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20 October 1981 

Mr. Kisuk Cheung 
C~ief, Engineering Division 
U.S. Ar~y Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division 
Building 230 
Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96858 

Dear 1'11..r. Cheung: 

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 lA and lB and State of Hawaii Optional Area l" 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 SOFA 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. Hammatt 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, Hornmon, Kirch, 
and Rosendahl. 
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oninion that of the total 21 items listed only numbers 3,4: 7, 8, and 9 huve been sutisfactorily addressed. More­
over, these five items are the least consequential from ~he 
l~rger perspec~ive 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, t~e 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 Requirements: 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 ques­
tions regarding this review, you may contact the Society at the 
above address. 

r4ncerely, 

~~ c. /Vfe'fu
Patrick C. McCoy, PhD 
Chairman, Ad Hoc Comm ttee 
to Review the Hammatt/Folk 
on Barber's Point 

~~ alli).E>... -w ~ 
Jane Allen-Wheeler 
Co itte 
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p,AUL H. KOSENOAtlL, i'h.O., lnc . 
Con.:;uitinq A rchc1<·nlm1"t 

October 15, 1981 

Chief, Engineer Division 
Department of the Army 
Pacific Ocean Division 
Corps of Engineers 
Building 230 
Fort Shaf'ter, Hawaii 96858 

Subject: Requested peer review of third draft final report 

Archaeological and Paleontological Investigation 
at Kalaeloa (Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, 
O'ahu, Federal Study Areas la and lb 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 ~he Corps of Engineers.
I trust the review will be of use to you in your final appraisal 
of the archaeological work that has been done for 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 draft of the repor~--the strong negative 
criticism of :ny own first review, as well as that of several 
other reviewers--almost caused me to decline reviewing the third 
draft, as I felt it would be a waste of my own time. I have, 
however, given considerable time- and at:tention to this review of 
the third draft final report for two reasons: (a) your statement 
that unedited peer reviews will be appended to the end of the ARCH, 

V" 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 draf't fi..'1.al 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. 

~cerely ylu~ 

Y~·-----' ~, .k~~c1LfPaul H. Rosendahl, Ph.D. 
Principal Archaeologist 

Encl. s Review 101481 
(two copies) 

. P.O. Box 504 • Kurtisto~n, Hawaii 96760 • (808)° 966-8038 



')J\UL II. ROS[NIJl\llL, Pli.O . , l11c. 
C.ornul1111c; 1 I rcllueolv1,ml 

Oc~ober 14, 1981 

TO: Chief, Engineer Division 
Department of the Army 
Pacific Ocean Division 
Corps of Engineers 
Building 2JO 
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, 
O'ahu, Federal Study Areas la· and lb and State of 
Hawaii Optional Area I (Contract No. DACW 84-77-
C-0010, Mod. No. POOOOl), by Archaeological 
Research Center, Hawaii, Inc. 

REVIEW 
PREPARED 

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

<\) \l? I Ar. ~ ..... >- .. '>.._ t- ....._--J'-,./\...)i(...._ 
Paul H. Rosendahl, Ph.D. 

P.O. Box 504 • Kmti<.town, I !Jw.1ii 96760 • (808) %6-80J8 
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ma .j ar work t;.i. ~;lc:.: of t.h1.i rc~ c :.i.rc!1 .:md third dr:i.f-: fin al r0port in 
terms of major issues and problem::;, and will concluJe with a flnal 
evaluai:ion of the work and some recommendations as to how the 
numerous deficiencies of the archaeological work conducted to date 
might oe remedied to some extent. One final limitation must be 
made eA-plicit. 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 
tha~ 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 subfos3il avifau.~a 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 

1
/ · 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 important c~ltural 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 sugg~sted by SOFA that the Corps of 
Engineers requested (letter of 2J September 1981) reviewers to 
consider in their evaluations of the third draft report, a 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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The purpose of this peer review is to evaluate the third 
draft final r~port 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 draft harbor and support facilities at Barbers Point, Oahu. 
?repared at ~he reques~ of the Corps of Engineers, this peer 
review evaluates the investigations primarily in terms of their 
conformance to the speci.f.:.cations contained within the "Revised 
Scope of Work for Cultural Resources Mitigation and Data Recovery ... " 
(J 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 
issued by the Society of Professional Archeologists (SOFA) (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 EngL~eers 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 substa;~tive content errors 
and inadequacies, though the third draft final report contains 
numerous specific examples that could be ci~ed. 

Second, there is the difficul~y in reviewing the report that 
is caused by the absence of several important pieces of data. The 
major difficulty 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 (sections 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 
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u:~able ::urnule of <.ia t :.i. on t ho st: ~-.:ixni.f.i.c;_u1 t r1:)~ e arch toµ.ic:3 . tho..t 
can reasonably be addressed" (Item 5.(l)(a)). Such a research 
desi~ thus provides the scientific framework within which to 
carry out the subsequent archaeological investiga~ion. The third 
draft final report has several serious problems relating to the 
research design--both t he research design document itzelf, and the 
subsequent performance of work in accordance with the research 
design. 

First of all, the research design overall is itself inadequate. 
There is no critical analysis of previous archaeological research done 
in the Barbers' Point area. The section entitled "Previous Research" 
is simply a descriptive sumrnary--little more than an ennumeration-­
of the nature and intensity of prior archaeological 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 veri£ication 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 be~ween variables in terms of determinative 
relationships, and not simply descriptive accounts of static 
spatial ~~d t emporal 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 usab~e sample of data". This 
unanswered question applies to all levels of s"tudy--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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Clo::~ly r8l:i. t ed to "'Che many proul ( ~rn:..; .i.nvol·J' .i.ng ::::i.mplinG i s t ti c 
issue of the nature of available data present and how one could go 
about testing any hypotheses. The third draft final report fails 
to consider how different kinds of data could be used to test specific 
hypotheses, much les3 consider what would constitute adequate testing 
and subsequent verification or rejection and modification of t es"ted 
hypothe3es. 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 thatthe " ... 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 researc~ 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. 
Apparentlysucha 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:-nQn-suostantive response to the first draft 
final report criticism. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL DATA REGOVERY 

The "Revised Scope of Work ... " specizies that the archae­
ological field work--the data recovery--be car::-ied oui; 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 th~ archaeological investigation that are related directly to 
the conduct of th~ 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.11) 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 "[a] 11 material retained in the 1/8-inch screen 
was discarded after collection of all artifacts including basaltic 
glass and all midden materials not resent in the 1 4-inch screen" 
Lemphasis added . Based on this statemen·~. 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 Hawaii--both at sites in the Barbers' Point area and elsewhere--
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h;::J. 1F ; d l: :wr ~ ~t::-::.i.t c d th:it t he u:.:.:c of 1/1. ~·· mr~ ~;h :; c_:· r: ~m ::: :::: vr:ry nf-':c:i 
an inadequate technique f or 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 componeni: 
in the laboratory is often necessary to recover a significant 
portion of the small arti_.facts 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 screening 
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, test·ed 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 
or· 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
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<:he definition of ·1~ri.ou:-: :=tratiP:rn.phic unit::. and many of the 
site e.xcava-cion d~:..;cr·iption::; do not •.;)vcn have ::tr:..ttigr:.:phic cro::::­
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 report, 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 ans·:1ered 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 ins~ance 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 quit ·e likely not be related at all to 
the later surface structural manifestations. 

Site Figure 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 

9682 J6 Cross-section shows·major cultural layer 
extending laterally beyond structure wall 

2787 59-6J 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 archaeological 
investigation of sites at Barbers' Point--Sites 27J1 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.67)
and "standard ARCH [Inc.] laboratory methods" (p.69). On the basis 
of first-hand familiarity with several archaeological projects 
carried out by the personnel of ARCH, Inc., it both can be and has 
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be~n sub~~ant t v8ly documented that man y o f t ho s e same 
":::1:::i.nc.ici.rd A.C:C:H" ;;i c..: thod:; do not c orr.ply ·llich '.:he s-c and~rd::; of 
research performance ascribed to by professional archaeologists. 

