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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

Rob Bonta 
When Melodie was 21 years old, 

she made a mistake and commit-
ted a crime. Melodie served her 
sentence and paid her debt to the 
courts. But before she could get 
her life back on track, she had to 
pay her debt to the bail bondsmen.

After being arrested, Melodie 
had a choice — pay the bail 
bondsman and go in to debt; or, 
sit for days in jail for her court 
date. Remaining locked up behind 
bars meant risking everything: her 
job, apartment, car, and family. 
It wasn’t a real choice. She spent 
years trying to pay back the bail 
bondsman. She postponed school. 
She borrowed tens of thousands of 
dollars from her grandparents. She 
got dangerously behind on other 
bills and severely damaged her 
credit. She suffered from depres-
sion. And Melodie is considered 
one of the lucky ones because she 
was able to secure the money and 
her freedom.

Last month, I invited experts, 
advocates, and community lead-
ers from around the state to hear 
stories like Melodie’s and bring to 
light the severe shortcomings of 
California’s broken bail system. 
Money bail is intended to pre-
vent court absences and protect 

the public, but as Melodie’s case 
illustrates, the system is broken. 
Instead, the bail system is dis-
proportionately locking up poor 
people, regardless of guilt. 

More than 60 percent of 
California’s jail population, about 
46,000 people, are sitting in jail 
and have not been convicted of 
a crime. Most aren’t being held 
because they are dangerous 
or a flight risk; unlike Melodie, 
they simply can’t afford bail. 
California’s bail system punishes 
poor people for being poor. If you 
can’t afford bail, you will sit in jail, 
even if you were arrested for a traf-
fic ticket. If you have the money to 
pay bail, you can get out of jail, no 
matter how likely you are to flee or 
commit another crime. 

The ability to pay bail is an 
indicator of wealth. That’s all it is. 
It’s not a measure of flight risk and 
it’s not a measure of risk to public 
safety. That’s not justice.

What’s more, this unjust sys-
tem wastes millions in taxpayer 
dollars. Californians pay more 
than $100 per day in invaluable 
public tax dollars to keep some-
one in jail — more than $4.5 mil-
lion per day statewide. That’s 

money the state could be invest-
ing in improving our schools, 
keeping our kids healthy, creating 
new job opportunities and sup-
porting California’s small busi-
nesses. Bail reform is an issue 
of racial, social and economic 
justice. It’s not a question of if 
the system needs to be reformed; 
it’s a question of how. People 
across our state and nation see 
the cracks in this broken system 
and are calling for reform.

California has historically led 
and continues to lead the nation 
on the most significant issues of 
our time. Bail reform is one of 
those issues. We need a better sys-
tem, one that values justice and 
public safety over wealth.

I hope you will join me this 
year in my work to transform 
California’s bail system through 
smart, fair and comprehensive 
reforms. Together, let’s make our 
criminal justice system more just.

Rob Bonta represents Alameda 
in the California State Assembly. 

Decriminalize Poverty, 
Fix Broken Bail System  

Commentary We need a better 
system, one that 
values justice and 
public safety over 
wealth.

No place for a  
seniors facility
Editor:

Alameda residents who are 
concerned about truly humane 
residential space for assisted liv-
ing seniors and dementia-memory 
care patients should voice their 
opposition and concern regarding 
the proposed Westmont Senior 
Project. This comes before the City 
Council on Tuesday, Sept. 6. The 
project should be rejected because 
of the unacceptable impact of air-
port noise on residents, the danger 
of aircraft accidents and the dif-
ficulty of escape, particularly for 
Alzheimer’s patients. 

Contrary to the developer’s 
assertions, the living facility, 
should be deemed residential, and 
residential use is prohibited in the 
business park as part of a settle-
ment agreement between the Port 
of Oakland that controls Oakland 
International Airport and the 
Harbor Bay Isle Association. The 
developer relies on the absence of 
a full kitchen (one with no stove) 
to characterize the facility as non-
residential. However, in fact, to 
the people living there, this will be 
their homes, their residences. And 
most common-sense people would 
agree this is a residential use.

The restriction against resi-
dential uses in the business park 
is intended to protect occupants 
against excessive noise and the 
dangers of aircraft crashes. There 
should be no distinction regarding 
noise protection or safety based 
on whether or not the living space 
contains a stove. It should be noted 
that beside the original lawsuit, 
there was a more recent one 10 
years ago dealing with proposed 
residential in the business park.

The Westmont site is imme-
diately south of the Harbor Bay 
Ferry terminal. The community 
noise equivalent level at this loca-
tion is approximately 65 decibels. 
Recent changes in the flight paths 
by the FAA have moved the flights 
300 feet closer to the shoreline, 
making noise levels even higher. 
Numerous articles by the medi-
cal community and other sources, 
have been written about the ill 
effects of noise on seniors and 
other people. The developer’s 
answer is to put and keep these 
folks indoors. This is not a healthy 
or humane decision.

