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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 receives second 
AUSD demand letter

The Alameda Sun received a 
copy of this legal notice.

To: Alameda Unified School 
District (AUSD) Superintendent, 
Sean McPhetridge, and all AUSD 
Board Members et al.

Public request for records pur-
suant to California Public Records 
Act of 2004 and Government Code 
Section 6250 et seq. 

This demand notice consti-
tutes the second request under 
the above named statute for full 
and timely disclosure of infor-
mation requested in my first 
demand for disclosure in prior 
emails to all of you through 
your district website email por-
tal, directed to parties named, 
including but not limited to, the 
District Superintendent and each 
member of the Alameda Unified 
School District (AUSD) School 
Board through their individual 
district provided contact email 
addresses and through its post-
ed online system.

Please be advised that no one 
responded to the request.

In the event that you did not 
read them or claim that you 
were not duly notified through 
the above means, please regard 
this as your second notice for 
disclosure demand under The 
California Public Records Act of 
2004 issued to you today and 
pursuant to the specifics as stat-
ed in the Alameda Sun (“Open 
Letter Demands Full Disclosure 
on Lum” May 4) on page 8. 

Your compliance with dis-
closure in the timely fashion 
required by law subjects you to 
a preliminary injunction against 
taking further closure action 
against Lum School in the event 
that you do not comply forth-
with. 

The public has the right to 
review any and all communica-
tions related to your and any 
other second or third party’s 
public announcements and 
external or internal communica-
tions related to conversations, 
documents, emails, text mes-
sages, statements, online post-
ings or other written or verbal 
communications in your official 
capacities as district employees, 
AUSD Board Members or outside 
contractors or agencies involved 
with the gathering of, or provid-
ing information related to, the 
closing of Lum School before any 
such action can be taken. 

Please comply, once again, 

forthwith, with your obligations 
under the law. 

— L.D. Freeman and any 
other parties, individuals or 

groups who wish to serve you 
this public demand notice at a 

later time as parties to and pos-
sible plaintiffs in this action.

FAAS refuses to 
adopt animal
Editor: 

I live in the Santa Cruz Moun-
tains. Today while visiting a friend 
who lives in Alameda who had ad-
opted a cat from Friends of the Al-
ameda Animal Shelter (FAAS) two 
years ago, she suggested we visit 
the shelter, “just to see.” We ar-
rived shortly after opening at 11:30 
a.m. Once inside, we met Cello, an 
11-year-old orange, neutered male 
cat, whose “release date” was that 
very same day. Perfect!

The volunteer explained Cello 
was somewhat depressed because 
of being surrendered. He climbed 
out of the cage into my arms and 
commenced to purr and obviously 
didn’t want to jump down or return 
to the cage. The very professional 
and kind female volunteer who was 
showing cats said we could ask at 
the front desk whether Cello had 
any health issues since he was 
an older cat. The only thing she 
knew was that he had been given 
up because his former owner had 
moved to Belize. 

My friend went to inquire, and 
was treated extremely rudely by 
the older man at the front desk. 
He appeared more interested in 
being obstructionist than helping 
a potential adopter. So the female 
volunteer went to find the medical 
person on staff, who was autho-
rized to release animals. 

We waited in the main cat area, 
a depressing interior concrete 
room with no natural light and 
a bank of cages. A younger man 
came in and demanded, “How did 
you hear about Cello?”

We were obviously taken aback 
as we’d been shown him as a po-
tential adoptable cat. I sensed my 
friend and I must have unwittingly 
walked into some internal power 
struggle. 

No, we were told, despite to-
day’s date on the cage he couldn’t 
be adopted today. If I wanted to re-
turn Wednesday, that is when he’d 
be available. No he couldn’t tell 
us anything about Cello’s medi-
cal history. No, he couldn’t tell us 
why the date on his cage indicated 
he was available today when the 
FAAS staff clearly weren’t interest-

ed in processing an adoption today. 
No, we weren’t offered adoption 
procedures, or other information or 
help beyond being told I could not 
adopt the cat I was interested in.

The facility is sterile and in-
stitutional, with the omnipresent 
sound of barking dogs: depressing, 
although both female volunteers 
we met seemed interested in help-
ing visitors. Both the older man and 
the young man appear to have an 
agenda contrary to FAAS’ mission of 
adoption. 

I am very sorry to have had this 
experience, and I’m hoping 11-year-
old Cello will eventually find a lov-
ing home. I understand FAAS is 
petitioning the City Council for ad-
ditional funding. I hope the Council 
looks critically at an organization 
whose behavior is so contrary to its 
stated mission.

