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OPINION
Letters to the Editor

Joe Heller

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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The Alameda Sun received a 
copy of this letter.

To Superintendent McPhetridge, 
et. al., including all school 
board members in the Alameda 
Unified School District (AUSD):

Legal Demand Notice
Please post on your website 

all firms, names, addresses, study 
names, accessible soil studies, 
maps, study findings, individuals 
possessing, consultants and any 
other pertinent information, con-
clusions and assumptions of those 
affiliated with your liquefaction 
risk claims per your recent web-
site post. Please also make public 
any and all information underlying 
your decision not disclosed on 
your current posting online.

Your studies were funded by 
public monies and the public has 
a right to full disclosure and the 
right to call for or provide alterna-
tive studies.

This is a matter of substantial 
public concern in terms of your 
statutory requirements and com-
munity political concerns.

Your postings, thus far, do not 
provide sufficient information for 
the public to make a reasonable 

inquiry into the validity of your 
assertions regarding alleged geo-
logical and safety concerns. 

Please regard this as legal 
notice and a demand for full pub-
lic disclosure of your evidence 
for your decision and public 
provisions of information. Your 
self-serving question-and-answer 
statement does not provide full 
disclosure.

The public has a right to view 
every document, made conve-
nient for access on your website, 
equally accessible to all as is your 
current informational posting.

As such, providing an in-build-
ing, paper-document-only type of 
access opportunity to all docu-
ments would be an unjustifiable 
encumbrance to the public.

Please be advised that any lack 
of full disclosure per the above, 
will be subject to all California 
state public agency disclosure 
requirements, media coverage 
and state regulatory and judicial 
oversight.

Please be notified that this 
message constitutes a full agency 
information disclosure demand 
pursuant to California statutory 
requirements. 

Your prompt response by 
posting all relevant information 
to the public of the Alameda com-
munity will be much appreciated 
and constitute good policy in the 
public interest.

Please comply with this 
demand notice by forwarding it to 
all concerned parties in this pre-
liminary action, including all dis-
trict personnel and all members of 
the school board, herein named as 
parties to this action.

You may satisfy the demands 
of this notice by posting the infor-
mation in a timely manner.  

— L. D. Freeman

Dog park health  
hazard ignored by city
Editor:

Alameda’s dog park on Eighth 
Street is a wonderful canine com-
munity resource, but this win-
ter’s rains have exposed a seri-
ous problem. There are several 
large areas with a lower elevation 
and bad drainage, so for several 
days after it rains, there are dis-
gusting, muddy patches that the 
dogs are drawn to enter. In the 
water they play, they eliminate 
waste and they drink. I’ve seen 
all three activities, and it’s pretty 
disgusting.

These areas in the park need 
some maintenance to improve 
the drainage and raise the eleva-
tion so this stops happening.

I reported this to the City of 
Alameda using their SeeClickFix.
com website back in early March, 
and yet the problem has not been 
addressed.

I have heard fellow visitors 
to the park describe visits when 
their dog had a drink from these 
swampy ponds and suffered from 
illness afterwards. Apparently, 
leptospirosis is a bacterial infec-
tion that dogs can easily catch 
from standing water containing 
other dogs’ waste.

Our rainy season is proba-
bly at an end for now, but this 
problem needs to be addressed. 
I encourage fellow readers 
to report this issue using the 
SeeClickFix.com website or by 
calling 747-7529.

— Dan Wood

Is it time for a recall?
Editor:

Tell me there’s a typo some-
where. The City Council voted to 
pay $800,000 for two inspectors 
and an assistant fire marshal, 
plus provide them with three 
vehicles valued at $150,000? That 
can’t be true.

It’s beyond belief for little 
Alameda. While we all appreci-
ate and respect our firefighters it 
seems their union is getting a bit 
greedy. Has the Council lost sight 
of the fact that they represent 
us — the residents of Alameda 
(read taxpayers)? It seems to me 
all the while they have been mak-
ing loud noises about impeach-
ing the president, worrying about 
climate change and voting us a 
sanctuary city, they have quietly 
sold out the populace to the fire-
fighter’s union. 

I wonder what it cost the 

Open Letter Demands 
Full Disclosure on Lum

Eugenie P. Thomson, P.E.
Catellus. Alameda Landing. Del 

Monte. The old Naval Air Station — 
Alameda Point. What do all these 
projects have in common? Level of 
service is the only criteria the City 
of Alameda has ever used to evalu-
ate the traffic impacts for these 
mega projects — or any other proj-
ect the city has pushed through, 
for that matter. 

