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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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Independence is  
too important
Editor:

On Sept. 9, the developer 
of a large project on Alameda’s 
Northern Waterfront contributed 
$5,000 to support the election 
efforts of my opponents to City 
Council. 

I do not take contributions 
from special interests such as 
developers. If re-elected to our 
City Council, I will continue to be 
an independent voice who makes 
fair and impartial decisions by 
drawing on my city planning 
professional experience and my 
master’s degree in urban planning 
from UC Berkeley. 

— Tony Daysog,
Alameda City Council

Thank you, ARPD
Editor:

Kudos to the Alameda 
Recreation and Parks Department 
for keeping the free public tennis 
courts in excellent condition. I 
normally play at Longfellow and 
Leydecker, but occasionally play 
at Krusi or Franklin when the first 
two are in use.  

All four courts are kept in very 
good shape. In fact, on the day 
we play at Longfellow, Gerald, the 
maintenance person, blows off the 
court for us, and the other week 
when the net strap was missing 
he went out of his way to replace 
it for us. You normally don’t hear 
from people when things are going 
well, but keep up the good work, it 
is very much appreciated!

— Mits Tamura   

The real danger  
inside M1
Editor:

Inside M1 is a clause that no 
one seems to talk about, but it 
is the most radical part of the 
measure. The right for a tenant to 
sublease takes away almost any 
control of the property owner’s 
rights. The landlord/property 
owner has no say or rights over 
who could potentially be living in 
their unit.

What is to stop someone in a 
unit from subleasing at a higher 
market rate for their own profit? 
Or listing it on Air Bnb? Or even 
month-to-month rentals? 

Potentially if M1 passes, the 
landlord and property owners los-
ing control of their property for 
the rest of their life.

— Cara Carnes

What’s really behind 
utility ballot measure
Editor:

When I first reviewed the 
Utilities Modernization Act ini-
tiative (UMA) I got the strong 
impression that Internet services 
were the target of modernization, 
but no, the latest circular from 
City Hall states UMA does not 
tax Internet services.” So what is 
the secrecy surrounding the new 
and emerging technologies that 
are about to be taxed, where they 
weren’t taxed before or incorrect-
ly so? The flier goes on to state 
that “some telecom providers are 
not applying the Utitility Users 
Tax (UUT) correctly. Hmmm. 
‘Telecom’ or telecommunications 
certainly sounds like Internet or 
possibly cell phone usage. What 
exactly are they talking about?

Maybe another goal of UMA 
is to (unintentionally, of course) 
extend the tax base to include 
households that rely on solar 
power for their electricity. Solar 
panels are certainly an emerging 
technology in direct competition 
with Alameda Municipal Power. 
Regardless of the need for UUT, 
utility modernization is a sepa-
rate issue that should never been 
linked in the same initiative with 
extending the UUT.

— Terry W. Gintz

Island gnomes move in
Editor:

We have witnessed mysterious 
happenings taking place on Court 
Street as well as Mound Street 
Between Central and Jackson 
avenues.

Items such as minature doors, 
mail boxes, etc. are appearing at 
the base of trees. We’re pretty 
sure gnomes are placing these 
items for our enjoyment. 

What a pleasure to walk our 
dog and come upon these “spe-
cial” pieces. We love it!

— Ethel Lerche

How we feel  
about rent control
Editor:

Two years ago our family 
rented out the in-law unit on our 
property. We bought the property 
with the assumption that eventu-
ally my aging parents would move 
in there. 

In the meantime, we are help-
ing finance much needed repairs 
including a new roof, upgraded 
electrical, plumbing and more, 

with the income we receive from 
our tenant.

Our tenant has been wonder-
ful — it’s not just that she always 
pays her rent on time, but she is an 
all-around great lady. Since we have 
small kids, we want somebody nice 
living next to us. We haven’t even 
thought of raising her rent.

When we signed the contract 
with our tenant, it was done on 
the assumption that, given that the 
property is our property — we took 
a calculated risk taking a 30-year 
mortgage and buying a fixer-upper 
in a  seller’s market — we could ask 
her to vacate within a reasonable 
time should I need to move my par-
ents near me. 

I thought this was the reality of 
renting and owning. I thought I was 
doing the right thing — providing 
someone a place to live for a mutu-
ally agreed period of time, while 
saving money for our family.

Now the proposed city ordi-
nance would require me to pay 
$8,500 to move my tenant out and 
the Alameda Renter’s Coalition 
wants upwards of $18,500 (that’s 
about a year’s worth of rent!)  
Because half of Alamedans are rent-
ers, I fully expect the ARC measure 
to pass. If you can vote yourself 
$20,000, why wouldn’t you?

