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20 October 1981

Mr. Kisuk Cheung

Chief, Engineering Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division
Building 230

Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96858

Dear Mr. Cheung: 3
Thank you for your undated letter, received 23 September
1981, and the opportunity to review the revised final draft
on "Archaeological and Paleontological Investigation at Kalae-
loa (Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, O'ahu, Federal Study
Areas 1A and 1B and State of Hawaii Optional Area 1" prepared
by Hallett H. Hammatt and William H. Folk of Archaeological
Research Center Hawaii Inc.

We have formed a new ad hoc committee in order to main-
tain objectivity by involving more of our membership in the
Peer Review Process. Each committee member has reviewed the
revised final draft report, and used the same documents in
comparing this draft to the earlier one given to the Society
for Hawaiian Archaeology for Peer Review. Then, the commit-
tee as a whole met and discussed the revised draft at length.

In addition to the SOPA Guidelines, Revised Scope of
Work, and Revised Research Design, the committee used as pri-
mary review criteria the "Summary List of Comments" contained
in a letter that your office sent to Dr. Eammatt on 23 March
1981. These documents, and the original set of peer reviews?*,
have been referred to in the process of comparing the two
draft reports. We used this comparison to determine the ex-
tent to which the £final revised report has satisfactorily ad-
dressed the multitude of both general and specific comments
supplied by the previous reviewers.

A critical examination of the revised report reveals that
-- apart from the addition of previously omitted graphics, ba-
saltic glass and radiocarbon dates, and the master artifact
catalog -- the final product is substantially the same as the
widely condemned earlier drafts. There is little or no evidence
that the authors of this report have taken serious notice of the
review comments provided them by the Corps of Engineers. With
reference to the "Summary List of Comments", we are of the firm

% We refer here to the peer reviews by Davis, Hommon, Kirch,
and Rosendahl.
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naninion that of the total 21 items listed only numbers 3,
4, 7, 8, and 9 nave been satisfactorily addressed. More-
over, these five items are the least consequential from the
larger perspective of report adequacy, and amount to little

more than cosmetic changes.

We are frankly surprised that the criticisms made by the
original reviewers appear to have been ignored by Dr. Hammatt
and Mr. Folk in their revision of the report. A point-by-point
critique from the current SHA Peer Review Committee would thus
be redundant since virtually no substantive (and few stylistic)
corrections have been made. For the sake of brevity, tle mem-
bers of this committee are prepared to state categorically that,
in our best professional judgement, the revised final draft re-
port fails to satisfy the Scope of Work Regquirements: the sub-
stantive comments of the previous reviewers still apply. In
addition, the revised report does not comply with the Federal
regulations and legislation under whose aegis the work was per-
formed. Furthermore, the revised report does not conform to
the generally accepted guidelines used by the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation in evaluating reports produced in the
course of work for that agency. Finally, we defer to the criti-
cisms made in the previous set of peer reviews in answering NO
to all eight of the guideline questions for report review issued
by the Society of Professional Archaeolgists.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment
on the revised report, and we trust that our remarks will be of
use to the Army Corps of Engineers. Should you have any gques-
tions regarding this review, you may contact the Society at the
above address.

incerely,

c Mc<
Patrick €. ‘McCoy, PhD
Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee
to Review the Hammatt/Folk
on Barber's Point

&&G&QP!--Q ‘\D-QQU—
Jane 2Allen-Wheeler
Committe ember
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Sara L. Collins

Committee Member
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PAUL H. ROSENDAHL, Ph.D., inc. 2
Consuiting Archucologist

Chief, Engineer Division
Department of the Army
Pacific QOcean Division
Corps of Engineers
Building 230

Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96858

Subject: Requested peer review of third draft final report

Archaeological and Paleontological Investigation
at Kalaeloa (Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa,
0'ahu, Federal Study Areas la and 1b and State of
Hawaii ‘Optional Area I (Contract No. DACW 84-77-
C-0010, Mod. No. P00001), by Archaeological
Research Center, Hawaii, Inc.

Dear Sir:

Enclosed is my review of the third draft final report on the
above subject investigation conducted for the Corps of Engineers.
I trust the review will be of use to you in your final appraiszl
of the archzeological work that has been done fcr the Corps.

While I do appreciate the opportunity to review the report, I

must state that the lack of serious attention paid to the earlier
review of the initial drafit of the report--the strong negative
criticism of my own first review, as well zs that of several

other reviewers--almost caused me to deciine reviewing the third
draft, as I felt it would be a waste of my own time. I have,
however, given consideratle time and attention to this review of
the third draft final report for two reasons: (a) your statement
that unedited peer reviews will be avpeﬂded to the end of the ARCH,
Inc. report; and (b) the hope that my review will help to bring
about further work at Barbers Point that might in some way still
manage to address several of the significant archaeological
research problems, and thus "salvage" something of value from

the archaeological resources that have managed to survive the
destruction of the work documented in the third draft final report.

If you have any questions or comments regarding my review--either
the critical portions or the recommendations at the end, please

feel free to contact me.
Sincerely you;;j:>
N B, Qs

Paul H. Rosendahl Ph.D.
Principal Archaeologist

Encl.: Review 101%81

(two copies)
. P.O. Box 504 « Kurtistown, Hawaii 96760 « (808) 966-8038 N“’L
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SUBJECT:

REVIEW
PREPARED
BY:

PAUL H. ROSENDALIL, Ph.D., Inc.
Consuiting A rchueoloyist

October 14, 1981

Chief, Engineer Division
Department of the Army
Pacific Ocean Division
Corps of Engineers
Building 230

Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96858

Requested peer review of third draft final report

Archaeological and Paleontological Investigation
at Kalaeloa (Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa,
0'ahu, Federal Study Areas la and 1b and State of
Hawaii Optional Area I (Contract No. DACW 84-77-
C-0010, Mod. No. P00001), by Archaeological
Research Center, Hawaii, Inc.

Paul H. Rosendahl, Ph.D.
Principal Archaeologist
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Paul H. Rosendahl, Ph.D.

P.O. Box 504  Kurtistown, Ilawaii 96760 « (S08) 966.8038
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ma jor work tucks of the recearch and third draft final report in
terms of major issues and problems, and will conclude with a final
evaluation of the work and some recommendations as %o how the
numerous deficiencies of the archaeological work conducted to date
might be remedied to some extent. One final limitation must bde

made explicit. The following review comments apply only to the
archaeological portions of the work and report done directly by
ARCH, Inc., and not to the separate independent consultant reports
that deal respectively with the paleontological salvage (Appendix I,
by Olson and James) and the non-marine molluscs (Appendix II, by
Kirch and Christensen). Considered independently, these two reports
are both competent pieces of work, and it is regretable that the
findings of these studies of the fossil and subfossil avifauna and
the land snails have not been utilized or integrated into the archae-
ological portion of the third draft final report in any sufficient
or meaningful manner.

GENERAL EVALUATION STATEMENT

Detailed critical examination and evaluation of the third
draft final report, and consideration of the report in terms of the
several documents provided earlier by the Corps of Engineers to aid
in the review and evaluation of the report (Inclosures 2 through 8,
letter of 12 February 1981), provides substantial evidence that the
archaeological investigation conducted at Barbers' Point has failed
to achieve the major overall study objective stated in the "Revised
Scope of Work..."--that is, the archaeological investigation that
is documented in the third draft final report does not in any way
constitute adequate mitigation of the adverse effects of the proposed
harbor development construction on the imporiant cultural resources
present within the Barbers' Point Harbor Archaeological District.

This failure to achieve the major study objective has resulted
from (a) in general the lack of compliance with the various guidelines
contained within the several guidance documents listed in the
"Revised Scope of Work...", and (b) more specifically and directly
both the inadequate performance and lack of performance of the
various work tasks detailed in and contractually required by the
"Revised Scope of Work....” With regard to the eight guideline
questions for peer review suggested by SOPA that the Corps of
Engineers requested (letter of 23 September 1981) reviewers to
consider in their evaluations of the third draft report, a2 uniform
negative response must be made to all eight questions.

RESEARCH DESIGN

The "Revised Scope of Work..." specifies the preparation of a
research design that provides "...for recovery of an adequate and
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LivTRODUCT 10N

The purpose of this peer review is to evaluate the third
draft final report on the archaeological and paleontological
investigation conducted at Barbers Point by Archaeological
Research Center, Hawaii, Inc. (ARCH) for the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers in conjunction with the development of the proposed
deep draf*t harbor and support facilities at Barbers Point, Oahu.
Prepared at the regquest ol the Corps of EZngineers, this peer
review evaluates the investigations primarily in terms of their
conformance to the specifications contained within the "Revised
Scope of Work for Cultural Resources Mitigation and Data Recovery..."
(3 April 1979), and particularly to the "Revised Research Design";
and secondarily in terms of conformance to established and generally
accepted professional standards for archaeological research
performance. In this fashion the review substantively addresses
the suggested guideline questions for peer review of reports
issgid by the Society of Professional Archeologists (SOPA) (9 October
1978).

The present review of the third draft final report bears
several similarities to the earlier review of the first draft
final report submitted to the Corps of Engineers in March 1981.
This is because most of the comments and evaluations made regarding
the first draft are still directly applicable to the third draft.

Certain specific limitations of this review -should be
recognized. First, the review concentrates upon addressing
major problems or issues. It is not intended to be a detailed
technical review, though the third draft final report provides
sufficient documentation of technical inadequacies. Nor is it
intended to be a detailed listing of substantive content errors
and inadequacies, though the third draft final report contains
numerous specific examples that could be cited. :

Second, there is the difficulty in reviewing the report that
is caused by the absence of several important pieces of data. The
major difficuliy encountered earlier in preparing the initial
review of the first draft--the absence of almost 50 % of the graphics
(plan maps, sections, and photographs)--has been answered in large
degree by the presence of most of these illustrations in the third
draft; however, certain specific important pieces of graphical data -
are still missing. The most significant missing items are (a) an
overall study area map indicating the locations of all known archae-
ological sites (approximately 148 sites) within the project area--not
just those that were "salvaged” (26 sites); and (b) cross-sections
for many of the excavated sites (secticns provided for only 9 of
26, or c. 35 %, of the sites).

In terms of general format, this review will first make a
general overall statement of evaluation, then will consider the



Review 101481 R

usable cample of data on those significunt regearch topics that
can reasonably be addressed” (Item 5.{(1)(a)). Such a research
design thus provides the scientific framework within which to
carry out the subsequent archaeological investigation. The thir
draft final report has several serious problems relating to the
research design--btoth the research design document itself, and the
subsequent performance of work in accordance with the research
design.

First of all, the research design overall is itself inadequate.
There isno critical analysis of previous archaeological research done
in the Barbters' Point area. The section entitled "Previous Research”
is simply a descriptive summary--little more than an ennumeration--
of the nature and intensity of prior archaeoclogical projects. An
adequate analysis of this previous research would have concentrated
on the results of the previous research, and the explicit use of
these results to formulate research objectives, specific research
hypotheses, and practical verification strategies for testing such
hypotheses.

Secondly, the so-called "testible hypotheses" presented in
the third draft final report (pp.8-9) as aimed to address the
five original research problems are not really testible hypotheses.
At best, some are general assumptions, postulations, inferences, or
self-evident observations concerning the nature of Hawaiian settlement
and occupation at Barbers' Point. Others are simply general, basic
archaeological assumptions concerning the nature and patterning of
archaeological data. None of the nine "testible hypotheses" are
hypotheses in the scientific sense--that of explanation, dealing
with relationships between variables in terms of determinative
relationships, and not simply descriptive accounts of static
spatial and temporal distributions of archaeological data. Hypotheses
are directed at answering questions of "how" and "why" specific
variables within the archaeological record are related, and as such
are meant to go beyond simple questions of "where", "when"”, "what",
and "who".

A third serious problem with the research design, and thus
with the subsequent field work and report, relates to inadequate
consideration of the nature of the archaeological data involved,
and any strategies for sampling this data. The third draft final
report never seriously considers the basic question of specifically
what constitutes "an adequate and usable sample of data". This
unanswered question applies to all levels of study--from the universe
of sites, to specific sites, to specific features within sites, to
the location of specific excavation units within sites and features,
to specific methods and techniques of data recovery through excavation.
Such basic essential questions as how samples at different levels are
related, criteria and methods utilized in the selection of "samples”,
the validity of samples, and potential biases and means for controlling
such biases do not appear to have been seriously considered at all.
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Clocely related fo the many provlems involving zampling is the
issue of the nature of available data present and how one could Zo
about testing any hypotheses. The third draft final report fails
to concider how different kinds of data could be used to test specific
hypotheses, much less concider what would constitute adequate testing
and subsequent verification or rejection and modification of tested
hypotheses. Furthermore, the report section on "testible hypotheses”
gives no indication of any understanding that the archaeological
testing of hypotheses involves the elimination of alternative

explanations for the patterning of the recovered archaeological data.

One of the most disturbing aspects of the third draft final
report relates to the five original major research problems that
were to be addressed by the archaeological investigation. As
indicated in the "Revised Scope of Work...", the archaeological work
was required contractually to address these major research problems.
The overall conclusion reached earlier in the March 1981 review of
the first draft final report was that the archaeological investigation
reported in the first draft final report totally failed to address
adequately any of the five major research problems contained in the
"Revised Scope of Work...". The response presented in the third
draft final report (p.7) seems to be an effort to evade responsibility
for failing to address adequately the major research problems by '
making the specious claim that the "...degree to which the original
research goals [problems] have been met does not provide a basis for
evaluating the effectiveness of the research but is a statement on
the amount and kind of data found in the sites.”

If it were true that the amount and kind of- data were either
inadequate or inappropriate for addressing the original research
problems--an argument itself not at all supported by the available
evidence--then such a situation would have been obvious upon the
completion of the archaeological testing phase of the work conducted
prior to the salvage excavations. At that point, prior to beginning
any salvage excavations, the original research design should have
been modified, and an explicit, written research design reflecting
changes in the major research problems to be addressed--and specific
strategies for addressing them--should have been prepared, and
possibly even submitted to the Corps of Engineers for approval.
Apparently such a reconsideration and modification of the research
design was never contemplated, or it would have been presented in
the first draft final report. Quite to the contrary, the first
draft final report (p.14) explicitly claimed that the original
research problems had been adequately addressed by the successful
achievement of the various research objectives through which the
original research problems were to have been investigated. The
reason offered in the third draft final report for the failure to
address adequately the original major research problems is a
transparent, clearly post facto effort to pass over that
failure by providing a non-substantive response to the first draft
final report criticism.
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ARCHAEQLOGICAL DATA RECQOVERY

The "Revised Scope of Work..." specifies that the archae-
ological field work--the data recovery--be carried out according
to the approved research-design (Item 5.(2)). Based on the
documentation provided in the third draft final report, it is
apparent that there are several serious problems with and deficiencies
in the archaeological investigation that are related directly to
the conduct of the data recovery field work. Perhaps the most
serious problem involves the same question of sampling. Previous
comments concerning problems with the research design have already
touched upon this topic, but further comment is required in
connection with the actual field work. There are no discussions
of or justifications for the actual samples of data collected in
the field--why certain sites and features rather than others were
excavated, where or on what bases excavation units were placed in
‘'relation to structural remains, the amount of square area actually
excavated, and so on. Taken together, these points suggest a .
lack of any consideration of, or perhaps basic understanding of,
what the recovered "samples"” of data mean in terms of being
representative samples--either qualitative or quantitative--of the
totality of data present. Furthermore, no consideration is given
really to questions regarding potential biases in the recovered
data that might result from specific data recovery methods and
techniques utilized.

The problem of inadequate sampling is illustrated by considering
the portable remains--the artifacts and midden materials--recovered
through the screening of excavated fill. The approved "Revised
Research Design" states that 100 % samples of midden would be
collected (p.11) (no screen mesh size mentioned), but the third
draft final report indicates that this recovery procedure was not
precisely followed. Specific procedures actually used are somewhat
uncertain. One place in the third draft final report (p.1l1l) states
that excavated fill was processed through 1/4" and 1/8" mesh screens
with 100 % samples being collected from the 1/4" screens and basaltic
glass and other artifactual materials being collected from both the
1/4" and 1/8" mesh screens. Elsewhere the third draft final report
(p.178) states that following similtaneous screening through 1/4"
and 1/8" mesh screens, 100 % midden samples were collected from the
1/4" screen and "[al]ll material retained in the 1/8-inch screen
was discarded after collection of all artifacts including basaltic

lass and all midden materials not present in the 1/4-inch screen"

emphasis added]. Based on this statement, it is obvious that the
recovered midden samples are not true quantitative samples, but
questionable qualitative samples recovered through procedures
involving the uncontrolled biases of the specific individuals
conducting the screening.

A considerable number of previous archaeological excavations
in Hawali--both at sites in the Barbers' Point area and elsewhere--
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have demonstrated that the use of 1/4" mech zcereens ic wvery often

an inadequate technique for the recovery of reliable, representative
samples of portable remains, and that in most instances 100 %
collection of all materials from the 1/8" mesh screens is essential
for qualitative analyses, and particularly for any quantitative
analyses. Furthermore, hand-sorting of the 1/8" screen component

in the laboratory is often necessary to recover a significant
portion of the small artifacts and artifact fragments. It is quite
possible that the recovery techniques used in the field work at
Barbers' Point are directly responsible for collection of only 55
pieces of basaltic glass in an area where similar sites have yielded
substantial numbers of pieces. An on-site inspection of the screenin
dump piles could certainly be instructive. :

The assumption stated in the third draft final report (p.178)
that sampling bias introduced by the use of 1/4" mesh screen was
insignificant is certainly an assumption that should have been,
and could have easily been, tested during the work at Barbers' Point.
The explanation that such tests done earlier by another researcher
at sites in two locations on the west coast of Hawaii Island had been
interpreted as indicating no significant skewing of midden samples
from the use of 1/4" mesh screen alone is an inadequate reason for
failing to utilize the Barbers' Point excavations as an excellent
opportunity to test such assumptions--to confirm or deny the validity
of such sampling procedures. ¥

On the basis of the third draft final report, it is apparent
that no provision was made for the systematic. inspection of the
residues that passed through the 1/8" mesh screens--no attempts at
such techniques as flotation, or even simple visual inspection using
low-power magnification. Such procedures could quite likely have
revealed the presence of very small fish bones, marine and non-
marine mollusc shells, and even artifacts. which have been known to
pass occasionally through 1/8" mesh screens.

The information presented in the third draft final report makes
it very difficult, if not impossible, to evaluate the intensity of
the effort involved in the field recovery of data. The report
contains little or no useful information at all regarding such
basic and standard details as dates of field work and number of
field work days, size (number of people) and organization of field
crews, man-hours expended in field work overall--much less man-hours
of investigation directed at specific portions of the field work,
or estimated volumes of deposit excavated at various sites. All of
these kinds of information are needed to evaluate accurately the
reliability of the recovered data.

The third draft final report also fails to provide information
sufficient to evaluate how adequate or comprehensive was the recording
of field data. For example, there is little or no mention of possible
specific difficulties encountered in the various excavations, or in


https://h;::J.1F

Review 101481 -7~

“he definition of varioun stratisraphic unitc, and many of the

site excavation deccriptions do not. even have ctratigraphic crocc-
sections presented with the plan maps. Overall there are numerous
questions regarding the nature, quality, and reliability of the
recovered field data presented in the third draft final repor:t, but
to answer most of these questions would require actual on-site
field inspection of the sites and excavation areas.

An example of one specific, very important question that could
be answered only by on-site field inspections relates to the cultural
deposits identified at several of the sites. While the third draft
final report maintains in virtually every instance that the excavated
sites were single component sites, the graphical data provided for
four of the sites suggests the distinct possibility that several--
perhaps all four--of the sites are actually multiple component sites--
ones with subsurface components that had been deposited prior to
the construction of the surviving surface structural remains. Such
subsurface components could quite likely not be related at all to
the later surface structural manifestations.

Site Fizure No. ' Comments

2712 - 9-13 Plan maps show large hearth situated .
stratigraphically beneath structure wall

2731 24 Cross-section shows major cultural layer
situated stratigraphically beneath and
‘extending laterally beyond structure walls

9682A 36 Cross-section shows major cultural layer
extending laterally beyond structure wall
2787 59-63 . Plan maps show portion of hearth situated

stratigraphically beneath structure wall

It should further be noted that the above list of problem sites
includes the only two sites that were dated during the archaeoclogical
investigation of sites at Barbers' Point--Sites 2731 and 9682.

One small, but potentially very significant, set of changes in
wording noted between the first and the third draft final report
descriptions of field and laboratory methods utilized for the conduct
of the archaeological investigation suggests a possible explanation
for many of the inadequacies of and problems with the recovery and
subsequent treatment of field data. While the first draft final
report stated that both recovery of field data and subsequent
processing and analyses of portable remains were carried out according
to "standard archaeological field methods" -(p.58) and "standard archae-
ological laboratory methods" (p.59, the third draft final report--in
curious contrast--has been changed to state that such work was
carried out according to "standard ARCH [Inc.] field methods"” (p.é67)
and "standard ARCH [Inc.] laboratory methods" (p.6%9). On the basis
of first-hand familiarity with several archaeological projects
carried out by the perscnnel of ARCH, Inc., it both can be and has
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been subatantively documented that many of those came
"standard ARCH" methods do not cemply with the standards of
research performance ascribed to by proressional archaeologists.

HISTORICAL DATA RECOVLERY

The "Revised Scope of Work..." called for historical research
"...to the extent necessary to document the history of Hawaiian
and Western occupation and land use at Barbers' Point after
European contact (A.D. 1776) and the relationship of this historic
occupation and land use to changes in the study area's environment”
(Item 5.(3)). There are at least two serious problems reflected
in the third draft final report which relate to the performance of
this major work task. First of all, the report does not adequately
describe or really even consider the effective environment of the
study area--neither the marine nor the terrestrial aspects--in any
kind of detail, much less with any emphasis upon the relationship
of the environmental setting to the archaeological remains. The
report should contain a sufficiently detailed description of the
present physical environment--both marine and terrestrial, an analysis
of all available data relating to known and/or postulated past changes
in the environmental setting of the study area, and an evaluation--
based on the best available data of all kinds--of the environmental
setting of the study area in terms of potential for aboriginal
Hawaiian settlement and occupation. '

The second major problem relating to the historical data
recovery involves the historical background research. The "Revised
Scope of Work..." calls for the research to deal with the history
of Hawaiian and Western occupation and land use for the full span
of time from the point of European contact (c. A.D. 1776). 1In
direct deviation from this instruction, the third draft final report
concentrated only upon the history of military occupation and land
use for the period 1940 through 1946. 1In addition to not conforming
to the scope of the contractually required historical research, the
military history presented in the third draft final report--Appendix
III: A Study of the Wartime History of Camp Makakole, 1940-1G46--is
considerably out of proportion to the rest of the report, particularly
since this historical study provides little in the way of information
directly relevant to any explication of "the relationship of this
historic occupation and land use to changes in the study area's
environment", much less how such occupation and land use patterns
could have affected--and as such be reflected in--the surviving
-archaeological remains of the Barbers' Point area.

The investigation of the history of Hawaiian and Westerm
occupation and land use requires historical documentary research
which covers the entire historic period from the time of European
contact to the present. Such research would incorporate data from
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a wide runge of ethnohictoric, arcnival, and other documentary and
in{formant cvources, and would conulder=-at the very least--ghe carly
history of the area, specific land tenure history, and the variety

of historic period land use and modification patterns. The third
draft final report statement (p.19) that "no archaeologically expressed
evidence of cultural transition iz present in the excavations...”

is really unacceptable and reflectis at the very least, a failure

to conduct research into available relevant historical documentary
sources of many different kinds.

DATA ANALYSIS AND REPORT PREPARATION

The "Revised Scope of Work..." calls for analyses of recovered
data to be carried out in accordance with the approved research
design, and indicates further that the final report shall be "an
objective final product"--one which documents that the archaeological
contractor did "...properly, appropriately, and adequately include
and thoroughly investigate all areas and sources of information
pertinent to an objective analysis and investigation specified in
the Scope of Work."” The third draft final report clearly fails to
accomplish these aims. -

One of the most serious problems is the generally inadequate
presentation of descriptive data. The professional standard for
‘archaeological reports is the descriptive presentation of data in
sufficient quantity and detail so as to (a) indicate clearly the
bases for conclusions and interpretations given by the authors,

(b) allow other archaeologists to evaluate in depth these conclusions
and interpretations, and (c) permit other archaeologists to arrive
with some assurance at other possible alternative conclusions and
interpretations--if so Jjustified--on the basis of the same data.

The level of analysis afforded the recovered data is particularly
disturbing. Neither the artifacts nor the midden materials are
really analyzed in any useful manner. In neither case are the data
presented with sufficient clarity and detail so as to permit other
archaeologists to utilize the data in making meaningful comparisons
to assemblages or remains from other archaeological sites.

The report section on dating is difficult to evaluate. Comments
regarding the questionable scarcity of basaltic glass pieces that
might have been used for dating have already been made. The cection:
on dating fails both to offer any plausible explanation, or to
include discussions concerning the relevant problems with and
limitations of the use of basaltic glass and radiocarbon dating
techniques with the Barbers' Point samples. A much more serious
and obvious inadequacy of the dating work done as part of the archae-
ological investigation 1s the failure to utilize, or apparently even
consider, alternative dating techniques--absolute or relative--using
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shell and bone materials from the variouc excavationc. ‘This
failure ic particularly incomprehencible and unexcucable in | view
of the nature of *he various major research problems requiring the
establishment of a firm chronological ;ramework. and the purported
scarcity of opportunities for baoaltlc glass or radiocarbon dating.

The paucity of accurate and reliable hard descriptive data in
the third draft final report overall, together with the lack of
analysis of the field data from the structural remains and the
excavations, and the subsequent lack of analysis of the recovered
portable remains--both artifacts and midden--correlates clearly with
the totally inadequate concluding section of the report, the
"Barber's Point Perspective”. There is no real integration of data--
either of the various kinds of the archaeological data, or of the
archaeological data with the data and interpretations of the
consultant reports on the avifauna and the land snails (Appendices
I and II). Given the absence of any interpretations or conclusions
that are firmly and objectively based on the recovered data, it
is easily understood also why the third draft final report does not
contain any critical self-evaluation of the archaeological
investigation overall.

CONCLUSION

The obvious conclusion of this review, based on a critical
examination and evaluation of the third draft. final report, is
unavoidably and overwhelmingly negative with regard specifically
to the archaeological investigation. Only the appended consultant
reports on the avifauna and the land snails represent positive
research contributions. In summation, the third draft finazl report
has failed to achieve the overall major objective of the Barbers Point
investigation. This failure is the direct result of both inadegquate
performance and lack of performance in terms of the major work
tasks required by the "Revised Scope of Work...." The final
recommended "complete archaeological clearance for the entire project
area" (p.28), and the implied lack of any need for any further
_ archaeological research, certainly is neither justified nor supportable
on the vasis of the archaeological investigation documented by the
third draft final report.

The most disturbing conclusion overall is that the archae-
ological investigation has totally failed to address adequately
any of the five major research problems contained in the "Revised
Scope of Work..." (p.5). The basic and guiding philosophy of the
Federal historic preservation program is that archaeological resources
are important wholly or in part--wholly in the case of the Barbers'
Point resources--because they may contribute to the study of
important research problems. And therefore archaeological research,
addressing significant questions about the past, is in the public
interest. This then is the justification for the spending of public
monies for archaeological research. The unavoidable conclusion of
this position must be that the archaeological investigation conducted
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at Baroerc' Point by ARCH, Inc. for the Corps of Engineers, as

documented in the third drart {inal report, nias been a wasste of
public funds. By failing to address the major recearch problems
as required by the "Reviced Scope of Work...", the archaeological

investigation hac accomplished the destruction of important sites
and the loss of wvaluable data, without any significant research
return for the expenditure of time and money.

The third draft final report submitted by ARCH, Inc. is a
specific example of why archaeology and archaeological research
is regarded by many people, and by several government agencies 2s
well, as a waste of public monies. By the failure to address
adequately the the significant major research problems, the report
stands as an unfortunate example of the all-too-common brand of
archaeological work that constitutes little more than documentation
of the destruction of archaeological sites.

Furthermore, the third draft final report demonstrates a
disregard for professional standards and ethics that must be
considered unacceptable in anyone. purporting to be a professional
archaeologist. The overall response to the strong and wide-spread
negative peer reviews of the first draft final report--as this
response is expressed by the changes, deletions, and additions
found in the third draft final report--would appear to indicate a broad-
scale general attempt to avoid, ignore, mislead, and otherwise
confuse, rather than clarify or adequately address directly, most
of the critical issues and problems raised by the various peer
reviews of the first draft final report.

-

RECOMMENDATIONS

The following general and specific recommendations are offered
in the hope that they might help to accomplish two objectives:
(1) assure that future archaeological investigations done for the
Corps of Engineers will be formulated and conducted in such fashion
as to achieve adequate mitigation of adverse effects of any Corps
projects upon important archaeological resources, and thus represent
a significant research return on the expenditure of public monies;
and (2) suggest a specific course of future action that would
attempt to "salvage" something of value from the salvage excavations
conducted at Barbers' Point by ARCH, Inc.

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUIURE ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS

The basic recommendation is to involve knowledgeable and
competent professional archaeologists in all the aspects of project
work, including preparation of scopes of work, review of proposals,
monitoring of in-progress work, and review of resulting reports.
The SOPA "Suggested Guidelines for Peer Review" are explicitly
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“desicned primarily to maintain nquality in the whole procesc of
archeological contract work"”, and could serve euasily as an
appropriate model for the Corps of Engineers. In contracting

for archaeological work, the Corps should deal only with responsible
profecsional archaecologists, and refuse to be catisfied with., to
accept, or to pay for inadequate archaeological work. Above all,
the Corps of Engineers should demand that professional standards

of performance and ethics--such as those of SOPA--are adhered to

by all archaeological contractors.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR BARBERS' POINT

While the archaeological investigation conducted at Barbers’
Point--as documented by the third draft final report--strongly
motivates the wish to re-do (so far as possible) the entire program
of archaeological research from the beginning, such a desire is
impractical for several reasons--both archaeological and other.

The only practical alternative would be to attempt to address a
careful selection of the most important specific issues and problems
that could still reasonably be investigated. A suggested approach
could include the following steps: ‘ :

1. Corps of Engineers initiate and sponsor formation of
a research committee of professional archaeologists
7 working in Hawaii for the cooperative investigation
of the archaeological resources at Barbers' Point;

2. Research committee then would initially discuss all
aspects of work done to date, and tentatively form a
list of priorities--as specific as possible--to be
addressed through further work;

3. Research committee--most likely represented by selected
members--would then conduct a detailed review and
evaluation of all available field records and documents,
and a subsequent on-site field inspection of sites, with
the purpose of determining the nature and reliability of
of available data and existing site conditions, and how
these factors relate to the priorities and practicalities
of specific future research tasks and problems;

L, Research committee to discuss and finalize research
priorities and strategies, and prepare formal
recommendations for submission to the Corps of Engineers;

5. Field investigations carried out;
6. Analyses of recovered data carried out;
7. Final report prepared and submitted.
It is suggested that Steps 1-4 might be appropriately carried

out under the auspices of the Society for Hawailan Archaeology (SHA),
an incorporated organization to which virtuzlly all archaeologists
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working in the State of Hawaiil belong. It iz further cuggected

that the pocsibility of SHA being contracted to carry our

Stepc 5-7 ac a covoperative investigation that would bring together
archaeologists with a variety of skills and affiliations is a
possibility £for careful consideration. Precedents for contracting
gimilar non-profit organizations to conduct public archaeological
investigations are known to have been successfully completed on

the mainland.

One final recommendation should be made. Further paleontological
research on the avifauna and the land snails recommended in the
appended consultant reports (Appendices I and II) in the third
draft final report must be given serious consideration and support.
Organization and conduct of such further research would most
profitably be done in careful coordination with further archae-
ological investigations.
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Anthrcpology Department
6 October 1981

Mr. Kisuk Cheung

Chief, Engineering Division

Department of the Army

Pacific Ocean Division, Corps of Engineers
Building 230

Ft. Shafter, Hawaii 96858

Dear Mr. Cheung:

Re: Review of Final Report, "Archaeological and Paleontological
Investigation at Kalaeloa (Barbers Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa,
o'ahu" by H. H. Hammatt and W. H. Folk, Archaeological Research

Center Hawaii, Inc. 2

Thank you for your letter of 23 September 1981 soliciting a peer review of
the above document. In undertaking this review at the Corps' request, I am
providing you with my comments, opinions, and judgements as a professional
archaeologist with more than 14 years of experience in Hawaii and the Pacific
Islands. These views do not, however, represent official policy of the

Bishop Museum.

In making my review and evaluation,:I have paid particular attention to the
several guidance documents, especially the Revised Scope of Work (Federal),

and the Revised Research Designs (Federal and State). In addition, I have

taken into consideration the "Guidelines for the Preparation of Barbers Point
Archaeological Research Designs" of February 1979, included as a "research
guidance document" in the Revised Scope of Work (Federal, p. 2). I have also
been cognizant of the suggested guidelines for peer review of reports issued

by the Society of Professional Archaeologists (October 9, 1978). Although I

am submitting my review to you and not to any other agency or organization,

I would like to request that it be forwarded by your office to the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and to the State Historic Preservation Officer.
These agencies have been directly involved with the Barbers Point investigations,
and ought to be informed as to the findings and opinions of the peer reviewers.

To begin, I must point out that I find little substantive change between the
original Draft Report and the present Final Report. Most changes made in the
Final Report are of a cosmetic nature (e.g. typographical errors corrected,
though not always, e.g. spatial consistently misspelled 'spacial'), while the
major problems of substance in the Draft Report remain in the Final Report.

N-3
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Thus, nearly all of the problems raised in my earlier review of the Draft
Report (dated 22 February 1981 and submitted to you) also pertain to the
Final Report.

In a review of any archaeological investigation, the most important point is to
determine whether the research objectives were adeguately addressed. I therefore
focus my review on the research objectives of the Barbers Point work, and on the
adequacy of ARCH's attempts to achieve these objectives.

Research Objectives. ’

On pp. 5-6, Hammatt and Folk lay out five "research objectives"” around which
their archaeological investigations were oriented; these objectives are then
evaluated on pp. 14-26. I will review each objective in turn:

1. The first objective was to develop a "firm stratigraphy and
chronology for the sites and features of study areas", and clearly, this
objective was fundamental to the success of the project as a whole. Unfortunately,
the investigators have failed to.meet Objective 1. What is most disturbing
is that it would appear that datable materials are abundant in the Barbers
Point sites, and that Hammatt and Folk simply did not avail themselves of the
. opportunity to have such materials chronometrically analyzed. For example,
organic materials other than charcoal (e.g. shell, bone, sea urchin) could have
been submitted for Cl4 age determination from a much broader sample of the
‘prehistoric habitation features. Most critical is the absolute failure to
ascertain the age of any of the bird bone deposits, for this problem is fundamental
to the entire question of human prehistory and environment at Barbers Point.
There is no excuse for not attempting Cl4 dating on samples of bird bone from the
sinks (and, there are evidently large samples of non-extinct bird bone, such as that
of the dark-rumped petrel, which could be sacrified for dating purposes).
Furthermore, an effort should have been made to apply relative flourine and/or
amino acid dating to the bird and rat bones from the paleontological sinks, to
determine whether the rats are contemporary with the fossil birds. Certainly,
the foremost research problem at Barbers Point is to determine the relationships
between the extinct birds and man, a problem requiring utmost concern with
chronology. It is inexcusable that so little effort was devoted to this

problem.

The lack of adequate dating has implications for other aspects of the Barbers
Point work as well: for example, on p. 16 we are informed that "the intensity

of occupation of any particular site in the study area is difficult to assess
because of the lack of datable material." It would appear that the problem

was not a lack of datable material, but a lack of effort on the part of the
archaeologists to avail themselves of all possible dating materials and techniques.
(Similarly, on pp. 211-212, Hammatt and Folk dismiss Davis' argument concerning
functionally-integrated residence groups, yet disproof of Davis' hypothesis

could only be based on reliable chronometric data, which are lacking.)

The emphasis placed by ARCH on hydration-rind dating of volcanic glass flakes
deserves comment. The hydration-rind method is not an independent chronometric
technique, but is very much tied to Cl4 dating for control. Therefore, ARCH's
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emphasis on hydration-rind dating for primary chronoliogical control, "supplemented
by Carbon 14" (p. 13) is, in a manner of speaking, putting the cart before the
horse. Further, to be even minimally useful, hydration-rind measurements

must be used only when it is possible to control for glass chemistry and for
effective hydration temperature. Neither of these have been determined in the
Barbers Point case. These reasons alone are sufficient to reject outright

the hydration-rind chronology given in Hammatt and Folk'’s report. (I would
further question the qualifications of the ARCH team to carry out the thin=-
sectioning and measurement of hydration-rinds. I know of only two scientists
in Hawaii with adequate training and practice to work on Hawaiian volcanic
glass, and neither of these individuals was involved in the dating of “materials

obtained.by ARCH.)

- In sum, I completely reject the statement on p. 1l that "every effort was made
to develop a diachronic sequence”, and submit that Research Objective 1 was not
even minimally achieved.

2. Hammatt and Folk have, in my opinion, done only slightly better with
regard to their second objective, which was to define "site/feature functions,
particularly specific functions of the habitation features". The principal
method used to address this problem appears to have been that of plotting

. 'density contours' of midden and artifacts in order to ascertain spatial patterning
over site areas. The use of this method is appropriate, and does contribute
toward a resolution of Objective 2. The problem, however, is that Hammatt and

- Folk did not carry their analysis far enough. They have not, for example, analyzed
the spatial distribution patterns of specific artifact types or categories over
occupation surfaces, nor have they done this with categories of faunal or
floral remains. Although they mention "size" of habitation features as an

" important variable, nowhere do they provide even most elementary statistical
analysis of size variation in the Barbers Point habitation structures. Other
analyses which would be of great value in sorting out inter-site variability
would be the use of multi-variate statistical analyses (especially discriminant
and cluster analyses) with structural, artifactual, and midden data. None of
these were attempted by the investigators, even though they have become relatively
standard analytical techniques in American archaeology. The statement (p. 21)
that statistics could not be applied "because of the many different criteria
used and the simple non-quantifiable nature of the criteria" is not acceptable.
Many criteria relating to site function are quantifiable, and even for discrete
data (absence/presence) there are a variety of similarity and distance coefficients

which are applicable.

3 The third objective overlaps somewhat with the second objective
and is focussed upon "definition of the subsistence and manufacturing activities
and the nature of specific activity areas within habitation sites." My comments
on Objective 2, above, are also applicable here.

I am particularly concerned here about several major problems and omissions in

the collection and analysis of faunal and floral remains ("midden"). Although

some basic midden data are presented in Table 3, no corrections are made for
excavated volume (i.e. no concentration indices are calculated), hampering effective
intra- and inter-site comparisons. Hammatt and Folk refer to the "extreme
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difficulty in calculating the volume of excavated units due to the wavy and
frequently convoluted strata boundaries” (p. 178) but this problem could easily
have been overcome by simple volumetric or weighing procedures in the fieid.
The utility and representativeness of the midden data become more suspect

when it is made clear that only %" mesh was used in screening (p. 178). _The
authors justify their procedure by citing tests made by Kirch at two sites

on Hawaii Island. What they have failed to appreciate, is that the size
distributions of midden particles can vary tremendously between sites, and tests
should always be carried out on each particular site. Therefore, since
Hammatt and Folk failed to conduct the appropriate tests, I cannot accept

their statement that the use of %" mesh was "an insignificant skewing factor."
Worse, since no tests were made, any archaeologist. wishing to use their
midden data in further analyses has no empirical basis on which to assess

the degree of skewing.

While the molluscan remains have been identified to specific-level taxonomic
categories (Table 3),. the equally significant vertebrate remains have not been.
identified below the level of such general categories as "bird" or "fish".

In a project of this scope, and given the stated research design, it is
inexcusable that detailed specific-level identifications were not carried out
on this material, and that the data were not presented in full tabular array.

I further question the scenario Hammatt and Folk present regarding the
correlation between fish and shellfish with temporary and permanent sites
(pp. 181-183). Their assumption that temporary sites should exhibit "low
quantities of shellfish remains" is not borne out either by other studies
in Hawaiian archaeology, nor by ethnoarchaeological studies of contemporary
Polynesian subsistence practices. More important, Hammatt and Folk appear
to be unaware of the work done by R. Cordy, R. Green, and others on the
temporary/permanent habitation dichotomy in Hawaiian sites. No reference
is made by Hammatt and Folk to this importart and relevant literature.

4. The fourth obfective concerns the nature and extent of environmental
change. Largely due to the application of paleo-malacological and avifaunal
studies, this objective has met with greater success than the others. Still,
there are major problems. The failure to develop a reasonable chronology for
Barbers Point means that we still do not know the time frame within which
the environmental changes represented by the landsnail and avifaunal remains
took place. Although the Revised Scope of Work (pp. 7-8) specifically refers
to such techniques as sedimentology, non-dating geochemistry, pollen and opal i
phytolith studies, Hammatt and Folk have made no serious attempt to apply these
or other analytical methods which might shed further light on the nature of
environmental change in the area.

The authors repeatedly refer to "natural mixing of deposits™ (e.g. p. 18) in

the paleontological sinks, yet nowhere do they provide any justification for

this assertion. On the contrary, Dr. Christensen and I have found that the
stratigraphic distributions of both landsnails and vertebrate micro-fauna (lizards,
rats) in the sink deposits indicate no significant mixing. For example,

bones of the historically-introduced Mus musculus are -found only in the top-most
sample units, and not in the zone of birdbone concentration as Hammatt and

Folk's statement would imply.
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Hammatt and Folk have generalized from the unexpected finding of large guantities
of the amphibious snail Assiminea fAitida in one sink, to propose that mulching
of sinks for agricultural purposes "might have been a general agricultural
pattern throughout the area" (p. 19). This indeed is a likely possibility,

but it is regrettable that no attempt was made to test this hypothesis through
examination of spot samples from other sinks, a relatively simple task.

One of my greatest concerns with the present study is that the sample of :
excavated, avifauna-bearing sinks is woefully inadequate. Only one paleontological
site with a relatively deep and well-stratified sequence (Site 2624) was
studied in detail, yet it is this category of site that has yielded the
internationally-significant remains of extinct birds. The paleontological
sinks are also the only sites that “have provided clear evidence of association
between humans and the extinct birds. Hammatt and Folk provide a long list

of "tested” sinks with demonstrated potential for further investigations

(e.g. Sites 2798, 2799, 2731, 2713, 2714, 2716, 2719, 2622, 2762, 9655, 9656,
9659, 2623, 9669, and others). Given the demonstrated scientific and cultural
significance of these sites, it would be a tragedy of unspeakable proportions
if all of these resources are destroyed without further investigation. While
Barbers Point ig:Ehe only site in Hawaii where extinct avifauna are present,

it is unquestionably the most important of all such sites. In my opinion,

the Corps of Engineers, as a federal agency, has an obligation to either
protect or mitigate adverse impacts upon the Barbers Point cultural resources.*
The incomplete nature of the present study renders it totally inadeguate as

mitigation.

5. Hammatt and Folk state that "it was possible to document the history
of Hawaiian occupation at Barbers Point to the degree defined in the first
four general objectives of the study”. Since none of these objectives has yet
been adequately met, it should be obvious that neither has Objective 5 yet
received adequate treatment. '

-

Research Problems

In addition to the five "objectives" reviewed above, Hammatt and Folk list

(pp. 7-8) five "research problems”, these being explicitly listed in the Revised
Scope of Work (p. 5).. Problems 1, 2, and 4 are essentially covered by
Objectives 4 and 5, and hence my earlier comments apply to these points as

well. Research problems 3 and 5, however, need to be considered separately.

Problem 3: Barbers Point Settlement Pattern. This problem was originally
identified in the "Guidelines" of the Ad Hoc Committee (1979, p. 5), in which
six specific questions were raised. Hammatt and Folk address settlement pattern
on pp. 210-212 of their report; their cursory discussion is, in my opinion,
totally inadequate and fails to address the problem. This is due to a failure
to analyze (as opposed to merely collect) data in such a manner that settlement
pattern relationships might be elucidated. There is no attempt to apply
standard techniques of locational or distributional analysis to the data on

*Because the extinct avifauna are directly associated with man, and
critically important to an understanding of cultural development in Hawaii, the
sinkholes are as much cultural resources as they are paleontological sites.
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site distribution, nor any analysis of variability in site architecture.
Even an elementary settlement pattern analysis of the Barbers Point data
has yet to be acccmplished.

Problem 5: The Barbers Point Cultural Pattern as a Unigque Adaptation
to a Unique Environment. This problem has been only minimally addressed by
Hammatt and Folk. The kinds of specific analyses needed to address Problem 5--
such as detailed faunal analysis--are entirely lacking.

Other Concerns

-

Under this heading, I will discuss two problem areas: sampling strategy and
curation.

1. Sampling. The Revised Scope of Work (p. 5) calls for a specific,
justified sampling strategy which will indicate "the relationships between
various types of sampling strategies and field and laboratory analytical
techniques, such as midden analysis, settlement analysis, and analysis of
avifauna.and land snails, etc." Nowhere in Hammatt and Folk's report do I find
an adequate treatment of sampling strategy, nor any awareness of recent
theoretical and methodological developments in the application of sampling
designs in American archaeology. This report should, but does not, include
a detailed and explicit discussion of sampling design at all lewels of excavation

and analysis.

2. Curation of Materials. The work at Barbers Point has resulted in a
large and valuable collection of artifacts, zoological specimens, soil, and
landsnail samples, as well as associated photographs and notes. As indicated
in the SOPA Guidelines (p. 3), provision must be made for permanent curation
of these materials, and furthermore, they must be "reasonably available for use
by the archaeological community”. Hammatt and Folk should include in their
report a statement addressing these matters.

