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OPINION
Letters to the Editor
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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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Let’s discuss real  
failed policy
Editor: 

I am responding to a recent 
commentary in your paper about 
the origins of the Alameda Renters 
Coalition (ARC) (“Let’s not repeat 
failed rental policy,” Aug. 25). I at-
tended ARC’s very first meeting. 
We felt motivated to start meeting 
in person because a neighbor and 
fellow renter received a 20 percent 
rent increase. 

She took her case to the Rent 
Review Advisory Committee 
(RRAC) and the fairest they could 
offer in return was 10 percent. The 
property manager, who lives out 
of town, rejected the RRAC sug-
gestion and attempted a retalia-
tory eviction. This is why many 
renters are afraid to use RRAC in 
the first place. To add insult to in-
jury, this renter also received a let-
ter from a Realtor that was meant 
to go to landlords suggesting that 
rents be driven up because rent 
control was imminent.

Our coalition of renters, home-
owners and faith and community 
leaders is seeking sustainable rent 
increases and an end to no-cause 
evictions to preserve our neigh-
borhoods. According the RRAC’s 
reporting, the average rent in-
crease offer from June 2016 was 
16.7 percent. So yes, by all means, 
let’s discuss failed policy. 

A mediation body, even with 
the new city ordinance contained 
in Measure L1, still allows for rent 
increases that far exceed inflation. 
This is a failed policy. Measure 
M1 means more protection. It 
means keeping Alamedans in their 
homes. And that is a goal that I 
think we all want.

— Jason Buckley

Leave our parks alone
The Alameda Sun received a 

copy of this letter.

Dear City Councilmembers:
I am writing in response to an 

issue raised by the Alameda Sun 
(“Parks Could Close,” Sept. 1) re-
garding the waterfront parks issue 
on the East End along Fernside 
Boulevard and Eastshore Drive. 
The six public properties in ques-
tion are not just real estate. The 
city has been entrusted to care 
and maintain public properties 
such as these for the use and ben-
efit of all residents. 

They provide environmental, 
aesthetic and recreation benefits 
to our city, its residents and its 
visitors. They are a source of 

economic benefit. They are pub-
lic parks that are owned by the 
public, investments made by the 
public and have been a source 
of property value enhancement 
for the property owners of Alam-
eda. Property taxes continue to 
increase because of these highly 
valued community assets. They 
should remain as parks, free from 
obstruction. 

As tax-paying property own-
ers, we are asking yet again why 
the city has failed to do its job. 
Why has the city failed to have 
fences and obstructions removed 
from those parks at the expense of 
the adjacent property owners who 
have encroached into the park 
public property? 

So now you wish to have a 
closed-door session so you can 
“sweep your problem under the 
rug” again? If these properties are 
to ever be sold, it should be done 
only with the approval of Alam-
eda voters and at the full-market 
value of waterfront property in 
Alameda. 

Any funds generated should be 
used only for public upgrades, like 
fixing another Alameda problem: 
the parking shortage at the main 
ferry terminal! No sale should ever 
be made unless the funds are spe-
cifically designated for another 
public project. Period! 

— Debra Weiss & Frank Sligh

Editor’s note: The city is cur-
rently discussing disposing of the 
three parks along Fernside Bou-
levard, not the three parks along 
Eastshore Drive. 

Problem solved:  
make more money
Editor:

In a management training class 
in 1986, I learned a lesson that has 
remained in my mind to this day. 
Sometimes people in one situa-
tion have trouble understanding 
the needs, concerns and fears of 
people in a different situation. 
This definitely seems to be the 
case with the current landlord-
tenant issue.

I think a very easy way to 
explain it is this: landlords never 
have to worry about having a 
safe and affordable place to live 
and these days tenants always 
have to worry about that. That 
may seem like oversimplifying a 
complex issue, but that’s what it 
amounts to.

It reminds me of an episode 
of Will and Grace, in which the 
character Karen Walker said, 
“Poor people’s problems would 

be solved if they just made a lot 
more money.”

Sometimes I wonder if landlords 
think the problem is that easily 
solved.

— Ken Hensley

Going beyond recycling
Editor:

We at Girl Scout Troop 33368 
recently studied the effects of plas-
tic in our world. You may already 
know that plastic is bad for the 
environment because it leaches 
harmful chemicals into groundwa-
ter, and that a million seabirds 
are killed by plastic in the oceans 
every year. 

But did you know that because 
of the plastic in the ocean, it is now 
a part of our food chain? Plankton-
sized bits of plastic are being con-
sumed by small fish, and then larger 
fish, and then us! 

Plastic never really goes away. 
We need to think beyond recycling. 
Here are some things we can do: 
don’t buy plastic! For example, buy 
a melon and chop it up rather than 
buying the pre-chopped melon in 
a plastic container. Refuse straws 
in restaurants and plastic bags in 
stores. Use metal and glass contain-
ers. Look for chewing gum that is 
not made of plastic. 

