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To:  Steve Lambert, Jackson County 

From:  Alta Planning + Design 

Date:  June 8, 2022 

Re:  Envision Bear Creek Greenway – Existing Conditions 

 

Introduction 
The following memo summarizes the results of the Envision Bear Creek Greenway Existing Conditions analysis. This 
assessment answers the question “Where is Bear Creek Greenway today?” through evaluation of current conditions, 
review of previous and ongoing planning efforts, assessment of environmental factors influencing the Greenway, and 
an assessment of how other communities in the United States approach the management of their greenway systems. 
The information included in this memorandum will be reviewed in coordination with the project’s Community 
Advisory Committee, Technical Advisory Committee, and Steering Committee, following which a summary of the 
opportunities and constraints of the greenway will be developed.  

 

This document includes the following sections: 

• Greenway Overview 
• Plan and Policy Review 
• Environmental Review (See Appendix A for more detail) 
• Trail Level of Comfort 
• Equity Analysis 
• Case Study Review 

Greenway Overview 
The Bear Creek Greenway is a separated, paved multi-use trail connecting Ashland, Talent, Phoenix, Medford, and 
Central Point, in Jackson County, Oregon. The study area consists of approximately 20 miles of the paved Greenway 
from Ashland to Central Point (milepost [MP]8 to 27.75) and two proposed trail sections north and south of the 
existing Greenway. The study area also includes areas immediately adjacent to the paved or proposed trail and 
parcels that overlap with the trail alignments. Figure 1 illustrates the full extent of the trail including completed and 
planned bike infrastructure. 
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Figure 1: Bear Creek Greenway Location 
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Land along the Greenway is owned by both public and private entities, with each of the cities and Jackson County 
owning sections of the Greenway corridor. Additionally, ODOT has property along the corridor, with state ownership 
of various sections along the Greenway. In many instances, there is public ownership of the areas immediately 
adjacent to the Greenway, while nearby parcels with access to the corridor may be privately owned. Ownership along 
the Greenway is an important consideration for land management, representing the required coordination among 
agencies that must occur. Further, diverse policies among the agencies result in varied approaches to vegetation 
management, allowable uses, and amenities along the greenway. A compilation of public ownership is shown in 
Figure 2.  
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Figure 2: Public Land Ownership along Bear Creek Greenway 
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Plan and Policy Review 
A range of existing plans adopted by Jackson County and/or its partners set an important foundation for Envision Bear 
Creek. This section provides a summary of documents based on common themes that are relevant to the Envision 
Bear Creek scope. Plans were selected based on their relevance to the corridor, including existing management 
agreements, fire management plans, transportation plans, and comprehensive plans. Where applicable, policies and 
codes were also reviewed. Plans reviewed include:

 

Central Point 

• Central Point Transportation System Plan 
(2008) 

Medford 

• Medford Downtown / Bear Creek Vision Plan 
(1989) 

• Medford Leisure Plan (2016) 
• Medford Municipal Code 5.257: Prohibited 

Camping, Lying and Sleeping (1988, updated 
2021) 

• Medford Comprehensive Plan (2020) 
• Medford Transportation System Plan (2018, 

updated 2021) 
• Bear Creek Fire Management Plan (2021) 

Phoenix 

• Phoenix Transportation System Plan (2016) 

Talent 

• Talent Transportation System Plan (2013) 

Ashland 

• Ashland Transportation System Plan (2012) 
• Bear Creek Greenway Extension Feasibility 

Study (draft, 2018) 

Jackson County 

• Joint Powers Agreement Board Order (2007) 
• Joint Powers Agreement Signed (2008) 
• Jackson County Transportation System Plan 
• Joint Powers Agreement Board Order (2017) 
• Rogue Valley Integrated Fire Plan (2019) 
• Jackson County Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 7 

(2020) 

Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization 

• Rogue Valley Regional Transportation Plan 
(2021)  

• Rogue Valley Active Transportation Plan (2021) 

State of Oregon 

• Oregon Transportation Safety Action Plan 
(2021) 

• OR 99 Rogue Valley Corridor Plan (2015)

 

Through the review process, key policy themes emerged that are integral to Envision Bear Creek, including 
Jurisdictional Coordination, Safety and Security, Fire Prevention, Trail Development and Connectivity, and 
Displacement and Houselessness.  

The Greenway is managed through a Joint Powers agreement that includes the Cities of Ashland, Talent, Phoenix, 
Medford, and Central Point, as well as Jackson County. The JPA, originally signed in 2008 and renewed in 2017, 
provides for “the consistent financial support, management, promotion, and maintenance of the greenway.”   
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Jurisdictional Coordination 

The Bear Creek Greenway follows Bear Creek, on which a majority of Jackson County’s cities are centered. The creek 
and greenway have a presence in the jurisdictions of Central Point, Medford, Phoenix, Talent, Ashland, and 
unincorporated Jackson County. Each of these jurisdictions has a role in the management and maintenance of the 
greenway, as does Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT).  

Coordination among jurisdictions, including development, funding, and maintenance is important for providing a 
regional facility. As the trail has been built out, jurisdictions have taken an interest in the joint management of the 
trail as a “whole unit” in order to effectively promote and maintain the greenway. Since 2007, the cities of Ashland, 
Talent, Phoenix, Medford, and Central Point, along with Jackson County (Joint Powers Committee, JPC) have 
collaborated on the governance of the Bear Creek Greenway’s governance through a formal agreement (Joint Powers 
Agreement, JPA), which dictates how financial support, management, promotion, and maintenance should occur for 
the trail. The original 2007 agreement required each jurisdiction to operate and maintain the trail within their city’s 
limits at a consistent level year over year. The management plan also included annual payment obligations by each 
jurisdiction to the Bear Creek Greenway Trail Major Maintenance Fund. This fund is in addition to individual 
responsibilities for operations and maintenance and provides funds for major maintenance and facility-wide 
improvements, such as bridge and pavement preservation projects, pavement repair, and related improvements.  

Under the JPA, the Bear Creek Greenway Management Plan (2005-2010) describes how capital improvement projects 
and ordinary maintenance would occur on the trail. In 2017 the JPA was updated to reflect shifting priorities for the 
Greenway. The update included additional maintenance strategies and other administrative changes.  A two-year 
pilot of a community justice crew was recommended, which would assist with routine maintenance; this was to be 
funded by the JPC members. The document also included an updated Bear Creek Greenway Management Plan (2017-
2022), which addressed current issues such as urban growth boundary expansion in Phoenix and Central Point, 
concerns about increased houseless individuals on the trail, and perceived safety along the Greenway.  

 

Safety and Security 

Principles of safety and security are frequently articulated in local plans and policies throughout Jackson County, most 
often reflected as goals in each of the plans reviewed. However, while safety is commonly included, the definition of 
safety is different among jurisdictions and within different contexts. The term ‘safety’ is used to encompass not only 
transportation safety, but also user behavior along the greenway, the provision of all ages and abilities facilities, and 
personal security.   

With regard to transportation safety, the Oregon Transportation Safety Action Plan (OTSAP, 2021) underscores the 
vulnerability of pedestrians and bicyclists using the transportation system based on their exposure and susceptibility 
to injury in the event of an incident. This plan identifies actions that agencies and jurisdictions can use to protect 
bicyclists and pedestrians, some of which pertain to safety on trails and greenways. These include guidelines for the 
design and maintenance of corridors consistent with Blueprint for Urban Design, adoptions of maintenance practices 
that reduce hazards for active transportation users, increase funding for safety training, and prioritization of safety 
investments in areas with a high concentration of historically underserved communities, such as low income and 
BIPOC communities. 
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The OTSAP looks at transportation safety for all modes and seeks to achieve consistency between statewide plans to 
reinforce the transportation safety message while maximizing resources available to implement solutions. Local plans 
should be consistent with the OTSAP with respect to safety to effectively link to the Transportation Safety Division at 
ODOT and other resources for safety planning and improvements. Of the communities along the Bear Creek 
Greenway, some such as Medford include in their TSP provisions to prioritize safety investments for pedestrians and 
bicyclists while leaving out mention of historically underserved communities and others such as Talent, make little 
mention of providing safety enhancements beyond supporting access management for bicycle and pedestrian travel 
modes.  

Discussion of personal security include both personal safety while traveling along the greenway as well as safety 
related to wildfire and seismic hazards. The overlap with fire and seismic safety in this context relate more specifically 
to evacuation routes, as opposed to fire prevention (see section below). For example, the Jackson County 
Transportation System Plan (2017) includes wildfire hazard evacuation and seismic lifeline routes as one of its safety 
policies and the Bear Creek Fire Management Plan (2021) highlights the need of management of vegetation for public 
safety. Recent plans—including the Bear Creek Greenway Management Plan (2017) and the Rogue Valley Active 
Transportation Plan (2021)--have highlighted a perception in communities along the trail that the Bear Creek 
Greenway is unsafe. This is noted especially in recent plans that the Bear Creek Greenway is not realizing its full 
potential because of the “common perception” that the trail is not safe. Additionally, there was the note that 
vandalism and graffiti along the trail are not being addressed in a timely fashion. The Rogue Valley Active 
transportation plan recommended a series of projects to increase level of comfort on the trail by providing 
accommodations to increase lighting, visibility, and user experience. 

 

Fire Prevention 

A significant portion of the Bear Creek Greenway occupies a space within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), a FEMA 
designation that delineates priority areas for treatments such as fuels reduction. The latest fire plan to take place in 
Jackson County was the Rogue Valley Integrated Fire Plan (2019), in which Jackson County joined with Josephine 
County to assess conditions and describe strategies for fire prevention. The document identifies the need for 
community education regarding wildfires and to have human populations and infrastructure that can withstand 
wildfires without loss of life and property.  

More recently, local planning efforts around fire prevention have intensified given the devastating effects of the 
Alameda fire. The Bear Creek Fire Management Plan, 2021 was developed for the City of Medford and includes 
several recommendations that help reduce the risk of fire within the corridor, such as: 

• Management of vegetation for wildfire risk 
• Use of herbicides and non-herbicide methods to control invasive plants, which provided fuel for the Almeda 

Fire 
• Management of riparian vegetation for fish and wildlife concerns, including provision of habitat and creating 

microclimates to support wildlife. 
• Fuels reduction around structures 

A similar study for other sections of the greenway may provide insight into what fire risk those areas face. 
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As part of the Joint Powers Agreement, the Bear Creek Greenway Management Plan 2017-2022 includes a $30,000 
unanticipated repair fund for flood, fire, and earthquakes, which may be insufficient given the disastrous effects of 
the Alameda fire. The management plan additionally lacks funding for fire prevention.  

 

Trail Development and Connectivity 

The Bear Creek Greenway was constructed over several decades through the efforts of numerous stakeholders. Plans 
completed that pertain to the development of the Bear Creek Greenway include The Bear Creek Greenway Plan: 
Management Policies and Guidelines (1982); the Bear Creek Greenway Plan: Ashland to Central Point (1988); the Bear 
Creek Management Plan (2017-2022); and TSPs for many of the communities along the greenway. These plans not 
only address the management of existing resources but also outline a vision for future expansion of the greenway.  
The progress of greenway extension and improvement is ongoing, with several projects slated for construction in the 
near term, while other phases are still in early planning stages.  The current greenway goes from northern Ashland at 
Nevada Street to Dean Creek Road in Central Point.  

 

Expansion plans for the Bear Creek Greenway include extensions to Emigrant Lake south of Ashland as well as 
extensions to the Rogue River in the north, connecting to the Rogue River Greenway. This expansion has support of 
the Bear Creek Greenway Foundation, whose mission is to support the development of the greenway. The extension 
to the Rogue River Greenway was called a “golden spike” in the Bear Creek Greenway Management Plan (2017-2022). 

 The Oregon Department of Transportation is currently constructing a segment of the northern expansion, building a 
multi-use path along Blackwell Road to Kirtland Road where there is a tunnel under the roadway for future expansion 
to the north. The Rogue Valley Active Transportation Plan (2021) contains recommendations for a southern extension 
of the greenway from Nevada Street to Central Bike Path, designated as high priority, and from Dead Indian Memorial 
Road to Emigrant Lake, designated as medium priority. 

While local plans for the communities along the Greenway do not cover the expansion of the Greenway, most 
recognize the importance of the corridor for both recreation and transportation purposes. For this reason, 
connections to the Greenway are identified as key projects to expand access to recreational opportunities and 
improve connections among communities. For example, the TSPs for both the cities of Talent and Phoenix identify 
that reaching the Greenway is difficult for many parts of their communities. Identified projects aim to increase 
connections to the Greenway from these areas of the city. The City of Medford includes trail projects in their TSP to 
connect specific neighborhoods to the Greenway, and the City of Ashland has identified neighborhood greenway 
corridors to expand connections to the Greenway.  
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Displacement and Houselessness 

Houselessness and housing unaffordability in Oregon and the United States are part of an ongoing crisis but recent 
phenomena have exacerbated an already delicate situation. Two of those factors include the emergence of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and wildfires. The Almeda fire resulted in an estimated 3,000 residents displaced from their 
homes, in addition to destroying much of the region’s affordable housing supply.  

In response, the City of Medford made modifications to ordinance 5.257 in its municipal code in April 2021. The 
update ordinance makes it illegal to establish campsites in public right-of-way, park(s), or greenways. The City citied 
difficulty for emergency personnel to evacuate individuals camping on the Greenways during fire events; reduction in 
public use of the property for its stated purpose; and similar reasons for enacting this code.  

JPC members also engaged in other notable efforts to further promote public health and safety for trail users. The 
addition of amenities such as handwashing stations, portable bathrooms, and solar light poles were part of these 
efforts; however, it became difficult to continue to maintain these facilities.  

While the City of Medford has recently adopted new guidelines on the establishment of campsites within its city 
boundaries, the Bear Creek Greenway passes through other jurisdictions which each have their own codes which may 
result in differential treatment by law enforcement personal. While it is understood that Envision Bear Creek will not 
solve this issue, it is an important component of existing conditions that has affected user perception of the greenway 
and its role in the community.  