HISTORICAL DATA RECOVERY 

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 L~ 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). In 
direct deviation from this instruction, the third draft f L~al report 
concentrated only upon the history of military occupation and land 
use for the period 1940 through 1946. In 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, 1940-1946--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 

·archaeologi.cal remains of the Barbers' Point area. 

The investigation of the history of Hawaiian and Western 
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 range of ~thnohl~toric, archival, and other documentary and 
.i.n .i'ocraan L :.;ourct: ::, :J.11d would curi:: i uec-- a t t. rH! lf <! ry lf;:.i:.;-i:--ch~~ ': ::trly 
history of the area, specific land tenure history, and the variety 
of hist:oric period land use and modificatjon patter.is. The third 
draft final report statement ( p .19) ":hat "no archaeologically expressed 
evidence of cultural -:ransition is present in the excavations ... " 
is really unacceptable and reflects at the very least, a failure 
to conduct research into available relevant historical documentary 
sources of many different kinds. 

DATA ANALYSIS AND REPORT PREPARATION 

~he "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 justified--on -i:he basis of the same data. 

The level of a~alysis 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 section· 
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 is the failure to utilize, or apparently even 
consider, alternative dating techniques--absolute or relative--using 
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shell a nd bone materials from the various excavntion8. This 
failur ~ i~ particul~rly incompr u h en~iblc and un~ x cu~abl c in view 
of the nature of ~he various major research problems requiring the 
establishment of a .firm chronological framework, and the purported 
scarcity of opportunities for basaltic 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 final report
has failed to achieve the overall major objective of the Barbers Point 
investigation. This failure is the direct result of both inadequate 
performance and lack of performance in terms of the major wo.rk 
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 basis 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 
impDrtant 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 ar~haeological investigation conducted 
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a t Barb ers' Point by ARCH, Inc. for the C orp~ of E ngineer~. as 
c.io8 um1; n c•-!d in t he t h .i rri <lr:irt i'inal r e por t , h a~ uc 1 . : ~1 a wa::.; ·r,e o f..' 
public fw1ds. By failing to address the major research problems · 
as required by the "Revised Scope of Work ... ", the archaeological 
investigation ha:; accomplished the destruction of important sites 
and t he loss of •1aluable data, without any significant research 
return for the expenditure o:f 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 ~s 
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 dra:ft final report. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following general and spec1I1c recommendations are offered 
in the hope that they might help to accomplish two objectives: 
(1) assure that future archaeological investigat ions 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 P..ECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 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 propo3als, 
monitoring of in-progress work, and review of resulting reports. 
The SOFA "Suggested Guidelines for Peer Review" are explicitly 
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"rle:.;L}•'...: cl pr.:..~:u·:.1.; ::o :7'.:::.ir. ·so.in l_U:J.lity ~n +.h e whol~ procr~:::: of 
archeological contract work", and could ~crve ~a:.>ily :i:::; an 
appropriate model for the Corps of Engineers. In contrac~ing 
for archaeological work, the Corps should deal only with responsible 
professional archacologi3ts, and refuse to be :::;at i3fied 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' 
PoL~t--as dbcumented 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 

· / 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; 

J. 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; 

4. 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 Hawaii:l.n Archaeology (SHA), 
an incorporated organization to which virtually all archaeologists 
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wo rkin ;: in thr~ .::; :::i.t•.? of H~i..w:..i.ii b1J long . It i::: f urther :::::ugge:::tcd 
t ha t t h~~ po:::~i.bil l ty nf :;n:A br ~ i.nt~ r. on t r::i.c tP.d to r. ::i.rry oll1: 
::;;:;~p::: 5- 7 o..::; a coop8rat i·1e inv~:...;t.igo..tion tha c would bring togt:tiier 

1archaeologists with a variety 01 skills and affiliations is a 
possibility for careful consideration. Precedents for contracting 
similar non-profit organization3 to conduct public archaeological 
investigations are known to have been successfully completed on 
the mainland. 

One final recommendation should be made. Further paleontological 
res~arch 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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Anthropology 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. Hanunatt and w. H. Folk, Archaeological Research 
Center Hawaii, Inc. 

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 conunents, 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. 
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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 adequately 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 pur:Poses}. 
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 d_ifficult 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, Hanunatt 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 ~ 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 chronological 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~ 11 that "every effort was made 
to develop a diachronic sequence", and submit that Research Objective l was not 
even minimally achieved. 

2. Harmnatt 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-~ariate 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 ~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. ~o 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 field. 
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 11" 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 !ull tabular array. 

I further question the scenario Hanunatt 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 ethnoarchaeologi~al 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 important and relevant literature. 

4. The fourth ob)ective 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 f~ilure 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 
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 ~ significant mixing. For example, 
bones of the historically-~ntroduced 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 quantities 
of the amphibious snail Assiminea nitida 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 ~ 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 bird~. 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 unsoeakable proportions 
if all of these resources are destroyed without further investigation. While 
Barbers Point it;the 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 inadequate 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 accomplished. 

Problem 5: The Barbers Point Cultural Pattern as a Unique 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 proble.~ 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, arid 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 levels 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 t-">"Ust 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. 

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, ornithology, ecology, and biogeography. The 
Barbers Point materials rank in their international significance with the 
famous extinct moa birds of New Zealand, and with the P1eistocene megafauna 
of Australia. c;I';en the incomplete and inadequate nature of the archaeological 
investigations carried out to date under the ausDices of the Coros of 
Engineers, it will be an i nternational scientific tragedy if the cultural­
paleontological resources at Bar~ers Point are permitted to be destroyed without 
further research. 

In writing this review I have endeavored to follow your request to be ~frank, 
honest, scrutinizingn, and to reflect my "best professional judgement.n 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 generations will not 
be deprived of its benefits. 

Yours sincerely, 

/~£-~
Patrick V. Kirch, Ph.D • . 
Anthropologist 
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._ _PARTMENT OF THE ARM'a 
PACIFIC OCEAN · DIVISION. CORPS OF ENGINEE:RS 

FT. SHAFTER. HAWAII 96B:5B 

18 May 1981 

Hallett H. Hammatt, PhD. 
Senior Vice-President 
Archaeological Research Center Hawaii Inc. 
P.O. 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. POOOOl). Although you had not received all of the review comrcents 
on the initial draft which were provided to you on 30 March and 14 April 1981 
when 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 on the attached 
inclosure (Incl 1). These comments were verbally transmitted to you by 
Mr. David Sox of my staff on 12 May 1981. The most outstanding issue that 
still needs further discussion is the pedological, sedimentary and botanical 
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 
const.ructed 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. 

N-Lf 
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Hallett H.; Hammatt, PhD. 

Finally, we urge you to review the revised draft in light of the earlier 
review comments c:o determine whether- any of ::hese comments should be further 
incorporated into the second revised draft. The Contracting 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 ~eview period and 30 
days to make any final revisions to the draft and submit it to the 
Contracting Officer. 

Sincerely, 

J Incl CLARENCE S. FUJII 
As stated Authorized Representative of the 

Contracting Officer 

2 
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;tevie• ~olJUllents on the March 1981 Revised Draft of 
; Archae:ological and Paleontological Investigations at Kalaeloa 

(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, O'ahu 
Federal 5tudy Areas la and l b, and Stace of Hawaii Optional Area 

Item Paragraoh Conunent 

Report needs to be repaginated.1. 

Numerous typographical errors as2. 
verbally noted to Dr. Hammatt by 
Mr. Sox. 

Introduction Needs definition of "site."3. 1 

4. 1 Introduction Provide an explanation of the site 
renumbering. 

s. 1 2nd 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." 

6. 4 Figure 3 Please designate the kauhale on the map. 

1. 14 4th Define "modern." 

8. 18 fi4 This discussion should be augmented by 
greater discussion of possible prehis-

_toric plant assemblages, drawing on 
preliminary findings of Appendices I and 
II 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. 

9. 48ff Table 1 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. 

10. 47 & 52 Table 1 Comments on Sites 2780, 2781, and 2604 
should change reference to "State Parks 
archaeologist" to "State archaeologist." 

