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IGBR'S STEREG

........... AN ALTERNATIVE NON-PROFIT COMMUNITY STORE
i

DISCRETE 4 Channel Quadraphonic Sound

--not SQ, QS, EV-4, RM or any other synthetic ‘quadraphonic’ system--

We're making your ears an offer
your budget can't refuse!

SONY. TC-824CS

Quadradial/Stereo 8-Track Cartridge Playback System
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Here's everything you need to enjoy the concert-hall realism of true four-
channel stereo in a high-quality, easy to operate cartridge system. SONY’s
TC-824CS includes a compact eight-track cartridge player with powerful
20 Watt RMS integrated four-channel amplifier and four speaker systems—
all in matching rosewood cabinets. Automatic two-channel/four-channel
switching lets you play both regular stereo and quad cartridges. Or plug
in a record changer and a stereo tuner for more variety. SONY’s TC-824CS:
Your ears will love it and your budget will, too!

FEATURES: Speaker Balance Controls = Master Volume Control « Tone Control »
Automatic-or Manual Program Selection ~ »  Program Indicator Lamp ¢ Bass Boost
Button « Function Selector » Phono and Auxiliary Inputs s Rosewood Cabinets.

A product from

 SUPERSGOPE_

You never heard it so good®

TWO WAY PRICE SPECIAL

(a) before Devaluation fair trade price was $299.95 . . . now at IGORS you pay $199.95
after devaluation.

(b) by special arrangement with LEOPOLD'S TAPES you can obtain any two prerecorded
‘tapes — stereo or quad — FREE with the purchase of the TC-824CS and this ad.

SERVICE at our NEW REPAIR CENTER

SAYAYAY A A A I PS ININININIRNINININD.
A division , ZSI:; Akl)luranl

of the erkeley
Students of a 0“ ' p Upstairs in the Abbey Mall
Berkeley 848-2016

VE DON'T WVE DO

— Sell you “package deals” where you get imbalanced, poor quglil)‘ — Offer uniformly and reasonably-priced high-fidelity equipment.
systems at rip-off prices. (The components in our systems are inte- — Listen to you, rap with you abour your hi-fi needs, because we're
gm,gd & ha[an(‘gd} here to answer your questions and 1o serve you
— High pressure you into buying a system you don't want or need — Run a 7(}n-pr(1ﬁ/ store. Any profits go 1o support community pro-
(We have no incentive our sales people get no commissions of any Jects (For example: health clinics, free food programs, and com-
sort.) - munity newspapers. ).
— Try to sell components at full list price to people who donr't Anuhﬂ — Service ,“,‘}"” we sell. If your new system breaks down, bring u
any better, and at a discount to those who can “bargain us down. back. We'll take care of the hassle of getting it fixed. :
(We sell at the same uniform low price to everyone.) Q#
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—the ocean view saga—

continued from page 1

to the Special Industrial Zoning
attempted, buf could not convince the
City Council to change the plan and spare
their homes in 1965. They argued that
even then, there was no place for them to
go as a low-income housing shortage
existed. Several current Ocean View
Committee members participated in this
effort.

ENTER BRA
Following the City Council’s unsuc-
cessful South Campus Renewal project in
the mid-Sixties, the BRA was created to
make Mavor Johnson’s dream a reality.

Created in 1966, the BRA quietly went
to work securing funds to transform
Ocean View, homes and ‘all, into the
suburban Industrial Park.

Only once in its first three years of
existence, was there any serious exchange
between the BRA and the general public.
In 1967 the BRA board rejected citizen
proposals  to  hold elections in
neighborhoods before redevelopment,
and refused to meet in the evenings when
most working people could attend. The
redevelopment agency also decided that it
did not have enough money to put out a
newsletter to inform the public of its
activities.