 

Plan and Policy Review Summary 

The themes identified represent key areas of focus that future governance structures must be able to address, 
whether through direct management of the Greenway or partnership with area partners and jurisdictions. The plan 
and policy review reveals that challenges and opportunities along the Greenway are not approached the same by all 
partners, and the changing conditions and development patterns along the Greenway lend to these differences. The 
information summarized in this review should be considered in coordination with results of the Environmental 
Review, Community Engagement Results, and Case Study review to identify opportunities associated with 
recommended governance strategies.  
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Environmental Review 
The environmental review describes the existing conditions of the study area and evaluates the regulatory 
implications of trail planning, fire reduction, and vegetation management measures with respect to sensitive 
environmental and cultural resources. In addition, this section evaluates riparian buffer requirements, identifies a 
high-level approach to managing vegetation in the Greenway that reduces fire risk, and provides recommendations 
on the next steps for developing a comprehensive Greenway management plan. This evaluation was supported by 
readily-available GIS datasets available from local, state, and federal agencies. For a more detailed review of the 
environmental conditions along the corridor and associated regulations, please reference the complete report in 
Appendix A.  The following summarizes key natural resource and cultural findings for the study area: 

 
• Goal 5 Resources include areas that local governments must protect and conserve, as required by the Oregon 

Administrative Rules. The findings of the analysis indicate that there are little-to-no implications for the 
management of the Greenway. However, coordination with local governments will be required for any new 
drinking water sources proposed near mapped existing groundwater resources. 
 

• Wetlands, Ponds, Lakes are mapped within the study area and vicinity of the Bear Creek corridor. The County’s 
wetlands layer includes a refined Local Wetland Inventory for the cities of Medford, Talent, and Ashland; an LWI is 
has not been completed for Phoenix, Central Point, or Jackson County. New trail sections or expanded Greenway 
amenities may require more detailed review, particularly when located near LWI-mapped wetlands, and permit 
coordination for fill/removal where applicable.  
 

• Streams/rivers/fisheries/floodplains: In addition to Bear Creek, the study area includes major tributaries of the 
Creek; further, connections to the Rogue River are within approximately one-mile of the study area. These areas of 
mapped critical habitat for Oregon/Northern California Coast soho salmon. This has implications for vegetation 
treatments within 50 feet of the creek when federal funding is involved; further, construction of new trail sections 
that cross waterways or include wetlands adjacent to streams will need to occur within the in-water work window 
(typically June-September). 
Further, FEMA floodways and floodplains are mapped along several portions of Bear Creek and the adjacent 
tributaries. Grading to support trail expansion or development will require further analysis of the floodplain areas, 
balance cut-fill, and coordination and development permits with local jurisdictions. 
 

• Riparian Buffers and Wetland Buffers along the corridor are associated with each of the six jurisdictions, who have 
specific regulations that protect the ecological function and existing vegetation within the buffers. Commonly, the 
regulations indicate that active management or removal of native trees and shrubs is generally prohibited within 
50 feet of the top-of-bank of both sides of the waterways. This restricts the opportunity to remove potential fire 
fuels from within the protected buffer, with the except of the City of Ashland, which exempts specific fire hazard 
prevention techniques from the prohibited activities within these zones. Refined mapping or field surveys should 
be conducted to identify the tops of banks along stream sections where vegetation management is proposed. In 
the long term, however, it may be possible to designate the Greenway as a separate planning area to provide a 
unified approach for vegetation management.  
 

• Rare, threatened, or endangered wildlife and plant species: With the exception of the federal listing for Franklin’s 
bumblebee, rankings of wildlife and plant species in the area are expected to have little to no regulatory 
implications for the management of the Greenway. It is recommended that proactive conservation measures are 
taken to promote habitat protection and conservation.  In particular, it is recommended to avoid or limit 
vegetation removal during the active breeding season for birds to minimize impact. Additional recommendations 
provided related to minimizing impacts on native birds during the breeding season include: 
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o Vegetation Clearing – Avoid clearing live or dead vegetation containing active nests of migratory birds 
when feasible 

o Tree/Snag Removal – Avoid felling trees or snags containing active nests of migratory birds 
o Tree and Shrub Pruning – Avoid pruning trees or shrubs containing active nests of migratory birds 
o Vegetation Management  

 
• Historical Resources. Since current project-related impacts are unknown, future review by an architectural 

historian would be required. This would include an inventory of historic built environment resources that the 
project has the potential to affect, with consideration for federal, state, and local regulations depending on the 
scope of the project. 
 

• Cultural/Archaeological Resources. At the time of reporting, there are 43 archaeological resources recorded or 
reported within the study area, with a full listing of the search results in Appendix A. It is anticipated that project 
work along the Greenway would be expected to disturb unrecorded (or recorded) archaeological resources. Final 
design plans and project specifications should be reviewed by a qualified archaeologist to provide 
recommendations for the method of cultural resources review as they relate to disturbance elements. 
Assessments should be conducted as early as possible in the project process so that design can avoid and/or 
minimize impacts.  

 

Vegetation Management Plan 

While much of the corridor was severely burned in 2020, preparing for long-term management will help ensure that 
future risks are mitigated and the remaining unburned portions of the corridor can be kept in a healthy and safe 
condition. The team recommends that the managing agencies of the Greenway fund and develop a Greenway 
Vegetation Management Plan (GVMP). This effort should include:  

1. Vegetation Type and Fuels Mapping Study, which will form the foundation of the plan. By mapping 
Greenway vegetation types through both an ecological and a fire fuels lens, this effort will help identify the 
difference between vegetation and fuels within the protected riparian and wetland buffers. 

2. Vegetation Fire Recovery Approach, which will describe both the active and passive vegetation restoration 
approaches to be applied to the Greenway corridor.  

3. Greenway Fire Fuels Reduction Toolbox, which will identify specific management tools and techniques that 
can be used within the corridor.  

4. Greenway Vegetation Management Units, which would divide the entire corridor into management units 
based on vegetation type, jurisdiction, and location within the protected buffer. Specific units could be 
identified as fuel breaks and managed accordingly. Management prescriptions from the toolbox would be 
assigned to each break. 

5. Funding Mechanisms and Implementation Timeline, which would identify the required funding and 
mechanisms for implementation.  
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Trail Level of Comfort 
To better understand the current conditions influencing user experience along the trail, two key components 
affecting the level of comfort were assessed. First, an assessment of distances between access points along the 
Greenway was completed to gather more information about existing conditions related to community access to the 
Greenway. As shown in Figure 3, the southern- and northern-most extents of the Greenway have long distances 
between points of access, reaching more than one mile in some locations. Sections through Medford and Phoenix, 
however, offer the greatest number of access points, typically occurring within about a one-half mile or less from 
adjacent points. This analysis provides insight into community opportunities to access the trail and locations along the 
corridor where community members may need to travel long distances to reach it. The distance between access 
points can also have implications related to concerns of personal security, whether real or perceived. With fewer 
access points, this also means that there are long distances to travel to exit the Greenway. Projects should be 
prioritized where they increase access for the community to the Greenway.  

  

The second component evaluated the distance of the Greenway from I-5. As shown in Figure 4, Greenway segments 
within Medford and Phoenix are located in the greatest proximity to I-5, while those at the further northern and 
south extents are located the furthest away. Proximity to I-5 has implications related to experience along the 
Greenway due to traffic noise in particular. While the Greenway does provide transportation connections in the 
community, it also is a key location for exercise, observing wildlife, and critical ecological functions. While the 
alignment of the Greenway—and the creek—are static, consideration should be given to projects that can reduce the 
impact of I-5 on user experience and enhance natural systems, particularly where impacted by the roadway network.  
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Figure 3: Distance between Greenway Access Points 
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Figure 4: Proximity to Interstate I-5 



MEMORANDUM 
 

 

 

Alta Planning + Design, Inc.  Envision Bear Creek 15 

Equity Analysis 
The equity analysis seeks to discover where people with the highest need for transportation options live within the 
communities surrounding the Bear Creek Greenway. Understanding where these communities are most densely 
located help prioritize improvements and ensure that the benefits of future investments reach everyone. Working 
towards equity may mean prioritizing active and public transportation funding in areas with a greater concentration 
of disadvantaged populations instead of distributing funding equally based on geography.  

Defining equity is a context-dependent exercise and disadvantaged populations will vary from community to 
community. To establish a baseline, the Equity Analysis considers variables related to: 

• Opportunity + Accessibility 
• Environmental Justice 
• Health + Safety 
• Affordability 
• Vulnerability 

The equity analysis relies on large-scale, publicly available, and spatially-attributable data at the Census Block Group 
level. The factors considered, outlined in Appendix B, were assessed relative to Jackson County and combined into a 
composite score. These results are mapped along the corridor to identify areas of higher priority (higher scores). 
These results are shown in Figure 5. Based on the results of the equity analysis, the key takeaways include: 
 

• While the Bear Creek Greenway tends to align with communities of high equity priority, three notable exceptions 
stand out: Downtown Central Point, East Medford (Geneva-Minnesota Historic District), and southeast Talent. In 
these places, the greenway is found completely within a block group with low equity priority, yet is adjacent to a 
high equity priority block group. These locations point to areas where planners may want to better understand 
how the high equity priority communities are accessing the greenway and if improvements to specific routes could 
improve access. For example, in order to access the Greenway from the high equity priority areas of Central Point, 
few options appear to exist beside E Pine St. For Downtown Medford, E 10th St appears to be the critical 
connection. For southeast Talent, additional crossings of Hwy 99 between W Valley View Rd and Talent Ave might 
be the best locations to improve access to the greenway in terms of equity.   
 

• The spatial patterns in socioeconomic data often appear to be divided along the lines of the three major 
transportation channels that define the study area: I-5, Hwy 99, and the Central Oregon and Pacific Railroad. 
Across the entire study area, some of the starkest differences among neighboring census block groups appear on 
opposite sides of these transportation corridors. And although the Census Block Group boundaries are 
intentionally drawn to coincide with major roadways and other geographic features, the variability in scores 
among neighboring Census Block Groups demonstrates that these major transportation channels may present real 
barriers in communities, both socioeconomically and in terms of mobility. The equity overlay helps emphasize the 
role that the Bear Creek Greenway has in bridging these barriers and improving continuity between communities.  
 

•  Future plans for the Bear Creek Greenway should consider how people living in high equity priority areas might 
access the trail. Currently, the planned extension of the Bear Creek Greenway near the airport is located in a low-
scoring block group, whereas the block groups to the southeast and southwest of the airport (across Highway 62 
and I-5) score much higher. Similarly, the planned southern extension of the greenway ends in a low-scoring block 
group on the north side of Ashland, just short of higher-priority areas that are located more centrally. Finally, no 
plans exist for extensions of the greenway toward White City. Ensuring the extensions of the trail include equity 
priority areas is essential to the greenway’s ongoing success in connecting all communities in the valley.  
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Figure 5: Composite Equity Score by Block Group 
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Case Studies – Learning from Other Communities 
Review of governance and funding structures utilized for greenways and trails in other communities will provide insight into 
options available for Bear Creek Greenway. The follow sections outline the decision making structure and funding strategies 
for four greenways located across the country, each of which crosses multiple jurisdictions. 

Charleston County Greenbelt Plan – Charleston County, South Carolina 

Background 

In 2004, voters in Charleston County (population 427,000 in 2022) voted to protect 
40,000 acres of parks, natural areas, and open space in the County, divided into 6 
categories. In 2006, the Comprehensive Greenbelt Plan was adopted by the County 
Council. It called for the protection and restoration of parks and open spaces including 
rural lands, forests, wetlands, and cultural/historic sites. It also established a goal of 
200 miles of interconnected walking, biking, and greenway trail corridors. It also 
included an analysis of land use regulations throughout the County and recommended 
modifications to encourage the conservation of natural and cultural resources.  
 

The Comprehensive Greenbelt Plan was updated in 2018 by the Charleston County Greenbelt Plan Supplemental 
Report, prepared with the assistance of Alta Planning + Design. 
 

Governance - Single Government Organization 

Charleston County Council established the Charleston County Greenbelt Bank to administer the rural lands protection 
components of the Greenbelt Plan and the Charleston County Park and Recreation Commission (PRC) to administer 
the urban components. The County Council also appointed the Greenbelt Advisory Board (GAB) to provide input to 
the County's Park and Recreation Commission on the initial Greenbelt Plan. The PRC annually presents 
recommendations for expenditures on Greenbelt projects for County Council approval.   

 

The role of the GAB has increased and is now the principal advisor to County Council and solicits input from the 
public. The role of the GAB is in the areas of recommending policy and advocating for the full implementation of the 
Comprehensive Greenbelt Plan. The GAB is responsible for evaluating the implementation of the rural and urban 
grant programs and providing feedback as to how it can be improved over the life of the program. The GAB is also 
responsible for assisting Charleston County Council and county staff in updating the Comprehensive Greenbelt Plan.   

 

The Greenbelt Advisory Board consists of 14 members, consisting of 11 members recommended by Charleston 
County Councilors, and one each from the City Councils of each of the three major municipalities in Charleston County 
(Charleston, Mount Pleasant, and North Charleston). 

 

A diagram of the governance structure is included below: 
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Funding 

Funding for realizing the Plan was initially provided by a 1/2 cent Transportation Sales Tax. This referendum also 
included the distribution of $113 million in General Obligation (GO) bonds. Annual allocations from this sales tax 
revenue were divided up between Transportation projects (65.7%), Mass Transit projects (17.3%), and Greenbelt 
projects (17%). In 2006 citizens approved a second bond referendum, allowing an additional $205 million in GO 
bonds. In 2016, voters approved a second 1/2 cent Transportation Sales Tax, with proceeds divided 90% for 
Transportation-related and Mass Transit Projects, and 10% to Greenbelts.  

 

These resulted in $10,539,000 in funds for Greenbelt projects in FY2020. These funds are awarded annually through 
an application and review process. Entities eligible to receive grants include the County itself, municipalities 
throughout the County, and non-profit organizations established for conservation or preservation purposes in the 
County. In addition, the County issued bonds to purchase property and conservation easements to achieve the vision 
set forth in the Plan. 

