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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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SUN STAFF

Gabrielle “Gaby” Dolphin
With the Utility Modernization 

Act on the November ballot, the 
idea of Alameda going solar is time-
critical.

We live at ground zero in our lo-
cal fight for environmental justice, 
a fight to insure our children and 
grandchildren have a habitable 
planet and a sustainable future 
ahead of them. Climate change is a 
global issue needing aggressive ac-
tion now. As with all things global, 
we must act locally and aggressive-
ly. In this regard, Alameda Munici-
pal Power (AMP) can do much bet-
ter than what’s offered in the Utility 
Modernization Act. It may be a step 
forward, but it is not forward-look-
ing enough.

Glenn Steiger, AMP’s general 
manager, has said that AMP sup-
ports green-energy sources — in-
cluding solar power. However, 
AMP’s “green energy” includes the 
use of geothermal energy from Lake 
County. How green is that? First, 
geothermal technology includes 
fracking, a powerful injection of 
water and carbon dioxide into the 
heated rock below to generate 
steam. Carbon dioxide is the prob-
lem in global warming. 

There are efforts to minimize 
carbon dioxide, however any addi-
tional use of this compound in the 
midst of critical global warming is 
decidedly not green. Basic physics 
teaches us that energy degrades 
when moved over distance and re-

quires input of more energy. Is that 
“bump” in energy itself green? Is it 
energy efficient? Fracking for steam 
in a state laced with serious fault 
lines is foolhardy. Lake County has 
experienced a noticeable increase 
in seismic activity since this geo-
thermal technology began. 

What kind of water is used to 
generate the steam? Potable wa-
ter? If potable, we’re in the midst 
of a drought. We can’t afford to use 
this precious resource to frack for 
steam. If geothermal extraction 
does not use potable water, what 
kind of water is it using? Oil frack-
ing was sold to us as “safe” because 
we were told that a simple injection 
of water into the ground is all that 
is needed. 

What they failed to tell us was 
that the water used for fracking is 
laced with deadly chemicals that, in 
the short and long term, permanent-
ly poison our fresh water sources 
and quite possibly our largest aqui-
fers. Fracking also damages the air 
and soil. Alameda’s hands may be 
“clean” and green, but what is the 
actual climate footprint created with 
the generation of our green energy?

If we’re not converting to solar 
and wind at this critical time our 
approach is seriously flawed and 
without critical vision. The utility 
measure on the November ballot 
promises modernization, but it is a 
stale offering. We need bold vision 
and leadership. Alameda can do 
much better. We can be the Island 

of Solar Energy to the East Bay.
Our schools are having their 

roofs redone. Install solar panels. 
Install them on our city administra-
tive buildings, on the library, on our 
shopping centers, on all the new 
housing going up on the West End. 
Build a solar farm on the old Navy 
base. The potential financial ben-
efits to our schools, emergency re-
sponders, libraries and the General 
Fund, would be far above that prom-
ised with the current measure.

I am not a utilities expert, but 
it doesn’t take an expert to feel 
the mandate of climate change. We 
need leadership at AMP that mutu-
ally acknowledges the critical and 
acute nature of the problem, that 
demonstrates a mutually shared 
“can do” vision and has the cour-
age to step up and say, “yes, we can 
find a way to make it happen.”

I mean this with no ill will or 
disrespect: today many realize that 
if our current political institutions 
lack the vision, sense of urgency 
and will we feel necessary, it is 
incumbent to step up our involve-
ment. In this case, ask the ques-
tions, research the measure. What 
have other towns done? At the end 
of the day, it may be necessary to 
ask if it’s time, as with so many of 
our political institutions, to seek 
new leadership that gets it.

Gabrielle “Gaby” Dolphin lives in 
Alameda.

Wanted: Leadership That Gets ‘Green’
Commentary

Foreman seeks formal 
debate with Heying 
Editor: 

Monty Heying’s latest com-
mentary (“Robin Hood in Re-
verse,” Aug. 11) accuses City At-
torney Janet Kern of sabotaging 
the Alameda Renters Coalition 
(ARC) initiative by inserting a 
“treacherous”  and “deadly land-
lord loophole” in the city’s initia-
tive confirming the Rent Stabili-
zation Ordinance, thus, “robbing 
from the poor and giving to the 
rich.” The initiative provides that, 
if both measures win a majority, 
but the City Initiative gets more 
votes, the ARC Initiative is null 
and void.

If I may borrow from the Bard, 
Heying’s accusations amount 
to much ado about nothing. He  
admits that this language only  
applies if both initiatives obtain a 
majority. 

The chances of that happen-
ing are remote. It would require a 
number of uninformed voters to 
vote “yes” on both initiatives. The 
idea of an Alameda uninformed 
voter is an oxymoron. It is not  
going to happen!

