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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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Stop exploiting  
sanctuary story
Editor: 

For weeks we’ve seen letters 
on this page exploit the tragic 
murder of Kate Steinle by one 
undocumented immigrant (out of 
millions who live peacefully in 
this country) in opposition to our 
city and school district‘s votes 
to become sanctuaries. Linda 
Juhala’s letter (“Sanctuary City in 
Alameda?,” Feb. 9) took the ste-
reotyping and fear mongering one 
step further when she described 
undocumented immigrants as 
“people who cut the line, possibly 
bring diseases back to our coun-
try and possibly be criminals.” 

On the day Juhala’s letter was 
published, the national news cov-
ered one of the first-known victims 
of Donald Trump’s crackdown on 
immigrants. Guadalupe Garcia de 
Rayos, an Arizona mother of two, 
arrived in the U.S. with her family 
when she was a 14-year-old child. 
In 2008, she was convicted of the 
“crime” of trying to feed her kids by 
using fake papers so she could work.

On Friday, Rayos was separat-
ed from her children and deport-
ed from the country she has lived 
in for 22 years. Her nine-year-old 
conviction, for working, made her 
a priority for deportation under 
the new administration. 

Alameda became a sanctuary 
city because we don’t want local 
tax dollars used to separate par-
ents from their kids. We don’t 
want our police officers becoming 
part of a deportation force. We 
want kids in our schools learn-
ing, not worrying about whether 
or not their parents will be there 
when they get home.

As for the threats to cut off 
federal funding, we need to see 
that for what it is: bullying cit-
ies into doing what we know to 
be wrong. Alameda schools teach 
our kids that bullying is unac-
ceptable. I’m glad that Alameda’s 
elected leaders have taken that 
lesson to heart. 

— Greg Pullman

Why cap the  
school parcel tax? 
Editor:

Though I agree a parcel tax 
is helpful to support our public 
schools, I don’t see the necessity 
to give large property owners an 
unfair tax break and force home-
owners to shoulder the bulk of the 
schools’ extra-curricular expenses.

Maybe I missed something 
along the line but all I hear now 
from B1 supporters is that B1 has 
a beneficial effect on our school 
system’s revenue stream and 
without it there would be dire 
consequences, while effectively 
skirting the reason for the cap.

Who dreamed it up in the first 
place? Are our city leaders and tax 
consultants so scared that with-
out a substantial tax break big box 
corporations like Safeway would 
hold up the Measure in court for 
years on end and instead kowtow 
to their interests?

Or is the fear so strong of los-
ing said Big Box corporate pres-
ence in Alameda and their con-
tinuous tax revenue? If so, it is a 
sad state of affairs that big box 
business can dictate how much 
taxes they are willing to contrib-
ute for the common good of us 
little people. 

If I read most long-term resi-
dents of Alameda right, they 
would prefer more family (non-
chain) businesses in Alameda, and 
there is always a rebuttal to spuri-
ous lawsuits. People don’t have to 
patronize these chain operations, 
and then where would they be? So 
why the cap? What is the real rea-
son? Is anyone who knows willing 
to reveal the reason?

— Terry W. Gintz

Letter was deeply 
insulting
Editor:

After reading Bruce Elerick’s 
letter (“What our B1 parcel tax 
money is used for,” Feb. 16), I 
had to respond. Perhaps Elerick 
is unaware of the countless hours 
that our local teachers put into 
their classrooms during their off-
duty hours and summer vacations.

Perhaps he are unaware of the 
hundreds of dollars they spend 
on classroom supplies out of their 
own pockets. And perhaps he is 
unaware of the duties that the 
teachers take on to make the chil-
dren of our society better people.  

Many of the things that these 
Alameda teachers do for their stu-
dents go unnoticed. I am not a par-
ent, nor a teacher, yet I found this 
letter deeply insulting. If Elerick 
knew the lengths that our teach-
ers go to so they can provide a 
sound education for the children 
of this city, I think he would thank 
them for taking the time to stand 
up for what they believe in, for 
standing up against the potential 
fallout that will result from this 
unpopular federal appointment.

I commend Alameda Unified 
School District Superintendent Sean 
McPhetridge for approving the teach-
ers’ time away from their classrooms 
to make their voices heard. I am sure 
that the children were in their seats, 
doing classwork as usual, and that 
they were well provided for, during 
their teachers’ absence. 

Perhaps Elerick can take a les-
son from these teachers and pres-
ent himself to a school nearby and 
see just what these hardworking, 
underpaid men and women are 
doing in his community before he 
makes such statements. 

To answer his question “I’m sup-
posed to be happy to increase my 
property taxes ... for what? Getting 
paid for doing what they were not 
hired to do?” I would answer with a 
resounding “yes” because they were 
hired to teach and care for the chil-
dren of this community. Speaking out 
in the best interest of these children 
is part and parcel to that. 