Staff Contact: 

Eric C. Davis, Director 
Error! Hyperlink reference not valid.  
(843) 202-7214 
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Razorback Regional Greenway – Benton and Washington Counties, NW Arkansas 

Background 

The Razorback Regional Greenway in Northwest Arkansas had been a 
goal of regional planners, cities, and residents of Benton County and 
Washington County for more than two decades. This vision was 
supported by the Northwest Arkansas Regional Planning Commission 
(NWARPC), which began a long-range planning process that included 
regional trails as a key component. A task force formed by the NWARPC 
conducted public meetings and facilitated a coordinated effort among 
the communities of Northwest Arkansas.  This resulted in the 2014 NW 
Arkansas Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, developed by 
NWARPC and Alta Planning + Design. Funding for the development of this 
Plan was provided by the Walton Family Foundation. The plan was 
comprehensive, envisioning a connected regional network linking 32 
municipalities in the two counties. The Razorback Regional Greenway could be described as the "spine" of the 
regional trails system outlined in the Master Plan. 

 

The Razorback Regional Greenway trail was originally opened in 2015, with a northern extension into the city of Bella 
Vista added in 2018. 

 

The Razorback links seven communities in Northwest Arkansas, from Fayetteville to Bella Vista. The trail is primarily 
off-road and is a shared-use paved trail that provides access to dozens of community destinations along its 37.5 miles.  
It has also spawned many connector trails that reach into different parts of the local communities along the way. 
 

Governance - Cooperative Agreement 

The Northwest Arkansas Regional Planning Commission (NWARPC) developed the overall NW Arkansas Regional 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, of which the Razorback Greenway is a part. Included in this plan are the proposed 
alignment, trail typology, and design guidelines for the Greenway. The Design Guidelines are included in the 
Appendix, a 328-page document that also includes an assessment of existing ordinances, plans, and policies for each 
community, and a complete project list and funding sources for full implementation of the Plan. 

 

Although the NWARPC established the framework for the Razorback Greenway, each of the seven municipalities 
along the alignment was responsible for conducting a Self-Assessment Audit and updating their Comprehensive Plans, 
ordinances, codes, and policies to align with the Plan. Each of the municipalities also agreed to abide by the Design 
Standards and the Maintenance Activities and Frequencies outlined. 
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Although there was a comprehensive plan prepared by a regional planning agency, the responsibility for 
implementing, maintaining, and repairing the Razorback is left to the individual municipalities. Operations and 
maintenance are provided by the local cities. 

Funding 

Funding for realizing the Plan was initially provided through a federal Tiger II grant, along with a matching grant from 
the Walton Family Foundation, up to $15 million.  As of 2019, of the $40 million that had been invested in the 
Razorback Greenway, 44% of the funds were through private donations, 38% were Federal funds, and 18% were local 
funds. 

Staff Contact: 

Jeff Hawkins, Executive Director 
Error! Hyperlink reference not valid. 
479-751-7125 x102 
 

 

Great Redwood Trail – Humboldt, Mendocino, Sonoma, and Marin Counties, California 

Background 

The Great Redwood Trail is a vision to convert 320 miles 
of an abandoned railroad line along the Russian and Eel 
Rivers in Northern California into trail, thereby linking 
San Francisco and Humboldt Bays. This would create the 
nation's longest rails-to-trails route, winding through 
some of the most scenic and wildest landscapes in the 
country, including old-growth redwood forests, oak 
woodlands, California's wine country, and two wild and 
scenic rivers. 

 

The trail is envisioned as a route that would be open to hikers, bicyclists, and equestrians. 

 

On October 1, 2021, Governor Newsom signed the Great Redwood Trail Act, which ended the prior ownership by the 
railroad and established the Great Redwood Trail Agency (GRTA) on March 1, 2022. The GRTA is a California state 
agency. The Great Redwood Trail Agency’s mission is to plan, design, construct, operate, and maintain the Great 
Redwood Trail.   

 

The southern portion of the trail, from the Mendocino/Sonoma County line to Marin, will run alongside railroad 
tracks, which are owned and operated by SMART, the Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit.  The GRTA also must 
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collaborate with SMART in the creation of bicycle and pedestrian pathways connecting rail stations, which will be part 
of the "The Great Redwood Trail, Southern District."  
 

The GRTA was also given the authority to: 
• Hire an executive officer, staff, and consultants as needed to accomplish its mission (in the near term, the agency 

will be staffed by the California Coastal Conservancy) 
• Acquire, own, sell, operate and lease real and personal property 
• Prepare and implement a master plan for the former rail rights-of-way and all necessary environmental analysis.  

Development of the master plan is set to begin in early 2022. 
• Both accept grants and donations and make grants to organizations that help the GRTA achieve its mission 

 

Several segments of the trail have already been built, particularly within the city limits of towns along the route, such 
as Ukiah, Willits, and Arcata. The master plan will identify the final trail alignment, access points and trailheads, trail-
side facilities such as restrooms, tunnels, and fire safety measures along the trail. 
 

Governance - Single Government Organization 

The Great Redwood Trail Agency is led by a Steering Committee consisting of two representatives appointed by each 
of the four counties that the trail will pass through (Humboldt, Mendocino, Sonoma, and Marin), and a single City 
representative selected by the cities served by the trail.  The Governor also appoints two non-voting members: one 
from the Transportation Agency, and one from the Natural Resources Agency.  The Steering Committee manages the 
Great Redwood Trail Fund. 

The Great Redwood Trail Alliance consists of individuals, organizations, and municipalities that support the creation of 
this world-class recreation facility. Currently, there are over 40 supporting members.   

Staff Contact: 

Amy Hutzel, Executive Officer 

Taylor Samuelson, Communications Director 

Karen Geier 

California Coastal Conservancy 
Error! Hyperlink reference not valid.  
(510) 286-4182 
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Springwater Trail Corridor – Portland, Gresham, and Boring, Oregon 

Background  

In 1990, the City of Portland acquired an old railroad right of 
way from the Portland Traction Company with the intent of 
creating an important segment of the long-envisioned 40 Mile 
Loop Regional Trail.   

 

There was broad regional support for the conversion of the 
railroad right of way to a paved, multi-use trail.  In addition, all 
parties wanted to see as much uniformity in terms of 
appearance, design, signage, and rules along the Springwater 
Corridor. 

Opened in 1996, and expanded in 2000, this 22-mile trail begins 
at the Willamette River in Multnomah County and passes through Gresham before it ends in Boring, in Clackamas 
County. The City of Portland retains ownership of the trail, even where it is outside the city of Portland limits. The 
total area of the Corridor is slightly more than 260 acres. 

 

The multi-use trail within the corridor is 10-12 feet wide and paved. The vast majority of the trail corridor is separated 
from city streets and follows Johnson Creek in southeast Portland and Gresham. 

 

For the past 25 years, dozens of environmental enhancement projects have occurred along the corridor, mitigating 
flooding impacts, removing invasive species, and restoring wildlife habitats with suitable native plant species. In 
recent years, the issue of houselessness has been significant in the Springwater Trail Corridor, impacting natural 
resources and public perceptions of safety along the trail. 
 

Governance - Cooperative Agreement 

The City of Portland has ownership of the Springwater Corridor Trail and assigned responsibility for the planning, 
development, operations and maintenance to its Portland Parks and Recreation Bureau (PPR). 

 

In 1992, the City of Portland and the City of Gresham entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the 
management of the Gresham portion of the Springwater Corridor. This IGA was renewed and amended in 1996 and 
again in 2011.  The IGA is currently being negotiated for renewal again in 2022. 

 

Each city is responsible for the construction, repairs, maintenance, safety, security, and management of its portion of 
the trail, including significant bridge crossings over Johnson Creek.  As the property owner, the City of Portland 
reserves the right to enter, grant easements and licenses, and make emergency repairs as it deems necessary on the 
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portions of the trail in Gresham.  Portland and Gresham evenly split the costs of major maintenance such as trail 
paving, bridge repair, culvert replacement, and subgrade repairs.   

Funding 

The ongoing maintenance, repair, and management of the Springwater Corridor is the responsibility of each of the 
two cities. The possible sources of funding are similar:  each city's General Fund allocation for Parks, and if approved 
by the voters, capital construction bonds or serial levies. In addition, in 2012, Gresham adopted a Public Safety Utility 
Fee, a small portion of which was earmarked to Parks, including the Springwater Corridor. 

 

Both parties may apply for grants from a variety of regional, state, and/or federal programs to supplement available 
financial resources for the management, repair, and improvement of the Trail within their jurisdictional boundaries.  
Both parties agree to notify the other party when submitting a proposal for a grant for the Gresham portion of the 
Springwater Corridor. The parties will reasonably assist each other in efforts to secure grants 

Staff Contacts: 

Todd Lofgren, Deputy Director, Portland Parks & Recreation 
503-705-0026 

Steve Fancher, Director, Department of Environmental Services, City of Gresham 

steve.fancher@greshamoregon.gov 

503-618-2583 
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Opportunities and Constraints 
The information reviewed as part of this memo—in conjunction with input gathered during the first phase of public 
engagement and associated advisory committee meetings—reveals a range of opportunities as well as constraints 
that will influence both the future governance of the greenway as well as potential projects related to 
maintenance and expansion of the corridor. These opportunities are summarized below and in Figure 6.  

Opportunities 
• Manage Bear Creek Greenway Beyond the Pavement: The Bear Creek Greenway references more than just the

paved trail. There is significant interest and support for expanding discussion of the corridor to include the areas
beyond the pavement to more comprehensively address ecological functions of the corridor. This can provide for a
more holistic approach to managing the Greenway and allocating resources consistent with the community’s
vision.

• Increase Access: Increasing the number of access points available along the Greenway can not only expand
opportunities to use the Greenway for those in close proximity to the corridor, but also offer more opportunities
to exit the trail. Improved access can also improve connectivity, lending to greater transpiration options associated
with the corridor.

• Manage Fuels and Restore Habitat: Management of the greenway must consider both the opportunity to manage
fuels and control non-native plants while also balancing restoring habitat in accordance with requirements related
to riparian buffers and migratory birds. A comprehensive Vegetation Management Plan provides one opportunity
to develop a unified approach along the corridor while also recognizing the diversity of vegetation.

• Consolidate Management of the Greenway: Based on examples included in the case study review as well as
recognition of the diverse challenges along the greenway, a consolidated management structure could support a
more unified approaches related to both environmental and community policies that impact the maintenance of
the greenway and user experience along the corridor.

• Unify Policies: Closely connected to the management approach of the Greenway, there is interest in and support
for unifying the policies and procedures that impact the Greenway. As people traveling along the trail experience
as a single corridor, differing policies and procedures can increase confusion or become difficult to navigate. For
service providers, such as emergency services or restoration efforts, varying policies, permit requirements, and
procedures can limit efficiency and effectiveness.

• System-Wide Improvements: Increase amenities along the corridor, including wayfinding and interpretive signage,
drinking fountains, restrooms, lighting, benches, bike racks/repair stations, and shade. These improvements
enhance the sense of place along the trail, support navigation and use of the trail by both residents and visitors,
and can support creation of cohesive identity for the corridor.

• Trail Maintenance: In addition to system-wide amenities, improving trail maintenance activities, including
pavement condition, can further enhance user experience and support a sense of place along the corridor.

Constraints 
• Limited Right-of-Way: In locations along the corridor, the available right-of-way for the trail is limited and results

in a constrained environment. This is particularly true where the trail travel under roadways. These locations may
require additional intervention, such as improved lighting, delineation of space by direction of travel and/or mode,
or other tactics to improve visibility and navigation.

• Environmental Regulations and Buffers: As the discussion of the Greenway expands beyond the paved trail, it is
important to identify and respond to regulations that apply to wetlands, streams, riparian areas, and more.
Specific items for review are summarized in the attached Environmental Review. Additional surveying is required
to confirm affected areas. It is important to note that while this is identified as a Constraint in this summary,
identification and compliance with these requirements is consistent for the community vision for the corridor and
its ecological function.

• Proximity to Major Highways and Roadways: The alignment of the Greenway is located in close proximity to
major transportation corridors, including I-5 and Highway 99, in various places along the corridor. While
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interventions may improve user experience along the corridor, such as sound walls or physical barriers, the 
location along these corridors will continue to impact user experience along the corridors.  

• Interaction with Elements External to the Corridor: Bear Creek Greenway is influenced by conditions and 
elements that exist beyond the corridor. Many of the challenges identified through public engagement are the 
result of forces that are beyond the Greenway and not within the control of the existing management structure. 
While the resulting management structure may have influence over their impact on the Greenway, they represent 
a complex combination of factors that likely will require collaboration with organizations and agencies across 
Jackson County. Example of these challenges include houseless communities along the Greenway, safety along and 
near the Greenway, and broader vegetation management and restoration approaches.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
At the request of Alta Planning, Environmental Science Associates (ESA) has prepared this report 

to describe the occurrence of sensitive natural resources, historical resources, cultural resources, 

and other environmental features within the Bear Creek Greenway (Greenway). This document is 

intended to be incorporated into a larger planning document and therefore does not include 

photographs or supporting figures. Purposes of this document include:  

 Describing existing conditions; 

 Evaluating the regulatory implications of trail planning, fire reduction, and vegetation 
management measures with respect to sensitive environmental and cultural resources, and 
riparian buffer requirements in the study area.  

 Identifying a high-level approach to managing vegetation in the Greenway that reduces fire 
risk. 

 Providing recommendations on the next steps for developing a comprehensive Greenway 
management plan. 

The Bear Creek Greenway is a separated, paved multi-use trail connecting Ashland, Talent, 

Phoenix, Medford, and Central Point, in Jackson County, Oregon. The study area consists of 

approximately 20 miles of the paved Greenway from Ashland to Central Point (milepost [MP] 8 

to 27.75) and two proposed trail sections north and south of the existing Greenway. The study 

area also includes areas immediately adjacent to the paved or proposed trail and parcels that 

overlap with the trail alignments.  

The Alameda fire swept through the Rogue Valley in the fall of 2020, destroying hundreds of 

homes and businesses in the cities along the Greenway and scorching large swaths of the multi-

use trail. Invasive species such as Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) are thought to have 

accelerated the spread of fire in the corridor. Restoration of the Greenway is underway, and a 

cohesive approach to managing the corridor is desired to minimize the risk of future fire and to 

increase enjoyment for users of the resource. 
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2 METHODS 
ESA reviewed and compiled readily available datasets including current Google Earth imagery to 

inform a desktop analysis of existing conditions, which in turn is intended to inform Greenway 

management planning. No fieldwork was conducted to support these findings. The resources 

examined are regulated by local, state, and federal agencies, and some proposed Greenway 

management activities may require coordination with and approval by these governing entities.  