Moreover, California court  
decisions indicate that the same 
result would probably occur even 
if the City Attorney had not insert-
ed this language because the two 
Initiatives are not reconcilable.

Heying’s argument and his 
use of the words quoted above 
are revealing. His intent is to cre-
ate a tempest in a teapot and use 
pejorative language to villainize 
City Council and staff. He wants 
the voters to make their deci-
sion based on anger and indigna-
tion rather than reason. It is bad 
enough that this kind of discourse 
pervades our national debates; 
must it also invade Alameda?

I suggest a better path. I know 
from Heying’s statements to City 
Council that he is informed and 
articulate in presenting the ele-
ments of both initiatives. I think 
that I also qualify in that respect. 

Let’s debate our opposing per-
ception of these initiatives and 
let the voters make an informed 
choice.

— Paul S. Foreman

The last word
Editor:

I already replied (“Shop lo-
cally for best results,” July 28) to 
Ken Hensley’s letter (“I’ll take my 
money elsewhere,” July 21.) I ask 
for the final time why wouldn’t 
one want to patronize our many 

great Alameda businesses and 
keep money in the local economy? 

It sounds like Hensley just 
wanted to complain. He initially 
griped about Alameda business-
es as a generality, but then only 
cited three big-box chain stores 
here not catering to him. Then 
he brought up three more chain 
stores but can’t cite a single local 
store whatsoever.  

What about our many great  
only-in-Alameda unique stores? 
How about Park Street Plaza’s 
many stores with five-star cus-
tomer service and comfortable 
climate-control? How many “swel-
tering” days have we had this year 
that Hensley bellyaches about? I 
can’t think of one. What stores is 
he claiming are negatively impact-
ing their employees by not having 
air conditioning?

I visit many shops and restau-
rants daily around town including 
on Webster Street. I’ve never been 
uncomfortable as Hensley claimed 
he was. I informally surveyed em-
ployees in many Park Street busi-
nesses on Aug. 11 and 12 and 
couldn’t find one who “suffered” 
as Hensley described. 

Perhaps he should reach out 
to the shops’ owners or managers 
with his complaints in-person. I’m 
sure the majority here in Alameda 
would kindly listen to anyone’s 
concerns.

If Hensley really wants to lam-
bast our city’s stores, maybe he 
should go elsewhere. There ap-
pears to be no making him happy.  
But he’ll have to live with not sup-
porting Alameda amidst those 
petty gripes. 

— Michael Lano

What’s CPI got to do 
with it?
Editor:

When a new stock or bond 
fund is rolled out it is frequently 
back tested. They take a look at 
what would have happened if the 
basket of stocks or bonds had 
been purchased 10 or 20 years 
earlier in an effort to predict the 
success of the fund. The proposal 
to cap residential rents at 65 per-
cent of the consumer price index 
(CPI) can also be back tested. 

In 1970 our company was rent-
ing one-bedroom apartments for 
$100 per month. The CPI pub-
lished by the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics for 1970 was 38.5 using 
the index of 1982-4 = 100. 

The index now stands at 263.9, 
a roughly 6.9-fold increase; 65 per-
cent of 6.9 is a 4.5-fold increase. 
Consequently rents that were $100 

Sergio Silva
At the end of the last school 

year I wrote a very nice email to 
the principal of my child’s school 
asking why our public schools 
don’t have a reliable multi-purpose 
sports field. I also sent the email 
to the Alameda Unified School 
District. I waited until the end of 
the school year to see if I would 
get a response, and then waited the 
whole summer for an answer, won-
dering if my email got lost. 

I was asking why the school 
district’s fields don’t have soccer 
goals and accommodations for vol-
leyball nets. Kids in our school 
district don’t have any idea how to 
play volleyball or handball, both 
very popular European sports. 
They play games like tetherball, 
foursquare, tag and flag football.

Why can’t the school district 
allow our children to play soc-
cer — the world’s most popular 
sport? The idea of multi-purpose 
fields at our schools and in our 
parks would be so good for 
our children and give them the 
opportunity to play something 

else besides basketball.
A week after I emailed the 

school district, I watched a physi-
cal education teacher put up an 
improvised net for a volleyball 
game. I approached the teacher 
because I was so surprised to see 
something so new and different 
for the first time since the school 
year began. The teacher asked me 
if I knew if the volleyball rules had 
changed.

My child spent most of his 
recess last year running around the 
field that surrounds five basketball 
hoops and has no soccer goals. 
They played volleyball once, but 
I’m not sure that they really knew 
the rules.  