General Evaluation

I trust that the above comments are sufficiently detailed to document my overall
evaluation of this report as inadequate and not fulfilling either the general

or specific tasks set forth in the Revised Scope of Work and in the Revised
Research Design. Furthermore, the report does not, in my opinion, meet the
standards and reporting requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 66 (42 Federal
Register 5374, January 28, 1977). It is my professional opinion that the

Corps of Engineers should under no circumstance accept the present Final Report
as fulfilling the Scope of Work for cultural resources mitigation at Barbers
Point. y

In closing, one final point must be stressed above all others. It is standard
procedure for archaeologists working on sites in the United States to evaluate

the significance of prehistoric cultural resources in terms of 'local', ‘'State’,

or 'National' significance. In the case of Barbers Point, I have no hesitation

in stating that the cultural resources are of international scientific significance.
The demonstrated association of a large extinct avifauna with human activities,

and the implication that man was directly or indirectly responsible for the
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extinction process, is a phenomenon of singular importance to the fields of
archaeology, anthropology, ornithologqgy, ecology, and biogeography. The

Barbers Point materials rank in their international significance with the

famous extinct moa birds of New Zealand, and with the Pleistocene megafauna

of Australia. Given the incomplete and inadecuate nature of the archaeological
investigations carried out to date under the auspices of the Corps of

Engineers, it will be an international scientific tragedy if the cultural-
paleontological resources at Barbers Point are permitted to be destroyed without
further research.

In writing this review I have endeavored to follow your request to be "frank,
honest, scrutinizing”, and to reflect my "best professional judgement." It

is with regret that I have had to be so negative in my assessment. I can only
.hope that the Corps of Engineers will recognize its duty and responsibility

to protect the unique and internationally-significant cultural and scientific
information available at Barbers Point, so that future generatlons will not

be deprived of its benefits.

Yours sincerely,

fesl ol

Patrick V. Kirch, Ph.D..
Anthropologist
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" PACIFIC OCEAN DIVISION, CORPS OF ZNGINEERS
FT. SHAFTER. HAWAIl 96858

PODED-PV 18 May 1981

Hallett H. Hammatt, PhD.

Senior Vice-President

Archaeological Research Center Hawaii Inc.
P.0. Box 285

Lawai, Kauai, Hawaii 96765

Dear Dr. Hammatt:

We have completed our review of your revised draft Barber's Point Harbor
Archaeological and Paleontological report (Contract No. DACW84-79-C-0010,
Mod. No. P0000l). Although you had not received all of the review comments
on the initial draft which were provided to you on 30 March and 14 April 1981
vhen you submitted the revised draft, the new draft appears to satisfy many
of the reviewers' concerns, including our own.

The revised draft still, however, requires some changes before it can be
recirculated for review by the appropriate State and Federal agencies and by
Bishop Museum. These further changes are summarized om the attached
inclosure (Incl 1). These comments were verbally transmitted to you by

Mr. David Sox of my staff on 12 May 198l1. The most outstanding issue that
still needs further discussion is the pedological, sedimentary and botaniczl
analysis of sinkholes that the Research Design and page 12 of the revised
draft stated would provide a basis of investigating the existence and extent
of past agricultural activity. Several statements were made in the revised
report on pages 23, 25, and 26 which presume a detailed analysis of these
elements. That analysis, however, is not evident in the text of the report.

We also suggest that you incorporate two additional maps into the report to
show the spatial patterning of the features around your proposed kauhale,
(Sites 2712 and 2787). One further map of World War Two-related or
constructed sites should be incorporated into Appendix III.

We are inclosing several archaeological studies conducted for the West Beach
development project north of the proposed harbor (Incl 2) and for the Ewa-
Marina Community east of the harbor site (Incl 3), both which describe
archaeological sites similar in environment to those found in our study area.
Your '"Barber's Point Perspective' section of the report should make reference
to these studies.
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Finally, we urge you to review the revised draft in light of the earlier
review comments to determine whether any of these comments should be further
incorporated into the second revised draft. The Conctracting Officer will
consider processing an extension to the contract for 108 calendar days,
approximately 65 calendar days from the present per Mr. Sox's discussion
with you on 12 May 1981, sufficient time for a 30-day review period and 30
days to make any final revisions to the draft and submit it to the
Contracting Officer.

Sincerely,
3 Incl . CLARENCE S. FUJII
As stated Authorized Representative of the

Contracting Officer
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Comment
Report needs to be repaginated.
Numerous typographical errors as
verbally noted to Dr. Hammatt by

Mr. Sox.

Needs definition of "site."

 Provide an explanation of the site

renumbering.

Here and elsewhere (pages 9 and 36),

reword your statements on a site's
"potential" to state ''whether a site

would yield stratigraphic evidence of
human occupation."

Please designate the kauhale on the map.
Define "modern."

This discussion should be augmented by
greater discussion of possible prehis-

.toric plant assemblages, drawing omn

preliminary findings of Appendices I and
I1 and your sedimentary, pedological and
botanical analyses, and by mentioning
the 30 species of fossil land birds
found in the sinkholes including 24
extinct species.

Check notations of sites significant for
their "map location.'" These sites are
not mapped, therefore what is their
significance? Suggest inserting Davis's
1978 maps into the revised report.

Comments on Sites 2780, 2781, and 2604
should change reference to '"State Parks
archaeologist" to '"State archaeologist."”

Site 2609--Discussion under "Work Done
and Justification'" is non-sensical.’

Sites 2713, 2714, 2715, 2716, and 2719
refer to '"good sampling potential" for
fauna and land snails. Were in fact
these sites selected for sampling?



Item

‘Review Comments on the March 1981 Revised Draft of
Archaeological and Paleontoiogical Investigacions at Xalaeloa
(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, O'ahu
Federal Study Areas la and lb, and State of Hawaii Optional Area 1
(Cont)

Page Paragraph Comment

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19- '

20.

21.

22.

67££ SUMMARY OF Either in ctext or in a table, you should
EXCAVATED SITES note the area excavated and the total
area of the site for each site. Statis-
tics on volume excavated would also be
helpful.

118 2nd Correct your reference to old Site
Number 2709-6.

164 2nd Suggest word '"shorelines” is wrong in
this context. Maybe "flood-lines" would
be better. 3

177-179 Your discussion of the "cultural trans-
forms" hypothesis is still unclear and
not totally logical. See Comment No. 13
by the Department of the Interior '
Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service and Comment No. 4 by the State
Historic Preservation Officer.

176 Table 3 Shouldn't you have a breakdown of fish
by species (the results of which are
implied in para 3, page 180)? This
could shed light on the normal habitats
of the fish caught (nearshore, pelagic)
and thus the fishing techniques of the
traditional inhabitants.

179 4th Last sentence is not a sentence.

180 3rd Correct use of old site numbering
system.

184 Table 5 Correct use of old site numbering
system.

191 2nd If you include the sample of fishhooks
collected by Sinoto in 1976 and 1978,
can you establish a reliable relative
chronology based on fishhook head types?

197 2nd Bert Davis has found large numbers of
both opaque and transparent volcanic
glass in his sites further inland at
Barbers Point, which seems to contradict
your statement of scarcity. This is not
to say that your sites contained glass
flakes which you might have overlooked.

2



Item

23.

24,

25.

Page
203

206

383

Review Comments on the March 1981 Revised Draft of
Archaeological and Paleontological Investigations at Xalaeloa
(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, O'ahu

Federal Study Areas la and lb, and State of Hawaii Opctional Area 1

Paragrapoh
2nd

3rd

Glossary

(Cont)

Comment

Report status of marine shell material
and bone that was submitted to Beta
Analytic for radiocarbon dating. If
results expected later, state that they
will be provided upon completion to the
Corps at a later date.

First sentence needs clarification in

light of Comment No. 9 from the US
Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service. Without a map or a quantita-
tive spatial analysis of sites and their
inter-relationships, you have no basis
to make this statement.

Check alphabetic order of words.
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4 4. Colden Cace Avenue, 2ax 36062
1-:4/" HERITAGE CONSLRYALION AND RECREATION SERVICE z
S PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION

N REPLY REFER TO: SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 9102

2SW200 April 7, 1S8L

Xisuk Cheung

Chief, Zagineering Division ' .
Corps of Zagineers

Pacific Ocsan Division

Building 230 . :

Fort Shafzer, Hawaii 963853 . .

Dear Mr. Cheung:

We have received ‘and reviewed the draff report, "Archeological and Paleon-
tological Investigation at Kalaelca (Barbers Point), Homo'uli'uli, 'EZwa,
0'ahu, Federal Study Arsas la and lb and State of Hawaii Opcional Area 1,"
prepared by Hallecz H. Hammact and William H. Folk of ‘the Archeological
Research Center, Hawaii, Incorporated. The following comments and recom-
mendations were crepa:aa to assist you in decermining the adequacy and the
approprizte means' of finalizing the. above documeat.

jgaseﬂ upon substantive review of the Scopes

cf Work and the Research Desigus
prepared and accepced by your oflice, this drzft raport does not provide
sufficient dazcs or 3znalysis o comol" with contTact expectaticns. Tae Tapors, o

in its present for=, is also unacceptable as a data racovery cdocumenZ under
current rederzl scandards. Thae report needs mzjor ravisionms, additional
rTesearch as speciiied by the Resezrch Des;;n and Scope of wWork, and it is
suggescad thzt the Corps of Engineers require a second review draft before
authorizing procduccion of the vepor:.

Specific review comments include the following:

1) The report contains innumeraple typograpnic errors, senteace Iragzents

and grzomacticzl problems. It is suggested thact & thorougn aditing be
accomplished pricr to finalizacion. .

2) It is inappropriacte to prepare a drafc Teport 'hic1 does not iInclude
all the expeccad infcrmaction of 4 final. Graphics including sits maps, com-
parative loczcticnal maps for sicte clusters, ftequency and "aidden weight”
figures, and plan views are absent and should de inciluded during che draic
stage of veport preparaticn. Other more crucial forms of information aze
missing - these will be discussed below.

3) Cercain terms have been used which are not clearly defined. These should
be clarified in the final report. Included are:

~"prehiscoric (?)" - The purpose of contracting with a professional P
archeologist was apparently zo resolve this question, noC to continue it.
Speciflcally, why ls this used?

. =" upward rewocking of cultural remains" (p.64) - Does this pertain to
- disturbance creaced after deposition? If so, has this been.cone by
——:‘ ) -—
s ~ . L


https://ucposi.t.!.un
https://parZlci.ve
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aacural ac cuilural ager 7 UC 3rC YOU TELEIILON 4w cwew we
zidden congclzuencs?

—

~"aidden weighz" (p.5%>) - Whac does this ter= z=ean? ...d vhat {s {ts

snalycliesl signilicznce?

4} <The tmscing program proposed I3 avaluace che data cecovery aesds of
various szices L3 unjusciilied. 1 sesems thact scracified sices are zonsidered
superior La some way <o shallow, pocencially single componenc siZes. This

i3 inaccurace and councer-groducsive Lf che Zocus of the cesexzrch design is
to explicace sectlement paczern and varisole accivily areas. Sizgle componentc

sites =ay be indicacive of periods of populacion e2xpansion, economicall;
specific sccivizies or siz=ilzar pnenomena whicxw, Lf lef: unanalyzed, would

resuls in eicther a Zailure ¢o sccomplish zhe goals of the resaarch design orv
specious conclusioas. It should further be realized that this applies equally %o
sitas with no aiddea accumulacion. 3y ignoring their exis:ance, characsar,

and lacation, lizzle will be ls2arned of the total sectlemenc syscam.

- -

5) Testing the vertical and horizoncal d*stribu:icn of cultural zmacerial at

.

a habitacion sice by using a cne meter square uniZ is inadequace to accurataly
delineate the poctential for a sice to yeild 51gn;fzcant information worthy of
tecovery. To further reduce such testing to 25 cencimeter square "tranches’ is
reprehensible. Such testing would indicate nothing about the formal variaticon
preseat within a site. -

6) A formal report of the results of the testing program should be prepared
in order to develop z justifizble presencation of the proposed dzta recovery
scheme. This has not been done leaving the chosen racovery sample in a
status of "'-ka =y word for ic" ' .

1) - Of :hose sitas subjected to data recovery, wnzt is the veolumetzic
displacement on each as &z result of excavation? Presencly, only surface area is

givean.

8) Chromclogical contTol, the paramount g goal of Tecovery and anzlysis, has
Tot been accomplished. Twency <o obsidizn nydracion samples were tzken fzcm
sicss, (p.-192) and 4 carbon samples were tzkez Icr radicmerric snalysis.
The czrbon dates are rteferred to 2s "modern” or “submodern" (p.192), alzhough
aczurate presaatacion of che results is lacking. The hydration studies zrs
insufliicient %0 4 the tesearch design of the contemporaneity ol sitcas
and their svans of accupation. Numercus formas cof relzctive ancd absolute
daring *P:ocsed in the resasarch design nave 2ot teen zccomplished. These include
amino acid racimizacicn, Ilourine zmalysis, ¢ analysis of add*:‘onal
organic sa=ples (iacluding snell and bone). and relatad pedolegical zand
stratagraphic studies. It is recommended that thesa anzalyses be compla:ad
prior to the preparacion of an znalytical cepor

-
-

ﬁ)

9) It is inadequacte to ccnclude that settlement pattarming exhibitad ina
the project area is a "general lack of clusctering or loose clustering (p. 193)".
How can even a vague stacement like this be made without chronologiczl concrol
of when sites being compared were occupied? The 2nalysis of sectlementc pacterm,
like chronologiczl concrels, was an izportant ;oci of the research desigm, but
was never undarcaken. '

10) Faunal analysis Ls incomplete. A complete identificacion of fsunal
‘remains has not bevn accomplished. " A brief presencaction of conglomurace
veights of bird bone does not indicate the purpose of such anzlysis. Atzempes
to conclude anything aboutz the subsistence ovientation of the i{nnhapitants ot v

.
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darser’s Jolac =zhrough 2L~ .l 5S¢ unsubscancizced 23 lor T u_ such analysis
*4a lefe unflnlshed. was there ducchecing? (8 chere cevide..ce of scasonallity?
These quuscions ace v{gal 22 2n underscandlng of che occupacicn of the srea,
and 2o dlsceening she seiacionsnip degween human ageacs and sz2rgtain. fzunad
exetinezions wanlch have ccken place there.

l11) The auchors assume zhat the habitscion sites presang ire cepresentacive
of common scacus suoole (p.20). 1f chis Ls so, then a clear explanacion of che
nacure of the common 2erson’'s habicacion sizz should bde Eor’hcominﬂ. iz is noc.
Ffurcther, Lf zhese sites ars so re=dundanc zhroughouc che Hawaiizn Islands chen
it {s presumed 2zhac che 1vpocneses generated within che cesearch design should
be that amuch z=ore praccical and tescable. Unforctunacely, this has nog been
the case - no goal of the research design has been actained.

12) In numerous places the auchors asser:z thac the sitss were rascencl :
occupied and that the iacensity of human activity was axctTemely low (p. 19,98 193). o
There i{s 1o immedizcta evidence o support this or any other .onclusion. Such
conclusiocns should 5Se formed on the basis of analysis of recoversd data, noC by
opinion and preliminary sctudies accomplished outside of the project area.

13) The hypothesis on page 172 relating the amount of shellfish or I{ishbones -
on a site with the degree of occupation (sporadic to concinuous) -is rife with
unstated and potencially confounding variables. The proposed test of this
hypocthesis (p. 174) by determining the correlation coefficient of fishbome to
shellfish remains by siza is inappropriate to test this ill-defined and
unsubstantizted hypochesis.

14) Historic research on post contact ocsupation of the Barber's Point area- v
has not been accomplished. The post 1940 research on "Camp Melancholy™ i
but toczlly unfocused in relaticm to specific goazls relacing to the proje
What of the purpecrcad habication by EHawaiian cowboys? What is the aature of
occupaction? Similarly, wnat of the Campbell IZstate, sugzar piantacions and 1
operations?

15) A mascer catzlog of artifzccs and faunal rema2ins should be prapared.

16) 3Both the malacclogies

ts when comparad wit
study is inccmplece, and doth t i
conclusions concerning the de ation of the zarea's envirenm
chronolegical conecsel. Such studies wers possibles and 51ou‘c nave been 2z
focus of znzlysis, along with midden, scratigrzpnic, sectlement and teiatad
analyses. : .

‘-)

If you need furcther informacion p?ease contacsc me or Mr. Leo 3arker ac (&415) 536-7741.

Sincerely yours,
rv/M/// /ﬂ/%

arland J. Cordon, Chief
Interagency Ar:heclog;cal Services Division

cer HI. SHPO
ACHP, Denver actn: Jane King
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STATE CF —=AWAIL
CEPARTMENT COF LLAND AND NATURAL RESSURCES

®. Q. 80X 31
AONOLULY. mAWAIl %6209

Xisuk C“eung

Mz

Chief, EInginese ring Divisicn
Corps ¢f Zngineers

Building 730 (PODED-32V)
Fert Shafter, Hawail 396858

Dear Mr. Cheung: o '

ECT: Proposed deep drait harbor,

SUBJSET
: Hono'uli'uli, Oahu.-

~ s D Géfil?ﬂ, o
) $ NN /L A A _

Barbers Point

fUIUMUY OnG. CretrMan
MOMAG OF LABQ ¢ =aliise, sCWOuaCES

(DGAR A, maMASU
MY TO (wd Chavamasn

QIVISIONS:
CONSERVAIION amG (NrPOMCIMENT
IOMvEYancES
I3 am0 Gamg
rORESTRY
LARD wMamaClMEwy
STATL »amus
WATIR anwQ LAMC CCYELOPNENT

Review of the draft report: . -
Archaeclociczl and Pzleontolociczl Investicaticn at v =
Kalezelca (Barcers ?2oint), Hono'uli'ull, 'twa, C'anu,
Feceral Studyvy Ar=2as la ancd lp and State of Hawall
Octional Area 1.
Let me begin bv apclocizing Zor our cdelay in providing vou with
this review. The archazeolcciczl sites in the Barbers Point area
ace important to Eawaiian archaeclogy, and this review has haé a v
hich pricrity with my staff. Unfcrtunately, our cifics recenzly
lcst the staff archa logist familiar with the Barters Point
’O]ECtS, causing scme delayv in our raview of the report. 1In
addi zion, the pecr F“al‘:y cf the cdrzit macde it necessary to o
a thorouch review and not Jjust -ead the report an cke 2 f=w
rief recommencaticns. :
Thank you fcr the numercus documents grovided along with the
drzift rspert. They made our reviaw a lot easier.

we have a number of

comments

AZSsr reviewing the drafy regpors,
and recommendaztions to maka.
s Ezhe report does not mitigate the adverse eflects of the
ropesed const-uction projects on cultural resources in
Ba:scrs Point. This is because the major research prcblems
cutlined in your scope gf werk have not been sufficiently

addressed in the reoor=z.)

<
>
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Xisuk Cheung
e 2
dish regard btz croblem
cc:upaticn and the 3ars
documencted "consisczantc
doubtless a rszilecticn
vegetation anc other 51
2l30 statcss zhat "iZ a
change in the r2gion=--1i
o be achieved, we ZIzel
analysis is imperzative.
-
Hith recard tc prcblem
at aa*be-s Point, the r

aundatable by rseliable a
schematic chrcnological
oen nonguantitative crit

However, no chronologic
guantitative criteria)

"i", the r=lacionship between Hawailian
ers Point ecosystem, the Ispers 1as
zatzerns of Zaunal successicn that arse
of wider environmental changes in g
loca."” {p. 2688) However, the Csport f
ccmplece picture of paleo-envzronmen:al
ncluding the problem of man's role--is
that further paleo-malacologiczal v
" We agree with this recommendation.
"ii", the historv of Hawaiian occupation
eDorT states %that "these sites r-emain
né’ :eac*’y availabie metheds, and a

orderin g of sites

can be based only
eria." (p. 192) '

2l ordering of sites (based on non-
is presented anywhers in the report.

furthermcre,
given at the
tc have been written be
addition, it coes not a
nigues have been appli
charcozl samples were
by basaltic glass hycraf

end of the
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suk Cheung

&
5. Lyi:h recazrd to-oroblem "vw®, he Barbers Point cultural matisrer
as a dnLque ada;t; .on 50 a unigue anvironment, the Ien0rtT
cel ng.

dces ncoc dire iscuss &this issue. What is missi
s

comprehensive analysis that compares and contrasts the a2rchaeo-
logy of =he 3arsers 2oint sites with what 1s kxnewn Zor other
areas of Qanhu and Hawail.

In summary, this report has made a limited attempt to study the
research preblems ocutlined in your scope of work. The results
seem to indicate the study area has the potential fcor answe--.g
the research questicns proposed, and additional study is ;
recommended |

Sincerely vours,

sumu Ono

Chairman of the 30ard and
tate HEistoric Preservation
Qfficer

—————— e

e ——
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2QDED-2Y 23 March (981

.

Or. Hallez H. Hammatt

Princical Investigacor

Archgeological Research Cencer
Hawail, lne.

P. O, Box 285

Lawai, Kauai, "l 967835

Dear 0r. Hamma

Your drzft Barbers Point Harbor archaeological report (Contract DACW8L-7S-C-
0010, Mod. No. P000Q1) was sent for review and comments on 12 February 1981
to the following individuals or agencies:

Reviewer Repiies

2. State Historic Freservation Officer

b. Heritage Conservaticn Recreation Servxce,
Interacency Archeological Services

c. Advisory Council on Historic Preservaricn

d. State Depariment ¢f Transportaticn, Harbors Division

e. DOr. Storrs Olsen, Smithsenian Institution Inel 1
f. Or. Patrick Kirch, B8ishop Museum Incli 2
g. 0Or. Paul Posencanl : Inel 3
h. Mr. Bertell Oavis ' ' Incl &4
l. Pacific Asscciaction of PreTessiconal Anthropologist,

c/o Or. William Kikuchi .
J. Society of Hawaiian Archaeclogists, c¢/o Or. Robers Inc! §

Hemmon

Formal written comments have been recesived froem sll reviewers as noted excsct
the first four agencies and Or. Kikuchi. All written raviews wers very
negative and the State Historic Preservation Cffice (SAPO) and the Advisery
louncil on Histeric Preservatien (H;HP) have indicated by telechcne thst cheir
reviews are alsc necative. Most of the reviews and feechack frem SHPC and

ACHP conciude that ;hc draft resort, as currently writizan, cces nct comply

alth tnc prccosed guicelines for '"Recovery of Scientific, Prenistoric, Historic,
and Archaeslegical Osta: Metheds, Standards, and Repor;nng Requirement' (36 CFR
>art 60) which are incorsorated inte the Contrac: Scope ef Work, Item 3b. Ncne
5f the archseologists reviewing the draft reocort believe that the repor: com=
slies with your Research Cesign (12 October 1578 and 10 March 1980). As the
iraft report is currently written, we acree with these two gencral cenclusions.

lore than cosmetic chaonges will be needed for revision into a aew draft report.

N~T7

— - o e e o - e —————— . e e— - — e e em——e e




2Q0ED-2Y ' 23 Marca 1981
Or, Hailez H. Hammate

Per Scooe of Wark, we are including copies of all writzen rsviews for your

[nformacion. Also per Scope orf Work, veou will 2e regquired 2o cansider only
those comments wnich have desen approve: 3y the Csntracting OfFicer. la read-
ing through the lecters, you will find much receciticn in the critical cocmments

as w~ell as esacn reviewer Zending to draw on diffarenc specific sxampies to
demonstrate nis particular concerns. To aid you in your preparation of the
next draft of the regort, we will indicate. by asterisks (*) these ccmments in
the review letters which we Seiieve are constructive or legitimate in light
of the reguirements in the contrac:t Scope of Work and the Research Design.
You may consider all other ccmments [n the review letters at ycur option.

We are also inclosing a summary iist of our own ccncarns, suggestions and
recommendations (lncl 8). Please concesntrate con completing any recommended
analyses and revising the report at this time since it is aiready benind
schedule. You may wisn tc respond to specific comments of the reviewers, but
please wait until a satisfactory report and your contractual oolncatxcns to

the Corps are cocmpleted.

Your final report is currently scheduled for submission by 3 April 1981. We
belleve this may not alliecw for sufficient time for you to complete further
analyses and finslize the repor:. =Zecause of the complexity and severity of
the review comments, request that you prepare 3 pre-rinzl draft which will be.
prcvided o zll reviewers for a shortened review period of three weeks. With-
in feur weeks after the submission of the pre-final regort to the Centracting
Officer, additicnal comments will be provided if needed {or pregaration of the
final reporz in the required 50 copies. | suggest the following revised
timetable:

Submission of pre-final draft by 17 April.

Review pericd - 20 April o 8 May.

.Comments returned to Centractor - 12 May.
Submissicn of finai report - no later than | June.

.
r

Please ccntact us as scon as possible so that we may discuss and process a-
further extensicn to the cantracc.

In summary, we believe that it is in both of our intarests that the final
repors on archseolcgicsl and caleontoiecgical cdatz reccvery at Sarters Point
be satisfactorily completed and accepted wizhin the professicnai scientific
communi ty. ) - :

Slnecerely,
6 Incl CLARENCE S. FUJII
as Authorized Reprecsentative of the

Contracting Officer
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SUMMARY LI5T OF COMMENTS

Point Haroor

Aeporzt -73-2-3010)

. Comment

to correce
scientific names)
AKirch's ccmments in

Oraft Report needs careful editing
errors, misspellings (particuiarly
and poor grammar. Please note Or.
this regard.:

Oraft report needs missing Figurcs, tabies and cecticns

Input. Recommend placirg sec:ions dealing with “Surmary
of Results'' and "'RECCMMENCATIGOMS' at the end of the main

report. You may wish to integrate the ''Summary of

_Results' into your "Barbers Point Perspective."

After 'US ARMY CORPS GF ENGINMEERS' place in parenthesis

"(U.S. Army Engineer Cistrict, Honolulu)' and also "Stace

of Hawaili
Below that:

Department of Transcortation, Harbors Division."
""Contract Mo. CACN35-73-C-2010, Mod. lNe.

Revise the Abstrazct as nceded in light of your respense
these and accompanying cocrments and ycur further
research.

Much of this material could Se profitadoly glaced in

later secticns, particularly whea results are summarized.
Suggest discussing hers why scme changes in gcutsice
analyses were-changed frcm the Research lesign.

Maps must contzin a legend differsntiating Zetween
arCﬁueolcglc-l and -aie*n;clchcal sites. Alsc reccmmend
that for visuval anaiysis of inter-site relationshig.

you incluce two or mcre mepns similar to these in vour
1978 regort for the States showing more datail cf larger
areas inciuding sinks, stene walls, midden aresas anc
sites excavated.

Change thc. tense of verbs as sppropriats to indicate

that various actions nave zlready taken placa.

Bottom line is norsensical. B8zsed con work to date,
plcase feel free to.clarify veur hypotihcses cor redafine
them. No deleticns.

Last paragraph: Suggest that after “appropriate federal!
you inscrt, 'or state agency.'

tyoeqrapnical
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tem Pzae

10 26-29
11 30=-31
12 Table 1
13 58-59
14 168-175
15 168-177
16 188

‘expand your discussion of the previous waork o =

ey

Comment

This seczion s adegquate conliy in describing wnhat
previous researchers did bug aot in describing

their findings, observacicas, nypochesges and
gencralizatiens. Since this data resovery work

Is in part the cuiminstion of ke previous research,
we belicve that it is aporopriate for you zo

serve as a background for the derivaticn of your
research objectives and rcsearch dypothesas dis-
cussed now on pp. 7/-S. Thererore, ths '"PREVIQUS

RESEARCE'' secticn must precede the ''"Rescarch

Design'' section and they nced not e separats
ections.

" Recommend expanding your discussion to provide

"spatial distributicnal snzlyses of the ar

greater clarification of the criteria upen whnich”
your sampling was based. Extract some of these
criteria from Table | and discuss.

Provide 3 list of previous Bishop Museum sites
numbers for zpprcpriate sites.

Clarify screening procedures (use of 1/4-inch and
1/8-inch mesh screens). There are inccnsistencies
within the regort (p. 11 2nd o. 163) and between
the report snd the Resezrch Casicn. Address the
possible bizsing of samples of micdden and dasaltic
glass flakes that yecur technigques msy have
generated ccnSxderang ccmments by Cavis, Resendan]
and Kirch.

Please complete the micden anzlysis with a detziled
site-by-site analysis of por Research Clesign

(pp. 13=14)., Ve strengly concur with the other
comments cn the nced for greater statistical a*-lyses
of the midden datz wnich may shod light on sit

and feature functions.

Thig or a later sectieon shouid provide stz
T

0o - r'
-1

to test hypotheses dealing with intensity
occupation ancd fcature functicon, including manu-
facturing and fcod presarzticn. Wwnat is the
relationship between ertifacts used for marine
resources exploitation and the inter- and intra=site
distribution and density of shell-fish end fish tone?

Provide the data en basaltic glass and other feorms

of dating. Per Research Dusicn, include a discussien
of sourcing of the btasaltic glzss. We strongly

concur with other comments on the need to beef up
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17 192-193 -
18 19360

19 )91

Comment

the reporst with a thorougn chrgneicqical asnaiysis.
If you did noc actempc 0 dace organic macerials
other than charcosl, piegse asrovide 3n sxplanatien,
particularly the aonextincg cezre!. B8ased on :zhe
commencs recsived 0 dare and your sSudcontractors
comments, we recsmmend that seme of the bird, r3t,
or llzard bone Se datad 5y flcurine ar amino acid
techniques as noted in the Research Jesign (p. 14).
If the results 3re not availsble for the final
report, they may still be made availadie to the
scientific communicty.

ne drarft regort does not include any systématic
analysis of site or feature size, function, or
pattern distributicn &s reguired tc test the secoand,
third, fourth, {ifth hypotheses. We cocncur strongly!
with Or. Kirch's observaticn on this matter. If
you feel that.such analyses are inappropriate, be
prepared to thoroughly justify your opinion in a
specific section analyzing settlement patterns.

A qualitative narrative is not sufficient.

There is alsc no systematic summary analysns of
agricultural pcteatial, vegetaticn recenstruczicn
and a thorough discussion of envircnmental change.
It Is not at all clear whether ycu have perfcrmed
the work outline in the third paragrach of Page 12
of the Research Jesicn relating to sedimentzry and
pedclogical analysis, and exzleratsry pollen
analysis for the basis of making an estimaticn of
the extent and nature of Hawaiisa gzlanting in the
study arezs. We beiieve further inferences may

be drawn From Appsndices [ end |l tcgether with

the above datz tc help determine the nature and
extent of the prenhiscteric Sarzers Point envircnment
and how it changed over time. Any dating that you
performed should be werked into this discussien.

= ol

The discussicn of the '"Sarber's Point Ferspect
as moted in [tem 2, sheuld incorgorzce & disc ssxcn

" of the research ancuﬁcsc< and the resulits of the

testing of them. This secticn mus:t alss relgte

your findings to previcus coscrvaticns, generaiiza<
tions, and hvypotheses ceveloped by previcus
rescarchers at Barders Foint, These Tindings

must also be related to pertinent archaeoicaical

‘research clsewhere in Hawaii and in Pelynesia if

appropriate. D0ata Recovery studies to cemzly with
the Federal guidelines must be research oriented.
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March 20. 1981

Mr:. Kisuk Cheung .
Chief

Engineering Division

Department of the Army

Pacific Ocean Division. Corvs of Engineers

Building 230

Ft. Shafter. Hawaii 96858

Dezr Mr. Cheung:

As reguested in your letter of February 12, 1681, Jane King of my stalf

hes reviewedsthe draft report, "Archaeological and Paleontological Tnves-
tigation at’Kalaeloa (Barbers Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, 0'ahu, Federal
Study Areas la and 1lb and State of Hawaii Optional Area I." Her evaluation
‘of the report follcws.

We realize that this report is a draft =and assume that many of its
shortcomings will be eliminated in the f£inal report. However, we do

£ind serious problems which require substantial reworking.

Requirements of 36 CFR Part 66

The Scope of Work required evidence of compliance with 36 CFR Part 66;

W i+ appears that has not been fully accomplished. The report does not

clearly demonstrate:

i an acquaintance with relevant research;

2 . adequacy of date sample to meet research objectives;

e sufficient description of method and technique to exhibit competence;
L. whether or not it is feasible to preserve sites in place;

5. fulfillment of the requirements of Sec. 66.2(a)(7) with regard

to report standards.
N-8



Page 3

Mr. Xisuk Cheung
Sarbers Point
March 20, 1981

can be taken at %his time o correct this situation, we must object
to the Corps proceeding with its undertaking because to do so would
cause an adverse erifsct.

The Revised Scope of Work allowed for revision of the Research Design.
We believe the Principal Investigator should have revised the Research
Design when it became apparent that some of the goals were unrealistic

or that information was lacking to provide sufficient data 0 meet ¢

research objectives.

General Comments

A general use of insufficient, inadequate, or totally lacking definitions
exists throughout the report. Examples are statements such as:

". . .contractor has recovered and preserved an adeguate sample of

paleontological. . ." (page 5). How is "adequate" defined? What
standards are used, and what is the percent of sample?
". . .sites that contained fair amounts of birdbone. . ." (page 58).

How much is a "fair" amount?

". . .excavation stopped when the potential of each site was found."
(page 30) What does "potential" mean? Bedrock? Sterile soil?
It should be defined.

A basic definition for "site" should either be included in the glossary
or stated in the opening pages of the report. Table I, for example,
repeatedly uses the phrases "no midden or artifacts found during
testing" and "no cultural deposit or material present." Lacking
middens, artifacts, or cultural evidence, what makes a2 site a site?
Further, the comments concerning sites frequently state "significance
is irn map location" (page 39 a2nd others). What does this mean?

There is consistent use of a guesticn mark following the word "pre-
historic" which leads the reader to wonder if the authors are able
to identify a prehistoric site or component. Perhaps a footnote

at the first appearance of this usage would clarify the need for it.

The report exhibits lack of editing or proofreading. Misspelled words
appear on almost every page; sentence fragments, omitted sentences,

and redundencies sbound (see page 199). There is no consistency in

the use of numbers; they appear as both figures and fully spelled-out

in the same sentence; a good style handbook or reference to the style
followed by 2American Antiguity would be useful. Admittedly, this is a
draft, but the apparent lack of professionalism decreases the credibility’

of the data presented.
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Mr. Xisuk Cheung
3arbers Point
March 20, 1981

Research Design

The Research Design defined five research objectives and five research
Problems which are overlapping. We find that these gzoals have not
been met. Specifically:

1 a firm stratigraphy and chronology for sites and features is not

provided;
2. definition of site and feature function, while partially developed,

is not as fully developed as it might be with additional statis-
tical analysis; *

3. "definition of subsistence and manufacturing activities and the
nature of specific activity areas within heabitation area" remains
incomplete because of insufficient data.concerning prehistoric
subsistence patterns and lack of analysis of midden material;

L, chronology is lacking to define the nature and extent of environ-
mental changes, and techniques mentioned in the Revised Scope
of Work (sedimentology, non-dating geochemistry, pollen and opal
phytolith analysis) were apparently not employed;

B documentation of the history of Hawaiian occupation is patently
not possible, because the first four objectives were not met;

6. there is no analysis of settlement pattern data, therefore noc
statement of settlement pattern relationships can be made;

T. "Barbers Point cultural pattern as 2 unique adaptation to a
unique environment" is minimally addressed and requires eluci-
dation.

The report states (page 7) that the Advisory Council reviewed and

‘approved the Research Design; this is incorrect. The Corps furnished

a copy of the Research Design, along with the Scope of Work and other
documents, in August, 1979, and requested review. We responded with
whet at that time was Council pclicy, that we did not review and
comment on such documentation until an agency has formally requested
the Council's comment. In November, 1979, when the Corps requested
Council's concurrence with its determination of no adverse effect,
Council staff reviewed the documents, found them adequate, and
concurred with the Corps' determination of effect. Our concurrence
was based on the Corps' assurance that a data recovery program would
be undertaken in accordance with the Research Design. It now appears
that this has not been done. Our review of the draft report indicates
that the goals of the Research Design have not been met. Unless steps
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Mr. Xisuk Cheung
ers Zoint

ch 290, 1581

Svaluation of Report

In summary, we find this draft report inadequate. The Revised Scope
of Work requests a final report based on facts with objective, dis-
passionate znalysis and evaluation in presentation of rindings (page 1bL).
Our evaluation of the draft has identified for too many ill-defined

conclusions, suppositions, and generalizaticns to meet these criteria. -

The report relies heavily on previous work (Sinoto 1576, 1978, 1979)

" (Davis 1978), and contributes almost nothing to our knowledge of the

area's prehistory or to topics of greater anthropological interest.
The Scope of Work indicates that the Corps requested more than veri-
fication of earlier work; if a substantial body of new information
was gathered, it is not explicated here. Extensive editing and the
inclusion of references are mandatory before this report appears in
final form. For your reference, we are enclosing a copy of report
standards recently published in the American Society for Conservation
Archeology Newsletter {December 1980-81, Vol. 7), which you may

find useful in evaluating the report.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. Please advise
of the steps that will be taken to assure compliance with the conditions
upon which the Corps' determination of no adverse effect was based.
Should you have questions or comments, Mrs. King may be reached at

(303) 234-49L6, an FTS number.

Sincerely,

of Project Review

Enclosure
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Patrick V. Kiren

Ocparimenat nf Antnropoiouy
Sernice P. Sishuo Hluscum
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Honoluly, Hawai'i 96319

Mr. Kisuk Cheung, Chief

Engineering Division

U. S. Army Corps of =Zngineers Division
Pacific Oc=zn - ;
Buildine 230

rort Shafter, EHawaii 96858

Dear Sir:

Thank vou for the ooco*tunlty to review the repor+ con the "Archae-
clogiczal ancé Palsontological Investigaticn at Xalaeloca (Barber's Point)
Bonc'wli'uli, Iwaz, O'azhu, Federal Study Areas la and 1
Hawali Cstional Arez 1" by EHallett E. Hammett and. Wills
The Sccieb_ Zor Hawaiian Archaeology coes not have a2 s
for peer rsviews and as a result a2n ad hoc commitise,of

b5 and Stata of
izm E. Tolk.
:a;d;rg committee
£ i

wnich I am the

[—S¥8Y

¢hairman, was Zcrmed Zor the specific purpose of reviewing this repors:.
Zach ¢ the cocmmiititees members has raviewed the rsrcors zand we have all
discusssd iz at length. In additicn, we have consicersd a lestter we
receives Izom Dr. Car Rirxech

l C. Christensan, & co-zuthor with Dr. 2. V.
of Appendix II cf the subject report. :

The deficienciss of the subject rsport fall into two major cate-
cories: (1) meckaniczl prcbiams and (2) generzl ztroblems. Mechani-
cal prctisms plague the entire document and make the ssvieswers task
an onerous cne. TvTographiczl errors abound; crammaticzl mistzkes ars
unacceptadbly Irscuent; non-standard, ill defined and infelicitous
terminclogy obscurss the content ancd the intesnt of many of the author's
proposicticns and contenticons; and the absence of nearlv half the ficures
and illustczztions, the discussicn of the caroncmetric datz, tzble 7 and
the entirzes artifact sprencix nmake the entire documen:t so incomplaete as
to render anv review extremely difficult. We do nct have the inclina-
tion or the time to undertzke the task of editing the reperi. Ve pre-
sume that sutsecuent aditing and oroof reading, as well as inclusicn
of the absent ficures and other data, will enhance the readability and
guality cf the report. Corsection of all the mechaniczl zroblems how-
ever cannct remedy the funcamental general difficulties apparent in
the repo

Virtually no attempt has been made to relate the cata from the
study area to the results of the previous and on-going research at
Barber's Point cr anvwhere else ;n Hawaii. The considerztion of cb-
servations, generalizations and hypotheses ccnerated elsewhere in the
vicinity andé throughout Hawaii is a very obvious and fundamental cn
mission cf this report

n
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page two . <

The chronological framewor’ of =he study area is not thorouchly
discussed anywnere in the document. Ia spitz2 ¢f tle sroblems with
available charcncmetzic samples, (both basaltic glass and carzon), a
more complete picture of the chronology <of the study ar=z2 could have-
been constructad with the use of comparative data Srom oth

2
o the
of Barber's Point as well as inferences Ircm the study arez2 samples
: a si

=
themselves and the stracificaticn within the subject are

The problem of the relaticnships between man and the extinct awvi-
fauna is not adecuately addrassed. In dealing with sucih an impeor-
tant problem in an area that is uniguely suited for its solution, every
possible efiortsiculd be excencded to that end. Flourine and amine
acid racemization zanalyses have yet £o be applied to avifaunz :sones
in the deposits. Such anazlyses shoulé provide valuable additional
data. Pollen analyses, as well as sediment analyses aimed at gather-
ing palecenvironmental and depositional data are also necessary.

The midden data collected during the excavations are not tabula-
ted or analyzed in sufiicient detail. it is standard practice toc pre-
sent the midcen contents of each excavated site in a2 table arranged
by excavaticn uait (usually 1 x 1 meter sgquares), by level or laver
and by faunal ané florzl species. While the midden contour maps in
the subject rezort are useful in terms of understanding general dis-
tribution of midden througnout the sites, tzbles such as those des-
cribed zbove are necessary Zor distsibutional ané comparztive pur-
poses.

Analyses of the artifacts recovered and their i
site distribution are verv limited. For example, 1
is macde &t cdetermine correlations between guantity
tifzcts on one hand and sits tvce, size, location
on the other No attamct
48 of +the totzl ax=a's
site (page 1
ars mentione
statad thet
(housenolicd)
they are said a
No mention is made ©
amount of ZIish ccne in a si
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There are a number of croblems with the treztment c¢f the cul-

tural stratz in the excavated sites. It is assumed, for example,

that in all sites, stzatum I is & mixed laver and that its content

were churned up frem stratum II. In sites such 2as 2701-1 (page 7

ficures 15 anc 1l6) however, the disti different midden distri

bution zatterns s £ wm I is, at least in pa
: -
c

-

evidence cf a2 la C Of Cczo0ss secticn|éraw
n interpreting the -

in many sites in
data as presented.

[l
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oach 11, l281

sage hhree )
he dist=ihurion #nd inZar=ed- Mpcwian o1 ne sTone gErustaTes (3

inadecuacaly adérmssed. Tor axample, the stone stTTuctTure L site 326382
{sages 99-104) is scazcely mors than & sguars mezar in Ilcor arsa, ves
is is asscciatad wich :the heaviaest middea conesntzatsicn ia any of ine
gitas., lo mention i3 nade ¢of 2his combinacien of fac=ors gor is any
atzempe zade =3 axplain it., It is stated in saveral sits descrigticons
thar hhe stone stTucTuTeEs were Sonstructad at the beginning 9f & sita's
use. In %he faw crocss secticns that ars available, the Souncdation
stsnes c2st at a lavel well azcve the tase of cultural scratum IZ
(e.§., sace 100, figure 36; page 104) indicating ghas at least sortions

£ the stucuurss wers construcs=ed 2t some Sime alisr the sitas were
set=led., A r=lazt2d phnencmenon may de the concentTziicns oI aidden
material and artilacts that occur in sguares with stouctural walls.
It could not pe detarmined whether these concentzations wers found

1 ath them.

within the walls or bens

Given the importance of the work conducted at Barber's Poink, it
would have benooved the authors to spend a2lil available time and man-
power pursuing the major thrust of the study: the recovery and ana-

lysis .ané interpretaticn of datz reslating to the prehistoric human ha-
bitaticn of the ar=sa. I the langth ci the various rsport sagments &are
any indicaticn 90f the rslative eiZorts gut into .each, Agpencdix III saeams
£o have rteen cversmpnasized. Thouch the historic ceriod in the study
area certzinly has inhersnt intsrest in iis own right, it appears that

an inordinats and laxgelv spuriocus amcunt of work was uncertaken on

the wartime histcry oI the area. In relation to the arzchzeclogiczl "
work, Apgpendix III is, Zor the most paxt, irrelevant.

In generzl, the crcanizaticn .of the document is less than condu-
cive to csviaw. The lenctihy sccpe cf work and summazy ¢f casulis could
Tore ccomiorizhly be dlaced elisewhers in the document. Certainly a sum-
mazy is out of place in the fi-st 20 pages cZ a reper: such as this.
The sccpe c¢f werk mors approorizzaly Selcnegs in an appendix whils tle
axplicaticn 9of the razsearch design shoulé build on orecseding discus-
sions cf previcus and on-going rsseaxch s well as the chaptsr cn shy-
sical geogrzaphy.

- The ‘intznt of the various lecislative macdatss for mitigztion ol
impacts on sites eligille for inclusicn on cr listed on the Naticnal
Pegister of HEistoric Places was to ensure that archaeclogical sites
valuable for the information theycontain were not destroyed as & Ce-
tult of Fecerzlly sponsorad or licensed uncderzakingcs. 3ecause mere
Sollection and description of artifacts and nidden and other raw cdatca
“id not effectively mitigate impacts to archaeological sizes, implemen-
“ing regulaticns reguirse interpretation and aznalvses of the data and
“aterial collected. The overiding, funcdamentz2l deficiency of the sub-
l.*Ct repcrt is the appalling lack of synthesis, of integration oI data
“9llected cduring this groject into a cohesive description of prehis-
"“ric human habitaticn in the Baczber's Poink area, end of scholazly,
~‘ofessional intorprotation of the data collected. 1In our opinien,

*2 report fails to fulfill the intent of the various Federal regu-
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y both on the authors of the report and its

the revisions that must be undertaken to rs
ies noted above, that we suggest that the Corps
the subject report as inadecuate and :equi:e a

So major
various defici
Zngineercs T2]
Pletely c-eswri
to the same rev

néer wnosea aegis the work was perZormed. The

with that agencvy. FTor such a work, dealing with
£9 reach its profsssional reviewers in so sloppy

4"“-

L1lv accepcad guidelines that zhe advisery Coun- .’

n draft seport. The new dér af: should then be -orwa*ced
ewers Ior re-evaluaticn when it is completed. Should

the Corps acdopt this sucgestion, the Society would ac:reciate receiving

t least three copies of the document for review as well as a period
of 30 days in which to review it. ;

Again we aporeciate the opportunitv to review and comment on
this document. Should vou have any cuestions regarcing this review,
you may contact the Society a2t the above address.