As island dwellers, we owe it to 
ourselves and our sea life to pay 
attention to this issue. We only have 
one life, let’s live it well!

— R.F. Stevenson, Troop 33368

Adopt-a-Bed update
Editor: 

The Midway Shelter for abused 
women and their children would 
like to thank those individuals and 
groups who contributed to the shel-
ter during the month of August. A 
number of the listed donors have 
contributed several times during 
this period. Two donors chose to 
remain anonymous. 

Betty Sanderson, Christine Buck 
and Paula Patillo-Dupree each sent 
in a contribution last month. They 
were joined by Nancy Issel-Mayes, 
Lois Pryor and Virginia Krutilek. 
Barbara Anderson donated to 
the shelter in August, as did M. 
Buck, Marion Yeaw, Phil Tribuzio, 
Women’s Life Insurance and Jordan 
E. Mooningham. 

The shelter would also like to 
say “thanks” to Carrie Madarang and 
Cheryl Hanson of Girl Scout Troop 
No. 30779. Beatrix Greenwell sent the 
shelter a donation in August, as did 
Bev Buhnerkempe, Oliver Viveier, 
Suzanne Martin, Marliz Beland 
and Linda Tracy. Kaellyn Moss 
joined Karen Zimmerman, Reese 
Lichtenstein and Louis Toepfer in 
donating last month as well. 

If you would like to see your 
name among the September 
donors, send a check to Alameda 
Homeless Network, P.O. Box 951, 
Alameda CA 94501. To learn more, 
call 523-2377 or visit www.midway 
shelter.org.

— Ginny Krutilek 

League of voters’ stance 
seems contradictory
Editor:

The Alameda League of Women 
Voters makes much on its website 
of its support for the “Make it 
Fair” movement — the effort to 
close the Prop 13 corporate loop-
hole that costs us “vital funding 
for schools.”

Likewise then, we should expect 
the League to oppose Measure B1, 
which, with its annual tax cap cre-
ating a loophole for large corpora-
tions, such as our nation’s largest 
retailers.

The Measure B1 corporate 
tax loophole transfers the corpo-
rate share of vital funding for our 
schools to local residents. It also 
steadily lowers the effective tax 
rate for large corporations as they 
get larger and larger, while home-
owners pay more.

The Alameda League of Women 
Voters should oppose Measure B1.

— David Howard

It’s time for the truth 
Editor: 

I was there when the severe rent 
increase happened approximately 
two years ago. An out-of-town inves-
tor purchased a building. The ten-
ants were given outrageous rent 
increases. They complained to the 
city. The city responded with a com-

munity outreach to research the 
escalating rents. Representatives 
from the housing providers and 
tenants groups had several meet-
ings during the year to come up 
with a solution for the problem. 
The group came up with a solution 
that resolved the problem of outra-
geous rent increases and submitted 
to the city for approval. 

The night of the first reading at 
a City Council meeting the newly 
formed renters coalition activist 
group charged through the doors 
and one of our city officials ended 
up with a broken hip. 

Over a period of seven months 
the City Council had many long 
meetings to provide the commu-
nity with a rental stabilization ordi-
nance, which took effect in March 
and will be on the ballot as L1.

The result was that the total 
number of L1 cases opened by the 
Alameda Housing Administration 
from the beginning of April through 
July was 62. Of those 62 cases 54 
were settled between tenant and 
owner prior to RRAC meeting. Of 
the 8 remaining cases 4 were set-
tled by the tenant and landlord 
at the RRAC meeting and for the 
remaining 4 cases, the RRAC made 
recommendations that were agreed 
to by both tenant and owner. No 
case has ever had to go past RRAC 
to a binding hearing. 

The average RRAC rent increase 
was 5.6 percent. All cases were 
solved with none going to bind-
ing hearing. The Rental stabiliza-
tion ordinance ballot measure L1 
is working.

The bottom line is the reason 
property owners like myself are so 
afraid of initiative M1 — it allows 
the tenants to sublease their unit to 
whomever they please without the 
owner being able to screen the new 
tenant. That means if you get an 
unruly tenant or even worse, some-
one who is committing criminal 
acts, the only way the owner can 
get the tenant out of the building 
is to go through the court system 
and subpoena the adjacent tenants. 

Let’s face it folks, nobody wants 
that. L1 is fair rent control already 
in place and working. 

— Linda Soulages

Appreciating the 
education foundation
Editor:

The math department of 
Encinal High School would like 
to publicly acknowledge and 
gratefully thank the Alameda 
Education Foundation (AEF) 
for providing 15 TI-84 Platinum 
Graphing Calculators to its class-
rooms. With the implementation 
of Common Core Standards, math 
curricula at all levels are incorpo-
rating technology. 

The graphing approach is now 
suggested for nearly all math 
courses. Using graphing calcula-
tors to apply the recommended 
graphing approach significantly 
raises the ceiling on critical think-
ing skills, problem solving and 
mathematical rigor. Pursuant to 
these worthwhile objectives, AEF 
has made a major contribution. 
We thank you.