Level-of-service-based traf-
fic studies for these development 
projects have all concluded that 
the traffic delays they produced 
would be grossly lower than the 
delays actually occurring on 
Alameda streets and morning peak 
traffic delays dropping at the West 
End by 2035. 

Yet now, with the Encinal 
Terminals project (589 new 
homes), the city has suddenly 
done an about-face:

“Level of service has histori-
cally proven to be an inadequate 
measure in Alameda because resi-
dents experience delays at certain 
intersections, yet the analysis indi-
cates that the level of service at 
the intersection is adequate. The 
delay that is being experienced is 
the result of downstream conges-
tion, not a result of the intersec-
tion design or the volume of cars 
moving through the intersection.”

With those words, the city 
admitted that the traffic studies for 
Encinal Terminals and all previous 
megaprojects are worthless. How 
strange is that? I’ve been raising 
this point for the past 20 years in 
a half-dozen or more letters to City 
Hall. So why did the city finally 
admit its error? Perhaps, now with 
traffic congestion much worse, 
others, too, are speaking up after 
reading these traffic studies. 

The easiest way to under-
stand the quote above is to use an  
analogy: 

Downstream traffic congestion 

is sort of like a partial plug in your 
sewer lateral — the pipe that con-
nects your indoor plumbing to the 
sewer main. 

In effect, the city is saying they 
have measured the flow through 
the house’s sewer lateral (the estu-
ary crossings and approaches) and 
found it to be greatly reduced, due 
to a blockage (congested Oakland 
intersections and merges onto the 
Nimitz) where the lateral connects 
to the sewer main (the freeway). 
As a result, the water flows slowly 
down the drains to the lateral (traf-
fic moves slowly out of Alameda).

You hire a plumber who says he 
can add a new bathroom to your 
home for your growing family with-
out fixing the blockage at the end 
of the lateral. (City staff and their 
consultants say they can add new 
megaprojects to Alameda Island 
with no increases in delay at the 
West End.) Great, says City Council 
as they approve projects includ-
ing Alameda Marina and Encinal 
Terminals for almost 4,000 new 
housing units! 

Next thing you know, you have 
sewer water pouring out onto 
your kitchen and bathroom floors 
(traffic backing up on multiple 
approaches to the estuary cross-
ings) and high costs to fix the dam-
age (taxpayers burdened by the 
excessive costs of creating a new 
traffic plan). 

For a very long time, I’ve been 
asking the city to evaluate the traf-
fic blockages at the crossings. Not 
doing so has hidden the real delays 
and ignored the potential infra-
structure costs to taxpayers when 
approving these developments. 

Estimating the traffic delays 
accurately can be done quite eas-
ily, using standard traffic engineer-
ing techniques. I have done it mul-
tiple times; the best example is 
the traffic evaluation I produced 
to support building the fourth 

bore of the Caldecott Tunnel. This 
methodology is different from the 
individual intersection evaluations 
performed by City Hall. Those will 
not work for Alameda because our 
traffic issues stem primarily from 
the fact that we are an island, and 
our traffic access comes through 
increasingly congested Oakland 
streets. 

The people of Alameda are not 
anti-development. We simply want 
the facts, including honest projec-
tions of how a proposed develop-
ment and the string of expected 
developments will affect the time it 
takes us to exit or enter the Island. 

These projections must be real-
istic and market-based. How much 
housing will be added as a result 
of this project? How many jobs, 
and are those numbers realistic for 
an island without any earthquake 
lifeline caliber connections to the 
mainland? We want a good traffic 
plan, and we want to be assured 
the dollars exist to build out the 
traffic plan via public funding and 
developer fees and that future 
developments pay their fair share. 

A formal and transparent risk 
analysis must be undertaken to 
review the costs to support all 
the developments, the projections 
of job and housing growth, the 
costs associated with environmen-
tal and seismic risks and the ways 
to finance the public infrastructure 
needed. This has been standard 
for major transportation capital 

programs like high-speed rail 
or BART extensions and is a 
requirement of funding; who-
ever provides the capital needs 
evidence and assurance that the 
projects will be successful. 

As it stands, by the time we 
know the facts about a proposed 
project and who pays for what, 
the developers are long gone.