— Julia Sauer

Thanks for helping 
the homeless
Editor:

The Alameda Homeless 
Network: Al Filart, Mark & Cindy 
Hovermale, Ginny Krutilek and I, 
would like to extend our sincere 
appreciation to the businesses and 
people that made the 26th Annual 
Have a Heart Gala held on April 15 
a successful event. 

We especially appreciate the 
efforts of High Street Station Cafe 
for catering the event with their 
tasty cuisine; Chuck DiGuida who 
graciously served as master of 
ceremonies; our partner sponsors, 
Tim Lewis Communities and First 
Community Bank; neighbor spon-
sor, Bay Ship & Yacht; the Alameda 
Elks Lodge for hosting the event; 
and Excel Graphics for the lovely 
invitations.

We would also like to thank the fol-
lowing donors for their generous gifts: 
Al & Cheryl Filart, Alameda Island 
Brewing Company, Alameda Theatre 
& Cineplex, Alan & Kari Thompson, 
Asena, Beach Blanket Babylon, Becca 
Perata, Bentley, Mark & Tom Sorensen-
Squire and Cheryl Saxton.

We are also grateful to Children’s 
Fairyland, Chuck Corica Golf Complex, 
Clarisonic, Denise Gasti, Faction 
Brewing, Island Acupuncture, Ginny 
Krutilek, Jessie’s Grove Cellars, Kathy 
Moehring, Kelly Lux and KlinkerBrick 
Winery. Lindsay Wildlife Experience 
and Mike Winkenbach made contri-
butions as did the Oakland Raiders, 
Oakland Zoo, Pinot’s Palette, 
Rhythmix Cultural Works, St. George 
Spirits and Semifreddis. We couldn’t 
have done without Speisekammer, 
Starbucks, Tucker’s Super Creamed 
Ice Cream, Vicki Sedlack and 
Supervisor Wilma Chan.

We truly appreciate the support 
received from these individuals and 
businesses as well as from those 
who attended our event. Thank you 
for helping to keep the Alameda 
Midway Shelter available to sup-
port homeless women and their 
children. 

— Kari Thompson, President, 
Gala Chairperson

Open letter to Council
The Alameda Sun received a 

copy of this letter.

Dear City Council Members:
As an Alameda resident and ac-

tive voter, I would strongly urge to 
you read Mark Greenside’s recent 
commentary (“Heading for Upper-
Class Homogeneity,” May 11.) In 
spite of its tendentious title, the 
article makes very sound points 
about the shortcomings of trans-
portation planning in Alameda. 
The planning is being managed 
vis-à-vis exciting proposals for 
new development.

The quality of life on our island 
is what distinguishes Alameda 
from our neighboring cities. It is 
precious; the population pressures 
being exerted upon communities 
across the Bay Area have made it 
precarious as well. In order to pre-
serve that quality of life, it is im-
perative that we take our transport 
constraints seriously when evalu-
ating and making demands of new 
development proposals. 

A commentary in an earlier 
edition, (“City Needs a Morato-
rium on New Development,” May 
4), provides one useful (if slightly 
extreme) diagnosis and treatment 
plan that does so.

Construction of new residential 
and, most especially, commercial 
real estate is critical for Alameda, 

Marie Kane
Last November in recognition of 

the fact that some form of rent con-
trol was needed in our city, the resi-
dents of Alameda voted to affirm 
the prior City Council’s Ordinance 
3148 which came onto the ballot 
as Measure L1. It was originally 
designed to be fair to both tenants 
and landlords. It passed. 

The voters also voted against a 
more radical rent-control measure, 
Measure M1, by a margin of two to 
one. Obviously a harmful Berkeley-
style of rent control was not their 
choice. The current question is, 
“Will the City Council honor the will 
of the voters?”

Unfortunately for the residents 
of Alameda, particularly renters, 
but also property owners, plans 
are in the works at the city to make 
Measure L more like the soundly 
defeated Measure M. 

The following are concerns for 
us all to consider: 

Alameda has about 17 percent 
of its rental units composed of sin-
gle-family homes, townhomes and 
condominiums. Housing providers 
of these types of units can easily 
go out of the rental business if it 
becomes unattractive to be a hous-
ing provider. A reduction in hous-
ing stock for renters has quickly 
followed the institution of extreme 
rent control in every city where it 
has been imposed. 

However, the threat to renters 
on losing their homes is even great-
er in our city. Alameda is unique 
in that we also have an unusual 
amount of Victorian homes con-
verted to units. These homes can 
also be sold as single entities dis-
placing more than one family, pos-
sibly three or four. If the City Coun-
cil makes the city so unfriendly to 
the mostly “mom and pop” owners 
of these units, more than the usual 
historic percentage of depletion 
of a city’s rental stock will occur. 
Many owners will choose to go out 
of the rental business. Many more 

renters in Alameda will face the loss 
of home that rent control was try-
ing to protect. 

