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2005 Oregon Historic Preservation Plan

I ntroduction

The Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is the state agency that deals with historic
building and archaeological siteissues. Every five years SHPO develops a“Historic
Preservation Plan” to guide statewide preservation activities for the coming years.

The 2005 Plan is the distillation of ideas and comments collected through a broad outreach effort
by SHPO staff over aperiod of several months. More than 300 Oregonians participated in the
series of twenty-five public meetings held around the state, and another 100 submitted their
opinions through an online survey. A key component of this effort was a*“ needs assessment.”
This grass-roots level input was invaluable in the creation of the Plan.

In 2010, SHPO will repeat this process to prepare anew Plan. Over the next five years,
however, preservationists should continue to refer to this Plan and monitor its relevance and
effectiveness.

Purpose

The Historic Preservation Plan serves two primary purposes. First, it isaguide for SHPO
activities. Annual work plans for the office and for individual staff members are rooted in the
Plan. These Annual Work Plans, which include specific goals and timelines, are the “working”
element of the Plan. The annual SHPO office work plan is made available for public comment
and input prior to its implementation each year.

Second, the Plan provides a framework for coordinating the goals and activities of
preservationists statewide, those individuals and organizations that are not part of SHPO—
historic property owners, state and federal agencies, tribes, local governments (including historic
preservation commissions), non-profit groups, and so forth. The Plan allows them see how their
specific concerns and goals fit into the big picture of preservation issues and activities statewide.

Integration With Other Plans

The Historic Preservation Plan is just one of the planning documents SHPO works with in its
role within the Heritage Conservation Division of the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department
(OPRD). The overarching plan for the department is* Target 2014,” which outlines broad goals
for the agency to focus on until the year 2014, when the current lottery-based mechanism for
generating funds for the agency is scheduled to sunset.

A second companion planning document is the Heritage Plan of the Oregon Heritage
Commission, which is also part of the Heritage Conservation Division. The Heritage
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Commission addresses history-related programs and organizations typically outside SHPO's
primary focus of historic preservation and archaeology. The Historic Preservation Plan was
written so that it meshes with these other internal planning documents.

The Plan was also written with an eye on the plans and efforts of a number of external
organizations, some of which are directly involved in preservation, and others which are
involved only tangentially. The goal isto maximize cooperation, avoid duplication, and ensure
there are no gaps in key areas.

SHPO Role and Philosophy

The Oregon SHPO seesitsrole as the statewide leader for historic preservation, including both
historic and archaeological siteissues. No other entity has the responsibility or resources to
fulfill this broad task.

In thislead role, SHPO administers an array of federal and state preservation programs. While
external applicants drive the day-to-day workload for many of these programs, SHPO does have
some ability to emphasize one program over another through the allocation of funding and staff
resources. The Historic Preservation Plan—coupled with the Annual Work Plans—outlines
SHPQO' s priorities and overall approach.

SHPO does not own or manage any historic or archaeological sitesitself, so its primary roleisto
assist and advise those who do. It isespecially committed to working in partnership with the
organizations and government entities that are closest to the resources, primarily local
governments and land management agencies. Equally important are partnerships with
organizations that have shared preservation goals or that routinely come in contact with historic
or archaeological sites (ODOT, economic development and tourism agencies, State Lands, etc.).

While supporting partners preservation goalsis a key component of the SHPO philosophy,
SHPO may also launch its own initiatives on occasion. From its statewide perspective, SHPO
may spot a need or opportunity that it feels uniquely qualified to address. When such initiatives
emerge, they are outlined in SHPO'’ s Annual Work Plan.

| ssues, Goals and Objectives

Nine key issues emerged from the statewide meetings, constituent comments, and the needs
assessment. Fach is discussed below, along with a broad goal statement that encapsulates the
desired outcome and specific objectives for achieving that goal. This section is the core of the
Historic Preservation Plan. More detailed action items for each of these strategies are developed
each year to create SHPO’s Annual Work Plan.
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Issue 1. Partnerships

Given the limited resources available for preservation, it is critical that preservationists forge
effective partnerships with one another. It isequally important that they ally themselves with
those who may have only atangential interest in preservation—government agencies,
developers, local governments, property owners, etc. SHPO works regularly with both types of
partners.

Goal: Create and enhance partnerships that leverage resources for preservation.

Objectives:

1.1 Strengthen partnerships between preservation groups and local governments, especially
Certified Local Governments, since most decisions that affect historic properties are made
at the local level.