We need a moratorium on 
building permits for these new 
development projects until we 
have a clear understanding of 
all potential costs and traffic 
impacts. If you agree, speak up 
on the Encinal Terminal and the 
Alameda Marina Projects, these 
will soon go to Council. 

Eugenie P. Thomson P.E. is a 
retired civil and traffic engineer 
and an Alameda resident since 
1980.

City Needs a Moratorium on New Development
Commentary

Open Letter

The people of 
Alameda are not 
anti-development. 
We simply want 
the facts, includ-
ing honest projec-
tions ... on expect-
ed developments.

Please be advised 
that any lack of 
full disclosure 
per the above, 
will be subject 
to all California 
state public 
agency disclosure 
requirements.

union for the latest sweetheart 
deal. I personally have no interest 
in impeachment, difficulties with 
our climate, or giving a place for 
illegals to park; but I am concerned 
about our city becoming bloated 
with costly problems as the result 
of a City Council losing sight of who 
employs them. My mind goes to 
thinking about a recall.

— Dave Case

Community deserves 
better documentation
Editor:

Many of us attending the last 
City Council meeting were very dis-
appointed at the proceedings, spe-
cifically the lack of clear documen-
tation of the items on the agenda. 
This documentation was obtained 
on the City’s website. 

The information printed from 
the agenda was not readable.  The 
text was too small. Then the infor-
mation for several of the items post-
ed on the overhead projector were 
also not readable by those in atten-
dance. The information projected 
on the screen at the City Council 
meeting was illegible as well.

It’s very important when the 
community takes the time to attend 
council meetings that information 
to be shared is clear and readable. 
Unfortunately this was not the case 
at this council meeting. Most signifi-
cantly there was a very important 
item to be discussed which grew 
out of an all-day workshop held 
in February. Important issues were 
discussed and prioritized: Friends 
of the Alameda Animal Shelter fund-
ing, affordable housing, minimum 
wage and several others. 

Let’s do better in this regard. 
Before each meeting, take the time 
to check the paperwork to assure 
it’s readable. This community 
deserves the best.

— Dorothy Freeman,  
Gretchen Lipow

Are Point’s problems a 
product of Presidency?
Editor:

The recent article regarding the 
slowdown with the Alameda Point 
Site A project (“Point’s Developer 
Reaches Impasse,” April 27) does 
an excellent job of explaining the 
current state of affairs between 
Alameda Point Partners and the City 
of Alameda, but doesn’t go into a 
possible cause for lack of subcon-
tractor bids and increased construc-
tion costs: uncertainty around our 
economic future and the effects of 
the current national administration.

We have already witnessed 
adverse effects with other projects 
in Alameda. As the national tax 
structure becomes less certain, 
as our economic future seems to 
change day-to-day, organizations 
across the board are becoming 
spooked and less willing to spend 
on economic growth.

The fact remains that Alameda 
is seeing its largest homeless popu-
lation in years, that the number 
of empty storefronts on Park and 
Webster streets keeps growing, and 
that the there is no guarantee the 
national climate changes for our 
benefit over the next four years. 
I hope the City Council keeps in 
mind how desperately we need the 
housing and economic growth this 
project will bring when they make 
their decision in July.

— Philip James

Our fake president
Editor:

In response to a recent letter, 
(“Why does everyone hate the 
president?” April 13) speaking for 
myself, I don’t “hate” the president. 
I do hate his behavior, what he 
stands for and the poor example 
he sets for our people, our children 
and the world. 

How can one not object to a man 
who bragged about being able to 
assault women due to his celebrity 
status? And no, it wasn’t “just locker 
room talk.” It was a specific descrip-
tion of behavior that he himself had 
committed and was proud of. 

How can one admire a man 
whose main business record con-
sists of multiple bankruptcies, not 
paying workers and manufactur-
ing goods overseas instead of in 
America? How can one not object 
to a president with so many busi-
ness conflicts of interest that he’s 
refused to divest from, in violation 
of the emoluments clause? 

How can we trust a president 
under FBI and congressional inves-
tigation for collusion with Russia to 
affect the outcome of an American 
election? Recall that Republicans 
objected to the possibility of Hillary 
Clinton as president because of her 
being investigated by the FBI. And 
how can we trust a president who 
hides his uncomfortable truths 
by still refusing to release his tax 
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