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Protect our right to vote
Editor:

On Aug. 19, The Washington 
Post called voter suppression “the 
civil rights issue of this era.” How 
did this happen, and what can we 
do about it?  

The Leagues of Women Voters 
of Alameda and Oakland are co-
sponsoring a free community 
forum, “What’s Happening to Our 
Voting Rights? Voter Suppression 
and the Politics of Exclusion,” 
next Thursday, Nov. 9, from 7 to 9 
p.m. at Alameda Elks Lodge, 2255 
Santa Clara Ave. (second floor).  

This is a chance to learn 
about how (and why) the U.S. 
Supreme Court dismantled the 
1965 Voting Rights Act in a nar-
row 2013 decision from political 
science professor Kim Geron of 
Cal State University East Bay, and 
to hear the real story behind the 
Presidential Advisory Commission 
on Election Integrity (a.k.a. “the 
fraud commission”). 

Helen Hutchison, President of 
the California League of Women 
Voters, will talk about the League’s 
challenges to voter suppression 
at the national and state levels, 
including California. The American 
Civil Liberties Union will also be 
there to describe its lawsuits to 
protect voters’ rights in California 
and the national launch of its “Let 
People Vote!” campaign.

Everyone in the community is 
invited to this important forum. A 
question-and-answer session will 
follow the presentations. Bring 
your questions and your friends!

— Georgia Gates Derr
President, League of  

Women Voters of Alameda

Thank you letter to  
the City Manager
Editor:

Thank you to City Manager Jill 
Keimach for standing up for the 
residents of Alameda. You did not 
capitulate to the veiled threats 
of Councilmembers to select 
the “right person” for fire chief. 
Keimach continued to do her job 
and select the more qualified per-
son to the position of fire chief. 
Then she brought this breach of 
the City Charter to our attention. 
This puts the ball back in the 
Councilmembers’ court to justify 
their tactics.

Keimach recounted in her let-
ter that Councilmember Jim Oddie 
and Vice Mayor Malia Vella, in 
a private meeting with the City 
Manager, suggested “the selection 

of their candidate would be in 
the interest of labor peace and 
would avoid an incident similar 
to the one involving “Raymond 
Zack” whose drowning occurred 
in 2011 (“First Responders Watch 
Man Die,” June 2, 2011).

I take offense to the insinua-
tion by these two Councilmembers 
to our City Manager that the fire 
service might retaliate if their cho-
sen union man was not promoted. 
Retaliate against who? The resi-
dents of Alameda (that’s who) by 
some non-action taken against a 
person in need. The Raymond Zack 
incident was a disgraceful black 
eye to the whole fire service and 
almost forgotten until Oddie and 
Vella decided that this was a good 
thing to remind the City Manager 
of to get their point across. 

These Councilmembers con-
firmed my suspicions from 2011 
that the Zack incident was the 
result of a union dispute with 
the City of Alameda. Oddie and 
Vella are nothing more than union 
thugs working for and financially 
supported by the fire union.

Alameda Fire Department and 
its union are in need of reform. 
It would be nice if the rank-and- 
file firefighters along with the fire 
union would work with the City of 
Alameda and its residents instead 
of against us.

— James Snider
Retired Firefighter

Editor’s note: The “Raymond 
Zack incident” is not one that is 
easily forgotten. That incident is 
among the most significant events 
to occur in Alameda during the 
Sun’s 17-year history. The story 
made headlines internationally.

Resident thanks City 
Manager, journalists
Editor:

I am mostly known as a critic, 
and I wish to change that percep-
tion. So here goes: Kudos to our 
City Manager, she hit it out of 
the park just by doing her job 
correctly. Welcome and thanks to 
Chief Edmond Rodriguez for stick-
ing it out during the selection 
process. Besides all of the other 
fine and qualified candidates to 
compete with, Local 689 was there 
for you also.

A big round of applause to 
the editor and publisher of the 
Alameda Sun for exposing its read-
ers to the dealings of the cor-
rupt City Councilmembers, and oh 
yeah, Local 689 again (“City Must 
Fully Investigate City Manager’s 
Allegations,” Oct. 19).

To All Alamedans:
As the premier business advo-

cacy organization for the Alameda 
business community, the Alameda 
Chamber of Commerce is duty 
bound to keep abreast of actions 
proposed by the City of Alameda 
that affect the local business envi-
ronment. In this regard, we have 
recently been mindful of the City 
Council’s efforts to respond to the 
legalization of the recreational use 
of cannabis in the State of California. 

