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Traffic, and dangers  
of development

The Alameda Sun received a 
copy of this letter.

Dear Members  
of the City Council:

I work in downtown Oakland, 
and frequently visit a friend who 
lives on Buena Vista Avenue. My 
friend owns his home and is a 
disabled veteran. He often needs 
some assistance. It takes me 30 
minutes to reach him, and the 
Alameda businesses where I fre-
quently shop, from downtown 
Oakland. In the last five years, the 
traffic problem has gotten much 
worse. Traffic is associated with 
all the new residential building 
you allow. 

I am concerned that you are 
ignoring the likely consequenc-
es of your building program. If 
there is a tsunami, earthquake, 
or a major problem with the High 
Street or Park Street bridges, 
people will not be able to get 
off the Island. You are killing all 
the good industrial jobs along the 
Oakland Estuary; people will have 
no choice but to leave Alameda 
for work. 

You claim that people need 
housing. The people who need 
housing are poor, and will not be 
able to afford even the “afford-
able” housing being built. This is 
a miniscule portion of the building 
program. Wealthy people do not 
need housing, but that is who the 
builders are building for. To make 
matters worse, I have seen maps 
that show that, if global warming 
continues its present trend, all the 
new residential housing will be 
under water in 30 years. 

Lastly, I have heard cred-
ible information that at least one 
developer is threatening and retal-
iating against people for exercis-
ing free speech. Is this the type of 
behavior you want to reward? 

— Margie Siegal

Youth appreciates 
recent news article
Editor:

I am a Boy Scout with Troop 2 
in Alameda. I just finished reading 
the recent article acknowledging 
the 31 fifth- through eighth-grade 
students who earned the 2017 
Citizenship Awards (“Students 
Earn 2017 Citizenship Awards,” 
May 11). 

I think this article is a huge 
acknowledgment and was happy 
to see we had so many students 

in Alameda who earned this high 
award. I loved hearing about how 
these students have the values we 
need in our community around 
helping others and being compas-
sionate.

Thank you for publishing this 
article and sharing some positive 
news about students in Alameda.

— Sean Bhalla

Update on local action 
plan for climate
Editor:

In response to a recent let-
ter (“Alameda should be a cli-
mate change leader,” April 27) I 
am writing to pay public respect 
to the City Council, especially 
Councilmember Frank Matarrese, 
for directing city staff to review 
and update Alameda’s Local 
Action Plan for Climate Protection. 
The Action Plan, adopted by the 
Council in 2008, established a goal 
of reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions to 25 percent below 2005 
levels by 2020. 

At the May 2 meeting, the 
Council requested staff provide a 
timeline for the review and update 
the action plan and to engage 
community in the process of cre-
ating an expanded sustainability 
plan. To this end, The Love Our 
Green Island Town Hall Meeting 
— co-sponsored by Community 
Action for a Sustainable Alameda 
(CASA), Alameda Municipal Power 
(AMP), and City of Alameda 
Public Works, Transportation and 
Planning departments — was held 
May 23. The meeting celebrated 
the successes Alameda has had 
in reaching the goals of the 2008 
Local Action Plan for Climate 
Protection and the launch of the 
city’s new sustainability planning 
process.

Additionally, CASA is spon-
soring a film showing of Time 
to Choose and panel discussion 
with Tom Dinwoodie, executive 
producer, and Alameda resident 
Michael Brune, executive director 
of the Sierra Club on Wednesday, 
June 7, at Michaan’s Theater on 
Alameda Point, from 6 to 9 p.m. 
Tickets available at eventbrite.
com and at the door.

I encourage everyone to get 
involved in the efforts to make 
Alameda the greenest city in the 
Bay Area. For more information 
check out the events calendar at 
alamedaearthpalooza.org.

— Sylvia Gibson
Community Action for a 

Sustainable Alameda

How to save parks
Editor:

A few neighbors have asked 
me what they should write in 
their letter to the Mayor and City 
Council to request the restoration 
and improvement of the public 
waterfront access along Fernside 
Boulevard, consistent with the orig-
inal development requirements for 
this public waterfront access.

I echo the sentiments of oth-
ers who have suggested that 
Alamedans should go to see what 
the three public access points have 
become (if you can find them), 
and envision what they were and 
may still be if they are restored to 
their original zoned requirements 
for public waterfront access. I sug-
gest the following six bullet points. 
You can add, subtract or edit from 
this list based on your own beliefs 
on how this valuable public land 
should be reclaimed.

1) Visible signage on Fernside 
Boulevard in front of each of the 
three public access points that 
reads “Public Waterfront Access —
Open Dawn to Dusk.”

2) Distinguishing pavement 
color or texture on the 10-foot wide 
access path between Fernside and 
the waterfront (e.g. pavers, a mold-
ed surface, or colored concrete). 
Any adjacent private driveways 
are naturally colored white (if con-
crete) or black (if asphalt). This will 
indicate they are private property 
and not part of the public water-
front access.