11. 53 Table 1 Site 2609--Discussion under "Work Done 
and Justification" is non-sensical. · 

12. 54 & 55 Table l 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? 
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: ·Review Comments on the March 1981 Revised Draft of 
Archaeological and Paleontological Investigations at Kalaeloa 

(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'E~a, O'ahu 
Federal Study Areas la and lb, and State of Hawaii Optional Area l 

(Cont) 

Item Paragraph Comment 

13. 67££ SUMMARY OF Either in text 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. 

14. 118 2nd Correct your reference to old . Site 
Number 2709-6. 

15. 164 2nd Suggest word "shorelines" is wrong in 
this context. Maybe "flood-lines" would 
be better. 

16. . 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. 

17. 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. 

18. 179 4th Last sentence is not a sentence. 

19. 180 3rd Correct use of old site numbering 
system. 

20. 184 Table 5 Correct use of old site numbering 
system. 

21. 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? 

22. 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 
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Review Comments on the March 1981 Revised Draft of 
Archaeological and Paleoncological Investigations at Kalaeloa 

(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, O'ahu 
Federal Study Areas la and lb, and State of Hawaii Optional Area l 

(Cont) 

Item Paragraoh Comment 

23. 203 2nd 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. 

24. 206 3rd 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. 

25. 383 Glossary Check alphabetic order of words. 

3 
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4 CoLu~n C~cc Avenue. :ox J6062

.-J/1 i IER!TACL CC l'•Sl.I< V ,\ 110:"1 MW I{ l:C ;o:,\ f!ClN Si:J{V I(.'~ 
~/ ?AClF!C SOUTI !Wl·..s·i l<l'.C:in:'J ~ 

SAN FRJ\NC"lSC"O. (",\LJFOIC'llA •1.i.w.;· 

?S'IJ200 April 7, 1.S.81 

:<i~uk Cheung 
C~ie.f. :::i;.!.~ee~::g Di•tision 
Corps of Sngi~eecs 
Paci.fie Oce;in Div~sion 
Building 2JO 
Fort Shai:er, ~a~aii 96853 

Dear Mr. Cheung: 

we have :-eceived ·and reviewed t:..1ie draf: re?Ot't, "Archeological and Paleon­
tological Invest!g3tion at K.alaeloa (Ear~ers Point), Hono'uli'uli. 'Ewa, 
O'ahu, Federal Study Areas la and lb and State of Ha'.Waii Op::ional· Areal," 
prepared by Hallett H. ·Hair.matt and willizm H. Folk of the Archeological 
Research C.ante.r, H.<i.,;aii, I:icot"?orated. The following coicien'ts and· recom­
mendations vere ?repareci to assis: you :::..n cete:"Qinin; the ade~uacy and the 
appropriate ~eans'of !inal~=ing ::.he. aoove document. 

~ased up~n suo;t~ntive revie~ of the Sco?es of work and ::.he · Research Designs 
prepared and aCC2?Ceci by your ofiice, thi.s dra£: :e?Ot: does not ?tCVide 
suf:icie.nt ciac.~ or analysis ::.o comply -.~::.h cont=act expec::atio~s. !he repo:-:, 
in its ?resen: :or=, is also unaccept~ole as a data :ecove:-y cioc"J.ment under 
cur:-e~t Federal s::..:mciarC.s. T.1e re?or: .needs :::iajor :evisions, acidi:ion;tl 
research as S?ecified ~y ::.he ~esearch Design and Scope oi ~or~. and it is 
suggested :n~t ~he Cot?S of E..~gineers require a second revi~~ ~=a.ft before 
authorizing ?rocuc:ion of the re?or:. 

Speci!ic :ev~ew cotz::llents include ~~e following: 

l) !he report con:~ins innumer::..ole ~/?Og:'apnic er:-ors, sentence f:-ag=ents 
and g:ac~atic::..l ?r::lole!:!l.S. !::. is sugges::ed c:.at a thorough editing be 
accomplished ?rior to tinalization . . 

2) !: is in~ppropriate ::.o prepare a d:'::..ft report ~nic~ does not inc.l~de 
all the e~?ec:ed i.n.icr:n::.::ion of ·.l Ein~l. G::l?hics i~c.ll.!cii~g site maps, . com­
parZlci.ve loc::::icn.:.l t:4'1?S !or si:e c.lust.;rs .. f7equt:ncy ~nd "~idCen weigb.: 11 

fig~:es, ~nd ?l~n vie~s are absenc ~nd should be ~ncluded during :he dr~~: 
stage oc re?or~ ?rC?Or~tion. Ocher ~ore c=ucial ior::is of ~nior::i~cion are 
missing - c!1ese will. be discussed below. 

3) Ccr:~in ce:-::is have been used ~hich ~=e not clearly de!~ned . . !hese should 
be cl.:ir!fi~d in :h~ finol report. !ncluJed are: 

-"prehistoric (?)" - The puri)ose of conc:::ic~ing w:!.ch a prof-ession:ll / 
arthcolosisc ~os .:ippn:cncly co r~solve chis qucscion, n~t co continue iC. 
SpccifL..::llly, •.1111 !..s chis use!J? 

-" uµw:ird rL".•urk.ing of cu!.ti1r:il ri:m::iins" Ct>.64) - Docs chis ?ert.:iin to 
,_, ,,,.- discurl>;inc~ crc~1c~J atCi.!r ucposi.t.!.un'! !f so, h.:is this occn . cfon~ by 
--~ . ------ N-S-

https://ucposi.t.!.un
https://parZlci.ve
https://suf:icie.nt
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~atu:Jl o~ c~i~ur~L ~~~· ......o .... --

:id<lcn conscicucnc~7 

-":::iiddcn ·.:cigh::" (p. SJ J - '.."h.'.lt does chi.s ter=. :1e:in? ._.d ._.h~r:: is 1.t3 
3nn1ycic=1 si;ni~ic:=ncc? 

~) :he :asc.:ni; ~rog::m ?ro9osed :~ avalu.'.lte :he ci;::.c;i :eccver-1 '1e~-:is ,f 
various li:cs Ls unjuscl!ieti. !c see:s :har:: scr=c!f~ed si:es ~re ~onsidered . 

! 
i 

3u9er:.or Ln soce ~=Y co sh~llo~, ~ocenr::~~lly sin;le componcnc s1ccs. '!his 
is Ln~ccur=ce ~nd councc:-?rouuc::.ve i! :he !ocus oc enc :ese=rch design Ls 
to explic:lce sec:~~~cnc p=t:c:~ ~nd v=ri~ole ~c:ivi:7 ~re=.s. SL~gle component 
aites ::.y ~e Lndic.::.r::::1e of ;:ic::!.ods o! ?Opulac.ion e.x~<insion. aconom1c::.lly i 

s9ec.!.!ic ~c:!vi.:ies or si::il=r ?henomena ·.;hie~. i! J..e!: unan.:ilyzed. •ould I
1· 

resul: in ei:he: ~ f~ilure co ~ccom~lish :he goals or :he :-esaarch desi;~ or ' '. 
specious conclusions. !: should fur.ther be realized :h.:it c:iis .lpplies ea.ually :o 
sit.as ~ith no :::iidden .:ic::!Culation. 5y ignoring their existence, char~c:er, 

and 1.ocac:.on, !.i::le 1.o1i2..l be learned of the :oc.:.l. set:le!!lent system. 

5) Testing che vertical ind horizontal distribution of cul:ur~l :::.:iterial at 
a habitation site by using a one meter square uni: is inadequate to accura:ely 
delineate the potential for a site to yeild significant infor:ation ;.;orthy of 
"recovery. To further reduce such cesting co 25 centimec:er square "trenches" is 
reprehensible. Such testing vould indicate nothing about the for=ial variation 
present 1o1ithin a site. 

6) A for:al re?or: of :he results of the testing ?rogram should be ?repared 
:L~ order to develop a justifiable presentation of the ?reposed da:a recovery 
sc.,eme. This has not been done, leaving the chosen recover/ sample in a 
status of "tak.e r::.y word for it". 

i) 'of :hose sites subjected to data r.ecovery, ;.;ha: is t!!e volumec::-ic 
displacemen: on each as a resuit of e..xcavac:ion? ?resently, only su=face area is 
given. 

