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Are all City Council 
members complicit?
Editor:

Let’s allow us all a clarion 
moment: The City Council used 
our tax dollars to bring in an out-
side “independent” investigator 
to review the potential liability 
of their own behavior. And now, 
indications are the Council is pri-
vately reviewing and considering 
the investigation outcome.

This review approach is not 
a stellar example of transpar-
ency and being void of interest 
conflict. The longer the public 
waits, as additional closed-door 
discussions may happen, then 
the more we as a public are rea-
sonable in believing all on the 
City Council (not just Jim Oddie 
and Vice Mayor Malia Vella, 
but also Marilyn Ezzy Ashcraft, 
Frank Matarrese and Mayor Trish 
Spencer) are unprincipled. (A 
prolonged process means the 
public can justifiably surmise 
informal “side-deal” discussions 
are taking place.)

The good in all this? By their 
choosing behaviors toward 
building distrust of our small-
town representation, this group 
is exposing itself and telling the 
voting population of Alameda 
that, sadly, perhaps we have our 
own swamp to drain. 

— David Greene

Site A, APP and the 
metering provision

The Alameda Sun received a 
copy of this letter.
Good Morning Mayor, Vice 
Mayor and Councilmembers:

Having just read a blog about 
Alameda Point, I am inclined 
to write, as I cannot attend the 
Council meeting. If the facts of 
the blog are true and Alameda 
Point Partners has basically 
issued an ultimatum to the city 
regarding the metering provision 
and pulling the plug on the devel-
opment of Site A, I urge you to 
rescind the metering provision. 

Allowing the sale of blocks 
with no commitment to Eden’s 
low-income housing is a gamble. 
I don’t know if that would cause 
us to be illegal in any way, but 
the time really has come to let 
development happen.

After SunCal we can’t really 
wait another five or more years 
for a new developer to step 
up. The infrastructure has got 
to be done, since Pacific Gas & 
Electric, the East Bay Municipal 

Morton Chalfy
There is always entrenched 

resistance to change and gener-
ally speaking that’s often a good 
thing. People build things with 
great effort and maintain them with 
regular effort and support their 
families and communities through 
those efforts. To have a new per-
son or new idea or new technol-
ogy come along and render all that 
work obsolete and useless is not 
a happy prospect especially when 
it threatens one’s livelihood and 
therefore one’s family. So change 
is resisted.

But today we live in the time 
of the greatest change the world 
has ever experienced and the pace 
of change is growing ever more 
rapidly. Cell phones replaced land-
line telephones scarcely a decade 
ago and now constitute a machine 
in one’s hand more powerful than 
anything we’ve ever held before. 

We still can’t do much about 
the weather but thanks to satellites 
and radar we can predict it with 
ever greater accuracy. Computers 
have led to data being amassed 
by the gigabyte and forced the 
creation of artificial intelligence 

Changes are Good

(AI) to get a handle on it. AI is 
working behind the scenes and 
will have consequences that will 
probably revolutionize medicine, 
manufacturing and ultimately 
our view and understanding of 
the universe.

The universe is complex to 
a remarkable degree and we are 
among its most complex exam-
ples. We are still more complex 
than we can know or appreciate 
and the world we are building 
is not only complex but inter-
dependent. It is also communi-
cated incessantly to us all, to 
those who understand it or think 
we do and to those who find it all 
increasingly incomprehensible.

When humans are faced with 
incomprehensible, complex, 
interdependent situations we 
predictably respond with frustra-
tion and sometimes we respond 
with violence. The idea that one 
can get rid of frustration through 
the use of violence is enticing 
even if delusional and becomes 
more enticing as the level of frus-
tration grows. When our leaders 
encourage violence in defense 
of ignorance the results can be 
catastrophic.

The forces of ignorance and 
hatred are in the ascendance 
in the United States today and 
are leading us into ever darker 
areas of the human soul. When 
the president threatens nuclear 
war we see the very depths of 
the frustration and hatred in the 
heart of a person so uncomfort-
able in the world that he is will-
ing to murder people by the mil-
lions to ease his discomfort.

Truly the resistance to this 
regime needs to prevail lest like 
the lemmings we all go willy-nilly 
over the cliff to our deaths.

Impeach him!

Check out more of Morton 
Chalfy’s writings at www.morton-
chalfy.com.

Amblin’ Alameda

The idea that 
one can get rid 
of frustration 
through the use 
of violence is 
enticing even if 
delusional.

Utilities District, the city and other 
utilities won’t do it, we need a 
developer to do it. 

I understand that it is easy to 
get bogged down in the legalities 
and the “cover your [tracks]” atti-
tude during the day-to-day grind. 
Yes, that is part of your job and it’s 
appreciated. The other part of your 
job is to work for Alameda. If that 
means compromising, by rescinding 
the metering provision or rewriting 
it in such a way that progress can be 
made, then please do so.