— Jeff Smith
Math Department Chair, 

Encinal High School 

Refresher course on 
Borikas Decision
Editor:

The Alameda Unified School 
District (AUSD) Board of Education 
has placed a measure on the ballot 
to renew the existing parcel tax with 

an exception to taxation carved out 
for owners of vacant parcels and 
a lower tax for large landowners. 
This proposed tax conflicts with 
the very core of the Borikas ruling 
in the Measure H case. The open-
ing statement of the decision is as 
follows: “We agree with plaintiffs 
that the plain language of section 
50079 and attendant rules of statu-
tory construction demonstrate the 
definitional language at issue is 
language of limitation and does not 
empower school districts to clas-
sify taxpayers and property and 
impose different tax rates.” And yet 
the Board of Education has created 
classifications. 

The decision continues as fol-
lows: “Any doubt that the defini-
tional language in question does 
not, in and of itself, authorize 
the classification and differential 
taxation of taxpayers and prop-
erty, is dispelled by the language 
of section 50079.1.” This section 
immediately follows section 50079, 
authorizes community colleges to 
impose special taxes, and contains 
the same language at issue here — 
that ”special taxes shall be applied 
uniformly to all taxpayers or real 
property within the district.” 

Section 50079.1 does not 
include exemptions for senior or 
disabled taxpayers. It does, how-
ever, provide that “unimproved 
property may be taxed at a lower 
rate than improved property.” The 
inclusion of this additional lan-
guage — expressly allowing com-
munity college districts to classify 
and differentially tax real property 
— make manifest that the defini-
tional language, alone, does not 
allow districts to establish rational 
classifications and impose different 
tax rates.

And so it is clear that improved 
and unimproved property must 
be treated uniformly, and the 
proposed tax simply ignores this 
requirement. The cap, in addition 
to unlawfully creating classes of 
taxation, is also regressive. The 
more land you own, the lower the 
tax. Regressive taxes are taboo in 
this great nation of ours. We urge 
the voters of Alameda to reject an 
unlawful and unfair tax. 

— Ed Hirshberg
Alamedans for Fair Taxation

Open letter to council
on pocket parks
To the mayor, vice mayor and 
councilmembers:

I am urging you to retain pock-
et parks for public access. Not 
because you receive many or few 
emails, but because it is the right 
thing to do to ensure that the pub-
lic retains this tiny but vital access 
to the bay and estuary. I strongly 
feel it is wrong for private owners 
to be able to purchase and block 
off what was clearly designated as 
public land. 

The parks were intended to pre-
serve an important connection to San 
Leandro Bay and Oakland Estuary for 
everyone. Bicyclists, walkers, artists 
(like me), casual nature observers, 
and many others appreciate these 
little gateways. Private homeowners 
already block public access to most of 
the East End shoreline. A few owners 
should not be able to take over the 
few, tiny spots that were set aside for 
public good. 

Our most distinguishing char-
acteristic is being an island com-
munity. These dear pocket parks 
provide important access and 
sightlines to the water. 

Please do the right thing; save 
the pocket parks. 

— Beth Bourland

Open letter from 
Social Service Board
Dear community members:

Following the horrific acts 
of violence that have recent-
ly plagued our country, the 
Alameda Social Service Human 
Relations Board (SSHRB) 
received written concerns from 
Alameda residents regarding 
the possible impact of these 
events on the Alameda com-
munity. Requests were made to 
SSHRB that it consider creating 
a community forum for open 
dialogue regarding these issues 
and the current state of race 
relations in Alameda.

At my request, this matter 
was placed on the regular agen-
da of the SSHRB meeting held 
on July 27 for the board to dis-
cuss. During the meeting, board 
members discussed how its 
historic role in fostering mutual 
understanding, respect, equality 
and goodwill among community 
groups might serve the Alameda 
community at this time of nation-
wide unrest. 

As a result of these discus-
sions, the board committed 
to reach out to all community 
groups — organizations that 
service Alameda youth, city 
departments and the community 
at large — to share concerns 
raised by Alameda residents and 
to offer support and facilitation 
to create a community forum to 
discuss these matters.

As leaders of organizations 
in our community that may be 
affected by recent acts of vio-
lence in our state and in our 
nation, you may share the con-
cerns of other Alamedans about 
the impact of these events on 
Alameda residents, particularly, 
our children and young adults, 
as well as our dedicated law 
enforcement family.

If beginning an open commu-
nity dialogue about these issues 
is something you and/or your 
organization believe may be in 
the best interest of our com-
munity, we would like to hear 
from you. SSHRB will support 
any effort that will foster mutual 
understanding between differ-
ent community groups, and help 
facilitate those efforts, to ensure 
that Alameda remains a commu-
nity that supports civility, toler-
ance and goodwill.

We look forward to hearing 
from you. Please write to Jim 
Franz, jfranz@alamedaca.gov. 

— Jennifer Williams
Vice President, SSHRB