8) Chronological cont~ol, the paratlount goal of recovery and analysis, has 
-cot oeen ac:cooplished. '!wenc:y :-.:o obsiciian hycir:a.cion S.::.!I!ples ,,;ere taken ·f=om 
~.:o sites, (p.· l92) and 4 carbon Sa!:l?les ~ere :aka~ tc= tadio~e:=ic analysis. 
!he carbon cic'ltes ~=e :-ef.e~ed to as ":icdern" or "submode'::l." (p .192), tl:::.ough 
ac~urate ?resentation of the results is lacking. The hycira:ion studies are 
insuf:icic::lt :o ir::o-o :he research design of tZ1e c::mc:e::rr;:iocanei:y 0£ sit:as 
and c:heir S?.:ins oE u.cc..p.:.c:ion. Nu=:erous foes of :-e.J.... tive anci absolute 
dating ?roposad in the tesa;:irch design have ~9t be~n ac:oc?lished. These include 
a~~no acid t~ci~;=~ticn. ~lourinc an~lysis. c-~ ~n~lysis of acidic:ional 
org~nic s.:..=?les (inclu<li~g shell and oone). and :-elatad pedolcgic=.l ~nd 
st:!'at.is:-=.phic studies. lt is !:'ecorr.::ended th.:i.t t!'lese analyses be conplececi. 
~rior to che yrep~r~tion ct an ~.:ilytic.:i.l :-eport. 

9) !: is in.:i.dequ.:i.:~ to conclude th.:i.t sct:ler-ent ?at:e~ing e~hibited in 
tbe project clrC:l i:> .:1. "gene:al l.:.ck of clus:cr:..ng or loose clustering (;:i. 19J)". 
Ho~ c.:in even .:i. v.:igue st.:temcn: like chis ~e c.:cie ~ichouc c~ronologic.:l conc=ol 
of '-'hen sic:cs b.:ing COt:ip:.rcd '-'C:'e occupieJ? The .:ln::ilysis oc scc::.!..:~enc: ?~::tel:'n, 

like chrcnolosic~l cont=ols, 1,;.:i.s .:ln i=?ort.:nt foci oi :b~ rese~rch ciesign, but 
was never undcrt.:iken. 

10) F~un.:i.l .:in~lysLs is incomple:e. A coc?lcte idcntific;:icion of !~un~l 

<rcm'1ins h~.s no: bc~n .:lccomplishl.!d. · A brief ?t'C::>i..:nC::lC.ion of con;loc~r:i.t~ 

t.:cighc:s o( birJ ocnl.! 001.!S n\JC: in'c.lic:ltr:? c:he ;:urpost! or such .:m.:lysis. At:~:::pc:s 

to conclude.! :.nythin); .:ibou:: c:hc subsisccnc~ oricnc:~cion of chc inh:i.oi.c.:inc:s ct ,/ 

https://1.ocac:.on
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3.iri::c:-'s ?oC:ic :!!:om.;h ·' · ·, .l ':le ;;nsub:-;c.:ntiZlt::::d .l!l Lor -. o.. _ suc.h .Jno:iL:rsis· 
·ts tc{c uniinl~la:u. ''".i::> t~i..:i:-a bucchi..:r:.n~? Cs cherc 1.:vlu1. .. ..:e oi scason"1.U.cy? 
These qut.::>C ~UllS .Jr'C •1 lc.:1 co .Jn unu1.:rs::.:nu . ln~ oi :he OC.:C\lOO:C !.on of :he .::-c:i. 
and co di.sct.::nin~ :::t.: :c.i..:cJ.on!iilJ.~ oc:·.;c<.:n hum.:.n .J~cncs and cl:!r:.:.in . :.:.un.:..i 
~x:inc:ions which ~=vc c:kcn ?i.:.ce :h~:e. 

Ll) !he .luc!1ot"::; .Jssume :h.-ic :he habic.:.cion si::es pt"esenc .Jre :-eoresencac:..,e 
of coir::lon sc.:::us ;ii..:o;::ilc (~.20). !! chis is so. :hen .J cle.:lr expl.;.n..,c::.on oi che 
n~curc oi ch«.: co~~on ;ierson's h~bic:::ion sice 5hould be Eor:hcoming. ~= Ls not. 
Furthe:-. Lf :hcsc si::es .Jre so reciund.:.nc :hrou~houc :he H.::t~aii:n tslands :hen 
~c !.s ~:-csumcd ::hac :he hypoc.hescs g~ner:ced ·..-i:hin ::he :-esear:h design should 
be th<lt zuch :ore ?r:c:ic:l .Jnd cesc:ble. Uniortunncely, chis h~s no~ been 
the case - no $Oal of :he research design h~s been actained. 

12) In nucerous places t~e authors asser: that ihe sices were :ecenr:ly , 
oc:cu-pied and t:har: ::-.e i.n::ensi:y o.c num.:ln ac:i•1ir:7 1.:as a.x::-~ely lo~ (p. 19,38, 193). 
There is no i!lll:leciiate evidence :o support chis or any other conclusion. Such 
c:onclusions should be Eor=ed on the basis of an~lysis of :ecovered d~ta, not by 
opinion. and preliminary studies ac:complished outside of the project area. 

13) The hypothesis on page 172 relating the amount of shellfish or fishbones 
on a si~e with the degree of occupacion (sporadic: to continuous) ·is rife ~itn 
unstated and pocencially confounding variables. The proposed test of this 
hypothesis . (p. 174) by der:er.nining the correlar:ion coefficient of f ishbone to 
shell!ish re~.ains by site is inappropriate to test chis ill-defined and 
unsubs::?.n t ia: ed hypo c:hes·is. 

14) Historic :esearch on post contact oc:u?ation of the Barber's ?oint area· ~ 
has not been accomplished. The ?OSt 19L.O :-esear::h on "C.!m;> ~e.l..ancholy" is ~ood 
but :oc.ally unfocused in relation r:o specific goals reLac:ing :o :he projec: area. 
What of the pur?or:eci habi:.ation by F.a•aiian co•boys? w'hat is che ~acure of this 
oc:cupa:ion? Sil:lil.:irly, ~nae of :he Campbell ~state, sugar plantations and logg:..ng 
operations? 

15) A master catalog of ar:i.fac:s and faunal remains should be ;:ire?areci. 

16) Both :he o.alacolog:ical and paleon::olog:ical avi=auna s:ucies are :-elatively 
good reports <.;hen :omp<lreq with :he archeological. Unfort~nacely :he av~:auoa 
study is incc:n?lcte, and ::ipr:h re;:>or:s fall shor: of pocenci.ally sign:if:ican:: 
conclusions concer~ing the deg:-acacion of the area 1 s environ~enc because :hey lack 
ch:-onolcgical cont:-ol. Such scuciies. ,...e:e ;:iossiolc and should helve :ieen a pr:::.~::-y 

focus of an~lysis, ~lon; ~ich ~idden, s:ratigr~phic, setcleMent and :-elated 
analyses •. 

I! you need further infor::iacion please conr::ic:: me or :·ir. Leo 3<J.rker at (415) 556-iHi. 

s~=::J:t7,/~~~J)~d J. C~Cordon, 
Inter~scncy Arch~ologic.:il Services Division 

c:c: HI. SH?O 
J\CHP, D~nv~r .:ittn: J.:inc Kins 
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Mr. Kisuk C!"leung 
C~ie!, Engineering Division 
Cor?s of Snqi~eers 
3uildi!'lq 230 (?ODED-?~]) ; . 

Fort Shafter, Hawaii 96SS8 

Dear Mr. Cheung: 
., 

SUBJECT: P~oposed deep draft harbor, Barbers Point 
; 
i 

Hono 1 uli'uli, Oahu.· Ii 
Review of the draft =eport: .. 