— Wendy O’Malley

Millenial wieghs in on 
Island development
Editor:

I am a resident of Alameda, a 
renter and a millennial. I also lead an 
Oakland-based national non-profit 
called the Center for Creative Land 
Recycling (CCLR). CCLR provides 
technical assistance to help com-
munities sustainably and equitably 
reuse underutilized land. Think gas 
stations to parks, urban gardens, 
shops and housing; and former fac-
tories to mixed-use centers — infill 
development. What follows is my 
personal opinion, not that of my 
organization, but I share my profes-
sional affiliation because it gives 
me a particular perspective on 
Alameda’s redevelopment situation.

Infill delivers greater economic 
and environmental benefits than 
the sprawl alternative. While infill 
is Alameda’s only option for growth, 
sprawl is eating up other parts of the 
region, and it will accelerate if places 
like Alameda do not grow inward. 
Among its many benefits, infill leads 
to environmental assessment and 
remediation, which removes or 
sequesters pollutants and protects 
public health, as well as soil, air and 
groundwater. Infill development can 
help meet our needs for parks, hous-
ing, retail space and many other 
amenities. It is also a powerful tool 
for addressing the region’s hous-
ing crisis, since many underutilized 
properties are often connected to 
existing infrastructure like transit.

Alameda does not lack available 
land, but the will to put existing 
land to its highest and best use. The 
23-acre Encinal Terminals project 
that the City Council rejected in 
December is an excellent example 
of creative infill development, and 
would have turned a vacant pier into 
a thriving mixed-use community, 
adding to the vibrancy of Alameda’s 
northern waterfront and providing 
homes and park space for hundreds 
of families. I have repeatedly heard 
Alamedans complain about the 
city’s lack of connection to its own 

waterfront. Encinal Terminals rep-
resented an opportunity to remedy 
this disconnect, but the project has 
now been delayed, which threatens 
its financing and viability.

Some in Alameda who oppose 
redevelopment projects claim to be 
pro-infill but love projects to death 
by saddling them with unfinanceable 
requirements to ensure that little to 
nothing gets built a letter to the edi-
tor from the Alameda Citizen’s Task 
Force is a good local example (“Set 
the Record Straight,” Feb. 8). 

Others question the safety of 
environmental remediation when 
their real goal is to stop redevel-
opment. Maintaining a pro-building 
stance on the surface allows groups 
like these to claim the progressive 
mantle while continuing to ensure 
that affordable, quality housing and 
other publicly serving amenities 
remain out of reach for the next 
generation. It’s cynical, obstruc-
tionist and stands directly between 
Alameda and a sustainable, healthy 
future. By all means, let’s debate 
projects, but let the debate be open, 
without kabuki dancing.

That our region must build 
to support its economic growth 
should come as no surprise at this 
point in the public discourse. To do 
that we must use all available land 
optimally. That means approving 
projects like Encinal Terminals, the 
Alameda Marina, the North Housing 
site and of course, Alameda Point 
Site A. By rejecting infill develop-
ment projects like Encinal Terminals 
(where no housing currently exists 
and redevelopment will therefore 
displace no one), Alameda contrib-
utes actively to its own unafford-
ability and to the larger housing 
crisis. Alameda’s unique geography 
gives it the opportunity to chart a 
different course through infill, but 
to do that it must have the cour-
age to make informed, visionary 
choices for the long term.

— Sarah Sieloff

Headline misleads
Editor:

Until a only couple of years ago, 
there were few funds available for 
the Alameda Public Art Commission 
(PAC) to disperse. Since then, in 
lieu of on-site installations, two dif-
ferent developers contributed the 
then-maximum amount of $150,000 
each to the Public Art Fund, finally 
making it possible to begin the pro-
cess to provide grants to artists.

The commission, with the help 
and support of the Alameda Arts 
Community and city staff, has been 
meeting over the past several years 
to establish the guidelines and pro-
cedures to grant these funds. The 
City released a request for propos-
als last fall, and review of the pro-
posals began in January. The grants 
proposed by the PAC on Feb. 28 for 
cultural and performance arts are 
only part of the result of all these 
efforts; there will be recommenda-
tions for grants for physical arts 
shortly, and additional opportuni-
ties for awards soon.

In that light, I feel that your 
headline of March 8, “Public Art 
Commission Finally Decides to 
Grant Thousands” is misleading. 
I suggest “Public Art Commission 
Finally Able to Grant Thousands” 
would be a more apt way to com-
memorate the occasion.

— Adam Gillitt, Commissioner
Public Art Commission

Update from marina
Editor: 

After years of review and count-
less revisions, the proposed clean up 
and development of Alameda Marina 
is inching closer to approval. The 
draft environmental impact report 
(DEIR) has been issued and com-
ments received. Now, during the next 
couple of months, the revised master 
plan will come up for final review by 
the Planning Board and City Council.