HUD FUNDS INDUSTRIAL PARK

After operating in a near political
vacuum, for its first 3 years, the BRA
received  funding from the U.S.
Department of Housing & Urban
Development (HUD) for the Industrial
Park. HUD was providing the money to
buy the homes in the 8 block residential
portion of the project area, tear down 70
low and moderate-income homes. The
BRA would demolish the homes, and sell
the land at half the market value to large
developers for office buildings and

research labs. HUD funded the projectin & :

February 1970, and the land was to be
mostly cleared by late 1972.
OCEAN VIEW ORGANIZES

In summer of 1970, the neighborhood
came alive again. The Ocean View
Committee grew out of a mass meeting at
James Kenney Park, and opposition to
the project crystalized around 3 major
points: (1) Ocean View residents could
not be relocated because of the general
housing shortage (2) Vacant industrial
land in West Berkeley for industry
without destroying homes, and (3)the
project was a boondoggle and a giveaway
of our taxes.

OCEAN VIEW MORATORIUM

In August 1970, the residents of
Ocean View packed a BRA board
meeting, attacked the project, and finally
negotiated a 90-day halt to the project, in
order to explore changing the plans.
Shortly afterwards the BRA Directors
held a secret meeting and voted to smash
the moratorium, in the hope that the
opposition to their project would
evaporate. In flagrant disregard for the
agreements they had signed, they directed
the BRA staff to resume activities.

BULLDOZERS GO TO WORK

To head off the coming demolitions,
Ocean View appeared before the City
Council, in December 1970 seeking to
stop the destruction of homes. The
Committee presented an alternative and
asked for a halt to the bulldozers. The
council, presjded over by Johnson,
handily refused and set the stage for
demolitions.

When the bull dozers showed up in
Ocean View, in February 1970, wrecking
crews faced picket lines and protesters
sitting down in front of the equipment.

CHNOLMEN
Likk

Six homes were torn down, but only after
4 arrests (BRA staff fingered protestors
for arrest), two police beatings, and a lot
of bad publicity.

APRIL COALITION

With city elections drawing near in the
spring of 1971, Johnson and the BRA
decided to stop demolitions, which were
a liability in the coming City Council
race. In the meantime, Ocean View
backed the April Coalition and Black
Caucus candidates, the only hope for
saving the homes.

During the council campaign, the
people arrested for blocking the
bulldozers in February went to trial. Two
averted trials and accepted probation,
while the other two people defended
themselves skillfully in court, and got off
on hung juries.

Ocean View wants federal money to rehabilitate their homes.
< BRA wants an industrial park.

A
THE “NEW”” CITY COUNCIL
AND THE BULLDOZERS

Following the election of Hancock,
Bailey, Simmons, and Widener, once an
Ocean View supporter, the Committee
took the question of saving the homes to
the “new” city council. Nearly a dozen
community groups and Ocean View
demanded that the new council consider
changing the project plans in June of
1971. The City Council split on the issue,
with Bailey, Simmons, Hancock, and
Widener voting to change the Industrial

Park plans, the rest opposed.

RAMSEY: BULLDOZERS AGAIN

Seeing that the City Council was split
over the Ocean View proposals to save
the homes, the BRA began work on the
project again, and prepared for
demolition. While the BRA was getting
going once more, Mayor Widener
appointed Henry Ramsey, his campaign
advisor who had just moved to Berkeley,
to sit on the BRA board of directors.

In his first meeting as a BRA director
in December 1971, Ramsey moved to
begin demolitions by tearing down 10
Ocean View homes. The Ocean View
Committee warned the BRA and
promised picket lines and demonstrations
again. Mayor Widener, seeing another
confrontation approaching, engineered a
backroom deal to avert the crisis.