L0 Reviaw
3arser's

e
- -
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22 February 1981

Mr. Kisuk Cheung

Chief, Engineering Oivision

Department of the Army

Pacific Ocean Division, Corps of Englne
Building 230

Ft. Shafter, Hawaii 96858

Dear Mr. Cheung:

Re: Review of Drazft, "Archaeclogical and Paleontological Investigation
at Kalaeloa (Barpers Point), lionc'uli'ull, 'twa, Q'znu’ by
H. H. tlammatt ana &. #H. 70lk, Archasoiogical Researca (entar
Hawaii, Inc. :

Thank you for your letter of 12 Februzry 1981, soliciting z review and
evaluation of the zbove report. Given the significance of the 3arbers

Point zrchaeological and paleontological resources, I am pleased tc see that
the Corps of Engineers has availed itsell of the opportunity to elicic
professional reviews from several archaeologists in the State orf Hawaii.

In making my review and evaluation, I have paid particular atisntion 3
the severzl guidance documents enclosed with your letter, especially the
Revised Scope of Work (Federal), and the Revised Research Oesigns (Feder
and State). In addition, I have ‘taken into consideration the 'Guideline
for the Preparztion of BSarbers Point archaeological Research Designs' of

al
s

26 February 1979, developed by an Ad Hoc Commitzce of whizh [ was 2 memoer;

these Guidelines were included as a2 '"research guidance decument” in the
Revised Scope of Work (Federal, p. 2). For the sake of clarizy, I have

divided my review into six sections, 2ven though in aany <ises the proplem
raised in one section obviously bear on other sections as well,

Rescarch Objectives

- .

On pp. 5-6, Hammatt and Folk lay out five '"rescarch objectives' around which
their archaeological investigations w
are then cvaluated on pp. 14-19, [ w

l‘)
;_. +

1 review cach objective in turn:

1. The first objecctive was to develop a "firm stratigraphy and
chronology for the sites and features of study areas', and clearly, this
objective was fundamental to the success of the project as a whole.
Unfortunatcliy, the investigutors have failed to mect Objective 1. What is

presumably oriented; these objectives
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most disturbing is that it .ould zppesr that datable materi..s are sbundant
in the Barters Point sites, and that !lammact and Folk simply did noc aval
themsclves of the opportunity o have such.materials chronometrically
analyzed. For cxample, org2nic materizls other than charcoal (e.g. shell,
bone, sea urchin) couid have been submitted feor Cl2 ige decermination STom

a much broader sample of the prehistoric nabisation features. Most critical,
however, is the absolute failure to ascercain the age of any of the bizd

bonc deposits, for this problem is fundamecnctal o the entire question of
human prchistory and eavironment at 3arbers Point. There is no excuse for
not attcmpeing Cl4 dating on samples of bird bone from the sinks (and, there
are cvidently large samples of non-extinct bird bone, such as that of the
dark-tumped petrel). Furthermore, an effort should have made to apply
relative flourine and/or amino acid dacing to the dbird and rat bones from
the paleontologiczl sinks, to determinec wnether the rats are contemporary
with the fossil birds. Certainly, the foremost research problem at Barbers
Point is to ascertain whether the extinct avifauna existed within the span
of human occupation on Q'zhu; in my opinion, it is inexcusable that so little
effort was devoted to this problem. ‘

2. Hammatt and Folk have, in my opinion, done only slightly better with
regard to their second objective, which was to define "site/fcature functions,
particularly specific functions of the habitation features". The principal
method used to address this proolem appears to have been that of plotting
"density contours" of midden and artifacts in order to ascertain spatial
patterning over site areas. The use of this method is commendable, and does
contribute toward 2 resolution of Objective 2. The problem, however, is that
Hammatt and Folk did not carry their analysis any fAirther. They have not,
for cxample, analy:zed the spatial distribution patterns of specific artifact
types or cateqor:cs over occunation surfaces, nor have they done this with
categories or caunal or florzl remains. Although they mention ''size' of
hzbitation fea’ures as an important variable, nowherc do they provide even
the most elementary statistical analysis of size variation in the Barbers
Poxnt habitation structures. Since no znalysis has been dome, [ cannot

<ept Hammat: and Folk's conclusion that "o relationship between Zunction
and size of the habitation features is expressed archaeo!l oeﬁcdl'v“ (p. 16).
Other analyses which could be of great value in sorting out inter-site

- variability would be the use of multivariate statistical znalysis (especially
discriminant and cluster analyses) with stTuctural, artifactual, and midden
data. None of these were attempted bv the investigators, even though
they have become relatively standard analytical techniques in American

-archacology.

, 3. The third objecctive overlaps somewhat with the second objective

and is focussed upon "definition of the subsistence and manufacturing activities
and the nature of specific activity areas within haoxgat~on sites". \Mv

comments on Objcctlxe 2, above, 2lso apply here. I am par ularly concerned,
however, with the failure of Hammatt and Folk to provide ecven minimally
“adequate data regarding prchistoric subsistence patterns at Barbers Point.

The scction of thoir report titled "Midden Analysis (pp. 168-175) does not

even begin to apnroach minimal standards of data reporting for faunal

remains. While Table 4 is useful as a summarvy, [ also would cxpect the
investigators to provide tabular breakdowns of the midden components of all




tested and excavated s..cs, with all taxonomic catcuor..s listed, weighed,
and with weights corrected for cxcaviated volume (L.2. Soncsacration indices).
This cask, in faecg, is explicitly sct forch in the Reviscd Rescarch Design
and- in the report izself (p. 13). Tne graphical preseatations of midden
density given for cach site can in no way be considered 2s substitutss for
this task. Furchermore, !lammatt 2nd Folk have made no attempt to identif

or analysze further such important middcn componcnts as c<rustac2an parts,
fishbone, or mammal bone, yet such analysis is ooviously <¢riticzal o the
research problems 2t hand. They refer to dorsal spines of Stephanolenis

incidently, no zuthority or reforence collection 1s cited for this idencification,

and onc wonders if they have mistakenly identified the spines of Pervagor?)
but nowhere do they prescnt the basic quantitative data on taxa of £ish
represented in cach site. Such an omission is, 'in my opinion, inexcusable.

I further question the scenario Hammatt and Folk present regarding the
¢orrelation Detween Iish and shellfish with temporary and permanent sites

(pp. 172-173). Their assumpticn that temporary sites should exhibit '"low
quantities of shellfish remains" is not borme out either by other studies

in Hawaiian archaeology, nor by ethnoarchaeclogical studies of contemporary
Polynesian subsistence practices. »More important, Hammatt and Folk appear

to be ignorant of the work that has been done by R. Cordy, R. Green and others
on the temporary/permanent habitation dichotomy in Hawaiian sites. No

reference is made by Hammatt and Folk to this important and relevant literature.

4. The fourth objective concerns the nature and extent of envirommental
change. Lzrgely due to the application of paleo-malacologiczl and avifaunal
studies, this objective has met with greater success than the others. Still,
there are mzjor prcblems. The failure to develop a rezsonzble chronology
for Barbers Point means that we still do not know the time frame within
which the envircnmental chznges represented dy the landsnail and avifaunal .
remains took place. Further, although the Revised Scope of Werk (pp. 7-3)
refers to such techniques as sedimentology, non-dating geochemistry, pollen
and opal phytolith analysis, Hammat:t and Folk have made no serious attempt
to apply these or other analytical methods which might shed furcther light
on the naturc of environmental change in the area. In the Revised Research
Design (p. 12) it is stated that samples will be suctmitted to Wasnington
State University Quaternary Studies Palynology Laboratory, vet the drafs
Teport makes no reTersnce to 3ny Tesults of exploratory pollen analysis.

Hammatt and FolX have generalized from the unexpected finding of large
quantizics of the amphibious .snail Assizines nitida in one sink, to propose
that mulching of sinks for agriculturial purposes ''might nave been a generzl
agricultural pattern throughoug the area" (p. 1§8). This indeed is a likely
possibility, but I am shocked that no attompt was made to test this
hypothesis through examination of spot samples from other sinks, a relatively
simple task. '

5. Hammatt and Folk state that "it was possible to document the history
of Hawaiian occupation at Barbers Point. to the degrec defined in the first
four gencral objectives of the sctudy™ (p. 19). Since [ have shown that none
of thesc objectives has been adequately met, it should be ovbvious that neither
has Objecetive § yeor received adequate treatment.
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Research Problem

In addition :0- the five "objectives’ revicwed apove, Hammatt and Folk list
(pp. 7-8) five "wesearch preblems’, these being explicitly listed is well
in the Revised Scope of Work (p. 3). Problems !, 2, and 4 are essentially
covercd by Objectives ¢ and S, and hence my carlier comments 3pply to these
points as well. Research Problems 3 and 5, however, are not explicitly
covercd by the Objectives, and nced to be considercd separately..

Problem 3: 83arbers Point Settlement Patterns. This problem was orlgznally
identified in the "Guideclines’ of the Ad Hoc Commictee (1979, p. 3), 1
which six specific questions were raised. fammatt and Folk address
settlement patlerns on pp. 192-1937of their report; their cursory discussion
is, in my opinion, totally inadequate and fails to address the problem.
This Zfailure is not surprising, since Hammatt and Folk have made no atzempt
to analy:ze (as opposed to merely collecting) their data in such a manner that
settlement pattern rela~1onsn1ps might be elucidated. There is no attempt
to apply standard techniques of locatlonal or distributional analysis to
the data on site distribution, nor any analysis of variability in site
architecture. Clearly, even the most elementary settlement pattern analysis
of the Barbers Point data has yet to be done.

v

Problem 5: The Barbers Point Cultural Pattern as 2 Unique Adaptation
to a3 Unique Environment. This problem has been only minimally addressed
by Hammatt and Folk. The kinds of specific analyses needec to address
Problem S--such -as detailed faunal analysis--nave not been conducted.

Field and Laborztory Methods

Under this heading, I wish to discuss two problem areas: sampling strategy
and screen size.

1. Sampling. The Revised Scope of Work (p. S) calls for 2 specific,
justified sampling sIrategy wiiich will indicate '"the relationships between
various t)pes of sampling strategies and field and laboratory analytical
techniques, such. as midden anzlysis, settlement analvsis, and analysis of
avifauna and land snzils, etc.” Nowhere in Hammat:t 2nd Folk's ceport do I
find an adequate trecatment of sampling strategy, and no- indicztion that they
are awarc of recent. theoretical and methodological developments in the
application of sampling desigmns in American archaeology. Their report should,
but does not, include a detailéd and expiicit discussion of sampling
design 3t all levels of excavation and analysis.

2. Screen Size. llammatt and Folk used 1/d4-inch mesh to screen the
cultural deposits in all excavated sites (pp. 10-11). Although they note
on p. 16§ that a l/S-inch mesh was also used "simulea ncouslv", they do not
present any quantitative data on what kinds of materials regularly passed
through the l/4-inch mesh. Mr. Bert Davis of the University of llawaii
(pers. comm.) has discovercd in his excavations at Barbers Point that, among
other items, the majority of the voleanic glass flakes in thesc sites are
not rctained in the l/Jd-inch mesh. Since Mr. Davis cvidently informed
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Or. iHammact of‘his finding prior to the ARCI ficldwork, [ have to question
how it is that [lammac: and Folk continued to use l/4-inch mesh. I[f cheir
experiences conctradicts that of Oavis, then this should be cxplained in
the report, and quantitative substantiation should be given.

3asic Documentztion

Since the Carps of Zagineers has determined that the emphasis at Barbers
Point should be upon data recovery by means ot "salvngc" excavations and.
analysis, rather than upon preservation in place, it is imperative that
the recoverzd data.be documenced’ thoroughly, so that it will be available
to- future archacologists as 3 part of the resource base for studies in
Hawaiian and Polymesizn prenistory. Even in this basic matter [ find that
Hammatt and Folk's report is lacking in certain areas. I have already
referred to the lack of adequacte quantitative midden-data. Detailed
quantitative data on midden Temains from each site must be presented if

other scholars are ever to be able to utilize the results of this work in
future research:. The Artifact Analysis (pp. 176-188) is also wanting. ’
For example, where typological data are presented for the fishhooks (Table 6),
the important volcanic glass flakes and cores are passed off in three :
sentances (p. 186)! This is totally “unsatisfactory. At a2 minimum, the _
lithic materizls should be discussed. from basic technological, typological,
and metT 'ca7'persvectivcs. The Revised Scope of Work (p. '7) also refers

to sourcing of volcanic glass; this has not be-n addressed Dy Hammatt and

Folk. ; )

ther Problems

I am shocked that two professional archaeologists have relezsed a2 repor: \>
for review which contains so many typographical errors; there is scarcely g
a page in the entire report without at least one nISSyelling or type. Page
172 contains 9 errors alone, and on p. 208 the typo which ccnverted "eight”
species into "eignty' species could surely lesd to embarrassment for Dr. Qlson.
On pp. 195-199, the scientific names of landsnails are misspelled nc less

than 1l times! .

I am even more concerned with certain editorial changes introduced into
A number -

Dr. Christensen's and my report on the landsnails (Appendix [I).
of these changes, particulz .ly in the "Genecral Discussion” (pr. 262-263)

have altergfed our original meaning or connotation. Most disconcerting

is the fact that thesec changes were made without ever consulting Dr.
hristensen or me; [ have to regard such beihavior as unbecoming a professional

scientist.

A general lack of scholarship is also evidenced by the almost complete .
disregard in Hammatt and Folk's report for the body of contemporary liteorature
*on llawaiian and Polymcsian archacology. It is as though the Sarbers Point
investigation was conducted in a scientific and scholarly vacuum. The
report's Bibliography lists only two citations of archacological publications
other than those Jdirectly related to Barbers Point (Emory et al. 1968 and
Hammatt and Folk LY79). This is morc than a matter of poor scholarship,
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aowever, for ia failing to relate their findings 2t 3arbers Point to ather
relevant resecarch in ilawaii and Polynesia, !lummuct and Folk have faiied o v}
mecet the Federal standards for data recovery operations, waicah state that

the srincipal bnvcs~1g-cor will aquaint himsclf with previous rolevant

resecarch, including cesearch on. topics jermanc to the data recovery program i
-vegardless of wnere such rcsearch'Has been carried out (36 CrR Pz2rt 66.2). “l
In my opinicn, it is impossible to adequatcly address the research prooleas
and objectives laid ouct in the Scope of Work and Revised Research Design
without giving due considerztion to other relevant studies that have been
conducted in the Hawaiian Islands, and in some cases, elsewnerc in Polynesia
and North America as well. " ‘

Generazl Evaluazion

1 trust that the above comments are sufficiently detailed to document my
overall svaluation of this r=port as 1nadequat= and not fulfilling either

the general or specific tasks set forth in the Revised Scope of Work and

in the Revised Research Design. Furthermore, in my opinion, Hammatt and

Folk's report does not meet the standards and reporting requirements set ;>
forth in 36 CFR Part 66 (42 Federal Register 5374, January 28, '1977).

As 2 professional archaeologist who has been active in Hawaiian and Polymesian
research for some years, I am deeply concerned with what I percesive to be

a serious lack of proressional quality in Hammatt and Folk's investigation.

I wish to make it perfectly clear that [ am not questioning the qualifications

or capabilities of either of these gentlemen, but rather the specific

resulis they H“ve produced under the terms of & rederal contract with an

explicit scope of work and research design. In my professional opinionm, _
the Corps of Engineers should under no circumstance accept the present . [
draft report as fulfilling the Scope of Work for culturzl resources mitigation

at Barbers Point. ‘

1 trust that this review and evaluation has been of use to you, and aga
commend the Corps for its efZorts to involve the professional scientd
community in your review process.

P

Yours;§ ncerely

/a4 /
Patrlck V. Kiz¢h, Ph.D.
- Anthropologist; and
Member, Graduatec Affiliate Faculty
University of llawaii

cc: Dr. Thomas F. King
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Mr. Susumu Ono
Statec llistoric Prescrvation Officer, Hawaii
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INTRODUCTION

Kawakiu-Nui Bay and adjacént areas are situated within the district
of Kaluako'i on West Moloka'i, a region in which very little systematic
archaeological investigation has been conducted. In her general, island-
wide survey, Summers . (1971:47-48) reported four sites at Kawakiu-Nui,
including Site 38, a reported heiau. In 1978, an archaeological surface
survey of the area was conducted by Archaeological Research Center
Hawaii, Inc. (ARCH), for the Kalua Koi Coporation (Hammatt 1978). This
survey revealed the existence of 15 sites. The ARCH report recommended
that excavations be conducted ét 10 of these sites, "in accordance with a
systematic sampling design' (1978:4), and that Site 38 be stabilized and
preserved.

Early in 1979, ARCH carried out two weeks of archaeoiogical testing
and excavation at Sites 38, 38-A, 1606, and 1607, and a detailed report
of this work was issued (Hammatt 1979). As a result of these excavatidné,
"archaeological clearance for the whole of Survey Area II'" was recommended,
"'no further archaeological investigation' being deemed necessary (Hammatt
1979:7). Furthermore, the original recommendation to preserve Site 38 was
considered ''no longer justified'", and although preservation of the site
by landscaping was stated to be 'beneficial archaeologically', such action
was not considered '"a critical point' (1979:7-8).

The Kawakiu-Nui area is currently under review by Maui County, an
SMA permit application for a condominium apartment project having
been fi;ed by CAM Molokai Associates. The Environmental Assessment submitted
to Maui County by CAM Molokai Associates cites the '"archaeological clearance
recommended by the ARCH team. This Environmental Assessment also states
that Sitc 38 will be prescrved "in the recommended manner', i.c. by means
of incorporation into condominium landscaping. This statement, however,
is clearly not supported by the architect's plans, which indicate that a

condominium unit will be constructed directly on top of Site 38.

On 2 December 1980, Mr. Alan T. Murakami, Attorney-at-Law for the Legal
Aid Society of Hawail requested the Society for Hawaiian Archaeology (SHA)

to make an independent assessment of the archaeological resources at
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Kawakiu-Nui. An ad hoc committee of members of the Board of Directors of
SHA was formed to make this assessment. All members of the ad hoc committee
read the two archaeological reports on this area (Hammatt 1978, 1979),

and Mr. Cleghorn was guided on a one-day field inspection of the area by

Mr. Glen Nanod, a Moloka'i resident. with training in archaeology, on 3
January 1981. | .

Based upon this on-site visit, Mr. Cleghorn prepared a draft report
which was summarized at the January meeting of the SHA. Based upon
discussions at that meeting, it was decided that a second on-site inspection
should be made. On February‘4, 1981, Kawakiu-Nui was again visited by
Mr. Cleghorn, accompanied by Drs. Kirch and Saxe, and by Mr. Nanod. The
present report presents the results of our findings during both field
inspections.

We wish to point out that our assessment is based upon the viewpoint
of scientific archaeology, and that the scientific significance of
archaeological sites is not necessarily their conly significance. We leave
the question of the contemporary culturél significance of these sites to

others more qualified to assess it.

SITE 38

This site is a roughly rectangular enclosure (6 by 9 meters), with
walls incorporating large upright slabs*, and with in interior coral paving on the
NW side. Abutting the wall on the seaward side of the enclosure are three
alignments of stone and an area of undisturbed cultural deposit which
Hammatt (1979) estimated to extend 3 to 4 meters. On-sife inspection,
however, revealed this area of cultural deposit to extend 8 meters makai and
incorporate about 80 square meters. This site had been described as a
heiau by Summers(1971:47), a function which'Hammatt tentatively agreed upon
based upon surface indications. J. F. G. Stokes (quoted in Summers 1971)

was told in 1909 that the site was the residence of a priest.

*The unique nature.of the structure's walls, particularly the makai
wall with its facade of large upright slabs, is not fully highlighted by
the ARCH report.
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About 9.5 square meters of the interior of this enclosure were
excavated, reported asrepresenting a 70% sample of the interior (Hammatt
1979:7). These excavations produced over 500 artifacts including 61 finished
fishhooks (74% of the artifacts were associated with fishhook manufacture),
as well as over 28 kilograms (61.6 pounds) of unmodified basalt. flakes
(calculated. from Hammatt's average weights, 1979:39). In addition, three
features were uncovered--two fire hearths, and a coral pebble filled burial
pit containing the remains of two individuals. The human skeletal material
was not removed (Hammatt 1979:32).

Field inSpectibn of Site 38 by the SHA representatives revealed
several inconsistencies and seeming errors in the ARCH report, as well as
indications of sub-standard performance of technical operations' by the
ARCH team*. Specifically:

1. There is no question that significant numbers of prehistoric
Hawaiian artifacts relating to stone tool ("'lithic") production were either
missed.(possibly through lack of recognition ?) or purposefully discarded
by the ARCH team. The '"backdirt'" piles left by the ARCH team include many
hammerstones (at least 4 hammerstones in one pile alone), large basalt cores,
and innummerable flakes. It was clear to the SHA inspection team that lithic
production was a major activity of the prehistoric occupants of Site 38,
and as such deserved as much detailed analytical treatment as the fishhook
assemblage. The ARCH report,'however, mentions lithic materials only in
passing (Hammatt 1979:39), and given the materials discarded in the backdirt
piles, an adequate analysis is now impossible, since the materials are out of context

2. The site and grid plans of Site 38 given in the final report contain
major inaccuracies, thus throwing the entire analysis into question. This

is particularly curious, since the plan of Site 38 given in the original

*Due to a lack of Statewide standards or rules for performance of
archaeological work, determination of whether a given piece of work is
sub-standard can be difficult, and may depend upon establishing a professional
concensus. In this review, howevef, we have taken into considerations those
standards which exist at the Federal level (36 CFR Parts 64, 66), and the
standards promulgated by the Society of Professional Archaeologists. SOPA is the
national certifying organization recognized as such by the Society for American
Archaeoloéy and the American Anthropologiéal Association.
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survey report (Hammatt 1978, Fig. 4) is quite accurate. The plan in the

final report, however, leaves out several significant architectural details,

as well as being inaccurate in both configuration and dimensions (Hammatt

1979, Figs. 3 and 4). Furthermore, the excavated area shown in Fig. 3

of the final report is erroneous, since it mislocates the baulk (Sq. N1W1l).
Both Figs. 3 and 4 are also in error in showing Test Trench A IYing’along

the N face of the N2 grid line, when it is in fact separated from that line

by a least 1 meter. A similar problem exists with the profile of Test’

Trench A (1979, Fig. 8), which indicates excavation to a depth of ca..50-60 cm.
We encountered bedrock at a depth of 25-30 cm.

3. Perhaps due to the mapping errors cited above, Hammatt's statement
that 70% '"of the total surface area of the interior of the enclosure'
was excavated is also questionable. We found that the interior area of the
- enclosure not excavated by the ARCH team incorporated at least 9.5 square
meters, so that the sample of the site interior thus far excavated is
actually 50%, and not 70%. Given the extremely high density of cultural
materials contained within the interior deposit, we question the adequacy of
a 50% sample from a site likely to be destroyed.

4. Hammatt (1979:22) asserts that undisturbed cultural deposits
outside of the enclosure are limited to '"a small semicircular area extending
3 to 4 meters on the seaward side.'" His only excavation in this area
was Test Trench A, a 1 by 1 meter pit which revealed a 20-30 cm thick
deposit with highly concentrated fishbone and shell midden. We estimate
that this deposit actually covers an area of at least some 80 square meters,
so that the ARCH excavation represents a mere 1.25% sample of the exterior
cultural deposit. When we consider that the Layer II deposit underlies

the structure walls, the entire area of Site 38 must encompass ca. 120

square meters. Of this entire site area, the ARCH excavations represent

%

a ca. 9% sample. We regard such a sample as much too small, considering
that the fishhook-related artifact collection from the ARCH excavation
'""is the largest in the State excavated from a single habitation structure'

(Hammatt 1979:4).
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numerous large pieces of fishbone in good preservation, as well as dense
shell midden. Were the deposit deflated, as Hammatt contends, all cultural
material would be lying on a single surface, and not distributed throughout
a cultural layer, as we observed. Furthermore, the fact that the cultural
deposit is capped by a 'thin mantle of wind blown silt loam" (Hammatt
1979:15) would argue against significant deflation of the deposit.

While it is possible that wind erosion has deflated a part of this
site, we feel that the excavated sample of this area is not sufficient to
warrant the conclusion that the entire site is deflated and thus not of
significant archaeolbgical value. Important questions concerning Site
38-A which remain unanswered include: (1) what is the nature of the cultural
deposit at this site; (2) what activities oecurred . here; (3) what is the
relationship of the stone alignments visible on the surface to the cultural
deposit; (4) what is the age.of the cultural deposit; and (5) in what way
was Site 38-A related to the rest of the Site 38 complex? In our opinion,
adequate mitigation for Site 38-A must involve a serious attempt to-
address these questions. 4 ‘

We believe that the cultural deposits at Site 38-A must be considered
an integral part of the entire Site 38 complex. It is possible that this
complex originally comprised a kauhale, or associated cluster of functionally-
distinct houses and activity areas, including a men's house (in this case
Site 38), cooking area(s), women's eating house, etc. This hypothesis
cannot be adequately tested with the limited information obtained by the
ARCH team. We feel that the sampling design employed by Hammatt was
inadequate to determine the range of prehistoric activities represented

at Site 38 (sensu lato). Although Hammatt does not describe his sampling

strategy (1979:13-14) in any detail, it would appear that the decision to

concentrate upon the Site 38 enclosure, to the virtual exclusion of other
areas at Kawakiu-Nui, was made solely on the basis of the '"rich" concentration
of fishhooks and other portable artifacts within the enclosure. We believe
that most professional archaeologists would agree that this is inadequate

as the sole criterion upon which to base a contemporary excavation strategy.
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Although this 1s a matter of intefpretation, we also disagree with
Hammatt's conclusion that Sité 38 was not a heiau (1979:8). Hammatt has
interpreted the enclosure as a "habitation structure', and possibly a hale
mua or men's sleeping house. Given the density of artifacts at Site 38
associated with traditional men's activities (e.g. fishhook manufacture
and lithic production), this interpretation of the site as a EggAapRgars
valid. The point missed by Hammatt, however, is that hale mua and heiau
are not mutually exclusive categories. Heiau is a generic term referring
to any of several classes of traditional Hawaiian religious sites. It is
quite clear in the early historical writings of the Hawaiian scholar David
Malo that the hale mua was itself a type of heiau, specifically the place
where family dieties were kept, and where ceremonies were held for their

benefit. The fact that Site 38 is very likely a heiau as well as a hale

mua must be given full consideration when assessing its significance.

Site 38-A

This is a cultural deposit atop a low bluff directly upslope of Site
38, which covers an area of about 280 square meters (calculated from
Hammatt 1978:15, Fig. 4)- This sitecontains a number of stone alignments
(Hammatt 1978:16), one of which appeared as a boulder wall remnant.’
Two one-meter squares were excavated NE of this site, representing
less than a 1% sample of the cultural deposit. Some artifactual material
(7 artifacts from one test pit) was excavated. Although midden (shellfish
and fishbone) was recovered, no data on this midden material is provided
in the final report (Hammatt 1979). It was decided after these two test
pits were excavated to discontinue excavations at Site 38-A, because it was

felt that there was little chance of locating intact cultural material.

" This situation was interpreted to be the result of recent usc of the arca,

and of long-term wind erosion which deflated the cultural deposit (Hammatt
1979:15-16).

After inspecting the stratigraphic sections of the two test pits
(neither was backfilled), we have to question whether the deposit has

been significantly deflated. The cultural deposit in Test Trench 1 contains



4. As demonstrated by the ARCH excavations, Site 38 has potential
for research into specialized activity patterns. As Hammatt himself
noted:

", . . it can now be demonstrated that small and well defined
specialized activity areas exist within habitation structures
and these can be clearly deliniated [sic] archaeologically.

. The decumentation [sic] of these activity areas can be a primary
focus of research and they can form the basis for interpretations
of ancient Hawaiian community spacial [sic] and social
organization" (1979:78).

Given this poténtial, it is all the more_sufprising that only 50% of the
enclosure was excavated, only 1.25% of the total deposit, and less than
1% of Site 38-A. A thorough understanding of the specialized activity
areas noted by Hammatt would clearly demand more complete sampling.

S. The site contains at least two human burials. Curiously, no
recommendation is made by Hammatt (1979) regarding the final disposition
of these burials, even though the right of human sepulture is sacred,

and some mitigative action is clearly called for.

6. The stone structure (site 38 sensu stricto) is probably a men's

house or hale mua, which means that it is also a form of heiau or religious
site. It was reportéd to us (G. Nanod, pers. comm.) that votive offerings
are at times still left on the enclosure walls (e.g. full cans of beer),
suggesting that the site may indeed have continuing religious significance.
If so, it is possible that the site may be subject to the provisions of
the Native American Religious Freedom Act.

In sum, we believe that the Site 38 complex is of unquestioned

significance. Given that the site has demonstrated potential to yield

"information signifiéant in prehistory or history" (36 CFR 60.6), we believe
it to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic'

Places.* It is the Society for Hawaiian Archaeology's position that'"'clearance"

of Sites 38 and 38-A at this time is totally unwarranted.

* In accordance with this view, the SHA is preparing National Register
Nomination forms for Site 38, which will be submitted to the SHPO for
transmittal to the Keeper of the National Register, with a request for a
'""determination of eligibility".
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Significance of the Site 38 Complex

It is our professional opinion that Sites 38 and 38-A are very
significant archaeological resources, probably deserving of National
Register of Historic Places status. This conclusion is based upon several
lines 6f evidence:

1. The site has demonstrated first-order potential to yield new
and highly significant information on ancient Hawaiian fishing technology,
and fishing practices, and thereby to contribute to our knowledge of
ancient Hawaiian culture. Hammatt (1979:4-5) has himself stated that
"the collection of fishhooks, fishhook blanks (rectangular cut bone) and
fishhook preforms in all stages of manufacture, along with tools used to

shape fishhooks, is the largest in the State excavated from a single

habitation structure. This collection in its archaeological context can

give an unparalleled view of fishhook manufacturing technology and the

stages and processes involved in this technology' (emphasis added; 1979:8).
Yet, it must be kept clearly in mind that only 50% of the site's interior
has been excavated, and only about 1-2% of the entire Site 38 complex.
Unquestionably, the unexca&ated portion of the site has great potential

to add new knowledge. _

2. In addition to fishhooks and related artifacts, the cultural
deposits at Site 38 are extremely rich in the skeletal remains of the fish
caught with these hooks. The richness of this faunal material is not
brought out in the ARCH report, and although some species of fish present
in the midden are reported (Hammatt 1979:Table 7), no quantitative
study was done. Site 38 has tremendous research potential for investigating
ancient Hawaiian fishing practices, as well as local ecology and diet,
precisely because the sitc contains both fishing gear and fishbone (repfcsenting the

speeies caught) in such high density, and in a primary stratigraphic context.

3. The site was clearly a locus of considerable stone tool production,
“evidenced by numerous hammerstones and by large quantities of basalt flakes

and cores (at least two separate basalt sources are represented in this
material). Additional research potential therefore exists for the analysis
of Hawaiian lithic technology, as well as patterns of resource exploitation.

This aspect of the site's archaeology was not treated in the ARCH investigation.
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OTHER SITES OF CONCERN

Sites 1605-A and 1605-C. These are two stone platfbrms on a rocky

bluff immediately south of Kawakiu-Nui Bay. Given their form (Hammatt

1978:13-14) there is a good possibility that they are burial facilities,
especially 1605-A which has a depressed center. This possibiiity should
be tested by archaeological excavations prior to any construction in the

area.

Site 1605-E. This feature was described by ARCH as '"probably the

remnant of a crude shelter'" (Hammatt 1978:14). In fact, it is a rather
substantial wall, some 10 meters long. Furthermore, the area in the lee
of this wall'appears;not to be deflated, and there‘could well be cultural
deposit here. This site is certainly deserving of test excavation to
assess its significance.

Site 1605-F. As with feature E, the area in the lee of this site's
wall is not deflated, and there appears to be ca. 15-20 square meters of
deposit. The site should be test excavated to assess its significance.

Site 1609-B. This is an intact cultural deposit (25 by 35 meters)
on a low alluvial terrace on the north side of the present Kawakiu-Nui
stream channel (Hammatt 1978:18). This site will be indirectly impacted
by the proposed construction activities, although it was outside of
Hammatt's high priority Area II (1978:1, fig. 3). This is a fragile sirte,
given that it is a cultural deposit in a sand and alluvium matrix extending
from the sufface to a depth of 15 cm, and the impact of many people
tromping on it, digging holes, building fires, and pursuing other beach-
going activities will destroy this site. Therefore, archaeological
excavations (part of an intensive data recovery program) should be under-
taken here prior to any development because of the indirect impact such
development will have on the site. Hammatt stated (1978:18) that this site
had excellent excavation potential; we think that this potential should be
realized before it is lost. |

Site 1610-A. This site consists of another cultural deposit on the
north side of Kawakiu-Nui Bay, and is currently subjected to erosion by high
~ waves and runoff. Like Site 1609-B, this midden deposit (30-40 cm thick,

containing dense shellfish midden, basalt flakes, and charcoal) should be
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SITE 1606

This is a stone walled enclosure (4 by 4 meters) that is situated
atop a cultural deposit that covers an area of about 300 square meters
(calculated from Hammatt 1978:15, fig. 4). This cultural deposit has been
cut by the beach access road, and we concur with Hammatt that it was
probably originally continuous with that found at Site 38-A, but is no
longer so because of bulldozer activity (Hammatt 1978:17).

One l-meter square was excavated in the center of the enclosure,
representing less than a 1% sample of the cultural deposit. This excavation
revealed the existence of a 12-25 cm thick cultural deposit, which produced
60 historic artifacts, 11 traditional artifacts, and 22 pieces of volcanic
glass. In addition, two features were recorded, a probably modern fireplace
and a semi-circular concentration of stones, whose function is unknown
(Hammatt 1979:16-18; Table 18). ‘

We do not think that this site has been sufficiently sampled. Site 1606
is important as it offers an opportunity to study the effects of foreign
goods eﬁtering into a traditional society. Covering an area of about 300
square meters, the cultural deposit of Site 1606 is likely to contain
different activity areas; what these activity areas might'represent and
what the spatial distribution of such putative areas is, remain undetermined.
Finally, the relationship between the stone enclosure and the cultural

deposit has not been demonstrated.

SITE 1607

This is a semi-circular stone walled enclosure with a center wall
separating two enclosed areas, and somc intact cultural material was noted
here in the survey rcport (llammatt 1978:17). A 1 by 0.5 meter test pit
was excavated in the eastern enclosed area which revealed no cultural deposit,
and excavations were terminated. We think that the western enclosed area
should also have been tested, as well as any areas that were suspected to

contain "in place cultural material" as noted in the 1978 survey.
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meters to the leeward. A pocket knife stuck into the deposit in several
places revealed that the deposit is at least seven centimeters. thick. The
surface of this deposit is thickly covered with midden and basalt flakes,
and one coral abrader, one basalt flake awl, and a polished basalt'chip
were also observed. This site will be directly impacted by the proposed
condominium development, and should have been tésted for significance. ;

Site E. This is a small niche burial located almost directly below
Site 1606, on the. south side of Kawakiu-Nui Gulch. The front of this small
cave is walled up, but a small human mandible can be seen through gaps
‘between the stones. This site is presently heavily overgrown.

Whiie this burial will not be directly impacted by construction
activities, the human skeletal material should either be removed and
reinterred in a permanent cemetery, or the opening should be securely
sealed, so that the remains will not become the object of vandalism.

Sand Dune. At the end of the existing jeep road, at the mouth of
Kawakiu-Nui Gulch, on the south side of the streambed is an extensive sand
dune (c. 40 by 25 meters). While we do not know whether or not this dune
contains cultural deposits, we do know that other sand dunes in Hawaii
have frequenfly yielded significant cultural deposits (e.g. Kawela,
Moloka'i; Bellows Beach, O'ahu; Halawa Valley, Moloka'i; and South Point,'
Hawaii). It is possible that the Kawakiu-Nui sand dune may also contain
significant cultural deposits and/or human burials. This dune will be
directly impacted by the construction of a proposed park in this area,
and should therefore be archaeologically tested for intact cultural materials.
This testing could be done quite efficiently with a system of hand-augur
holes.
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¢xcavated to recover the significant data it most certainly contains. Although
the site is outside of the-area of proposed condominium development, there

is absolutely no doubt that the condominium and proposed park linked to the

condominium development will have serious indirect impact upon this site.

SITES NOT PREVIOUSLY RECORDED

In addition to the sites. discussed above, the SHA field investigation
team discovered an additional six sites not reported in either of the ARCH
reports. These are briefly reported here: i

Site A. On the point.of land seaward of Site 38, and some 10 meters
seaward of unrecorded Site D (see below), is a small, eroded midden remnant
ca. 3 by 3 meters in area, lying adjacent to a boulder outcrop. This remnant

'depo$it contains both shellfish remains and lithic materials, including
one large struck flake of fine-grained basalt observed on the surfacé. There
is a strong possibility that this site is a remnant of the ko'a or fishing
shrine first recorded by Stokes in 1909, and again by Summers as Site 37 -
(1971:47, fig. 10). The ko'a was thought to have been completely destroyed
by the tsunami of 1946, but this midden remnant suggests that destruction
may not have been total. A data-recovery excavation program may be warranted
for Site A.

Site B. Approximately 2 meters east of the southeast corner of Site 1606
is a length of stone wall ca. 15 meters long, 1.0 meter high, and 2.0 meters
wide, with a right-angle bend at one point. The wall parallels the present
beach-access road. Heavy vegetation and a lack of time precluded a detailed
inspection by the SHA team.

Site C. Approximately 8 meters on an azimuth of 40° from Site 1605-C
is an unrecorded feature, somewhat disturbed and affected by wind erosion.
This feature appeared to be a series of 4 stepped terraces, marked by
single course, parallel alignments, the longest alignment measuring
2.45 mecters long. The total length of the site is 7.7 meters. Between
alignments are traces of cobble-sized rough stone paving. On the site's

surface we noted a flaked basalt cobble, a basalt flake, and pieces of

shell midden (Cypraea, Thais, coral). The site does not have excavation

potential, but should have been recorded.
Site D. This site is located approximately 20 meters west of the
northwest corner of Site 38, in an area clear of vegetation. It is a boulder

alignment 4.4 meters long, with an intact cultural deposit extending 3.3
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SUMMARY

Archaeological resource management, or what is commonly referred to
as ""contract archaeology', has as its primary purpose the preservation of
information from cultural resources (archaeological sites) before they are
altered or destroyed in the process of modern land development. Mitigation
of these effects may take the form of actual site preservation, or of a
properly-executed intensive data recovery program (sometimes and perhaps
inappropriately termed ''salvage' excavation). Sufficient information must
be gathered so that present and future generations will have a clear record
of what human activities occurred at a particular locale. Cultural resources
are non-renewable resources and extreme care must be exercized in mitigating
any adverse impacts-that these resources may be subjected to from construction
activities. The best course, where possible, is to.avoid impacting these
sites since future generations will have increased sophistication in
interpreting them.

Based upon our detailed review of the ARCH archaeological reports,
combined with two on-site field inspections, we can only conclude:

(1) that the archaeological survey performed by ARCH was incomplete,
and therefore inadequate, since at least 5 sites were missed, including
a midden deposit with excavation potential, and at least one human burial,
and sihce no subsurface testing was done to locate buried sites;

(2) that the ARCH excavations were lacking in professional quality
and rigor, as evidenced for example by the errors in site plans and sections,
in the discard of lithic artifacts and hammerstones, and in the lack of
an overt resegrch design and rationale;

(3) that the fulil potential of_Sites 38 and others to add significant
knowledge regarding ancient Hawaiian culture has by no means been realized
due to insufficient sampling, to the lack of any significant analysis of
lithic materials, faunal remains (especially fishbone), and other items,
and to a concentration upon a single fcature (the Site 38 enclosure) to the
exclusion of others; and

(4) that these inadequacies are rendered even more serious by the fact

that the ARCH work was not a preliminary survey but was supposed to be an
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intensive data retrieval operation prior to the modification and destruction
of these cultural resources. _

We prefer at this time not to offer any specific recommendations for
mitigation of adverse impacts to archaeological resources at Kawakiu-Nui,
since such recommendations should properly receive input from the State

Historic Preservation Officer. However, we do recommend, at a minimum,

that (1) Site 38 be preserved, (2) that test excavations be conducted at

other sites as noted above, in order to assess their significance, (3) that

a plan be prepared for the disposition of human burials, and (4) that a

scientificaliy-valid intensive data recovery program be carried out for

those sites with significant cultural deposits, and for which-preservation

in place is not feasible (e.g. those sites which are already suffering from

erosion, or those to be impacted by construction). A special concern is the

as-yet -unexcavated interior of Site 38, which if left as is may be threatened

by vandalism and desecration. We also believe that the State Historic

Preservation Officer should investigate the possibility that the entire

complex of archaeological sites at Kawakiu-Nui may be eligible for inclusion

on the National Register of Historic Places. ' _
In sum, we urge all interested parties, most especially Kalua Koi Corp.,

CAM Molokai Associates, and Maui County to take all necessary actions‘to .

ensure that Kawakiu-Nui's unique and highly significant cultural resources

are not lost. Any unmitigated adverse impacts to these cultural resources

by construction activities would constitute a crime against society--past,

present, and future.
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ADDENDUM

After this report was completed, Dr. Kirch had an opportunity to
question Mr. C. Summers (a member of the Cooke family and aknowledged
suthority on the archaeology of Molokai) regarding the sites at Kawakiu-Nui.
Mrs. Summers reported that she has heard from a reliable, local informant
associated with Molokai Ranch that a human skull was exposed from the sand
dune at Kawakiu-Nui about SO years ago. This information lends. support
to our contention that the sand dune should be tested for its archaeological

content prior to any proposed development in the area.
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President:

Patrick V. Kiich

Department of Anthropology
Bernice P Bishop Muscum
P.0. Box 19000-A

Honolulu, Hawai'i 96819

Mr. Michael M. McElroy
Director

Department of Land Utilization
City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street
Bonolulu, HI 96813

Dear Mr. McElroy:

The Society for Hawaiian Archaeology has formed an ad hoc committee to
review the final draft report on "Archaeological and Paleontological Investi-
gation at Kalaeloa (Barber's Point), Honouliuli, 'Ewa, O'ahu, Federal Study
Areas la and 1lb, and Hawaii Optional Area 1l." While the review has not yet
been completed owing to late receipt of this document, the members of the
committee are of the opinion that this report, like the earlier drafts, is
inadequate in terms of fulfilling either the general or specific tasks set
forth in the Revised Scope of Work and in the Revised Research Design. There
is, moreover, a consensus of opinion that the report fails to meet the standards
and reporting requirements set forth in 36CFR Part 66 (42 Federal Register 5374,
January 28, 1977). 1In short, we seriously question the acceptance of this
report as constituting adequate mitigation of the impacts of harbor con-
struction on the archaeological and paleontological resources.in the Barber's
Point area. It is our recommendation that additional salvage excavations
should be undertaken prior to any further land.alterations in this area.

We are grateful for the opportunity to present this testimony and would
be happy tc provide you with a copy of our final review of the subject report
on which decisions of far-reaching importance are now being made.

Sin ely yours,

Botrre /"7‘%,/077

Patrick C. McCoy, Ph.D.

Chairman, Ad Hoc Committee to
Review the Hammatt/Folk Report on
Barber's Point

. - N-I3
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.ovember 26, 1977

.Intefim Subcommittee on the 1995 Honolulu Harbor Master Plan

Reference materials for Verbal Testimony

Akihiko Sinoto

Field Director

Barbers Point Survey
Bernice P. Bishop Museum
Honolulu, Hawaii

At the request of the U.S. Army.Corps.of Engineers, the Department of
Anthfopology, B. P. Bishop Museum, conducted a Culturai Resources Sﬁrvey at
Barbers Point, Oahu Island, during July and August, 1976 and 1977. The project
area, on Campbell Es;éte land, is now under design-phase planning for a
deep-draft boat harbor. Two preliminary surveys in the area had located thirty-
archaeological sites; six of these have been destroyed. During the present
survey, sixty-eight more sites were found and .recorded, bringing the total of
known sites in the area fq ninety-two. Sites range iﬁ form from simple stone
mounds and modified limestone sinkholes to relatively large, well-constructed
enclosures and dense clusters of small structures. Test excavations were
conducted on twenty-seven sites, énd six sites were completely salvaged.