3) An attractive 42-inch high 
(to code) pedestrian-safety rail 
between the pubic waterfront 
access and the transition zone 
down to the water.

4) Re-establishment of the des-
ignated public access “60-foot bulb-
out at the water’s edge” and any 
private-property encroachments 
stepped back to the designated 
public property line. (To avoid 
technical or legal arguments, don’t 
refer to the “60-foot bulbout” as a 
“parklet” although it’s essentially 
the same thing).

5) A minimum 35-foot width of 
unobstructed public waters desig-
nated behind the public waterfront 
access for viewing or fishing, and 
any private docks or piers that 
encroach on this 35-foot wide pub-
lic access stepped back to the des-
ignated public property line.

6) A small pedestrian pier or 
kayak and canoe launch dock at the 
end of one or more of these three 
waterfront access points. There is 
insufficient room and little justifica-
tion to install a proper “boat ramp” 
as some have suggested. A small 
pedestrian pier or floating kayak and 
canoe launch dock can be readily 
installed for less than $50,000. Two 
simple pier and dock designs can 
be found on page 26 of the July 2016 
Alameda Marina Draft Master Plan.

Please try to follow and attend 
any scheduled public meetings 
regarding the restoration of these 
three public waterfront access 
points.

—  Jeff Wasserman

An unseen danger
Editor:

On Sunday, the carbon mon-
oxide monitor in one of our bed-
rooms went off. We checked to see 
what four beeps meant, sure that 
we had to change the batteries. It 
said to call 911. We opened win-
dows, turned on fans and called. As 
the air moved out, the carbon mon-
oxide detector near the front door 
went off, too. The 911 dispatcher 
told us to evacuate the house. 

Arriving firemen tested the 
house and no carbon monoxide 
was detected then. We checked our 
gas equipment to verify that none 
of them had a problem. Finally, 
we checked with our next-door 
neighbors to see if they had been 
barbecuing in the narrow space 
between our houses. Yes, they had 
been. That was the source of the 
carbon monoxide that invaded our 
home through a bathroom window. 

Barbecue season is coming. 
Please be safe, fellow Alamedans. 
Don’t use a barbecue in a space 
that is not well ventilated and 
don’t allow the fumes to enter 
your house. We were lucky. A big 
thank you to the 911 crew and 
the city electrical inspector who 
had told us earlier to install those 
detectors.

— Carol Fairweather

A math lesson
Editor:

The non-tax-paying Alameda 
(oh, and Hayward, plus San Jose) 
firefighters 4/5 of whom don’t live 
in or pay taxes in Alameda, have 
teamed up with non-tax paying 
voters to elect three City Council 
members who ignore a majority of 
voters and override the wishes of 
those tax-paying voters. 

— Mike Kelly

Misleading headline
Editor:

Recently in a front-page head-
line about the City Council’s 
actions regarding Rent Stabilization 
Ordinance 3148, you used the word 
“tinkers” (“Council Tinkers with 
Rentals Ordninance,” May 11). You 
should have use the word “tam-
pers.” The article goes on to say 
that “the Council aims to simply 
clarify Ordinance 3148’s language” 
and you list several examples. As a 
small rental property owner I was 
relieved to see that the Council was 
giving the ordinance a chance to 
prove itself.

You can’t imagine my surprise 
when three days later I received a 
copy of the changes red lined in the 
Ordinance for revision. I scanned 
the document for a word count and 
found that they had changed more 
than 31 percent of the ordinance. 

There were revisions that struck 
down no-cause evictions and added 
subleasing rights to renters. These 
are two issues that were in Measure 
M1, which the voters rejected last 
November by a margin of 2 to 1! In 
addition there was language added 
to have all property owners create 
a disaster fund with four months’ 
rent held in reserve, and at a much 
higher rent than what I charge, 
plus relocation fees for each unit 
to be paid within three days after 
the disaster.

The City Council is following 
a recent trend in the Bay Area 
to impose onerous rental require-
ments and demonize landlords. 
Initially I thought the Council could 
be fair about making revisions to 
the Ordinance when change was 
appropriate, but now I realize they 
need to be watched very carefully 
when they think we’re not looking 
or reading. The current Council is 

not to be trusted to follow the will 
of Alameda voters. 

How many of your readers have 
been misled by your May 11 tinker-
ing headline? Few, if any, will read 
the 30-plus page document and try 
to figure out where and what the 
changes are in the Ordinance. 

I think it is time for the voters 
of Alameda to question the inten-
tions of our City Council members 
and to remind them that they serve 
the majority of Alamedans and not 
a small group of rent-control radi-
cals. Obviously they want us to 
think that they are better people 
than their actions indicate.

— Camille Khazar

Extravaganza says thanks
Editor:

On behalf of the Encinal High 
School Music Boosters and Music 
Director Armen Phelps, I want to 
thank all of the individuals and 
organizations that made the 22nd 
annual Extravaganza of Bands such 
a success. 