With the exception of cultural resources, all shapefiles submitted as part of the geodatabase 

deliverable are from existing city, county, or state sources. Locations of sensitive 

cultural/historical resources were transposed from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

private database and tessellated to protect potential artifacts. Data sources reviewed and compiled 

include the following: 

 Goal 5 Natural Resources [wild & scenic rivers; state scenic waterways, groundwater 
resources, wilderness areas, prime farmland and gravel mines] – Source: County geographic 
information system (GIS) (restricted groundwater layer); Oregon Parks and Recreation 
website; Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey. 

 Wetlands/ponds/lakes (including significant local wetlands) – Source: County GIS (wetlands 
layer); National Wetlands Inventory and Local Wetland Inventory (Medford, Talent and 
Ashland only). 

 Streams/rivers/fisheries/floodplains – Sources: County GIS (water feature layer, stream 
layer); StreamNet; Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zones layer.  

 Regulated vegetated corridors (adjacent to wetlands, streams, etc.) – Sources: Local code 
review (no associated shapefiles). 

 Rare, threatened, or endangered wildlife and plant species – Sources: Oregon Biodiversity 
Information Center (ORBIC) GIS database.  

 Historical Resources – Sources: County GIS (Goal 5 historic structures layer).  

 Cultural/Archaeological Resources/Section 4(f) and 6(f) properties – Sources: SHPO records 
search; County GIS (Goal 5 historic structures layer).  
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3 EXISTING CONDITIONS FINDINGS 
This section summarizes key natural resource and cultural findings for the study area, followed 

by a brief discussion of implications for management of the Greenway. To provide context for 

later sections related to riparian habitat and vegetation management, a high-level desktop review 

of vegetation was conducted and is described below. 

3.1 Desktop Review of Existing Vegetation 

Bear Creek drains a large north-south valley extending from the crest of the Siskiyou Mountains 

on the Oregon-California border northward to the confluence of Bear Creek and the Rogue River. 

The upland landscapes of this valley feature oak woodlands and savannah, grasslands, coniferous 

forests, pasture, and vineyards.  

Bear Creek occupies the lowest position in the valley, with groundwater accessible to riparian 

vegetation during much of the year. Fluvial processes such as flooding and sediment transport 

influence vegetation communities along the creek corridor. Much of the riparian vegetation was 

burned severely during the September 2020 Alameda fire. It is anticipated that the riparian 

vegetation will re-establish through both active and passive restoration approaches.  

The remaining vegetation in the unburned portions of the riparian corridor is dominated by 

deciduous trees and large native shrubs. Using the United States National Vegetation 

Classification System (Version 2.031) to characterize the community, we have identified the 

primary existing vegetation type as the A3743 Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) – black 

cottonwood (Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa) – alder species (Alnus ssp.) Riparian Forest 

Alliance. This alliance is described as a streamside riparian forest dominated by black 

cottonwood and/or Oregon ash in the upper canopy with alder and big-leaf maple (Acer 

macrophyllum) as components of the canopy. Shrubs are typically abundant and usually form 

dense thickets. An herbaceous layer of perennial grasses, ferns, and forbs is common. This 

alliance is typically a gallery forest of fluvial habitats and occurs within the 100-year floodplain. 

The dominant canopy species are dependent upon flooding disturbance for reproduction. 

This riparian corridor weaves through agricultural lands, urban areas, and along Interstate 5. The 

disturbances and development along the corridor have introduced non-native, invasive plant 

species such as Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus). Blackberry and other invasive species 

not only impair the ecological function of the corridor, but they also increase fire fuel loading 

conditions and act as ladder fuels that help carry surface fires toward the tree canopy.  

The vegetation types outside of the riparian corridor, but within the Greenway study area, include 

a complex mix of land uses and cover types. It is beyond the scope of this project to classify the 

entire corridor in detail, and much of the corridor is urban development and infrastructure with 

limited vegetation. The vegetated areas fall into several broad categories: residential landscaping, 
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golf course, irrigated pasture, orchard and row crops, urban landscaping, roadside vegetation, wet 

prairie, and remnant oak savannah 

3.2 Goal 5 Resources 

Goal 5 resources evaluated for the study area include wild & scenic rivers, state scenic 

waterways, groundwater resources, wilderness areas, prime farmland, and gravel mines. Goal 5 of 

the Oregon Administrative Rules (OARs) requires local governments to protect natural resources 

and conserve scenic, historic, and open space resources for present and future generations [OAR 

660-015-0000(5)]. The purpose of the administrative rule is for local governments to determine 

significant sites for inventoried resources and develop programs to achieve protection and/or 

conservation goals. Locally significant wetlands are also considered a Goal 5 resource and are 

described in the wetlands section.  

No wild & scenic rivers, state scenic waterways, or wilderness areas are mapped for the study 

area. Portions of the Rogue River are considered state scenic and national wild and scenic, but 

these areas are several miles away from the study area.  

Mapped groundwater resources overlap with portions of the Greenway in Central Point, Phoenix, 

and Ashland. Prime farmland, also referred to as farmlands of statewide importance, is mapped in 

several areas. No gravel mines are mapped for the study area. 

Implications for the Greenway: With the exception of locally significant wetlands which are 

present in the Greenway, the mapped occurrences of Goal 5 resources in the study area 

(Groundwater, Prime Farmland) are anticipated to have little to no implication for management of 

the Greenway. Activities that would trigger local jurisdictional review, such as conversion of 

farmland to other uses or increasing the use of groundwater resources, are not likely to occur 

related to the Greenway management.  

Recommendations: Once project design and vegetation planning have advanced (30 percent 

design), coordinate with local planning officials if any new drinking water sources are proposed 

as part of Greenway expansion near mapped groundwater resources. 

3.3 Wetlands, Ponds, and Lakes 

Numerous wetlands, ponds, and lakes are mapped within the study area and vicinity. The County 

GIS layer for wetlands and waterbodies includes Local Wetland Inventories (LWIs) completed 

for Medford, Talent, and Ashland. No LWIs have been done for Phoenix, Central Point, or 

Jackson County. The LWI is a refinement of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and shows 

potentially jurisdictional wetlands (typically greater than 0.5 acre) with an intended accuracy of 

15 feet. LWI’s are also the vehicle used to identify locally significant wetlands and therefore help 

jurisdictions fulfill their Comprehensive Plan Goal 5 requirement. Despite the refined accuracy of 

an LWI study, site-specific wetland delineations may be required for any expansion of Greenway 

amenities, including parking or restrooms that are proposed in close proximity to mapped 

wetlands or hydric soils. Several LWI’s are identified in the Greenway.  
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Implications for the Greenway: New trail sections proposed near LWI-mapped wetlands (and any 

unmapped wetlands or hydric soils) may require a detailed site investigation or delineation as part 

of project planning and development. Fill/removal within wetland boundaries may require 

coordination and/or permitting from the Department of State Lands (DSL) and the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (Corps). DSL allows up to 50 yd³ of removal/fill in wetlands/streams without 

a permit, but not if the area is mapped as Essential Salmon Habitat (ESH). Any amount of fill or 

discharge of dredge material placed in wetlands more than de minimis is regulated by the Corps. 

Neither DSL nor the Corps regulate activities in wetlands or stream buffers, which is overseen by 

local jurisdictions. The presence of locally significant wetlands in the Greenway would require 

extra local coordination for any proposed clearing in the buffer or fill within the wetland 

boundary. 

Recommendations: Refine the siting of new trail sections and amenities and overlay LWI and 

hydric soil mapping to determine where site-specific investigations or field delineations need to 

occur.  

3.4 Streams, Rivers, Fisheries, and Floodplains 

Bear Creek and numerous tributary streams are mapped within the study area. Bear Creek 

traverses the entire length of the study area and joins the Rogue River approximately 1 mile north 

of the terminus of the northern trail section. Major tributaries of Bear Creek from north to south 

include the following: Jackson Creek, Griffin Creek, Mingus Creek, Elk Creek, Lone Pine Creek, 

Crooked Creek, Lazy Creek, Larson Creek, Gore Creek, Coleman Creek, Payne Creek, Anderson 

Creek, Wagner Creek, Meyer Creek, Butler Creek, Wright Creek, Ashland Creek, and Kitchen 

Creek. The lower reaches of these tributaries, in addition to Bear Creek through the Greenway, 

are all mapped as ESH by DSL (2022).  

Bear Creek and its tributaries (lower reaches) are also mapped as critical habitat for Southern 

Oregon/Northern California Coast (SONCC) coho salmon (NMFS 2016). Critical habitat was 

designated for this evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) on May 5, 1999 and includes all river 

reaches accessible to listed coho salmon between Cape Blanco, Oregon, and Punta Gorda, 

California (64 Federal Register 24049). Critical habitat consists of the water, substrate, and 

adjacent riparian zone of estuarine and riverine reaches (including off-channel habitats), which 

generally consist of a 50-foot vegetated corridor on either side of the waterway. 

FEMA floodways and floodplains are mapped along several portions of Bear Creek and adjacent 

tributaries. Refer to the geodatabase for specific floodplain locations. Areas with a 1 percent 

chance or higher chance of experiencing a flood in a year are mapped as 100-year floodplains and 

are considered high risk flood areas. 
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Refer to Table 1 for a summary of fish resources in the study area. 

TABLE 1 
FISH SPECIES IN THE STUDY AREA 

Common Name 
or Group 

Federal Status State Status 
Required Habitat and 
Potential of Occurrence 

Implications for the 
Greenway 

Coho, SONCC 
ESU 
(Oncorhynchus 
kisutch) 

Listed 
Threatened 

Sensitive Cold, clear streams with deep 
pools, riffles, and suitable 
spawning gravels.  

Designative critical habitat in 
the study area includes the 
50-foot riparian corridor on 
either side of OHW.  

Retaining shade trees benefits 
fish habitat; riparian buffer 
treatment should minimize 
removal of canopy trees. 
Federal funding would require 
consultation with NMFS for 
actions affecting critical fish 
habitat (riparian corridor along 
Bear Creek and tributaries). 

Steelhead 
(Oncorhynchus 
mykiss) 

No listing Sensitive Cold, clear streams with deep 
pools, riffles, and suitable 
spawning gravels. 

Retaining shade trees benefits 
fish habitat; riparian buffer 
treatment should minimize 
removal of canopy trees. 

Lamprey Species of 
Concern 

Sensitive Cold, clear streams with deep 
pools and riffles. 

Retaining shade trees benefits 
fish habitat; riparian buffer 
treatment should minimize 
removal of canopy trees. 

Native resident 
fish: coastal 
cutthroat trout, 
sculpin, 
stickleback, etc. 

No listing Various – 
ODFW 
managed 
species 

Cold, clear streams and 
suitable pools for cover. 

In-water work timing 
restrictions would apply. 

Warm water fish 
– largemouth 
bass, channel 
catfish, yellow 
perch, etc. 

No listing Game Fish Freshwater stream channels, 
ponds, and backwater areas. 
Can tolerate warm 
temperatures and silty 
substrates. 

These introduced fishes 
provide a recreational asset 
for the community. No 
regulatory implications are 
anticipated other than in-water 
work timing restrictions. 

Source: StreamNet 2022; Federal Register, 1999 

 

Implications for the Greenway: The mapping of critical habitat for SONCC coho has implications 

for vegetation treatments within 50 feet of either side of Bear Creek and its tributaries when 

federal funding or permitting is involved. A federal nexus triggers the need for Section 7 

Endangered Species Act consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to 

determine if proposed actions would adversely affect coho and critical habitat. Vegetated buffers 

are also regulated at the local level; refer to Section 3.5 below. 

Any construction associated with new trail sections that cross waterways or that includes 

boardwalks in wetlands adjacent to streams would need to occur within the Oregon Department 

of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) in-water work window, which is typically the summer months 

(June–September) when fish spawning and migration are at low levels.  

Grading, including excavation and fill, with the 100-year floodplain of Bear Creek to support trail 

expansion or development would require balance cut-fill as well as coordination and development 

permits with local jurisdictions. 



Bear Creek Greenway Existing Conditions Report 

 

Bear Creek Greenway  3-5 ESA / D202100036.00 

Existing Conditions Report and Vegetation Management Plan Outline  April 2022  

Recommendations: Next steps include refining Greenway development plans and overlaying the 

regulated 50-foot buffer as well as 100-year floodplain areas along Bear Creek to determine if 

additional local, state, or federal coordination is needed. 

3.5 Riparian Buffers and Wetland Buffers 

Each of the six jurisdictions within the Greenway (Ashland, Talent, Phoenix, Medford, Central 

Point, and Jackson County) have specific riparian buffer and wetland buffer regulations that 

protect the ecological function and existing vegetation within the protected buffers. The common 

theme among the buffer regulations is that the active management or removal of native trees and 

shrubs is generally prohibited within 50 feet of the top-of-bank on both sides of waterways.  

These regulations restrict the opportunity to remove potential fire fuels from within the protected 

buffers. One notable exception is the City of Ashland, which exempts specific fire hazard 

prevention techniques from the prohibited activities within Water Resource Protection Zones. 

Removal of non-native invasive plants and the installation of native plants are generally allowed 

in all jurisdictions. It is important to note that many areas within the Greenway study area 

boundary are outside of the protected buffers and are not subject to these restrictions and, 

therefore, allow for fire fuels reduction management approaches. Table 2 summarizes the buffer 

widths, allowed activities, and prohibited activities for each jurisdiction.  

