One thing most of them have in 
common is that they are backed by 
special interest groups that seldom 
have Alameda’s best interest in mind. 
Remember that simple thought when 
you get the next beautiful glossy 
mailer from those special interest 
groups (organized labor and devel-
opers) trying to influence your vote. 

Let us send the message that 
special interest groups can’t buy 
Alameda’s elections. 

— Kurt Peterson

Help support quality 
education with B1
Editor:

The Alameda community has 
a long-standing value of support-
ing quality public education. I have 
seen firsthand the help our com-
munity provides to students and 
teachers through the existing par-
cel tax. This November we are ask-
ing the community to once again 
show their support for our schools 
by voting in favor of Measure B1, 
which will continue the existing 
parcel tax.

I have also seen firsthand the 
real impact of the ongoing lack of 
adequate state education funding 
on those same students. The arts 
are vital to help maintain the high 
level of achievement and educational 
standards that we hold. Without the 
funds provided by Measure B1, we 
are looking at hard cuts, including 
fewer teachers; increased class sizes, 
which would severely affect the deliv-
ery of curriculum; the discontinu-
ation of music, PE, and media cen-
ters in our elementary schools; and 
the discontinuation of high school 
AP courses, athletics, and fine art 
instruction. These programs are 
essential for our students and need 
to be continued. Measure B1 will 
ensure these programs continue to 
be funded without increasing taxes. 

It is important to point out that 
California lags far behind many 
other states in per-student spend-
ing for public education. Thus, 
to prevent a devastating blow to 
our schools, it will be essential to 
renew existing levels of funding in 
November. Our children, teachers, 
and community deserve it. Please 
join teachers in voting Yes on B1. 

— Audrey Hyman, President 
Alameda Education Association

Vote ‘no’ on L1 and M1
Editor:

Alameda has no place for L1 or 
M1. Rent control never worked as 
seen in San Francisco, Oakland and 
Berkeley for the last decade. What 
do these cities have in common? 
Skyrocketing rents.

Putting in rent control measure 
is artificially applying a blanket ceil-
ing below what the normal market 
dictates. In the long run this will force 
rent to be higher than it would be as 
landlords will pull their properties off 
the market thus creating a shortage.

Although I do not own any 
income property in Alameda. Let’s 
say I do and I am asking for $10,000 
per month for a 3,000 square-foot 
property. I am sure the property 
will not move and collect dust as 
that is not the going market price. 
I will soon realize I need to lower 
my expectation to meet the market 
price given the ongoing expenses 
of property tax, mortgage, utilities, 
and maintenance. This is to say 
there is no need to regulate the 
rental market in Alameda. The mar-
ket will correct itself if supply and 
demand are not at equilibrium. It 
is classic economic proven from 
time-to-time.

Should either L1 or M1 prevail 
I see owing a rental property as 
a potential liability with negative 
return. Both measures require 
landlords to compensate tenants 
to move out for no cause eviction. 
On average it would cost the land-
lord at least $30,000 for a family of 
four, this is a year’s worth of rental 
revenue. 

This is wealth redistribution or, 
rather, highway robbery as land-
lord is asked to give up their hard-
earned sweat equity. It is ransom. 
In the long-run, rent will shoot up 
dramatically as we have seen in San 
Francisco with landlords soon to 
realize there is no money in manag-
ing an income property and decid-
ed to take their properties off the 
market creating shortage that leads 
to the inevitable rental increase.

Again I do not own any income 
property in Alameda but if I did and 
if either measure passed I would 
immediately serve notice to my ten-
ant and sell my property to avoid 
the potential risk, liabilities and 
headache down the road.

So I urge voters to strike down 
both L1 and M1 as Alameda has no 
place for rental regulation. Should 
either measure pass it would be 
detrimental to the local economy 
of Alameda.

— Al Luu

Jim Smallman
I am 78 years old, renting a 

small studio apartment in a con-
verted Victorian-era home. I 
planned for my retirement years 
ago and purchased an apartment 
building with four two-bedroom 
apartments, which today rent for 
$1,300 a month. Because I have 
children and grandchildren in the 
Bay Area, I would like to accommo-
date overnight visits from them, 
which is impossible in my studio. 
I had expected to give up my 
studio and move into one of my 
two-bedroom rentals. However, 
Measure M1 would put prohibitive 
obstacles in the way of this plan.

If M1 passes, the “owner move-
in” provision would require a relo-
cation fee of $18,300. (There are 
long-term tenants with minor chil-
dren or a senior in the units, so the 
relocation fee would be at the top 
of the chart.)

Suppose, then, that I manage 
to pay this extreme relocation fee 
and move into one of my apart-
ments, and suppose further that 
I live another 10 years. On my 
passing, my son will take over as 
landlord of these units and my 
apartment will go back on the 
rental market. Under M1; right of 
return and first right of refusal, 
the tenant displaced under the 
owner move-in provisions “shall 
have first right of refusal to return 
to the unit if it should ever be 

returned to the market by the 
Landlord or successor Landlord 
Rent shall be the Rent lawfully 
paid by the tenant at the time the 
Landlord gave notice…” 

Some of the other provisions in 
M1 are extreme, and some merely 
unfortunate. Among the extreme 
measures are unrealistic annual 
rent increases calculated as 65 
percent of the Bay Area Consumer 
Price Increase (CPI) for the prior 
year (approximately 1.7 percent 
this year). For each $1,000-a-month 
rental the increase would be $17. 
Relocation fees, however, are not 
similarly constrained. They will 
“increase annually … at the rate of 
increase in the CPI for the preced-
ing year.” The increase of the base, 
May 2015, was 3.5 percent Over 
10 years this rate, compounded, 
would increase relocation expens-
es to a maximum of $25,813. 

