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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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Fernside neighbors 
report crime wave
Editor:

I live in the Fernside area, 
between High Street and Tilden 
Way. Over the past six months we 
seem to be having an escalating 
crime wave that appears to have 
been ignored by the Alameda 
Police Department.

The criminals take deliveries 
off porches during the daytime. 
They enter garages for bicycles 
and power tools whenever they 
are open, even when the owners 
are home. At night they enter 
unlocked cars to forage for loot. 
These are daily occurrences now.

Our neighbors have become 
very well connected via the 
Internet, and almost every crime is 
reported to the police. The neigh-
bors have shared the date, time, 
photos and all details of these 
crimes. Many neighbors have sur-
veillance cameras and have shared 
their videos of both day- and night-
time thefts from their own home 
front porches and neighbors’ 
garages across the street. 

The perpetrators have been 
spotted slowly cruising the neigh-
borhood after dark and in the day-
time. We know who they are. They 
are known to local merchants. We 
know where they live and hang 
out.

After weeks of sharing informa-
tion and video clips, none of our 
property has been recovered and 
none of the perps has been appre-
hended, questioned or detained 
in any way.

We are told that police do not 
have the time or money to pursue 
“property crimes.”

Stealing Amazon and UPS 
deliveries from a porch is a prop-
erty crime. Stealing a car is a 
property crime. We understand 
that these thefts have become an 
epidemic throughout the entire 
island. Some neighbors are hiring 
private security guards.

It was my understanding that 
the reason we have a professional 
police force, supported by tax-
payer dollars, is to provide our 
town with safe and secure neigh-
borhoods by lawful means and 
prevent private “vigilante com-
mittees” of the past. With these 
petty thieves now free to prey 
on our homes, without fear of 
any restraint of punishment, our 
neighborhoods are no longer safe 
and secure.

Which begs the question: What 
are we paying the police for and 
why is our safety and security not 

a priority for them? Does anyone 
down at City Hall care about this? 
Do we need vigilante committees 
to protect ourselves?

— Susan F.

Editor’s note: Alameda Sun 
publisher Eric J. Kos had his car 
stolen from in front of his apart-
ment house in Alameda’s “Gold 
Coast.” Police officers told him no 
one would be directly investigating 
this theft as it was classified as a 
property crime. Instead, police cars 
passively scan license plates as 
officers drive by until the reported 
number is found. At that time the 
car’s rightful owner is contacted to 
collect it. Oakland police discov-
ered Kos’ car near the Fruitvale 
BART station partly smeared with 
mayonaisse. 

Another open letter to 
Encinal’s community
Editor:

Bruce Elerick’s recent letter, 
(“Open letter to Encinal High 
community,” Oct. 5) is correct 
in that we should respect those 
who have fallen in service to our 
country, and for all those who 
have served. 

The question is whether ignor-
ing the challenges of race in our 
country is a good way to show 
respect, versus asking us to face 
and deal with it. As a white person 
who grew up in the 1950s and ’60s 
Midwest, I remember the reaction 
of those in my neighborhood and 
my church, good people made 
uncomfortable by the peaceful 
protests of Martin Luther King. It 
sounded much like the reaction 
today to the NFL players — “How 
dare they do that?” along with 
“there must be a better way.” The 
much worse way was riots.

I choose to admire the NFL 
players and those from Encinal 
High for their courage to protest 
peacefully and their love of coun-
try. As a veteran who volunteered 
to serve in 1969, I feel rewarded by 
their courage. I have no respect in 
this matter for a President who 
dodged the draft that same year 
using the pretext of a “bone spur” 
which he recently described as a 
“temporary malady.”

— Frank Tiesma

Concerned about  
Smart meters, too
Editor: 

I wholeheartedly agree with 
Christopher Rabe’s article (“Place 
Moratorium on Smart Meters,” 
Oct. 5). Thank you to the Alameda 

Sun for publishing this important 
piece. The article led me to do 
research of my own, and I have 
found Rabe’s insights to be both 
correct and likely unknown to many 
Alamedans. I recommend all con-
cerned Alamedans learn about this 
and attend the Public Utilities Board 
meetings to voice thier thoughts 
about “Smart” Meters.

The risks of these meters have 
not been fully studied, and the ini-
tial findings aren’t good. We should 
join other California counties in 
halting their use until more is 
known.

My wife and I live in a single-
family home with our infant son. 
Our son’s brain is developing every 
day. Why do we have to install a 
machine that will broadcast intense 
pulsed radio frequency radiation 
9,000 times per day? It is beyond 
me. The only benefit I can see 
is lining the pockets of Alameda 
Municipal Power (AMP) by letting 
them fire the people who read the 
meters. 

We would like to opt out of these 
Smart Meters, but as Rabe points 
out, the fees assessed by AMP for 
opting out are excessive. At $125 
a pop, plus $10 each month, AMP 
seemingly plans to punish people 
now and every month forever. We 
would also like assurances that if 
we opt out, we will get an ana-
log mechanical meter, not another 
radiation pulse machine.