TABLE 2 
LOCAL REGULATIONS FOR RIPARIAN AND WETLAND BUFFERS  

Jurisdiction Code 
Sections 

Riparian Buffer Wetland 
Buffer 

Allowed Activities Prohibited 
Activities 

Ashland Land 
Use Ordinance 

18.3.11  

Water 
Resource 
Protection 
Zones 

30’–50’ from top of 
bank 

20’–50’ from 
edge of 
wetland 

Maintenance of existing 
landscapes 

Tree pruning 

Invasive removal 

Hazard tree removal 

Native plant installation 

Mechanical equipment 
use with restrictions 

Fire hazard prevention 

Expanding 
ornamental 
landscaping 

Review limitations 
on allowed 
activities 

Talent 
Municipal Code 

18.85.030  

Safe Harbor 
Protection of 
Wetland and 
Riparian Areas 

50’ from top of bank 50’ from edge 
of wetland 

Invasive removal 

Hazard tree removal 

Native plant installation 

Mowing of weeds at the 
end of the growing 
season to prevent fire 
hazard 

Native vegetation 
removal 
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Jurisdiction Code 
Sections 

Riparian Buffer Wetland 
Buffer 

Allowed Activities Prohibited 
Activities 

Phoenix Land 
Development 
Code 

3.7.2  

Riparian 
Setbacks 

Class 1 Streams 

50’ or 3x width of 
stream from top of 
bank for tree cover  

75’ or 3x top of bank 
for understory 
vegetation 

Class 2 Streams  

50’ from top of bank 

Not listed Invasive removal 

Native plant installation 

Minor maintenance of 
understory vegetation 

Native vegetation 
removal 

 

Medford 
Municipal Code 

10.922–10.928 
Riparian 
Corridors 

50’ from top of bank 50’ from edge 
of wetland for 
locally 
significant 
wetland when 
located within 
or adjacent to 
riparian 
corridor 

Invasive removal 

Native plant installation 

Hazard tree removal 

Perimeter mowing for 
hazard prevention 

Removal of 
vegetation except 
for perimeter 
mowing for fire 
protection 

Central Point 
Municipal Code 

17.60.090 
Special 
Setback 
Requirements 

25’ from top of bank 
or floodway 
boundary, whichever 
is farther 

Not listed There are no specific 
vegetation 
management actions 
listed 

There are no 
specific vegetation 
management 
actions listed 

Jackson County 
Land 
Development 
Ordinance 

8.6  

Stream 
Corridors and 
Riparian 
Habitat 

50’ from top of bank, 
Class 1 and 2 
streams 

Not listed Invasive removal 

Native plant installation 

 

Removal of native 
understory 
vegetation or tree 
cover 

 

Recommendations: Next steps include using more refined mapping (LiDAR) or field surveys to 
identify the tops of bank along stream sections where vegetation management is proposed. Then 
using desktop analysis/GIS, the area outside of the regulated buffer can be readily identified. For 
areas within regulated buffers, pre-application meetings with local planning officials are 
recommended to determine if certain activities are exempt from local regulations (such as 
invasive species removal) and, if not, which types of permits or approvals may be needed. If 
impacts on regulated buffers cannot be avoided, mitigation may be needed and may include 
planting native shrubs and trees along degraded stream sections.  

In the long term, it may be possible to designate the Greenway as a separate planning area with a 
unified approach to vegetation management (see Section 4 of this report). This would require 
coordination with the five local jurisdictions to adopt a model ordinance that is consistent across 
all five. Another option would be to develop a management plan for the Greenway, similar to the 
adoption of the Rogue Valley Stormwater Management Manuel. 

3.6 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Wildlife and Plants 

Because of the presence of wetlands, waterways, associated vegetated corridors, and natural areas 

within and adjacent to portions of the Greenway, the study area and vicinity provide habitat for a 
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multitude of resident and migratory birds, mammals, amphibians, reptiles, and insects. Several 

wildlife species and plants in the Rogue River Valley are in decline due to a variety of threats 

such as urbanization, road construction, timber-harvest, livestock graving, mining, pollution, 

invasive species, and disease. Species classified as sensitive, species of concern, or listed as 

threatened that once occurred in the study area or with the potential to occur in the study area are 

identified in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 
SPECIAL-STATUS WILDLIFE AND PLANT SPECIES POTENTIALLY OCCURRING IN THE STUDY AREA 

Common Name 
(Species) 

Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

Required Habitat and Potential of 
Occurrence 

Implications for the Greenway 

Invertebrates 

Franklin’s bee 
(Bombus franklini) 

Listed 
Endangered, 
no Critical 
Habitat 
designated 

No listing Requires meadows and flowers like lupine 
or California poppy. Potential suitable 
habitat is likely present in Central Point 
and Medford, but no sightings in the 
vicinity since 2006.  

Federal funding/permitting for 
Greenway expansion may require 
coordination with USFWS. 
Opportunities to support 
pollinator habitat are present. 

Amphibians 

Foothill yellow-legged 
frog  
(Rana boylii) 

Species of 
Concern 

Sensitive-
Critical 

Requires intact streams; historical habitat 
documented for the study area. 

Limited regulatory implications; 
opportunities to protect and 
enhance streams. 

Reptiles 

Western pond turtle 
(Actinemys 
marmorata) 

Species of 
Concern 

Sensitive–
Critical 

Requires basking habitat in ponds/lakes 
and adjacent uplands for nesting. 
Potential habitat is present; nearest 
sighting is from North Mountain Park. 

Limited regulatory implications; 
opportunities to protect and 
enhance wetland buffers. 

Birds 

Grasshopper sparrow 
(Ammodramus 
savannarum) 

No listing Sensitive–
Critical 

Requires grasslands and meadows for 
nesting; no recent sightings; historical 
habitat documented. 

Avoid extensive vegetation 
removal during the breeding 
season to comply with the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act; 
Opportunities to protect and 
enhance grassland and wetland 
buffers are present. 

Tricolored blackbird  
(Agelaius tricolor) 

Species of 
Concern 

No listing Potential habitat in wetland buffers; no 
recent sightings or only historical habitat 
documented. 

Mammals 

Pallid bat  
(Antrozous pallidus) 

No listing Sensitive Requires native grassland and dry forest 
(open Ponderosa pine woodlands); may 
roost on bridges or in snags. 

Limited regulatory requirements; 
voluntary retention of occasional 
snags/hollow trees would benefit 
bats and other species. 

 
Townsend's big-eared 
bat 
(Corynorhinus 
townsendii) 

No listing Sensitive–
Critical 

May use caves, mines, isolated buildings, 
and hollow trees for day and night 
roosting; potential suitable habitat is 
present. 

Plants 

Southern Oregon 
buttercup 
(Ranunculus austro-
oreganus) 

No listing Candidate Perennial herb with a yellow flower found 
on grassy hillsides and meadows below 
500’ elevation; A few sightings have been 
reported east of I-5 in the general vicinity. 

Limited regulatory implications. 
Opportunities exist to restore 
habitat for this uncommon herb in 
the Greenway. 

Source: ORBIC 2022, iNaturalist 2022 
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Implications for the Greenway: With the exception of the federal listing for Franklin’s 

bumblebee, the rankings of the wildlife species and plant species shown in the above table have 

little to no regulatory implications for management of the Greenway. The statuses shown are for 

the purpose of proactive conservation. The classification of federal species of concern and state 

sensitive species is intended to promote voluntary habitat protection and conservation to forestall 

or prevent designation as a state or federal threatened or endangered species, where regulatory 

oversight may apply. For example, with the federal listing of Franklin’s bumblebee, which 

historically occurred in the Medford / Central Point area, any federal funding or permitting 

related to trail management may require consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS). Consultation may include coordination with the USFWS to clarify the current status of 

the listed species, or a site-specific biological assessment to document potential project impacts 

on the species. 

Native birds, including common songbirds like the American robin and California scrub-jay are 

protected year-round by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), a federal law that prohibits the 

take of birds without authorization from USFWS. During the breeding season, which generally 

extends from March 15 to August 1, active nests with eggs and young of native birds are also 

protected. Exceptions are allowed for game birds or in special situations where removing an 

active nest is warranted. Pigeons, house sparrows, and European starlings are not native birds and 

are not protected by the MBTA. 

Avoiding and/or limiting vegetation removal during the active breeding season would minimize 

impacts on breeding birds. Dense blackberry thickets, while a nuisance, provide breeding habitat 

for several native sparrows and thrushes. If removing blackberry, shrubs, or trees outside of the 

breeding season as part of Greenway management is not possible, the area can be surveyed in 

advance of clearing to verify that no native nesting birds are present.  

Recommendations: The main recommendations provided relate to minimizing impacts on native 
birds during the breeding season. Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) Directive ENV 
01-01 provides guidelines and strategies to ensure that appropriate and reasonable measures are 
taken to prevent the injury to and death of migratory birds. 

1. Vegetation Clearing – Avoid clearing live or dead vegetation containing active nests of 
migratory birds when feasible. 

a. Do not damage vegetation by mechanical or chemical means unless it is 
necessary for project implementation. 

b. Clear vegetation outside of the nesting season. 

c. Prevent migratory birds from nesting in vegetation scheduled for clearing (e.g., 
employ exclusionary devices or dispersal methods). 

d. Inspect vegetation for active nests prior to clearing. If an active nest is 
encountered, avoid disturbing the nest or associated vegetation until the young 
have fledged. 

2. Tree/Snag Removal – Avoid felling trees or snags containing active nests of migratory 
birds. 

a. Do not remove trees or snags unless it is necessary for project implementation. 
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b. Remove trees or snags outside of the nesting season. 

c. Inspect trees or snags for active nests prior to removal. If an active nest is 
encountered, avoid disturbing the nest or associated vegetation until the young 
have fledged. 

3. Tree and Shrub Pruning – Avoid pruning trees or shrubs containing active nests of 
migratory birds. 

a. Follow appropriate best management practices (BMPs) as described in the 
ODOT Routine Road Maintenance Water Quality and Habitat Guide (2020 Blue 
Book). 

b. Vegetation management should occur outside of the nesting season. 

c. Inspect trees or shrubs for active nests prior to pruning. If an active nest is 
encountered, avoid disturbing the nest or associated vegetation until the young 
have fledged. 

4. Vegetation Management 

a. Low-growing plants should be planted that do not require maintenance during the 
nesting season of migratory birds; preference should be given to native plant 
species. 

b. When feasible, the timing and width of required mowing should be adjusted to 
minimize impacts on nesting birds. 

c. When feasible, vegetation management should occur outside of the nesting 
season, unless safety, fire, or weed control is needed. 

d. Inspect vegetation prior to maintenance activities to see if there are active nests. 
If an active nest is encountered, avoid disturbing the nest or associated vegetation 
until the young have fledged. 

3.7 Historical Resources 

Existing Conditions: Recorded built environment cultural resources were sourced from Jackson 

County GIS (Goal 5 historic structures layer), March 2022. The database contains all National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed built environment resources in unincorporated Jackson 

County. Resources within municipalities and built environment resources not listed on the NRHP 

are not included. The Goal 5 historic structures layer is not a complete reflection of all built 

environment resources that are listed, or potentially eligible for listing, in local, state, or national 

registers.  

The search indicates the presence of two NRHP-listed properties within the study area: the Conro 

Fiero House (National Archives Identifier No. 81000490), and the John P. Walker House 

(National Archives Identifier No. 77849388; Locke 1977). In 2010, the Conro Fiero House 

suffered damage from a fire and was ultimately demolished the same year. In 2011, it was 

delisted from the NRHP (NoeHill 2022). The original property was located approximately 0.35 

mile northeast of the Greenway between MP 26 and 25.5, and the John P. Walker House is 

located approximately 450 feet east of the alignment, between MP 6.5 and 6.25.  
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Implications for Greenway: Because current project-related impacts are unknown, future review 

by an architectural historian would be required. This would include an inventory of historic built 

environment resources that the project has the potential to affect. Effects to built environment 

resources can be direct (such as altering or demolishing the structure), but changes to the setting 

and viewshed of a built environment resource can be considered indirect effects and must also be 

considered. Effects are defined as an “alteration to the characteristics of a historic property 

qualifying it for inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register” (36 Code of Federal 

Regulations [CFR] 800 (16)(i). However, buildings listed on local and state registers may also be 

present and require evaluation.  

Recommendations: A built environment assessment should be conducted as part of the overall 

cultural resources assessment for the project. As with archaeological resources (described below), 

this should be conducted as early in the process as possible, once a regulatory nexus and general 

project footprint are understood. In addition to the state and federal requirements, there may be 

local ordinances specifying the treatment of historic built environment resources. These local 

ordinances should be considered when designing the built environment resource survey, and 

when assessing potential project effects. Based on a preliminary examination of the Oregon 

Historic Sites Database (Oregon State Parks 2022), there are hundreds of historic-aged buildings 

within the general study area. The need to conduct identification and assessment of potential 

effects of these historic-aged built environment features will be refined and developed based on 

project impacts and regulatory requirements. 

3.8 Cultural Resources 

ESA conducted a background research assessment of the Greenway alignment, extending 0.5-

mile from the centerline. This research effort was conducted as due diligence during project 

planning in order to identify known previously recorded archaeological resources. The project’s 

cultural recourses regulatory requirements have not yet been determined, and will be identified 

based on the final design, funding, and footprint. No fieldwork or additional identification efforts 

were conducted as a part of this effort. The data presented here may be used to supplement 

additional future cultural resources efforts undertaken on behalf of the project, but this effort does 

not constitute a full cultural resources literature review, or assessment. Rather, this effort 

identifies recorded resources that will need to be considered when developing future cultural 

resources efforts, as well as project designs, timelines, and budgets. Recommendations are 

presented to guide these efforts. However, the ultimate efforts should be determined based on the 

cultural resources regulatory environment that the project must comply with, and the results of 

consultation with the SHPO and the consulting parties, such as lead agencies, local preservation 

districts or boards, and any affected tribes. 

Existing Conditions: ESA conducted a records search of the Oregon Archaeological Records 

Remote Access (OARRA) database (Oregon SHPO 2022) on March 31, 2022. The results of this 

search are presented in Appendix A, presented in half-mile intervals along the alignment by 

milepost MP. Relevant data collected for each archaeological resource consist of the following: 

Nearest MP, Distance from Alignment, Smithsonian Trinomial, Site Name, Site Age, Site Type, 

Surface or Subsurface Context, NRHP Listing Status, and Oregon SHPO Bibliographic Number. 
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At the time of reporting, there are 43 archaeological resources recorded or reported within the 

study area (Table 4). These include 17 pre-contact era archaeological sites, 17 historic-era 

archaeological sites, and 4 multi-component archaeological sites containing both precontact and 

historic period materials. Five sites are inconclusive due to SHPO records data errors. Of the total 

number of recorded archaeological sites, 12 overlap or are adjacent to the Greenway, and 12 may 

be either mapped in error; lack documentation entirely; or are duplicate entries, that may be miss 

mapped in the database. Further, there is at least one pre-contact archaeological site determined 

Eligible for inclusion in the NRHP in the study area, approximately 0.5-mile from the Greenway.  

