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Larissa Rudnicki, M.S.
Architectural Historian
• 13+ years with ODOT
• 7+ years as Adjunct Professor at UO
• 2+ years serving as Interim Co-Director of the UO 

Historic Preservation Program

Authors cultural reports (determinations of eligibility, intensive level surveys, historic 
structure reports, etc.) as well as assesses and determines the level of effect of 
transportation projects on built environment historic properties. Represents FHWA and 
ODOT in coordination with Certified Local Governments, Historic Preservation interest 
groups, community representatives and/or planners, as well as the public regarding the 
development of projects and, if necessary, any mitigation obligations.   

Advocate for mobile homes, bowling alleys, roller skating rinks, mimetic architecture, 
drive-in movie theaters, and dingbat buildings, in addition to unraveling the true origin(s) 
of cribbage. 
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Larissa has been with ODOT 13+ years, primarily working in Regions 3,4, and 5. Her background is in historic preservation, focused on identifying and writing cultural reports from the built environment (structures/historic resources), with close collaboration and coordination with archaeologists and regional partners. 



Roy Watters, M.A.
Archaeologist & Tribal Liaison
• 10 years with ODOT
• 20+ years as an Anthropologist
• Professional Certificate in Tribal Relations

Institute for Tribal Government and Center for Public Service, 
Mark O. Hatfield School of Government at Portland State 
University.

Works with federally recognized tribes to address resource issues including archaeology, 
traditional cultural properties (TCPs), tribal gathering areas, and treaty rights. Represents 
ODOT and FHWA in government-to-government consultation with tribal staff, committees, 
and councils related to the development of transportation projects.  

Private sector experience in cultural resource management and corporate anthropology. 
Academic researcher and teaching faculty experience. Primary areas of interest include 
anthropology, history, Native America, Latin America, and ecosystem services.  3

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
ODOT has 5–6 historians and 5–6 archaeologists statewide, including liaisons embedded at the State Historic Preservation Office and dedicated staff supporting ADA programs.

Roy mostly works on local agency projects, giving him significant experience with topics covered in this session. Roy primarily covers Region 1 (Portland Metro area) and the Gorge, as well as Central Oregon from the Columbia River to the California border. 



Built Environment
& Archeology

Takeaways
1. Coordinate early with ODOT Archaeologist and Architectural Historian to 

ensure consultant work matches ODOT needs.

2. Consultant deliverables early in the project delivery timeline are key for 
ODOT to have sufficient time to accommodate Section 106/4(f) timelines.

3. Communication is key to all aspects of our work with consultants, tribes, 
consulting parties, and State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Larissa and Roy will be presenting together but represent two distinct disciplines under the broader "cultural resources" umbrella: built environment (historic resources) and archaeology. They've put together key takeaways for the session covering both sides.



Presentation Overview

• National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106)
 Our inter-agency process for compliance

• Historic Property (Resource) Types

• Archaeology Resource Types 

• Timeline for Geotechnical Compliance 

• Establishing the Area of Potential Effects

• Consultation with Tribes and other Consulting Parties

• Coordination between Cultural Resource Firm and ODOT CR Specialists

• Compliance Documentation 
(Cultural Resource Firm and ODOT CR Specialist Responsibilities) 5



National Historic 
Preservation Act 
(NHPA) Section 106

Three basic concepts:

1. Consultation
• ODOT Cultural Resource Specialists

2. Identification
• Local Agency’s Cultural Resources Firm*

3. Effects
• ODOT Cultural Resource Specialists

 SHPO Concurrence
 FHWA Oversight

* Firms MUST have Secretary of the 
Interior (SOI)-qualified staff in each 
respective discipline doing the work 
(Archaeology and Architectural History - 
They are DIFFERENT with different 
standards!) 6

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 is federal legislation intended to preserve historic structures and archaeological sites in the U.S.. FHWA has delegated certain responsibilities to ODOT. For example, 
Tribal consultation cannot be delegated to consultants; it must be conducted by ODOT directly. NHPA is a procedural law with focus on identifying cultural resources. ODOT works in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and Tribes.