1.2 Strengthen relationships between preservation groups and tribes to better coordinate
cultural resource efforts.

1.3 Strengthen affiliations between preservation groups and colleges and universities that have
cultural resource programs.

1.4 Convene a gathering of federal and state land management agencies to discuss the unique
cultural resource issues they face.

1.5 Establish or expand partnerships between preservation groups and agencies and entities
involved in economic development efforts that involve cultural resources, including those
in the tourism industry.

1.6 Strengthen relationships between preservation groups and research repositories (libraries,
archives, historical societies) and expand the use of their collections for historic
preservation purposes.

Issue 2: Advocacy

Advocacy involves taking assertive positions defending and promoting Oregon’s heritage
resources, especially in the realm of public policy issues. SHPO’srole as a preservation
advocate is shaped largely by its state agency status. Being part of state government provides
SHPO opportunities to assert preservation solutions through the programs it operates and through
its role within the state government system. But it comes with limitations as well, since political
issues may come into play. Jurisdictional issues may also affect SHPO' s ability to insert itself
into local government or tribal affairs. Other preservation partners, namely non-profit
organizations and local preservation groups, are often in a better position to respond to certain
preservation threats. That iswhy a coordinated advocacy strategy is needed.

Goal: Defend and promote heritage resources by administering strong, professional preservation
programs and by employing well-coordinated and well-targeted response strategies and proactive
initiatives.

Objectives:
2.1 Support efforts of community, non-profit, and tribal advocates.
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2.2 Develop sound preservation plans that are integrated with the broader planning efforts
of the appropriate governmental or tribal organization.

2.3 Strengthen communication/networking among preservationists.

2.4 Increase funding for threatened resources and emergencies.

2.5 Develop a statewide preservation awards program to recognize exemplary projects and
efforts.

2.6 Enforce existing cultural resource protection statutes.

2.7 Form multi-agency working committees as needed to address issues and devel opments
that might affect cultural resources.

I ssue 3: Economic Development

Preservation is most successful when it makes financial sense or generates income and jobs.
Thisusually plays out as“downtown” commercial revitalization or as heritage tourism.
Partnering with economic development efforts can bring substantial funding to preservation
projects, but careful oversight by preservation professionals is sometimes needed to prevent
inappropriate compromises to historic integrity.

Goal: Employ historic preservation as an economic development tool while maintaining the
long-term integrity of the resources.

Objectives:

3.1 Develop authentic cultural heritage tourism efforts in Oregon communitiesin
cooperation with non-preservation partners such as the Oregon Tourism Commission,
Governor’s Economic Recovery Team, Oregon Heritage Commission, Oregon Cultural
Trust, and other public and private partners.

3.2 Include preservation of cultural resourcesin economic development strategies at al
levels of government.

3.3 Assess and report on the beneficial economic impacts of heritage tourism and historic
preservation activitiesin Oregon.

3.4 Expand preservation-friendly downtown redevel opment programs such as the National
Main Street Program.

3.5 Ensurethat heritage tourism efforts take into account the long-term sustainability of the
resources in order to prevent them from being “loved to death.”

Issue 4. Preservation and Rehabilitation
Physical preservation of historic propertiesis the core purpose of historic preservation. This
requires having the appropriate information, guidance, and expertise available to help projects be

successful.

Goal: Increase in the number of high-quality preservation projects.
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Objectives:

4.1 Offer grants and other financial incentives for the conservation, rehabilitation, and
stabilization of historic properties.

4.2 Balance incentives and regulations to promote proper treatments.

4.3 Use physical preservation options (rather than simply documentation) as mitigation for
impacts to historic buildings and sites.

4.4 ldentify technical preservation problems and conduct research for their solutions.

4.5 Maintain alibrary of technical assistance materials and a directory of preservation
contractors and consultants, and expand public access to them.

4.6 Increasethe use of the Oregon Preservation Listserv and preservation websites as tools
for sharing technical information.

4.7 Provide workshops and training materials on preservation technology to the general
public and historic building property owners.

4.8 Educate code enforcement officers, building officials, and planners about the
specialized needs of historic buildings and the alternatives available for code
compliance.

4.9 Enhance the “sustainability” aspect of historic preservation.

4.10 Provide technical assistance and overall cultural resource advice and assistance to
Oregon Parks and Recreation Department to help it fulfill its stewardship
responsibilities for historic and archaeological sites.