Thanks to Booster alumni 
Armand Acosta and Marie Long for 
the event program and announc-
ing duties, Grand Marshall Barry 
Solomon, of Alameda School of 
Music, for graciously sharing his 
time; and Ken Haslam and the 
Alameda Police Department for 
making sure the parade route was 
safe and secure for the visiting 
bands. We want to thank Encinal 
High School’s Administration for 
event promotion, logistics support 
and for always valuing the music 
program at our school. 

A very special appreciation to 
all the Band Booster parents who 
organized the many moving parts 
of the extravaganza, donated food 
and made all the visiting bands feel 
welcome in Alameda. 

A special shout out to booster 
president Teri Kennedy and guard 
mom-extraordinaire Marcella 
Garcia — they are the backbone of 
our boosters. 

Last but not least, congratula-
tions to our excellent Marching 
Jets and Color Guard on an award-
winning season. You make us all 
proud to keep the music tradition 
alive at Encinal High.

— Jeanne Nader
Booster Parent and 

Extravaganza Coordinator

Richard Bangert
The one renewable resource 

that Alameda Municipal Power 
(AMP) doesn’t get credit for is the 
never-ending stream of exagger-
ated claims about its green cre-
dentials. Look closer at its policies 
on solar power, selling off “extra” 
renewable power, local power gen-
eration and the health of our state’s 
rivers and streams as they relate to 
hydropower. You’ll find shortcom-
ings that don’t match the rhetoric.

Last year, AMP changed its rate 
structure for rooftop solar to make 
it less favorable for owners of new 
installations. In May, the financial 
incentives were again reduced.

In contrast, with PG&E and 
other investor-owned utility terri-
tories, the old rate structure for 
new solar installations — called 
Net Energy Metering (NEM) — 
remains favorable. That’s because 
the state Public Utility Commission 
controls the solar rate structure for 
investor-owned utilities. But a loop-
hole in the law allows municipal 
utilities like AMP to avoid following 
statewide goals on rooftop solar. 
The irony is that AMP is doing what 

PG&E wanted to do but couldn’t.
AMP justifies its actions by say-

ing the old solar rate structure ben-
efits a special class of ratepayers at 
the expense of all other ratepayers. 
Yet AMP has no problem giving 
a business $10,000 to design an 
energy-efficient building. This is a 
double standard. Favoring special 
classes of people and businesses to 
advance public policy goals, such 
as with taxes, discounts and prefer-
ential treatment, is a time-honored 
tool and should be used to advance 
renewable energy goals, not just 
efficiency programs or pet projects.

During the past five years, AMP 
sold off part of its renewable energy, 
raising over $25 million. The rev-
enue was supposed to go for green-
house gas-reduction programs, 
making the sale a benefit for the 
environment. The utility is using 
a large chunk or that money to 
replace existing meters with smart 
meters, even though there is no 
evidence that smart meters lead to 
a reduction in greenhouse gases. 
The benefits of the new meters are 
better management of the system, 
time-of-use pricing and reduction of 
personnel costs for meter readers. 

Twice this year, energy 
experts have recommended  
that AMP and the Public Utilities 
Board consider creating local-
ized power production. These 
facilities are known as distrib-
uted generation, in contrast to 
centralized high-capacity power 
plants. Producing power locally 
reduces transmission costs and 
improves local resiliency. 

But AMP refuses to even start 
a feasibility study for a mini-solar 
farm on top of Mt. Trashmore, 
the former city dump next to 
the Bay Farm Bridge that could 
potentially produce up to 4 mega-
watts of solar power. There is 
even room on this city-owned 
property for a power storage unit 
that would allow storing daytime 
solar power for nighttime use.

Instead of a 4 megawatt solar 
farm that could become part of 
the city-wide power mix, AMP is 
instead planning a token 1/4 mega-
watt “community solar” facility 
that will sell “shares” to customers. 

According to AMP Assistant 
General Manager for Energy 
Resources Planning Barry Leska, 
there is already too much solar 
generation in California. “AMP 
understands the importance of 
matching the new community 
solar installation to likely sales 
from the program, without oversiz-
ing the system and having to dump 
extra energy into an unfavorable 
grid market place,” he said.

“As you may be aware, dur-
ing daytime hours there is an 
abundance of utility-scale solar 
generation on the grid, which is 
depressing market energy pricing 
during those times and causing 
curtailment of both renewable 
and non-renewable generation.

AMP does not get any of its 
power from solar farms through 
direct purchase contracts. AMP 
doesn’t want to buy solar even if 
it’s dirt cheap. AMP doesn’t want 
to produce solar power because 
it would have to sell it dirt 
cheap. If AMP took a new look at 
battery storage, solar might look 
more attractive. AMP’s review 
of energy-storage technology a 
few years ago said it didn’t make 
economic sense. But the technol-
ogy is rapidly heading toward 
becoming mainstream. 

AMP likes to tout the ener-
gy it buys that is generated by 
burning landfill methane gas. But 
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