The Barbers Point area, located oﬁ a karstic limestone plain, has Been
.regardéd as a marginal area, unfavorable foyianything other than temporary
forms of precontact cultural.activity. The nﬁmber, size, and extent of
archaeological sites, and the number-of artifacts and samples recovered from
the‘test excavations, cast new light on this limited idea of the prehistory of
the area. |

Perhaps even more significant tban the archaeological remains, however,
was the identification of some of the recovered skeletal material as the
remains of extinct native Héwaiian birds, including some species that have never

been found before. The favorable potential for the recovery of more fossil

I\("M
axry Faitna and +he meacecethloe archacnlcodeanl I S p——_—. | P | nn1onn0‘n1nn1r~a1



implications of such finds, accord great significance and value to the: Barbers
Point project areé.-

In view of the sigqificant results obtained through the Cultural Resources
Survey, wérk is recommended for tﬁe Barbers Pointiéurvey area, in order to
mitigate the effect of the proposed harbor project and to prevent loss of
significant archaeological and paleontological data. - : 4 -

The archaeological significance of the Barbers Point area lges in the
‘opportunity to extract data from sites in a marginal area, about wh;ch l;ttlé
is known. The Barbers Poiqt survey area is eligible for nomination to the
ﬁational Register of Historic Sites becausé,itvhas yiélded, tnformation im-
portant té prehistory. From an archaeological point of view, it is nécessary
to salvage deposits in areas that will be affected by construction--those
areas that are in the imme&iate impact area, and those areas that will be
disturbed by coﬁstruetioﬁ—related activities.

The uniqueness of the Barbers Point area, and its unusual significance-in
terms of historical and research v§1ue, is paleontolbgical because of the recovery

. of "fossil" birdbone, the remains ofvextinct birds. The amount and distribution -
of fossil'bOne recovered thus far indicatés a high probability that other such
deposits will be found throughout the survey area. Now that we know the

L//b,im;:uc:.r'tam:e_of fhe birdbone deposits; it is necessary to test all sinkholes in the

.project area to.assure that all such déposits have been located. Location of all
birdbone deposit; will then allow'a more realistic evaluatiqn of the need for and
scdpe of paleontological salvage. Consultation with Dr. Storrs Olson is needed
Eo bbtain-more specific information about the significance of the birdbone
material, and for specific recommendations about salvage and/ér preservation.

Dr. Olson .is an avian péleontologist with-the Smithsoniaa Iqstitution. His

statement attesting to the significance of the bone is as follows:



The various limestone sinks on the raised reef at Barbers Point, Oahu,
contain probably the most extensive fossil avifauna in Hawaii with many new
species endemic to the island. Such fossils have not and probably cannot
be found anywhere else on the island. Furthermore, the nature of the

preservation is such as to insure that ‘virtually complete skeletons can

probably be assembled for most species. Thus, there is much highly
significant and totally new biological and paleontological information that

V’can be obtained only at the Barbers Point site..

Destruction of any of the potential fossil sinks would result in the
loss of many specimens, some possibly unique since one sinkhole might contain
species absent in-another. Also, the fauna of one sinkhole might not be
coetaneous with that of another, the age of a deposit being determined by
when a sinkhole first formed. Therefore, an investigation of the faunas of
different sinks might show changes in species composition and changes in
morphology within a species through time. Finally, it would also be
desirable to retain some sinks intact as fossil "banks" should some new"
technique or different information be desired in the future. The fossil

b// deposits at Barbers Point are a unique and irreplacable resource.
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Harbor Com /@ia mi
By David Shopnro Harbor, which they say is runn!ng

“+* " Gannett News Service out of space for expansion.

’\'JASHINGTON ~— A Hawaii en- The only cfficial opposition to ‘the
vironmental group has launched a sproject came from Frank, [-{v “for- .
. last-ditch campaign, to "head off = mer mayor of Honoluly, ﬁi) dis-
" federal approval of the contfoversial * puted -the state's projcctlons of fu-
Barbers Point deepdraft harbor. - . ture shipping necds'and eriticized _,

Wayne . Gagne, president.-of ‘the * the harbor's likely ‘impact: oif, }and—
. Conservation -Council for Ilawaii, ; use plonning in West Qahy.. * == 5
".met Thursday with William Gianelli, -{* Fasi.,argued that. Hawan'? $hip-
assistant Army ‘secrefary for c vil - ping ‘expansion could be.accommo
v:omﬁmps dated by .making greater, &;ie, of
of Efigineers not award construction Honolulu Harbor or opening jpart of
contracts for the project, even. if - Pearl Harbor to commercial traffic:
funds are npprovcd by Congress. In his meeting with .Gianelli.

Gagne claimed that construction’ Geagne said arguments about"lhcqfu—
of a major new harbor at Barbers' ture nced for a new harbor op'Oah\x
Point would have a severe irnpact on  are “higly speculative. """

West Oahu's water ﬁ“jl’y‘i?nxdnﬁtri -He said Matson Navngatxdh Co.,
the .area of archacologically Valu- the largest shipper in Hawaii, re-
ableW cently made a major commitment to

He also questioned a cost-s rmg Honolulu ‘Harbor by signing a 25-
agreement that would allow year lease for new facilities there:
Campbell Estate, owner of nearly Gagne "said construction of:the
250 acres of land to be used for the Barbers Point harbor would result in
harbor, to profit from the sale of four million gallons of brackish
coral dredged out of the harbor dur- groundwater spilling into the Ycean
ing construction. each doy,'which would reduce .

Gagne said he was “‘warmly re- groundwater retention in EwWa's *

“geived” by Giznelli, but received no coral aquifer and mcrcase the salmi-
commitment that contract awards ty of the water, - .- - :
for the new harbor would be dclay- He said these problcms were not .
ed.

- considered in the cnvnronmental* g

The House ‘has already votcd £10 statement prepared for the project.

million in 1982 construction funds for . Gagne also crmcized the “‘quality . e o 4
5. 7 by
1

the Barbers Point harbor, and the - and thoroughness S¢0-
- Sonate.is expected to lollow suit lcmca survey one the s of

s When it takes up the Energy and Lngmcers at: t c. proposei! ﬁaﬂ)or
Water Development Act next week. site. fman?

-~ The-project, which is expected to . *“The Ewa’ arca lS ext‘:aord;na:n
‘cost a total of $121 niillion in state rich in !c':sll -animal re-
and federal :funds, is-strongly sup- maifs associated vut.h the period o{

 ported by.Hawali's .congressional carly nz\twe Hawaiian' settlement,"
delcgation,” Gov. George -Ariyoshi.  he said. “The objective should ‘be a
‘the state Legislature - -and the Hono—, more’ complete salvage or recovery
" lulu City Council: - . . of these cultural and biologicdl re--

Proponnm., ‘contend’ tha( a ne\v' gources, rather ‘than the» ske?chv
“harbor is badly'.nceded: to handle fu- rcconn'«ussance that has laku ce
t r" snil]ovcr traffic {rom llonslulu -todate. ;
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?0 BOX 2923 » HONC{ULU HAWA” 96802 Septe]'nber 10, 1981

HAND DELIVERED

Honorable William Gianelli

Assistant Secretary of the Army
for Civil Works

The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20310

Dear Mr. Secretary:

On behalf of conservationists in the State of Hawaii, I am asking
you to take action to postpone the awarding of construction contracts
for the Barbers Point Harbor Project. In the absence of such inter-
cession by your office, we are informed that the principle contract to
construct this project will be awarded between September 15 and 30. :

At the outset, let me say that much of the biological investiga-.
tion and endangered species mitigation performed at the harbor site
under the auspices of the Corp has been highly commendable. However,
the purpose of this letter is to bring to vour attention three€ svecific
concerns that point to the 1napproor1aten=ss of committing construction
fundlng to the project at this time.

First we are concerned about massive discharges of groundwater
into the proposed harbor excavation. The environmental impact state-
ment estimates this seepage at four million'gallons per day. While
this water is primarily brackish, it is not without value to the hydro-
logical regime of the Ewa coastal plain.

The groundwater dlscharges resultlng from the prOJect will have
two predictable effects, neither of which were discussed in the environ-
mental impact statement filed for the project. The drainage to the
harbor will reduce groundwater retention time in the coral aquifer and
lower the water table. Additionally, harbor construction will have the
effect of advancing salinity gradients landward. These combined effects
will further diminish the utility of the groundwater resource of the
coral aquifer on the Ewa plain. Neither the physical nor economic
impacts of such a change were analyzed in the EIS. Nor was there dis-
cussion of prospective costs and benefits that might be attributed to
grouting the harbor excavation or any other remedial measures that
might be taken to reduce grcundwater discharges to the harbor.

Secondly, the Conservation Council is greatly concerned with the
guality and thorocughness of archaelogical recovery work at the harbor
site to date. Indeed, pesr review of the work of the Corps' archaelog-
ical contractor has documented numerous difficiencies. The Zwa area

is extraordinarily rich in fossil depcsits of animal remains associated
with the pe of early native Hawaiian settlement. Under these
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circumstances, the objective should be a more complete salvage or
recovery of these cultural and biological resources, rather than the
sketchy reconnaisance that has taken place to date.

Wy Teuonnalie 4

There is no stratigraphic and chronological examination of
cultural materials, especially the date of interfacing of fossil bird
bone material and human cultural material and whether introduced _
Polynesian rat bones are contemporaneous with the fossil birds. Thus,
the foremost research problem at Barber's Point--whether the extinct
avifauna existed within the span of human occupation of 0'ahu was
given only cursory attention. The archaeological survey did not
determine the nature of the prehistoric subsistence activities at
Barber's Point. The basic gquantitative data are woefully inadequate
to permit conclusions in this aspect. - '

An Ad Hoc Committee of the Society for Hawaiian Archaeology has
identified 21 shortcomings in the Draft"Archaeological and Paleontolog-
ical Investigation at Kalaeloa (Barbers Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa,
O'ahu." These they are presently critiquing and their report should be
available in a couple of weeks.

Finally, we wish to call your attention to the cost-sharing
contract between the United States and the State of Hawaii, together
with associated non-federal agreements governing the sale of coral
dredge material. The Department of the Army had sought to increase non-
federal cost-sharing on the Barbers Point Harbor above and beyond the
nominal cash contribution specified when the project was authorized in
1965. This action takes appropriate notice of the windfall resulting
from increasing commercial value of dredged coral. However, we gquestion
the effectiveness of the "221 Contract”" executed January 5, 1981, in
assuring the United States an appropriate share of excess revenues ’
accruing to non-federal interests from the sale of dredged coral.

Attached is a copy of the "221 Contract," along with a 1976
memorandum of intent between the State of Hawaii and the harbor site
landowner, Campbell Estate, and a sales contract recently executed
governing the terms of prospective coral sales. Taken together, we fail
to see how the interests of the United States and the original intent
of the Department of the Army are protected by these contracts. We
urge a close review of these documents and revisions where appropriate
prior to the commitment of fderal funds emboided in the impending
construction contract.

In conclusion, we note that the budgetary strictures under which
the Civil Works Program must operate are likely to remain severe. The
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major users of Honolulu Harbor, Matson, Navigation (which transports
approximately 80% of Hawaii's imported foodstuffs) has just moved
to new facilities within the Harbor and have signed .a 25-year lease
for the use of these facilities. 1In light of the highly speculative
nature of the"need" for the Barbers Point Harbor any time in this
century, we urge you to consider funds previously appropriated for
this project for transfer, deferral, or rescission.

Sincerelt,

; -
wWavne Gd#gne ,
‘Presideht

cc: Hawaii Congressicnal Delegation
Hon. George Ariyoshi, Governor
Hon. Jean S. King, Lt. Governor
Col. Alfred J. Thiede, District Engineer

ol
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University of Hawaii at Manoa

Department of Anthropology
Porteus Hall 346 e 2424 Maile Way
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

19 October 1981

Mr. Kisuk Cheung

Chief, Engineering Division

US Army Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division
Building 230

Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96858

SUBJECT: Review of Archaeological Research Center Hawaii (ARCH) Report:

Archaeological and Paleontological Investigation at Kalaeloa
(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli. 'Ewa, 0'ahu--Federal Study Areas
la and 1b, State of Hawaii Optional Area 1 --FINAL DRAFT--

Dear Mr. Cheung:

Comment regarding the above named document is being submitted as per your
letter of transmittal (no date) received 23 September 1981.

This is the third review of the ARCH salvage program I have undertaken since
it was proposed in 1979 and I must confess that after several readings, despite
the completion of sections missing from the initial review draft, I find little
substantive improvement in the "final draft." Indeed, the additional information
now provided makes many of the theoretical and methodological weaknesses all the
more apparent.

I have consistently expressed concern regarding the lak of an explicitly stated
sampling strategy for data recovery, and the lack of criteria for determining the
adequacy of the data recovered to address stated research goals. These have been;
in my opinion, critical problem areas since the inception of the salvage program
and have unnecessarily flawed the final results. No amount of cosmetic editorial -
work or additional laboratory analysis, except perhaps in alternative dating tech-
niques, can resolve these deficiencies after-the-fact. In as much as the present
document remains essentially unchanged from previous drafts, I see little reason
to justify another lengthy and detailed review. My earlier comments are therefore
appended. '

In the Tong run this.is a most unfortunate circumstance since a number of

‘parties have expended considerable effort to assure that the enormous potential of

the Barbers Point area be successfully realized. Yet, in its present form, the

"final" ARCH report must be considered inadequate for the purposes of mitigating
adverse impact and unreliable as a potential resource document to guide further

scientific research in the Ewa region.

Sincerely,
Barror D, Duors
-___Q
Bertell D. Davis

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER N_'IQ
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University of Hawaii at Manoa

Department of Anthropology
Porteus Hall 346 e 2424 Maile Way
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

11 March 1981

Mr. Kisuk Cheung

Chief, Engineering Division

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division
Building 230

Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96858

SUBJECT: Review of Archaeological Research Center Hawaii (ARCH) Reporti

Archaeological and Paleontological Investigation at Kalaeloa
(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, ‘'Ewa, O'ahu--Federal Study
Areas la and 1b, and State of Hawaii Optional Area 1

Dear Mr, Cheungs

The following is a review of the ARCH report submitted to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division, on archaeological and palaeonto-
logical salvage excavations conducted in the Federal Areas la and 1b and the
State of Hawaii Optional Area 1 at Barbers Point, Oahu, The report and
pertinent reference documents were received in mid-February, but many of the
figures and tables were incomplete, Although the letter of transmittal noted
that the missing material would be forwarded as soon as available, these have
not arrived. For this reason, and for other apparent instances of omission
or incomplete information, the report in its present form cannot be considered
adequate for review as other than a draft manuscript. This review is there-
fore only a preliminary evaluation of the salvage report; a more thoroughgoing
review should be made when the entire document has been completed,

To begin with, because of my own research interest in the Barbers Point
area, in March of 1980, after ARCH had begun fieldwork, I requested copies of
the ARCH revised research designs for the Federal and State Areas from the
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). Except for site-specific details,
the two documents were essentially the same,

Although the overall archaeological significance of the Barbers Point
area and the strategy for realizing that significance seemed generally well
set forth by the research designs, there were a number of significant points
which were treated in a less than satisfying maznner, Specifically, the
problem arezs were: (a) lack of an explicitly stated sampling design for data
recovery, (b) lack of criteria for determining adeguacy of the data recovered
to address stated research goals, and (c) estimated project time by which to
attain those goals, Using the research design for the Federal portion of the
project area as a basis for comment, I therefore submitted an unsolicited
review to the SHPO (that review is attached for your reference).

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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In reading over the "draft" salvage report I can only surmise that the
deficiencies addressed in the previous review have indeed seriously affected
the research results at Barbers Point, The attached review of the research
design will therefore serve as the major portion of my comments regarding
the "draft" report. However, there are several issues I wish to emphasize
further,

1, Sampling Procedures and Strategy.

The "draft" report notes that in addition to a statement of the research
problems the research design included "a statement of data requirements; a
sampling strategy to collect adequate data to test the hypotheses" (page 7).
I do not find this to be the case, Nor was this true for the revised research
designs, as stated in my previous review, Nowhere in the current document or
in the background material is the sampling strategy or the criteria for
determining the adequacy of the recovered data set explicitly defined, This
is a most important issue since the function of a sampling frame is to allow
the researcher to arrive at reasoned conclusions based on controlled quanti-
fication of the data, Where the sampling design i1s not made explicit, subse-
guent conclusions are likely to rest solely upon assumption and intuition,
For example, consider how the midden and other small remains were collected
as stated in the "draft" report.

Shell, ‘bone, midden, and other residue were screened from the
matrix with 2 100% sample collected from the 1 4-inch screen
(page 10)...21l material retained by the 1 8-inch screen was
discarded after field checking to isolate shell species or other
materials not represented in the midden from the 1 4-inch screen
‘and to recover artifactual material (page 169).

As early as March-April of 1979, ARCH was appraised of potentizl problems
regarding the extent and the rather small size of the material content of
the cultural deposits at Barbers Point. This was in fact noted in the revised
research design by reference to my personal communication, Although at that
time I had not yet quantified the potentizl loss of material through 1 4~inch
screens, it was estimated to be possibly as much as 30% of the total midden
with even higher loss rates for potentially important food resources subject
to greater breakage, such as fish bone or the Brachidontes mussel shell,

. That the kind of sampling frame employed can yield different information
from the same excavation is clearly recognized in the "draft" report by the
followings

The preliminary evaluation of artifact and midden assemblages and
densities found during the testing focused excavation on sites
with defined manufacturing and subsistence activity areas...Con-
sidering the effects of various tvpes of sampling strategies on
the types or intensities of field and laboratory anzlvtical tech-
nicuec, the emphasis was placed on establishing inter- and intra-
feature chronology and on defining distinct activity areas to the
maximum extent of their horizontzl spread (page 11; emphasis mine),

In my experience at Barbers Point, the volcanic glass is the class of material
which potentially suffers the greatest loss when using 1 4-inch screens and
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not retaining the 1 8-inch material for laboratory analysis, In one site

I excavated, for which analysis is now complete, 15n2 averaging 5-10cm deep
yielded in excess of 900 pieces of volcanic glass, Of this, an estimated
75% would have been lost through the 1 4-inch screen, And adjacent to the
State Optional Area, the B6-58 site excavated by Aki Sinoto of the Bishop
Vuseum yielded 107 pieces of volcanic glass from approximately 7m2 (19761
Cultural Resources Survey Report). It is certainly true, however, that
there are sites at Barbers Point which yield no glass, but these are apparently
very task-specific structures and not “ordinary" or multi-purpose habitation
sites, In contrast, more than 130m2 (the information in the "draft"” report
4s inconplete on this point) were excavated at 14 surface habitation sites
in the Federal and State Areas, yet this yielded only 55 pieces of volcanic
glass, It seems very likely that the low recovery rate for volcanic glass
expressed in the "draft" report is more the result of field technique rather
than solely the absence of this material in the sites,

2, Effects of Sampling on Functional and Temporal Interpretations,

The above situation is most unfortunate since so much of the salvage
work emphasized deliniating activity areas (and therefrom probable site
functions) and developing a firm chronology for human settlement at Barbers
Point, Thus the midden in general and the volcanic glass in particular were
important to several of the major hypotheses set out in the research design.

In the prehistoric period, intensity of occuvation as well as
specialization of function of certain features are related to the
size of the features and size and density of the features clusterings,

The larger residence units show greater svecizlization of function
of each feature within the unit and greater intensity of occupation
than the smaller units,

There is differentiation of site-feature function with all occupation
features showing evidence of food preparation and consumption but
only features within larger site clusters showing evidence of manu-
facturing activities, ,

Specific food preparation and cooking activity areas can be discerned
in the archaeological record and the dominant subsistence indicated
by these areas is based on marine resources, and increasingly on
terrestrial resources over time,

Manufacturing activity areas consisting of working of stone, bone,
and shell materials is definable (sic) can be defined in the archaeo-
logical record and occurs in association with the food-preparation
and cooking areas., Manufacturing activities emphasizes marine sub-
sistence and terrestrial resources increasingly over time (pages 8-9;
emphasis mine), ' v

Clearly, intensity of occupation, specialization of function, greater inten-
sity or specizlization, and so on are all relative terms, Determining that
one site was more or less intensively utilized than another reguires rigorous
quantification of various data sets from all the features being so compared.
"But if the midden and other refuse are collected in such a way that distorts
the qualitative and gquantitative content of these residues, then any results
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derived from analyzing the skewed data set are spurious, As for deliniating
activity areas, potential skewness 1s an equally serious problem, Although
the presence of non-portable features such as hearths may indicate the
location of possible cooking areas, defining manufacturing areas requires
that certain materials occur in demonstrable quantities greater in some
sites (or portions of larger site deposits) than in others, Example: the
presence of volcanic glass from seemingly random locations within the over-
all site does not necessarily indicate that glass flaking was a significant
activity at that site., But finding quantities of small waste flakes
throughout the site would suggest that all or most of the site may have been
a glass workshop, whereas finding these waste flakes concentrated within a
1imited area of the site would suggest that only a portion of the site was
used as a workshop with other portions of the site likely serving other
functions, This example is rather abbreviated, but the point is that if
upwards to three-quarters of the volcanic glass in a potential workshop is
lost through improper collecting technigues, such patterns may be obscured
or lost entirely. .

3. Adequacy of Conclusions Regarding Function,

Given the above discussion, the generalized conclusion offered in the
"draft" report that the Barbers Point sites are similar to other typical
prehistoric occupation areas (page 19) is unfounded, I feel this is so for
two additional reasons, First, Jjust what consitutes "typical.,.small occu-
pation sites of common status peoples found in many coastal areas through-
out the main Hawaiian Islands" (page 20) is never stated, Secondly,
referring back to the statement that “preliminary evaluation of artifact
and midden assemblages and densities found during the testing focused
excavation on sites with defined manufacturing and subsistence activity
areas" (page 11; emphasis mine) suggests to me that habitation sites which
did not express such activity areas were not investigated during the salvage
portion of the project. (I will return to this point in section 5 below).
In reviewing the research design (see attachment, page 4: item 2) I addressed
a similar problem regarding omission of potentially important sites from the
salvage phase because the sites did not demonstrate the desired time range
of occupation. To thus limit the investigation of the Barbers Point sites
to a few select feature types will not yield the broader range of data
necessary to determine the overall pattern of aboriginzl settlement in the
region,

L4, Adeguacy of Conclusions Regarding Chronology.

Returning to the "dreft" reporti's emphasis on developing a firm
chronology for human settlement at Barbers Point, it was hypothesized that:

The spacial-temporal pattern in the occupation is represented by
initial occupation of smaller, more isolated residence sites,
followed by a shift to the larger, more tightly clustered residence
complexes, and then a reversal of the trend in the posti-European
contact period (page 8).

On the basis of the dataz recovered, the authors were forced to conclude that
this hypothesis "proved untestable due to the paucity of datable material in
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a large number of the sites and to the contemporaneity of the dated samples"
(page 15). - The results are similarly inconclusive regarding the hypothesis

that terrestrial subsistence resources increased in importance over marine
resources through time,

Clearly the probable loss of volcanic glass as discussed above may well
account for the "paucity of datable material", However, the above statement,
among others, suggests to me a more pervasive weakness in the "draft" report:
an apparent lack of due consideration for alternative hypotheses, If the
dated samples are contemporaneous and are also from different sites (this
cannot be determined from the present report), this and other lines of
evidence may indicate that there was little or no shift in the basic settle-
ment pattern over the apparently short period of human occupation of Barbers
Point, In either respect, a line of scientific inguiry must be demonstrated
to be unprofitable before it is finally abandoned, and this must be done
rigorously--not by assumption or facile Jjudgements,

5. Assumptions Regarding Adequacy of Test Results for Selecting Sites to
be Salvaged,

As an example of how unstated assumptions can adversely affect subsequent
research results, consider the following.

These test excavations made possible evaluation of artifact content
and density, midden content and density, depth and lateral extent
of cultural deposits (in square meters), and potential subsistence
and manufacturing activities and activity areas within and around
features (page 10; emphasis mine),

In reviewing the research design I noted that such testing would provide a
solid foundation for subsequent salvage excavations, but only by employing
a well planned strategy for collecting pertinent test data in the field and
only if all the test data were analyzed prior to excavation (see attachment,
page 6). How these test data were analyzed to justify the above statement
is not known; this is not discussed in the "draft" report nor in the two
letter reports sumitted following the close of the testing phase of the
project (letters dated 26 March and 4 April 1980 for the Federal and State
Areas, respectively). The letter do, however, indicate that these tests
were excavated pit ranging from 1x1lm down to 25x 25cm in size, In-field
observation noted that the latter was the most frequent size., The point is
that one or two test pits measuring only 25x 25cm does not reveal the
lateral extent of cultural deposits which may range from only 10m2 to 120m?
or more--the possibility of which ARCH had been appraised in 1979, Indeed,
although the "draft" report generally indicates the area of excavation in
most of the sites, nowhere in the report could I find any information as to
the total estimated areas of the various deposits.

If the total area of a given deposit cannot be estimated, then it follows
that artifact and midden densities cannot be determined nor can potential
activity arcas be evaluated, If so, then it seems to me that to focus
salvage excavations on only those sites with "defined manufacturing and
subsistance activity areas” (page 11) as determined from the test data is
to in efrecrt make decisions based on assumption and false evidence., The
net result is that only 14 of the 46 potential habitztion structures in



Kote: Ceview of Kp'=eD AROH PeoPosAL (12 Cororen £515) for RDEAL Steckdits ALA

24 March 1980

TO: Patricia Beggerly, Archaeologist
State Historic Preservation Office
Devartment of Iand-and Natural Resources
- State of Hawaiil

FROM: Bertell D. Davis, Archaeologist
Department of Anthropology
University of Hawaii-Manoa

SUBJECT: Review of Archaeological Research Center Hawail Proposal:

A Research Design for Cultural Resources Data Recovery at
Barbers Point Harbor, Honouliuli, Ewa, Ozahu Island, Hawaii

The following is a review of the ARCH proposal submitted to the U.S. Axrmy
Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division, to conduct salvage excavation of
archaeological and valaeontological resources located in the proposed Dredged
Svtoils Stockpile Areas la and 1b at Barbers Point, Oahu., This review is
vrepared for use by the State Historic Preservation Office, State of Hawaii.

To begin with, the research design proposed by ARCH briefly addresses the
overall archaeological significance of the Barbers Point area. .The general
strategy for realizing that significance is also reasonably well set forth.
Testing for possible evidence of aboriginal food plant cultivation seems
especially well planned and, given the vparticular expertise of the principal
investigator, this parti of the proposed study shoulld be most informative.

A number of relevant points should be considered in greater detail,
however, Serious theoretical and methodological weaknesses occur in three
areas: (a) the significance of the palaeontological resources apart from
their vossible cultural associations, (b) the nature of the sampling scheme
to be employed, ard (c) the estimated project time by which to attain the
stated research goals, It is first of a2ll my opinion that the provosed
field—laboratory/office time ratio of avproximately 1l:1 is not sufficient to
proverly control and analyze the materials which can be expected from the
excavations at Barvers Point. Secondly, the estimated time in the field is
itself most unrealistic for achieving the stated research goals, given the
potential extent and complexity of especially the habitation sites in the
study area. And finally, my reservations regarding adeguate time are based
largely on the lack of clear definition of what is proposed as an adequate
and approrriate sample of information from the cultural resources.
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the project area were excavated, Little or no reliable information is
resently available from the remaining 32 features,

In sum, the "draft" report states that "the contractor has recovered and
preserved an adegquate sample of paleontological, scientific, prehistorical
and historical archaeological data for analysis and interpretation of the
cultural and environmental conditions prevailing during the period of human
occupation” (page 5). Regarding the appended reports by Olson on the avian
palaeontology, by Kirchand Christensen on.the terrestrial mollusks, and by
Albvert on the military history of Barbers Point, the contractor's claim may
be appropriate, But as for the archaeological report, for the reasons
presented in this and in the attached review, I can only disagree,

Respectfully,

Bertell D, Davis
Archaeologist
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Because of the interdependence of these conditions, I will first address
the proposed scheduling and the implicit sampling scheme upon which it is
apparently based before discussing other concerns. A table of the tentative
vork schedule is appended to the proposal., Field and laboratory/office time
may be broken down into man-days as follows,

Total time in the field is 390 man-days, of which: 90 are for archzeo-
logical testing; 280 for salvage excavation; and 20 for lamd snail
end avifaunal work, :

Total time in the laboratory/office is 370 man-days, of which: 205 are
for archaeological analysis; 50 for land snail, avifaunal and dating
enalysis; and 115 for all write-up, including research of historical
documents, . :

Clearly, 205 man-days are not sufficient to adeguately treat the archaeological
mzterials recovered by 370 man-days of testing and salvage excavation. Nor
are 50 man-days adequate for the effort reguired in analyzing land snail and
avifaunal materials recovered in 20 man-days of fieldwork if that must also

be combined with dating analysis,

The proposal calls for two consecutive phases of fieldwork: test excavation
and archaeological (s2lvege) excavetion. On page 8 the provosal states that .
"test excavetions of 211 suspected habitation features covering an avea of at
least 1 square meter..." /will be done; emphasis mine/; and 2gain on p2ge 9,
"2]1l habitation features from study area la and 1b were selected for testing.”
However, the proposed list of features to be tested (vages 9-10) includes
ahu, rock mounds and modified sinkholes, Yet 5 habitation features (3 from
Area la and 2 from Areza 1b) are omitted without explanation. If these are
added to the 1155, the totel number of features to be tested would be 52 for
e minimum of 52m“ excavated.

, On pege 13 it is estimated that 1 man-day is required to excamate'O.Zsz.

Previously excavstzd deocsits have ranged from 5-30cm Jeep with an average
of about 15cm. Thus, 52m2 would equal 7.8mJ reguiring 31 man-deys to
excavate,

An estimated field time of 35 working days (210 man-dzys for a crew of 6)
for salvage excavations is also presented in 2 teble on page 13 (see table at
end of review). The proposed sample size, or volume, to be excavated is )
included, but novwhere is it steted what this is based upon——-2lthough it seems
that the approximete combined structural erez of the features selected for
the test excavation phase mzy have been the primary criterion. This estimated
area is presented in column B of the attached tzble, Column D of the '
teble then converts the proposed cubic-meter sample into square meters and
percent of totel 2rea, agein using the 15cm average depth,

The high sample size (149%) in Site Complex 2700 probably reflects the
presence of the large habitation structure where the deposit mey be expected
to extend beyond the structure itself., In this and other hzbitation sites,
"every effort will...be made to excavate totzl activity areas to the totzal
extent of their horizontal spread.../for the/ establishment of inter end intre
fezture chronology and the definition of distinct activity areas" (pzge 11).
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However, it is then not explained why the 4 habitation features of Site
Complex 2702 are to be excavated for a sample of only 70%. Nor is it explained
why the 5 house sites discussed above were deleted from the test excavation
phase, and presumably also from the salvage phase of fieldwork. On the other
hand, the large vroposed samples for Site Complexes 2704 (125%) and 2706 (133%)
apparently have little to do with the single house site listed, but rather
with the several eghu and modified sinkholes. If this is true, then it is
difficult to explain why three rather large ahu in Site Complex 2705 were also
omitted from the listed test excavatious, ‘

At first glance, the 270 man-days allowed in the tentative work -schedule
for archaeological testing and salvage seems most adequate in view of the
avpproximately 240 man-days (31 for testing and. 210 for salvage) extrapolated
from the text of the proposal. But if the estimated time required for the
deleted habitation sites and ahu are included (column F in atteched table),
then an additional 42 man-days, or about 285 man-days total (column H
are needed to excavate the same proportionate sample (column G ) as provosed .,
The most important point here is that this is estimated time for the archae-
ology only; there are no svecific references to scheduling for the palaeon~
tology beyond the tentative schedule appended to the proposal. The pzalaeon-~
tological and land snail work are allowed only 20 man-days total in the
field. Given the complexities expected of trying to stratigraphically relate
the extinct avifauna to the cultural deposits, 20 days for the palaeontologist
himself seems hardly sufficient. Unless time is sacrificed from other tasks,
the palaeontology will come up short. But even if the time is sacrificed,
from whatever task, the project as a whole still lacks the time to meet its
proposed goals.

This is a very important point, since whatever criteria the proposed
estimates were based upon, they clearly fail to take new data into account
regarding the potential extent of the habitation deposits. That ARCH was
aware that the cultural devosits were far exceeding the structural areas of
the sites is indicated by the reference to Davis' personal communication—
which included this information in addition to the location of the hearths
end possible activity areas, '

The recent excavations on which the communication was based showed that
the culturzl depoists ranged from Om“ in sites which proved sterile to as
much as 6,5 times the structural area of tge site. Comparing the total
structural area of these house sites (118m<) with the total estimzted area
of the associated deposits (ca. 290m2) gives a structure to deposit ratio of
about 1:2.5, If we use the conservative figure of 1:2 and apply it to the
. structural area of the habitation sites listed in the ARCH proposal (and to
the features omitted), we get new areal figures for the site complexes to be
excavated (column I in the table) from which to estimate new sample sizes
(it should be noted that the percent-sample for Complexes 2700, 2704 and
2706 must be reduced to 100% since we are now using devosit and not struc-
turel arez) and field time required (columns J amd K ). This yields a
required time of about 450 man-days of archaeological excavation to fulfill
the stated research goals in the manner proposed. lNoreover, even allowing
that the 52m2 of test excavation are included in this final sample, the total
estimated vroject time, including laboratory and office time at the inadequate
ratio of 1:1, would be 450 + 20 (not adjusting any time for the palzeontology
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and land snails) + 470 (laboratory and office) totalling 940 man-days, or
nearly 200 man-days more than proposed!

Time estimates are of course based on the amount of work proposed, the
date sample required to effectively attain stated research goals, and how
that work is to be conducted. This is one purvose for developing a research
design, Page 2 of the provosal states that

The purpose of this research design is to detail the general goals

of the research, and the methods of data recovery amd analyszs
required to salvage an adequate and avprovriate sample of information
from the cultural resources...(emphasis mine).

The general research gozls are in fact rather well stated by the proposal.
But just what constitutes an adequate and appropriate sample is not discussed,
and the resulting vroblems in estimating project time are apparent as dis-
cussed above, Indeed, the statement on page 11 that “the preliminary
chronology develoved during testing will permit the design of a sampling
strategy...” indicates that the research design itself is incomplete and
thet the adeguate and appropriate sample has not been defined.

The problem is two-fold. First, neither the customer nor the reviewer
can confidently determine the relatlonshlp between the provosed work and the
estimated time to do that work, and ultimetely (for the customer at least)
the cost. Secondly, for the archazeologist himself not to have clearly
defined at least a preliminery framework to sample what and how much for
what ends leaves him without planned control over the progress of the work.
One simply does not recognize whether the expected data or new and potentially
significant data are forthcoming without some basis of comparison. Thus,
the sampling design is 2 tool for planning ehead as well as for evaluzating
results, and as such it should be defined and implemented from the start.

If modifications become necessary as work progresses, the archaeologist
vill then be in a vosition to control for it.

That some advance thought has been glven to sampling is evident in the
vroposal, But it seems to me that this is largely implicit, unorganized and
possibly contradictory. Consider the following statements (some already
mentioned above). :

1., It was twice stated that test excavetions would be conducted in
2ll habitetion sites in Areas la and 1b (pages 8-9).

However, 5 habitation feztures were omitted without explanztion from the
list of specific features to be tested. If, as discussed below, the purpose
of the tests is to identify particular sites for later salvage excavation,
then these 5 sites would be omitted from the study completely and no data
would be had from them beyond that from the survey. Given the significant
datz recovered from the recent excavations in similar sites at Barbers Point,
this represents a potentially serious loss of informetion-—especially for
determining chronological relationships.

2. The test excaveiion phase is intended to "pernit the design of a2
sampling stretegy in which sites and features of different ages
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are excavated for the purpose of developing a diachronic sequence
for settlement patterns...archaeologically expressed cultural
variability through time. Therefore, features which reflect the
greatest time range both internally and externally will be
selected"” (page 11).

This in itself is a reasonable strategy for obtaining relevant settlement
data, It is also clearly a sampling frame in which the first echelon of the
sample is composed of sites selected among sites, But habitation features
vhich fall into this category could be among the 5 for which no testing in
proposed. HMoreover, what is the greatest internal and external time range,
and what does this mean in terms of the overall period of aboriginal settle-
ment which is so far dated at about A.D. 1600-18702 Suppose a number of
task-specific features exhibit contemporaneous but relatively short duretion
of use--are these to be ignored because they do not reflect the greatest
time range? If so, this seems to contradict the purpose of the sampling
scheme for excavating sites and features of different ages.

3. "Every effort will...be made 1o excavate total activity areas to
the total extent of their horizontal spread.../for thg} estab-
lishment of inter and intra feature chronology and the definition
of distinct activity areas" (page 11).

I agree that control of inter and intra feature chronology is critical
in determining the nature of the aboriginzl settlement and how it may have
changed through the prehistoric and ezrly historic periods. But I am un-
certain as to what is meant by "total activity areas”. In my exverience at
Barbers Point, this could be virtually the entire cultural deposit associated
with each house site, particularly since these deposits have not yet Droven
to be continuous from one house site to another, If this is what is meant
by totel activity areas, then certainly there is not enough time allowed in
the proposal for such excavatlon, especially since it is not determined (or
et least not stated) how many sites are finally to be excavated. Indeed,
one gets the feeling that an ill-planned time schedule may ultimately become
the critical factor in the final sampling design, However, even if time
wvere available, I question whether such an approach would be profitable for
the research, Would it not be more efficient to systematically sample (note
that I do not mean merely a few test squares) all the habitation sites to
answer specific questions (especially inter feature), and then do total
excavation of several sites selected to answer other questions (especially
intre feature) derived, or more clearly deliniated, from the initial sarpling
phese? Granted that this may seem to bs what is proposed by ARCH, but it is
a methodologically more rigorous approach.

If, on the other hand, total activity areas are meant to be only the
hearths and the presumably associated volcanic glass core and flake remains
referenced in the background section of the proposal, then I must ask what
of the rest of the deposit in this site or that site? By focusing exclu-
sively on one aspect of the house sites at Barbers Point we will come to
know a great deal about that aspect. But we will know little or nothing
about other aspects equally important to understanding especially the nzture
of the local residence groups—-whether these be single or multiple households,
or some other social unit.
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4, +»Shell, bone, and other residue will be screened from the matrix
with a 1007 sample collected...” (vage 8, 11).

Again the research design is incomplete since the field methods are not
further elaborated. Vhat is meant here by a 100% sample collected? If it
is intended to mean that all midden in the excavated squares will be collected,
then this obviously is in error since some of that midden will be lost through
the screen. The only 1007% sample possible is of all midden remaining in the
screen. But other questions arise, Will the midden be sorted from the screens
in the field, or will all screened material be processed in the laboratory?
The l=tter is the only way to assure complete collection. Also, what mesh
size will be used, and will control units be excavated to determine the
probable rate of material lost by screening? This is most critical, since
the recent work at Barbers Point has shown, for example, that 60-80% of the
volcanic glass artifects may be lost by using 1/4—inch mesh screens—a loss
which could serious affect inferences regarding activity areas,

5. And finally, regarding the sampling problem, “food residues
(midden) analysis, including sorting of compunents, species
identification, weighing and calculations of weight percent,
end concentration indicies will be done. Samples will be
selected and enzlyzed in this way to document spacial and
temporal patterns of residue disposal and subsistence" (page 14).

Accepting that, with the approvriate field methods, these residues will
be collected so other more detailed analyses may be carried out by interested
researchers at a later date, the proposed analysis seems most adequate for
providing an initial interpretive foundation. If done rigorously, this will
also suffice for the purposes of the contract and for fulfilling responsi-
bilities of historic preservation. But I can only infer from the concluding
sentence that the analysis will use only what amounts to samples of samples,
While this may be an appropriate straztegy for anzlyzing midden from feztures
selected for large-scale excavetion, what of the other sites in which only =2
small portion of the cultural devosits are excavated? Again it is not stated
how much or from which possible sites these samples will be selected,

Beyond the scheduling and sampling problems discussed thus far, I must
comnent on what I see 2s a number of procedural assumptions relating the
‘test excavation phase of the project with the archaeological salvege phase.
First of 211,

"As a_result of the test excavations Zih the suspected habitation
sites/ it will be possible to evaluate artifact content and density,

" midden composition and density, depth and lateral extent of culturzal
deposits in square meters, ani potential subsistence and manufacturing
activities armd activity eareas within and around features...znd on the
basis of the results it will be possible to gresp the major elements
of the research universe" (page 8).

¥hat is provosed here would indeed provide a so0lid foundation for the major
phase of salvage excavations, To accomplish this, however, would clearly
require not only a well planned sirategy for collecting pertinent test data
in the field, but also that 211 the test data be analyzed in detzil before
the subsequent phase of research be undertaken.
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As already mentioned, this preliminary anzlysis will include age deter-
mination of the volcanic glass for developing a chronology which will be the
bacis of the sampling design. There are only two laboratories in the state
for gless analysis, The volume of work which both are now handling is such
that some delay in receiving the results of the analysis must be expected,
especially since glass may be recovered from all 33 suspected habitation
sites and that perhaps 5-10 samples from each site may be required to assure
dating of the aporoximzte duration of occuvation. This rather high initial
sample is suugested from experience in which all 5 initial glass samples
from two recently excavated sites each proved opagque in thin-section, amd
thus not datable. -

Because of the two-phase organization of the proposed project with its
heavy emphasis on the analysis of the test data as the foundation for devel-
oping the ultimate design of the archaeological salvage, I most strongly
recommend that an interim progress repvort be prepared for review by both the
U.S. Army Engineer's Environmental Section and the State Historic Preser-
vation Office. Such a2 revort could be quite preliminary, but it should
thoroughly discuss the test data and the sampling design derived from that
data to assure that expected research goals will be rezsonably well met.

Up to this point I have focused only on the cultural resources, and indeed
the proposal itself focuses primarily upon the archaeoclogy. On page 2 the
proposal states that

"...19 separete sinkholes /are recommended by the Bishop Museum/ for
paleontological salvege. We feel that paleontological research on
such a scale is unnecessary at this sitage as the main focus of the
vpalegntologlcal work is on human avifaunal relatlonshlvs“‘(émnhaszs
mine

First of all, let us not forget that a good part of the significance of
"the Barbers Point area rests on the extinct bird remajins in addition to the
cultural resources, and that resources which have demonstrated significant
value for natural history are equally important in the view of the Kationzl

Register &s ere the cultural resources. And secondly, once this work is
completed the archaeologist has in effect said that no further work is
necessary in Areas la and 1b., I must therefore ask at what stage will
palaeontological research at the scale recommended by the FHuseum be necessary?
If it is unnecessary in Areas la and 1b, then will it be avpropriate in the
State's shore-side facilities area, or in alternative stockpile areas, or
will it be only once these resources are lost and it is too late? In my
opinion, this proposition is totally unzcceptable without some clear
explanztion as to why further work is unnecessary.

‘Indeed, if the Museum's recommendations go beyond the perceived gozls of
the proposed research, then why call for additional testing for p=laeonto-
logicel rem2ins?

"In addition five to six unmodified sinkholes will be tested in order
to evaluate paleontological potential.,.”(pzge 9).

The Museum tested & total of 24 sinkholes in Area 1b located within quadrats
selected by a systematic stratified sampling frame, Bird remains were found
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in 19 sinkholes, or 80% of the test sample, and 3 of these also yielded
extinet bird rem2ins., It is very likely, based on past experience, that more
extinct avifaunal material will be found upon closer examination of the
material from the other sinks, The additional testing ma2y be proposed for
Area la for which there is little preliminary information, but this is not
stated to be the case.

In sum, I do not find this proposal adequate or appropriate for the
research that is required by the archaeological and palzeontological resources
et Barbers Point. Although the general research goals are well stated for the
erchaeology, they are too limited with respect to the extinct eavifaunz, Both
the field and laboratory methods understated, and the sampling design itself
seems largely undefined., Thus, it is most difficult to evaluate the proposed
time schedule with any degree of confidence, If unchanged, in the long run
these deficiencies can only hinder the successful completion of what should
be rightfully significant research into one sector of Hawaii's prehistory.

Estimates on extent of hzabitation deposits based on excavations in Survey
Zone II (see Davis and Griffin 1978, Eds. Barbers Point Archaeological Survey).

Site/ Structural Estimated Deposit Area as
Feature Area Deposit E % of Structure Area
2714-2 5

(C-shape) 15m Sterile 0
27143

(C-shape) 9 Sterile 0
27144

(C-shzpe) 7 Sterile 0
2714-5 >

(C-shape) 10 65m 650 %
2716-2

(Enclosure) 25 125 500 &%
2716-3

(Enclosure) 17 17 100 %
27164

(Enclosure) 15 20 _ 133 %
2716-5
-~ (C-shape) 20 25 125 %
27166

(C-shape) 6 40 666 %

118m° 29207

Ratio of Structurel Avea to Estimated Deposit: 1:2.47me



A B ¢ D E F G H I J K
Site Struct Propose Sample by Propose Adjust Adjust Adjust Total Total Total
Complex Area  Sample Area /% Field Area = Sample Field Area Sample Field

Time Time Time
2700 67n°  15m° 100 / 149 10 days 67n°  15m° 10 days 120m> 18m° 12 days
2701 30 3 20/ 67 2 30 3 2 48 5 3
2702 43 4,5 30/70 3 43 4.5 3 86 9 6
2764 8 1.5 10 /125 1 8 1.5 1 13 2 2
2705 48 3 20 /b2 2 56 b 3 79 5 3
2706 15 3 20 /133 2 47 9 6 95 % 10
2707 135 Pl 50/37 5 135 75 35 135 7.5 5
o6L6- _
9684 123 15 100 / 81 10 145 18 12 422 51 34

) .
35 working days 42 working days 75 working days

Estimated rate of excavation is o.25m3 per man-day, and usSing a 6-man crew

Therefore: 35 working days -- 210 man-deys
L2 working days -- 252 man-days
75 working days == 450 man-days
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You may have a copy of the contract with SOPA to use
- - 4 4
as a guide. Enclosed is another copy. Naote that our’ Ve o Mreew

review services will be called for directly by IAS Yosers L. Stepnemiom
field offices only after first obtaining oral vy x
approval by the Contracting Officer’s authorized Susssr- Onetm (s-
representative (CAOR-WASCO), Lawrence E. Aten. i Sy - e
Although the contract specifies that '"Otherwise, Jerc Selues (ai

coordination will be carried out directly between

GRIEVANCE COORDINATOR
SOPA and the requesting [AS office’, T have inter-

Jamn L. Ca
preted that ta mean that I am to be informed in Anwaad S
advance of all reviews (as coordinator with CAOR- xg:x:;““*
WASCO and as the one who has to certify all ﬂxpend*- Pennsylvanta 13172
tures reported and payments requested). Expenses BF oty SO i
reviewers will be reimbursed. Receipts Wlll be

needed for travel, lodging and related expenses by thejnyroitesse
regional coordinator and by the peer reviewers Cenescene Creen:
selected. by the regional coordinators. Request for

N A STANDARDS. 30AARD A TTRIATES
reimbursement should be sent te Dr. Stanley South, "
Secretary/Treasurer, SOPA, Institute of Archeology :ﬁiﬁﬁ;ﬁl

and Anthropology. University of South Carolina,

Cblumbia, South Carolina 29208

Coordinators should selsct peer reviewers who have experience

in and a broad knowledge of the region where the project is being
propased, reviewed or monitored whenever possible. Also, 1£
possible find someone close to the project to be monitored or
close to the regional headquarters for the TEC evaluation process.
Honoraria may be offered on the basis of $100 per day in those
instances where an individual is moenitoring a project ot is
participating im a proposal evaluation/technical evaluation commit-
tee (TEQC). Scope~o£ Work review, Proposal Review and Report
Review honoraria should be based upon the length of the document
to be reviewed, probably no more than $50 for Scope of Work and
Proposals. If more than §100 is thought to be necessary, clear
this with me first as our funds are limited, and I will need to

be certain that we have sufficient funds to provide the honoraria,
and complete the contract under its stated terms..