4.11 Assist state and federal agencies with their cultural resource responsibilities, including
providing technical assistance when feasible.

Issue 5: Identification and Designation of Resour ces

| dentifying and documenting the state’s historic and archaeological sitesisthe first step toward
their preservation. Designating significant properties to either the National Register and/or local
registersis an important follow-up step. SHPO administers the federal National Register
program in Oregon, maintains written standards for conducting surveys of both historic and
archaeological sites, and, when funding levels alow, provides grants for important survey
projects. SHPO also maintains master databases of al known historic and archaeological sitesin
Oregon.

Goal: Expand the inventory and designation of Oregon’s prehistoric and historic cultural
resources for use in planning, education, public information, and protection.

Objectives:
5.1 Complete and update comprehensive heritage resource inventories.
5.2 Designate significant propertiesto the National Register and/or local registers.
5.3 Streamline and improve the survey process by using new technologies and the most
recent scholarship about the resources.
5.4 Expand and improve the historic sites database so it isareliable inventory of al historic
properties in the state, and make it accessible to the public via the Internet.
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5.5 Expand and improve the database of archaeological sites and records, and make it
accessible to qualified professionals for planning and scholarly purposes.

5.6 Develop and offer training materials and opportunities for those who conduct surveys
to ensure statewide consistency and quality.

5.7 Incorporate cultural resource datainto the data systems of other government entitiesin
order to better integrate preservation into land-use and management processes.

I ssue 6: Communication and Networking

It isimportant that preservationists share information and experiences, both to avoid “reinventing
the wheel” and to keep up-to-date on current issues. It isalso important that they get to know
one another and learn what each hasto offer to the preservation community at large. Distanceis
amajor challenge to communication in the state, though technology (primarily the Internet) has
helped aleviate that to some extent. Still there is no substitute for face-to-face communication,
S0 it isimportant that preservationists create opportunities to mingle and network.

Goal: Expand the exchange of historic preservation-related information among Oregon
communities and cultural groups.

Objectives:

6.1  Use listservs and websites for communicating and sharing information.

6.2 Usetraditional publications (newsletters, magazines, etc.) where appropriate.

6.3 Hold statewide or regional workshops on aregular basis.

6.4 Include under-represented groups (cultural, ethnic, geographic) as active participants in
the historic preservation network.

6.5 Develop, maintain, and disseminate preservation-based information statewidein a
coordinated manner.

Issue 7: Funding

Predictably, funding is the top “need” identified in the statewide needs assessment. Increased
financial assistanceis essential to virtually every aspect of cultural resource work, including
surveys, National Register nominations, archaeological excavation and analysis, site
stabilization, feasibility studies, public education, training, and so forth. “Funding” includes not
only grants and other allocations of money, but also tax incentives and virtually anything else
that helps cover costs.

Goal: Strengthen/Expand existing financial incentive programs and develop new incentives and
funding sources, both public and private.

Objectives:

7.1  Expand state and federal rehabilitation tax incentives.
7.2 Create local incentivesto inventory, designate, and rehabilitate historic properties.
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7.3
74
7.5
7.6
1.7
7.8

7.9

Publicize fundraising success stories and examples of creative and successful
private/public preservation partnerships to inspire and guide others.

Collect and make available contact information for grant and fundraising experts.
Develop alist of funding sources for preservation related programs and projects.
Encourage streamlining and other improvements to preservation grant and incentive
programs to minimize administrative costs and paperwork.

Offer preservation expertise to foundations that award grants for preservation if they do
not have in-house expertise.

Increase the use of easements (and their tax benefits), where appropriate, for historic
properties and archaeol ogical sites.

Secure funding for SHPO' srevolving loan fund, which is already authorized.

I ssue 8: Education

Public awareness of cultural resource issuesis essential to gaining both short- and long-term
support for preservation. Professional training for those in cultural resource and related fieldsis
also important in order to assist current practitioners with today’ s issues and to prepare the next
generation for preservation’s future challenges.

Goal: Expand the general public’s awareness of preservation issues and support specialized
preservation education and training.

Objectives:

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4
8.5

8.6
8.7

8.8
8.9

Develop and use interpretive materials and programs where appropriate: plaques, walking
tour brochures, websites, programs and lectures, and so forth.

Provide training opportunities for cultural resource staff within state and federal
agencies, tribes, and local governments.

Prepare handout materials that are up-to-date and readily available to the general public
and others.

Conduct workshops for cultural resource consultants.

Develop heritage education programs in formats that meet the needs of diverse
audiences.