Consultation is handled by ODOT and its liaisons.
Identification typically where local agencies and cultural resource firms are engaged. Important note: Cultural resources represent two distinct disciplines, archaeology and architectural history/built environment, each with its own standards and qualified specialists. When hiring a cultural resources firm: 
Ensure the firm can cover both disciplines either through in-house staff in both areas or a sub-consultant arrangement. Some firms now have both; others subcontract for one side. This should be confirmed before the project reaches a critical stage, not discovered at the last minute.
Anyone performing this work must go through ODOT's Consultant Qualification process for cultural resources. Resumes are reviewed to confirm they meet Secretary of the Interior's Standards. Consultants can be qualified after being hired but qualification is required before doing the work.
Effects are primarily an ODOT-led determination (with cultural resources staff like Larissa and Roy involved), though consultants may sometimes contribute. Effects determinations require SHPO concurrence  and ODOT makes these determinations on behalf of FHWA, who has delegated that authority to ODOT.
�




The Ever-Procedural Section 106 of the NHPA
Follow these “steps”

The picture can't be displayed.

Initiate Review* 
Agency identifies 
undertaking as well 
as any potential 
historic properties

Evaluate Historic
Properties 
(Identification)*
Agency evaluates any 
historic properties for 
National Register of 
Historic Places
eligibility and gauges 
if an effect is likely

Assess Effects*
Determine if 
undertaking will 
adversely affect 
historic properties

Resolve Adverse 
Effect(s)*
Develop and implement 
measures to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate 
impacts

*Meaningful consultation is REQUIRED at every step - 
engage with preservation officers, tribes, and 
interested parties. 7

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Section 106 is a procedural requirement. Following the process doesn't stop a project, it just requires the process to be completed. It weaves together the three core concepts (consultation, identification, effects) and applies to every federal project. Meaningful consultation is required at every step, engaging with SHPO, tribes, and other interested parties. The process is generally linear as each step informs the next, but some back-and-forth occurs (e.g., when exploring avoidance or minimization options).

Key takeaway: The bulk of time and effort is spent in the Identification phase for both the cultural resources firm and ODOT's cultural resources staff in determining what resources exist within the project area.




Historic 
Property 
(or Resource) 
Types:

Buildings
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Buildings are resources intended to shelter some sort of human activity. Examples include a house, barn, hotel, church or similar construction. The term building, as in “outbuilding,” can be used to refer to historically and functionally related units, such as a courthouse and a jail, or a barn and a house



Historic Property Types: Objects
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Objects are typically smaller in scale compared to structures and buildings and often artistic or commemorative in nature. While objects may be movable, they're generally associated with a specific setting or environment. 

Some examples: monuments, sculptures, fountains, signs, mile markers, drinking fountains, boundary markers



Historic Property Types: Sites

* One of two options for 
Cultural Landscapes 10

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A site is the location of a significant event, a prehistoric or historic occupation or activity, or a building or structure, whether standing, ruined, or vanished, where the location itself possesses historic, cultural, or archaeological value of any existing structure. 

Sites may include discrete areas significant solely for activities in that location in the past, such as battlefields, significant archaeological finds, designed landscapes (parks and gardens), and other locations whose significance is not related to a building or structure. 

Main point: sites are NOT exclusive to archaeology. 



Historic Property Types: Structures

* One of two options 
for Linear Resources
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Structures differ from buildings in that they are functional constructions meant to serve purposes other than sheltering human activity.

Examples: aircraft, ships, grain elevators, gazebos, and bridges.



Historic Property Types: Districts

* One of two options 
for Cultural Landscapes

* One of two options 
for Linear Resources
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A District is a geographically definable area, urban or rural, possessing a significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united by past events or aesthetically by plan or physical development. In addition, historic districts consist of contributing and non-contributing properties. Historic districts can also possess a concentration, linkage, or continuity of the other four types of properties. 

Objects, structures, buildings and sites within a historic district are usually thematically linked by architectural style or designer, date of development, distinctive urban plan, and/or historic associations.



Linear Resources
• Railroad Grades
• Historic Roads and Trails
• Irrigation Canals and Ditches
• Telegraph and Telephone Lines 

(Transmission)
• Transportation-related Canals
• Linear Containment Structures
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The formal definition of Linear Resources can be somewhat misleading. Linear resources are generally used for two purposes:
Conveyance - Moving goods, people, power, or communication
Containment/Boundary - Bounding, restricting, or containing (e.g., fences, levees, walls)

Examples include:
Railroad grades 
Trails, irrigation canals and ditches 
Telegraph, telephone, and transmission lines
Transportation-related canals, canals designed and built to transport goods (relatively rare in Oregon but they do exist).
Linear containment structures, levees, fences, walls

Linear resources can fall under either archaeology or the built environment, though the built environment discipline tends to focus on these more often. They're commonly overlooked, since they represent a type of landscape feature people don't naturally think to evaluate as a cultural resource (e.g., canals).