We should keep in mind that the peer review process is designed
primarily to maintain quality in the whole process of archeclegical
contract work. It should be stressed to zll reviewers scl°cted
that their reviews should be frank, honest, scrutirn 1:1ng “and

. 5-/;
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The: following are quest;ons sugoes-,ﬁ for reviewers To ES
=2

fo 5]
2ach review arez (IL you have other suggestions please
what they are.)

SCOPE OF WORK:

1. Is z detailed research design required?

Does it take into consideration all cultural resources,
and if not, are they being taken care of in another

scope of work covering aspects other than archeology?

3. Does it require or encourage a multi-disciplinary
approach? (If perfineat).

4. Are spec1f1c statements and documentation of site signific-
cance and site eligibility for the National Reglster
required? ( IF pevtiaent),

5. Does it provide a reasonable means of making available
the resulting data for legitimate researchers?

&. Does it require a section in lay language of the results
in terms of public interest and understanding? The public

has the right to know what their money was -spent for and

how the results relate ta the public good.

7. Does it require that the contractee demonstrate that they
have or can furnish the necessary professiomnal expertise
with experience and knowledge in the region and the
capability of preservation and curation of the data
obtained for a specified time into the future or in
perpetuity?

8. Does it require that the institurion, individual or com-
pany demonstrate that they have the pny51cal caoabLTlty
and resources to conduct the project properly in the best
interests of the cultural resource base?

9.

Does it require that the final report provide an evalua-

tion of the place that the data recovered fits im the

regional archeological sphere?

10. Does it require that the contractee provide a detailed
statement as to the contribution that the research has

made to archeology and to the nation?

Is a report format required consistent with standards of

professional journals in archeology?

[s there a requiremant that refomnendaulcns be made

concernlng the archeological-nistorical resource base in
the future?

g A
LZ.
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Is. ther dudget rezsonablz Zfor The woTK proposed?

. Are nom-zrcieslogical personnel needed To caTTy Tthe work
To: reasonable conclusiom provided for? Here suchh sxper-
tise as ethnobatanists, soil svecialists, r2aote sensing
experts, 2tc. should be identified and Their availabilicy
specified. (IF sevfime~t).

4. Is there adequate provision for curation of resulting
datz and has this been authenticated. Furthermore

Lemas

Ui
[

kas LC
Jeen demonstratad that the data (artifacts, notas, photos,
etc.) will bDe reasonably available for use by the
archeological community within the relatively near future.
S. Is there provision for dissemination of the final report
.to the archeological community in. some reasonable form
and within a definite time schedule?”

PROJECT MONITORING:

Before monitoring a project the Regional Coordinator should
make certaim that the individual doing the monitoring has
available z cooy of the Scope of Wark and the Project Propesal.
These should be in- the hands of the one doing the monitoring

so they can be reviewved well in advance of visiting the project.

The following are suggested as means of assessing project
actions.

I. Determine whether the research design in the proposal is
being followed in z reasonable manner.

Z. Note whether the requirements inm the Scope of Work are
being met in z timely, reasonable fashiom.

5. Check to see if project staff and facilities are commen-

surate with those inm the proposal.

Ascertain whether or not adequate provision has been made

for maintaining contact between the principal investigator(s)

and the: in-field staff and laboratory staff.

S. Find out whether specific problems stated .in the proposal
are being addressed sztisfactorily by the project work.

6. Check the record keeping, laboratory work and personnel
safety provisions on the job by interviews and observactions.

REPORT REVIEW:

L3

Stope of Work and the Project Proposal should be available to
the report reviewer at the same time as the report. The
coordinator should arrange for this with the chief of the IAS
region. Questions for the reviewer to ask are suggested as
follows:
1. Does the report fulfill the Scope of Work requirements?
Z. Has the research design stated in the propesal been
followed?
Have problems stated in the. proposal been satisfzctorily
approached?

5.
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The precsding suggestions for reviewers. ars pernaps

e
unnecassary Ior many rsviewers. They have been notac be
reviews we are conducting are d4ifferent from those for N

etc., because we are dealing with legal contracts that mustT be

The pgrime purwose of most of

L |
fulfilled as the comtracts state.
the contracts to be reviewed is not basic research,

research may be a part of the research design. Any
for additions or deletions of the suggestions would

Please keep in touch. My phone numbers are Office:
5314-882-446S5, 314-882-3544 and Home: 314-44Z-1243.

.
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though basic
suggestions
be appreciated.

514-882-8364,
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TREATMENT OF ARCEEQLOGICAL PROPERTIES:
A FANDBOCK
A guide to primciples, procsdurss, and
methods for the treatmeat of archeological

properties in accordance with 36 CER Part 300.

Approved by the Council's Archeology
Task Force Septamper 26, 1980

Endorsed by the Advisory Council Yoveamber 5, 1980.
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The Council is woriding with the Department of
the Intarior toward publicarciom of this Eandbook
togecher witch the Department's guidelines Zor
archealogical surveys, evaluation, datz Tacovery,
and relaced activities, so that Federazl agencies,
Stactes, local govermments, contTactors, and the
archeological commmisy will e 2blza to Sind all
aajor Federal zuidelines Iox archsology bHetween
w0. covers.

Waila chis efforT is in prograss, tie Council is
pleased o zmake this photoeopy of cthe Zandbaock
available for use.
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IREATMENT OF ARCZEOLOGICAL PROPERTIES:

4 Fanabook:
PRETACT

2urmose-

Tais Handbook is an 2laboratiom om and 2xplanationm of tie Supplamentary

Guidancs pjunlished on Jovemper 25, 1980, iz the Tederal Ragistar (43 TR

73808), under the autiority of the Executiver Dirsctor of :he Advisory Council on
distoric Preservation set forth in 36 CER Sec. 8300.14. As indicacad by tae
citad sectiom, its purpose is '"to interprsc...(the Advisory Council's)
tegulations to assist Federal agencies and Stacs Jistoric Preservation

Officers in meeting their respomsibilities." -

The Handbook is designed to assist the parties consulting under the Council's
regulations to detarmine how archeclogical programs and projects should be
conducted. It is also designed to assist the Council staff, Federal ageacies,
and tle State Historic 2reservatiom Jfficers in implementing recommendations
of the Council's 1979 Task Forcs om Archeology. Most gemerally, it sets
forth principles that will guide the Coumcil staff in its review. of proposals
for archeological data racovery projects.

Background

For several years the Advisory Council has beex comocermed about Creatment
of archeological rasources. under the authority of Secticm 106 of the Natiomal
Historic Preservation Act, Executive Order 11593, and the Council's regulaticus
(36 CZR Parc 300). Cases iaovolving archeological resources and conceras
dave oftam presentad difficult groblems, and have stimulatad controversy.

In 1977, the Chairman of the: Council appoiatad a Task Forcer om Arciheology,
whick rendered its r2port to the Council im. 197%. This rceport included a
gumper of rscommendations, dir=actad to Federal agencias, the Secrstary of
the: Interior, and the Council staff. Also in 1979, the General Accounting
Qffice (GAQ) comductad am investigatiom of archeological work at New MYelones
Dam and Reservoir in Califormia, which had been the subject of a Memorandum
of Agrsement and substantial subsequent controversy. The GAQ investigatiom
was latar broadened. to deal with the general topic of how archeology is
ftandled by Federal agencias. Am important question raised oy the GAQ early
ix its investigation was that of "how much archeology is esnough’ in order
to mitigats the adverse arffacts of Federal comstructiom projects. The
Exacutive Director of the Council takes the positiom that thers is ao

simple standard by whichr to detarmine how much archeological data recovery
is sufficient in every case, but that the oature, scope, and boundarias of
each data rescovery program should be detarmined by the parties consulting
under the Coumcil's regulations.” Supplementary guidance was detarmined Co
be needed to simplify such comsultatiom.

This Handbook was prepared under the principal authorship of Dr. Thomas F.
King, the Coumcil's Senior Archeologist and Director of the Office of

Cultural Resource Praservation. It was extensively coordinated with Dr. Beanie
Keel, the Department of the Intaerior’'s Departmental Comsulting Archeologist.


https://Coasulti.ng
https://enougb.11
https://d1.e-Sec;:eta.ry
https://Ai:c.b.ealo.gy
https://s-ci:nulac.ad
https://present:.ad
https://fo:r:"t.ll

-~
-

[z wvas: zaviawed, commencad upom, :ind: i0Droved: aftar aXTansiver sawr=tiag iaod

sditing: Ov zler Counczl's: Arczeology Task Torca om Septamper 25, 1980. Ther

Tasik Forca gempers: ar= is Zollows: .

ZTaairman: Jr.. Larz7 Tise, Yacional Conrferance of Staca distoric Praservatiom
Qfficars:

Altarnaca: [r. Adriam Andersom, [owa Stata Historic Prsservation Qfficar.

Yempers: Department of Agriculturs: Yr. Barzy Flamm
Dr. Janet friedman
Department of the: [atarior: Or. Bennie Keel
Department of Defemse: ¥r. Richard Laverty
Department of Tramnsportation: Mr. Robert Crecco
Mr. Bruce: Eberle
Smithsoniam I[nstitution: Dr. Paul Perrot
National Endowment for the:
Humanities: Dr. Kathryon Abramovitz
State Historic Preservation
Officers: Us. Patricia Weslowski
(Massachusetts)
Advisory Council Member: Dr. Joseph Mahanm, Jr.

Society for Americam Archeclogy: Dr. Ruthano Kaudsom:
Americam Sociecy for

Conservation Archeclogy~ Dr. Margarec Lymeis
Saciety of Professional Dr. James Hester
Archeologists:

The Handbook was: sndorsed by the full Council at its November, 198Q quartarly
mesting. Part [T of this: Handbook, the: "Executiver Director’s Procadures,”
was published  ass Supplementary Guidance om November 25, 1980, im the Federal
Register (43 ER. 78808).

Orgapmizatiom

The- Handbook: is: divided: inta four parts. The- first discusses principles
that will guide: the Executive Dirsctor im dealing with archeological mattars.
[t should assist agencies in meeting their respomsibilities under 36 CER
Part 800 by helping them understand the conceptual basis for Council advice,
requests;, and positioas. in. the comsultatiom proceass.

The- second part sets forth intermal procadures the- Executive Dirsctor will
employ im reviewing proposals for treatment of archeological properties.
This is provided im order to help agencies snsure that determinatioas of
Yo Adverse: Effact,”™ Preliminary Case: Reports, and other documentatiom
provided: to: the Coumcil will be: organized so ass to facilitate comsultatiom.
This part of the Handbook supersedes The "Guidelines for Making 'Adverse:
Effect' and 'No Adverse- Effect' Determinations. for Archeological Resources
im Accordance- with 3& CER Part 800."

The: third part provides recommendations for use in developing archeological
data recovery programs. These are based oan the principles set forth ian the
first part of the Handbook; full comsideration of them by agencies planning
data recovery will help easure that documentation submitted to the Council
i1s complete and understandable.
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ThHe: fourti JarcT ilzcludes: Twa ippendicas. Jresenting ixXampliaes JL 2searca
I0D1C3. walco: Jrovides Jasas. Ior orgamising: ircasoioglczl. dati recavery
Jperatlons. L
Developmenc oL :i2is' Iandbooic 21as: Deen coordimacad witi :tle: Jepartaent oI
the: [gcarior. 1T is: designed o Jes Jomsiscanr ~1tl Iie standards ind
ipproacies; set Iorti 3y the Departmeat iz 36 TR Pars 1210. Agencias irs
urged o fully acguainct themselves: witl 3& CIR Parz 1210 as well as wicl
this. Handbook when considering archeglogical datz re=covery oJperacions.

[atarprecition ind ipvlication

This Handbook will ot be interpreced inflexibly by the Council. ZFor
example, should an ageacy propose an expensive data rscovery program ia an
urban area wieres there is an active, respoansible, avocational archeological
society, the Executive Director may draw the agency's attention to Part
III, Section VIII of the Handbook, and ask wihat consideration has been
given to involving the avocatiomal group as a way of reducing costs and
serving aultiple public intarests. If the program is being undertaken in
circumstances wierz LL appears that eifective use of voluntasrs would de
difficult, however, the Executive Director will aot make: an issue of
volunteerism isimply because it is in the Handbook.

The principles set forth in Part [ will generally guide the Executive
Director in: dealing with archeological provertias. They will provide a
rationale for the Council's: day-to-day activities where archesological

mattars: are concaraed. The procsdures in Part IT will be used with varying
degrees. of rigor. With respect to "Ideatificatiom of Archeological Properties,’™
Sectiom II, the Executive Dirsctor will 2y to be surs that am adequacta joo

of identificatiom has: been dome. This does noc requirs that the Executive
Director raviaw avery survey re=port, only that the Ixecutive Dirsctor be

abla to detarmine whether the re2sponsibla agency 2as. made 3. re2asomabls

affort to identify potantially affectad properties. Similarly, the Execucive
Director will try to be sure that, within r=2ason, 3dequatsa consideration

has been givem to preservatiom im place (Sec. III), and aom-archeological
intarests (Sec. IV). If it appears that preservatom in placs mignt be
feasible, or that there are gon-archeological intesrests to be: comsidered,

the Executive Director will try to get the agency to look inta the possibility
and document its findings, but the Zxecutive Director will aot, as a mattar
of rots, demand such documentation. Sections V through VII will be- usad
generally in reviewing data racovery plaas.
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¥itx zaspecT I3 Judgers:; somer igenclsas: irss Lagif
jJudgecs: Ior- Teviaw., 30d somer will 20T dor 53 is. v o
review: 1s. 20C tle: Counczl's amain functiom, ind ::w ;xe"u.t.ve. 8cTIr 'n.';-
10T 13sisT om doing so: 3 i JaCTar oL course:. yaers: i Juag-_ 1S Jrovided
lowever, cie Ixecutiver Jiractor will review. LT To: see- LL agytaiag: .p'geax:.L
unraasonanle. The Ixecuciver Direcctor will 2lso: Des available- to discuss:
aDDropriata axpenses: WiLI igencies 33T sasik idvica.

-

[x comstrast wigh the above, fairly flaxible- grocadures, Sec. X (¥egating
=== —-—-r:_ Y g ‘“—-
gveTse iffact) musc 9€ w Wwitd greatsr cigor. Whex am agency detarmines:
that its 'mae:t.’.x..ng will 2ave 10 agversa 3TI3c<T deciuse 21:' data recovertw,
it is making a A nos:.f'J.ve: stacameat ipoutthe gaturs OL tie arIactad

property and th ual;..t:r of its data recavery =2rffort, and it :nould be 2 g;.e
. -

to back up Lts claims.

B - = S—

[a several subsectioms, agotably X.3, XI.1.8., and XIII.l, reference is made
ta establishing data recovery plans "comsistant with the 'Recommendations
for Archeological Data Recovery.''" This does not meam that data: recovery
plans: must conform exactly ta the "Recommendations.' '"Rather, the agency
should use- the: "Recommendations™ as general guidelines. . [£ a data recovery
program contains a glaring omissom, from the: point of view of the:
"Recommendations,'" the Executiver Dirsctor will recommend its: correction. -
[£ the omissiom appears: serious, and 2o- compromise- cam be- reached, the -
Executive Director may determine that a failure to agree exiscs and the
consultatiom process must be tarminatad. Om the: other hand, the Executive
Director will aoot demand: something: just becauser it is in the "Recommendatioms.”
The: "Recommendations'™ are not & cookbook. The '"Recommendations’' may..be:
prescribed for step-by-stap use in Programmatic Memoranda of Agreement or
similar instruments., wiere ao agencr agrees to. astablisit & data racovery
plam at = later data.
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RINCIZIZS: [ IR TREATIENT OF ARCIEOLOGICAL 2ROPERTIES

[acrzoduc=ion

Section L0& orf the Vactiomal Iistarzic Freservaciom ACT r2quirzas. I3ac raderal
igencies Cake iaCto account the 2ffascts: of their undertakings om Jropertias
inciuded in or 2iigibls Zfor he Yaciomal ?\egls:ar of Historic Places;, and
ifford che Advi sorT Council the opportumity o commeat on sucl undertaxings.
Section -Olfa.)L ) of che Act defines :roner*::.es "significant in American...
archeclogy” ameng those that may de iacluded ia cthe Registar.

Council comments ars rendersd through the: procass desczibed ig the Coumcil's
ragulations (36 CER Part 300). This procsss charactaristically involves
consultation among the Executive Director, agency oifficials, ami the responsible
State Historic Preservation Officerfs) to decide on methods to 3void
reduce. or mirigars adverge sffacts on historic and cultuxal o ; gperties.
In this comsultation process, the Executive Director is guided bv certain
basic prigciples about the mature of such properties and about appropriats
and inappropriate methods of t:reatmg them. This part of the Handbook sets
forth the pnnc:ples. that guide the Executive Dirasctor with respect ta
arcieological properties. ,

N

Archeological properties are those propexties included inm, eligible for, or

potantially = ;glble for, the Nati omal Registar, waose s.._.gg_:.a.n.L liss
wholly or partly in the archeoLog:cal. data they coatain. .Azcheological daca’
are datz embodiad iz magariil remains (artifacts, structurss, rafuse, atc.)

utilized purposely or accidentally by human beings, im the spatial relationship
among such ramains, and ix the anvirommeactal cogtaxt of such remains.
Archeological data include: aistoric, prefiistoric, and scienctific data as
defined by the Department to the [atsrior im accordance with Public Law 93—
291 {ef. 36. CZR Bare 1210).

Tae following pages discuss 13 principlses which the: Executive Dirsctor will
use in comsulcacion with Federal agenciaes and State Historic Preservation
QOfficers concerning archeological properties.

Principle [: Archeological rasearch, addressing significant questions about
the past, 1s in tie ouplic intersst.

Among the stated intents of the Naciomal Historic Preservation Act is ''to
losurs futurs generations a genuine opportunity to appreciats and enjay the
rich heritage of our Nation’ (P.L. 89-663, Preamble). One of the many wayvs
inx which people appreciata and emjoy this heritage is througn archeological
research.

Archeological ressearch seeks to answer major questions about human nature,
fuman history, and. the changing environmeat (see Appeadix A). Answering
such questions helps us to bettar understand ourselves and our world, amnd
bettar prepare for our futura.

Archeological research can also contributa directly to public understandiag
and hence appreciation of specific events im the past, specific processes

of historic and preaistoric human development, and the history and prshistory
of specific placas and groups (see Appeandix B).
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J==ncipie- [T: Jircaeoliogical Jrovertias: mav- Jer sitas, Juildings. scructurss.
d13TI2CTS. 2nd Q0jects.

Arcaeology is gftam arzomeously choughr of is. izvolving only 2xcavaciom
iz I3er ground; and iss addressing; ircleologiczi "sicas!t wolcx may or may 1acC
contaim thes remains: of bduildings or otler structures. [o fact, jowever, iC

is: tossible- for any sorT of oroperty to: Jer "archeological' if its sigmiZi-

icancer Lies wholly or im part im the informaciom iC contaias. Ior 2xample:

L. A group of sitas comprising a district mighAt Her important because: one
Camr learx about gopulatiom dymamics, Lotaractiom procasses, or sacial
organizatiom DY studying cle: relatiomsiaips: among che- sitas.

2. An early 20th century garage- (building), comtainiag tools, car and
buggy parts, receipt books, old trade magazines, and instruction manuals,
might be: important wholly or im part because-of what it cam tell us about
the: economics and social implications of the development of the automobile.

3. A bridge (structure) might be important im whole or i part because
its study could. elucidata: methods of desigm, engineering, and comstructiom.

4. A rock covered with petroglyphs: (object) might be important becausa of
wgat its study could reveal ibout symbolisms and ancieat forms of communicatiom.

Lt might be appropriata to treat any proverty like- thoser illustrated above
as. archealogical, withr due attentiom to any other types: of historical,
cultural, or architectural significances it posseasses..

Principle- IIT: Archeologiczl oroverties ars= important wholly or im osart
Decause- they may contributa Co the study of LmporTtant research proolams.

Ax archeological property may have beem creatad during the: preaistoric
period, the: historic (postcomtact) period, or both; it may comsist of
materials: above- the: ground, below it, or beth. It may have cultural or
religious: value to particular sacial groups, it may have actual or potantial
use: as: am exhibit im placs for public understanding and enjoyment, it may
be: exemplary of great or vermacular architacture; it may contain artifacts
of great beauty and monetary worth, or it may contaim aothing: but fragments
of pottary, chips: of flint, or glass: shards.. Whatever such characteristics
it may or may oot have, the: defining charactaristic of am archeclogical
property is: that it cam be: studied im order ta identify, learm about, or
solve: problems: ix our understanding of the: past. Properties draw: their
archeological value from: the assumptiom that they cam be used fruitfully
for researci.

Principle: IV: Not all research oroblems arer squally important; hencs
not all archeological properties are equally important.

Archeological rasearch problems are derived from a variety of other disciplines
as well as archeology itself. Archeologists address problems. that ars of
importance to geographers, anthropologists, social historians, geologists,


https://may-c.ot
https://artifa:c.ts
https://may-b.a.ve
https://con.s.t:r:uc.ti.ou
https://organiza.t:i.on
https://ont:ai.ns
https://ta:r::aeo:lo~�.ca:.Lw
https://xc.:ivaC..oa

3iologists, dediczl r=2searciers, climactologists, 2ccliogists, ind land isa
Jizoners:, zmong Jciers. AXc280L0gisTts 3lso addraess Juestions 12aCc :ire O
lumanlstTic lmporzTanca I loczl commupizias ind social groups: 'wRat was
Jur town Like 100 7ears igo?"; "iow did oJur geopls live Q00 years igo?";
“woenw and. Jow- d1d. JUr INC3STICS: C<ome I3 tais ireal”. Figally, arcaeologists
iddress Juestions tiat air=z oL tacanical imporctancs o ircieoiogists: Thow
do re=fuse: pilas changes over Iime into. arcieological sitas?'"; "how diffarantc
ire CTher Trasfplits of zich Jeople and. Joor DJeoplar affar they 1ave- jesn

buried for 200 years?'" "does. tie procsssing oTf animai hides. zesult ix
iscernabler changes in soil chemistz7?". These questicas ara userful Jecause
ziey nelp archeologists Decome: mere: skillad at incarprecing tie ircheological
racord, although tievy may 2ave 2o iacriasic value.

Not all research questions are aqually important. Aao archeologist can
develop research questions about almost any distributionm of mactarials.
Coming upom a scattarsd group of beer cams along & country road, an
archeologist could easily undertaka research into the drinking (and other)
behavior that produced the phenomenon, by studying what had been left
beaind and how it was distributed on the land. The fact that such research
can be dome, however, does oot meam that it is important emough to do. It
may bDe mors efficient to l2arm about drinking beaavior by talking with the
drinkers. We may zot care  snouga about drinking beaavior to hother about
ic. OQunly if (3a) we think it is important to learn about drinking beaavior,
and if (b) studying discarded beer cans appears to be am =2fficisnt way to
learn about suci beaavior, is such a study worth doing. Ia the same way,
one can. learn sometiing from any archeological property, but what ome can
learn may oot be worth the trouble to learm it. The questiom: "How many
Cype 3B2 arrowheads are there in site 923" has go importance, unless answering
it will provide a clue to answering some: larger question. The questiom:
"how have culturzl systams: changed over the last 10,000 years in Nevada" is
impertant to the extant that (a) aaswering iC may help anthropologiscs
understand aow cultural systems: change in gemeral; (b) kmowing qow culture
Qas changed i the are=z may telp. us understand 2ow- the 2avironment has
changed, waich can contributa o a bettar genmeral understanding of the
ohysiczl procasses that affact our lives; (<) amswering it @may contribute
To answering or asking other questiocns (e.3z., 'what caused the Paiute and
ralatad groups to spread througm the Great Basina’), and (d) answering it
may contribuce- to the understanding and appreciation that Nevadans have for
the area in which they live. The question: "what will we find in the-
trashpit of a l7th century merchant im Manhactan is only a matter of
curiosity unless there is something about 17tk cantury Manhattan merchants
that is (a) likely to be learnmed from their trasi pits and (b) likely co
enlightan us about some important historical eveat or procsess.

If an archeological property cam be usad only to address unimportant questioas,
or questions that have been or cam De bettar addressed using other sources

of information, themx the: property itself is unimportant from am archeological
standpoint. Of course, the same property may be valuable for some other
reason, such as the quality of its architacturs, its association with some
ilmportant historical event, or its cultural significance to a local group.
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All asise being =2qual, iny JroverTy tlart <ontains: informaciom <iac nay 1eln:
inswer LMDOrTink :2searcl Juestlons: saauld e jraserved im jlaca: Jor -3re:ul.,-
long=carm study oy qualifiad. scholars.. Simca all alser is saldomr aqual,
tais. ideal offam canmot be: attained. DJecisions: about treacmear of arcieological
propertias: c2quirss: Jalanciag: the: rcesearcir value of 2ack Jroperty or Froum
of propertias: 3gainst at lLa2asT 3. other considerations:
A. Other aspects: of the proverty's significamce (archicactural,
Jlg..u:ax.,. artistic, etc.). LE£ the property is: percaived by 2
local social group to 1ave religious cult ural value, for examule',
this value must be: takem: into account.

B. Other societal needs, most obviously those aseds that stimulate
the Federal undertaking that may affect the property.

C. Preservatiom potential; if the: property canmot be preserved in
any event (eg., if it promptly will be- destroyed by private
constructiom, absent the- Faderazl undertaking that threatsas it),
thers is go point in cousidering praservatiom tr=atment.

Principle: VI: Eligibility for the- Jational Registar suggests, but does
aot define, bow an archeological proverty siould be treatad.

-&:cheologz.cal. properties: ars aftemx listed im or determined to be aligible

for the 'Yational Register of Historic Blaces in whole or im: partc because

they contaim "informatiom significant im history or prehistory (36 CER Sec.
1202.6(d). Suck x determinationm: implies: that ther property cam productively
be usad for archeclogical researci. That ther informatiom is: "significant

i history or preaistory" also: implies: that at least ome of the: other
National Register critaria. is: satisfied;, for example, that the: informatiom
can oer studied: to. learm about "avents: that javer mader a: significant coutributiom
to the- broad patterms. of our history” (36 CZR Sec. 1202.6(a)). I£ a property
is. detarmined eligible: for the- Natiomal Register entirely or primarily
because of the informatiom it contains, ther implicatiom exists: that it

would be desirable, under appropriate circumstancas:, to extract that
informatiom and make: it available: for study. It does aot anecassarily

follow, however, that every archeological property determined eligible for
the Natiomal Registar is automatically detsrmined appropriate for excavatiom
or other forms of archeoclogical investigatiom.

An archeological property may ber important for aomarcheological reasons as
well, and these may take: pracsdencs over its utility for research. For
example, it may be im the public interest to: praserve intact a property of
cultural value: to 2 local community, even though its excavation would help
answer important research questioms. '

Even if a property is important solely for the informatiom it coantaias;,
extraction of the informatiom may aot be in the public iatarast. Comsider,
for example, the following hypothetical cases:
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lasa L@ Am :ipczsent 7illages sita I°mTalas. IompLlcatad sOlL STIICA, 23CT OC
¥OQ1lcQZ ComCc3ias. t2e N1nouta t3malns: 9T JL3grcs ind. 30imals, vall jrasarved Juc
Izagila. Ther ramalas: irx 0T Zre2at Jotaacial value Io Ile r2csosTtrucTion JC

JasT 2nvizonments: ind. I%od 2aD1Ts, U Ile 3axcavaclon ind ina .L/‘:.“"J. lacanology
ivailaplss To: ircaeologistTs. Today is 20T sufficisat o 2axTracT 1ll zae

usertul informaciom contained im e sTzaca. [4 sucx 1 case, ;J.L alse bJeing
aqual, i would. Der mosT approvriata 10T I3 2XCavata tie sicts uncil zae
ralevant tacanology 1as: devedioved Iurctier.

Case 2: Most of the t=z’1.‘.storic- sitas in a metropolitam ar=a l1ave geen
dastzoved over time 3’9' comstruction, agr‘.cu..u...., and other forms of moderz
land 1se. Iz oume gortiom OT :ae- irez, 3 clustar of Zairly iztacs :L-es ig
found, and decarmiped a2ligibla for the informacion it pay comtaiz. 3Jiace
this clustar is in assense the only surviving reprasentacive of the area’s
preaistory, it would be bDeneficial to preserve it for careful axcavatioan
over many years, as researci questions about the area's past are refined.

Case 3: A Revolutiomary War era. shipwreck is found on the Contigental
Shelf, and determined eligible for the information it contains about marine-
arch:.tecture and the l:.feways. of 18th century sailers. Major historical
'studies are known o be underway or planmed into this gemeral rasearca
topic, 0y various university scholars. It is re2asomabls tc 2xpect that im
anotier tan or twenty vears, as these studias are completad, it will be
possible to develov much mors specific research questions than can gow be
used to guide investigationm of the wrack. All else being =2qual, it would be
beneficial to put off excavation of the wreck.

Case 4&:  Anm historic homestaad sita is detarmined 2ligible for inclusiom

in the Nationmal Registar as part of am archeelogical districz. No standing
buildings remaix, and the sitz {s valuable selaly for the infcrmatiom it

may yield about loczl resideatial pattarns iz che early L9tk caatury.
Subsequent study of the district, historical racords, and otier sourcsa:
matarial in the contaxt of curreat =nthfonolog-ca.l. zeographic, and aistorical
theory results imo a research design that should answev* all importamt questions
about local residential patterms througn the study of several other sitas;

the: informatiom contained im this particular homestaad is. oot aecassary.

Io sucx a case, axcavation of the bomesta2ad is aot cost affactive.

Case 3: A small prehistoric site is decarmined 2ligiblas, during ulanning
for a reservoir project, because it contains. information that may be important
to defining local set: lemem: pattarns during the period 200-100 B. C., these
in turm may indicats how: the: environment changed, how new forms of tachnology
wers adoptad, and how social orgamizationm changed during the period. The
project is delaved for a gumber of years, and in the meantime a gresat deal

of research is dome om similar sitas. All major questioms: about sectlement
pattarns during the subject time period ar= answersad. The project is re-
activatad, aod the site is reevaluatad. Unless new questions have 2merged
from the recent research, to which the sita is pertigeat, it ao longer

may be worth aexcavation; the information it contains as become irrelevant
because the rasearch questionms it could aave helped address have been
answered.
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Zaser 3r Along z jotantial 1igaway corzidor, 3 irchealogical sicas: ires

Zound, Ll comsistTiag 2L Zlakaes. and J0CTAry sderds: Jm tSe sursac2 oL tle

ground: and iz ther olows zome:. ALl are jetarmiged 2i:izibis Zor tie- LzIormaciom
tley cam yteld ioourC gopuiatiom distzZbuciom ind. Land. use duxing: tne: Joper
Yiddler Stoneiand 2arzod.. Javiaw: oL Iaer sitas: 0. davedlow i data cacovery

glam reveals: thaT Zo. answer Che importintT c2search: quesTions: iboul. the:

seriod: all ome: aeeds: To- know- is thes size: and. depth: of:3ll the sitas--waich

1as: already Deen ietarmined dursag: tier idenciiicatiom survey--olus: some

decails that cam De- lLearmed by excavacing fiver or Cam representative:r sitas.
Further study of the remainiag sitas is: unnecessary, and they cam ber sacrificad.

‘Caser 7: A auclaar tast sita will destrov 4,000 stone recTangias. om tie
surface of the ground; these: represent ancient gabitatioms. Tastiag aas

shown that subsurfacs: cultural deposits are gever found around such house
squares.. All have been detarmined 2ligibla because their study can contribute
to understanding social r=latiomships 4,000 years ago when they were occupied.
Such relationships are reflected in the ways the house squares lie in
relation to onme another om the ground. Informatiom on these rslatiouships
has beem gathered im full during the determinmatiom of eligibility process,
through detailed. aerial photography. No. further ralevant data are collectable
givemr current techmology and concepts; accordingly, ao: additiomal data
recovery 1s appropriata.

Thus, while- definfng- the significance: of an archeclogical property for
aligibility detarminatiom is: important to latar decisiommaking about the
property, Lt does: aot by itself indicate how the- propverty should be- tresatad.
How: ther property should: be: treatad: depends om: its mature:, its' relacioaship:
to. current and conceivable futurs important research questions, and the:
circumstances under which tresatment is: considersd. Io Cases. L through 3
above, it would be preferable to preserve the properties: im placs, but if
ather public needs: demanded their destructiom, data recovery would: probably
De appropriaca. [ Cases: 4 througn 7, it would: ber preferab)e: Co preserve
ther propertiss  (om the- grounds thac unforseen research questions @mighT
someday arise that would make them important), but if preservatiom was: 1ot
practical, data: racovery would probably aot be: appropriate aither, and the
properties could ber lagitimately sacrificed without further study-.

Principle VIT: [f am archeological oroverty cam be practically oreserved
inx place;, it should be-.

[t would be arrogant to assume: that we who are aliver today can decide
precisely wiichr questions: wer need to: ask about the past, and which we do

aot. New questions about the: past are always developing, and old

questions. are: being answered. dAaswering old questioms usually generatas

new- ones. As anew questioums. are asked, different kinds of informacion

Decome- important,. and informatiom may aeed to be axamined in diffarent

ways. AL the same: time, tachniques of field study and anmalysis are comstantly
being developed and improved, making it possible tor address questioas that
could aot be addressed using older techmiques. Thus there is a danger that
if only those archeological properties we: see as valuable today are protected,
we: will allow the destructiom of properties that will be of great value in
the future.
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-‘.““ra‘.:.ng:. , L LS. iDDLODIrZita o Jreserve Lz Jlaca is. larger 1 c3nge oL
::.3'34.4%_...... Jroperzias. is- J0S3ible;, aven LI wer czanotT iarize jrecisely
low- wa- would use Ize iafcrmacilom Iley Jomciailx. _aer3 irs: 00vious Jractical
Limits To appLicsCti o Jr" s o s j*"*'c_v‘.a: JuT 35 2 cule, if an 1:::em.o°*_«:a.?_

Jroperty <2m 3racTicilly Je larfT ix jlace and jreservad. fzom damage:, LT
saould 2e. Ther= is' 2 liarger qumper of wavs LI ¥aicx ciis may Je ione; Zor
axampla, any of cher following may Je 2ppropriata in i givew case.

La Jes‘gnzzv comstructionm grojects: so. is o l2aver an archeological proverty
ig reasonably procactad opea space (2g., tie mediam of a nigaway).

-~ -~ 21'Y

o Covering an ar::xeomg:.ca.x. sita wicl ::.;.., srovided czutiom is 2xercisaed
o limit compaction, disturbanca: of the soil, chemical cianges, z2nd changes
in soil structure, and provided accass can be assured within reason for
future rasearch.

3. Protacting propertiaes from damage by aearby project activities throughn
fencing, shoreline armoring, construction of berms, routing of comstruction
activities, etc.

4. Designing structures over am archeclogical sita ix such a way as to
minimizs subsuxrfacs disturbance.

5. Establishiag protactive covemants. or otler arrangements witl the
residents, operators, or users. of comnstructad facilities to protact properties
within their control.

Principls VIII: TIf am archeological proverty is to be presarved iz place,
axtansive sxc3avation of Gthe proverty 1s. seldom appropriatsa.

Occasionally, agencies propose to conduct axcavations im am archeological
sita that will be protactad im glacs, in order to "avaluate' it or for some
other reason. O the whole, such s2xcavations ire izappropriata uses or
Federzl funds, because they do 2ot coutzibuta ta fulfillmenc of the agency’s
preservation responsibility. Thers are axcsptions: to this rule, of course,
for examp

L. When a property is. to 0Oe buried under £ill, it @ay be appropriate to
conduct tast axcavations so ther= will be: 2 reasonable record of what aas
been. buried;

2. If there is reasom to be less than fully confident about the- protactive
mechanism employed (for instance, protactive covenmants may De lost as title
changes hands iz che futurs), some data rescovery may bDe appropriata.

3+ If a property that cam be protactad withinm a project's area of impact
needs. study in order to. deal fully with research questions being asked in
connection with the project at other propertiss, this may be appropriata i
carefully limited. ’

Principle I[X:. Both data racovery and destruction without data recovery
may be approvriat2 Creatments Cfor archeological properties.

Where it is agot practical to protact an archeologlcal property in place,
one of two things may occur.


https://prate.ct
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L. ThHer adverse: 2rfzcT 2L Ile Jrover=y's dastruction: 1ay Je- 18gatad Hr
a1tigactad. througmr c2COovery oL le- valuaoier daca comtained ix e JroverTy,
o

Z. Destructiom oL Iie property;. WLCIOUL z2caovery JL d4aCi, 3Jay Je: iccsotad
ov cther comsulting parcties: is: & cagrettiapie buc aecassary loss: im tie- guolic
Latarsst.

[£ ther data contained: ix ther property cam he used fruitfully to address
valuaple research questions, the data should be- z2coverad. [£ the: daca
canmot De: so. used, data recovery LS 10T am approvriata use of public funds,
and siould ot be: undertaken.

To decider whether data recovery should be undertaken: at a1 property that
cannot be preserved in places, the responsible agency and its contractors
must have a full understanding of previous local research, pertinent historic
and preaistoric data, and the principles, models, and theories inm history,
anthropology, geography, and other disciplines. that form the basis for
developing archeological research questions. Based om this. knowledge,
research questions should ber developed and the: property comsidered as a
sourcs of data for answering those questioms:.. L[£ it appears that it will

be useful as 2 source, data rscovery should be conducted; if it does: aot
appear to De useful, data recovery should aot be: conductad.

The: decisiow to destroy am archeological property without data rscovery is

a serious one; Lt is liker throwing away a book without reading it. Accordingly,
the- responsible agency and. its contractor should: be- suze: to. consider the
widest reasomable range: of patentially valuable research topics to wiich

study of the property migit contributs:, and should comsult with all those

whto: might have- useful suggestions: about topics. Those reviawing agency
decisions  (the Council, the SHPQ, aad others) should give- close: actaatiom

to che justificatiom for deciding aoC to- conduct data cscovery.

On the other hand, thers is oo maors reasom to: study every archeological
property tham: there- is: read: avery cheap novel ever published. I£ it canmot
be: showmn, aftar a reasonable, good faith effort to do so, that a givem
archeological property cam be studied usefully to. address important rasearch
questions, it should anot ber studied at public expense-

Principle £: Once a2 decisiom is mader to undertake data recovery,
the- work should De- done in the most thorougho., erfficlent manner

Deciding to conduct data recovery is an investment, both. of the archeological
property involved and. of Federal (and sometimes non-Federzl) funds. One

should seek ta get the most feasibler returm om the investmenc. L[t follows
that:

L. Research questions to be- asked through the data recovery effort
should be- defined as clearly and precisely as possible, and the methods
amployed should be directed. toward answering the questions efficiently.
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2 “aeraver gossidisz, 28 iata racovery 2azIortT saould Der mage I3 sazve
nulzipie: Juplic incarsst Zunctions. Cor 2xampi&, LI 1T c3n sarve- agucaticnal
fugcsloms. IV LOvolving scacol classas. or roluntaers, 1S LI lzm sarve: soczal
ind 2conomic Iunctions 2V Zroviding 2mplovment o tis imemploved, or LI LT
lam serve jlagning Iuncsions 3V aXperimenting Wil asw lachnigues, Witlouc
idverseiy LmpacTting: LS. Jr=me: functiom, LE sdouid Je aades o do sao
A Data racovery saould 2mplovy ther Iastast, lL2ast axpensive caciniques
thac will vield cie desirsd research rc2sults. EIxcavacion sdould dotT der
dome: with a camel's dair drusa L & sfovel will provide tie regquired daca,
aor saould it be dome witl a shovel irf a bulldozer will orowvwide the cagquized
data. Jonverseiy, JL course, 3 dulldozer saould 1ot je 1sad 22 seek tae
£inds of inrformatiom that Joly a sfovel or a brusa cam Jrovide.

4. Data recovery budgets should be carsfully developed, justified, and
reviewed.

Principle XI: Data r=covery should be based on firm hackground data
and plaoning.

Decisions about wnat sorts of data to seek, and Qow %o seek them, cannot be
made in 2 vacuum; oge a2eds Lo Xnow, ilasofar as is feasible, the historzcal,
anvirzoomental, aad cheoretical comtaxt in which ome is working. Lt follows
chat:

X Data rsacovery plams should be based om a reasomable level of prior
survey, to identify the universe of archeological properties, and the
overall enviroument, within waich one is planning.

Data recovery should be presceded by appropriata types of background
search, addresssing pertineat aspects of loczl history and preaistery, the
cal enviromment, theorstical and methodological issues pertineat to the
search Topics to De addreassed, and so om.

0ot ey P
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1a Data.k-covery'should ber carried out in accordancs with a well thougat
ocut plan that aas been subjectad to a reasomabla level of raview.

Principle XII: Data recoverv should relate cositively to the developoment
oL Stata Historic Preservation Plams.

Section 102{a)(2) of the National Historic Presservation Act mandatas the
creation of comprehensive statawide historic preservation plans. The Heritage
Conservatiom and Recreation Service, which administers the provisions of
Section 102, is working with the Statas to develop and implement such

Plans. State Historic Preservation Plans should guide the astablishment of
research and data recovery prioritias. and methods; conversely, data racovery
efforts should produces informatiom that supports development and refinement
of the Plams. It is in the public intarest for archeologists and agencies
that conduct data recovery to work with State Historic Preservatiom Officers
in developing, reviewing, and refining Stata Historic Preservation Plams,

to. easure that the Plans, and hences future data recovery efforts, accommodata
the development of new research questions and aew data gathering tachniques.
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ULtimacely, =2ach Stace: Iisctoric reservacion 2lam sbould: Jrovider a: Logtcal
dasis: for detarmining: waichs classes: or arcleoiogiczi JroperTy ontaim 2
1eeded: iorormaCiom ind: 2rs 1eaca 1eitlar 2aiigibdjle Jor tle Yaclonal Iegistar
10T approvriata for daca racovery. Accsrdiangliy, daca: secovery afiorta
siould: der planned: ¥witl zarfarenca: co tie Stata distorzc 32zsservaclom Flam
vgers: rslavant, and cthes results oT suckx 2rZorts: saould de- used g 3=
axtant gossibla: im Stata: Jistorzc Breservation: Plam development.

Princinle: ITIT: Compleciom of am 2pproved data c=covery nlan consummacas: in
agency’'s daca rascovery respomsibilities.

Whem am. agency 1as responsibly ideacified archeological pgropertias aiigibls
for inclusiom in ther National Registar, consider=d altarmatives. CTo praserxve
the properties in place, obtained Council commeat through the staps outlined
in 36. CZR Part 80Q (giving due comsiderationm to the "Recommendatioms for
Archeological Data Recovery” and 36 CER Part 1210), implementad a data
recovery program: developed through this procsss and ensured proper curation
. of recovered matsrials and disseminatiom of data to scholars and the public,
- its respomsibilities. toward ther data in question are-at am end. In other
words, the: answer to the question: '"How much archeology is. emough?' is.,
""anougir to conclude the data rscovery program approved by the consulting
parties under 36 (FR Parct 300." Am excaptiom To this: rulae would be the
circumstance in which unexpected data are discovered after the comsultatiom
process: prescribed by 36 CER Sec. 800.4 and Sec. 800.& is completes; im suck
am exceptiomal circumstance, the respomsibler agency is to be guided by 36
(ER Sec. 80Q0.7 and 36 (ZR Sec. 1210.6.
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TOR. TREATMENT OF ARCEEQLOGICAL ZROPERTIEE

- [nc=oduction

The"o;_OWIng*Jroc=nur=s will De used by che Ixecutive Diractor of the
Council imx zaviaw of 3:01ec:s--nvoLving'::ea_ment of arcaeological provertiss.
They are based om the Counmcil's "Principles in the Treatment of’A:cneQLogﬂcsg
Propertias’ (Part [). They do aot amead or modify tie dutias of Federal
agenciges under Sectiom 106 of zhe Nationmal Historic Zraservaciom Act ind

the implementing cegulacions. (36 CIR Da:t,soo) Jut agency cognizancs- OT

them will make comsultacion under che regulations 2asiar.