Since I am not willing to break 
up my family and I will be there 
for my parents when they need me 
most, we will have to sell our house 
and, with two, possibly three, dis-
abled people in tow, move out of 
the area. I don’t expect any com-
pensation for that.

— Katya Sedgwick

Whoa, Monty!         
Editor:

Over the past several weeks, I 
have been reading Monty Heying’s 
commentaries regarding the virtues 
of the Alameda Renters Coalition’s 
(ARC) Measure M1. Until today, 
I had no desire to contribute to 
the discussion or correct the 
content. However, after reading 
his latest characterization of the 
Rent Review Advisory Committee 
(RRAC), (“Island Self-Determination 
at Stake,” Sept. 15) I believe that the 
public needs to know the full story. 

Given the material omissions 
regarding the enforceable mediation 
process provided for in Measure L1, 
the characterization of the RRAC 
members as “political appointees 
beholden to a Realtor-friendly mayor, 
and the general lack of knowledge of 
how mediation functions, as a com-
munity mediator, I feel compelled to 
address these areas.

Since each of these topics 
deserves more space than allotted 
to a letter to the editor or even the 
commentary section, I will address 
them in subsequent issues of the 
Alameda Sun. Stay tuned.

— Jeff Cambra

Don’t enact the 
M1 manifesto
Editor:

I thought as Alameda homeown-
ers we would not be affected if 
the Alameda Renter Protection and 
Community Stabilization Charter 
Amendment (on the ballot as M1) 
passes in the November. Were we 
wrong! 

We have lived in Alameda for 
35 years. After the same number 
of years of working, we are closing 
in on paying off our primary home 
mortgage and contemplating retire-
ment. We have scrimped, saved and 
sacrificed in an effort to pay off our 
home mortgage. Our dream upon 
retirement was/is to rent out our 
house, using the rental income to 
both maintain our Alameda home 
and also, help supplement living 
and traveling abroad (before old 
age makes it impossible). 

Under the guise of “rent stabili-
zation,” the M1 “manifesto” states 
that if we rent out our primary 
home for more than “12 consecu-
tive months” we would be required 
to pay the tenant (if and when I want 
to return to Alameda and re-occupy 
my primary home) a relocation fee 
up to $18,300. The relocation fee 
would have to be paid regardless if 
the tenant and I agreed, in writing, 
stipulating the length of the rental 
lease term. 

Also stated in the M1 manifesto 
is that “relocation expenses shall 
increase annually. Suffice it to say, 
in the 35 years of planning our 

Irene Dieter
It’s good to see the city creat-

ing an action plan to find services 
and shelter for the homeless who 
have taken up residence in the 
soon-to-be-built Jean Sweeney 
Park. But let’s not forget about 
those living in the encampment 
at the foot of the Fruitvale Bridge.

Hidden behind trees near Pet 
Food Express next to the Fruitvale 
Bridge is a plot of land where a 
sprawling pile of trash has been 
accumulating for about a year. 
Someone is living there and bring-
ing in the items that lie strewn 
about the area. A large kiosk-
type structure has been built. A 
barbeque grill is a potential fire 
hazard, considering all the debris 
and pine needles on the site. 
The cyclone fence leading to the 
bridge has been torn away, allow-
ing easy ingress and egress for the 
homeless. The area has become a 
public health issue.

The individual(s) living there 
need the same kind of assistance 
that the people living at Sweeney 
Park will receive.

The city says this land is a 

railroad right-of-way currently 
owned by Union Pacific Railroad 
Company and has notified them, 
but to no avail. 

The likely reason for the 
lack of response is that Union 
Pacific is in the process of remov-
ing railroad easements from all 
property in Alameda. It filed a 
notice with the federal Surface 
Transportation Board earlier 
this year that it is abandoning 
“all of its remaining trackage on 
Alameda Island,” including “ancil-
lary, industrial, switching, siding, 
and spur trackage.” This filing 
relinquishes railroad easement 
rights along Fruitvale Avenue in 
Oakland, over the bridge, and 
across Alameda Island. The 
notice was posted in the Federal 
Register on June 20. 

After helping those living by  
the bridge, the city should start 
cleaning the site. It is inconceiv-
able that Union Pacific would sue 
the city for cleaning up the prop-
erty.  After all, the city will even-
tually own the already appraised 
site when the funds are available 
to purchase it. 