Types of Archaeological Sites

50 (federal) or 75 (state) years of age 14

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Archaeological resources are often buried, though other types exist too.

Pre-contact sites commonly include:
Lithics: stone tools (formed tools, broken tools, or debitage/flakes from tool production). This is the most common artifact type in this region due to the wet, moist climate limiting preservation of other materials.
Features: fire pits/rings (evidence of charcoal or fire-ring rock formations)

Post-contact/settlement sites (Oregon settlement dates to the mid-19th century) commonly include:
Trash/bottle dumps or surface scatters
Privies/latrines
Garden areas
Features like building foundations or old roads

Age threshold note: Archaeological significance is based on the age since an artifact went out of use/was discarded, not the age of manufacture. This means relatively "recent" discarded items can become archaeologically significant over time, creating ongoing challenges for identifying sites.

Culturally Modified Trees (seen above): A tree with bark removed by Native peoples, usually pre-contact, is also classified as an archaeological site

Age Rule, 50 vs. 75 years:
Federal law: a site must be at least 50 years old (discarded/abandoned 50+ years) to be considered archaeological. That means that anything prior to 1976 can potentially qualify.
State law: threshold is 75 years.

Local agencies conducting preliminary studies with local funding may have consultants apply the 75-year state threshold, but if the project later becomes federalized it must be reevaluated under the 50-year federal rule. Projects that remain active for extended periods may also have resources "age into" potential eligibility over time.




Trolley tracks in Astoria and Portland
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
A specific archaeological resource type increasingly encountered in urban projects: trolley or rail tracks embedded in streets/roadways which are often paved over.

Active tracks (still in use, even mid-street) are not considered archaeological sites.
Abandoned tracks (out of use for 50+ years, paved over) do qualify as archaeological sites.

These are particularly problematic because they form linear archaeological sites that can crisscross an entire city or town, meaning projects may repeatedly encounter them.

SHPO's position: these are treated as eligible archaeological sites until proven otherwise.

Recommendation: during early project development consultants should proactively assess whether this resource type might be present (since they're often hidden/paved over), to avoid unexpected encounters during construction.

Several projects, notably in Portland but also Astoria and Eugene have encountered these tracks during construction, requiring work stoppages. In those cases, the affected areas cannot be disturbed until:
A qualified consultant/archaeological monitor is brought on board, and
That monitor obtains a SHPO permit

Construction delays of this kind are costly in both time and money, reinforcing the need for early identification. The City of Portland is developing a context statement to better characterize this resource type, working with SHPO toward a more programmatic approach to managing these sites going forward.





Archaeological 
Sites & 

Confidentiality

Archaeological site locations are confidential

Exempt from federal and state Freedom of 
Information Act 

Site information is collected and stored at 
Oregon’s State Historic Preservation Office

Only qualified archaeologists and Tribal 
cultural staff can access site information

Qualifications are defined in state law and 
federal law
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Unlike built environment resources, archaeological site locations and boundaries are protected from public disclosure under both federal and state law. Reports containing site location information are exempt from public records requests; these files cannot be requested or disclosed publicly. Site information is maintained in an online database managed by the State Historic Preservation Office. 

When a local agency hires a consultant who subcontracts a cultural resources firm, archaeological reports containing confidential site information often get passed through multiple parties (sub-consultant → prime consultant → local agency → REC → ODOT archaeologist) sometimes reaching 20+ people and potentially landing in unsecured project files accessible to the full project team.

Recommended process: the archaeological consulting firm should send reports containing site-specific information directly to the ODOT archaeologist, rather than routing through the full chain of parties. Project teams can still receive and act on the results (findings/recommendations) without distributing broadly the full report containing confidential site data and avoiding storing the confidential site data in unsecured project folders. This practice is actively being encouraged with local agencies and consultants, with appreciation expressed for those already adopting it.




Programmatic Agreement (PA)

Streamlines Section 106 (NHPA) process for Federal-Aid Highway Program in Oregon

Partners: ODOT, FHWA, Oregon SHPO & ACHP

• ODOT CR Specialists delegated FHWA Section 106 Responsibilities
• PA Applies to No Effect Findings (No Resources Present)
• Effects to Historic Resources triggers traditional Sec 106 process

Many Local Agency Projects Cleared Under PA
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
ODOT, FHWA, and SHPO have developed a Programmatic Agreement. This is a powerful tool that streamlines the Section 106 process for many projects, primarily saving time. The Programmatic Agreement formalizes FHWA's delegation of authority to ODOT, delegates certain aspects of tribal and consulting party coordination, and most importantly provides pathways for ODOT to issue findings of no effect (archaeological and built environment clearances) without waiting for SHPO concurrence when no resources are present or when identified resources will not be affected. 