Li. Ideatification and Evaluatiou.of‘Archeological Propertias

1. 36 CFR Sec. 80Q.4 establishes that "it is the primary responsibility
of each Agency Official requesting Council commeats to conduct the approprlaca
studies. and to provide the informaticm necassary for an adequats review of
the effect a proposed undertaking may have om a National Register or 2ligible
oroverty, as well as the information agecassary for adequate consideration
of modifications or alcaratioms to the o:ouosed,unde taking that could
avoid, mitigats, or minimizs any adverse affacts. [t is the respomsibilicy
of each Agency Official raquesting comsultationm with a SHPO under this
saction to provide the informatiom that is gecassary to make ao informed
and reasonable evaluation of whether a property meets Natiomal Registar
critaria and to detarmine the affect of a pronposed undertaking om a N¥atiomal
Register or aligible property.” Ideatificatiom is the obvious first stap
to be takem by an Agency in defining its respomsibilities with rzaspect Lo
archeological and other historic properties.

[o avaluation of proposals for treatment of archeclogical propertiss, tle
Ixacutive Dirsctor may revisw field surveys. and other ideatification 2IfIorts.
that have been comductaed as part of the Agency's plamning procsess, C0
detarmine wiether:

A. the identificationm effort appears to be comsistant with the scale and
sxpectad impacts_of the groposad project;

B the identification effort appears to be conducted at a sufficient
lavel of iatesnsity im relatiom to the numbers. and types of archeological
properties axpected ta occur im the areaz; and,

c. the daca r=cove*v~prouosal submitted for Counmcil comnsideratiom appears
consistant with the rasults of the identificacion sffort.

0, Appendix 3, as. a

The Executive: Dirsctor will use 36 CIR Part 121
orts.

Z.
general standard for reviewing ideatification 2ff

3. The Executive Director will encourage rscognition of the differsnca
between ''testing' archeological sites for identificatioa and 2=valuaciom and
excavating them for purposes of data rescovery. Testing is usually conductad
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in order 0. insSwer quesTions: iDouT am ircleological sica's aligipilicy Io

2e NacZonal Registar, or 2. ootainx dacz zeeded 2. 13Ke decisions i100UC 20W-
Q. DLCiZaT2 JrojectT lmpacts: Om & S1La: ilrsady dacarmined. aiigibls or 7lacad
om the: Jegistar. 3Suck Iasting is directad toward detarmining cae sica's
doundar:es:, tie- depth of its: deposits, and/or ics Jasic aacure and condiciom:
Only x: very small sample: of the- sica: aeed bHe disturbed im order za: make

such determinacions. Zxcavatiom: Zor daca zacavery, om the acher 2and, is.
diractad: toward recovering as: muck oL tie importanc iaformaciom in: tle sica
as possibDle;, givem Cime and otider comnscraincs. Uniike: tasting, 2xcavacion
for data recovery is seldom: simply dirsccad at defining the- size, depth,
gaturs: ind conditiom of the sita; it is directad ac agswering or contributing:
Z0 rcesearch questions. Excavatiom Zor data recovery may result iz very
axtansive--even complete--disturbance: of z sita. Whila it is impossible: to
define: a: point, applicable im all instances, at waich tasting eads and daca
racovery begins, a rule of thumb is that tastiang is complated whem sufficisnt
information has been gathered to make a detarminatiom of eligibility or a
management decisiom. Sincea testing is done, i most cases, before the fata:
of the site has been determinatad through the comsultatiom process, it
should be: kept to the- absolute: mimimum necessary for eligibility detar-
mination and/or management purposes. 'Testing’ that destroys large portions
oL a sita forecloses the Council's: opportumicy to comment, and circumveacs.
the intant of Sectiom 106. The Executive: Dirsctor will discourage such
"tasting," and will aotify the Secretary of the: [atarior, pursuant to B.L.
93-291 Sec.4(a), im instancss where such: "tasting' threatans the irrevocabla
loss of scieatific, prehistoric, historic, or archeological data.

[IT. Consideratiom of [n-Place Preservation -

Io review of praojects: involving: archeclogical properties:, the: Executive-
Director will seek to ensure that all due- consideratiom is givem ta practical
methods: of preserving such provertiss im place-.

Iv. Consideractiom of Yon-drcheological [ntarssts

[o review of projects involving archeological properties, the Exacutive
Director will seek to ensurs that all due consideratiom is givem Co whataver
gon~-archeclogical historical and cultural values the:r properties may represent.
For example, if am archeological property is. also valuable to.a local
community for cultural reasons, the Executive Dirasctor will seek to easurs
that this valuer is considered and givem appropriate weight im decisionmaking.

7. Data Recovery Diracted to Research Questions

Where it is: concluded through the comsultatiom process that preservation in
place is aot practical, and that daca recovery is apporopriata, the Ezecutive
Director will seek to 2asure that the data racovery effort addresses defined
and defensible researchr questions. Such questioms should relates to issues
of importance im the sciences or oumanities, or to mattars of importancs to
local communities: with historical connectioms to the property or properties.
It is expectad, however, that the specificity of research questions, and
their relationship to larger issues, will vary with the character and
quality of prior archeological work in the area, the state of existiang
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vT. Saczifica of Provertias Wichout Jata: Recovery

Waers am archeologiczl property cannot practically be gresarved. io dlace,

and cthe responsible agency proveosas Co destroy or damage LT witiout data
recavery, tie Zxecutive Director will sesk to 2asure cthat all zeasomanle
consideracicm 1as. bJeen and is 3ivenm £ tie Jroperty’s Jotantial o vield
information r=levant o important research gquestions. The Ixecutive Dirzsctor
#1ll oot supportT or sanction the recovery of data simply because they

exist, nor will the Exacutive Director support arbitrary destructiom of

data.

VII. Efficiency of Data Reéoverv

Where data racovery is to be undertaken, the Executive Diresctor will sesek
to ensurs that it is conductad in the most 2fficient manner possible, in
the context of an appropriate data recovery plan. Data recovery programs
siould be orgamized co. extract, digest, and make availaple the pertinent
data in the most 2fficient manner possible, taking into account local
condictioms, the potantial for umexpectad discoveries, aom-archeological
concsrns, and other relavant factors. The kinds of techniques, tools, and
axpertise raquired in z given data rscovery program: ars devendent on the
kinds of data cto be recovered and analyzed. Althougm all archeological
projects. shar> certain basic priaciples, there is no single, standard way
to conduct archeological fieldwork. As z rule, the Executive Director will
sesk Co 2nsurs that the fastast, most accnomical methods are used that will
achieve the desired rasearch rzasult.

VILL: Consideration of Guidancs

Where data. rscovery is Co be undertaken, the Zxecutive Dirsactor will sask

to emsure chat due consideratiom has beem givem to the Council's "Recommendations.
for Archeological Data Recovery" (Part III) and 36 CZR Bart 1210 ("Recovery

of Scienrific, Prehistoric, Historic, and Archeological Data: Methods,

Standards, and Reporting Requirements’).

IX. Budgects

To. the axtant feasible given Council and staff priorities and agency contracting
palicy, the Executive Director will provide advices o agencies, seeking to
ensure that budgecS'develooed for data recovery and other archeological
activities are re2asonable and cost-aifactive..

. Yegating Adverse Effact: Documenting '"No Adverse Effact”
Detarminations
1. Undertakings that result directly or indirectly im the disturbance

of an archeological property clearly have adverse effacts on that property.
In some cases, however, this adverse a2ffact can be assentially negatad
through data recovery; in such cases a determination of "no adverse 2ffect,


https://9rinc.ip
https://ri=.l.ii
https://rra"9er":.71
https://ese:::-rac:..oa

el

jursuanc 22 & CIX Sec. 300.4(<), nay ses iDDroDrIaCa.  Jdem im: igency nakes:
suc 3 decarminaciom,. les ixacutive: JirscTor’s zaviaw Wwill Zocus om. thes
aXTanC T0. walcl: ther idversa 2ffac= will I facT Der qegatad Iy Ile-daca
zacovery 2aTIorT. Taer 3BLlLITYy o 1egata idverse: atiacT ienends ipom. (a) 3
gaturer 9T e a:‘fe.:::ng actiom, (o) e zacurs- of Thes arcieological jroverty,
ind (¢) the quality of the data racavery 2£forT proposed.

2. To detarmine woether i data cacovery program: will jegata: the
adverser 2ffects oTf am underxtaking, che: ageacy, im comsultaciom with ’h&
Stata distorzc Preservactiom Qfficsr, shoculd answer the: following quescions:

A(L) Does the significance of the property, is documeatad ia cthe zominaciom
to or detarminationm of eligibilicy for the National Registar, lie primarily
in the data it coataians, so that rstrieval of the data im an appropriatas
manner may preserve this significanca? If£ sa:

A(2) Does it appear that preservatiom im place would be more costl.y, or
otherwise less practical, tham data recavery? If sao:

B(Ll) Will the 2ffects. of the undertaking be minor relative to the size- and
aature of the property? Examples of such affects include:

(a) Marginal disturbance ta am extensive archeological sita by comstruc-
tiow along one adge-.

(b): Minor disruptiom of the surface: of am archeological site whose-:.
primary valuable infarmatiom lies: im subsurface: deposits., wherss this: disruptiom
is unlikely ta haver lomg-range sffects om subsurfacs conditioms: (e.g., by
. causing srosiom, atc.).

3(2) Ls the property subject to: destructiom regardlass: of the undertaking,
so the: agency's. actiom is: ouly sligncly hastamiang am igevitable procass?
fxamples of such a. conditiom iaclude:

(a) Disturbance of am archeological site om a rapidly eroding cliff,
where- measures:; to halt erosiom are aot practical.

() Disturbance of am archeological sita that is being vandalized or
clearly will bes subject ta vandalism, wheres there is ao practical way ta
deter the vandalsj;

(c) Disturbance of am archeological site: om land that has great
potential for non~Federal development, wiers oo mechanisms (zoming, Stats
or local preservationm ordinances, easements) are likely to be emplovable
for protactiom..

8(3) Is the: property got:

(a) a Yationmal Historic Landmark, a Natiomal Historic Site inx aon~Federal
ownership, or a property of national historical significance so designatad
within the Natiomal Park Systam;

(b) important eaough to fulfillment of purposes set forth in the
State Historic Preservation Plan to require its protaction ia place;
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(¢) i icseil, or is. am alement oL 2 .arger Jroverty, sSi g::.l.:'i"ant.".fr
7zluaoles 3s. i@ axnidic i Jlaca: Zor Juolic inderstanding: ind: anjovmenc;

(d) 'mowm or choughr To. dave 1isctorc, cultural, or zeiigious si .zoi-
ficancs o i communicy, 2eignborzgood, 3r 3aciil or 2tinic Zroup. tac would
Jer impaired. by Lits: disturbancs; ar,

(&) so complex, or containing suck complicatad daca, thac curreatly
availaogle 'ac."mology‘, funding, time, aor =xr:e*'tise are igsurfiicient to rscover
the: significant information contained im it.

3. If che agency and tle- SHPO agree tiat questions a(l) and A(2),
and questions. 3(l), B(2) or B(3) are answered in tie 2ffirmative, and iZ
the: agency es.tablishes a2 data recovery program consisteat with the Council's.
"Racommendations for Archeological Data Recovery” (Part III) and 36 CER
Part 1210, the agency has grounds for comcluding that the data rscovery
program will negatse the adverse effact, and can hencs detsrmine that the
undertaking will have No Adverse Effect. on the property.

4. Iz documenting a detarmination of No Adverse: Effect based on this
conclusiom, pursuant to 36 CFR Sec. 800.4(c) and 800.13(a), the ageacy
saould:

(A) report clearly and concisely how it has rsached its comclusiom;

(B) documeat the comncurreacs of the SHPO and, if pertinenc, comsultaction
with, and the opinioms of, other specialists and, autiorities concarmed with
the property, concermed social and ethnic groups, local government, and the
publics;

(C) provide a copy of the data racovery plam; and,

(D) show that sufficient time and funds have been allocacad to sxecuts
the data recovery plan.

3. The Executive Director will review ther documentation provided im
accordance with 36 CZR Sec. 800.6(a) to detarmine whether (a) the property
is shown to be valuable primarily for the informatiom i1t comtains, or
woether other public intsrssts are involved, and whether (b) it appears

that the adverse affacts of the: undertaking will in fact be negatad, thers=by
justifying a detarmination of No. Adverse: EZffect.

XT. reliminary Case Reports

L, Where it is detarmined that the undertaking will have an adverse
effact on historic propertiss, the Preliminary Case Report developed by the
agency pursuant to 36 CER Sec. 800.4(d)(l) should:

A. document comnsideratiom of altarnmatives that would preserve the archeological
property in place, and give reasons for rejecting those altarmatives aot
preferred;
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.-  vher= dacx recovery Ls: 10T Jroposed;, 2XDiains wayr LT Ls: 20T grovosad.
A igency may demomsTIata: tharC loss of am archeglogiczl property witiouc
data: cacovery is: 3cc=ptadle: Oy saowingr thac:

(1), there: is: no: zeasonabler way™ To proCacT tier proverty ix place; and,

(2) haaving made: z good-faiti: affort to identify rasearca questions ot
tle- <inds: discussed Lo Appendicas A and 3 of chis Jandbook, to waicx the
recovery of daca from tle groperty would comtributa, thes agency 1as odeex
unapler to identify sucx questions. [z seeking to identify such questioans,
the agency should utilize available litarature in archeology, anthrovology,
history, and other disciplines, consult with the State Historic Preservationm
Qfficer, and comsult with State, regional, and local archeological and
historical organizations. The Executive Diractor will review closely the
documentatiom of such efforts, and may suggest additiomal research questioas.
or sourcss: of advice ta be- considerad. ’

arT. Memoranda of Agraement

1. Qrdimarily, MYemoranda of Agreement executad: pursuant to 36 CER
Sec. 800.6(c) that provide for data rescovery from: archeological properties:
should include or refer dirsctly to a: data racovery plam consistent with
the Council's '"Recommendations: for Archeological Data Recovery and 36 CZR
Part 121Q. Exzceptionms tgr this: rule: may include., but ara oot azecassarily
limited to: -~

4. A Programmacic Memorandumr of Agresment, waich may provide: for preparatiom
and. review of such plams: in: thes contaxt of am: ongoing program;

8. A Memorandum of Agreement that covers: a: planning process, whici may
provide for preparatiom and review. of a data racovery plam at a subsequent
stage in the agreed-upom procass; and,

C. A Memorandumr of Agreement that provides for archeological monitoring:

or other forms of data recovery as guards against uncertain discovery
possibilities: (for example, where there is some possibility that archeclogical
data will be: discovered whem a building is: demolished). Im: such am instance;,
1t may aot be- feasible- to develop a detailed data recovery plam because the
nature of the: possible discovery situation is: toa uncertain.

2.  Ther purpose of ther data recovery plam is to ensure: that the data
are: recovered im an effective manner using the best applicable: professiomal
standards: under the- circumstances. Technical assistance im developing data
racovery plans. is. available from the- Stats Historic Preservatiom Officer
and I[nteragency Archeoclogical Services, Heritage Conservation and Recraatiom
Service:, Departmeat of the I[nterior. Ther Executive: Director will give data
recovery plans: the same level of professiomal review afforded to architactural
designs, plans for adaptive reuse, developmeat plaams, etc.

3. UYemoranda of Agreement may provide for phased data recovery. An
example: of phased data recovery is:
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iaveiopment 3F 1 letailsd iata zacovary vorg Jiinm. [le Yemorandum

Agreement szould seT fortd guideiines Ior ti& tasting ind Jtlerx cesazrcy

. Jhaser L: Tasting oL ircieoiogiczl sitas. ind Jclar researca ’.aadi:z

AT,
3. Fhase 2: [Deveioumenr 9T i data recovery 3dlan. Tae demorandum oL
Agreement saould: Jrovide:r im opporTumicty {or IpDrourIaca: lacanicai ceviaw oC
ther plam, usually 5y the SHPQ and che Council, 2nd whers: ageeded, tircsugn
gesx CevLaw- JV Jutside 33.._--2 ‘o

(e Phase 3: Selactiom of 2 contractor. THe Memorandum of Agrsement
should 2nsurs that t2e igency Jrovides 3 r=liapla mechanism for obtaining
the best gqualified comtractor(s) Zor the project it tie 10ST r2asonabls
COST, comsistant itk satisfactory work performance.

D. Phase &4: Conduct of the work plam, typically including recovery of
data, amalysis, curation, and disseminatiom of results.

4. In developing Memoranda of Agreement including provisioms for
data recovery, the Exacutive Director will attampt to easure that the data
recovery plan im fact is the best feasible method of addressing the archeo-
logical value- of tha property in the: public intarsst. An ageacy can faci-
litata davelopment of such Memoranda by zotifyving the Council of the steps..
it has taken to develop its data recovery plam, by identifying the parti
consulted during its preparatiom, DV easuring that all conceresned oart:.es
have had an opportunity to com:r:.bute C3 its praparatiom, and by articu-
lating the plam as clearly and concisely as possible.

RILL. Programmatic Memoranda of Agreement

Wher= appropriata under 36 (ER Sec. 800.%, the Executive Dirsctor will
consider executiom of Programmatic Memoranda. of Agreement with agencias to
cover archeologiczl data racovery activitias 2ad other activities discussed
in this: Handbook. Sucx a2 Programmacic Yemorandum' of Agreement should take
this Handbook and 36 CER Parw 1210 igto account, and specify or stipulate a
process for establishings:

{5 Conditions im a givem Stats or region, or with raferencs to the
agency's specific types of undertakings:, im which data recovery would be
appropriate.

2. Guidelines for data recovery, taking into account conditioms in a
State or regiom, and/or the agency’s types of undertakings and planning/
developmeat stages.

3. Methods for procuring appropriats specialists, and controllin
costs, and

. Consultation methods, establishing how the SHPO and other appro-
priate authorities will be involved in decisionmaking.

LIV. Counterpart Regulations

The Executive Director will use this Handbook in reviewing and helping
prepare guidelines, standards, and other measures as part of Counterpart
Regulations authorized by 36 CER Sec. 300.11.
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LV.. Arczeoiogy Tor lesearcx

L. wgem arcaeologiczl axcavacions. ir® conductad Jm Iederzl land Ior
zesearcX jurposas;, ind: tier only rederal lovolvemenr L le- 3XC3avartlons LS
Lssuancs- oL 3. Dermit. under tie: Arcieological Resourcas: Jzocactiom ACT oL
1979 (B.L. 96~35) che: commencs: of the: Council aesd aoC 2e sougac (1& T.S.C.
Sec. 470 cc(l)).

2. I£ Federal actionss are involved inm the: rasearch besides. issuance of am
ARP& permic (eg., funding, octher jJermits: or licamses) ther Council's regula-
tions: (36 (GR Rare 300) appiy-

A. Researcl projects to: which tier ragulations apply, that ianvolve the
physical disturbance of archeological provertiss, should in most cases be
considered to have adverse effects om the properties; the respomsible
agency should seek the Council's comments in accordance with 36 CER Sec.
800.4, or programmatically im accordance with 36 CER Sec. 300.8.

B. Projects that address management needs as well as research interests
may ber takexr to have: ao- adverse 2ffact om. the propertiss: they disturd, if
the facts: warrant. Geserally, the Executiver Diractor will comcur in z "aa
adverse effect’” determination wihen the following: conditionms. exist:

(1) the- research project addresses: management aesds, sucik as:

(2) excavatiom of a: site that is subject ta uncomtrollable
vandalisms;

(B) excavatiom of a site that is: subject ta serious azatural
arnsion;

(¢) recording of & sita or structurs thac is detarioratiang; and,
(d¢) stabilizing a deteriorating or endangered sita or structure-

(2) the determinatiom has been made following Sec. X ("Vegating Adverse
Effect!") of this part of the Handbook;

(3) the project will bes conducted under the supervisiom of persouns. meeting,
at 2 minimum, the qualifications set forth im 36 CER Part 1210, Appendix C;
and,.

(4) the project will be conductad im accordance with a research design
that takes: into account cthe Council's "Recommendations for Archeological Data
Recovery" (Part III).
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JECCMMENDATIONS: ZOR ARCHEEQLOGICAL 2ATA RECCVERY
The Zollowling racommendations. irs Ior igency conslderacion Lz deveioving
ircaeological daca cacovery Jperaciods. L4eY ire 10T nandactary ioder ile
authorzty or tle- Vaciomal Fistoric 2reservationm Act and 36 CZR Zz2r= 300,
out full comsideraciom of tlem will facilitata the comsultatiom Jrocess.
They are: designed o0 De comsistant with the standards: of the Departmeat oL
the [ntarior, issued pursuant to the Archeological and Hiscoric 2rasarvation
Acz of 1974 (P.L. 93-291), and =mbodied iz 36 CER Parw 1210Q.3.

s ldentification

L. Data recovery operatiocms should be based om am adequata under-
standing of the range of archeoclogical properties subject o
adverse effect, and their importance and nature relative to other
such properties. Accordingly, plans £for data recovery should be
based on am adequata identificatiom effort.

"~

Identification studies should be conducted in a2 manner coasisteat
with 36 CER Part 1210, Appeadix 3, and with the recommendations
of the: Stata Historic Praservation Officer. I£ standards and
guidelines for identification kave bDesn adoptad is part of tie
State Historic Preservatiom Plaa, the identificatiom 2ffort
sbould De coasistent with them.

3. Agencies should use "The Archeological Survey: Methods: and Usas”
(GBO Stock No. 024-016-0091-9), "Guidelines for Local Surveys: A
Basis for Praservatiom Planming’ (GPQ Stock No. 024-4016-90089-7),
and relevant Stats, rsgiomal, and local litarature for general
guidelines.

L. Data recovery operatioms. should be comnductad under the supervision
of qualified professiomals in the disciplines appropriata Co tle
daca that ares to be: recoverad. Minimum qualificatiocns commonly
required for professiomals: are set forth iz 36 CER Part 1210,
Appendix C. TFor supervisiom of most projects, Appeadix C qualifi-
cations should be taken as z minimum. The: agency should develop
additiomal qualificatioms: for supervisiom of the particular
project.

o some cases, it may be appropriats Co selact 3. supervisor wiaose
qualificacions diffsr from those givem in 36 CER Part 1210,
Appendix C. [a suchr cases, the qualifications should be specified
by the agency in project documents, together with the ratiomale
for their selectiom. :

2. A data recovery operation should be: directad by a Principal
Inovestigator, whose background and performance demonstratas:

A.  an understanding of the research value of the property, as
specified in location and identification studies,
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locumencicIon: Jor dafarminatiom 2T 2LiziDilicy 9r zominacion:
o Tzer Yatomal Iegistar, ind/or Jtiar saisvanC documencts:, SuCT
is Cher 3COpe~QL-wari Jreparsd IV Ile igencyy

3. familiiarzcy witX oreviouss c=iavanc research, iacludiag
Tesearcx im the- vicinity of tZe proposed: undertikiag: ind
cesearcl om ToDics germane To. tie data . zecovery program
zegardless: o waers suchx rasearch 1as: Jeem carzied ouc;

C.  competancs to: address. researcid Jroolems: pertineac to the
daca to Je cscovered, Taking inta account the- ideatifiad
researcl value- of cther groperty and other r=lavant researca
and general theory ix the social and aatural scieacss and
Qumanitias;.

0. responsiveness to the need to recover a usable sample of
data on the major research problems that reflect the property's
research value, and a seasitivity to. other valuable research
problems that may become apparent during the project; and,

E. competences: ix the: methods and techniques aecsssary to rescover
the: pertinent data contained in thes property, or im supervisiag
staff or comsultants with such competancs.

IIT. Relatiom to States Historic Prsservation Plan. and: Qther Plans

L

IV. Data

Wheres 2 Stata Historic Preservatiom: Plam, developed by the Staca
Historic Preservatiom JOfficer and approved: by the Secretary of
the- [ntarior, details: approved methods: for data recovery from
archeological properties:;, agency data recavery programs: soould
take: these: methods: into: account.

Where- regional or local glams, developed by ther SHPQ, professiomal
organizations, local government, or otiers detail r=commended
methods: for data recovery from archealogical properties, agency
data: recovery programs. sbould take these methods: ianto account.

Recovery Plam

Every data recovery operaztiom should be: conductad im accordamce:
withe 2 data: recaovery plam (oftem called a rasearch design). The
plan should ber designed to eaosurer that the: operation addresses
legitimata research questionms:, that it produces. useful results,
that it is: conductad efficiently, and that it producss. the maximum
direct. and: indirect bemefit to the public for the least cost.
Generally speaking, a: data recovery plam should include the
following elements:

A. Specificatioa of properties to De: studied aand aot studiad
within the: envirommental impact area of the undertaking. A
rationale should be provided if it is proposed aot to study
any property included im or eligible for inclusiom in the
National Register that is subject to adverse affect.
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Cevelovmenrc oT I2saarca Juestions, t3kiag iaco iccoumc tle
1d r.;:;= cesearcy valus 2L e Jroverty ind Jotler :3;.-3'7ant;
s2searca ind. enerzl ileorT 1a 38 soczzl ind 23cursl sciancss.

ind 2UmanltisEs Taese air=z JU.ESC'.DRS 9 scienfiric om ,uman_s:i:

comcarm wolcx irs- 2Xpectad co Je inswersd, Jartially inswersd,
or it leastT aincidatad througn tie woric Jroposaed, sucl as.

(1) questioms. of r=cognizapla importamcs o scismce: (<=
Appendix i), and

(2) questioms of Aumanistic intarsst, or intarsst Co I
local communicy, or of defined lLocal aistorical value
(cf. Appendix 3).

In most areas of the Unitad Statas, enmough is imowm of
history and preaistory to establish at least some basic
research questions. Thersfore, a plan that proposes data
recovery because "little is known of the history or prehistory
of . the area," without setting forth more explicit research
questions, should be treatad with caution. Such undirected
plans provide little basis. for conducting rasearch, may
rasult only in the accumulatiom of uselass, trivial, or
repetitiver information, and ars sometimes only masks for the
ignorance of the partises preparing the plan. Thers are, of
course, some 3ir=as, and some time periods in Ristory and
prehistory, for which this is oot the case.

Establishment of study topics, springing from the researcix
questions.. lhesa are tie specific topics to be addressed im
ther study area. For example, if the research question is:
"Way was agriculturs adoptad?'" a study topic might be:
“"Whexm, and in what cultural comtext, did agriculturs ippear
in the study area?"

Establishment of study oriorities. [t is got necessary, and
is. often counterproductive, ta give the: same l[evel of afforT
to all study topics. The plam should comsider all study
topics: but should establish and justify prioritiss: for their
investigation.

Definition of data aeeds. The plam should ideatify the
data geeded to addrass: sach topic selectad for study.

Description of methods to be =mployed in fieldwork and
analysis, 1o saeging the needed data. Methods soould be
justified in. tarms of the data sought or expectad, but with
recognition. of the fact that umexpectad important data may
emerge during fieldwori or analysis and need to De addressed.
As a. rule, the fastast, least expensive available methods
should Dbe: used, provided they are effective ia recovering
the data sought or expectaed, and provided they do aot destroy
properties or data that otherwn.se could be preserved in placs.
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Ties data racover7 Jlam saould Jer iaveigved: ind: saviawed v tle:
igency, tae- 3P0, ind. wherss zeeded, thes lounmcil, lataragency
Arcieologiczl Servicss, zind: otlers, Jerora: dacy racsvery sperzcions

ire: begum..

Statff, Facilities, Zgquipment, and. Consultancs:

& datz r=covery program: siould grovider for idequata- personmedl,.
facilities, and equipmeac to implemenc fully che data cscovery
plan.

A daca recovery program should jrovider for adequata comsultationm
with scholars wtose researcir intarests or specialtiss would
enable: them to contribute to the program.

Methods: Basic Standards

L.

Regardless of the research: topics being addressed; a data: recovery
program should employ methods: that will easure full, clear, and
accurata: descriptions of all field coperatioms and observatioms.

For example, axcavatiom tachmiques, recording methods, stratigrapaic
and associational relatiomships, 2avironmeatal relatiomships, and
analytic Cachniges: should be described, insofar as: is fe2asible,

ix such a: way as: ta allow future researchers to: reconstruct what

was; done, what was: observed, and way-

Ta the: axtant faasible., ther methods should tzke into account the
possibility that future researchers will geed to use ther racoverad
data: to: addresss problems. qot racognized: at the: time the: data

wers: racovered. ‘

If portions or elaments: of the: property under investigatiom cam
be: praserved inm placs, the: data recovery program should amploy
methods. that will leave: those: portions: or alements: of the: property
im place. Destructive methods: should not be: appliaed to suck:
portions or elements if mondestructive methods are: practical.

Where architactural charactaristics ar= recorded, such recording
should be: consistant with the: standards. published: by the Nationmal
Architactural and Engineering Record (NAER). Updated guidelines
for recording architactural and engineering: data may be obtained
from the Director, Heritager Comservatiom and Recreatiom Service,
or Executiver Qrder Comsultant for NAER.

To the: extant feasible within: the: data recovery plam, data should
be- recorded: in a manmer compatible- with those: systems. utilized by
the State: Historic Preservatiom Officer and: by Stater and: Federal
agencies that store- and: utilize- archeological data, so that they
can have: maximum applicability to- future studies: and planoing
efforts..


https://utilize-arcileologic.al
https://Se:t:'7i.ce
https://Nation.al
https://t"elatioo.s.b.ip
https://envi!'.onment.aL
https://association.al
https://w-it:.tL
https://facili.ti.es
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1. To the 2xtant faasible, 2 data recovery jrogram saould Jrovide
for public participatiom, cirougn arrangemencs: or public inspec—
Tiomw oL Cle work im progress, tie use oL voluncasrs, cooperacion
with local educational programs, =ctc.

T2CQVery Jrogram sadould provide z means 5y waich the
C can be informed of tie program and its rcesults, beforw,
durmg, and/or at the comnclusiom of the orogram.

Cost Minimizatiou
1. Io developing a data recovery program, ageacies should comsider

methods to minimize costs while emsuring that quality is oot

sacrificed. Examples of methods that may raduce costs include:

A. ilovestament in full pre-fisldworik analysis of pertiment
available data, to aveid. spending time and momey iz the
field gathering data to answer questions: that are already
answerable;

B.  sharing of persomnel and facilities among projects: and
agencieas;

C. use of volunteers and trainees under appropriata supervision;

D. appropriata use of mechanized squipment and advancad © chnology
(..xgenmen:ztlon with potenctially cost-effecient methods of
discovery, rscovery, and procassiag of data is 2ncouraged),
and

E. use of methods. to avoid lata or accidental discoveries that
could cause costly comstruction delays. (For 2xample, where
construction will destroy am archeological sita, the last
stager of data recovery should be to destroy the sita under
archeological supervision before comnstructiom begias).

Z. Seeking to minimize costs by selecting contractors om the basis

of bid is. generally oot ancouraged; axperiencs shows: tlat this
practice teands to produce: substandard results. However, in cases
whers detailed data recovery plans have been developed in advance
of soliciting proposals, and sufficient control is 2xercised <o
ensure receipt of technically comparabla proposals, an agency
might find this practice useful. Agencies should comsider 36 CIR
Part 1210, Appendix D, whenm preparing to procure services for
data recovery operatiomns.


https://r:ecove.ry
https://generally-n.ot
https://cons't:ruct:i.on
https://ana'lys.is
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X. FenorTs ind Jata: danagementc

L lz orderx Ior z2coverad. 43aC3 o Jer usarul, I2ev ausT e nade-
avarlaple: Co: sckolars ind jlanpers ix usable: fomms.. Gemerzily
speaking,, tle Zollowing: Jroducts: (otier tiam Jaysical scecimens)
ire axpectad Izomr x daca cacaovery operatlon:

A. & reporT or reports: that describes. tQer operatiom and: Lits:
results;, witlr reference Co the- rasearcay topics addressed 5y -
the: overaciom;

3. digestad data imx the form of tables, clarts, grapas, computar
softwars, atc.;

G raw data in the form of field zotas, photographs, magnetic
tapes, etc.; and, '

O. = scholarly and other articles utilizing the results. of the
waork for amalytic or public-intarpretive purposes.

Z. All data zecovery projects: should result im a report or reports:
containing the: reasons: for the project, che data recovery plan,
the methods employed: im both field work and amalysis, the data
recovered, observations: made, insigints: gained, coanclusiomns r=ached,
and. a presentation: of pertinent data. The- report should mest
contamporary professional standards:,, and should be prepared io
accordance with ther format standards: set forth - 36 CER Parc
1210, Appendix A.

Provisiomr should be: mader for d;sseminating: the- report. AL x
minimum, two: copias: of the reportT must be orovrded to the: Department
of the: [ntarior pursuant to: L. 33-291, Sectiom 3(a), and 36 CIR
Part 1210.3. Iz addicion, agenc:.es,» are ancouraged co disseminaca
reports to. the widest possible: audiencs. Appropriata metiods of
disseminatiom include, but are agot limited to, publication im-
scholarly jourmals, momographs:, popular articles, books, and the
National Techmical [aformatiom Service, and presentatiom of
papers: at scholarly Confersnce. Agencies should provide a copy
of each report to the Stats Historic Preservatiom Officar and
other appropriata archives. and research libraries.

3. Digestad data should bes stored in a manner that makes them readily
retrievable for further study and analysis. Use of moderm systems
of information storage- and. retrieval is encouraged. Such systams
should: be: as: compatible: as possible: with those used by the SHPO
and: other agencies and iastitutions with poteatial uses: for the
data.

4. Raw data should be stored inm a manner that easurss their loog-tarm
maintenance and availability, usually in an appropriata research
institutiom (c£. 36 CER Sec. 1210.4).


https://Teclmi.c.ai
https://additi.on
https://r:ecove.rr
https://c.on.t:ain.i.ng
https://res.ul.ts
https://COlll1Jut:.er
https://digesc.ed
https://Gr:!!e!:':li.lT
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altlougn: igenczes ire 10T 212C2SIAri_y 2sponsible Ior developing
Jr SUDDOCTiag tle daveiooment oL sc2olarly inalytic irticlas,
Jevond: chose- ampodiad 11 Ile- 73P0rT( s, Om 23cx data s3caverT
operatiom itsals, usa: s£racoverad data Zor sucX jurposes. sdould
Je: 2ncourzged.

. Curatiom of Soecimens

A data recovery program sioould include: provisiom for curation

(care, maincanance, and woerse applicaolsa, duplication amd disposicion)
oL recoverad specimens. [a developing such orovisioms, the-

agency siould zive due comsideraciom 2o t3e sctandards set Zortd

ix 36 (IR Sec. 1210.%, and recognize any compecing fublic and

private intarassts. Caze: should be taken during comservationm,

curation, and handling of specimens and records to 2asure that
the matarial is oot lost, inappropriataly altarsd, or damaged.

In general, acceptable curation arrangements may include, but are

‘oot necessarily limited to:

A. permapent storage it a :b,-onal rasearch center or appropriata
public or privata repository meeting the standards set forth
at 3& CIR Sec. lllo.i(a) (1), provided reasomable access is
guaranteed for future study;

B. returm to privata owners whers privata property rights so
requirs, aftar descriptiom, study, and amalysis im accordance
witi the data racovery plan ars completa;

C. loam or lease to public or privata parties, aftar descriptiom,
study, anod anzalysis ix accordanca with the data recovery
plan arer completa: srovided accass for future study and
oroper care of the: specimens cam be axpectad; and,

D. return of specimens: having religious or cultural significance
to. practitioners of che religiom or cultural institutions in
quastiom, after description, study, and amalysis iz accordamcs
witlr ther data rscovery plam are complate.

Curatiom of auman remains (2g., skaletons, crsmations, mummified
bodies), raquires careful balancing of the needs of sciencs and a
sensitivity to ther concernms of gemetic and culturazl descendents
of the: dead. Where a demonstrable ethnic affinity exists between
recovered human remains and Living groups, a systamatic =ffort
should be made: to seek out and consu.Lf'“ m.th. appropriate represen-
tatives of such groups to define acceptable methods of traatment.
Where: recovery of human remains is _xpect=d, prior comsultation
with sucir groups, and with cultural anthropologists or otiaers
capable of serving as sensitive intarmediaries where needed, is
trongly recommended. If reintermeat, crematiom, or other disposal
is requested that will place the human remains out of the reach
of future scientists, documentatiom of the remains in comsultation
with specialists in physical anthropology and other pertinent


https://z:emai.ns
https://Eut:u.re
https://private-parci.es
https://curat:i.on
https://deve1o-pi.ng
https://maint:enan.ce
https://s.o.ou.Ld

30 .

lieids: saould Se- compistad Jefore disposal. Waezs: 3o0: associaciom
2w Jes detarmined jetwesa z3coverad luman. s2maias. iad Living:
3Toups;,. tiea: -3mains sjould Jer dJocumentad i icsardancs Witi e
1aca: r2covery Jlam,. ind CUratad i i janner ipUrapriaca: 3 tiee
41gniTy ind casvecT Jericttiag iny decazsad. jersom.

T

XI. Bud getiag

L. AC am aporoprIaca stage L the grocass of develoviag 3 dacta
recovery plam or procuring, the- gecsssary contractors: or staff to
axecuta: 1T, the agency saould develoo or cotain a detailad budgec,.
and subjecT it o caraful apmalysis. Lige itams should rzefer
clearly ta 2lements. of the: data racovery plam, and should be
justified. TFor aexample, if tachnical comsultants ars bHudgected
for, they should be those required to recover and analyze the
data that are geeded to address the research topics. Zstimates
of man-bours: required for supervisiom, administratiom, fialdwork,
analysis, specialist comsultatiom, -and other activities should be
developed, together with fee schedules for the various types of
personnel required. Time: and fee: schedules: should be realistic
in terms: of project needs and local conditioms. To minimize the
danger of estaplishing budgetary '"targets™ aot based om actual -
geeds, the budget should be preparsd without refsragca to the 1%
Llimitation imposed 5y Sec. 7(a) of Public Law 93-291 om data
recovery funds: transferred to the Secretary of the [atarior.
Should the budgec for a project ta waich Sec. 7(a) applies: excesad
1% of the total cost of the: undertaking, the: Council will assist
the agency as possible during the comsultatiom procass to find
ways: to: reducs costs: or Co obtaim: additiomal funding.

Z. Sufficiesc funds: to support the: daca: racovery program should ber
clearly ident-fied by the ageacy. Should thers: be' any uncertainty
apout ther avazlapility of funds, this: should be revealed o the
Council and: SHPQ so it cam be: takenm inta account during Che
consultatiom procass.. [£ the agency anticipates: that the: Secrestary
of ther [oterior will fund ther program: under the authority ot
Sec. 3(b), Sec. 4(a), or Sec. 7(c) of Public Law 33-291, the
agency should document to the Council and: the SHPO that the
Secratary is awars of and has accaptad this respomsibility.

XII. Treatment of Nou-drcheological Concerms:

L. & data recovery program should relata positively to anomn-archeo-
logical comcerns. with the: ar=ea and its archeological propertias.
Such conceras: include, but are aot limitad ta:

A. Religious and other cultural comcerns of Native Americans
and/or other descendents of the historic and preaistoric
people: of the study arez;

B. The interests of local communities or other groups in the
history of the area;


https://illteres.ts
https://1.llldert.aki.ng
https://�..ihic.tr
https://93.-2.91
https://are-�'..li
https://oac.a.i.tI
https://agency-shoul.cL
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e TAer 2duczctional iotarestTs. of Local nuseums, iczdemic lnasTi-
SHCions, 4CC.;

J. Tae Lotarasts oL Jrivaca Jroperty Jwoers Lo Jaiataining i
igtagrity of their JroperTy rigacs;

(2

- Any arcaicactural, artiscic, or iestietic values t2at may sSe
gresent in I3e Jropercty;

K

Any paleontological, geologiczl, or ralacad values. that may
be: preseat in the property; and )

G. The envirommental intagrity of tie proverty and its anviroms.

Flexibility

Situations may arise or data may be encountered that were not
anticipated in designing a data recovery program, particularly

when it is conducted on a potentially complex property (e.g., a
recent toww site; a prehistoric site that may contain many occupation
layers, cametaries, or architactural rsmains). Adequats provision
should be made for modificatiom of the program o cove Wwitl
unforsseen discoveriss or other unexpectad circumstances.

Innovative approaches to data recovery, wiaich ars constantly
being developed, should be encouraged as long as the basic purposes
of data recovery to preserve significant information ars addressed.



Appendix A: SOME TAMPTES QF SCIZNTIEIC ARCZEOLCGICAL AESEARCT QUESTIONS

‘.“:.&;- Isllowing 21gnC Juestiods. irs exmLes only, iad saould 20T 5e Izkeanm is
imitiag. Arcieology LS Iie sTudy oL 1uman. Jefavior, Jelisafs, social
-:st:.:ut;ons, ind. orzamization: in I3e 9asT, and: LT can iand does: iddress: 2

very Ddrocad range: oL Juestions.. [he 2Xamplas. closamw illusTtrace sometiing oL
ther range oL resaarck questions: addressad OV ircieology, and provide 2o
idea: of the- kind oT general value 1 rasearch question saould usually aave
Co: provide & lagitimata ratiomals Zor axpending public funds.

Example 1: Plsisctocsne Ixtinczions

AT the 2nd of cthe I[ce Age, many specias of large mammals in North America
died out. Why did this happen? To what sxtent were people iavolved in
these axtinctions? COne school of thought holds that the entry of people
into North America so upset the balance among species living on the contimeant
that many species could anot survive. This questiom relates to more general
questions. in ecology about how- species interact, and what happeas when a
new species: or gew tachmology is introduced inta a stable eaviromment. It
also bears om general humanistic issues about the relationship of people to
their enviroument. Addressing this questiom raquires studies of human
settlement pacterzs and lifeways at the and of the Lce Age, as well as the
distribution of animal populacions and the orgamizatiomn of the natural
anvironmentc.

Example 2: Forms of Political Orgzamization

Human pooulatioms:, including North American Indian, Euro-americam, and
gon~native mimority groups:, exhibit z broad array of types of political
orgamizaciom, ranging from small bands organized around family: heads to
Nation-Statas with powerzul —ul-rs, bSur=aucracies, complicatad ecomomic
svstams:, and sveci :alized industries. Detarmining how diffsremt forms of
political organizatiom came: T0 he 2ot anly informs us abouct cthe culture-
aistories. of particular groups, buc provides a basis for gemeralization
about bow different forms. of organizaciom have develoved alsewhers in the
world, and what forms: political organization mav take in the future.
Archeclogical studies of political organizatiom, and change im political
organizatiom, usually focus om the orgamizatiomn of settlements, groups of
settlements, particular faatures that raveal the organizatiom of a givem
society, such as community planning, architecture, and the orgamization ot
cemetarias, and systams of trade and iagteraction. I[aformation on the
reasons for the development of diffarent forms of political orgnizatiom cam
be developed through the study of both prehistoric and historic archeological
propertias. Studies of contact and historical sitas, utiliziag both
archeological studies and aistorical and documentary informatiom, fold
particularly fruitful poteatial for understanding development and change im
political organization, axpecially in the face of envirommental and social
pressures. - :

Example 3: Origins of Agriculture

Througnout the world, the inception of agriculturs seems to have Deez a
major event im cultural avolution, rslatad to the astablishment of permanent
settlements, alaboration of govermment and social coatrol, and the beginning
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YL Iie- sopulaciom 2xXUDliosiom:. Taer'T23sods: YAV JeoDler Jegam: Io: JracTIca
igrzculicurse irs JV 10 means. Sla2ar,. lowever, ind: tlers irss _Iportint inanswers2d
JUESST10o0S: i00UC l3er 2.3iClomnsalp. Jetwasny Iler deveiopment JIC igrIcuiture: ind
llanges: ig otlex ispects: oL aumam: Lifs. The pap: 9L Jreaistorzc Jorz

Americx is: 3 complax mosaic of agriculturzil, semi-agriculturzl, and zon~
agrzcultural Zroups; LT is am ideal placs Tor sTudy way ind 10w Degniar degam
Zo: practice agriculturs, ind ~“nac its: affsccs wers. Studies. of agricuitural
Jyrigins: typically involver seexing: avidenca of the- ipitiaciom of iagriculturs
in diffsrent ar=as:; and seeking comcurzsnt cianges: in satTlament organizatiom,.
Local scomomics, trade-, jooulation size: and distributiom, and the zaturs oL
tSe: local anviromment.

Zixamole 4: Contacts between Culturss

Contacts between dissimilar culturses remain a source of problems for humanity
today, and have been so in the past. Study of the effects of such contacts
in the past, oftan involving relatively small groups, cam allow us to
generalize about the effects of such comtacts. invelving much larger, more-
complex groups: today and im the future. Culture-contact studies are parti-
cularly appropriata- as. bases: for research im historic sitas: that reflect
contact between: Americam Indiam groups: and Zurcamericams, betweem Euro-
americans. and gon~qativer minority groups, or between differing non-native
minority groups, and im 2arlier sitas whers pre-Columbiam contacts ars
possible.

Example 3: Svmbalism

Are thers basic structures Cto the humam mind, defining how we: visualize:,
charactarize,. and cactagorize things: im our eavironment? - What roler dees
culture play' i defining what we- perceive: and da noC percaive:, and how we
organize: our umiverse? Such questions: are difficult to addrass, buc they
ars very Dasic to: ourr understandiag of woat Deing humam is, o our undec—
standing of diZfersacas: and similaritias among peovle, and o improving
communicatiom: among peopla.. When: people have: purposely organized something,
sucir as; art, writing, the: contaats: of & tomb, or the- conteats of 2 douse,
they haves left someching paysical that reflacts, Co: some extant, how Lley
perceive: the: world: around: them. This evidencs is. potsntially iatarprstable
througn archeology, and can ber used to. tast predictions based om gemeral
theary..

