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TENANTS WILL SUFFER THE MOST IF 
RADICAL RENT CONTROL PASSES

Alameda is a nice place to live. Let’s keep it that way for everyone.

Tenants will suffer the most when 
property owners can no longer 
screen out criminals or remove 
problem tenants.

Tenants will suffer the most as 
property maintenance declines.

Thousands of tenants will lose their 
homes as they are converted to 
owner occupied units.

New tenants will pay much higher 
rents due to the reduced supply of 
housing.

Radical Rent Control Never Works for Anyone.

Please support  
Measure RR
Editor:

Measure RR on the ballot for 
the coming election is vital for 
our community. BART is 44 years 
old. The passenger loads are many 
times the 1972 traffic.

Technology has leaped ahead. 
This measure enables BART to 
replace worn-out rails and equip-
ment to carry more passengers 
safely. More BART trains mean 
less road congestion for everyone. 
Please vote for this measure at the 
coming election. Thank you.

— Jerome Harrison

Who benefits  
from the confusion?
Editor:

Ok, I’ve read them, I’ve thought 
about them. But then I thought 
about this situation we are in 
instead.

No matter where you land on 
this issue it is clear to me our City 
Council and various absentee land 
owners have created an impossible 
situation for the half of our citizens 
who rent. They enlisted the small 
home owners and small property 
landlords and set them against 
their neighbors and residents.

Alameda has a toxic air about 
it these days. Established renters 
are being run out of this city on 
a rail. Any attempt to bring this 
up is beaten down by our elected 
Council. If they don’t use the police 
to beat up concerned residents, we 
have these external property own-
ers and a few Libertarian-minded 
folks in the town to do the intimida-
tion. Hell, even the Alameda Sun is 
publishing hearsay to influence the 
vote against the renters.

And if that doesn’t work, the 
Council and friends have brought 
in the most powerful lobbyists and 
vote-busters money can buy, just 
to stop a tenants’ rights movement.

I’ll let you chew on that for a 
minute. We’ve certainly watched it 
unfold in our social media, in our 
mailboxes and with the blood on 
the City Council floor when they 
are challenged.

Money versus residents. I don’t 
care about the laws we’re discuss-
ing, I care about this: money versus 
residents.

To make sure that nothing that 
protects a renter comes to pass, 
the Council threw up a four-part 
smoke-screen. There are four sce-
narios for L1 and M1. 

If L1 and M1 fail to pass, then 
the current very small amount of 
protection will last until someone 
arbitrarily decides it doesn’t. I call 
this the “fig leaf” — it pretends to 
cover, but does nothing where it 
counts. No one wins, except the 
people who made money on this 
election. Our current situation does 
nothing to protect renters, despite 
arcane committees and secret meet-
ings behind closed doors.

If L1 passes and M1 fails, then 
L1 passes. I call this the “velvet 
glove.” Less-involved residents 
can mop their brow about having 
“done something” about the rental 
situation, but nothing in L1 pro-
tects renters or keeps people in 
their homes. It establishes a chill-
ing effect on the renters living in 
this city. We now know: our neigh-
bors don’t have our backs — the 
velvet glove of “helping” covers 
the iron fist of eviction and rent 
anxiety. Sleep well, non-renters. 
Your neighbors won’t.

If both L1 and M1 pass, then L1 
passes. The particles of law that 
a large chunk of your neighbors 
sweated over will be torpedoed 
by the Council’s trickery. This is 
the “emperor’s new clothes.” We 
passed a bunch of laws! None of 
them do anything. Well done, fool-
ish residents. We tricked you with 
the fine print!

If L1 fails and M1 passes, then 
M1 passes. This is the only objec-
tive situation where renters can 
feel they have achieved anything. 
A burden is placed on some prop-
erty owners. The social safety net 
is strengthened during a time of 
extreme upheaval in our commu-
nity. It keeps people in their homes.

That has immeasurable value 
for the quality of a city. I call this 
the “fancy suit of armor.” Sure, it’s 
expensive. But it protects the per-
son who needs it.

And it can be rescinded once 
the economy stabilizes.

If established renters were val-
ued in this city, why this four-part 
plan to prevent them from being 
protected during social change? 
Why is there even more than two 
scenarios here? Why are three of 
four scenarios “stop the renters 
from having protection?” Is this 
the sort of city you want to live in? 
Is this the sort of City Council you 
want to re-elect?

Our Council has created this 
legal maze to confuse the people 
they represent.

Fine. So who is our Council 
opposing? I mean, you don’t spend 
all of this money and all of this 
effort paying people to write elabo-
rate laws for nothing. If our mail-
boxes are any indication, a lot of 
money is being made trying to 
stop a bunch of scared renters. Is 
this really Alameda? A city where 
the Council will stop at nothing to 
prevent its constituents from sur-
viving economic change?

Fig leaf, velvet glove, emperor’s 
new clothes, or fancy suit of armor, 
you get to decide which of those 
four things you want. But look your 
neighbor in the eye when you do.

— Steve Williams

Unintended loss of 
housing units
Editor:

It is indisputable that rent con-
trol results in the loss of housing 
units. The total number of rental 
units in Cambridge and Brookline, 
Mass., fell by 8 percent and 12 
percent respectively, following 
imposition of stringent rent con-
trols. Similarly, the total supply of 
rental units dropped 14 percent in 
Berkeley and 8 percent in Santa 
Monica between 1978 and 1990.