It’s important to address the 
encampments early and respon-
sibly before the issue grows 
into a bigger problem. A few 
people are now sleeping along 
Alameda Beach and utilizing the 
McDonald’s on Shore Line Drive  
for some of their needs. And it 
doesn’t take much looking around 
to find people whose homes are 
their cars.

We cannot look away. 
Homelessness is growing in 
Alameda, and it’s not only because 
of a low supply of affordable hous-
ing. Some people are unemploy-
able. Others may need help over-
coming substance abuse. 

By the looks of the area at the 
Fruitvale Bridge, someone may 
need medication for mental ill-
ness. It’s a major healthcare issue.

Our city officials would be wise 
to grapple with homelessness in 
Alameda now.

Irene Dieter posts stories  
and photos about Alameda at  
ionalameda.com.

Paul Foreman
If I had anything to do with 

it, Measure L1 would read  
differently:

1. The definition of “maximum 
increase” would be changed from 
5 percent to the annual increase in 
the Consumer Price Index, which 
is currently under 3 percent. L1 
already adopts this standard 
when it provides that a landlord 
at a hearing must overcome a 
presumption that maintaining 
the same inflation-adjusted net 
income as the prior year is a fair 
return. Why not apply the same 
standard as the dividing line over 
which a tenant is able to go to the 
Rent Review Advisory Committee 
(RRAC) for binding arbitration?

2. City Council rightly pre-
served no-fault evictions in order 
to give landlords the ability to ter-
minate a tenancy at the end of the 
lease term. Otherwise a monthly 
or yearly lease really becomes 
a lease for as long as the tenant 

wishes to stay; regardless of how 
bad a relationship he has with the 
landlord or other tenants. To dis-
courage landlords from using no-
fault eviction as a device to raise 
rents, L1 requires the payment 
of substantial relocation costs to 
the current tenant ($1,500 plus 
four months’ rent) and limits the 
increase charged to the new ten-
ant to 5 percent. I would discour-
age this practice even more by 
prohibiting any increase in rent 
charged to the new tenant until 
the beginning of the second year 
of tenancy.

3. Almost all the landlord hor-
ror stories originate with large 
corporate-style landlords who are 
solely concerned with their bot-
tom line, not preserving a com-
munity. All of the information that 
the City Council relied upon to 
write this ordinance came from 
a consultant who only had data 
on landlords owning 50 or more 
units. Yet, the same standards are 

being applied to “mom-and-pop” 
landlords who have real human 
relationships with their tenants 
and are invested in their neighbor-
hoods. I think Hayward was wise 
to exempt owners of four or fewer 
units. It has been in effect there for 
many years.

So, why am I supporting L1?  
This is a work in progress by 
a city that has never addressed 
this problem before. I am sure 
that changes will be made by 
City Council. M1 is only amend-
able at the ballot box. It will be 
very difficult to change. It is an 
extremely tenant-biased measure 
that will drive many landlords out 
of the rental business; paradoxi-
cally exacerbating an already dire 
rental housing shortage that will 
dislocate many more of our cur-
rent tenants. In San Francisco, 

City Must Deal with 
Homelessness Now

I on Alameda

Commentary

Measure M1’s Tenant Bias is Showing
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retirement dream my wife and 
I did not factor in the possible 
relocation expense nor the annual 
yearly increase. Why would we? 
We thought we controlled our own 
home and destiny. If the manifesto 
passes, our dreams are destroyed.

— Eric and Cornelia Grunseth 

Read the fine print
Editor:

M1 requires that a landlord 
allow a tenant to sublet his or her 
unit without the consent of the 
landlord. The landlord then has no 
ability to know who the tenant is, 
see if there is any past rental his-
tory that may cause problems for 
other tenants or get them out in a 
reasonable manner unless they can 
“prove” bad behavior.

As a homeowner you may be 
living near a rental whether it be 
a single family home or a multi-

unit building. Landlords screen every 
tenant looking at credit reports, 
past rental history and job history. 
Without this ability, anyone could end 
up living next door: a sexual predator 
or an ex-felon.

Similarly, your landlord screens 
tenants to make sure that your build-
ing is safe and that a new tenant will 
not cause problems for you. With M1 
existing tenents could end up with 
someone living in their building that 
is not someone they signed up for.

This is not a tall tale. We had a 
neighbor move his brother into his 
unit next door to our building. He was 
trying to do something nice for him 
as he had mental problems. This guy 
would start banging on the walls and 
screaming at the top of his lungs in 
the middle of the night. 

We called the police over and 
over and the only thing that they 

b LETTERS: Page 9