Example: 6: Climatic Change-

Metaorologists make- predictionms. about changes: im the- weather that are quita
accurats over short periods: of time, but they ares limited im: longer-tarm
predictions by limited informatiom om past trends. Geophysicists: and otler
spectalists cam make: statements about climatic changer over tams of thousands:
of years, but their accuracy is limited because of the- naturs: of their data
base. Archeology cam reveal informatiom on the gature and extant of climate
change ix terms of decades. and centuries, oftan: with comsiderable: accuracy.
Archeological sites may contain diract evidenca: of envirommental change
resulting from climate change (in the: form of fossil pollen, preserved

plant material, animal remains, or different types of soil), and they may
also raflect such changes indirectly but with comsiderable accuracy. ror
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axampia, i t2ange 11 2@ 0rganizaCtiom oL setTlamenrs LI in ir23 1ay serlscT
i Change L1 njeciods: 9T I8ting or Irowing Icod, w@ica Lz Sury may sssulc
ITom: i c2ange: i tle nvironment lzusad IV i czange 1a tiimaca.  Sucx
avidencs c3im 3& usad 15 3sTaolisa Izends i1z climata- clange tlac sarve: is
tle: dasas: Ior JradicTtioms ibour wgac will 1appen imx 7arzous. 7arts. 3L ke
aatiomr ind tles world over tie aexT canturzaes. Althougn climaca: czange: can
De 2asily raconstructad during the distoric period, the possibilicy of
Chaeckxing, the archeological rs2cord against archival records, including
iccounts of varlous: gjeopla’s re2actiom and responses Co- markXed climatic
Change, affords great potantial o gemerzlize zpout Quman beaavior im the
facs of climatic change.

Sxample 7: Disease

The history of a disease can ta2ll much about its nature, how it responds to
varying enviromments, and how susceptible diffesrent types of populacions

are living under different circumstances. Some diseases leave distinctive
traces in the bomes, which can be detacted either visually or by physical
and chemical analysis. Using the skeletal populations of ancient cemeteries,
physical anthrovologists and palecepidemiologists can traces the spread of a
disease, its effacts on different populationms, how it changed through time,
and how it reactad witd populatioms living under differsat social, acomeomic,
and sovizommental conditions, and io tle facea of diffarsnt medical practices.
This makes it possible to make predictions about how the disease, or similar
diseases, may behave in the future.

Example 3: Diet and Nutrition

Ther study of a population’'s diet and outritiom cam provider insight into the
social, economic, and other humam effects of envirommental and populatiom
prassurs, technological inmovatiom, foreigm trade and domestic exchange,

etc. Comparative study of bomes and other faunal remains, plant remaians,

and. artifacts associatad with food processing and storage can indicata the
degree of dependencs om wild versus domesticatad and indigenous versus

axotic plants and animals, relative autritionmal intake  and Qealth conditioms,
methods: of procurement, butchering, cooking and other preparatiom, and the
development of gew methods: and assemblages of artifacts when asew foods are
introduced.


https://rema.i.ns
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ippenaix 3: SOME {aMPTES OF IOMANISTIC, ITSTCRICAL, AND DOCAL~TNTEZREST
T

ARCIEOLCGICAL. RESEARCT QUESTZIONS.
Jumanistic

The study or t2e Qumanicias s, 0T course, an 2xXTramely Droad Ziald,
coverzag aspects: 0L 11isTory, poilosovoay, irciaitacture, and 3 variaty oL
other disciplines. 1z overiaps: substantially with che social sciencas;
lencar 10ST rssearcld quesTtlons. oL tle type discussed in ippendix A would Dde-
of qumamistic intarest is well. Zxzampla of more strictly Qumanistic
research questions that mignt Sorm lagitimata bases for data rscovery
include: ’

Example l: Study of am archicectural style:

A given high or vermacular architacturazl style mignt be poorly documentad

by surviving examples or written and drawn records, or the evolutiom of

the style through time might be poorly kmown. Excavation or other documentatiom
of structures, or sites wher=s structures once stood that representaed the

style, might be directed toward elucidating the style and its evolutiom.

Example 2: Studv of am art form:

A sita containing preaistoric rock art might be: studied by art historiams
to document the forms and modes of expressiocmw it reprasents in comparisom
with other types of artistic expressiom.

Exampla 3 Study of a philosophy:

Throughout the history of the- Unitad Statas, utopian communities have
developed that have: isolatad themselives from the "mainstream” populatiom

Lo practica their chosen ways of life without contamination. Oftan alaments
of the communicy's pailosopay have been 2xpressed im its organizatiom or
space: (eg., orgamizaciom along sexual racher thag family-unit lizes) or im
its choica: of artifacts (eg., rajection of power tools). Archeclogical
study of am axtinct or extant utopiam community could botl indicata bow
these alsments ars expresssed, and how and whether change has occursd in
suck elsments over time.

Historical
Virtually any study of am archeological property deals with history ino
some sense, but some lagitimate studies are diresctad specifically toward
checking or corracting historical accounts, or toward boroadening and
desepening our understanding of history; for axample:

Exampls 4: Early explorers

The: lines of march, stopping placas,  and landfalls of early explorers of

North America are often at issue among historiams. Archeological studies
can contribute to settling such disputes by showing that given locationms.

were or were not occupied at the time the explorer-of-intarsst was in the
vicinity, did or did aot look like locations described by the


https://dis-put.es
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axplorar: or nempers: 9T 1Is. o lax Jarcy, 10t or do- 20T comtaix artilacTs.
atTrzbucibles To: tle- axpioresr, imd. sa om.

Txzampie+ 3: 32wadplumbizn [-3nsoc22mic ConTiCTs. |

Iistorians: ind 2rcleologists aaver irzued Ior many 7ears: idout whetiexr
ISers vara CONtacTs JetwesSm Lurover, ALrIca, 2nd Asia ind tie imericas,
Jerfora: e vovages: ot Columpus. The: yre-Columbizm prasenca: o Scandanavians
along- the Atlantic coast otf Canada, iand 2robaoly of the Unicad States. is.
vell, 1as 10w Jeen c2asonably well demomstratad; some: sciolars argue for
the Jrasenc= of Sumerzans, Igyptiaos, Lybians, Phoeaicians, Febrews,
3asques;, and Celcs, and supporT their coutantiocas witl arciesciogical
evidencs ranging from irchitaczural similarictias between carzain Zurcvean
ind. American sTructuras, :througa ther ideactificatiomn (and scmetimes, deci-
oherment) of rock carvings thought to resemble Zuropean and Africam writing
systems., to. the discovery of artifacts and evidence of industrial and
ricultural practices associatable with Europe, Africa, or Asia. Archeo-
Tog1 cal studies are potentially the primary method. for valldatmg or
- disvalidating such arguments.

Example 6: Descriptions of little-documeantad social groups, activities,
processes

Writtam history tands to document the activities. of the affluent and
influential. The comtributioms. of those: groups. that wielded little ecomomic
power, and that were oftam illitarats, at least in English, to the history
of the Natiom and its regions- ars often poorly documentad. Archeology can
be used to £ill in gaps: in the aistorical records, ta giver z more  balanced
picturs. Similarly, archeclogy cam be used to flesh out the racord of

- groups that haver been well documentad im certaim aspects of their lives.

Tor example, thers is much documentary data om southerm Plamraciom life in
the early 19th ceatury, buct these data provide Iittle besides starsotypes
regarding ther daily lifa of slaves, or oftam of slave/owner rslatiomsiips.
Archeology cam £ill our this record 0¥ revealing what slaves ata, what
sorts of grouvs f‘hey‘ lived im, what tools: and weapous. their owners sntrustad
them with, atc.; it also cam rsveal how the owner ate, what he or she
importad or produced. onsits, and how his or her way of life differad from
those of che slaves. Archeology cam also be used to =2lucidata otherwise
lictle~-kmown industrial or agricultural practicas; the excavation and
mapping of 19th century mill sites, for example, can provide: informatiom

on how watsr resources were: used and how milling systams operated--informatiom
that is oftex oot availabler iz useful form in writtam racords.

Loczal [nterasst

A local community, aeighborhood, or social group may have cultural iatarssts
in its past that cam be: satisfied or developed through archeclogy. These
may provider an importaant basis for data recovery; for sxample:

Ezxample 7: Traditiomal history

A local Americam Indian, Eskimo, Hawaiiam, or other traditiomal cultural
group may want to know how its traditional history relates to information
in and on the ground. The group may have traditioms about its origias,
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the other zroups. ii 2ncsuntarsd ig. COmMing inty LTS arez, 2arliy leaders,
wars, lacural catastoovaoes:, Jr Jtier sveats thac am Je alucidacad irougm
ircaeslogy. 7er7 inciaat izzdisional 1isTOrY, vaica J3fiax lavolives supexz—-
jacurzl 2veats, L5 saldom suD]ecT I3 7ery derailad arcaeclogiczi scudy,
JuT more: r2cent 11sTOricIl 2venrs. may de fixad: Jraciseliy iz iime, ind
desczibed. in datail IZzomr tier arcieclogic3l zacord.

Example 3: "How our incsstors: Lived'

The residents of i community or geignborhood that has beex long at the
same locatiom may simply be curious about 1ow their ancastors Lived.
Particulariy woer= che: communicy or deigaborlood I2prasants i jooulaciow
that is poorly rspresentad in writtan rscords, archeology aay de the: only
way to satisfy this curiosity, which in turn is an expression of the
identity and sense of placa whose percsived imminent loss in large part
stimulatad enactment of the Natiomal Historic Preservation Act.
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INTRODUCTION
In response to a rasguest on February 22, 1980 £rom the
Department of Housing and Urban De*elopment, the Historic
Site Secticn, staff archaeologist, Patricia Begcer‘v conduct-
ed a review and avaluation O two archaeological research

Both of these repcrts addrsssed research conductsd for
the G. C. Devnloome 1t Co., Inc. and covered a 103 acre ar=a
included in the boundaries of TMK 7-6-13:7,26 and 31 andéd
7-7-04:20, Heclualoa, Xona, Hawaii.

The first of these research projects was an archaeolo-
gical reconnaissance conducted by Scientific Applications,
Inc. between March 31 and April 19, 1579. As stated in the
report, "the basic purpose of a full resconnaissance survey
is to locate all sites and features of possible archaeclogi-
cal significance. . . it is extensive rather than intensive
in scope--conducted to determine the presence or absence of
archaeological resources within a specified project area. . .
survey (1) permits a preliminary evaluation of archaeological
resources, and (2) facilitates formulation of realistic

recommendations and est_mates ror any further archaeological
work that might be necessary.

The second project was an archaeological surface survey
and excavation program conducted by Archaeological Research
Center Hawaii, Inc. As stated in the report," . . a surface
survevy of both units of the study area was completed first.
This was followed by excavation of a selected sample of
sites which as determined during the survey showed potential
of yielding cultural material of value in establlshlng the
nature and time depth of human occupation." (Hammatt 1979,
p. 4).

Upon completicn of the Archaeological Research Center
Hawaii, Inc. research, certain statements and recommendations

were made,as follows: (Hammatt 1979, p. 4)

1. "All of the surface stone structures exca-
vated showed none or insignificant cultural
residue."

2. "All surface structures with any likelihood

of containing burials have been tested Zor
human skeleton remains."

3. "Considering the above, complete archaeclogi-
cal clearance is recommended for the entire
project area with the exception or the large
heiau." -

When analyzing the two archaeological reports there
i3




arpeared to be conflicting de
value O the archaeological r
ment sits2 and the guestion of
Council's rzegulations and pro

(9]

L

arminations regarding the

sQurces present on the develop-

cecmpliance with the Advisory
cedur=s IZor historic preserva-

In an attempt to resolve this conflict, Mr. Frank
Jonnson, Department of Housing and Urban Development, con-

tactad the parties involved,

anéd a f£ield investigation was

cenducted of a portion of the Xomohana Kai Subdivision,
Holualoa, Hawaii on May 2, 1980.

Present during all or portions of this field investiga-

tion were the following:

Mr. Frank Johnson

Mr. John W. Godfrey
Mr. Donald McIntosh
Mr. Gary Adkinson

Ms. Virginia Goldstein

Mr. Francis K. W. Ching

Dr. Hallett H. Hammatt

Dr. Paul H. Rosendahl
Mr. Robert D. Connolly, III

Miss Jo Lynn Gunness

Mr. Ralston Nagata

Mrs. Patricia Beggerly

Department of Housing and
Urban Development

President, G. C. Development
Gl » LNC.

Survey
Survey

County of Hawaii
Planning Office ,

President, Archasological
Research Center Hawaii,
Inec.

Archaeological Research
Center Hawaii, Inc.
Archaeologist

Science Applications, Inc.
Archaeolcgist

Science Applications, Inc.
Archaeclogist

Science Applications, Inc.
Archaeclogist

Historic Sites Program
Director

Historic Sites Section
Archaeologist

Because the development covers approximately 103 acres,
contains as many as 120-140 sites, and is heavily vegetated
with grasses, shrubs and trees it was impossible for the
team of investigators to visit and evaluate all of the sites
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in t the  £ield investigaticn. LE
Was :;erefore suggestad, that Scientific Apvlications, Inc.
(SAI) and Archaeological Research Cantar Hawail, Inc. (ARCH)
be allowed to alternately choose f=2aturs/sites which thev
wished o Dresent to the ilnvestigation t=2am. I: was ra-

quested that featurs/sites chosen consecutively be within the
featurs/sita so that the te=am 4did

vicinity of the preceding

=

not have to unnecessarily backtrack across the project sits.

~

Ten feature/sites were visited and svaluated bv the

team:

FEATURE
SAI DESIGNATION

M-1  Terrace
M=-2 Mound
L-16 Terraces

L-17 Mound

L-18 Mound

E-1 Terrace Complex

C-L Stepped Platform

C-4 Stepped Platform
and associated
modified outcrops

T-12 Stepped Platform
Complex

P-3 Heiau

SITE
ARCH DESIGNATION

voidedv
voided
voided

Stone Clearance Mound
50-10-37-6609

voided

wWall - included with
SAI G-5
50-10-37-6649

Platform
50-10-37-66356

Platform
50-10-37-66534
Platform
50-10-37-6653

Heiau
50-10-37-6661

Following is a paraphrased summary of the explanations
of the resources by both SAI and ARCH personnel in the £ield,
my observations of the cultural remains and my opinions
regarding the Archaeolcgical Research Center Hawail, Inc.
report of the data from specific sites. This information is
presented in 6 parts, as follows: T

1. The feature/site number as designated oy
Scxentlflc Applications, Inc. and



FPIELD DATA, OBSERVATIONS, OPINIONS



Archaeological Research Canter Hawalil,
Inc. and =ach rssearcher's classifica-
tion of the feature/site.

An snumeration oL Dage aumbers whe
. h report primarily add

A paraphrased summaryvy of the information
I gathered from the discussions of the
feature/site(s) within the text of the
report.

A recap of my understanding of the remarks
made during the field examination regarding
each feature/site by personnel from SAI

and ARCH.

My opinion of the information contained in
the Archaeological Research Corporation
Hawaii, Inc. report versus my observations
of the physical data in the field.

Where applicable, two cross section/plan
views are included in the presentation of
the feature/site. The £first rendering is
the ARCH figure with my additions as
indicated in this report. The second is
the ARCH figure as it appeared in their
report, with the exception of the figure
illustrating Fe. C=-1/Site 50-10-37-6656.
In this case, only the SAI figure is.
included because the ARCH report did not
include a figure for this site in their
report. '



SAI addrssses this feature on zage 24 of Ms. 3-0420793.
ARCH addresses this feature on page 51 Report 14-138.

The SAI report indicates this feature to be a terrace
and suggests that it is a probable agricultural feature. No
further work is recommended for this Zesature.

ARCH voided the feature and classified it as a natural
outcrop.

During the May 2, 1980 field inspection, SAI emplovee
Robert Connolly stated that it was classified as a cultural
feature due to the terracing on the makai portion of the
feature. Dr. Rosendahl suggested that 1t represented a
stone clearing mound associated with an adjacent flat plant-
ing area.

Dr. Hammatt indicated that he believed it represented a
bulldozer tailing because of the presence of dirt on top of
the stones, there were large logs 1in close proximity to the

ul

feature, there were scars on the stones and it was near to a

recently bulldozed area.

In my opinion, this may represent a group of stones
placed on bedrock to clear an area for agriculture. However
'if this was an archaeological fesature, it is now guitse
disturbed by bulldozer activity. I belisve I would have:
recorded it as a possible agricultural feature which has
sustained modern disturbance.



Fe. M-2 Mound
ARCH Bulldozer Tailing

SAI addrssses this feature on page 24 of Ms. 3-042079.

ARCH addresses this featur=s on

‘O

age 51, Report 14-138.

The SAI report classifies this feature as a poorly con-
structed C-shaped mound. No further work is rscommended £for
this feature by SAI.

ARCH voided the feature and classified it as a natural
outcrop.

SAI personnel present during the field inspection on May
2, 1980 indicated that this feature represented a stone
clearing mound for agricultural purposes.

Dr. Hammatt of ARCH indicated that it represented bull-
dozer tailings based on the observation that there was un-
consolidated dirt on top of the stones and it was near to a
recently bulldozed area. .

In my opinion, this may represent a group of stones
placed on bedrock to clear an area for agriculture that has
recently been disturbed by bulldozer activity. I believe it
most accurately should be recorded as a possible agricultural
feature with modern disturbance.
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ARCH Bulldoz

SAI addresses this f=2ature on page 15 and 23 cf Ms.

3-042079.

ARCH addresses this feature on page 51 Report 14-138.

The SAZI
and suggests
further work

race
2. No

axr
oo

o
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report indicates this feature to be a
that it is a probable agricultural fa
1s recommended for this terrace.

ARCH voided the feature and classified it as a bulldozed

pile.

SAI personnel ‘present during the field inspection indi-
cated this was a cultural feature.

ARCH personnel reiterated, it was a bulldozed pile and
pointed ocut bulldozer tracks in the vicinity of the feature.

In my opinion, this again could represent an area of

agricultural
agricultural
machinery.

clearing, however if it does represent early
clearing it has been modified recently by heavy



SAT Fe. L-17 Mound
ARCH Stecne Clearance Mound
Siz=a $50-10-37-5009

SAI addrssses this fesature on pages 1S5 and 23 of Ms.
3-042079.

ARCH addresses this feature on pages 47 and 53 Report
14-183. '

SAI states this feature is a mound. No further work is
recommended for this feature.

ARCH also indicates this site is a mound and descrlbes
it as a stone clearance mound on low bedrock blu:r.
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SAI Fe. L-

18 Mound
ARCH Bulldoze
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SAI addresses this feature on pages 13 and 23 of Ms.
3-042079.

ARCH addresses this feature on page 51 Report 14-138.

SAI states this featurzs is a mound in direct associatiocn
with Fe. L-17.

ARCH states this is a bulldozed pile.

During the field survey, SAI personnel indicated that at
least two features L-17 and L-18 were clearly agricultural
features. Dr. Rosendahl pointed ocut that, although they are
associated with basalt bedrock outcrops that if one wers to
clear a field for agriculture, this is where you might place
the stones from the surrounding soil.

In my oprinicn, there are at least two if not three
clearing mounds within close proximity of each other in this
area. Although bedrock i1s present in the wvicinity of the
mounds, I must concur with Dr. Rosendahl that this is a
logical place to store stones removed from areas intended to.
be utilized for agriculture.



SAT Te., E-1 Tarrace Complex
ARCH Included with G-35, Wall
Sit=2 530-10-37-6649S

SAI addressses this feature on pages 15 and 12 Ms. 3-
042079.

ARCH addresses this Site on page 58 Report 14-138.

The SAI report indicates this feature is a well built,
faced terrace with associated modified pahcehoe outcrops
(p. 19). They recommend that this terrace complex be record-
ed in detail and that test excavations should be conducted.

The ARCH report lumped this feature number with G-5 and
described it as a wall which adjoins the Great Wall of Kua-
kini and éxtends perpendicular to it in an easterly direction.

During the field inspection only one area of modified
pahoehoe was located due to the presence of very dense tall
grass. The wall G-5 (Site 50-10-37-6649) was also located.

Dr. Rosendahl, SAI, indicated that the feature located,
was a portion of the Terrace Complex Fe. E-1 and that it
represented a stone clearing mound located on pedrock. He
suggested that the stones had been placed on the bedrock to
clear an area down slope for agricultural purposes. To
emphasize this point, he removed the front facing of the
feature and revealed the filled portion of the mound.

My opinion is that it was a stone clearing mound. This
opinion is based on the smaller stone £ill revealed when the
front facing stones were removed, the fact that immediately
down slcpe was a fairly level soil area which would be
appropriate for agricultural purposes, and the presence of a
second sharp drop down slope of the hypothesized planting
area.
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SAI Pe. C-1 Stepped Platform
ARCH Platform
Site 50-10-37-6636

SAI addresses this feature on pages 10, 15 and 13, Ms.
3-042079.

ARCH addresses this Site primarily on pages 14, 49 and
60 Report 14-138.

The SAI report indicates this featurs is a stepped plat-
form, possibly a habitation feature or small heiau; verv well
constructed and in excellent condition. They recommend that
the feature be recorded in detail and test excavations be
conducted. '

The ARCH report describes this site as a two tiered
rectangular platform. Thevy indicate that the side walls and
corners are composed of upright slabs and the top surface of
both levels is flat. They further indicate that signs of
occupation near or on the structure are entirely absent, and
a habitation function is unlikely. They did not excavate
this platform nor did they produce a plan view for permanent
recording of the site before its destruction by modern con-
struaction.

Several discrepancies were founéd between the ARCH report
of the research, the SAI report and the actual physical
remains seen during the field examination, as follows:

1. The ARCH report indicates that the platform
is 8M long by 6M wide. However, the SAI
report indicates that the platform is 9M
long by 5M wide.

2. The ARCH report indicates that the upper
tier is SM x 6M, the SAI report indicates
that the upper level is 5M x 5M.

3. The ARCH report indicates that the lower
tier is 3M X 4.6M, the SAI report indicates
this tier to be 4M X SM.

(Note) These measurements were not field checked.
4. A triangular shaped feature attached to the

northwest corner of the structure is not
indicated in the ARCH report.
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raised ar=a in th
end of the upper ti
the ARCH report.

us
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6. During the field examination a gpisce of
pPortactactual coral was found associated
with this site near the southwest corner.

7. No mention is macde in the ARCH report that
this site is thickly covered with air _
plant (Oliwa-Ru-Xahakai, Brvochvllum pinna-
tum) which was not seen growing on any ot
the other sites inspected on May 2, 1980.

In my opinion, a plan view and cross section drawing
should have been produced as a permanent record of this site
prior to recommending archaeolcegical clearance for construct-
ion. I would also have recommended test excavation of the
site to determine if this was an habitation area or even,
perhaps, a burial platform.
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Figure 3. FEATURE C1 - STEPPED PLATFORM (Sketch Map)

SAI Reconnaissance Level Plan View and Cross Sec_tion
of ARCH Site 50-10-37-6654
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Ffe. C-4 Stepped Platform and

Associated ModiZied Qutcrops
ARCH. Platform

Site 30-10-37-6654

SAI addresses this feature on pages 9, 15, and 19 Ms.
3-042079.

ARCH addresses this site on pages 14, 19, 22, 23, and
59 Report 14-138.

The SAI report indicates this feature is a faced, step-
ped platform with a wall on the seaward side, and a series
of modified outcrops. They recommend that this feature be
recorded in detail and test excavations be conducted.

The ARCH report describes this site as a platform with
a faced retaining wall which reaches a height of 1IM. A
second wall extends from both sides of the platform to form
an oval enclosure. The platform contains two small rock
lined pits of undetermined function and a rock mound locatza
slightly to the northwest.

ARCH further reports that, "a one meter wide trench was
placed from the front of the platform 1.5 meters to the
mauka side and was excavated to bed rock (my emphasis) at a
depth of 45 centimeters. No cultural material was uncovered
(my emphasis) either in the platform and pit £ill or under-

neath." "The base of the smaller stcne lined pit rested
directly on bedrack at a depth of 50 cm. with no cultural
- material or internal features present.” (Hammatt 1979, p. 22)

During the field examination of this feature/sites on
May 2, 1980, several discrepancies were found between the
ARCH report of the research and the actual physical remains,
as follows:

a. An examination of the excavation unit assoc-
iated with Pit A was found to contain at
least 20-30 cm. of dirt.

b. A brief examination of the trench £ill was
conducted in three areas of the Pit A/e
excavated unit which yielded several speci-
mens of cultural material, as follows:
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SEFECIMEN NUMBER®

‘..A

] o IAJ

xukui nut fragments
charcoal f£ragments
velcanic glass
marine shell

CowWIry

(3]

Note: This matsrial was retrieved by Dr.
Rosendahl using a machete to scrape
across the soil to a depth of approx-
imately 10 cm. in three small (approx.
15 cm. X 15 cm.) areas. Although it
was considered by most of the archaeolo-
gists present to be an inappropriats
manner in which to conduct test exca-
vations, the project site had been
recommended for "complete archaeologi-
cal clearance" with the exception of
the heiau, Site 50-10-37-6661 (Hammatt
1979, p. 4) and destruction of the site
was imminent.

In addition to the cultural material found within
the trench, a large (10x9x1l0 cm.) piecz2 of cul-

" turally altered coral was found upon the surface

cf the feature/site at approximately point "a".

In addition to the above, several discrepancies
were noted on the plan view and in the description
of the feature/sits (Hammatt 1979, pp. 14,22,23,
and 59). -

1. The "Planting Area" was not an "oval
enclosure" but rather was a rectangle
with interior angleg on the front wall
of approximately 45°.

2. The "Planting Area" was not approxima-
tely 35M long by 1l0M wide but rather was
approximately 16M long by 4M wide.

3. The excavated pit (A) was not located
where it is illustrated on the platform,
but rather, was located approximately as

"w 1

delineated by feature "e".

4. The edge of the platform (point f—fl)
might more accurately have been illus-
trated by a straight line rather than
the bowed one as shown on the Plan View.
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5. Point g-g~ which measur=s approx-
imately 10 M might more accurately

be illustrated to measurs approx-
imately &M.

Ther= was a2 br=zk in the wall at
point "h" which is not illustrated
on the Plan View.

[0)Y
.

No mention is made in the ARCH report of several
cultural features in close proximity to the site
to the west of the platform which,in my opinion,
are associated spatially with this sita.
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addresses this feature on pages 9, 16 and 23 Ms.

1

ARCH addresses this site primarily on pages 14, 22, 23,
25, 495 and 59 of Report 14-138. 3

The SAI report indicates this feature is 2 Stepped Plat-
form Complex, probably & heiau; it is a well constructed
feature on a ridge overlocking the coast.

The ARCH report describes this site as a double plat-
form constructed on the edge of a bedrock knoll with an
adjoining wall enclosurse (my emphasis).

"The higher platform contains a rectangular
raised paved area bounded by slab upright
facings. A lower platform adjoins this plat-
form to the northeast and it contains a stone
lined pit one meter deep. This platform
connects with a core filled wall which forms
an enclosure to the southeast." (Hammatt 1979,
p. 59)

". . . 1ls the only platform with a well de-
fined rectangular raised paving which appears
to have served as the foundation for a small
hals." (Hammatt 1979, p. 1l4) '

"As shown in Figure 7 (Area C) a rough boulder
paved level contains a small open rock align-
ment (fireplace) and a rectangular cobble

paved platform which is outlined by alligned
upright stones (Area B). . . Area D stands 45
centimeters below Area C and is separated

from it by a retaining wall surrounding a
higher porticon of the bluff. Area D is a rough
boulder surface containing a stone lined pit

30 centimeters deep and extending to bedrock

. . .Connected to the south, a core filled wall
partly encloses a level dirt area (Area A) on
the same elevation as Area D." (Hammatt 1979,
pe 22)

". . .two trenches were placed within the
site. Trench 1 in Area B is 1.5 meters wide
and 3 meters long and was excavated into the
cobble paving. This trench extended to a
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"In addition, two 1 metsr trenches were
placed side by side in Area A. Although

- the surface consistaed of a dark colorad
organic A horizon, bedrock was encountsred
(my emphasis) at a depth of less than 10
centimeters with no evidence of cultural
activity (my emphasis)." (Hammatt 13979,
B 25) » ' :

"With these surpisingly negative results

(my emphasis) the rest of the site and 1its
perimeters were carefully examined (my
emphasis) for signs of cultural residue,
both on the surface and between stone £ill.
The results were negative (my emphasis).

It is of interest that in the case of the
trench in Area B, fine textured sediment

is present below the rock foundation. The
residue of human activity on the platform
would be expected to filter downwards through .
the rocks and mix with this sediment and the
envirconment should be conducive to its
preservation. The absence of cultural
material (my emphasis) in this case cannot
be the result of subsequent erosion but
must be because none was deposited (my
emphasis) ." (Hammatt 1979, p. 295).

During the litsrature review and field examination of
this site on May 2, 1980, several omissions were observed in
the ARCH Plan View of the site and serious discrepancies
were found between the ARCH report of the research and the
actual physical remains at the site, as follows:

1. Within the explanation of the features of
the site several features have been '
mentioned as Area A,B,C,D. These were
not labeled on the Plan View but have been
labeled in this report for the readers'
convenience and are labeled a,b,c,d. A

2. Trench 1 was not labeled on the ARCH
report but has been added to help
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12.

elarify this. rsport.

Trench 1

2 -

M trench i
: Mg

graph as indi

25 .

lustrated as a 1.5M X
ionship to the zar
in the ARCH text, page

Trench 2 placed in Area A(a) was not notad
in the Plan View of the ARCH rsport but has
been added to this report.

The sits 530-10-37-6653 is reported in the
text to be 12 X 3 meters (page 39) however,
it is illustrated as a 12 1/2 x 1l meter
feature on page 24.

A "core filled wall" between point "£f" and

"£l" was not evident during the examination,
however there is an area of disturbed stone
that appears that it might have been a

wall but certainly is not clearly delineated
as illustrated on the plan view. ‘

No upright stones were located at point "g".
No upright stones were located at point "h".

The 45 cm. retaining wall mentioned in the
ARCH report was not apparent between point
"i" and "i+". There was a slight rise
between the two areas of approximately 15 cm.
to 20 cm. Dr. Hammatt mentioned that this
feature had been removed during excavation.

The "Flat Cobble Paving" would be more
accurately located on the plan view, 1f the
north corner was swung eastward to point

| UL | )

.

No uprights were apparent at point "k"
although mentioned in the text on page

25. Dr. Hammatt stated they had been
removed during excavation, however no

60cm. slabs were seen in the vicinity of
the site which might have been these stones.

An examination of Trench 1 excavation in-
dicated that it still contained f£from 15 cm.
to 25 cm. of unexcavated silt. A brief
subsurface examination in one small area
(approx. 30 cm. X 30 cm.) yielded an in »
situ ash lense feature, two artifacts and
several specimens of midden, as follows:
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8]

SPECIMEYN NUMBER

volcanic glass artifact L
with three Zlake scars
and a bulb of percussion

[

culturally modified
coral artifact (abrader?)

mammal bone L
kukui nut fragment L

marine shell fragments
pearl oyster
mussell
cCOwWry
nerita polita

W

An examination of Trench 2 excavation indica-
ted that the trench had been excavated approx-
imately 10 cm. below the surrounding surface,
nowever bedrock was not encountered at this
level as 15 cm. to 25 cm. of soil still re-
mained within the pit above bedrock. A brietf
examination of this excavation aresa in a very
small area (approximately 15 cm. x 15 cm.)
indicated that the remainder of this soil had
not been excavated since it contained an in
situ ash lense.
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SAT Ta. P=3 Heiau
ARCH Heiau
Site 30-10-37-6661

SAI addresses this structure primarily on pages 8-10 and
20 of Ms. 3-042179.

ARCH addresses this structure primarily on pages 4, 15-
18 and 62 of Report 14-138.

SAI recommends detailed recording and test excavations
be conducted on this structure.

ARCH recommends stabilization, vegetation clearing and
preservation for this structure and suggests (p. 4) that no
further research is needed on this site. ARCH includes a
plan view and cross section of the structure on page 17 and
a detailed description on page 62.

In my opinion, the plan view and cross section of this
site lacks several features that should have been included
in the permanent archaeological record of a major religious
structurs.

Discrepancies in the plan view and cross section are as
follows:

1. The alignment marked "a" was not evident on May 2,
1980 during field examination of this structure.
There is a depression in this area but no de-
Iineated pit was apparent, nor is there a
clearly delineated pit at point "d"..

2. Feature "b" does not appear to extend past
"bl" but rather, appears to merge into the
ramp "c".

3. Ramp "c" is not labeled on the plan view
but is mentioned in the text (p. 62).

4. A large wall on the eastern side of the
platform "el" is not indicated on the plan
view, but i1s mentioned in the text.

S. A second wall "ez" is located at this area
but not noted on the plan view nor is it
mentioned in the text. This wall may in- -
dicate a separate phase of construction of
this enclosure.
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The wall "£7" dces not join the major heiau
structure at point "£<4" but rather, con-
tinues down slorve.

The notations "g-m" indicate the heignht of
the walls as explained cn page 62, however
the height of the walls do not match the
bar scale on page 17 cross sectiocn.

At point. "n" there was a break in the
southern wall when examined on May 2, 19580,
however this is not nocted on the plan view.

Theres is a wall on the sout?ern Slde of
the structure from point "o "ol
which is mentiocned in the text but not
clearly indicated on the plan view.
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1. The ARCH r=sport statses that a total of 88 archaeol
sites occur within the project area (pp. 6, 1ll).
amount is noted after subtracting 58 features iden

oy SAI, which ARCH voided.

3 0
[ e

Upon examining the list of sites on pages 47-62 (ARCH
Report 14-138) it appears that only 63 sites ars
described. Twenty six percent (26%) of the suggested

88 sites are ignored or not considered. This issue
becomes critical when the ARCH data are used by other
researchers to determine density of occupation for
studies of Hawaiian demcgraphics, environmental carrying
capacities, economics, subsistence process, etc.

2. The ARCH report states they have located, descriked,
evaluated and mapped ALL (my emphasis) archaeological
remains in the study area, (p. 4). : '

During the field examination I observed at least two
areas where sites were neither voided nor addressed. 1In
the vicinity of SAI Fe. L-17 and L-18 there are at least
three 1f not four features/sites. ARCH classifies one

a stone clearance mound, and voids another one, but dces
not address, map, describe, or evaluate the other two.

During the f£ield examination of ARCH Site 50-10-37-6633,
I observed a number of fsatures associated with this
site to the west of the platform. These features nhave
not been located, mapped, described or evaluated in the
ARCH report.

In the SAI report (Ms. 3-042179, p. 8), a complex of
agricultural features and an associated habitation
feature 1is reported for Area O. This complex consists
of a number of shallow, circular depressions that might
have supported crops of sweet potato and/or wauke. Both
of these crops were observed growing in such a system

at this elevation between A.D. 1792 and 1794 (Menzies
1920). The ARCH report (p. 56) classifies this complex
as a Stone Clearance Mound.

Of the seven areas visited on May 2, 1980, two areas or
28% of the total sample of seven areas visited, contained
cultural features/sites that had not been locat=d, mapped,
described or evaluated. If these features had been hidden

29 :
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The ARCE Repor= states, "the purgose of the sxcavation

ohase of this project was twe Zold . . . to recover cul-

tural material of use 1n establishing the nature and

time depth of human occupation . . ."{(p. 1L8). However,
1=

a (

£, “Because of the lack of cultural
urface sites i1t is presently impossible
y relate the occupation of the lava

tube sites to them." (p. 7) Yet, they indicate that a,
"major value of the results of the excavation reported
here is in contributing to chronclcogy of human settlement

"

of the Kona coast. . ." (g. 6). '

During the brief examination of the two excavated

feature/sites visited during the field inspection (SAI

Fe. T-12, ARCH Site 50-10-37-6653 and SAI Fe. C-4, ARCH
Site 50-10-37-6654) a piece of volcanic glass was re-
trieved from each of these feature/sites by Dr. Rosen-
dahl. If these feature/sites had been excavated to
bedrock,as stated in the ARCE report, then these speci-
mens might have been recovered under controlled
scientirzic excavation, thus allowing their use to
correlate the occuvation of the lava tube sites to the

‘surface structures.

Because these specimens wers retrieved under adverse con-
ditions, and because time limitations prevented recording
cf provenience and associated deposition data at the time
the specimens wers axtractad, these volcanic glass
specimens can only give us a hint that the structures, or
in the-case of T-12/6653, the stratum underlying the
structure were being utilized around A. D. 1600. The
specimens further make us aware that important archaeo-
logical information has been lost due to the manner in
which the archaeological rssearch on these structures

was conductad. They also tend to negate Hammatt's state-
ment that a,"major value of the results of the excavation
reported here is in contributing to the chronclogy of
human settlement of the Kona coast." (p. 6.)

Based on the above, it is my opinion that ARCH did not
conduct their research in such a manner as to adequately
retrieve data to answer gquestions that they consider of
'major value' to archaeolegical research.

In addressing the excavation of Site 50-10-37-6654 (SAI
Fe. C-4) the ARCH report states, "A one meter wide trench
was placed from the front of the platform 1.5 meters to
the mauka side of the larger of the two pits and was ex-
cavated to bedrock ( my emphasis) at a depth of 45 centi-
meters . . . No cultural material was uncovered (my
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under heavy vegetation, this error factor might be

sasily explained. However, i1in the case of these particu-
lar unrecorded fesztures, the ARCH craw wers within a faw
fzet of the Ifeatures/sitzas while thev wers workinc on
Sites 50-10-37-6609 and 6333. The f=2aturses/sitss that
were not addressed wers not hidden bv heavv vegstation on
May 2, 1980.

Based upcn the above di epancies, it is my ovinion,

that the location, aescr;pt_on, evaluaticn and mapping
phase of the ARCH research was not of appropriate in-
tensity or precise v“ough to adequately identify the
resources contained in the research area.

The ARCH report states, that"all"(my emphasis) surface
structures with "anv"(my emphasis) likelihood of ceontain-
ing burials have been tested for human skeleton remains
(p. 4). All sites"likely"(my emphasis) to contain human
burials have been excavated to determine presence or
absence (p. S).-

n my opinion, the Stepped Platform (SAI Fe. C-1, ARCH
ite 50-10-37-6656) is likely to contain human skeletal
remains. ARCH did not test this structure for the
possibility of burials nor did they produce a permanent
plan view record of the structure. Their cursory des-
cription of the site (pp. 14, 60) does not address an
associated feature attached on the northwest corner of
the platform nor a feature located on the surface o the

I3
8

"upper tier on the northern end of the platform.

Based on the discrepancies noted above, it is my opinicn
that this site was not adeguately addressed by the ARCH

‘research regarding the presence/absence of skeletzal

material, nor was it accurately described or evaluated
for clearance orior to destruction.

The ARCH report states, "Although the other excavations
were of interest in documenting construction technigues,
the only substantial archaeo*oq;cal content in terms of
stratified culturs bearing deposits were found ln three
(3) of the four (4) lava tubes." (p. 6).

Although one may argue that the word "substantial" 1is a
subjective term and can be gquantified only in the per-
ception of the user, in my opinion both excavated
feature/sites that I observed (SAI Fe. T-12, ARCH site
50-10-37-6653 and SAI Fe. C-4, ARCH Site 50-10-37-6654)
contained evidence of cultural material and had research
potential. Whether they contained "stratified culture
bearing deposits" is a matter of conjecture since exca- .
vation profiles were not furnished by ARCE for their
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Although the issue or accurate records of research will
be addressed later, it should be noted that the nauerlal
remains cbserved during the £iesld investigation indicatse
that the records compiled by ARCH for this site were
erroneous.

In addressing the excavation of Site 50-10-37-6653 the
ARCH report states, "Two trenches were placed within

the site. Trench 1 in Area B is 1.5 meters wide and 3
meters  long and was excavated into the cobble paving. . .
In addition two 1 meter trenches were placed side by

side in Area A. . .bedrock was encountered at a depth of
less than 10 centimeters with no evidence of cultural .
activity (my empnasis)'.

The ARCH report further states, "With these surprisingly
negative results the rest of the site and its perimeter
were carefullv examined (my emphasis) for signs of cul-
tural residue, both on the surface and between stone
£ill. The results wer= negative. It is of interest
that in the case of the trench in Area B, fine textured
sediment is preasent below the rock foundation. The
residue of human activity on the platform would be =x-
pected to £filtar downwards through the rocks and mix
with this sediment and the environment shculd be con-
ducive to its preservation. -The absence of cultural
material (my emphasis) in this case cannot be the result
Of subseguent ercosion but must be because none was
deposited." (Hammatt 1979, p. 25)

This statement is difficult to reconcile with the actual
situation. An examination during the field investiga-
tion, of Trench 1 demonstrated the soil matrix of this
trench to be very black, greasy and laced with charcoal.
This type of deposit obviously indicates cultural modi-
fication of the soil. Further examination of this trench
indicated that it had not been excavated to bedrock as
1S cm. - 25 cm. of unewcavatcd silt remained in the trnnch.
This deposit included an in situ ash lense which indi
cated the soil had not been disturbed, several pieces of
idden, and two artifacts (see page 22 this report).



emphasis)either in the platform and pit £ill or under-
neath" (p. 22).

During the fis2ld examination of this £=2aturs/sits the
Pit A excavation trench was located by members of the
investigation team and was veriZised by Dr. Hammatt to be
the area reseazrched by ARCH personnel. As stated above.
(p. L3), this trench vielded cultural matarial when
examined by Dr. Resendanl, the pit was not axzosed 0

1

bedrock, and artifactual 'cultural material' was prasent
on the surface of the feature/site. It 1is unknown if
the 20-30 cm. of soil tasted on May 2, 1880 representad
undisturbed depocsit or if it was backfill from previous
excavations, since no in situ features or lenses were
encountered during the May 2, 1980 testing. However,
even if it was back£fill it should not have contained
midden and datable volcanic glass specimens because the
ARCH report states that "all sediment excavated was
sifted through 1/8 inch mesh screen and after discarding
unmodified rock was bagged by 10 centimeter level for
laboratory analysis of bone, shell and other midden
residue."” (Rammatt 1979, p. 10)

Additionally, the size of the 'planting area' reported
by ARCH when measured during the field examination was
observed to be of a different configuration and to be
less than 1/2 the size reportsd in the ARCH rerort. Thus
we have an error factor cf 100% in the plan view .
rawing of this feature/site. Further, although this
area was designated a 'planting area' no criteria for
such a designation was stated nor was the area tested;
even though it contained from 20-30 cm. of soil.

This deposit might have yielded information to prove or
disprcve this functicnal classification.

Based on the akbove, it is my opinion that the research
conducted on Site 50-10-37-6654 by ARCH did nct record
the site, in size or confiiguration, accurately, Excava-
ions conducted did not adequately test the structure to
determine its function, nor were the records of the ex-
cavations accurate in presenting the research.
Additionally, several features associated spatially with
the site were completely ignored, even though they were
identified in previous research by SAI personnel and the
data was available to the ARCH research team.

The relationship of associated features becomes of major
importance in considering that much of the early his-
toric data suggests that Hawaiian settlement patisrns
reflected a complex of structures for each housing unit.
Few of these units have been located in archaeological
context, thus when it appears that such a unit may have



from most archaenlogists' viewpoint, thev ars of the
utmest importanca. For many decades, much of 0ld World
and Yew World archaeolcgy nas bLeen c=ntared arcund
research rsgarding the development of agriculsurs; ifs
grocesses apd eifedts on mankind, hig physiecal and -
mental develcpment and hew this phencmenon affzscied his
government, raeligion, environment, social structure,
language, dispersion, warfarsa, etc.

In Hawaii, the beginning of agriculturs, its svolut

ion

and its effect on the early Hawaiians is ccns*derad by

most archaeologists to be a ma*or research topic.
Although, I might gQuots many rssearchers' rsmarks

on

“his subject, I have chosen tne following primarily
because the research data was readily available, the
statements ars generally accepted as valid statements,

and they succinctly address the issue:

"It is assumed that agriculture was part of
early Hawaiian subsistence, but no swidden or
irrigation fields have yet been dated prior to
A.D. 1200s. . .The location of early agricultu-
ral fsatures remains a.r=search orioritv”(my
emphasis) (Tuggle, 1979)

"As in New Zealand, the hypothetical relations
between such agr‘cultural intensification and
the social system - in Hawaii especially the
rise of powerful chiefdoms- continues to be a
research topic of major concern.”" (my empnasis)
(Kirch, 1579}

"It is through the construction of similar
subsistance-settlement svstems to the one
recognized at Halawa Valley that viable
understanding of the economic develcpment of
the Hawaiian Islands can be attained. And
it is not until an understanding of the '
economic system (my emphasis) 1is attained
that social, political and religious systems
in the Hawaiian Islands can be initially
constructed." (Riley, 1973)

"Now all this information about field walls,
and taro terraces mav seem somewhat over-
whelming, and indeed it would be 1f 1t werse
simplv amassed to no ocurpose, (my emphasis)
however, several Hawailian archaeologists are _
now looking for trends which run through the
data on a broad scale in order to raise
hypotheses about Hawaiian cultural develop-
ment." (Bellwoocd, 1979)

#
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Examination of ARCH excavation Tranch 2, alsc indicatad
that the excavaticn had not been completad to bedrock as

reportad. Again, l3 cm. te 25 cm.. of soil still remain-
ad. in the excavation unit. An in situ ash lense was
prasent, _nc_c=t1r that the research aad been arronecus-
ly reported.