The ethnographic record for interior southwestern Oregon is limited, due in large part to the rapid 

destruction of traditional lifeways of Indigenous culture of the region as a result of the “Rogue 

Indian Wars” of the 1850s (Gray and Atwood 2014). Broadly speaking, the study area was once 

the traditional lands of the Takelma, the Dakutbetede, the Taltuctuntede, the Shasta, and likely 

other regional tribes through intermarriage, all of whom were either driven to extinction or 

displacement to the Siletz Reservation (Gray and Atwood 2014). Today, the ancestral 

descendants are encompassed by the Confederated Tribes of Siletz Indians (Confederates Tribes 

of Siletz Indians 2022). Ethnographic records indicate that various pre-contact peoples occupied 

portions of the Bear Creek valley prior to Euroamerican contact, and archaeological testing has 

provided material evidence to the presence of Indigenous occupation from the Paleo-Indian era 

up to the Late Archaic periods (Gray and Atwood 2014; O’Neill 1997; DePuydt et al. 1993). 

Broadly speaking, the Greenway is in an interior alluvial valley. This type of landform is 

considered high probability for containing archaeological resources due to the presence of water 

and many desirable associated resources that would have been attractive to both precontact and 

historic period peoples, as well as the ability of such environments to bury and preserve the 

material evidence of that use. Previously identified archaeological sites on file with Oregon 

SHPO demonstrate this. Archaeological resources are found at or near the surface and in deeply 

buried contexts and are found at moderate to high density throughout the Bear Creek Valley. It is 

also evident that portions of the Greenway and the study area have seen variable degrees of prior 

disturbance during historic and modern times from transportation, residential, agricultural, 

commercial, and urban development. Historical records indicate that the earliest European 

explorers reached the Bear Creek Valley in 1827, followed by continued settlement centered on 

transportation through the region, gold mining, and homesteading (Gray and Atwood 2014). 
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TABLE 4 
SUMMARY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE STUDY AREA  

Archaeological  
Resource Type 

Listed or 
determined 
Eligible for 
listing in 
NRHP 

Determined 
Not Eligible 
for listing in 
NRHP 

Unevaluated 
for listing in 
NRHP 

Missing 
Data 

Total Within / 
Adjacent to 
Greenway1  

Pre-Contact 
Archaeological Sites 

1 8 8  17 3 

Historic Archaeological 
Sites 

 3 14  17 7 

Multi-component 
Archaeological Sites 

 2 2  4 1 

Missing SHPO Record 
Data 

  2 3 5 1 

Total 1 13 26 3 43 12 

Within / Adjacent to 
Greenway2  

 3 9   12 

Source: Oregon SHPO (2022). 
1 Values indicated in this column indicate quantity of archaeological resources within or adjacent to the Greenway by archaeological site 
type (pre-contact, historic, multicomponent, or missing data). 

2 Values indicated in this row indicate quantity of archaeological resources within or adjacent to the Greenway by NRHP status. 

Implications for Greenway: Because there are at least 12 known archaeological sites within or 

adjacent to the Greenway, there is a very high potential that project work would disturb 

unrecorded (and recorded) archaeological resources. Given the current alignment of the 

Greenway, most, if not all, of the Greenway would require varying levels of cultural resource 

review. Per Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 390.235 and 358.920, an archaeological permit is 

required for any excavation or artifact recovery within a known archaeological site on non-federal 

public lands and private lands, and for any subsurface investigation on non-federal public lands.  

As such, final design plans and project specifications should be reviewed by a qualified 

archaeologist to provide recommendations for the method of cultural resources review as they 

relate to disturbance elements. Considerations will depend on the nature of the proposed project 

design and construction methods; past documented and observable disturbance; evaluation of 

prior cultural resource investigations; review of environmental conditions (inclusive of soil 

development and near-surface geologic conditions); and consultation with SHPO and appropriate 

tribal communities. Further, If the project obtains federal funding, requires a federal permit, or 

crosses federal lands, then it would be subject to Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (“Section 106”). Section 106 requires that federal agencies consider the effects 

of an undertaking upon Historic Properties within the project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE). 

Federal code implementing Section 106, found at 36 CFR 800, includes a requirement that an 

effort be made to identify Historic Properties. In coordination with the Oregon SHPO, affected 

tribes, and other stakeholders. 

Recommendations: Once the funding sources, necessary permits, and route/land use of the project 

become clear, a cultural resources assessment should be conducted. The methods and scope of the 

archaeological identification efforts will be determined by the proposed design footprint. 
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However, the assessment should be conducted as early in the design process as is feasible, in 

order that project design can be altered to avoid or minimize impacts on archaeological resources. 

The methods of the archaeological survey will be largely shaped by the proposed project design 

and necessary construction actions, combined with the existing environmental conditions and 

known cultural resources. This will likely minimally require a surface survey across the entire 

project footprint, including construction access and staging areas. Subsurface archaeological 

survey will need to be conducted minimally in areas known to contain subsurface archaeological 

resources. Subsurface survey may be required in areas not containing recorded subsurface 

archaeological resources depending on the environmental conditions, such as mapped Holocene-

aged alluvium, or if the areas are deemed high probability for archaeological materials but have 

not yet been surveyed for cultural resources. The final methods for the survey will need to be 

decided on during consultation with Oregon SHPO and any other consulting parties required by 

the project’s regulatory nexus. Because of the presence of known archaeological sites and the 

project’s location on some public lands, this work will likely require an Oregon SHPO 

Archaeological Excavation Permit and may require additional consultation under Section 106.  

Efforts should be made to avoid resources that are listed, or have the potential to be listed, in the 

NRHP, and early project design efforts should evaluate the feasibility of avoiding sites. If sites 

cannot be avoided, then impacts should be minimized, but in the event that resources cannot be 

avoided there is likely to be a mitigation requirement. Mitigation for archaeological resources is a 

collaborative process that can be costly in terms of both project schedule and monetary cost and 

should not be undertaken unless full avoidance has been determined to be infeasible.
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4 VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN 
OUTLINE 

While much of the corridor was severely burned in 2020, preparing for long-term management 

will help ensure that future risks are mitigated and the remaining unburned portions of the 

corridor can be kept in a healthy and safe condition. The following sections summarize wildfire 

risk reduction approaches and recommendations. 

4.1 Wildfire Risk Reduction Approaches 

Community Planning Assistance for Wildfire (CPAW 2020) identified several fire risk factors 

occurring within the corridor. Specific to vegetation management, the report notes three key 

concerns: 

 The presence of Himalayan blackberry and its risk as a ladder fuel that can carry fire from the 
surface into tree canopies. 

 Restrictions on tree/vegetation removals in the regulated riparian buffers. 

 Lack of a comprehensive, sustainably funded, and collaborative effort to support long-term 
vegetation/fuel management.  

The following paragraphs summarize fire basics and describe potential fuel reduction techniques. 

The implications of applying fuel reduction techniques within the regulated riparian and wetland 

buffers are summarized in Table 2, by jurisdiction. A suggestion for developing a Greenway 

Vegetation Management Plan is described in detail in the Recommendations section below. 

Fire scientists reference the fire triangle to describe the three elements that are needed to sustain 

fire: oxygen, heat, and fuel. In a setting such as the Greenway, fuel is the key element that can be 

managed in balance with other ecological and aesthetic objectives. The fire behavior triangle 

identifies the three elements that contribute to fire intensity and the rate of spread. These elements 

include: topography, weather, and fuel. Once again, fuel is the key element to which vegetation 

management can influence the impacts of a wildfire.  

A simplified conceptual model of fire types identifies three key types: ground fire, surface fire, 

and crown fire. Ground fires and surface fires can play an important ecological role in many 

forest types if these fires occur on regular intervals and they remain below tree crown elevations. 

Regular, low-intensity fires can effectively reduce fuel loading in stands of fire-resistant mature 

trees such as ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) or Oregon white oak (Quercus garryana). 

However, most Pacific Northwest riparian vegetation communities are not dominated by fire-

resistant trees and are likely to experience stand-replacing fires at irregular time intervals. For 

example, the Greenway hosts stands of black cottonwood, Oregon ash, and alder. These tree 

species are not known to survive fire in the same way that pine and oak stands survive fire events. 
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With this context in-mind, active vegetation management in and near riparian zones can reduce 

the risk of stand-replacing fires, especially those caused by unauthorized, human-induced 

ignitions.  

Fitzgerald and Bennett (2013) identify the principles of creating and maintaining fire-resistant 

forests as the following: 

 Reduce surface fuels. 

 Increase the distance to the base of tree crowns. 

 Increase the spacing between tree crowns. 

 Keep larger trees of more fire-resistant species. 

 Promote fire-resistant forests at the landscape level. 

Of these principles, reducing surface fuels and increasing the distance to the base of tree crowns 

are the most applicable in and near the Greenway. These principles can be implemented through 

the approaches summarized below.  

Minimizing Ladder Fuels – Ladder fuels are those that allow a ground or surface fire to climb 

toward and into the tree canopy layer. Minimizing ladder fuels is an important technique to help 

prevent catastrophic and dangerous crown fires. In the Greenway, ladder-fuel management could 

be accomplished through tree pruning, brush removal, and invasive plant removal. These 

techniques would need to be used in balance with ecological and aesthetic objectives and must 

adhere to riparian buffer regulations when working within the regulated buffers. 

Controlling Invasive Plant Species – Aggressive, nonnative invasive species contribute to fuel 

loading within the Greenway. Himalayan blackberry, English ivy (Hedera helix), Scotch broom 

(Cytisus scoparius), and teasel (Dispacus spp.) are several of the invasive species that can carry 

fire up to the tree canopy during severe fire weather events. Managing these species typically 

requires several treatments and follow-up monitoring. Methods for removal and management 

include the following: mowing and mechanical brush removal, manual removal, selective 

herbicides, and prescribed fire. The key element is to have a plan in place that addresses the 

timing of the invasive species removal, and the financial resources to implement the removal. 

Once a stand of invasive plant species has been diminished through active management, 

replanting with appropriate native plant species minimizes the likelihood of invasive re-

establishment. Many of the riparian buffer regulations within the Greenway allow for non-

mechanized removal of invasive species. An important consideration prior to clearing areas is to 

avoid work during the migratory bird nesting season (March 15–August 15).  

Reducing the Seasonal Buildup of Dry Fuels – Seasonal fuels such as grasses, forbs, and 

groundcover can be managed to reduce fuel loading. Mowing and brush clearing immediately 

adjacent to the paved pathway is a technique to help prevent human-induced ignitions nearest the 

trail. In areas within a regulated riparian buffer, several of the jurisdictions allow for late-season 

mowing to reduce fire fuels. A carefully designed and implemented prescribed fire plan could 

offer an opportunity for reducing seasonal fuel loading in specific areas along the Greenway.  
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Creating Fuel Breaks – The connected, linear layout of the Greenway introduces the risk of 

carrying fire along the corridor. A strategic fuel-break plan would identify natural and built 

features to use as anchor points for fuel breaks. For example, many roadway bridges cross Bear 

Creek where vegetation management near these bridges could bolster the effectiveness of the 

paved corridor as a fire break. Specific vegetated areas just beyond the typical 50-foot riparian 

buffers could be identified and managed as a system of fuel breaks by implementing the 

principles of fire-resistant forests, or managing for a different vegetation type such as prairie or 

savannah.  

4.2 Recommendations 

We recommend that the managing agencies of the Greenway fund and develop a Greenway 

Vegetation Management Plan (GVMP). This plan would identify and guide the specific 

vegetation management approaches for each segment of the Greenway. It would also clearly 

describe the roles and responsibilities of each partner agency in the management and long-term 

health of the corridor. A similar, but more comprehensive, management plan was proposed in 

CPAW (2020) with a clear need identified: “There is no comprehensive approach that enables a 

sustainably funded and collaborative effort to support long-term management of the Greenway 

with respect to wildfire and related fuel management concerns.”  

We have focused specifically on vegetation management and proposed an initial outline of the 

key components of this plan below. Each of the following sections would be included in the 

GVMP: 

1. Vegetation Type and Fuels Mapping Study – This initial study forms the foundation of the 
rest of the plan. Detailed vegetation type mapping would be performed using aerial imagery 
paired with field data collection. The intent is to map the Greenway vegetation types through 
both an ecological lens and a fire fuels lens. One key element will be to identify the 
difference between vegetation and fuels within the protected riparian and wetland buffers 
versus those outside of the buffers but within the Greenway management jurisdiction. An 
interactive web-based GIS mapping tool would allow jurisdictions to share information and 
update the mapping as conditions change over time. 

2. Vegetation Fire Recovery Approach – This section of the plan would describe both the active 
and passive vegetation restoration approaches to be applied to the Greenway corridor. Active 
restoration zones would be prioritized for replanting, seeding, and weed management. Passive 
restoration zones would be allowed to recover with little active planting or management. 
Special consideration should be applied to areas within regulated buffers where future 
management will be restricted, as opposed to areas outside of the buffers where active 
management can occur.  

3. Greenway Fire Fuels Reduction Toolbox – This section identifies specific vegetation 
management tools and techniques that could be used within the Greenway. Not every tool 
would be appropriate in all locations, but understanding the full suite of options will guide the 
timing, funding, and location of management actions as described in the following study 
sections.  
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4. Greenway Vegetation Management Units – This is the key section of the plan that brings 
together the mapping, recovery approaches, and toolbox for implementation within specific 
management units at specific time intervals. The entire Greenway corridor, within public 
ownership, would be divided into vegetation management units. Each of these management 
units would encompass a similar vegetation type, within a specific jurisdiction, either within 
or outside of a protected buffer, and would use existing built features as unit boundaries 
where appropriate. Specific management units could be identified as fuel breaks and managed 
accordingly. Each of the vegetation management units would be assigned appropriate fuels 
management prescriptions from the toolbox, a specific frequency of implementation for each 
prescription, and a clearly identified managing agency/entity that is responsible for 
implementation.  

For example, one specific management unit may contain an unburned portion of riparian 

forest, within the riparian buffer, within the city limits of Medford, that contains a relatively 

high coverage of blackberry. According to the GVMP, the City of Medford would be 

responsible for managing blackberry, according to the provisions of Medford Municipal Code 

§10.922–§10.928, using techniques from the toolbox, at the appropriate time intervals.  