Really, why does AMP need to 
assess fees at all? AMP saves money 
on each house that opts out by not 
having to pay for the equipment or 
the installation. The costs for those 
of us who opt out can’t be any more 
than they’re already charging.  

A more fair way to assess the 
fees would be to give a discount 
to those who choose to opt in and 
accept the radiation risk, and leave 
the rest of us at our current rate 
structure, paying for regular meter 
reading. That way AMP would pass 
on the savings for not having to 
read the meters to those custom-
ers who accept the Smart Meters. 
Otherwise, it appears AMP is forc-
ing everyone into a plan that makes 
them money and subjects us to 
radiation. Not a win-win.

AMP, you are our community 
utility. You recently published a 
piece in these very pages prais-
ing community involvement in your 
decision-making. We want a role 
in this decision. Please provide us 
with all the facts, and let us, as a 
community, choose whether to halt 
Smart Meters altogether — as other 
counties are doing — or to have a 
model where those who opt in get 
a discount, and those who opt out 
pay the same rates we pay today. 

Please place a moratorium on all 
Smart Meters, or at least let us pro-
tect our children from the potential 
dangers of radiation without charg-
ing us fees forever to do so.

— Tony Brasunas 

Not so concerned  
about Smart Meters
Editor:

Christopher Rabe’s commen-
tary, (“Place Moratorium on Smart 
Meters,” Oct. 5) is classic pseu-
do-scientific bunk. He references 
the National Toxicology Program 
study of cell-phone radiation, but 
he doesn’t cite the preliminary find-
ings. The study found “low inci-
dences of tumors in the brains 
and hearts of male rats, but not 
in female rats” that were exposed 
at close range to cell-phone radio-
frequency radiation for nine hours 
per day for two years. 

But Smart Meters transmit 
intermittently from locations that 
are nowhere near the proximity 
of a cell phone in hand. Radiation 
exposure falls off with the square 
of distance — being 100 times far-
ther away from a source reduces 
exposure by a factor of 10,000 — so 
it’s beyond preposterous for Rabe 
to claim that living in an apartment 
building with nine Smart Meters in 
the basement is equivalent to “hav-
ing your bed right next to a cell 
phone tower.”

Furthermore, electromagnetic 
energy is a spectrum with dan-
gerous, high-energy radiation like 
X-rays at one end, radio frequencies 
at the other end and visible light 
in the middle. We get thousands of 
times more harmful radiation from 
an ordinary light bulb than from a 
Smart Meter.

— Karl Coryat

Adopt a classroom 
thanks recent donors
Editor:

Every year, Alameda teachers 
spend hundreds of dollars out of 
their own pockets to support their 
students. By donating to the Adopt-
A-Classroom program run by the Al-
ameda Education Foundation, busi-
nesses and community members 
can support teachers by providing 
them with $500 donations that they 
may use to best benefit classroom 
learning. Teachers use the funds to 
build classroom libraries, pay for 
field trips and purchase essential 
learning tools and materials.   

I would like to thank our Sep-
tember donors, including: The 
Scott family, the Wagner fam-
ily, Wellguard Insurance Solutions, 

Carol Vickers, Frank and Winifred 
Ghiglione, Cherish’s family and the 
family of Jacob Lee. The Marquis 
family gave generously, as did: the 
Mummidi family and Autodesk, 
Joshua and Lauren Cook, the Ze-
nner family, Annabel Long and the 
Murphy family. We also received a 
much appreciated donation from a 
“Proud Graduate of California Pub-
lic Education,” Cargill, Andrea War-
ren and Lars Damerow, the Wein-
berg family and Thu Le.

If you would like to support 
learning where it makes the most 
impact — in the classroom — 
please consider making an Adopt-
A-Classroom donation at www. 
alamedaeducation.org.

— Kathleen C. Woulfe
Adopt-A-Classroom Chair, 

Alameda Education Foundation

Council Must Fully Investigate 
City Manager’s Allegations

Dennis Evanosky 
The agenda for the Tuesday, 

Oct. 17, City Council meeting 
contains the following item to 
be heard in closed session: 3-B, 
2017-4824, Public Employee 
Performance Evaluation, Pursuant 
to Government Code § 54957; 
Positions Evaluated: City Manager 
Jill Keimach; City Attorney Janet 
Kern; and City Clerk Lara Weisiger.

Had the City Council evaluated 
City Manager Jill Keimach’s posi-
tion at the appropriate time, it 
would have been done in March. 
Keimach questions the contin-
ued delay of her evaluation. The 
Alameda Sun received a copy of a 
letter that Keimach recently wrote 
to the City Council. In that let-
ter Keimach states that the seven-
month delay “appears to be an 
attempt to tie my quantitatively 
positive evaluation to my selection 
of a new fire chief.” 

In her letter, Keimach informed 
the City Council that over the 
last several months she has been 
“approached by elected and 
appointed officials in Alameda and 
even at the state level, requesting 
that I put aside the best inter-
ests of the city and select the fire 
chief that has been handpicked 
by the local IAFF union.” Keimach 
is referring to the International 
Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) 
Local 689, which represents the 
City of Alameda’s firefighters.