In addition, neither the size nor the configuratieon of
the site was accurataly recorded on the plan vieaw.

Based on the above, it is my opinion that the research
conductad on Site 30-10-37-6653 by ARCH 4id not record
the site accurately regarding size or configuration.
Excavation was not accurately recorded and did not
reflect the actual physical data. The statement that.
the site and its perimeter were carefully examined and
the results were negative, 1s an unacceptable statement
in light of the extant cultural remains. Indications of
cultural remains are within one to two inches of the
surface of each of the excavated pits. Greasy black
charcoal laden soil is on the surface of Trench 1. It is
difficult to understand how the ARCH archaeoclogists -
could have overloocked such a deposit.

From a general rather than site specific point of view
one of the most serious inadequacies of the ARCH research
in my opinion, is their lack of consideration of the
research project resources and its relationship to the
Rona Field System. This system was delimited as including
those lands which lie within a rectangle defined as
follows when determined to be eligibkle for listinq'on the
National Register of Historic Places by the Keeper of

the National Register:

| LATITUDE . LONGITUDE
NW 19942'15" N s 156°00'27" W
NE 19 42 16 N 4 155 56 27 W
SE .19 2220 N s/ 155 50-10 W
sW - 19 21 32 XN / 155 54 18 W

The project site lies wholly within this rectangle. '‘As such,
all the features/sites included in the project area are
consideraed by the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion to be part of the Kona Field System, this includes
the agricultural features, the habitation features, the
religious structures and all historic cultural phenomena.

Although agricultural systems and features are often
viewed by the layman as having no importance to history,



The greatest Lnadequacy in the ARCH report, in my
opinion, 1s the r=por+ting of the data present at

the. project sikza. ciance andé particularly archaeo-
logical research, due to its destructive naturss, L1is
cumuiative. Each successive bit of research must of
necessity, be based on research already accomplished.
The profeSSLOn accepts that different conclusions
may be drawn Ircm a given set of data. However, it
is an implicit assumption that the researcher has
recorded the data recovered during his project as
accurately as possible. In my opinicn, no such
effort 1s aprar=ant in the ARCH resport. Several sit=s

ite
visited during the f£ield inspection demonstrat=ad the
inadequacy of the research
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It is 3 generally accepted belief that archaeologica
research is ccnducted with the goa l of gaining knowledge
and insight Zfrom the data recovered Hammatt (13879)
indicates that his research has -c*om"l-ah d. this |goal,
ne states:

a "major wvalue of the r=sults of the exca-
vation reported here is in contributing to
chronoclogy of numan settlement of the Kona
coast and in developing a tentative predic-
tive framework for locating sites in this
region with excavation potential." (p. 6,7)

He further suggests that his research is of wvalue to
others, in that they can use it as a predictive frame-—
work for locating sites with excavation potential in
dry land areas of the Kona coast.

"The negative results in terms of cultural
midden and artifactual material in the sur-

face sites especially the probable habita-

tion platforms may be indicative of a

general pattern. This pattern may only

apply to habitation sites associated with

dry land agriculture in the transition zone

above the coastal strip. One can postulate
. that these sites were used only for temporary
shelter during £ield maintenance and harvesting.”

(p- 7)

In my opinion, both of these statements should be dis-
ounted by the fact that they are based on erroneous or
improperly reported data.

a. The two habitation sites that were in-
vestigated during the field inspection
werenot without evidence of cultural
data which Hammatt indicates is his
criteria for determining that these
Sites represent "temporary shelter
during field maintsnance and harvest-
ing.™ (1979, p.8)

b. Secondly, some information may have been
gained regarding the chronology of
human utilization of the cave sites.
However, 1f the percentage of error for
that research was as high as that
observed for the surface sites, then
I question that the information gained
from the cave sites is of "major value"
to archaeology.
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INTRODUCTION

Following 1s a review and svaluation of archaeological
rasearch conductad by Archaeological Research Canter Hawaii, Inc.
at Keahole Agricultural Park Xalaca-O'oma, Xona, Hawaii (SOH
Contract #10419 - ARCH 14-122II). These evaluations, comments
and recommendations ares based on a rsview of the Final Report
Document and an archaeological field inspection of the project
area and three of the sites; 50-10-27-262, 50-10-27-6420, and
50-10-27-6421. The field inspection was conducted by Mrs.
Patricia Beggerly, staff archaeologist, Historic Preservation
Program and Mr. Guy Nagai, Department of Agriculture.on August
6, 1980. '

The Scope of Work for this research included a reconnais-
sance of a portion of TMK: 7-3-10:33 located toc the north of
the Phase I and Phase II park development which may be planned
for park expansion in the future;and a second task which
included the archaeological salvage of eleven sites (50-10-27-
262, 6417, 6418, 6419, 6420, 6421, 6422, 6423, 6434, 6436, and
6437) .All of the eleven sites wers expectad to be directly
impacted by Phase II park development with the exception of
50-10-27-262 and 50-10-27-6418.

This report has been organized into four sections. The
-first section deals with the evaluation and review of the re-
connaissance portion of the contract and sets forth recommenda-
tions for revisions to the Final Report. The second section
reviews and comments on technical discrspancies in the Final
Report document. Section Three is an evaluation and review
of the general research orientation of the report and Section
Four sets forth general research comments and recommendations.
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EVALUATION AND REVIZW
RECONNAISSANCE TASK I

The Scope of Work, Exhibit A, Contract 10419 states that
the Consultant's efforts shall be concentratad on locating,
photographing, sketching and identifying the cultural features
within the study area. It is further stated that sites and
sitse concentrations shall be mapped. That a photo file will be
prepared of cultural resources. Additionally the Consultant
was charged with the responsibility of providing specific
recommendations concerning particular sites. In a more general
sense the Consultant was also charged to provide recommendations
regarding areas that contained a minimum of sites, thus allowing
for development of the area with minimal impact to cultural
resources. '

The Final Report of this research was to include:

1. A description of features, sites, site complexes
and/or general areas of cultural patterning
along with the probable function of each
archaeological unit and its possible signifi-
cance.

2. Information regarding the condition of all
archaeological resources encountered during
the reconnaissance.

3. Black and whits photographs (3" x 5" minimum
size) of each feature, site, site complex
and/or area of cultural patterning described.

4. A reproducible map of the study area with
cultural resources noted thereon.

5. Recommendations concerning particular arch-
aeological sites or areas, in the event that
further research is considered necessary to
mitigate any adverse effects which might
result from proposed development of the
area; and general recommendations on potential
locations within the subject area which may be
suitable for the siting of the propocsed agri-
cultural park which would minimize any impact
upon significant archaeoclogical sites.

Many of the tasks have not been accomplished and thererfore
we recommend that the Final Report be revised to include:

1
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A writtan description of fesaturses, sit
complexes and/or general arsas. of cul tte

ing along with the probables function of each archae-
ological unit and its possible significance. This
description should include photographs and skatches
of each unit.

A written description of the physical condition of
all archaeclogical resources.

Black and white glossy photographs (3" x 5" minimum
size) of each feature, site, site complex and/or
area of cultural patterning described. Attendant
information regarding feature, site, site complex
or general archaeological area; their field number
and provenience; the date photographed; and the
name of the photographer should be indicated on
labels firmly attached to the back of the print.

A reproducible map of the study area with cultural
resourcas noted thereon. The resources should be
noted in such a manner as to allow the reader to
cross reference the archaeological unit with the
written and graphic descriptions included in the
Final Report. All measurements will be metric

and bar graphs on each map will include both
metric and English (U.S. - inches, feet) measure-
ments.

Recommendations concerning particular archaeo-
logical sites or areas in the event that further
research is considered necessarv to mitigate any
adverse effects which might result from proposed
development of the area; and general recommendations
on potential locations within the subject area
which may be suitable for the siting of the

proposed agricultural park which would minimize

any impact upon significant archaeological sites.

Accompanying the Final Report should be a
photographic file of color slides along with a
master list which sets forth information regard-
ing features, sites, site complexes or general
archaeological area; their field number and
provenience; the date photographed; and the name
of the photographer. The number on the master
list should be correlated with a number on the
color slide for ease in identifying the archaeo-
logical unit represented. Additionally, the

N



negatives Ior the black and white glossv photo-
graphs mentioned in Itam 3 should be included
with the photographic £ile.
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ZVALUATICN AND REVIEW
SALVAGE/TESTING TASK II
TECHNICAL DISCREPANCIES IN

FINAL REPORT

A number of technical discrepancies wers noted during the
review and evaluation of the ARCH Final Report. We recommend
the report be revised to correct these discrepancies.

Site 50-10-27-262
Page 9 Paragraph 4 Line 14

Location of C-14 sample stated as being illustrated at Station
7, Figure S 1is not so indicated on this figure, nor is it
indicated on the plan view of the South Tube, Figure 6. Text
is unclear regarding archaeological associations of dated
specimens.

Page 9

The "Refuge" wall which blocks the South and West Tubes is
described in detail in this section, however the substantial
wall blocking the North Tube is not mentioned.

Page 10 Paragraph 1 Line S

The text mentions poles set up vertically to support slabs
forming the "refuge" wall but does not mention poles set
horizontally which are presently apparent near the West/South
Tube entrance. These pocles are indicated in Rosendahl sketch
reproduced in Ching 1971 (p. 103) also,but orientation is not
noted. ’

Page 14 Paragraph 3 Line 3

Station 6 (Figure 6) is mentioned as an area which requires
preventive measures during park development, however Figure
6 does not depict Station 6.

Page 20

This figure contains several "AR" numbers and notation of
location of several artifacts, however it is not possible to
determine the type of artifact or provenience because the
Master Artifact Catalog does not contain a cross reference
between AR number and Accession Number. We recommend that
either the artifact catalogue or figures be modified to reflect

4
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this information.

ext (pp. 9, 10, 13, 19, 21) citas the presence of a
"refuge" wall. We recommend. this notation also be placed on
i a

The text implies that a permanent datum was established within
the perimeter of the site from which other measurements werse
calculated. We recommend this datum be indicated on Figure 4.

The figure indicates a "previocus" trench was located in the
northeast section of the sink, however this trench is not
discussed in the text. If information is available regarding
this excavation, we recommend it be included in the text.

Because the figures may be used during construction of the
agricultural park we request that figures include both metric
and English (U.S. inches/feet) measurements on the bar scales.

Page 22

Because the figure may be used during construction of the
agricultural park we reguest that figures include both metric
and English (U.S. inches/feet) measurements on the bar scales.

It is recommended that a map be included with the Final Report
which illustrates the sentire site and indicates the relation-
ship of each tube with the sink in Site 50-10-27-262. This
map should illustrate the full length of each tube and side
chambers, depict the sections which were illustrated as
Figures 6, 7 and 8, including mapping stations and show major
cultural features in each area. The scale of the map should
not be less than the scale of Figure 6 and should include a
bar scale with both metric and English (U.S. inches/feet)
measurements. The tubes, side chambers and sink should all
be illustrated in the same scale.

A brief analysis of the four figures (4, 6, 7, 8) appear to
indicate that the South or West tubes overlie each other

which is not indicated in the text or on the figures. This

may be the actual orientation of the tubes or it may be due

to incorrect compass readings caused by the presence of iron
deposits in the tubes. Since Davis experienced an inconsistent
16° variance in compass readings during the surface survey of
this area, we recommend that the tube mapping coordinates be
checked with a transit and that corrections be made as
applicable.
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Page 25 Paragraph 1 Line 3

The taxt describes Ifeaturss locatad in refsrsnce to Station ¢,
however this station is not indicated on Figurs 6. We
racommend that Station 6 and all other stations be included
on all plan views since thev are used as r=ference points in
the text.

Page 25 Paragraph 1 Line 5

A boulder wall with entryway is mentioned in the text but the
entryway is not illustrated on Figure 6. Is this the same
feature on Rosendahl sketch as Feature F (Ching 1971) which
is indicated as an area of 'final defense'?

Page 25 Paragraph 2 Line 1,

Stations 6 and 7 are mentioned in the text but not included on
Figure 6. Additionally, SE 14 (an unexplained designatiocon)
is noted in the text but not included in Figure 5, however
SE 13 is noted on the plan view but not mentioned in the text.

Page 25 Paragraph 2 Line S and Paragraph 4 Line 1

Again a Station (7) is used as a reference point to describe a
feature but is not included on the Figure (6).

Page 31 Paragraph 1 Line 11

It is stated in the report that petroglyphs which extend 12
meters are located on the East wall of the tube. It was our
observation that these petroglvphs are on the West side of the
tube as illustrated in Figure 8 Page 30.

Page 35 Paragraph 2, 3 (Trenches 10 & 12)

The contract scope of work states that horizontal and vertical
(profile) graphic records shall be furnished of all excavated
or dismantled units. No vertical records have been included

in the Final Report for Trenches 10 or 12, nor does the text
indicate whether a full meter was excavated to a depth of 40cm.
in Trench 10. A small fireplace is noted in the text in
Trench 12 but the text is unclear whether this feature is
associated with the upper stratum of "well sorted cobble
paving” or with the lower cobble and boulder paving.



Page 34 Paragraph 1 Line ¢

The report indicates only 1 adze was recovered f£from Trench 1,
nowever the Master Artifact List indicat=ss ACC. % 2 and 3 ars
both adzes and werz both racoverad from m*ench 1 Platform.

SITE 50-10-27-6418
Page 38 Paragraph 4 Lines 1 and 2

The text notes that petroglyphs are present on the =ast (mauka)
cortion of the sink on the overhang, however they are not so
indicated on Figure 10.

Page 39
No information is given in the text regarding two excavations

placed in the central portion of the sink (TR 50-51) Figure 10.

Trench 15 is not indicated on B-Bl cross section (Figure 10)
yet the transect crosses this unit.

Page 41 Paragraph 3

A two meter excavated trench, T-1 is indicated in the text but
not labeled on Figure 10.

Page 41

Excavation units are mentioned as being placed beneath the
petroglyphs, however it is not stated which TR numbers are
included.

The contract scope of work indicates that vertical (profile)
graphic records will be furnished for all excavated units.
These figures are missing for units TR 3, 4, 6, 7, 15, 26, and
51.

SITE 50-10-27-6418B
Page 53

Two trenches were excavated at this site, the report includes
a vertical graphic reference for Trench 1 only (Figure 16).
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Site 50-10-27-6421
Page 359

There is a small sgquare with no label located at entrance to
mauka tube on this figure which is not mentioned in the text,
1s this an excavation unit?

Page 59 Figure 18

The test trench located on the northern tube wall near Platform
4 is not described in the text nor is a vertical graphic record
provided for this unit.

Page 60 Paragraphs 2 and 3

Throughout the text the designations mauka and makai are used
to direct the reader to specific areas of the site. These
designations are not labeled on all the figures and thus are
confusing.

Paragraph 2 Line 1 states that a lava tube extends makai from
the sink and continues makai vet in paragraph 3 the text
states that you descend into the mauka tube from the makai
side of the sink. This entrance area is illustrated on the
east side of the sink whereas the entrance to the makai tube
is on the west side of the sink. Should not the word makai
in paragraph 3 Line 1 be changed to mauka?

Page 61

No vertical graphic record is included in the Final Repor
of the 50 cm. deep excavation unit placed on Platform 1
Page 62

The cross section A-Al is shown on the Plan View (Figure 19)



as being within the "hearth" area, however the hearth is not
indicated on the cross section.

Page 53 Paragraph 3 Line 10

A number of artifacts found on or within the matrix of this
feature (Figure 20) ars labeled on the figure, however two
finished bone f£ishhooks are menticned in the text but nct
labeled on the figure. Additionally, the text does not
mention (nor is Figure 20 labeled accordingly) other artifac-
tual items found associated with this feature and noted in
the Master Artifact Catalog which would allow the reader
to independently evaluate the functional designation of this
feature as a 'craft activities' area. An analysis of the
Master Artifact Catalcg indicates that in addition to two
finished bone fishhooks (p. 63), a complete adze (p. 63),
gourd fragments (p. 64) ,cut bone (p. 64), worked bone (p. 64)
at least nine other artifacts were associated with this
feature (Platform 3) as follows:

ACCESSION NUMBER

MASTER ARTIFACT CATALOG DESCRIPTION

92 File - coral

93 Fishhocok blank - bone
94 Fishhook blank - bone
98 Fishhook blank - bone
99 File - coral
100 Fishhook bone detritus
111 File - coral

112 * File - urchin

206 : File - wana

Page 65 Paragraph 3 Line 5

The text indicates that Platform 4 had two layers of organic
matting; a grass matting without lauhala and a grass matting
with lauhala. When this information 1is included in the cross
section (Figure 21) both layers are designated grass layer
with lauhala and the graphic representation of the two
different units is illustrated with the same graphic designa-
tion.

NN ‘
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Page 43 Paragraph 3 Line 14

is not designat=ad on the

Rope artifact mentioned in the text i s
s 1s "woven ti leaf" labeled

Plan View (Platform 4) unless +thi
on Figure 22.

Page 65 Paragraph 4 Line 4

Fireplows (ACC. 122, 125, 208) mentioned in Master Artifact
Catalog are not located on the-r figure (Figure 21).

Page 67

The small square (approx. 25 cm. square) located in the north-
west corner of Trench 2 (Figure 22) is not labeled nor are the

symbols.
® c]

Site 50-10-27-6420
Page 71 Paragraph 3 Line 1

Two trenches of unstated size are noted as having been excava-
ted in the East Platform B. The Figure (23) for this site
however designates only a "Platform Upper Level"™ and indicates
two excavation units were placed in this platform. A third
test trench was placed in the west paved area (Line 8) however
Figure 23 does not indicate this excavation.

No wvertical (profile) graphic records are furnished for any of

the three excavation units.

SITE 50-10-27-6423
Page 72 Paragraph 3 Line 12

A second upright boulder alignment is mentioned in the text as
associated with Feature 3 but is not illustrated on Figure 24.

The ahu in Feature C Figure 24 should be labeled.

Page 74 Paragraph 4

It is mentioned in the text that several areas were tested by
removal of stones or excavated with trowels to determine the
presence of cultural material. These tested areas should be
indicated on Figure 24.



The text indicates that this features was dismantled. No verti-
cal graphic record is furnished of this featurse.

Page 79 Paragraph 2

A fifty centimeter trench was excavatsed in Feature D, however
location of the trench is not indicated in either Figurs 25

or 26 and no vertical or horizontal graphic record is included
for this excavation unit.

Page 78

The area in the center of the East wall of Feature D was
removed from this feature, however no vertical graphic record
of this dismantled unit is included in the report.

A dashed line is illustrated in the southwest corner of
Feature D. No label is associated with this dashed line and
no vertical graphic or written record is furnished of this
area 1if it was excavated or dismantlsad.

Page 79 Paragraph 4 Feature [

This feature was dismantled but no vertical graphlc recerd is
furnished in the report.

Page 80 Paragraph 2

The text states that two low mounds were dismantled within this
site, the area where the mounds were locatad is not indicated
on the Figure nor is a vertical or horizontal graphic record
included with the report.

Site 50-10-27-6419
Page 83 Paragraph 2 Line 1

A cave shelter is mentioned in the text, illustrated and
labeled on Figure 28 but designated 23 small bubble on Figure
27,



Page 83 Paragraph 3 Line 1 12

Two anu ars mentioned in the ta2xt, one of these near Davis'
‘? ™

Feature E is illustrated on Figure 28, the second cne is not
included on this £figure.
Page 83 Paragraph 4

This small platform is illustrated but not labeled on Figure
27 .

Pages 83 and 84
Four trenches were excavated (including unnumbered trench in

makai platform) however the report does not include a vertical
graphic record of any of these excavation units.

Two ahu and two cupboards were dismantled however none of
these were recorded in vertical graphics in this report.

Page 85

The following ahu were dismantled but neither vertical nor
horizontal graphic records were included in the report

Site S0-10-27-6434A Site 5Q0-10-27-6434L
6§434C 6436
6434D _ 6437
6434k 6434H (dismantled

& excavated)

Pages 88-91

Units of weight need to be added tc the Midden Tahles.

Pages 102-110

The Master Artifact Catalog needs a key to explain BPS and BS.
Also units of length, width, thickness and weight need to be
added as headings or explained in a key.



EVALUATICN AND REVIEW
GENERAL RESEARCH

SITE S0=1D=-27-262

Prior to conducting the field inspection on August 6,
1980, I was requested to examine carefully the physical data
associated with the North Tube Platform, the information from
which was used to date the petroglyvhs. The person stated
that the report contained erroneous information, that the base
rocks of the platform rested upon sediment and were not gener-
ally touching bedrock as indicated in the Final Report. They
concluded from the data they had observed, that the sediments
underlying the platform stones predated the platform and
therefore might be useful in determining the date of the petro-

glyphs.

The ARCH document reports an entirely different view of
the archaeological data, as follows:

"At the base of the rock fill . . . was a 10 cm. thick
. . . deposit of . . . sediment which was deposited
after filtering through the platform £ill. This
sediment was around the base of the rocks, but . .
was not underlving them. This means that the silt
filtered down from the platform surface and, there-
fore, postdates the construction of the platform
and is contemporaneous with the use of the platform."”
(my emphasis)

"The bulk of the cultural material was contained
within . . . the deposit. . . at the base of the
platform £ill. This deposit was' . . . associated
with the platform above."

Hammatt (1980:32-34)

During the field inspection of this site, five stones
believed to be associated with the platform in the vicinity
of trenches 5, 7 and 9 were removed and the underlying area
was examined to determine if sediment was present below the
stones. Of the five stones removed, none were resting on
bedrock, but rather were overlying a 3-6 cm. (1-2 1/2") layer

of sediment.

The presence of the sediment underlying the stones

indicates that the platform was constructed upon a previously
L3
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depositad and possibly utilized surface which may have been
dateable. This might have still been accomplished, since
several pieces of basaltic glass wer= rscoverad frcm thi

3 iz

platform if the consultant had conformed to the scope of work
which states;

"All artifacts, fragments and unworked pieces
of basaltic glass will be collectad from all
excavations, with triangulation measurements
taken of their location within the excavated
unit of all specimens found in situ." (p. 6)

However, the basaltic glass was not recovered in situ with
triangulations measurements taken during excavation from the
unconsclidated cave sediment, therefore only gross measursments
are known for the specimens; which trench they were recovered
from and a 10 cm. range for the depth measurements. A number
of specimens were recovered from this platform, as indicated
below. Note:r Acc. No. 183 has not been included in this list
because a (?) is included in the Master Artifact Catalog
associated with this number. Acc. No. 179 has been excluded
because it was originally’ extracted from a different source
than the other specimens.

Ace. cm.BPS Length Width Thick

No. =~ Level cm. cm. " cm. ' Graphic Size (approx.)
177  60-70  2.45 1.48 .33
' ' ]
178 60-70 .  1.82 1.32 .43
180  60-70 - 1.83 1.27 .21




Acc. <cm.BPS Length Width Thick
No. Level cMe. am (291199
181 60-70Q 2.76 1.83 .38
182 60-70 2.37 1.96 .28
184 60-70 3.45 1.78 .76
185 60-~70 1.74 .66 .43
186 2.30 1.19 .33

6§0-70
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As suggested in the report (p. 3) this sita offered a unigue
potential, an opportunity to establish a lower limiting date
.for petroglyphs. . . a relatively rare opportunity. Although

a cluster of datas associatad
gained, archaeolcgically there

with the platform has been

is room to guestion the data

since the bedrock under the platform as indicated on page 30

was 74 cm. below the datum and

removed Ifrom somewhere between
Therefore as much as 14 cm. of
under the sample and as little

DATUM (X)
74 cm. above
bedrock

the dateable samples were

60-70 cm. below this datum.
sediment could have remained
as. 4 cm., as illustrated below:

|
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20
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70
15.

TOP OF PLATFORM

Area between which basaltic
glass samples were recovered

'Sediment below platform

BEDROCK

Schematic (not to scale)
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50-10-27-6421
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The research conductad on this site has been addrasssed
brimarily in the Recommendation Section of this review, however
2 fazw comments will be added hers also.

A number of research projects have been centered around
-he data collected from work shop arsas. These projects deal
10t only with work activity centers in Hawaii but have address-
ed data gathered from around the world. The projects used
his data to solve anthropological problems regarding spatial
>atterning, settlement patterns, social differentiation,
nculturation of the young, etc. Additionally, entire
-heoretical schools in Anthropology have been concerned with
he evolution of society and how technology might be linked
7ith this evolution. Work shop areas are viewed then as
significant archaeological resources that can help answer
)roblems within the context of a great many research proposals.

Hammatt (1980) has identified Platforms 2 and 3 of this
site as work shop areas.  However the information has been
~eportad in such a way as to limit its usefulness to archaeo-
.0gists who may wish to use the data in their studies of
wuman behavior. For example: The report states (p. 63) that
'ocd shavings were deposited on Platform 2. The Master
rtifact Catalog further informs us that 8 pieces of wood
hips (ACC. # 204) were located 80-90 (cm?) BPS but does not
ndicate if this is the same "wood sample" indicated as
R %5 (p.62) or "cut wood" (p.€2) nor does it discuss other
ultural material associated with the wood (chip? shavings?
ut wood? adze shavings?). We cannot even determine if they
re associated with two more pieces of wood "adze shavings”
>cated at 10-25 (cm?)BPS ACC. #202.

In regard to Platform 4 Hammatt (12980:58) states,
learly, this platform is quite distinct from the other two
.atform features (2 and 3) in this chamber. He identifies
11s platform as a 'sleeping platform' based on primarily
'0 observations, as follows:

"a partially decomposed fragment of fine
lauhala matting indicating that this
feature served as a sleeping platform.”’

(p. 65)

"In Platform 4 artifacts associated with
craft activity are represented by only
three pieces, a hammerstone, a basalt
scoria abrader and a fragment of worked
bone." (p. 68)

We would suggest that the presence of a lauhala mat on
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Platform 4 does not necessarily indicate the area served as a
sleeping platiorm since mats are, and were, used for a number
of other functions than sleeping. We also notad that Figure
21 indicates an additiconal ™craft activity artifact™ a coral
abrader (AR 201). Also, 2 number of modified pandanus kevs
(AC #s 172,205,207,211la, and 211b) were associated with this
platform in different strata. They are not mentioned in the
text nor is any explanation given for their presence in a
"sleeping platform”. We would suggest that they might repre-
sent paint brushes used to decorate tapa - a craft activity.
An alternative explanation regarding this feature might be
that in Stratum III the fireplow fragment (ACC # 122, 208)
‘might have been the raw material from which charcoal was
removed to be painted on tapa by using the pandanus keys

(ACC. #s 205, 207, 21la, 211b). Stratum II might represent an
entirely different activity taking place on this same feature,
especially since completely different artifacts are associated
with this Stratum; a hammerstone (ACC 27) ,a coral abrader

(ACC 28) and two fireplows (ACC 125, 126). Stratum I might
indicate an even further change in the use of the feature
since ncw we have three definite "craft activity artifacts”
associated in the same stratum, an Opihi scraper (AR 101) in
close horizontal association with cut bone (AR 102) and a

lava abrader (AR 202).

Site 50-10-27-6420

Page 71 of the report states that this site does ncot
match the descripticon by Davis (1977:29) which was written at
the time of the original survey of the area by ARCH. Davis
described the site as containing two large chambers connecting
through to other sinks mauka and makai. Because of the
discrepancy between the two reports, Mr. Davis and Mr. Bordner,
archaeologists who had worked on this site in 1977, were
contacted and asked if they could recall this site. Mr.
Bordner did recall the site and stated that he had entered
a large bubble and tube which extended from the area marked
"A" on the ARCH Plan View Figure 23. He also stated that
he had followed the tube for some distance toward site
50-10-27-262 and that he had observed archaeological features
within the bubble and tube. He further stated that the
entrance was veryvy small and difficult to locate but that if
ARCH would furnish him with a photo of the sink showing the
arsa near "A" that he would attempt to identify the opening
for them. He also suggested that it was possible that sub-
sequent to the research reported in 1979 that additional
blocks of basalt may have broken from the sink rim and blocked
the entrance.
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CQMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 1\‘/”,#r,,

GENERAL RESEARCIH

Page 7 Paragraph 4 of the Final Report indicates that all
excavated trenches were backfiilled and site surfaces were
restored approximately to their original aprearance. In
Site 50-10-27-262 the North Tube Platform was left as a
jumbled mass of stone. The excavation trench located by
Station 3 in - Site 50-10-27-6421 was left open and not
sealed or backfilled, Platforms 3 and 4 were not restored
to their approximate original appearance. We have also
received two reports that opmen excavation trenches are
present in Site 50-10-27-6418(B?). We recommend that the
Consultant seal all excavated surfaces with 3 mil. plastic
film and backf£ill units to restore the surface of the
ground as nearly as possible to its original condition, as
noted in the Scope of Work (p. 9).

We recommend that the Reconnaissance Task I portion of the
Final Report be revised to reflect recommendations noted
in this report, Evaluation and Review, Reconnaissance Task
I section.

We recommend -that the Final Report be amended to reflect
recommendations and corrections addressed in this report in
the Evaluation and Review, Salvage/Testing Task II Tech-
nical Discrepancies in Final Report section.

We recommend the Final Report be revised to address issues
and recommendations set forth in the Evaluation and Review,
General Research section of this report.

Page 14 Paragraph 4 of the report states that ‘relic hunt-
ing is not in itself wrong'. This statement should be con-
ditioned with the provisions of Chapter 6E Hawaili Revised
Statutes.

The Contract Scope of Work clearly states that the sites
will be mapped (pp. 5, 8). From an archaeological point of
view it is as important to know what areas of a natural
feature ancient people chose : not to use and to modify as
it is to know what areas they utilized. From a safety and
preservation standpoint, it is impossible for the State to
prevent collapse of lava tubes containing wvaluable cultural
resources, as recommended by the Consultant, if the loca-
tion of the tubes are not known. Since the Final Report
contains maps that illustrate only portions of the sites,

9
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we recommend that these maps be comvletsd to reflact the
entira site (natural feature) including the unmodified

portions of the tubes, Additionally, it is our opinicn
that the mauka portion of the tube of Sits 50-10-27-6421
does show evidence of use past Station 3 (p. 689). This

evidence includes stone alignments and oQrganic deposits. The
Final Report should be amended to reflect further investiga-
tion of this area.

It is our recommendation that further investigation of Site
50-10-27-6420 be undertaken to determine i1f the tukes and
bubble mentioned by Davis and Bordner still exist and to
record any features present in these natural features. If
additional archaeological material is located further sal-
vage research shall be coordinated with the Historic Preser-
vation Office prior to physical manipulation of the data.

The Contract Scope of Work (pp. 1, 8) indicates that the
data collected shall be analyzed. The intent of the Con-
tracting Agency was for the material to be analyzed as an
essential part of the research. The Consultant has avoided
analvsis in scme instances by making statements saying that
it can be done, as follows:

a. "This material can be dated and/or further
identified at leisure now that it has been
retrieved from the ground." (Hammatt 1980:13)

b. The Consultant lists the vegetable materials
retrieved and suggests that they, "thus have
great potential for more detailed study of their
function and the material utilized in their
making." (Hammatt 1980:94) ‘

c. The Consultant lists the stone artifacts from the
sites and states, "a variety of stone artifacts
are represented in the assemblage." (Hammatt 1980:95)

d. The Consultant lists but does not analyze the
historic artifacts found within the sites.

e. The Consultant states that an unusually modified
goat bone and its context and association in the
site, "has significance for future research."
(Hammatt 1980:95) '

f. The Consultant suggests that a cache of ten
nearly identical two piece bone fishhooks which
can be assembled point to corresponding shank
which were in close association to a basaltic
glass core, two coral abraders and a large
rectangular piece of bone, "may provide answers
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to questions directed at detsrmining whether
personal stylistic preference, social prassurs
on' style or practicality was the primary
determinant of form of the artifact."

(Hammatt 1980:96)

It is recommended, since a portion of the cost of the
research was to include an analysis of the data, that
instead of the Consultant suggesting that now they have
retrieved the data someone else should do the analysis, that
the analysis of the data should be included in the Final
Report.

The Contract Scope of Work states that black and white
prints and negatives along with color slides and master
list of photos are to be submitted to the Contracting
Agency along with all field notes, field maps, sketches,
maps too large for incorporation into the Final Report,
all artifactual material and all materials generated by the
research with the exception of midden material which will
be stored by the Consultant, these materials shall
accompany the Final Report and are considered to be an
integral part of the Final Report. It is recommended that
these materials and documents be requested per contract
provisions and that payments be withheld, if possible,
until such time as the materials are received, since the
Consultant has stated his intention of retaining portions
of this material at his place of business in Lawai, Kauai
iy= P 7 i

In the Cave Sitses - Sequence and Patterns section of the
Final Report (pp. 99-100) several conclusions have been
offered regarding this research which need modification,
as follows:

a. Hammatt (1980:99) states that, "this occupation
involved small family groups who engaged in fishing
and shellfish gathering. . .". The statement that
the group utilizing the cavewas a family is con-
jecture or at least an untested hypothesis and
should be stated as such.

b. The report (Hammatt 1980:100) contains the state-
ment that the modification of Cave 50-10-27-262 from
a habitation cave to a place of refuge was accom-
plished bv a 'consenting communal effort' is con-
jecture or at least an untested. hyvpothesis and
should be stated as such.

c. The statement that the refuge cave 50-10-27-262
was built hurriedly in response to an outside
threat is conjecture or at least an untested
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aypothesis and should be stated as such.

We concur with the Consultant's racommendation that Sites
50-10-27-262 and 50-10-27-6418 need to be preserved and
that measures Dbe taken to prevent the lava tubes associated
with these sitss Zrom being collapsaed during development of
the agriculture park.

In regard to the method of preservation (p. 15) we would
prefer to remain uncommitted on this item until such time
as a conference can be held between engineering personnel,
a representative from the State Historic Preservation Pro-
gram, a representative from ARCH and personnel from the
Department of Agriculture.

We do not concur with the Consultant's recommendation that
Site 50-10-27-6421 has been sufficiently "salvaged in
accordance with its potential for yielding information."
We believe this site, and the significant data it contains

"would be adversely affected by park development, for the

following reasons:

a. Several areas of undisturbed and untested de-
posits still remain beyond Station 3 of Figure
18. (Hammatt 1980:59)

b. The Consultant only briefly tested a large
floor containing sediment (approx. 12' x 15'")
with an excavation unit of approximately 19" square.
{30 M.} . A 9" sguare on the Southeast portion
of this 192® unit was excavated to aporoximately
3 1/4" (10 cm.) deep,the remainder of the unit was
excavated to a depth of only 1 3/4"(5 cm.) At
least 3 inches (7 cm.) of untested deposit lay
beneath the deeper excavated porticn of the unit.
A brief light dusting of Area A (see figure below)
revealed in situ organic material.

Additional artifactual material was located
lying directly west (approx. 4') from this exca-
vation unit. The material included a 1 piece
knobbed shell fishhook (photo attached)
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The Scope of Work states that a minimum of fifty
percent {(30%). of the cultural deposits of each
habitation area shall be excavated unless tasting
demonstrates that a smaller sampling vields an
equal amount of archaeclogical knowledge (p. 3).
It further states, that where major deviations
from the Score are necessary it is required that
the Contracting Agency be notified in writing
prior to deviation from the Scope of Work and
that the Contracting Agency be in concurrsnce
with the deviation prior to it being executed
(p. 1). To our knowledge no such notification
was received by the Contracting Agency.

If the illustrated portion of the Site 50-10-
27-6421 (Figure 18) is considered to be the
"habitation area," completely overloocking the
fact that the lava tube extends at least 100
meters past Station 3 and that an additional
makai tube is approximately 100M X SM. The
total habitation area might be consider=sd to
be as follows:

5
Sink 7 x 8M 56"
Mauka Tube 10 x 24M 2402

Figure 18 portion only 296 sgquare meters
Within this area the Consultant has excavated or

dismantled approximately:
Square meters

Trench in sink 1 % L M= 1
Platform # 2 2 x 3 M = 6
Platform # 3 2 x 3 M= 6
Platform 7 4 2 x 3 M= 6
Unnumbered TT T £ 1L M = &

= 50

TT near Sta. 3 . 50x .50 M
‘ 20.5 sg. Meters

The total excavated or dismantled units are 20.5 square
meters, clearly not 50% of the defined habitation area
of 296 sgquare meters in the sink and illustrated as

the habitation area portion of the mauka tube (Figure
18). : :

If however, one reasons that only those portions of
a site likely to yield archaeological data need to
be addressed,then the areas within the lava tube
which contain soil deposits must be considered as
significant areas of study. As noted above, an



approximately 4. x 3 M (20 square metars) of sediment
is present in the vicinitv of Station 3., This area
recaives a moderate amount of light and would be an
area suitable Zor crarft activities and artifactual
material is known to exist in the deposit. The
Consultant tested an ar=a 50 cm. sguare or l/40th
(2.3%)of the area to a depth of 3 cm. and an-.area

25 square centimeters to a depth of 10 cm. leaving
apprex. 7 cm. untested in the excavation unit.

This is not a 50% sample of the sediment.

The low percentage of salvage associatad with this
site 1is of particular importance when considered
in the context of its importance in relation to
the refuge cave Site 50-10-27-262. Ching (1971:99)
states that refuge caves like Site 262 were
attractive to local chiefs for a number of reasons
because they provided:

1. A place where a chief and/or his family
could hide during periods of unrest caused
by war or threat of war.

2. A place in which a chief could hide if
defeated in war. Defeated chiefs were
usually hunted down and killed.

3. A place to hide a person of high rank who
was felt to be a threat to the ruling
chief in times of unrest.

4. A place to hide a perscon of high rank who
was thought to be a threat to a new ruling
chietf.

5. A place to hide a chieftess of high rank
for safe-keeping purposes, i.e,, undesirable
suiters, etc.

He further states that a similar refuge cave

(900) located between Anaehoomalu and Kiholo Bays,
North Kona, was disguised by being located in a
complex of dwelling caves. It appears that this
pattern again is present within the proposed agri-
cultural park complex. We therefore suggest that
Site 50-10-27-6421 represents an habitation site
possibly used by Hawaiians associated with the
general population rather than by alii. Because
very little data is available regarding the life
style and settlement patterns of Hawaiians below
the alii class, this cave site may yield signifi-
cant i1nformation regarding research problems
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d around culturzal change prccesses, settlement
, e@conomic activities stc. associated with the

s
Hawaiian population.
It is therefors our opinion, that the degree of salvage
at Site 50-10-27-6421 has not been sufficient to
mitigate the adverse effects of destroying the site.
We thersfore recommend that the Site he preserved ox
that further research be conducted within this site
and that such further research be coordinated with the
State Historic Preservation Office prior to physical
manipulation of the resource.
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July 2, 1981

Mr. Michael McElroy, Director
Department of lLand Utilization
City and County of llonolulu
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Attn Mr. Henry Eng
Branch Chief

Dear Mr. McElroy:

Transmitted herewith is our application and supporting material
for a Conditional Use Perinit and State Special Use Permit for an
area of the Campbell Industrial Park to be used as a disposal site
for the dredged coral from the Barber's Point Deep Draft Harbor.

The owners respectfully request your immediate attenLlon to
this matter.

~Very truly yours,

WALTER P. THOMPSON, I}C

1L 2 (/Z o /M)«n//;q,g»-\ e

/’James R. Thompson U

; , /
JRT/hf i,

Enclosures

1) Filing Fees

2) Application

3) Supplemental Narrative

A; Portion of EIS
Reproducible sepias



Department of Land Uhhz?"wn
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Application  Form it B M AL

Additional data, drawing/plan, and fee requirements are listed on a separate sheet titled .
“Instructions for Filing." PLEASE ASK FOR THESE INSTRUCTIONS. The specified materials
and fees must accompany this form or the application is considered incomplete.

(Check one or more as appropriate.
Coordinating Agency 1f you have questions.

— Cluster Development

You are encouraged to consult with the Central
Phone: 523-4254.)

—— Special Design District

- _Conditional Use Permit
. Historic, Cultural, Scenic District

(Tndicate district)
___Park Dedication
Plan Review lUse

&

(Indicate district)
Special Management Area Permit
épeual Permit
‘tate Special Use Permit
~Subdivision

__ Planned Development __ Zone Change: From To
—_ Shoreline Setback Variance —_ Waiver
__ Site Development Plan
Recorded Fee Owner Authorized Agent
Name Falale of Jomwes Carnhail Name Ualter . Thoomsen, Inc.
Mailing A ok Lbeeel Mall Mailing 1. 0. Box 3351
Address V/wgw‘xll", Liwait 96013 Address ,'{l'ﬁn'ﬂ|1‘11, Vogerid - 04101
Phone No.: D30 'Y ” i Phone No.: L5356 27@’5 e,
. ( ( 27 Gl E oy P , },(«. o & T Y
Signature _1 \. /~ A S N e Signature LA 1 LY €L

f ) v
Property Information s

. fred Y K Tia] e T |. o AR ) H .
Street Address/Location of Property _ lwi of Malalnlw Foad. Bwe, Jain
Tax Map Key(s) NT1-1h: 7, ©=1-15: 1 Lot Area._177.333acs.
Present Use of Property/Building __Vertion coral quar.v, porcion vacant
Project Proposal

T 1 . 2 % Wk I ol e
Briefly describe the proposed act1v1ty or pro1ect '}_ 36 LS o Coeiditions | use
ot Slaky by cejal Hare o L 1oy e, mboc i ing ot coral Lo be
=R LA L TReoh it "f R IRAL .J' Tarhart,
Department Use Only
/ S -
Date Application Accepted o2 ____ | State Land Use
Accepted by (Initials) ——— ' . _ | DLUW/DP _
Date of Public Hearing_____ . Zoning -
Fee Received $ Setbacks
— Approved., .
__ Mpproved with conditions indicated below.
___ Denied for reason(s) given below.
i
i &

THIS COPY, WilEN SIGNED BELOW, IS NOTIFICATICN OF THE ACTTON TAKEN.
N V_-—‘M_.;flfu)rlf ure o Trtla Datn
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STATE SPECTAL PERMIT APPLICATION V//
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

A. The use is not contrary to the Land Use Law and Regulations.
The use sought is in accord with the permitted uses for agri-
cultural lands. :

B. The area under consideration is in an unimproved section of the
Campbell Industrial Park. The closest residential area is
.60 of a mile away and the closest industrial area is 300 feet
away. A natural buffer of vegetation will provide any neces-

sary barriers of the site from public view.

C. Since the site is not near any public facilities and there are
no plans for any type of improvements, no burden will be placed

on public agencies.

D. There have been no unusual conditions, trends or needs which
have arisen since the district boundaries and regulations were
established. '

E. Use of the land for strict agricultural purposes is not econo-
mically feasible due to the shallow or non-existent layer of
soil on the site. Preparation costs would be an obvious drawback

to production of a soil based crop.

Although zoned for agriculture, the land provides both
for the owners and the public a better return from the extraction
of coral for concrete products. The use of the land for a coral

stockpile will provide the same benefits.



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT v
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Section of the Comprehensive Zoning Code which provides for
the proposed conditional use.

Section 21-401 (c¢) (5) Extractive Industries

The site to be encompassed by Disposal Areas I and IT has been
in use for Tnany years as the coral quarry operations for Cyprus
Hawaiian Cement. At present there is no vegetation covering the
ground in the area.. Surrounding this site to the north, south and
east is a thick barrier of keawe trees and haole koa bushes.

Behind this lies fields of sugar cane. The nearest residential
area is approximately .60 of a mile to the northeast,

The site of Disposal Area III is an existing keawe grove.
After clearing of the site, a barrier of trees surrounding the
area will act as a visual and pollution buffer to surrounding indus-
trial businesses. The closest distance to a work area will be

approximately 300 feet.

All of the disposal sites are located away from the everyday
activity of the Campbell Industrial Park. The land has never been
agriculturally productive.v Since all of the revenue created in
the area has come from the use of coral and the use sought is that
of a coral-stockpile for future use by the cement industry, there
is no economic loss by the proposed use of the area.
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July 15, 1981
o 1 sl W9l

Department of Land Utilization - )
City and County of llonolulu MEER T e
Municipal Building [
650 S. King Strect

lHonolulu, HI 96813

Attn: Mr. Edmund Young

Subject: STOCKPILE PERMIT APPLICATION
BARBERS POINT HARBOR

Gentlemen:

The lollowing responds to the required written information

forming a part of our application for a Statc Special Permit
(Agricultural District) under Chapter 205, HRS (Part B):

1) The use ol the area for stockpiling of the coral
dredged from the proposed Barbers Point deep water harbor
is consistent with the Land Use Law and Regulations in that
the State Land Use Commission has rezoned the harbor project
Tands from Agriculture to Urban. In the application for this
Jand usce zoning change, information was submitted indicating
that the dredged coral would be stockpiled on lands classified
as Agriculture lying outside of the Urban zoned lands.

2) The stockpile is located on lands not presently
used for agriculture, is surrounded by lands currently in
use for industrial properties. Furthermore, the lands upon
which the coral will be stored is master planned for indus-
trial purposes as indicated on the interim DLUM's and is
consistent with the City and County's General Plan.

3) The stockpile will not require any improvements
or services by public agencies.

4) There have been no unusual conditions, trends or
neceds since the land use district boundaries and regulations
were established.

5) The land upon which the coral will be stored is
unsuited for any agricultural purpose due to Jack of soil,
water, or forage grasses. There are no utilities or improve-
ments serving the property.
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-6) There is no need for sewage disposal faci'
for the coral stockpile.

,w-gm”;; All drawings and plans have been previously submitte:
ARG Y - the appropriate fees have been paid with our filing ¢

initial application.

Should you have any further questions, please feel 1r

Chief/ Exécutive Office
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