If you study the residential rent-
al units now for sale in our city, you 
will note remarks such as, “This 
quaint Victorian is currently a du-
plex, but can easily be converted 
back to a one-family house.” Or 
“Pristine Queen Anne Victorian be-
ing used as a single-family home.” 
It appears that even just the fear of 
which direction the Council is going 
is starting a trend. 

Many out-of-town and San 
Francisco buyers are searching 
for a beautiful Victorian home to 
purchase. They appear to have 
the funds needed to remodel and 
convert a home back to its single-
family condition. It is certainly less 
expensive to remove a kitchen than 
to put one in. 

I would urge the City Council 
and the voters to speak with the 
various property managers in our 
city, find out what is going on and 
seriously consider the results of 
this issue before making it very un-
attractive for landlords to stay in 
the rental business. 

The City Council is currently 
discussing the idea of a landlord 
paying relocation fees to ten-
ants of an uninhabitable building 
within three days in the event of 
a natural disaster. Does the aver-
age small property owner such as 
a fourplex owner have $30,000 to 
$40,000 in ready cash to hand over 
to their tenants within three days if 
an earthquake occurs? Most small 
property landlords do not.

At the last Council meeting, it 
was stated that the landlords have 
insurance which would allow for 
the money to be delivered to the 

Voters Spoke on 
Rent Control Issue

tenant. The fact is that reloca-
tion fees are not covered by any 
insurance. Even if the property 
has costly earthquake insurance, 
which most do not, all insurance 
policies have a large deductible 
and most landlords will simply 
not have the money. Don’t forget 
the owners will have a vast ex-
pense to just repair the building. 
The City Council should consider 
state guidelines regarding ten-
ants and landlords in a natural 
disaster. They exclude tenant re-
location in a natural disaster situ-
ation. Do you think this issue of 
being forced into a government-
type rescue and monetary sup-
port situation will cause some 
housing providers to sell? You 
can be sure of it.

In regard to relocation fees in 
general, the City Council has been 
considering whether to charge 
the possible four months of relo-
cation fees plus $1,553 for mov-
ing expenses, not based on the 
actual rents the owner received, 
but on the city’s guidelines for 
subsidized housing which in 
most cases are far above what 
the housing provider is charging. 

In the entire city, there have 
been no capital improvement 
plans actually completed since 
the ordinance passed. This is one 
big problem which property own-
ers are concerned about even in 
regard to the current terms of 
Measure L. The ordinance guide-
lines for recovering an owner’s 
investment into improving and 
maintaining their property are 
so unattractive, that it is just not 
happening. 

 Earthquake safety measures 
which may have been happening 
are also not happening. All aging 
properties need to be maintained 
to keep a city attractive. Rather 
than continue to own a property 
which cannot be maintained or 
renovated when the time comes, 
many more owners will consider 
selling. Unfortunately, the “no 
maintenance” which is now oc-
curring will affect the look of our 
city and eventually lead to lower 
real estate values for all.

CommentaryThe current  
question is, “Will 
the City Council 
honor the will of 
the voters?”
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but please do not sacrifice the joys 
of daily life in our community for 
the sake of developers’ profit mar-
gins. We have struck a fine balance 
here, and must proceed judicious-
ly if we are to maintain it. The land 
isn’t going anywhere; we can ask 
developers to be patient.

— Erik Lehto

Don’t sell pocket parks
The Alameda Sun received a 

copy of this letter.

Mayor and Councilmembers:
I was born in Alameda. I ask you, 

please do not sell the pocket parks 
in Fernside to the property own-
ers, as this would close off access 
to the beach and waterway. Big 
money already has taken most of 
our access to the San Francisco Bay 
and the Oakland Estuary.

Let’s keep some of the access 
to the water for the average 
Alamedans. Thanks.

— Ray Bolton

Fair Council wanted
Editor:

Some members of the City 
Council want to take away your 

property rights. In November, just 
six short months ago, the voters of 
Alameda voted for L1 which is fair 
rent control. Now some members 
of City Council want to change the 
ordinance so it would be more like 
the radical rent control proposed in 
Measure M1, which Alameda voters 
voted against by a 2 to 1 margin.

There have been very few no-
cause evictions. About one-half of 
the no-cause evictions have been 
because owners of single-family 
homes, condos and townhomes 
just don’t want to go through the 
hassle of dealing with bureaucracy. 
They have sold to people wanting 
to buy homes. 

Should this pass there will be 
more owners selling out, which 
will reduce the housing stock for 
renters. 

Please take note how these 
Councilmembers vote on this, as 
well as other important decisions 
coming before them during the 
next one-and-a-half years.

We want a fair, open-minded 
City Council that listens to all the 
people, and not just the ones who 
they think might advance their 
political careers.

— Jeanne Allen