Keimach informed the City 
Council that various parties have 
asked her “to cast aside the require-
ment of a fair and transparent pro-
cess and give no consideration 
to other candidates who present 
superior qualifications and experi-
ence [to the Alameda firefighters’ 
choice for fire chief].”

She told the City Council that the 
candidate she selected for the post 
of fire chief “has shown the ability 
to provide enhanced public safety 
service to our residents.” 

“The selection of our new fire 
chief should not be driven by 
unseemly political pressure. This 
pressure is explicitly prohibited by 
Alameda’s Charter Section 7-3, as 
pointed out by the City Attorney,” 
Keimach reminded the City Council 
in her letter. 

Section 7-3 reads: 
“Neither the Council nor any of 

the members thereof shall inter-
fere with the execution by the City 
Manager of his or her powers and 
duties. Except for purposes of 
inquiry, the Council and its mem-
bers shall deal with that portion 

of the administrative service for 
which the City Manager is respon-
sible solely through him or her.

“An attempt by a Councilmember 
to influence the City Manager in 
the making of any appointment 
or the purchase of any materi-
als or supplies shall subject such 
Councilmember to removal from 
office for malfeasance.”

There have been attempts by 
two Councilmembers to pressure 
Keimach to select the Alameda fire-
fighter’s choice for fire chief. In 
fact Keimach calls this pressure 
“intense and unrelenting.”

In her letter Keimach pointed 
to the existence of correspondence 
that urges the selection of the 
Alameda firefighter’s choice for fire 
chief. She went on to write that 
two City Councilmembers met with 
her to suggest that “the selection 
of their candidate would be in the 
interest of labor peace.”  

She also made the dis-
turbing allegation that these 
Councilmembers informed her that 
the selection of the Alameda fire-
fighter’s choice for fire chief “would 
avoid an incident similar to the one 
involving Raymond Zack.” “This 
thinly veiled threat insults the very 
notion of good government,” she 
told the City Council in her letter.  

Recall that on Memorial Day 
2011 Alameda firefighters remained 
ashore and looked on while Zack 
drowned in shallow waters. They 
offered Zack no assistance (“First 
Responders Watch Man Die,” 
June 2, 2011). Were the two City 
Councilmembers implying that if 
Keimach did not select the Alameda 
firefighters’ choice for fire chief, 
the firefighters might once again 
stand by and watch as someone’s 
house burns or someone dies? 

Keimach also informed the City 
Council that she learned of verbal 
threats communicated to others, 
insinuating that if she did not select 
the Alameda firefighters’ choice for 
fire chief there would be three (City 
Council) votes to fire her. Keimach 
informed the City Council the 
threats violate the Ralph M. Brown 
Act. The Brown Act requires that 
any City Council conduct delibera-
tions openly and not in private, as 
seems to be the case here. 

Keimach told the City Council 
that she had learned that potential 
candidates for the fire chief’s posi-
tion were threatened “in an effort 
to convince them to withdraw their 
applications.”

“The City of Alameda and all  
its residents, business owners 

and visitors deserve nothing 
less than the best candidate 
for the position [of fire chief], 
as do all the employees in the 
[fire] department and the city. I 
would not be doing my job ethi-
cally if I didn’t select the best 
candidate for the position,” 
Kern wrote in her letter to the 
City Council.

“It is my fervent hope that 
the City Council will support 
my commitment to ethical hir-
ing practices and my opposition 
to undue political influence in 
the selection of key employees 
charged with providing emer-
gency services to our residents,” 
Keimach stated. 

“As City Manager, I have the 
responsibility to ensure that all 
responses to any current and 
future internal issues are reviewed 
and investigated, if necessary, 
from a non-biased point of view.”

The Alameda Sun could not 
agree more. The publishers call 
on City Attorney Janet Kern to 
advise the City Council to pull 
item 3-B from its Tuesday, Oct. 
17, closed-session agenda and 
launch an immediate investiga-
tion into all of Keimach’s alle-
gations at every level — city, 
state and the firefighters’ union 
IAFF Local 689. 

In addition, the Alameda Sun 
urges Kern, or the appropriate 
party in our city’s government, 
to file a complaint about this 
matter with the Alameda County 
Grand Jury. In fact anyone wish-
ing to complain to the Grand Jury 
about this matter can start by fill-
ing out and filing the complaint 
form found at www.acgov.org/
grandjury/complaintform.pdf.

The Alameda Sun strongly 
urges Alameda County District 
Attorney Nancy O’Malley to pur-
sue any violation of the Brown 
Act precipitated by the Alameda 
City Council carrying out threats 
to fire Keimach should she not 
hire the fire chief “handpicked by 
the local union.” Individuals can 
also sue for Brown Act violations. 

Readers can reach Kern at 
747-4750 or jkern@alamedacity 
attorney.org. They can reach 
Keimach at 747-4700 or jkei-
mach@alamedaca.gov. O’Malley 
can be reached at 272-2622 or 
info@alcoda.org. 

City Manager’s Council evaluation no coincidence
Editorial