They got plenty of exercise, 
doing squats, sit ups and some 
push-ups — standard U.S. Army 
exercises. But they never played 
soccer. Handball seems to be some-
thing so new that the first time 
my son saw the game played was 
during the current Olympic Games 
in Rio de Janeiro. The physical 
education teacher encouraged him 
to play games like kickball or some 

per month in 1970 would be about 
$450 per month now. This would 
not be enough to meet the property 
expenses in almost every case be-
cause actual expenses have risen 
much faster. 

I have been asked if tenants ac-
tually stay this long, and reply that 
in many instances they have stayed 
with us 35 to 40 years, and that was 
at market rates. The greater the 
discount to market that the rent 
is, the greater the incentive for the 
tenant to stay. Recent court rulings 
extended the right of tenancy at dis-
counted rates to offspring who were 
born before the lease was signed. 
Making a 50- or 60-year tenancy a 
possibility. 

If you own a piece of rental prop-
erty in Alameda, compare your ex-
penses for 2005 with 2015. You will 
probably see about a 50 percent in-
crease in operating expenses. If you 
just own a house, compare your 
property taxes, and you will prob-
ably find that they are close to dou-
ble. All this information is quickly 
available in your tax returns. 

Alameda Renter Coalition’s pro-
posal would impose rent control 
that is ruinous for investors and 
destructive of the housing stock. It 
would destabilize neighborhoods 
should landlords leave and greatly 
reduce housing opportunity for 
renters.  

— Ed Hirschberg

Here comes the  
outside money
Editor:

Alamedans are well acquainted 
with outside groups coming in to 
tell us how to run our city — trying 
to influence initiatives and bankroll 
our candidates for office. Have you 
received a phone call over the past 
several days from a pollster probing 
your opinion about the Alameda 
Renters’ Coalition (ARC) rent con-
trol measure? From what multiple 
sources have reported it seems 
that the poll is trying to plant anti-
rent control myths. They ask some 
innocuous questions at first, then 
get to some questions designed to 
plant negative ideas in the minds 
of Alamedans. These can be sum-
marized as follows:

Myth 1) Landlords will be subsi-
dizing wealthy renters. Not true. Rent 
control is not about subsidized hous-
ing, it is about community stability. 
It is about a landlord setting the rent 
with a tenant and sticking to that 
profit level. We don’t want families to 
come to Alameda just to get priced 
out in a few years. We want families 
to stay in Alameda and help build our 
hometown feeling. Whether poor or 
middle class, all Alamedans deserve 
to be secure in their homes.

Myth 2) Homeowners will have to 
pay a special tax to administer a pro-
gram that benefits wealthy renters. 

School District Limits 
Sports Offerings

other games in a motor-fitness 
book.

With the Olympics going on, 
it would be nice to see teach-
ers encouraging students to 
learn new sports and their com-
plex rules. I come from Brazil 
where every public school has 
a multi-purpose field and kids 
participate in sports like soccer, 
volleyball, handball and basket-
ball. They are also encouraged 
to understand the principles of 
track and field.

It’s so sad that in any of our 
public schools and parks there 
isn’t any encouragement for them 
to learn the proper way to play 
soccer, volleyball or handball. 
Here we are coming to another 
school year, dropping our kids off 
and have them playing games like 
tag, tetherball, foursquare and 
kickball all of them considered 
games, not sports.

Who should we talk to? The 
principal? The school district? 
The mayor? I think that it’s so 
sad that with all our resources 
and opportunities this coun-
try provides us, we are so “old 
school.” There are better sports 
alternatives for our children. It’s 
like a battle and everyone has 
already accepted defeat. That 
it’s the status quo and that is 
“just the way it is.”  

Sergio Silva has taught 
Brazilian Jiu-jitsu in the Bay Area 
since 1999. He is a third-degree 
Black Belt in Brazilian Jiu-jitsu, 
a first-degree degree Black Belt in 
Judo and a former world cham-
pion wrestler. He owns Team Silva 
Jiu-jitsu.

Commentary

With the 
Olympics going 
on, it would be 
nice to see teach-
ers encouraging 
students to learn 
new sports and 
their complex 
rules. 

Non-landlords will not be paying into 
this program. Further, city staff has 
proposed asking landlords to pay 
$131 per year fee to finance the exist-
ing ordinance, ARC is asking for only 
$120. The cost difference is because 
the city’s ordinance uses a novel, 
mediation-based approach, where 
every rent must be negotiated. ARC’s 
measure offers clear guidelines that 
have worked well in cities across 
California. 

Myth 3) The number of rentals 
in Alameda will decrease as land-
lords will take their properties off 
the market. This is pure specula-
tion. Small landlords depend on the 
income from their units. Under rent 
control units will still earn the same 
income as they had previously, so 
why sell them? If outside investors 
come in to buy units and turn them 
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