The Council is in the process 
of reviewing its moratorium on 
allowing the establishment of can-
nabis- related businesses in the 
City of Alameda. A prerequisite to 
lifting the ban is developing suf-
ficient regulations, that coincide 
with those set forth by the State, 
to codify to what extent cannabis 
related activities will be allowed, 
including the issuance of permits, 
potential fees, the types of busi-
nesses allowed, distance of said 
businesses from schools, along 
with several other areas where 
regulation will be required.

The Chamber recognizes that, 
though the use of cannabis may 
be controversial, its legalization 
carries considerable ramifications 
for the Alameda business environ-
ment and its regulation may set 
unwanted precedence for small 
businesses in other industries on 
our Island. 

This letter is meant to address 
the Chamber’s concern regarding 

specific language within 
city staff’s draft ordinance 
that states in Section 6-59.5, 
paragraph m., “For an appli-
cant with ten (10) or more 
employees, the applicant 
must provide either a state-
ment that the applicant 
will enter into, or provide 
a copy of a fully executed 
labor peace agreement as 
part of the application.”

A labor peace agree-
ment, usually reserved for larg-
er workforce industries such as 
hotels, restaurants and often pub-
lic service employees, is an agree-
ment between an employer and 
the union in which an employer 
agrees not to resist the union’s 
organizing attempts. 

The labor peace recommen-
dation for the Alameda cannabis 
ordinance is of particular concern 
because State Legislation AB-1686, 
which seeks to give guidance 
regarding the labor peace agree-
ment issue, recommends that a 
labor peace agreement only apply 
to cannabis business with 20 or 
more employees.

However, this is not a canna-
bis issue. Labor peace ordinanc-
es, such as the one to regulate 
Alameda’s cannabis industry, have 
one essential purpose: to apply 
economic pressure on employers 
to compel them to grant organiz-
ing concessions to unions. 

It is the Chamber’s position 

Open Letter from 
Chamber President
Missive contends labor peace ‘is not a cannabis issue’

A labor peace agree-
ment is an agree-
ment between an 
employer and the 
union in which an 
employer agrees not 
to resist the union’s 
organizing attempts. 

The East Bay Times should also 
stand up and take a bow for getting 
the ball rolling. 

And finally, our appreciation 
for the two Councilmembers who 
doubled down on the fact that they 
don’t care what the voters want, 
but what Local 689 wants.

— Mike Kelly

Proud of the Sun
Editor:

Thank you for the editorial on 
City Council pressure on the City 
Manager to influence the choice for 
fire chief (“City Must Fully Investigate 
City Manager’s Allegations,” Oct. 
19.) I was unaware of the situation 
until you brought it to my attention. 

On the basis of the information, 
I have requested a grand-jury inves-
tigation and contacted the district 
attorney. Your editorial shows the 
importance of good local journal-
ism. The Alameda Sun should be 
proud of this reporting.  

— Jerry Harrison

More thanks to Sun
Dennis: 

Thank you for your fine edito-
rial on the events surrounding the 
City Manager’s allegations. (“City 
Must Fully Investigate City Manager’s 
Allegations,” Oct. 19.) The Alameda 
Sun has done a fine community ser-
vice and I’m sure that is greatly appre-
ciated by many, many residents.

— Reyla Graber

Fernside neighbor on 
‘crime wave’
Editor:

I welcome the opportunity to pig-
gyback on a recent letter (“Fernside 
neighbors report crime wave,” Oct. 
19). To clarify, the Alameda Police 
Department accounts for 42 per-
cent of the city’s annual budget. It 
seems to me that the department 
has the financial resources needed 
to pursue property crimes. 

And, if the cops spent less time 
in coffee shops, (“Coffee with a 
Cop,” Oct. 12) ironically they would 
have more time to do so.

— Jack Tyler

Fake news yields  
fake disclosure
Editor:

The most bizarre aspect of my 
silly Halloween story (“New Store 
Provides For Local Zombies,” Oct. 
26) is that in these days of Trumpian 
dystopia, you were compelled to 
run a “fake news” disclosure under 
it. Now that’s scary! 

Fine editing, as usual. Thanks.
— Gil Michaels

that the city’s recommendation 
to mandate a labor peace agree-
ment for cannabis businesses 
with 10 employees, half the 
number required by California 
State legislation, may set a dan-
gerous precedent that could put 
an undue burden on businesses 
in other industries wishing to 
be a part of the Alameda busi-
ness community. 