Roy shared an important caveat: the PA can only be used by ODOT staff, not by consultants. This makes early communication essential. Consultants should share findings with ODOT promptly so ODOT can apply the PA where applicable, potentially avoiding unnecessary extra work or delays. This reinforces the broader theme of coordinating early with ODOT/the REC.




Requirements for Geotechnical Explorations

Submit Geotechnical 
Testing Plan to ODOT 

REC

Minimum 45 Days In 
Advance of Testing

Type of Testing 
(drilling v. 

excavations)

Depict Access Routes 
and Staging Areas 

(off roadway)

Off Pavement Testing 
Requires Tribal 
Consultation

30 Day Waiting 
Period for Tribes

Sensitive Areas May 
Require Archaeology 
Fieldwork or SHPO 

Concurrence

In Advance of 
Testing

Written Clearance 
Issued by ODOT 
Archaeologist

An Archaeological 
Monitor May Be 

Required
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Roy shared that geotechnical investigations often occur early in a project (to inform design), typically before consultants are in the field and before general cultural resources clearance is issued. Because this is a ground-disturbing activity, it requires separate clearance under a specific stipulation in the Programmatic Agreement. ODOT must issue a written clearance before geotechnical work can proceed. Archaeological clearance is frequently overlooked in project planning for this phase.

Timeline requirements:
Minimum 45 days for ODOT to review and clear the project (can take longer).
Tribes have a 30-day review period and clearance issuance depends on their review. This window can extend further if concerns are identified.
If archaeological sites/resources are present, resolving issues with Tribes and SHPO before clearance can be issued may take several months.

Information ODOT needs up front:
Detailed drilling/testing plan
Access routes for equipment

Process:
If work is confined to pavement, risk of encountering archaeological sites is low, and clearance can often be issued quickly.
If work occurs off pavement or in an area with known sensitivity, a 30-day tribal review is required before clearance can be issued.
In sensitive areas or areas with known archaeological sites, cultural resources fieldwork may need to be completed before geotechnical investigations can proceed.

Early coordination with the ODOT cultural resources team is critical. Drilling contractor scheduling can be difficult to secure and delays caused by missed clearance timelines can create significant project impacts.




Area of Potential Effects (APE)

Project Footprint (API) 
is key to developing APE

• Depicted on maps and spatial data in GIS shapefile/kmzCultural Resources Firm 
develops APE

• Verifies the area that needs to be evaluated and avoids remobilizationODOT REC and CR Staff 
review and concur

• Project footprint for archaeology v. adjacent tax lot boundaries for built
oWill often have different APEs since focused on different resources

APE covers limits of potential 
effects for archaeology and built

APE may expand for visual effects, 
historic districts, tribal sites (TCP) 19

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Roy noted that cultural resource consultants should be on board no later than DAP/preliminary design to allow Section 106 clearances (and potential Section 4(f) issues) to be resolved in a timely manner.

Every federally funded project has a project footprint like ground-disturbing areas, but also other elements like new signal heads or utility boxes on existing infrastructure. All of this constitutes the full project footprint, not just excavation areas. Based on that footprint, an Area of Potential Effect (APE) must be established under Section 106. 

The APE is:
At minimum, equal to the project footprint
Often larger, depending on context

Larissa added an important note: Archaeology and the built environment will typically have two separate APEs, not one shared boundary. The built environment APE tends to be larger since built environment review often considers broader factors like visual impacts and visibility, not just direct physical impact areas.



Streets Project
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
APE Example: Milwaukee-Area Complete Streets Project

Roy shared this project example from the Milwaukee area, which involved a complete streets improvement, including:

6-foot-wide separated sidewalks on both sides of the street
8-foot-wide buffered bike lanes
Intermittent rain gardens for stormwater management
Street and pedestrian lighting
ADA-compliant intersection curb ramps
Crosswalk enhancements at two intersections

Most work occurred along a single street (long, linear APE), with a branch extending along an old rail line converted to a bike path (relevant due to possible staging and stormwater runoff considerations).
The APE should be comprehensive, not just a series of disconnected points along the corridor. It needs to capture the full scope of potential effects not just isolated work locations. Sidewalk and ADA improvements will likely trigger evaluation of adjacent properties, meaning the APE will technically extend to entire adjacent tax lots, not just the roadway edge.