Vegetation maintenance work performed within each of the management units could be 

tracked with the proposed web-based GIS mapping tool to track progress and maintain a 

record of the efforts of each jurisdiction.   

5. Funding Mechanisms and Implementation Timeline – This final section of the plan will 
identify funding needs and mechanisms for each managing agency and set forth a Greenway-
wide implementation timeline. Each agency will be accountable for meeting their vegetation 
management responsibilities so that the Greenway works as functioning and safe regional 
asset. 
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A-1 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES RECORDED IN THE STUDY AREA  

Nearest MP Distance from 
Alignment 

Smithsonian 
Trinomial 

Site Name Site Age Site Type Surface/ 
Subsurface 

NRHP Status Biblio. No. 

30 Within 35JA738 Blue Heron Site Historic (mid-19th 
century) 

Historic debris 
scatter 

On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 21727 

30 125 feet NE N/A (isolate) Field ID: SOULA 16.01-
P1(1F) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Lithic isolate Subsurface 
(30-40 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 28485 

30 165 feet north N/A (isolate) Field ID: SOULA 16.01-
P2(1F) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Lithic isolate Subsurface 
(20-30 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 28485 

29.5 Within N/A (isolate) Field ID: SOULA 16.01-
P3(1F) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Lithic isolate Subsurface 
(30-50 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 28485 

29 Directly adjacent 35JA937 Field ID: SOULA 16.01-
P4 

Multicomponent: 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown)  

Historic (ca. 1930s) 

Lithic scatter 
 

Historic debris 
scatter 

Subsurface (40 
– 50 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 28485; 
28957 

29 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate) Field ID: SOULA 16.01-
P5(IF) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Lithic isolate Subsurface (10 
– 20 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 28485 

29 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate) Field ID: SOULA 16.01-
P6(IF) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Lithic isolate Subsurface (40 
– 50 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 28485 

28.5 1,700 feet 
southwest 

35JA17 BLM Site No. 35AR11-
706 (true boundaries 

indeterminate) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Lithic scatter, 
earth ovens 
(unassigned) 

Not listed Unevaluated 8873; 
17067 

27 370 feet southwest N/A (isolate) Field ID: 04-08540A-01 Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Lithic isolate Subsurface (10 
– 20 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 19757 

27 1,900 feet 
northeast 

35JA19 BLM Site No. 35AR11-
707 (true boundaries 

indeterminate) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Pre-contact 
campsite (?) 

Not listed Unevaluated 8873; 
17067 

24, 23.5 
(equidistant) 

0.5 mile northeast 35JA328 Bullock Road Site (true 
boundaries 

indeterminate) 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Unassigned 
(reported by 

resident 1995) 

On/near ground 
surface. 

Unevaluated 35JA00328 

21.5 850 feet southwest 35JA795 Phipps House 
Lot/Medford High 

School 

Historic (1888 – 
1931) 

Historic 
structure 
remains 

Subsurface 
(>350 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 35JA00795 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES RECORDED IN THE STUDY AREA  

Nearest MP Distance from 
Alignment 

Smithsonian 
Trinomial 

Site Name Site Age Site Type Surface/ 
Subsurface 

NRHP Status Biblio. No. 

19.5 850 feet southwest 35JA660 SM1/H3 Multicomponent: 
Pre-contact (250 – 

8000 BP) 
Historic ( 

Pre-contact 
lithic scatter; 

Historic 
structure 
remains 

Subsurface (40 
– 140 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 35JA00600; 
20020; 
20021 

19.5 1,200 feet 
northeast 

N/A (isolate) SM-1/H1 “Potentially” Historic 
(no age provided) 

Historic isolate On/near ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 20020 

19.5 990 feet northeast N/A (isolate) SM-2 Historic (none 
provided) 

Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 20020 

19.5 585 feet east N/A (isolate) SMI-1 Historic (1918 
Penny) 

Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 20020 

19.5 1,400 feet west N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Unevaluated No record 
on file 

19.5 900 feet west 35JA661 Field ID SMI/E-4 Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Precontact lithic 
scatter 

Subsurface (0 -
30 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 35JA00661; 
20020 

19 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate)* “Orange Boiler Site” 
SH-BC-1 

Historic Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 19954 

19 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate)* SH-BC-2 Historic Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 19954 

19 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate)* SH-BC-3 Historic Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 19954 

19 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate)* “Orange Boiler Site” 
SH-BC-1 

Historic Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 19954; 
19955; 
17668 

19 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate)* SH-BC-2 Historic Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 19954; 
19955; 
17668 

19 Directly adjacent N/A (isolate)* SH-BC-3 Historic Historic isolate On ground 
surface 

Unevaluated 19955; 
17688 

19 Within N/A (isolate)* SH-BC-2 & SH-BC-3 N/A N/A N/A Unevaluated No record 
on file 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES RECORDED IN THE STUDY AREA  

Nearest MP Distance from 
Alignment 

Smithsonian 
Trinomial 

Site Name Site Age Site Type Surface/ 
Subsurface 

NRHP Status Biblio. No. 

18.5 200 feet west 35JA500 Heitkamp 1 Pre-contact (2000 
BP - Contact) 

Precontact lithic 
scatter 

Subsurface (0 -
40 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 35JA00500; 
18600; 
17665 

17 0.5. mile southwest 35JA1060 PHX-1 Historic (1900 – 
1930) 

Historic 
foundation and 
refuse scatter 

On ground 
surface 

Not Eligible 35JA01060; 
31388 

16.5 370 feet northeast N/A (isolate) IS-94/174-801 Multicomponent: 
Pre-contact (age 

unknown) 
Historic  

Pre-contact 
lithic isolate 

Historic isolate 

Subsurface (0 – 
60 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 15184 

16.5 400 feet southwest N/A “Camp Stuart/Stewart, 
Rogue River Indian 
War, 1851-1853” 

N/A N/A N/A N/A No record 
on file 

16.5 0.5 mile northeast N/A (isolate) SOULA 14.03-H1(IF) Historic (1920 – 
1964) 

Historic debris 
scatter 

On ground 
surface 

Not Eligible 26730 

16.5 0.5 mile northeast N/A (isolate) SOULA 14.03-P1(IF) Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Pre-contact 
lithic isolate 

On ground 
surface 

Not Eligible 26730 

15.5 0.5. mile southwest N/A “Camp Baker, Civil War 
Era, 1862-1865” 

N/A N/A N/A N/A No record 
on file 

10.5 0.2 mile southwest N/A “Rock Wall” N/A N/A N/A N/A No record 
on file 

8.5 650 feet northeast N/A BLM Site No. 35AR11-
7141F 

Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Pre-contact 
lithic isolate 

Unknown Unevaluated 17607 

8.5 0.45 mile south N/A (isolate) Billings Ranch Historic 
Dump 

Historic (age 
unknown) 

Historic dump On ground 
surface 

Subsurface (0 – 
25 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 23325 

8 0.25 mile 
southwest 

35JA823 Helman Sulphur Baths Historic (1902 – 
1956) 

Historic refuse 
scatter 

Subsurface (0 – 
30 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 35JA00823; 
25138 

7.5 0.45 mile 
southwest 

35JA870 Ashland Creek Park 
Site #2 

Pre-contact (2000 
BP – Contact) 

Pre-contact 
lithic scatter 

Subsurface (0 – 
60 cm bs) 

Not Eligible 35JA00870; 
26523; 
26964 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES RECORDED IN THE STUDY AREA  

Nearest MP Distance from 
Alignment 

Smithsonian 
Trinomial 

Site Name Site Age Site Type Surface/ 
Subsurface 

NRHP Status Biblio. No. 

7.5 0.5 mile southwest 35JA1008 Field ID: AC-01-JP Multicomponent: 
Pre-contact (age 

unknown) 
Historic (Chinese 

Coin) 

Pre-contact 
lithic scatter 

Historic isolate 

Subsurface (0 – 
70 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 35JA01008; 
30484 

7.5 0.5 mile southwest 35JA869 Ashland Creek Park 
Site #1 

Pre-contact (1000 
BP – Contact) 

Pre-contact 
lithic scatter 

Subsurface (0 -
160 cm bs) 

Eligible 35JA00869; 
26964; 
26523 

7.5 0.5 mile southwest N/A Reported Location of a 
Chinese House 

Historic (1898) Reported site N/A Unevaluated 29924 

6.5 870 feet east N/A (isolate) SOULA 2020.01-(IF)3 Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Pre-contact 
lithic isolate 

Subsurface (10 
– 20 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 31003 

6.5 1,200 feet east N/A (isolate) SOULA 2020.01-(IF)1 Pre-contact (age 
unknown) 

Pre-contact 
lithic isolate 

Subsurface (20 
– 50 cm bs) 

Unevaluated 31003 

6.5 0.35 mile east 35JA992 PCH Historic (1964 – 
1969) 

Historic 
Bridge/Structure 

Remains 

On ground 
surface 

Not Eligible 35JA00992; 
29646 
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To:   Steve Lambert, Jackson County 
From:  Alta Planning + Design 
Date:  May 20, 2022 
Re:  Appendix B: Envision Bear Creek - Equity Analysis 
 

1. Introduction – Why consider Equity? 
Studies from across the country routinely find that some demographic groups typically face greater 

barriers than others in getting to the places they need to go, especially in communities designed primarily for 
motor vehicles. These demographic groups include (but are not limited to): people who identify as black, 
indigenous and people of color; youth; older adults; people with low incomes; people without a high school 
diploma; people without access to a motor vehicle; and people over-burdened by housing costs.1, 2, 3  For 
example, many youths and seniors are not be able to drive and therefore may experience reduced mobility in a 
transportation system designed solely for motor vehicles; someone without a high school diploma who works 
multiple part-time jobs to make ends meet may not have access to a direct, reliable bus route after a late shift; 
and someone living below the poverty line may be further burdened by the high cost of owning and maintaining 
a car, or may be unable to afford to live in a place with multiple transportation options.  

In addition to potential socioeconomic barriers, some barriers in communities are a result of historic 
patterns of injustice that have shaped the physical environment. Infrastructural barriers can negatively affected 
people’s ability to access jobs, services, and education, among other destinations. For example, highways and 
high-stress roadways have often been built through communities of color and through low-income 
communities, displacing residents and cutting people off from jobs, services, and economic opportunity. The 
practice of redlining and other racially discriminatory real-estate practices has also had a lasting impact on the 
demographic spatial distribution in many American cities. Racially explicit and damaging housing policies of the 
past have implications for transportation today, as communities of color may be more vulnerable to gentrifying 
housing pressures which can lead to displacement to areas with fewer economic opportunities, less publicly 
funded infrastructure, and limited transportation options. In many places, the physical barriers in a city are 
further compounded by second-order effects such as worsened air quality, increased urban heat, limited 
opportunities for physical exercise, and higher crash rates – amounting to environmental, health, and safety 
burdens that are not distributed equally across the population. Critically examining equity is important because 
many of the barriers within our transportation system, their resulting burdens, and the communities who 
experience them are often spatially related. Too often, the communities in the places most impacted by 
transportation investments are excluded from the planning processes that can influence them. Contemporary 
transportation planning practice seeks to address inequity by naming specific demographic groups because 
many transportation inequities today can be traced to historical government policies that have resulted in 
barriers for those demographic groups. In the absence of accounting for equity, transportation planners risk 
further cementing inequality in our transportation systems. 
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Improving transportation options that don’t rely on single-occupancy vehicles – e.g., by improving 
connections through public transit, walking, or biking—is an effective way for Jackson County to begin 
overcoming inequities where they exist. The Bear Creek Greenway is therefore a critical piece of Jackson 
County’s transportation infrastructure. It offers high-quality routes for biking and walking and improves access 
to multiple communities; connections that improve access jobs, services, education, and recreation. The 
greenway also provides long term environmental, health, and safety benefits to the county. In doing so, the 
greenway acts as a foundation for a more equitable transportation system. 

This analysis seeks to discover where people with the highest need for transportation options live within 
the communities surrounding the Bear Creek Greenway. Understanding where these communities are most 
densely located will help to prioritize improvements and ensure that the benefits of future investments reach 
everyone. Working towards equity may mean prioritizing active and public transportation funding in areas with 
a greater concentration of disadvantaged populations instead of distributing funding equally based on 
geography. 

2. How to Measure Equity Using Data 
Evaluating equity as it relates to transportation is not a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach. Defining equity is a highly 
context-dependent exercise and disadvantaged populations will vary from community to community. As a 
starting place, Alta has identified six dimensions of equity to operationalize the term in the context of 
transportation data analysis. The datasets that we use in the equity analysis stem from these overarching 
dimensions, and are all large-scale, publicly-available, and spatially-attributable data. 

 

Figure 1. Dimensions of Equity: What facet of equity is important to a particular community is highly contextual.  

The six dimensions of equity are defined below. They provide the basis for the inclusion of the data that was 
utilized in the equity analysis.  
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1. Engagement: The inclusion of those who have been historically excluded and marginalized from power 
and decision-making processes. (Engagement is essential to equitable planning processes, and while this 
analysis doesn’t operationalize any datasets related to engagement specifically, one of the primary uses 
for the analysis of the other five dimensions is to inform engagement priorities.) 1  
 

2. Opportunity + Accessibility: Opportunities for people to improve their quality of life, and the role of 
transportation in enabling the connections to those opportunities. 
 

3. Environmental Justice: The disproportionate exposure of pollution and other environmental burdens 
that people face as a result of proximity to industry, the transportation system, or other pollution 
sources.  
 

4. Health: The disparate outcomes from the built environment that impact people’s health and the role of 
the transportation system in enabling safe systems.  
 

5. Affordability: The variable costs that housing and transportation impose on people’s lives and its 
connection to their quality of life and risk of involuntary displacement.  
 

6. Vulnerability: The risk of harm that a major unforeseen disruption or natural disaster poses to a 
community. Socially vulnerable populations are especially at risk during public health emergencies or 
economic crises because of factors like socioeconomic status, household composition, minority status, 
or housing type and transportation options. 