In the United Kingdom, the 
share of all housing provided 
through privately owned rental 
units dropped from 53 percent in 
1950 to less than 8 percent in 1986, 
reflecting the flight of investment 
from markets where stringent rent 
control is in effect.

This loss of rental units is 
already happening here in Alameda 
with the current rent control ordi-
nance in place and with the threat 
of the stringent rent control of 
measure M1. As of Sept. 20, there 

were 55 residential properties on 
the market for sale in Alameda. 
That is the most there have been 
in the last two years. I was curious 
as to why, so I looked at who was 
selling. Of the 55 homes for sale, 
20 are homes that were non-owner 
occupied properties.

These were investment proper-
ties that housed renters but no 
longer make sense as an invest-
ment. So, the net result is that 
these homes are being bought by 
people who will be living in them 
and that decreases the supply and 
makes matters worse for tenants.

According to the receipts of 
business license fees in Alameda, 
the majority of income properties 
in Alameda are the smaller mom- 
and-pops. There are 1,501 two-or-
more-unit, multi-family residences 
and only 157 with 10 or more 
units. 

Those figures do not include 
the single-family homes which I 
referenced above and are already 
coming onto the sales market. If 
you look around town, you will see 
that the smaller units, for the most 
part, were single-family homes 
converted to units. 

These properties can be eas-
ily converted back and taken out 
of the rental pool. I personally 
know someone who has told me 
that she will be converting her 
duplex back to a single family 
home and will sell it if M1 passes. 
Why would someone do that? If 
you had an investment, whether 
it be a CD, 401K or an IRA, would 
you continue to keep it if it started 
losing value?

What would you do if you 
were told that the interest on the 
CD was now capped at a mini-
mum amount but the administra-
tion fees for having it would be 
increased every year and that you 
would not be able to ever sell it? 
This is the scenario that landlords 
are now facing.

Please read the fine print! M1 
will make matters worse for ten-
ants who will now be compet-
ing for fewer units and thus pay 
higher prices in the end. Berkeley, 
Oakland and San Francisco all 
have rent control and the highest 
rents in the Bay Area.

— Karen Miller
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support M1, too
Editor:

We represent Homeowners for 
M1, supporters of the only true rent 
control measure on the November 
ballot.

We are a diverse group of 
Alameda residents who collectively 
have decades of family life in this 
city. We proudly support Measure 
M1, the ballot measure to establish 
true rent control, provide just-cause 
for eviction protections and create 
an elected rent board. Here’s why:

M1 will stabilize our community. 
We believe M1 will do the best job 
of keeping Alamedans in Alameda. 
That means Alameda students 
and teachers living in the same 
city where they attend school and 
work. That means our kids’ circles 
of friends staying intact. It means 
keeping our community together 
and preserving relationships and 
social networks we’ve worked hard 
to establish and cultivate.

M1 will free up our City Council 
to do what it’s supposed to do. M1’s 
elected rent board helps remove 
the issue from City Hall and City 
Council politics. Remember those 4 
a.m. meetings earlier this year? With 
an elected rent board, City Council 
would not need to do that. This 
issue is important, and it deserves a 
democratic body that’s accountable 
to the voters. That’s what M1 does.

M1 protects homeowners. 
Measure M1 is tailored to the make-
up of Alameda’s population, espe-
cially its homeowners. M1 protects 
homeowners by exempting “in-law” 
units — rooms in primary residenc-
es and second, smaller units on 
an owner’s property — from rent 
control and relocation fees. L1 does 
not provide this protection.

Furthermore, M1 provides sus-
tainable rent increases while L1 
does not provide a cap. M1 provides 
just-cause for eviction protections, 
and L1 still allows evictions for no 
cause and without due process.

Most importantly, we are truly 
tired of seeing our neighbors and 
friends who are renters struggle 
to meet the demands of egregious 
rent increases, get evicted for no 
reason and feel afraid to speak up. 
Many of us have rented before, and 

we may rent again. We stand with 
Alamedans who are fighting to stay 
in their homes and remain a part of 
this community.

Trust your neighbors — not 
the $750,000 in outside real-estate 
money that has poured in.

— Assemblymember Rob 
Bonta, Rev. Michael Yoshii, 

Jeanne Nader, Alan Pryor and 
Gabrielle Dolphin

Using mom-and-pop  
landlords as a cover
Editor:

I am so tired of the phrase “Mom-
and-pop landlord” being thrown in 
our faces, as renters. Who are these 
people? The only landlords I had 
in Alameda were three different 
members of the lucky sperm club 
who inherited property when a par-
ent died and were in the process 
of parlaying that into a mini real 
estate empire. 

I love it when they cry poor as 
they drive up in their new cars on 
their way to another trip to the 
wine country or Carmel to tour an 
appraiser through your rental. 

They were refinancing the rent-
als we were renting to buy another 
piece of rental property. In all they 
had between three and 10 rental 
units each. Then they turn around 
and raised our rent almost $200 a 
month because they claim prop-
erty taxes went up. 

It was always about leverag-
ing one property’s equity to buy 
another. It was all on the backs of 
tenants. 

How could the public not under-
stand why renters are fed up?

— Carol Parker, former 
Alameda Resident, displaced

Vote ‘no’ on both measures
Editor:

As a previous landlord, I’d like 
to offer a couple thoughts regard-
ing L1 and M1 that may be worth 
considering. During my very best 
year, my net profit or return (before 
taxes) was 7 percent. (Many land-
lords have a negative return.) When 
I deducted the 40 to 45 percent 
state and federal taxes, my return 
was down to 3.85 percent. (Keep in 
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