APE 
Expanded
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here the APE is expanded to the west and the south because effects to two separate historic districts need to be evaluated.

Initial APE: drawn to cover the bridge itself, along with anticipated ADA improvements and access approach areas.

Expanded APE: during SHPO consultation it was identified that the project intersects historic districts on both the west and east sides. As a result, the APE had to expand to include the entirety of those historic districts even though the project physically touches only a couple of blocks.  The project's effect had to be evaluated across the whole district.

Larissa noted something to keep in mind was that touching even a small portion of a historic district can require evaluating the project's effects on the district. This broader lens ("ballooning out" the APE) is important. Narrowly limiting focus to only the immediate project footprint risks missing significant contextual impacts.




Expansive APE
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Roy gave another APE Example: Hood River Bridge Project (Oregon/Washington)

This project involved replacing the Hood River Bridge, connecting to I-84 and SR-14. The APE had to expand well beyond the bridge itself for several reasons:

North side, Washington bluff: homes overlooking the project required consideration of visual effects.
South side: the historic Hood River Highway, a significant linear historic resource with loops in the area also required visual effect analysis.
Traditional Cultural Property: a tribal traditional cultural property spanning an immense area across both states further expanded the APE. Made the APE technically much larger than the visual-effects boundary alone.

Key takeaway: Every project's APE is unique and shaped by the specific resources present. Visual, historic, and tribal/cultural considerations can each independently expand the boundary well beyond the immediate project footprint.



Consultation with Tribes 
and other Consulting Parties

• ODOT Archaeologist Consults with Federally-Recognized Tribes
 Tribes are sovereign nations with Government-to-Government relationship

• ODOT Architectural Historian identifies any other Consulting Parties

• ODOT Archaeologist and Architectural Historian consult with SHPO Liaison

• Responsibilities Delegated from FHWA to ODOT CR Specialists

• Cultural Resources Firm role is coordination
 SHPO Permits, Research in Tribal Archives, Research with key Stakeholders

• Cultural Resources Firm’s Deliverables (APE, reports) are part of Consultation
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Oregon has nine federally recognized tribes but projects near state borders may also require consultation with tribes from neighboring states. Section 106 (and other laws) require meaningful government-to-government consultation with tribes on applicable projects. This is initiated by ODOT's archaeologists and tribal liaisons, with additional support brought in for more complex projects.

Certified Local Governments (CLGs):
CLGs, which also represent a government-to-government relationship, often involving a Historic Preservation Commission overseeing downtowns and main streets. CLGs may have local design guidelines (e.g., specific materials or colors used in a downtown area) that ODOT wouldn't otherwise know about without direct communication. Because CLGs are preservation-focused, consultation with them is required to ensure project compatibility with local design standards.

Important distinction: Consultation vs. Coordination
Consultation (tribes, SHPO, and other formal Section 106 consulting parties, such as CLGs) can only be conducted by ODOT (and FHWA when needed). This cannot be delegated to consultants.
Coordination activities like fieldwork, research, or interviews with CLGs, tribes, or other parties in support of their built environment/archaeological deliverables can be done by consultants.
Consultant deliverables (APEs, reports, etc.) are used by ODOT as part of its formal consultation process, but the consultation itself remains ODOT's (or FHWA's) responsibility.




Cultural Resource Firm 
and ODOT Specialists Coordinate

Agency and Consultant 
coordination is key to 

success
• Especially important when 
historic resources are present

Joint meetings and site 
visits may be required to 

navigate process

Coordination with 
CR Specialists reduce 

unnecessary work and costs

Coordinate on the APE early 
in project development

Archaeological site data is protected 
from public disclosure by law
• Should limit the distribution 

chain of archy reports
• Local agency and consultants 

should keep records secure
24

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Consultants make recommendations; ODOT makes the final determinations. Early coordination matters because disagreements between consultant recommendations and ODOT's (or other parties') conclusions can occur. While rare, catching these early through direct communication is important to resolve differences before they affect the project timeline.

Local agencies should not gate-keep communication between their consultants and ODOT. Direct consultant-to-ODOT communication (emails, meetings) is necessary for ODOT to do its job effectively.
Consultants may need to participate directly in meetings with ODOT, other consulting parties, and sometimes tribes, where their expertise is needed.