Examine ways to use the mediafor public education purposes.

Support cultural resource programs at Oregon colleges and universities through
scholarships, internships, employment referrals, instruction, recruitment of quality
students, sharing information, and so forth.

Develop educationa programs for areas of the state where they are most needed.
Incorporate heritage education into continuing education, vocational, and Parks and
Recreation programs statewide.

I ssue 9: Codes and Ordinances

Federal, state, tribal, and local governments all have regulations that address cultural resource
issues, to one degree or another. These include laws and statutes as well as land-use and
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building codes. Local regulations are by far the most prevalent, and the most accessible for
improvement. Many local ordinances are in need of revision because they are out-of-date and
inconsistent with current terms and methods. Strengthening preservation regulations at any level
can be difficult, however, especially in an era of increased property-rights awareness and budget
cuts. There are also opportunities for the adoption of flexible or “smart” building codes and the
streamlining of approval processes.

Goal: Develop and implement codes and ordinances that promote preservation through both
regulations and incentives.

Objectives:

9.1 Develop training opportunities for local building officials, design professionals, disability
advocates, building trades representatives, and developers.

9.2 Adopt legislation that provides greater flexibility for historic buildings and structures
within state and municipal building codes.

9.3 Update state statutes and rules as necessary and as opportunities arise.

9.4 Incorporate archaeological site protection into local ordinances.

9.5 Develop code accommodation that protects historic and prehistoric resources.

9.6 Update and improve preservation ordinances as needed.

9.7 When appropriate, improve administrative and enforcement proceduresin lieu of
wholesale revisions to regulations.

9.8 Adopt flexible or “smart” building codes, using existing examples as models.

9.9 Coordinate fact finding and information sharing regarding the effects of Measure 37
(passed in November 2004) on cultural resources, and develop strategies as appropriate.

Conclusion and I mplementation

This Historic Preservation Plan isintended to help direct a coordinated and effective preservation
effort in the State of Oregon. It guides SHPO in its unique, overarching role as the lead
preservation agency in the state, but it should also serve as atool for all of the preservation
partners who actually do much of the on-the-ground preservation work at local or regional levels.

A key to implementing this plan is SHPO’s Annual Work Plan. Toward the end of each calendar
year, SHPO will develop and circulate for comment its work plan for the coming year. Work
plans are rooted in the concepts laid out in this Plan, but they include more specific action items
and timelines.

SHPO encourages al of the preservation partners to develop their own annual work plans and, to
the extent possible, try to align them with this Plan and with the broader issues and efforts they
foresee in the coming year. Full coordination isimpossible, given all the variables of funding,
politics, “brush-fire” issues, and so forth, but better coordination is certainly attainable.

We owe it to the residents of this state, the next generations, and to the cultural resources
themselves to do all we can to be effective stewards of the legacies we have inherited.
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Appendix |

Oregon’s Cultural Resources
(Archaeological and Historic Resour ces)

Introduction

The following narrative outlines the basic types of cultural resourcesin Oregon and provides a
general assessment of those resources, including the current state of knowledge about them. The
purpose of this section isto answer the basic question, “What are we trying to preserve?’ Other
sections of this plan address the “how,” “when,” and “who” aspects of statewide historic
preservation efforts (see Issues, Goals, and Objectives).

Overview of Oregon’s Cultural Resources

There are two basic categories of cultural resources—archaeological and historic. In general,
archaeological resources are at or below ground level, and they are usually remnants rather than
intact features. While they are most often prehistoric Indian sites (generally pre-1800 AD), there
are also historic-period archaeological resources. Historic resources, on the other hand, are
primarily intact aboveground features—typically buildings or structures—that post date
European contact.

There are several other important distinctions between archaeol ogical and historic resources.
Awareness of these distinctionsisimportant to understanding how statewide preservation efforts
address and impact these resources.

e Archaeological resources, dueto their below-ground character, are not as easily identified
or evaluated as above-ground historic resources. The cost for doing so is also much
higher.

e Archaeological resources are most often located in remote areas where they are subject to
looting and vandalism, so their precise locations must be kept confidential.

e Conversely, the location and details about historic resources are usually promoted as
expressions of community or neighborhood pride, and often as part of heritage tourism
and economic development efforts.

e Most archaeological sites are prehistoric Indian sites; therefore they are of special interest
to one or more of Oregon’s Indian tribes. Coordination with the tribes is an important
aspect of any dealings with these types of archaeological sites.