Please write your concerns and 
opposition to the City Council in 
care of the City Clerk, Lara Weisiger 
at lweisiger@alamdaca.gov.

Please come to the City Council 

meeting on Tuesday, Sept. 6. If you 
have questions, call 865-6645.

— George Humphreys

Protect renters,  
not landlords
Editor:

There’s been a lot of chatter 
about how the Alameda Renters 
Coalition (ARC) charter would limit 
the landlords’ ability to upkeep 
their properties. Really? When our 
family moved out of our house for 
renovations, we encountered the 
same repair issues we left to be 
fixed at our own property.

During our six months at one 
of Alameda’s large apartment 
complexes with 700 units the toi-
let broke three times, the first 
just two days after we moved in. 
We were charged for a share of 
water use and still had to pay out 
of pocket for laundry. The apart-
ment was spotless when we left, 
I even cleaned the walls, which 
were filthy, yet $300 was deducted 
from our security deposit for car-
pet cleaning. Due to some mis-
communication, we were told that 
we needed to pay for another 30 
days after our lease expired, an 
additional $500. 

In the midst of our move, I discov-
ered that the apartment was already 
rented mid-way through the 30 days 
we were supposed to be paying. 
Currently, this complex is offering 
leases 20 percent higher than what 
we paid.  Among Alameda’s 20 prop-
erties with 50 units or more, rent 
has increased 52 percent since 2011. 
And those properties are largely 
owned by big real estate investors 
based outside the city. The owners 
of the complex where we rented 
are based in Contra Costa County 
and manage properties all along the 
West Coast.

It’s hard to believe that these 
mega-landlords will be financially 
pressed for upkeep, when they 
are currently gouging renters in 
Alameda and not maintaining prop-
erties. Our brief rental experience 
gave us an understanding of what 
many of our friends experience on a 
daily basis. We need the protection 
for renters that is provided by ARC’s 
charter amendment.  

— Jeanne Nader

Heard enough of  
whining, myths
Editor: 

I’m writing in response to Eric 
Strimling’s letter (“Here comes 
the outside money,” Aug. 18). 
Seriously? When are you whin-

Karen Miller
I’m writing in response to Eric 

Strimling’s letter (“Here comes the 
outside money,” Aug. 18.)

I find it ironic that he and the 
Alameda Renters Coalition (ARC) 
is concerned about outside money 
funding anti-rent control sentiment 
in Alameda when outside money 
has in fact funded their efforts. 
Tenants Together, a San Francisco 
organization that according to its 
mission statement “seeks to gal-
vanize a statewide movement for 
renters’ rights,” has been actively 
aiding the ARC to advocate for rent 
control in Alameda. 

As to Strimling’s “myths”:
Myth 1: “Landlords will be sub-

sidizing wealthy renters.” This is 
not a myth. Not all renters are poor 
and not all landlords are wealthy. 
I personally know a landlord who 
is retiring and is selling his rental 
property because he needs the 
money to retire. Under the ARC 
ordinance he would have to pay 
$18,300 to tenants who just sold 
their house in Oakland for more 
than $500,000. 

How is that fair? Strimling states 
that “it is about a landlord setting 
the rent with a tenant and stick-
ing to that profit level.” If that is 
what their measure would do, I 
don’t know why any landlord would 
object but it isn’t. If the rent can 
only be raised to 65 percent of 
the Consumer Price Index then the 
profit level decreases every year as 
the cost of taxes, insurance, utili-
ties and maintenance increase. 

Myth 2: “Homeowners will have 
to pay a special tax.” This is not a 
myth. Neither the ARC measure nor 
the city’s measure, fully fund the 
cost of administration with the pro-
posed door tax. The city of Berkeley 
spends $4.5 million according to 
this year’s published budget and 

has 25,741 units. According to the 
last census Alameda has 15,740 
units.  At $120 a door that will bring 
in $1.8 million. Using Berkeley as an 
example then, our cost would be 
$2.75 million. Where do you think 
the additional funds are going to 
come from? The taxpayers. 

The ARC initiative requires that 
a special election be held to elect 
the new Rent Board. That cost will 
be at least another $300,000. If no 
additional funds are available in 
the General Fund, it will mean the 
cutting of services such as police, 
fire and parks.

Myth 3: “The number of rent-
als in Alameda will decrease as 
landlords will take their proper-
ties off the market.” This is not a 
myth. When Berkeley first enact-
ed rent control it lost 14 percent 
of its rental units. When Santa 
Monica enacted rent control, it 
lost 8 percent of its rentals. Many 
of Alameda’s rentals were once 
single-family homes and can easily 
be converted back. Stimling states 
that “small landlords depend on 
the income from their units.” 
Exactly. They depend on the 
income and if it does not pay for 
them to be landlords they will con-
vert and/or sell their properties.