Elerick should also know that his 
taxes are not being raised. Measure 
B1 is simply an extension of Measure 
A, which is already in place.

— Cheryl Saxton, DC

Misleading information 
about FAAS corrected
Editor: 

The Alameda Sun, Alameda 
Magazine and some other sourc-
es recently have published wrong 
or misleading information about 
the ongoing funding negotiations 
between Friends of the Alameda 
Animal Shelter (FAAS) and the City 
of Alameda. Here are the facts:

• Executive director Nancy 
Baglietto is not married to a mem-
ber of the board of directors. Long 
after negotiations with the city had 
already begun, FAAS was forced to 
terminate its operations manager. 
FAAS has been unable to rehire for 
that position because it does not 
know the outcome of negotiations. 
An existing employee, who is mar-
ried to a board member, agreed 
to fill in temporarily as operations 
manager until we know whether 
the position will continue to be 
funded. The board considered all 
conflict-of-interest issues regarding 
this employee months ago when he 
was first hired and found none. 

• FAAS has not lowered its goals 
for fundraising, in-kind services or 
grants in anticipation of more city 
funding. The budget that FAAS sub-
mitted to the city had lower amounts 
than actual past revenue in each of 
these areas because (1) previous 
fundraising totals included major 
one-time bequests, which cannot be 
anticipated or budgeted; (2) some 
in-kind donations such as bookkeep-
ing are no longer available; and (3) 
some grants received in the past, 
such as Maddies Pet Adoption Days, 
no longer exist. FAAS will continue 
to maximize all fundraising efforts to 
provide exceptional services to the 
animals in our care regardless of the 
level of city funding.

• FAAS did not ask for exorbi-
tant salary increases for existing 
staff. In order to survive with inad-
equate funding from the city over 
the past five years, FAAS has had 
to underpay staff while also asking 
employees to double up on jobs. 
The original FAAS proposal sought 
to bring pay rates to market value 
and add enough staff to create rea-
sonable workloads. The increase 
in salary for the executive director 
cited in some reports as excessive 
was in fact based on a survey of 
similar animal welfare positions 
in the Bay Area. In the interest of 
reaching an agreement with the 
city on a new contract, FAAS has 
now pared back all salary requests 
and eliminated the new positions it 
had hoped to fund. The new posi-
tions included a part-time on-site 
veterinarian, considered a staple in 
modern shelters.

• Contrary to City of Alameda 
claims, FAAS is not in fact asking 
for “too much money.” FAAS’s net 
request of $794,581 ($908,581 minus 
$114,000 in licensing returned to 
the city) is less than the $834,401 
the city has budgeted to run the 
shelter in fiscal year 2017-2018.

For more information about 
FAAS’s contract proposal to the 
city and clarifications of the facts, 
please visit our website at www.
alamedaanimalshelter.org. 

— Carla Thornton, FAAS 
marketing, communications and 

development coordinator

Jeffrey Smith
Once again, smoke alarms are 

going off regarding California’s 
under-funded pension programs.

This time they are sounding at 
CalPERS. The fund managers were 
anticipating a chimeric 7.5 percent 
annual return on its portfolio of 
investments.

That estimate was revised mar-
ginally downward to 7.0 percent 
in December — hardly a conser-
vative estimate. If we only knew 
which equities and assets these 
fund managers are betting on, we 
could then back-up their bets with 
our own savings. Only two people 
have sustained such high returns 
on investments in recent times: 
Warren Buffet and Bernie Madoff.

CalPERS’ hopes for another leg-
islative bailout — like it received 
in 2014 — have been dashed. 
Without more budget cuts, the 
state is already staring down 
the barrel of a $2 billion defi-
cit. As expected, some people are 
going to have to make sacrifices. 
Obviously 1.8 million current and 
former city, state and school dis-
trict employees are not going to 
take a haircut; public employee 
unions pass thick envelopes to get 
their benefits and perks. They’ve 
paid their dues; they are entitled. 

While 16 percent of Californians 
have union protection, public-ser-
vice unions account for 80 percent 
of all Californians who are union-
ized. The majority of taxpayers 

do not enjoy a defined benefits 
retirement package; they rely on 
the vagaries of the stock market 
to fluff up their 401Ks. It will be 
a hard sell for CalPERS to wring 
commiseration — more impor-
tantly money — from non-CalPERS 
workers via the state.

If CalPERS can’t rely on the 
munificence of a grateful state, 
how will CalPERS extort the 
required funding? In its Jan. 
29 edition, the San Francisco 
Chronicle predicted that the trib-
ute might have to be extracted 
from education. To quote, the 
current CalPERS shortfall “could 
force many districts to dedicate 
less and less money to student 
services like counselors, libraries 
and class-size reduction.”