 

 

 

 

 
1 Engagement is difficult to capture well in a large, publicly available spatial database due to its localized, historical and contextual nature. 
There are no actionable databases that we know of that indicate the degree of political enfrancisement different communities at the 
national scale. We acknowledge that this is a major component of any project and recommend that it be described separately, but in 
addition to, the other five dimensions of equity. While our proposed index does not account for this dimension of equity directly, it is 
correlated with the other factors considered. In addition, we encourage projects to integrate equitable engagement into their analysis to 
the greatest extent possible. 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/zerodeaths/zero_deaths_vision.cfm
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3. Methods 
The project team gathered the datasets below into a database at the census block group level in order to complete 
the equity analysis. The project team compiled these variables, percentile ranked2 them relative to the study region 
(Jackson County), and then combined them through a weighted sum using the weights in Table 2 (see appendix). 
Once the index was calculated, a map of the results was generated by categorizing all the census block groups into 
five bins that indicate how high they score on the index.3 Higher scores indicate areas of higher priority.  

Table 1. Data Used in the Bear Creek Greenway Equity Analysis 

Dimension of Equity  Data Measure Definition 

Opportunity + 
Accessibility 

Economic Opportunity The percentage of people who grew up in a given census tract who, 30 

years later, don’t live in a wealthy census tract 

Access to a Vehicle The percentage of households without access to a vehicle 

Environmental Justice Air Quality The quantity of particulate matter (PM25) in the air 

Canopy Coverage Gap The amount of canopy in a place compared to its natural land cover 

according to the USDA Forest Service (with canopy targets adjusted 

for population density for more realistic goal setting) 

Health  Coronary Heart Disease The percent prevalence of coronary heart disease 

Affordability Housing Cost Burden The cost of rent and mortgage payments as a percent of income 

Vulnerability Race The percentage of the population that identifies as non-white and/or 

Hispanic/Latino 

Income The percentage of households making less than 200% of the Federal 

Poverty Level, which is a threshold set by the U.S. Census Bureau and 

updated annually. 

Educational Attainment  The percentage of the population over 25 years of age with 

educational attainment at or less than a high school diploma or 

equivalent. 

 

 

 

 

 
2 Percentile ranking is a way to evaluate the relative standing of a value within a data set. A percentile rank is the percent of scores in the 
distribution that are less than it. For example, if Block Group A receives a 0.65 percentile rank for total population, that means that out of 
all the census block groups in the study area, 65% of them have a smaller total population than Census Block A.  
3 The census block groups are categorized using quintiles, which means that the distribution of their index scores is broken out into five 
bins comprised of an equal number of census block groups in each bin.  
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Youth & Seniors The percentage of the population under the age of 18 and over the 

age of 65 

4. Results 
Identification of equity priority areas are determined based on the composite equity score. For the purposes of this 
plan, block groups with a composite score in the top quintile (top 20%) is considered an area of highest need. The 
composite scores are shown on the following page. 
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The analysis results demonstrate that the location of the Bear Creek Greenway is very closely aligned with where the 
highest scoring communities (and therefore highest equity priority) are located. Despite comprising one fifth of all 
census block groups, the highest equity priority areas make up one third of the census block groups adjacent to the 
greenway. The highest equity composite scores tended to be located in areas with the highest population densities, 
such as the north side of Phoenix west of I-5, and in downtown Medford. These high-scoring block groups form a 
linear pattern that follows I-5 through the valley, a pattern shared nearly every measure except for Housing Cost 
Burden and Youth and Seniors, variables whose high-scoring areas had a more mixed spatial distribution. Some of the 
highest equity-scoring areas not in Medford are located in White City and downtown Central Point. In most measures, 
Downtown Medford and its southeastern extents that stretch into Phoenix and Talent, stand out from the rest of the 
county, as places like Jacksonville, Gold Hill, Eagle Point, southwest Ashland, and east Medford tended to score much 
lower.  
 
The data shows that people identifying as Hispanic or Latino comprise the largest population among all non-White 
demographic groups (13%). Much of the variation in composite equity scores along the greenway can be attributed to 
the variation in race and ethnicity. For example, starting on the south end of the greenway, the census block groups 
south of Downtown Ashland near Southern Oregon University tend to have higher numbers of people of color, and 
thus score higher on the equity priority index. Moving north towards Talent, the equity priority scores slightly 
decrease, largely due to the limited number of people of color living in the block groups between Hwy 99 and I-5. 
Scores increase again among the block groups in Talent and even more so in Phoenix, due to their higher percentages 
of people of color. Still though, the highest percentages of people of color are in downtown Medford and White City, 
which contributed to their high scores. 
 
However, some block groups scored high on the equity index that did not have many people of color; these 
communities’ scores were largely driven by the number of households whose incomes are less than 200% of the 
federal poverty level. These census block groups are located in Phoenix (south of N Phoenix Road and west of Hwy 99) 
and Central Point (near downtown, between I-5 and Hwy 99). Block groups in downtown Central Point were also 
places with some of the highest numbers of people reporting no access to a motor vehicle.  
 
Key Takeaways 
 

1.) While the Bear Creek Greenway tends to align with communities of high equity priority, three notable 
exceptions stand out: Downtown Central Point, East Medford (Geneva-Minnesota Historic District), and 
southeast Talent. In these places, the greenway is found completely within a low-scoring block group and yet 
is adjacent to a high-scoring block group. These locations point to areas where planners may want to better 
understand how the high-equity scoring communities are accessing the greenway, and if improvements to 
specific routes could be made. For example, in order to access the greenway from the high equity scoring 
areas of Central Point, few options appear to exist beside E Pine St. For Downtown Medford, E 10th St 
appears to be the critical connection. For southeast Talent, additional crossings of Hwy 99 between W Valley 
View Rd and Talent Ave might be the best locations to improve access to the greenway in terms of equity.   

 
2.) The spatial patterns in socioeconomic data often appear to be divided along the lines of the three major 

transportation channels that define the study area: I-5, Hwy 99, and the Central Oregon and Pacific Railroad. 
Across the entire study area some of the starkest differences among neighboring census block groups appear 
on opposite sides of these transportation corridors. And although the census block group boundaries are 
intentionally drawn to coincide with major roadways and other geographic features, the variability in scores 
among neighboring census block groups demonstrate that these major transportation channels may present 
real barriers in communities, both socioeconomically and in terms of mobility. The equity overlay helps 
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emphasize the role that the Bear Creek Greenway has in bridging these barriers and improving continuity 
between communities.  

 
3.)  Future plans for the Bear Creek Greenway should consider how people living in equity priority areas might 

access the trail. Currently, the planned extension of the Bear Creek Greenway near the airport is located in a 
low-scoring block group, whereas the block groups to the southeast and southwest of the airport (across 
Highway 62 and I-5) score much higher. Similarly, the planned southern extension of the greenway ends in a 
low-scoring block group on the north side of Ashland, just short of higher-priority areas that are located more 
centrally. Finally, no plans exist for extensions of the greenway toward White City. Ensuring the extensions of 
the trail include equity priority areas is essential to the greenway’s ongoing success in connecting all 
communities in the valley.  

 
Caveats:  
 
This analysis uses data from the US Census Bureau’s 2019 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, which may 
fail to capture the impact of several significant events in the Rogue Valley since then. Both the COVID-19 Pandemic 
and the 2020 forest fires likely had a significant effect on demographic and socioeconomic trends in the area. This 
equity analysis doesn’t account for the housing displacement effects of either event.   
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5. Appendix 
Table 2. Percent Weights used in the Index4 

Category Source 
Variable 

(Index 
Variable 
Name) 

Shorthan
d 

 

Data Source Weight 
(%) 

Rationale 

Opportunity + 
Accessibility 

lpov_nbh_po
oled_pooled

_mean  

 

 

Economic 
Opportuni

ty 

Opportunity 
Atlas 

10% The opportunity atlas offers a measure of 
how wealthy children become later in life 

due to the opportunities that were 
available to them in the environment (in 
this case, census tract) they grew up in. 

The 10% weight acknowledges that out of 
the 10 variables used in this index, it is at 
least as important as every other variable.  

B25044 

(Pct_NoVeh) 

Zero 
Vehicle 

Househol
ds 

ACS 5 Year 10% The ACS offers a count of the number of 
households in a given tract who do not 
have access to a motor vehicle. Families 
who have no motor vehicle access either 
travel less or rely on transit, walking or 

biking for transportation. The 10% weight 
acknowledges that out of the 10 variables 

used in this index, it is at least as 
important as every other variable. 

Environmental 
Justice 

PM25 Air Quality EJ Screen 5% The EJ Screen data provided by the EPA 
offers a measure of air pollution in the 

form of particulate matter called PM25. 

 

 

 

 

 
4 Two common reasons why a variable might not be included in the index are 1) the data lacks generalizability, i.e., the variable is 

applicable in some places but not others, and 2) large margins of error, meaning that the data is too sparse and unreliable to be helpful. 

Note that when combining tract-level datasets with block group-level data sets, the total tract-level values are applied to each of the 

block groups that fall within that tract and are not apportioned. 
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Category Source 
Variable 

(Index 
Variable 
Name) 

Shorthan
d 

 

Data Source Weight 
(%) 

Rationale 

PM25 is often associated with motor 
vehicle transportation and has negative 

health effects for communities, 
particularly communities of color. 

However, given the population size of the 
City of Selma and the precision of the 

data, the 5% weight acknowledges that 
out of the 10 variables used in this index, 

it is slightly less important than other 
variables.  

tc_gap Canopy 
Coverage 

Tree Equity 
Index 

5% The Tree Equity Index provides data on 
how well covered a city is by tree canopy 
compared to its natural land cover. Active 
transportation projects have the potential 

to increase canopy cover, which has 
health and air quality benefits. This data is 

only available in large cities and is less 
applicable to transportation analyses in 

rural and suburban contexts.The 5% 
weight acknowledges that out of the 10 
variables used in this index, it is slightly 

less important than other variables. 

Health CHD_CrudeP
rev 

Coronary 
Heart 

Disease 

CDC 5% The CDC PLACES data provides a model 
estimate for coronary heart disease (CHD) 
among adults over the age of 18 in a given 

census tract. Active transportation 
projects can increase the opportunities for 

people to be physically active, thereby 
lowering their risk for CHD. However, 

given that there are many other variables 
that correlate with CHD, the 5% weight 

acknowledges that out of the 10 variables 
used in this index, it is slightly less 

important than the other variables. 
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Category Source 
Variable 

(Index 
Variable 
Name) 

Shorthan
d 

 

Data Source Weight 
(%) 

Rationale 

Affordability B25071, 

B25092 

(Pct_H_Cost) 

Housing 
Cost 

Burden 
(Rent and 
Mortgage 
Payments 

as % of 
Income) 

ACS 5 Year 5% The ACS housing data can provide an 
indication of how much it costs 

households in a given census block group 
to pay for housing, based on their income. 

The inseparable nature of housing and 
transportation and their effect on travel 

behavior and decision making necessitates 
the inclusion of this variable in the index. 
However, the 5% weight acknowledges 
that out of the 10 variables used in this 

index, it is slightly less important than the 
other variables. 

Vulnerability B03002 

(Pct_POC) 

Percent 
People of 

Color 
(Non-
white) 

ACS 5 Year 20% The ACS provides racial and ethnic 
population data for every census block 
group. Transportation planning has a 
legacy of excluding and marginalizing 

people of color from power and decision-
making processes, often resulting in 

harmful outcomes that compound existing 
transportation inequities. The 20% weight 
acknowledges that out of the 10 variables 

used in this index, it is more important 
than most variables. 

C17002 

(Pct_200) 

200% 
Level 

Poverty 

ACS 5 Year 25% The ACS provides data on the percent of 
the population whose household income 
is less than 200% of the federal poverty 

level. Households with lower incomes may 
have fewer transportation options and 
access to destinations than households 

with higher incomes. Investments in active 
transportation infrastructure can improve 

the transportation options available to 
lower income households, which is why it 
is included in this index. The 25% weight 
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Category Source 
Variable 

(Index 
Variable 
Name) 

Shorthan
d 

 

Data Source Weight 
(%) 

Rationale 

acknowledges that out of the 10 variables 
used in this index, it is the more important 

than other variables. 

B15001 

(Pct_Ed_LT_
HS) 

Education
al 

Attainmen
t  

ACS 5 Year 10% The ACS offers a count of the number of 
people in a given tract who have 

completed various levels of education. 
Educational attainment is closely related 
to income levels, which impact housing 
location, travel behavior and decision 

making which is why it is included in this 
index. The 10% weight acknowledges that 
out of the 10 variables used in this index, 
it is at least as important as every other 

variable. 

B01001(Pct_
Youth_Senio

r) 

 

Aged less 
than 17, 

more than 
65 

ACS 5 Year 5% The ACS provides population data for 
various age group levels in every census 
block group. Youth (those aged less than 
17) and seniors (more than 65) are the 

most vulnerable users of the 
transportation system and therefore stand 

to benefit the most from active 
transportation investments that make the 

network safer and more accessible. 
However, the 5% weight acknowledges 
that out of the 10 variables used in this 

index, it is slightly less important than the 
other variables. 
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Table 3. Supplemental Index Data 

The following data are included in the Alta Equity Index export files but are not included in the index. They are made 
available for additional context.  

Category Variable Shorthand Data Source 

Environmental 
Justice 

PTRAF Traffic Proximity EJ Screen 

avg_temp Heat Tree Equity Index 

Health + Safety LPA_CrudePrev Lack of Physical Activity CDC 
Affordability Ht 

(average percentile rank of: 
Hh2_ht, Hh3_ht, Hh5_ht, 

Hh6_ht, Hh7_ht) 

Housing + Transportation 
Costs 

HUD 

Vulnerability EAL_VALT Disaster Risk – Estimated 
Annual Loss ($), State 

Percentile 

FEMA 

B03002 

(Pct_Hisp, Pct_Black, 
Pct_Native, Pct_Asian, 
Pct_Pacific, Pct_White, 

Pct_Other, 
Pct_Two_Or_More) 

Race and Ethnicity  ACS 5 Year 

B25003 

(Pct_Owner, Pct_Renter) 

Owner/Renter ACS 5 Year 

B19013 

(MHIE) 

Median Household Income ACS 5 Year 

B25115 

(Pct_FemHH) 

Female Head of Household ACS 5 Year 

B08006 

(Pct_DroveAlone, 
Pct_Carpool, Pct_Transit, 
Pct_Walked, Pct_Bicycle) 

Commute Transportation 
Modes 

ACS 5 Year 
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