His assertion that it is a “deep-
pocketed outside group trying to 

influence our politics” is a state-
ment trying to instill fear and 
implicate that there is something 
nefarious going on. As I previous-
ly stated, the ARC is being fund-
ed by one of the largest tenant 
groups in the State of California. 

I am against the ARC mea-
sure and will actively campaign 
against it. Rent control has been 
proven not to work over and 
over. San Francisco, Berkeley and 
Oakland all have rent control and 
all have rents exceeding those of 
Alameda. 

Come on, Alameda. We cannot 
afford the ARC initiative and we 
can do better than repeat a failed 
policy!

Karen Miller is an Alameda 
resident.

Let’s Not Repeat Failed Rental Policy
EditorialARC is concerned 

about outside 
money funding 
anti-rent con-
trol sentiment in 
Alameda when 
outside money 
has in fact funded 
their efforts.

ers going to realize that it’s not 
the landlord’s responsibility to have 
you live in a place you can’t afford?

The level of whining (and your 
incredibly silly “myths”) is incredible. 
I especially like his Myth #3:  rent 
control has caused a decrease in the 
quality and quantity of rentals. But 
I’m sure Alameda will be different.

— Matt Barnes

A heartfelt thanks
The Alameda Sun received a 

copy of this letter.

Dear community members:
What a fantastic celebration we 

had at Rhythmix Cultural Works on 
Saturday, Aug. 20. I wanted to take 
a minute to thank those who vol-
unteered time and energy to help 
make the third annual Wine Women 
& Song our most successful fund-
raiser ever! Thank you for making 
this event become bigger and bet-
ter every year. I am so grateful that 
you were able to be a part of this 
journey and hope that you enjoyed 
yourselves as much as I did.

An extra special thanks to each 
and every member of the Rhythmix 
staff, board of directors, Community 
Advisory Board, art jammers and 
volunteers who made the event run 
as seamlessly as possible from start 
to finish.  

I would also like to specifically 
thank:

n Dantel Hood for being our pro-
duction manager and sharing her 
talents in video production as well.

n Laili, Phong, Daniel, Janet, and 
Marc for the many months of pro-
motions, planning, decorations and 
logistical run-up to the event, as well 
as saving some energy for the day of.

n Yumi Ishihara for jumping in 
at the last minute to stage manage 
and to Linda Jacobson for emcee-
ing the event and keeping everyone 
laughing while we danced around 
changing the sound and the sets.

n Shaina and Nico and Marc for 
covering all of the sound, projec-
tion and technical logistics with 
style and grace.

n Maurice Ramirez Photography 
for capturing the event which we 
hope to share with you all soon.  

n Eric Kos at the Alameda Sun 
for being our media sponsor to help 
promote the event.

n Everyone on the Rhythmix 
and Community Advisory boards  
who sponsored this event: OMM 
Inc, Horton, West & Chambers, 
First Community Bank, Alameda 
Marketplace and Yankwich & 
Associates, as well as those who 
bought tickets and helped bring 
in new sponsors, advertisers and 
friends to make this event possible. 

n All the artists on exhibition in 
the K Gallery for sharing their beau-
tiful artwork and to Ginny Parsons, 
Deborah Sullivan and Charlie Sullivan 
for donating their artwork as well.

And of course, a huge thank you 
goes to our founder, Janet Koike, for 
bringing this vision of a community-
driven performing art space to real-
ity that keeps getting bigger and 
better every year!

Thank you all from the bottom 
of my heart for your contributions 
to help make our youth arts pro-
grams — and Rhythmix as an orga-
nization — even stronger.

— Tina “bean” Blaine
Executive Director, 

Rhythmix Cultural Works

Geothermal: essential, 
clean, green energy
Editor:

The Alameda Sun carried a let-
ter criticizing Alameda Municipal 
Power (AMP) for using geother-
mal energy to generate electric-
ity (“Wanted: Leadership That Gets 
Green,” Aug. 18). 

The author conflated geothermal 
with fracking, two totally unrelated 
technologies. Fracking is a technology 
used to extract oil or natural gas from 
underground deposits. Geothermal 
energy exists as naturally occurring 
hot rocks deep underground. 

By directing water to these “hot 
spots” steam is produced, which 
in turn can be used to turn electric 
generators. Geothermal is an essen-
tial renewable energy source, as it is 
available 24/7.

As solar and wind power are 
regularly unavailable, we need to 
develop renewable sources like geo-
thermal if we are to reduce human 
use of carbon-based fuels.

— Heinrich Albert