While the Chamber respects 
the rights of employees to vol-
untarily establish union repre-
sentation, we are not in favor 
of government mandates that 
reduce the ability of small busi-
nesses to compete with their 
larger counterparts. 

We submit that the labor 
peace agreement mandate rec-
ommended by city staff in the 
draft cannabis regulation ordi-
nance is a detriment to small 
business and must be met with 
vigor and commitment in order 
to protect the rights of small 
business and promote econom-
ic growth and prosperity. 

The Chamber stands with 
small business and calls on 
Alamedans to stand with us in 
requesting that the City Council 
be guided by State AB-1686 
which requires cannabis busi-
nesses with 20 or more employ-
ees enter into a labor peace 
agreement.

— Michael McDonough
Board President, Alameda 

Chamber of Commerce

Editor’s note: Copies of this 
letter were sent to City Manager 
Jill Keimach and City Attorney 
Janet Kern.

Commentary
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The Alameda Sun received a 
copy of this letter. 

Dear members of the Alameda 
City Council: 

We are writing to you as com-
munity organizations and leaders 
who are actively engaged in trans-
portation and environmental work 
in our city. The work of Alameda’s 
transportation and climate action 
staff has repeatedly shown that 
we will not be able to meet our 
transportation and climate goals 
without doing something that will 
directly reduce the number of vehi-
cles on our roadways. The newly 
revised goals within the transpor-
tation choices plan sets us on the 
right path, but we need to do more.

We envision an Alameda where 
choosing how to travel throughout 
our city is not a stressful activ-
ity, where we have transportation 
options that meet our varying, indi-
vidual needs. In “Future Alameda” 
riding a bicycle across town is 
safe, taking transit is convenient 
and relaxing and driving becomes 
less frustrating. Success with the 
Transportation Choices Plan (TCP) 
today will literally lay the ground-
work for creating a community 
that maintains a high quality of life 
centered around accessible streets 
with easy transportation choices 
for commuters and in-city travelers.

To achieve this we are asking 
you, the City Council, to make a big 
commitment to our city, one that is 
not part of the current plan. Think 
about what we want, what would 
make life better for thousands and 
thousands of people: it isn’t more 

traffic on our residential streets, 
it’s less; it is the ability for people 
to access regional transportation 
without feeling the need to drive; 
it is the abundant feeling that our 
streets are safe to access by foot, 
by wheelchair, by bike, by skate-
board or by scooter. 

But this will not be possible 
without a large commitment from 
the City and the community. We 
need to take the first steps and 
go big. To this end, we ask you to 
move this plan forward with the 
following two additions:

1. Include a new walking and 
biking bridge across the estuary 
and a West-End lifeline, transit-
only tube. These additions add 
capacity to our transportation sys-
tem, provide mobility options to 
many aspiring bicycle and walking 
commuters to the inner-East Bay, 
and ensure we have emergency 
ingress and egress after a large 
seismic event.

Achieving this goal will take 
years, but Nov. 7 is the day to start 
that journey. We ask you to direct 
staff to begin the next step in the 
process by developing engineering 

drawings that can start the discus-
sion on funding. Until this step 
is complete, we cannot move for-
ward. Once costs are known, staff 
can lead community discussions 
on funding opportunities, looking 
at potential funds in Measure BB, 
RM3, tolling for non-HOV, state and 
federal funds, etc.

2. Add a transit-planning proj-
ect that seeks to meet the goals 
of the transit concept outlined by 
Alameda business leaders. A final 
product of which will be a more 
concise transit planning document 
that revises the proposed routes 
in the TCP and has been vetted by 
transit professionals and includes 
future ridership projections, cost 
and routing information. The goals 
include:

• Frequent service, with 10-min-
ute headways during peak hours; 
no more than 15-minute headways 
during most business hours, and 
30-minute headways during off-
peak hours;

• Free-to-the-end-user, as a sys-
tem without fare boxes removes a 
significant barrier to ridership and 
encourages greater use;

• Routes that serve schools, 
parks, senior facilities, business 
districts and are within three 
blocks or less of most Alameda 
residences;

• Clean fuel vehicles powered 
by non-carbon and renewable 
power, with accommodations for 
bicycles; and

Council Asked to Focus on Traffic, Environment
Commentary
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To achieve this we 
are asking you, 
the City Council, 
to make a big  
commitment to  
our city, one that 
is not part of the 
current plan.