e Given that excavation is essentially a destructive process, the preferred treatment for
archaeological resourcesisto ssimply leave them alone. Limited testing may be needed to
determine the type, extent, and significance of sites, but unless there are compelling
reasons to do otherwise, sites should be | eft largely intact. Additionally, future
technologies may offer more effective and sensitive methods for examining these sites.
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¢ Rehabilitation and adaptive use are key elements in historic resource preservation
(primarily buildings). There are financial incentives and extensive “how-to” information
to encourage and guide rehabilitation efforts.

e Archaeological resources, on the other hand, do not lend themselves to adaptive use and
rehabilitation treatments. The most aggressive treatment for archaeological sitesis
usually stabilization and on-site interpretation, and then only for avery small number of
sites that lend themselves to public visitation.

e Historic buildings are usually subject to local zoning, land-use, and building code
regulations, so coordination with local planning entities is usually an important part of
any preservation effort.

Archaeological Resources

Most of what we know about Oregon’ s archaeological sites has come through the process
outlined by federal and state “cultural resource compliance” laws and procedures. Hereishow it
works:

Areas in the path of proposed “ground-disturbing” activities by federal or state agencies are
surveyed, discovered sites are documented, and summary reports are written. This
information is maintained in a master data set by the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and often, as well, by the federal and state agencies themselves. Agencies and other
property owners use this ever-expanding collection of data to help them avoid impacts to
known significant sites. When avoidance is not possible or feasible, then mitigation is
undertaken to try to “compensate” for the loss.

This somewhat random, reactionary process for collecting information about archaeol ogical
resources is not especially conducive to comprehensive, scholarly investigation or to thoughtful
preservation. Most of the information that is collected is descriptive rather than interpretive or
analytical in nature. Thereisusually neither the time nor the money to follow up on the initia
findings with more detailed analysis and interpretation.

Despite the lack of a more proactive and systematic process for documenting archaeological
sites, an extensive body of very valuable data has been produced. At the very least, this
information will serve as the basis for more in-depth studies by scholars and others in the future.
Computers and related technol ogy—databases, geographic information systems (GIS), digital
imaging, global positioning systems, and so forth—have greatly improved everyone's ability to
record sites and retrieve data.

In Oregon, approximately 45,000 archaeological sites have been identified over the years,
primarily from the 1970s to the present. An archaeological sitein Oregon is defined as ten (10)
or more artifacts (including lithic debitage) within a surface area reasonabl e to that activity, or a
featurelikely to have been generated by patterned cultural activity. Featuresinclude peeled
trees, cache pits, hearths, house pits, rock shelters, cairns, and rock art. Examples of prehistoric
archaeological sitesinclude (but are not limited to) lithic scatters and quarries, habitation,
hunting, and food processing sites, temporary campsites, and burials. Historic archaeological
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sitesinclude rural homesteads, industrial sites, shipwrecks, and even in-town sites with remnant
artifacts and features related to historic-period uses of the property.

The Oregon SHPO is currently in the midst of an ambitious multi-year effort to “computerize”

all of the state’ s archaeological records. Thisinvolves three primary tasks: (1) compiling
databases of core information about all of theindividual sites and all of the reports of
survey/excavation projects (approximately 19,000 reports); (2) plotting site locations and project
boundariesin the GIS (computerized maps); and (3) scanning al of the site forms and reports so
electronic images of those documents can be retrieved on the computer. These components—the
databases, the GIS, and the scanned images--are all being linked together to maximize the
accessibility and usefulness of the information.

Much of this computer work for existing archaeological records will be completed in 2005, due
in large part to the financial assistance of afew state and federal agencies with heavy cultural
resource responsibilities, namely the Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT).

One of the challenges for SHPO isto keep up the data entry and scanning efforts for the new site
forms and reports that continue to be submitted. Thisis essentia to making the centralized data
system areliable cultural resource management tool. Current SHPO budget and staffing levels
may not be sufficient to prevent a backlog of datafrom developing. However, another strategy
for avoiding a data backlog is for SHPO to develop and perhaps require the use of electronic data
entry forms for all or part of the information currently submitted in hard-copy format only. This
would greatly reduce the data entry burden on SHPO and would speed up the integration of the
new data into the data system.

Historic Resources

The inventory of historic resources in Oregon has been compiled largely through the survey
efforts of cities and counties who wanted or needed to know what historic resources existed
within their boundaries. Most of this survey work was done prior to 1995, when the state
requirement that cities conduct cultural resource inventories was rescinded.