A homeowner recently wrote 
that he had “no dog in this fight”. 
Well that’s not quite true. A home-
owner might wish to rent the 
primary residence for a variety 
of reasons, including relocating 
to an assisted living facility, or 
for an extended stay to assist 
children or elderly parents. Such 
rentals of the primary residence 
are “temporary tenancy” and 
cannot exceed 12 months; if the 
tenancy exceeds 12 months, the 
relocation fees for owner move-in 
would be invoked. 

In effect, the owner of his pri-
mary residence would have to pay 
the tenant up to $18,300 to move 
back into his own home. And if 
the home is ever rented again, the 
“temporary tenant” would have 
first right of refusal.

In a recent letter (“Letter 
Writers Need Reassurance on M1,” 
Sept. 29), Eric Strimling argues, 
“Measure M1 is designed to help 
all Alamedans, tenants, homeown-
ers, and landlords.” However, it 
is very difficult to study M1 and 
not draw the conclusion that it’s 
designed to punish landlords and 
homeowners. The irony is that 
it also punishes those who will 
seek rentals in the future, includ-
ing those who would like to move 
from their rent-controlled unit but 
can’t afford to.

M1 is a charter amendment; to 
fix its flaws will require another 
general election. Measure L1 is a 
more moderate approach, and it is 
working. I agree that tenants need 
some protections, and as both a 
tenant and a landlord, I can live 
with the city ordinance, L1. Let’s 
give it a chance. Any flaws can 
be resolved by a vote of the City 
Council. 

Jim Smallman is a retired school 
teacher who first moved to Alameda 
in 1971.

M1 Provisions Seem 
Extreme, Unfortunate

Commentary

Monty Heying
The Rent Review and Advisory 

Committee (RRAC) is a tribunal 
of five mayoral appointees with 
authority to mediate disputes 
between landlords and tenants. It 
is a throwback to British feudal-
ism where the nobility of a region 
had judicial powers delegated by a 
monarch, represented in this case 
by the mayor. Ironically, even the 
name RRAC recalls a mechanism of 
medieval torture.

The RRAC holds renters up 
for public scrutiny, requiring they 
stand before them at a podium 
and justify their resistance to a 
rent increase or an eviction, often 
revealing sensitive details of per-
sonal circumstances and finances. 
This intimidating forum exploits 
the inherently weak negotiating 
position of tenants who, once they 
have moved in and settled, are 
vulnerable to landlord retaliation if 
they complain. 

Of the 130 rent increase cases 
filed in the three months ending 
with September, 27 tenants (21 
percent) canceled and moved out 
rather than face the RRAC.

Per the city’s website: “The 
RRAC (committee) is comprised of 
five volunteer members: two own-
ers, two renters and one home-
owner. Members are not advocates 
for tenants and landlords, rather 
the committee acts as a third-party 
mediator of rent increase disputes. 
The committee members are nomi-
nated by the Mayor and confirmed 
by the City Council. 

Common factors under consid-
eration by the committee include 
but are not limited to:

• frequency, amount and the 
presence or absence of prior rent 
increases

• landlord’s costs of operation
• any increases or decreases in 

housing services since the last rent 
increase

• financial impact on the tenant
• landlord’s interest in earning 

a just and reasonable rate of return 
on the landlord’s property”

The word “just” leaps out at me. 
I have never heard of a “just rate of 
return,” and it’s a term with sinister 
implications of political cronyism. 
What criteria confer this right to 
“just” rate of return? Family name? 
Political party? Political donor sta-
tus? “Just” reeks of classism and 
cronyism.

A key concern about the RRAC is 
vulnerability to political influence. 
RRAC appointees are beholden to 
the mayor who appoints them, and 
mayors tend to be biased toward 
the rich and powerful who can 
donate large sums for their re-elec-
tions. Tenants are aware of this 
and avoid the RRAC because they 
fear they won’t get a fair hearing. 
They also fear landlord retaliation. 
I learned of this during my eight 
weeks of petitioning.

Another concern is that many of 
the RRAC’s decisions are non-bind-

ing and can result in expensive 
mediation that many renters can-
not afford. Furthermore, since 
the mediators files are sealed, 
the process can be abused and 
housing discrimination laws 
skirted. An elected rent board’s 
files are subject to public record 
requests. Mediation files are not.

During the first two months 
of operation, the RRAC’s aver-
age approved rent increase was 
almost 8 percent. In September 
that average rose to 10.5 percent, 

The RRAC, A Deeply Flawed Organ
Commentary

b RRAC: Page 7

b LETTERS: Page 6

What criteria 
confer this right 
to ‘just’ rate of 
return? Family 
name? Political 
party? Political 
donor status?
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