::> ....Ar rh~co1oc:--1~.._ ...... ~'-~- -~~ .. .I 
T_.".~~S~-~~- . ~t-~On -'- ..'-• =·•"- 0-1=on"-o1oc:1·r-l.::::.__ \._ · - -c.- ~ ""'I-

Kalaeloa (3a=~e=s ?o~ntl, Hono'uli'uli, ·~wa, O'ahu, 
Federal Stu~y Areas la and lb ~nd State of Hawaii · 
Optional ,;re::i l. 

Let me begin by a?ologi=ing :or our celay in provicinq you wi~h 
this =eview. The arch2eological sites in t~e Ba=bers Point a=ea va=e i~port~nt to Hawaiian a=c.haeology, and this review has had a 
h.:.i:;h ?riority with my staff. Unfortunately, cu= office recen::ly 
lest tbe st~f: a=chaeologis~ familiar with the 3ar=ers Point 
p=oJec~s. causing some ~elay in our =eview of the report. In 
addi ti.on, ::.he ?CO= ~ua..!.i ty of the c=a.ft: mace it necessa=y to co 
a thorough :evi~v and not just read the =epor~ anc wake a few 
brief recorr~endations. 

T!"lank you :or -c::e nu.rner::us cocurnents prcvided :.long •...;i th the 
d=a.:t =epcrt. 7.hey in'3.C.e ou= ::evi::w a lot · eas J..er. 

After reviewing the d=a.f": re~ort., we have a nur.~er of comnents 
a~d ::-ecommencations to rr:~k;;. • 

l. !:::~e =~?Ort cocs not mitig~te t~e adverse ef:ects of the 
proposed co~st=uction projcc~s on cultur:J.l resources i~ 
Barbct"s ?oint. '!h.i.s is bec:J.use the m.:-.jo:: =esea.::c=-:. ?rcblems 
outlincc in vour scooc cf work h~vc not been su:ficiently 
addressed in· t!"lc rcpor{J 



2 
:C. .:Juk c~e'..lng 

-a,,..-.,.....; "..; .. 
.... .._-: <...i.- ...... --...J.... ~roc.!.e:n 

:e 

oc=upat~cn ~nd :he 3arje=s ?oint ecosys~em, :ne =e?or~ ias 
doc"J.ment:ed "consis::ent: :=at~e=:ls of :~unal .su.c=essicn ::.'.:a~ are 
dou.bc~ess a =efl~ct:ion of Hider environmen~al c:ianges in 
vegecat~on ~nd o~.::e= ~ioca." (p. 266) However, the =e?Or~ 
also .st:.:J.t:es 1:.'.'lat "i: ~ ccmplece ?ic~:i=e of ?aleo--:nviron."nen~al · 
change in ~he =egion--including t.'.'le proble~ of man's =ole--is 
to be achieved, we feel that 
analysis is imperative." We 

I-__ . • . . 1 II • • " • • • - • • • • • 

.,.,.~t:n =ega=c • ::c prc~-em ii , t...~e nist:ory o~ r.awaiian oc=u?ation 
at 3ar.bers ?oin~. t...,e :-epor-:. st:a~es t:.'.'lat "t."lese sites =emain 
~ndat~ble by ==liable and·=eaci~y available ~echoes, and a i 

Ischematic chrcnological ordering of sites can be based only 
on nonquantitative criteria." (p. 192) I 
However, .no chronological ordering of sites (based on non­
quanti ta tive criteria) is presented anywhere in the r~port. 
Furthermore, the Stl.mmary ot human and environmental succession 
given at t~e end of the report (?P· l97-8) is ~eneral enough 
to have been written before this resea=ch was ~one. !n 

Iaddit i on, it does not appear that quantitative eating tech­
I 

niques have been a?plied t:o~n ace~uate sarr.ple., as only :ou::= 

i 
I 
! 
· 

C ~-~-~- 1 s--01°~ "e~e • 0 s· 0 ~ ' a~c.· ~n 1 v --·o -~· 0 s '·'e-e c:. -~e~• .4 C:..-'-"'-"C:..- C:..•1L • ._ __ w - -- .._....__... • • '-'• -. ._.,,., ::.., '-- .,,. ..;, · C:..'-' \,,.. 

by basaltic glass hycration rind rneasu=emen~s. 
..,,... I 

i 

I 

~i':...11 =ega=d to ?roblem "iii", the 3a=:,ers ?oint settle:r.ent .. 
patterns, an atte~?~ to dete=mine the existence of seasonal 
and pe=:r.anent habitation in t..:O:e a=ea met wit..~ ne<;"at.ive :-esillts, 
c;;;o.. - -~c~s uc· 0 i.....- - .... . •• · - .. ~ , .-·~e~ c.~~nc· -~e.... •• c::.-"'--··· c-~c-...1'-.0. -

1 
- -~a-\., -1...- i..•• -,_ 0 __ ~-~nc:_ ,.; • • • co••"-'-

1 s~cw ~ 

~hat t~e 3ar~ers ?oint raic~ens comprise an i~aceq~ate sample 
er that o--=...~er va=i.ables must be ~ken in~o ac::::un~." (p. l.74) 

We asre·e that more miccen analysis neecs to be cone. :~e also 
rec~mrnend that c.he final =epor~ con~ain an ove.=all olan view 

c: ::::e 
va=ious features ciscussed in the ~e~or~ incl~Ci~g sinks, 
stone walls, micden a~eas, and sites excava~ 

..-
:..:·.:i t11 rega.=d to prcblei.t "iv", the ::-ela ti.ens hi~ ::,et-;.;een pre-
viously unknown and extinc~ endemic avifauna and the i~di­
genous human popul~tion, the ::-eport says: "additional 
=esearch is ::-e~ui=ed to est~blish t he absolu~e a~e o: ~~e 
~ossils, the length o! deposition in e3ch significant sink, 
and the ::-el~tive ages of deposits ~=cm different si~ks." 
( "" 2 1 ,.0'1 '·1·e "c:-no '-').· ... ;.., '"hcse -r.>r-r"l,.,.."'l'\•:Onc"--.i.·,..,,.,'--s r,re ;.,,,,.,.: i vt:"• - • ' ~ --- '"' r.....• '-• • --'-' H ~a1.... •• ~'- .... ~s. / ,, ••c:.-\,,,,.,-

.... · • ..... · · .: · 1 · · o~ . --.1_ 1 · •neec .... o poi.nt out ......~c. c.ni:: ... ass;._ S.l:lKS _ :ne :.\vJ. p_a.:..n .:i.=e 
one of ~~c outst~nding p~leontologic~l rescu==es of ~he 
Haw~ii~n Isl~nds. 
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116. /;Ji:h :-e-;~r::: '::J ?roi:le:n "·J' , ':he 3ar.::e!"s ?oint c-.:ltural ?at:~~r:-i 

as a unique ad~pt:~cion :o a unique envi=onmenc, :~e =e?or~ 
does nae di=ec:ly discuss this issue .. Whac is missing. is a 
compr~hensive an~lysis that compares and cont=~sts che archaeo­
logy of ~he a~=~e=s ?oint sites with what is ~nown for Ot..~er 
a=eas of Oahu and ~awaii. 

In sum:nary, this ~e?or~ has made a limited atte:npc to st.ldy the 
research ?rcblems outlined in your scope of ~erk. The =esults 
S e_m ...o _na_c-.;. _ ........ e s ...uay a_ e_ nQ.s .....rie !"o .__n .____ _...., .. an~;.rer.:.ngc ~ ; ·.; ~ to • ~ - ·. ,.. =a • - -. ' ,.... f- o • ~ ~ 1 :-. .,,,. 

the =esearch ques~ions proposed, and additional st~dy is 
_.,.,.. ....rn·""enc·ar-. 
- .............- i.16~4 - - •...l 

Sincerely yours, 

~ (21_. 
C.~ai=man of the 3oard and 
State Historic ?reservation 
Officer 

,.,,,. 