Currently there are approximately 31,000 historic resources in the SHPO' s master historic sites
database. Severa thousand more have been inventoried by state or federal agencies as part of
their cultural resource compliance efforts, but those hard-copy records still need to be transcribed
into the SHPO database (as of May 2005). Tens of thousands more historic resources remain to
be inventoried statewide. Expanding the inventory of Oregon’s historic resources is one of
SHPQO' s priorities over the next several years.

Most of the historic resources that have been inventoried (64 percent) are from the early 20th-
century, 1900-1940. Nineteenth-century resources comprise only 22 percent, while post-WW]1lI
resources currently represent less than 10 percent of the total. The number of buildings from that
latter erais expected to increase dramatically over the next decade or so, as communities begin
to address their post-war resources. Scholarship at both the national and state levels for
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“resources from the recent past” is needed in order to help preservationists properly classify and
evaluate the significance of this vast pool of resources.

There are five basic types of historic resources: buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts.
Buildings make up the overwhelming majority (83 percent) of Oregon’s known historic
resources. They are the resource type most readily associated with historic preservation by the
public, and they are the focus of most historic preservation efforts statewide. Houses are by far
the most common building type (75 percent). Other building types include commercial, public,
institutional, industrial, and agricultural buildings.

In general, industrial and agricultural buildings are more susceptible to abandonment and
demolition than the other types because they do not often lend themselves as readily to new uses.
Additionally, the cost of structural improvements to help them meet current building codes can
often be prohibitive. One exception is warehouses, which have been successfully converted to
new uses in Portland and other Oregon cities. Their open spaces and sturdy construction serve a
variety of new uses quite well. Factories, mills, and other large-scale industrial facilities, along
with most agricultural buildings—barns and other outbuildings—are challenging resources to
save if they no longer serve their original purposes. They usually cannot continue in their
historic uses because they don’t accommodate the larger new equipment and business standards
of their respective industries.

Historic districts, inreality, are usually just large groupings of residential and/or commercial
buildings. Effortsto preserve the character of historic districts usually include both incentives
(tax credits and property tax freeze) and regulations (design guidelines, historic landmark
commission review, etc.). There are currently 110 designated historic districts in Oregon. They
include some of the best historic resources in the state, and they reflect some of the most
successful preservation efforts that have been undertaken. Recent political developmentsin
Oregon may change that. Owner consent and property rights measures threaten to dilute the
regulatory options local governments use to protect historic resources. Asaresult, historic
districts could suffer increased losses of integrity in the coming years.

The most common historic structur es are bridges and linear features, such as canals, railroad
grades, trails, and roads. The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has done a very
good job inventorying and evaluating the highway bridges it oversees, though preservation of
many of these structuresis not feasible, given their deteriorated condition, increased traffic
volumes, and more stringent safety standards. That said, a number of prominent bridges have
been successfully upgraded and kept in use using innovative solutions. Notable examples
include eleven coastal highway bridges and several bridges over the Willamette River in
Portland and neighboring communities.

Linear structuresare a challenging type of resource both to document and preserve. There are
still no detailed guidelines at the national level for documenting and eval uating resources that
stretch for miles, include a minimum of distinguishable historic features, and are under almost
constant repair, resurfacing, or upgrading. Some especially vulnerable linear resources are the
historic irrigation canals of central and eastern Oregon. Water conservation efforts call for
piping these canalsin order to prevent evaporation and seepage (water losses can exceed 50
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percent over a canal’slength). Piping, however, destroys the historic integrity of the canals.
Unfortunately, there are not viable alternatives to piping in most instances.

Cultural or historic landscapes have been recognized in recent years as a distinct type of
cultural resource. They usually include a combination of natural features and human-shaped
elements, and they are usually relatively largein size. They may be formal gardens or parks
designed by prominent landscape architects, or they may be informal landscapes shaped by uses
and traditions—ranching, mining, farming, and so forth. They might even be large natural areas
associated with important religious beliefs or traditions of local cultures (“traditional cultural
places’).

Though most of the recent cultural landscape National Register designations have been for urban
parks, the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (including the historic highway and
related structures) is probably Oregon’ s best-known cultural landscape. Due to their scale and
complexity, cultural landscapes can be difficult to document and protect. They often involve a
broad range of resource types (sites, buildings, structures, etc.), numerous property owners, and
various levels of governmental oversight.
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