BRING ON THE CONSULTANTS

Demolitions were delayed early in
1972 and a Black consulting firm in San
Francisco was to study the feasibility of
continuing with the Industrial Park
project.  Later  that spring, the
Payne-Maxey Consultants recommended

@ that the City abandon the old project

plans (no industry would move into this
project) and instead suggested the
bulldozing of the 65 Ocean View homes
and small businesses to construct 500-600
ticky-tacky apartments! For this the City
paid $5,000, and has not held a public
review of this “feasibility study.”
OCEAN VIEW SUES HUD

During the spring of 1972, the Ocean
View Committee joined the besieged
residents of the Yerba Buena redevelop-
ment in San Francisco and City Center
project in Oakland, in suing HUD to halt
the urban renewal, until the environ-
mental impact of these projects could be
studied (in accordance with the National
Environmental Policies Act of 1969).
Sensing that the Industrial Park project
might be delayed a while longer, BRA
executive Tom Cook began to look for
new projects to stay in business. While
the environmental impact suit was being
argued in the lower courts, Model Cities
approved a new BRA project to redevelop
the site of the old Navy barracks at Savo
Island. Over Ocean View protests, the
City Council voted at 2:00 a.m. one
morning in June, 1972 to endorse the
BRA’s plans for  another year of
neighborhood wrecking in West Berkeley.
The Council also approved of BRA
proposal to redevelop Savo Island,
ostensibly for low- and moderate-income
housing.

SUPREME COURT  STOPS

At this same time, U.S. Supreme Court
Justice William O. Douglas halted the
Industrial Park in June 1972 until the
validity of the Ocean View Lawsuit could
be established and the environmental
impact of the project could be assessed.
The Ocean View Committee used the
time gained in the delays to widen the
redevelopment issue and connect it to
related housing and tenant struggles. In
January 1973, a U.S. Court of Appeals
ordered the environmental impact study,

PARK

- project, or

in compliance with the Environmental
Policies Act.
PHONY IMPACT STUDY

Shortly afterwards, the BRA evaluated
its own project and sent the findings to
HUD which has begun to circulate drafts
around March 19 for “community
input.” The Ocean View Committee
considers this tentative report to be fake,
because if has excluded community
participation and relevant information.

The HUD draft does concede,
however, that relocation housing is not
generally available for low-income people
in Berkeley. Ocean View has claimed this
all along, and what relocation housing
exists or is proposed, is inferior to most
of the homes scheduled for demolition in
the Industrial Park area. (The proposed
Grant St. and Ninth St. complexes,
incidentally, are federally-required reloca-
tion housing, and are an integral part of
the West Berkeley redevelopment.)

NIXON’S FUND CUTBACKS

Adding a new wrinkle to the
controversy is that the recent federal
spending cuts will be curtailing

i

Ocean View contronts tormer Mayor
Wallace Johnson, early 1971.

redevelopment activities in Berkeley.
HUD will be meeting with Widener,
Williamson and the BRA to discuss the
urban renewal slowdown in the coming
months. Ocean View and possibly other
community groups want to participate in
these talks, and will be pushing for open
negotiations.

Some of the alternatives under the
redevelopment fund cut-backs are: Try to
finish the Industrial Park (the BRA’s
strategy) and drop the Savo Island
quit the Industrial Park
project and use what funds are left to
build housing at Savo Island.

OCEAN VIEW’S PROPOSAL

Ocean View favors still another
approach. By a quirk in planning and
budgeting, Berkeley has a nestegg of $2
million in exfra funds being held by
HUD, and earmarked only loosely for the
Industrial Park. This money should be
used for low-income housing, now that it
is recognized that low-income people
have little housing choice in Berkeley.

Ocean View proposes that this extra
fund, be used as “seed money” for the
People’s Housing Corporation, to begin
rehabilitation and scattered construction
of new low-income housing, in Ocean

§ View, the Hearst Strip, and Savo Island

(depending, of course on neighborhood
interest). While federal regulations might
not allow new housing near industry in
West Berkeley, locally-funded projects
will. In this way we can build better,
low-income (and high quality) housing
both in Ocean View and Savo Island, not
eitheror. ..
SUPPORT APRIL COALITION IN *73
The existing council is dominated by
reactionaries masquerading as liberals,
fronting for the Chamber of Commerce
and practicing the politics of expediency.
We need a new council, and support the
Coalition Slate—Dashiell, Goldberg, Kel-
ley, and Birdsall.
by Les Shipnuck for
the Ocean View Committee