Compliance Documentation Responsibilities: 
Cultural Resource Firm

• Archaeological Survey
– Baseline
– Phase 1
– Phase 2 (testing)

• Built Environment Baseline
• Determinations of Eligibility (Built)

• Resource-Level Findings of Effect (Built) 
– One per resource 

• May assist with development of project-level MOA or PA to resolve 
Adverse Effects

25

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Cultural resource firm deliverables should be shared with ODOT early. Doing so reduces the risk of last-minute additional work for ODOT's cultural resources team (Roy/Larissa) and helps protect the project timeline. Waiting too long to share deliverables risks jeopardizing the schedule. Much of ODOT's downstream review work cannot begin until the consultant firm completes its deliverables.

Though both fall under the "cultural resources" umbrella, built environment and archaeology have different documentation requirements and different review processes. They are "two sides of the same coin.”




Compliance Documentation Responsibilities: 
Cultural Resource Firm

Much of OUR work cannot begin until the 
Cultural Resource Firm finishes their work!
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Compliance Documentation Responsibilities:
ODOT CR Specialist

• PA Clearance (Archy and Built)

• Project-Level (or Joint) Finding of 
Effect (Archy and Built)

• Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
– Triggered by an Adverse Effect (primarily Built)
– Takes minimum of nine months for 

development and execution

• Inadvertent Discovery Plan 
(primarily Archy)

• Section 4(f) Documentation 
(primarily Built)

– De minimis
– Temporary Occupancy
– Historic Bridges Programmatic 

Evaluation
• Triggered by an Adverse Effect to a 

Historic Bridge
• Takes a minimum of three months 

for development and execution
• Cannot be signed by FHWA until 

MOA is fully executed
27

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Important clarification: ODOT has to complete its own documentation, work that cannot be done by the consultant. The consultant finishing their work does not mean ODOT's work is done. In many cases, ODOT's work begins once the consultant's deliverables are complete.

Most projects will result in a PA concurrence or standard Section 106 finding of no adverse effect. An MOA (addressing adverse effects) is the exception, not the rule, and only required when an adverse effect occurs. An Inadvertent Discovery Plan is always required (standalone or embedded in specs). Full Section 4(f) resolution requiring more than a de minimis or temporary use finding is very rare. 

This reinforces why the avoid → minimize → mitigate hierarchy discussed earlier is so important. Successfully avoiding or minimizing adverse effects reduces the likelihood of triggering more time-intensive processes like MOAs or full Section 4(f) resolution.




Questions?
Larissa Rudnicki, M.S.
Architectural Historian
(503) 507-0558
Larissa.RUDNICKI@odot.oregon.gov 

Roy Watters, M.A.
Archaeologist & Tribal Liaison
(503) 983-0960
Roy.WATTERS@odot.oregon.gov 
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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Question: When the APE gets expanded (e.g., due to SHPO consultation and historic district requirements), does that expansion affect other disciplines like Biology or Wetlands? Does it trigger those disciplines to expand their analysis too (e.g., wetland mitigation)?
Answer: No, the APE is specific to cultural resources under Section 106. Other disciplines use the broader API (Area of Potential Impact), not the APE. While the terms are sometimes used interchangeably in casual conversation, they are distinct.  Expanding the cultural resources APE does not require other disciplines to expand their work into those areas. Reminder though: there are be different APEs for both built and archaeological disciplines, since we represent different resources. 

Comment: A common issue, particularly on local agency projects, is encountering unanticipated mitigation costs during project development that weren't originally budgeted for. Specialists later in the Summit will speak more to specific mitigation types that can arise unexpectedly. An MOA is triggered by an adverse effect and outlines the required mitigation –  essentially, how the impact will be addressed/offset. There is no standard formula for mitigation (e.g., no fixed percentage of project cost, no default requirement like interpretive panels). It is entirely project- and resource-specific.

Key Points: 
Mitigation often has a public-facing component.  Since affected resources are typically public resources, mitigation frequently includes public education/awareness elements.
Not all resources are valued equally. Mitigation for a nationally significant resource (e.g., Timberline Lodge) will differ substantially from a more modest historic resource (e.g., a drying house at a forest ranch).
Costs are unpredictable but tend to be higher than anticipated, commonly ranging from tens of thousands to hundreds of thousands of dollars, depending on project scope and resource significance.
The MOA process itself can take 6 months to a year to complete.
While a small project (e.g., a sidewalk) is unlikely to trigger six-figure mitigation costs, adverse effects triggering an MOA process are "not unheard of" even on projects that wouldn't seem likely to encounter them.

Takeaway: Early identification of potential adverse effects is critical for accurate budgeting and schedule planning as well as the ability to pursue avoidance and minimization options. 
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