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Public Testimony #1 

Mayor and Council,  

I am glad to see a response to the recent fire and commend the commission for their work. 

I agree with most of the recommendations excluding items 12 and 13. 

I believe that recommendation 12, $175,000 to fund private property fuel-treatments, proposes to 

continue a pattern of regressive taxation and subsidies for wealthy property owners. Although I 

strongly support mandates to address fuels in these most critical wildland urban interface areas, 

this burden should not fall onto the ratepayer. These upper hillside properties are some of the 

most valuable in our community, these property owners have the means pay directly or hold the 

collateral to finance this type of work. These hillside properties already place heavy burdens on 

our community as all costs for services increase in these steep areas of town. Water delivery, 

road maintenance, fire services, storm drainage costs, and most infrastructure and maintenance 

costs increase in these areas. There is no mechanism within our fee structure that responds to this 

reality, this regressive proposal only exacerbates the situation.  

Recommendation 13, expanding the drone program, continues a one-dimensional response to the 

crisis of homelessness in our community. I believe that addressing this issue is the most critical 

to reducing the risks of fire. We have already seen 11 homes burned as a result of a homeless 

person, the building where I reside in the downtown saw heavy damage due to an unstable 

homeless person, and although the investigation is not complete, the Almeda fire may have been 

started by someone suffering from homelessness. Criminal charges are proceeding against a 

“transient” man who is accused of starting part of that fire. 

We need to address the problem of homelessness but hunting down and criminalizing these 

people who suffer from abject poverty is not the solution. What happens once these 

encampments are located? Are these people told that they need to go home? Are they sent to the 

nonexistent shelter or the shelter that is so overcrowded it is entirely unsafe? We cannot continue 

down the path of resorting to solutions that defy logic and do not address the problem. These 

people lack resources to escape their situation and often suffer from mental health disorders, 

drug addiction, and alcoholism. We need to prioritize this issue and invest resources into finding 

housing solutions that actually address the core issue. Housing is the solution. Otherwise, our 

negligence will most definitely result in future fires that may be catastrophic. 

Court precedents have already been set in in our Federal Circuit that are demanding that cities 

address these core issues. The courts are defining similar proposals that only rely on 

criminalization of the homeless as “cruel and unusual” in violation of the Eight Amendment of 

the US Constitution. Martin v. The City of Boise, ruling that the homeless cannot be punished for 

sleeping on public property without other adequate services, has been allowed to stand by the US 

Supreme Court. This precedent has already been reinforced through a Federal Court ruling 

against the City of Grants Pass. Litigation is most definitely coming down the pike against the 



Cities of Ashland and Medford. It is time to reorient toward this reality and begin to look toward 

your obligation to uphold the constitutional protections against cruelty and demands for equal 

protection under the law. 

Respectfully, 

Eric Navickas 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Public Testimony #2 

My name is Kyle Fischer and I am an Ashland resident. I would like to express my 

condemnation of the proposal to expand the infrared drone program used to target homeless 

encampments and to implement subsidizing of fuel management on private property at the cost 

of local residents. To put continued focus on targeted sweeps removing unhoused community 

members over options for safe shelter spaces and affordable housing at all, much less following 

mass displacement due to fires and economic effects of a pandemic, is grossly inhumane and 

counterproductive. And while I understand the need for fuel management given projection of 

increased risk for wildfires, to subsidize costs in a way that will disproportionately affect 

economically disadvantaged community members in a time of economic strife is a poor choice. I 

assure I am not alone in holding these sentiments and I sincerely hope that they are taken to heart 

and that these issues are addressed in a manner that serves the entire community equitably. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Public Testimony #3 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

I'm writing to express my opposition to recommendation number 13 in the list written by the 

Wildfire Safety Commission. The drone program, in general, is problematic; and to expand it 

would be to dehumanize people rather than finding solutions and ways to create a more 

sustainable, inclusive fire-safe community. 

 

I know I am not alone in my opposition to recommendation 13. I believe that money can be 

better spent.  

 

Thank you for your time, 

Tanager 
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