While no one would call this a 
hostage situation, it does seem as 
though the under-18 crowd may 
be called upon to make the nec-
essary sacrifices if Sacramento 
remains parsimonious. The threat 

seems to be, “Make the best pen-
sion in California flush or your kid 
won’t know what the inside of a 
school library looks like.”

Kids may soon be asking, 
“What’s a counselor?” Or the class 
sizes will be bumped up to the 
point where classroom manage-
ment is focused on safety at the 
expense of maintaining a learning 
climate.

Such threats to quality of edu-
cation are much more effective 
extortion tools than austerity else-
where in public education. Imagine 
threatening Alameda with: “You 
either fund CalPERS or we will 
relocate the school district head-
quarters from $30,000 a month 
digs in Marina Village to City Hall 
West at Alameda Point; won’t you 
be embarrassed then?”

Or how about, “Fund CalPERS 
to its satisfaction or we furlough 
every edu-crat who makes over 
$100,000 a year.”

Or, “Don’t want to fund us? 
Well then, say good bye to assis-
tant superintendents.” Given that 
CalPERS is only 69 percent funded, 
AUSD might be looking at some 
tough choices; let’s hope that all 
goes well for the Puzzle Palace. 
Who wants to drive all the way to 
Alameda Point just to chat-it-up 
with an indispensable cog in pub-
lic education?

Jeffrey Smith teaches math at 
Encinal High School. Reach him at 
jeffreyrsmith@aol.com.

Pensions Could 
Hold Kids Hostage

Tongue in Cheek

Threats to qual-
ity of education 
are much more 
effective extortion 
tools than auster-
ity elsewhere in 
public education.

Each Thursday, the Alameda 
Sun distributes 23,500 copies 
of this newspaper throughout 
Alameda. The Sun prides itself in 
being a locally owned newspaper 
that covers nothing but Alameda. 
Each week readers turn to the Sun 
to learn about what is happening 
in the Island City — whether to 
the Police Blotter, Fire Wire or the 
weekly events calendar. The Sun  
offers topical stories on its front, 
sports, health and kids’ pages. 

This all costs money. Most 
readers are surprised to learn that 
it costs the Alameda Sun $422,000 
a year just to pay its employees, 
the press and the distributor and 
keep the landlord happy. 

This figure does not include 
bills to keep the lights on, to have 
the garbage picked up or pay for 
office supplies or postage. That 
means that the publishers Eric J. 
Kos and Dennis Evanosky have to 
raise at least $1,250 a day — each 
and every day of the year, week-
ends and Christmas included, 
without fail.

All this money comes from our 
loyal advertisers and subscribers. 
Where does this money go? 

The Sun’s payroll totals $20,000 
a month or $240,000 a year. No 
full-timer on staff, including the 
publishers, is paid more than $15 
an hour — minimum wage in this 
day and age. Some staff members 
are paid more, but they work 
part time. No one on the Sun staff 
could live on the money that he 
or she earns at the Sun. All full-

timers depend on outside income, 
for example from Social Security 
or help from a partner. 

In addition to payroll, rent 
and incidentals, the Sun has 
core, must-pay, weekly bills from 
its press and distributor. Some 
weeks, these two bills alone total 
$3,200 — that’s each and every 
week, for a total of $166,400 a 
year. Sometimes we fall short. 
This happens at the beginning of 
each year, something dictated by 
the rhythm of business with its 
ups and downs. 

We publish the Sun at practi-
cally minimum wage because have 
ink in our blood — we think it is 
extremely important that Alameda 
has an independent newspaper. 
Kos and Evanosky are deeply com-
mitted to the community. Over the 
years, they have given hundreds of 
free history walks and talks to the 
community. Dennis has written a 
book about Alameda’s history and 
architecture — a book that would 
came about in part because of 
Kos’s expert design help. 

For four years Eric served as 
president of the Greater Alameda 
Business. Evanosky currently 
serves at the president of the 
Alameda Museum. Both Kos 
and Evanosky have shared their 
expertise with members of the 
community without charge. 

Readers and fellow history 
buffs who agree, please subscribe 
to the Alameda Sun or purchase 
Kos and Evanosky’s history books 
— they’ve written 12 books in all 

and are working on two more. 
Please consider picking up a 
copy of the duo’s newest title, 
Lost Ballparks, available for pre-
order now. 

At this time, the Alameda 
Sun is asking Alameda to invest 
in its local news and its local 
history. Write a check for an 
annual subscription for just $25 
and mail it to Alameda Sun 
3215J Encinal Ave., Alameda CA 
94501 today. Thank you. 

Now is the Time to Support this 
Unique Source of Alameda News

Editorial