-~--- -
·-----

https://an~;.rer.:.ng
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Or. H<Jlle: H. Ha~.matt 

?r! nci ~a I Invest i ga cor 
Ar~,aeoloqic:~l ~csearc:h Center 

Hawa i I , Inc:. 
? • 0. Sox 2.85 
Lawai. Kauai. HI ~6i65 

Dear Or. Harr.matt: 

Your draft Barbers Point Harbor archaeological report (Contract OAC~84-79-C-
0010, Hod. No. POOOOI) was sent for' review and comments · on 12 February 1981 
to the following individ.uals or agencies: 

Reviewer Replies 

a. State Historic Preservation Officer 
b. Herica;e Conservacicn Recre~cion Service, 

lnteragency Arc~eological Services 
c. Advisory Coi..:nc:i l on Historic Preservaticn 
d. State De?ar:~ent cf Transpor~aticn, Harbors Division 
e. Dr. Storrs Olsen, Smithscnian Institution Incl 1 
f. Or. Patrick Kircii, Sishop Museum Incl 2 
g. Or. Paul ?.osendahl Inc: 1 3 
h • . 1'\:-. Bertel! Davis Incl 4 
I. Pacific Asscc:iac!on cf Professional Anthropologist, 

c/o Or. ~f 11 iam Kikuchi 
j. Society of Hawaiian Archaeologists, c:/o Or. Rober~ Incl 5 

Hommon 

ror:na l wr i cten ccr..rr.en ts have been received fr cm a J 1 reviewers as no tee e.xce;:~ 
:he first four aoencies ;:ind Or. Kikuchi. All .,,rit-.:en revi.aws wer~ ve~ 
ie;acive and the.Scace Historic Preservation Office (Sn?O} and t~e ~aviscry 
:ounci 1 on Historic Preservaticn (~C~P) have indicated by celeohcne :~at c~eir 
reviews are also ne;~tive. ~osc· ~f che reviews and feed~~ck frcm SHPC and 
~CHP conciuce ch~t chc draf-.: re~ort, JS currently wric:~n, dces net cc~ply 
"'i :h che prccos.!ci guicel ines for "R~:::overy of Scienti fie, ?rei"liscoric, Historic, 
:ind ArchJcolcgicJl Oaca: Methods, St<:indarcs, and Reoorting Requirement" (J6 Cr?. 
)art 66) ~~Mich Mc incor;::oratcd into the Concr;:ic: Scoi:.:: cf \~ork, Ice::i 3b. ~cne 
,f :he arch.:;eologiscs reviewing ::.he drc:ift rcoort believe chac t!-.e re;:cr: ccr::-
) l lcs with your l\~scJrch Ccsign (12 October 157~ end JO .'larch t~SO). As the 
lrof: rc~ort is currc~cly written, we agree with these two sc~cral ccnclusions. 
!ore th~n cosmetic ch~ng~s wi 11 ~e nc~~ed for revision into J n~w draf: re;:or:. 

I 
! 

I 

·] . 
I 

!,. 
I 

--- - ---·---
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POCE:O--'V !J Hare:.'~ . t ~8t 
Or. Hal.le: H. HalT'mac: 

i'~:- Secor:: of 'Jerk, we are including ccoies of all ·..iric:en i"'~vie·.-1s for your 
lnfor~acion. Also per Sccce of ~ork, you wi11 be required co c~nsider only 
those co~~cnts wnlch h~ve ~een approved by che Contr~cting Officer. In read­
ing chrough ::he lc!::ers, you ·,,ill find muc:ii re::e!:i:icn in che c:-itica! c:o:rmencs 
as welt as each reviewer :ending co draw on different specific examples to 
demonstrate his particular conc~rns. To aid you in your preoaration of Che 
next draft of che re:::ort, •..ie wi 11 [ndlc:ace. oy asterisks (*) chose comments in 
the review letters ~hich we believe are constructive or legitimate in 1lght 
of the requirements in che ccntrac: Scope of './erk and the Research Oes ign. 
You may consider all ocher comments In the review letters at ycur option. 
',(e a.re also inclosing a s~rr.rnary 11st of our own conc~rns, suggestions and, 
recorrr.~ndations (Incl 6). ?le~se concentrate on c:omplecing any recommended 
analyses and revising the re?ort at this time since it is already behind 
schedule. You may wish to respond to specific ccrr.n:ents of the revie•11ers, but 
please wait until a satisfac:ory report and your contractual obligations to 
the Corps are completed. 

Your fTnal report is c:.urrently scheduted for submission by 3 April 1981. We ,, 
bel leve this may not allcw for sufficient time for you to complete further ! 
analyses and final lze che report. aecause of the c:~plexity and severity of i 
the review comments. request that you prepare a pre-final craft which wi 11 be . .; 
provided to all reviewers for a shor~ened review period of thr~e weeks. ~Tth-
ln four weeks after :he submission of the pre-final re~ort to the Ccntracting 
Officer, additional comments will be provided if neecieci for preparation of the 
final report in the required 50 copies. I suggest the following revised 
timetable: 

Submission of pre-final draft by 17 April. 
Review period - 20 ~pril co 8 ~ay. 
Co1r.:1e~ts returned to Contractor - 12 ~ay. 
Submission of finai report - no later than June. 

?lease ccntacc us as scon as poss lb le so that we may discuss and process a · 
further extensicn to the c~ntrac:. 

In summaiy, ...,e believe tha: it is in both of our interests that ::.e final 
re?or: on archgeolc;ical and ~~leontolcgic~I :ata recovery at :ar:ers Point 
be satisfactori Jy co~pleted and accepted wi:hin the piofessionai scientific 
commun l cy. 

Slncere 1y 1 

6 I nc.1 CLARENCE S. FUJI I 
as Authorized Re~rcscntJtive of the 

Contr~ctlns Officer 

2 
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SiJHHflR'f L l ~i OF' COJ-:ll~!ITS 

C:e.-,cr;JI i":c·1ic-..1 Cor..""::cnt:; on Or:.fc 3.-:.rbcrs i'o(nt H~root" 
Arc:h;:icologic~i ~cpon: ( Contr:.c: OAC\:S4-i9-i:-ooto} 

Item 

2 

3 

5 

'6 

7 

8 

9 

?;:iqc-
Genera 1 

Ge.ner:J 1 

Tltle Page 

Abstrac: 

lntroduc:ion 

Overview 
Maps 

Scope of 
\fork 

8 

21 

. Comment 

Draft Report needs careful editing 
error"s, misspellings (pJrtic~larly 
and poor gry~mar. ?lease note Dr. 
this regard~ · 

I 
co correct typographical I 

' ' scientific na~~s) 
Kirch 1 s co~.ments in 

Draft re?ort needs missing figut"es, tao1es and ~ecticns i
~Input. Reco~.rr.end placir.g sec: ions dealing •,fith "Si..::rr.'.at"y · .. 

of Results" and "RECC!'illEliCATIOMS" at che enci of the ittain 
report. You rr.ay \·dsh to integrate the 11 su~:ilary of 
Results" into your '!Barbers ?oint Perspective. 11 

After "US ARHY CORPS OF' El:GINEEP.S 11 plac~ in parenthesis 
"(U.S. Army Eng·ineer District, Honolulu) 11 and also 11 Sc:ace 
of Ha\"laii De?artment of T1ans!=or:ation, :iarbot"S Oivisioii. 11 

6elo\v that: 11 Contract l!o. CAC\134-i9-C-OOIO, Mod. ::o. ?0~00 . 1. 11 

Revise the Abstract as needed in li~nt of your respcn$e 
to these and ~ccc=panying ccr.ments and ycur further 
rese'1rch. I· 

I 

,, 
Much of this r.~terial cculc ~e profitably placed in 
lacer sec:icns, partic?.:larly 1·1nen results a:-e sur..-::.arized. 
Suggest disc~ssing here why scm~ chang~s in outside 
analyses were · changed frc= the Research Cesign. 

M<ips !r.USt ccntain a lcsenci di ffer;r::iatir:g oe:·..1eeh 

archc;co I cg i c~ l ar.~ ::.a I ecn to l cs: i cz.1 5 i :es. .~ l sc re~::::::::e::d 
Ithat for visual anaiysis of ir.ter-si te relationship, . i 
I 

you include ~10 or ~ere ma~s si~flar co these in your I19 7 8 re;: o r t fo r : r. e Sca: e sr. ovti Iig ~o r e cc t <l i I c f 1 a r g ~ r 
arcJs including sinks, scene walls, mic~an areas anc 
sites c.xcelva tee'. 