It’s been a long and exhaustive 
process, one that from the begin-
ning recognized the important role 
the marina has played in Alameda’s 
maritime heritage. The marina 
holds deep significance for Island 
boat owners and recreational users 
as an active and reliable boat yard 
and maintenance facility. Not to 
mention the historic role the facil-
ity played in support of American 
naval vessels during World War II. 

The local group Save Alameda’s 
Working Waterfront has wrongly 
alleged that Pacific Shops, Inc. 
has advocated a “scorched-earth” 

policy that neglected the legacy 
of existing maritime businesses on 
the property. This group wants the 
city to take over full ownership of 
the marina and boatyard to restore 
it to its former size and working 
configuration.

The tidelands lease signed 
between the city and Pacific Shops 
in 2012 requires Pacific Shops to 
develop a higher use project for the 
site and make a specific investment 
in shoreline and marina improve-
ments every 15 years. However, the 
property’s shoreline infrastructure 
needs are far greater than what was 
contemplated six years ago. First and 
foremost, is the full replacement of 
the crumbling 4,000-foot bulkhead, 
a complicated task expected to cost 
more than $30 million alone. And 
restoring shoreline breakwaters, 
piers and the existing 530-berth 
marina adds millions more in costs. 

Much of the remaining maritime 
equipment is unusable. The old 
“hoist” is antiquated and environmen-
tally non-compliant due to platform 
runoffs and particulate matter. And 
the existing travel lift is too narrow 
and small for a modern boatyard. 

Then there is the land itself, 
much of which has been contami-
nated by industrial waste over the 
years. The soil around the building 
that housed Svendsen’s Boat Yard, 
for instance, has been found to 
contain toxic materials, requiring 
demolition of the building and com-
plete soil remediation.

Nonetheless, the owners of the 
marina are committed to repurpos-
ing as many of the existing build-
ings as possible in order to retain 
the property’s historic character. 

After working closely with city 
planners and the community, the 
original proposal has been revised 
to maximize the footprint of the 
working boat yard, while still main-
taining the commercial and resi-
dential mixed-use called for in the 
city’s revised general plan.

Indeed, over the past several 
months a vision has evolved that will 
allow for the preservation of recre-
ational boating, while making sure 
boat owners get the quality workman-
ship and great service they received 
when Svendsen’s was fully opera-
tional. Dry storage space also will be 
made available for active boat users. 

The proposal sets aside up to 
250,000 square feet for commercial 
maritime uses, and about four acres 
of waterfront public open space. 
Plans call for extending the Bay Trail 
for bikes and pedestrians through 
the length of the property along the 
estuary, opening up the marina for 
the first time to all Alamedans. 

No single-family homes will be 
located on the property. Instead, 
the residential development calls 
for right-sized, more-affordable 
housing for both renters and own-
ers, including those with very low, 
low and moderate incomes.

The revised master plan repre-
sents a compromise of objectives 
reached through collaboration with 
the city and community and reflects 
the maritime character of one of 
the Island’s landmark properties. It 
balances our region’s housing and 
jobs needs and is a practical vision 
that deserves our support. 

— Paul Houtz  

Rewriting History Now
Dennis Evanosky  

& Eric J. Kos
The movement to rename 

Haight Elementary School after 
someone less racist appears to be 
growing. The next suggestion is 
that our city’s first park named for 
President Andrew “Indian Killer” 
Jackson needs a new name.

To put the renaming and statue 
pulling movement in some context 
here in Alameda, we’d like to remind 
local residents of the following:

n George Washington, our nation’s 
first president was a slaveowner.

n Abraham Lincoln, the presi-
dent who freed the slaves, also 
authorized the largest mass execu-
tion in American History, of the 
Lakota Sioux.

n A statue of William McKinley, 
a president accused of “expansion-
ist racist policies” was recently 
removed from the plaza in Arcata, 
Calif., on Feb. 23.

n Educator and poet Henry 

Wadsworth Longfellow has been 
accused of portraying Native 
Americans from a racist perspec-
tive. His references to the “noble 
savage” and that their beliefs 
are merely perverted forms of 
Christianity reflect this viewpoint.

Each of these men are clearly 
morally compromised by today’s 
standards and yet, has a park 
named for him in Alameda. But 
from the historian’s perspective, 
this is a fallacy. Let’s take some 
other ideas into consideration. 

n General William Sherman 
marched indiscriminately through 
Georgia, destroying American 
homesteads regardless of whether 
or not the family owned slaves.

n The mighty oak has long been 
used by the white man to make 
tools to oppress browner people. 

Editorial

b HISTORY: Page 14

b LETTERS: Page 14