Ch.-nge :r.c. tense of verbs as c;ppropria:e to indic;:;cc 
thut various actions have already t~k~n place. 

Bott~m 1 ine is no~scnsicz.1. Sased er: work co cz.:e, 
please feel free to :1.:ri fy ycur hypotheses er redefine 
them. No dcleticns. 

Last pc:irng:-~~h: Sus;cst: t!i<it after 11 <ippropri<lte foder.il 11 

you insert, 11 or stJtc .igcncy. 11 

----·--·- · - -- · ·---

https://foder.il


Comment 

10 26-2~ 

11 

12 

13 

30-31 

Table 

58-59 

168-liS 

15 168-177 

16 188 

.. 

Thls sc::::lon rs Jdcqucite only in dcsc:-ibing ...,.i'IClt 
previous rcsc~rcncrs did b~: ~oc in dcsc:-ibing 
their findings, obscrvcicicn~, hypochc~cs and 
gencr~li~acicns. Since •his dcicCl rc:~very work 
ls in par: che cuimin~cion of :~e previous research, 
we believe :hat it is aporopriace for you :o 
cxpcind your discussion of the previous work :o 
serve as a backgro~nd for :he derivacicn of your 
rese;;irch objectives and research hypotheses dis­
cussed na"' on pp. i-S. Therefore, :~c "PRE'JIOUS 

.RESE/,RCH 11 sect i en must precede :he "Res ca rc!i 
Design" section and they need noc be separate 
sections. 

Recommend expanding your discussion to prov1oc 
greater clarification of the criteria 1.:pon which" 

· your sampling ..,,as b<Jsed. Extract sor.:e of these 
criteria from Table 1 and discuss. 

. . 
Provide a list of previous Bishop Museum sites 

• numbers for <1pprcpr i <l ce ~ i tes. 

Clarify screening procedures (use of 1/4-inch and 
1/8-inch ~esh screens). There ari inccnsistencies 
within the rC?~ort (p. 11 and !=I· 163) and ~et\•1ccn 
the report and the Research C~sisA. A~~rC?ss tl":e 
possible biasing of sa~ples of micii~n and basaltic 
glass flakes th~t ycur techni~ues may have 
generated considering c::rr.r;;ents by Cavis, Rcsencanl 
and Kirch. 

Please complete :he midden analysis with a detai l ed 
site-b~-sicc analysis cf ~er ~esearc~ Oes.ign · 
(pp. 13-14). \·ie scrcngly cc.nc:.:r 1vic:-: cl"::: ot:-:er 
corr.men ts en the ncl!d for sreace;r stat is: i c~ l .::".a Iys~s 
of the midden data which may sh~ci lishc en site 
and feature functicns. 

Thi~. or a later scc:ion shouid provide stztisticai 
spatial distribucicnal ~nalys~s cf che arti F~c:s 
to test hy~othc!cs dealing with intensity cf 
occup;;icion and fc~ture fwnccicn, ir.cluoin9 ~~nu­
f~ccuring and feed ~rc?ar~:icn. ~hac is che 
relationship bctw~en ar:i r~cts 1.:scd fer m~rir.e 
resources exploitution ~nd :he inter- and incru-sitc 
distribution and cfansity of shell-fish c:nd fish ~onci 

Provide the dJtJ en bJSJltic glJSS Jnd Other fcr~s 
of d:iting. Per f.cs.cJrcii ri..:si~n, include .:i disc:.:ssicn 
of sou re i ng of the ~~s~llic gl;ss. ~e scr~ng ly 

con cu r ,.,. i th other cor.:mc:n t:o ori the need co t,cc f up 

2 . 
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Item Corrmcnt 

the rcpor~ w1ch J ~horouqn chronoiogfcal Jnaiysls. 
If you did ~cc Jcc:mpc :o d~ce orgJnic ~atcri~ls 
other th~n chJrcoJl, .~le.:;se ~rovide ~n ~xpl.Jnation, 
particularly the nonextinct oecrc!. Sased on :he 
comments received to d.Jtc Jnd your suocontrac~or5 
c01t.ments, 1o1e recor.::end criac sor.:e of <:~c bird, rat, 
or llzard bone be dated by flcurine or amino Qcid 
techniques as noc~d in :he Researci"I Jesi9n (p. 14}.1 

If the results are not avail~~le for che final 
report, they =~Y stil I be made av~i lab le to the 
sc.i en ti ft c cc:r.mun i ty . 

17 192-193 - ihe draft report does not include any syst!matic 
analysis of ~ite or feature size, function, or I 
pattern distributicn as required cc test the second, 
third, fourth, fifth hypotheses. We concur strongly 1 

wfth Dr. Kirch's observaticn on this matter. If 
you feel that such analyses are inappropriate, be 
prepared ~o thoroughly justify your opinion in a 
~peclfic section analyzing sectle~ent patterns. 
A qualitative narrative is not sufficient. 

18 19 3••• There is also no systematic sum.T.ary analysis of 
agricultural pctcntial, vegetation ieccnstructicn 
and a thorough disc~ssior. of envircr.~ental chan5e. 
It ls not at al I clear whether you hav~ perfcr~ed 
the work outline in the :hi rd paiagraph of ?a9e 11 
of the Research Design relacin; to seci.imentary and 
pedological an~lysis, and ex:loratcry pollen 
analysis for the basis of ~aking ar. estimation of 
the extent and nature of Hawaiian planting in :he 
study areas. ~e believe fur:her inferences may 
be drawn fro~ Appendices I and I I :c;e:~er wi:h 
the above data to ~elp cie:er.:iir.e the nature anc 
extent of the prehistcric 5ar:ers ?oint env:rcnment 
and ha•.,. it ch<:mged over dr.:e. h1y ciacir.g er.at you 
performed should be worked into this disc~ssion. 

. 19 191 ihe discussic:i of the "Sar~cr's ?cine Perspec~i·:e, 11 

as ~oted in I tern Z, ~hculd incor~orace a disc~ssicn 
·· of the resetJrcn hy?ct!'lcscs .:nci the resu I ts of c:te 

testing of the~. ihis secticn mus: a l so relJte 
your findinss co previews cbscrvJc icns, s~ner~i iza­
tlons, Jnd hvpocheses cevelopeci by prcvic~s 

researchers JC 5aroers ?oinc. ihesc findings 
must Jlso be re laced co pcrtir.cnt JrchJeoio9ic~I 

· research clsc~hcrc in H~~Jii ~nd in Polynesia if 
appropriJte. 0Jca R~covcry studies co cc=;ly ~ich 
the Fcdcrol guide! incs muse be research oricnccd. 

3 



.U1'f"'I 
111J•;\Advisory 

Council On 
Historic 
Preservation 

1522 K Street. NW Repiy to: Lake Plaza South. Suite 016 
Washington. DC 20005 44 Union Boulevard . I / ' 

Ifl ( \.i'~v ·-
Lakewood. CO 80228 

.March 20. 1981 

Mr• Kisuk Cheuni:i: 
Chief 
Engineering Division 
Department of the Arm.Y 
Pacific Ocean Division. Corus of Engineers 
Building 230 
Ft. Shafter. Hawaii 96858 

Dear Mr. Cheung: 

As requested in your letter of February 12, 1981, Jane King of my staff 
has review!Xthe draft report, "Archaeological and ?aleontological Inves­
tigation av Kalaeloa (Barbers Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, O'ahu, Federal 
Study Areas la and lb and State of Hawaii Optional Area I." Her evaluation 
of the report follows. 

we ~ealize that this report is a draft ~nd assume that many of its 
shortcomings will be eliminated in the !inal report. However, we do 
find serious problems which require substantial reworking. 

Reauirements of 36 CFR Part 66 

The Scope of Work required evidence of compliance with 36 CFR Part 66; 
-.,,/' it appears that has not been fully accomplished. The report does not 

clearly demonstrate: 

1. an acquaintance with relevant research; 

2. adequacy of data sample to meet research objectives; 

3. sufficient description of method and technique to exhibit competence; 

4. whether or not it is feasible to preserve sites in place; 

5. fulfillment of the require!llents of Sec. 66.2(a)(7) with regard 
to report standards. 

N-8 
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.?age 3 
:1Jr • Ki suk Cheung 
i3ar~ers ?oim; 
;..'larch 20, 1981 

~an be taken at ~his ~ime to correct this situation, we must object 
t o the Corps :proceeding with its underi;aking because to d.o so would 
cause an adYerse effect. 

The ~evised Scope of Work allowed ~or revision of the Research Design. 
We believe the Principal Investigator should have reYised the Research 
Design when it became apparent that some of the goals were unrealistic 
or ~hat information was lacking to provide sufficient data to mee~ 
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 adeouate sample of 
paleontological•.. 11 (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 notential of each site w-as 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, fer example, 
:::-epeatedly uses the phrases "no midden or artifacts fou..."ld during 
testing" and "no cultural deposit or material present." Lacking 
middens, artifacts, or cultural evidence, what makes a site a site? 
Further, the comments concerning sites f:-equently . state "significance 
is in map location" (page 39 and others). What does this mean? 

There is consistent use of a question 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 
apnear on almost every page; sentence fragments, omitted sentences, 
a~d redundancies abound (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 P.merican Antiauity would be useful. Admittedly, this is a 
draft, but the apparent lack of professionalism decreases the credibility 
of the data presen~ed. 
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Hr. Kisu.k Cheung 
, I 

··./ 3arbers Point 
March 20, 1981 

Research Design 

The Research Design defined five research ob,iectives and. five research 
problems which are overlapping. We find that these goals have not 
been met. Specificall,7: 

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 habitation area" rems.ins 
incomplete because of insufficient data concerning prehistoric 
subsistence patterns and lack of analysis of midden material; 

4. 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; 

5. 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 no 
statement of settlement pattern relationships can be made; 

1. "Barbe!'s Point cultural pattern as a uniq,ue adaptation to a 
unique environment" is minimally ad.dressed and requires eluci­
dation. 

~he 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 
what at that time was Council policy, 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 reiriew of the draft report indicates 
that the goals of the Research Design have not been met. Unless steps 
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?~ge 4 
:,1r. Ki suk Cheunis 
Barbers ?oint 
~·:larc!:l 20, 1981 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. Please advise 
of the steps that will be taken to assure comnliance with the condit i ons 
upon which t he 1Corps' determination of no adv~rse effect was based. 
Should you have questions or comments, Mrs. King may be reached at 
t 303) 234-4946, an FTS number. 

Sincerely, 

estern Divi sion 
of Project Review 

Enclosure 
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Mar::.h --... ; ' , l380
?rc~idcnc: · '' ?:mic:k 'I. Kirc:n 
Oco.l:t.'ncnt t"Jf ..:.nt..,rooolo~y 
Scrnicc ?. :Oi\lioo :.luscum 
P.O. 3 i.l:it l 90uQ...:. 
Honolulu. H.;w.ii 'i %C) 19 

Mr. Kisuk C~eunq, C~ief 
~na~-e 0 ~~~~ o~v~s~~n 
...., 4 .... - - -··.., - - -

U. s. ~rmv Co~s of Snaineers Division. . -
?acif!c Ocaan 
BuilC.i~g 230 
Fort Shafter, Eawaii 96858 

Dea:r Sir: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the repo=t on the "Archae­
ological and ?al:ontological !nvestigation at ~alaeloa (Ear~er's Point) 
Eono'~li'uli, ~~a, O'ahu, Federal St~dy Areas la and lb and Stat: of 
Hawaii O~tion.?.l .~.re:. l" ~...,. =:allet-:. E. na.Ttlmet": and Willia.u E. :olk. 
The Societv :er Hawaiian Archaeoloav does not have a standinc com:nittee- ... - -
for peer re'v'iews and as a :-esult an ad hoc com.-nittee ,of whic!i ! a.rn ~!1e 
chai~an, was :c=:uec for t!1e S?ecific :::u=?cse of =e•t:..ewi:is t..~is =eport. 
Eac:i o: t.:ie c::::7'..."':'.i ttee me!r.bers has revi.:wed. t.ne ~=?or": ar:.d we have all 
discus sec :i. ~ at. leng-:!1. In ad.di tion, .,,,.e have cons iciereci a letter we 
=ecei~ec f=orn Dr. Ca.=l C. Christensen, a co-~uthor wit..~ Dr. P. v. Ki=c~ 
0 -f ~--e,.c.·~ .. -;--:- o.: '"n· i::. - /'\:-"!:' •• -·~ -- ~ \.,. - subject =e?ort. 

The C.ez:icienc:i.es of the subject repor-: fall into .t·..;o ~a.Jc= cate-
gor:.es: ( l ) m;'=~anical ?:"Cbl:.rns and (2) gene.::-~l ::=~=.!.e~..s. ~1ec~ani-
cal '='rcblez:-,s olacue t.he enti=e C.ocu.""Tieni: anC. r:iake t~e ==~riewers task 

• • # 

an one:::-o:.:s one. ':':r9ograp.hical er=ors c::.bo~nd; -;-ra.-..ma t.:.:::al ;'l.is't~kes a=; 
~"'lacce?t~!J l: f re-=:ue~'t.; r.on- stand.arc., ill ce£ ineC. and inf elic:i.. taus 
ter:uinol.oc;-y cbsc:.i=es t..~e conten't. a.nC. tl'le intent of ::;.::.ny of the au't.hor' s 
prc?osi~icns a~ci c~nt:nt:i.cns; ar.ci t..~e absence of ne~rly half t~e figures 

table 7 a..11d 
t..~e enti=e a=ti=act ap?enciix ~ake tbe enti=e cocumen~ so in:::om?le~e as 
to rencer any review c~":=emely ··c.itf ic'l.!l t. We do not have t.he i.:ic !.i..-ia­
tion or tlie ~i::e t.o unC:e.!9take t..~e t.as!' of ed.i. ti~g the =epc=-:. ~~;e ~~=­
si.:.rne t.h.:>. ~ s:.:::se-::uen~ ed.i. :.inc; ~nd ?=oof re.:.di~g, as ·.-1ell as inclusicn 
of the a;:,se:-. ~ f .i.c;-:.:=es and ct.he= cat~, will enhance t~e =eacabili ty and. 
quali:y cf the =epor~. Correction of all tbe mechanic~! ?roblems how­
ever c~n~ot =~mecy the f~nda~en-:.al general dif:ic~lties a?parent in 
the report. 

Virtu~lly no attempt h~s been made to relate the cata f=om tbe 
study il=~~ to the :r·::sul ts of the prev:.ous and on-goir..g =esearch .:?. t 
B~rbc='s ?oi~t c:- ~nywh~ie else in Haw~ii. Th~ consideration of cb­
serv.1 ti.ens, sc.::r.~ :-.:il i=.:i tions and hy?othcses gen\?:.:~ tcd cl sewhcrc in t:.~c 
vicini:y ~nd tl1=ou0hout n~waii is a very obvious and fund~mcntal o~­
mission cf this rc?ort 
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' The cl"lronoloqica.1. f=amewod: of the st'..!ciy a=ea .:.s not:. tilorouc;hl.y I. 
discussed anywhere in t.he doc"..lmen't.. :n S?it~ er c::a ?roble..rns ,..,.i':.h . 
available· ch=onomet=ic sam?les, (bo't.h basaltic glass and ~~r~onl, a 
more comple~c ?ic~ure of the chronology of the study area could have -
been construc~~d with the use of comparative data from other ?Or~ions 
of Barber's ?oint as well as inferences f=om ~he study area samples 
t..:.ie.rnselves and the st=a.ti.!ication wi~hin the subject area sit.es. 

The problem of the =elationshi;:is bet·..·een :nan and the extinct a'r:.­
fauna is ~ct ade~uately add=:ssed. In dealing with such a..~ L~?cr-
tant problem in an area that is uniquely suited for its solution, e..rery 
possible et=ortshould be ex?enceci to ~~at e.nd. Flouri~e and ~rnino 
acid racemization analyses have yet to be applied to avi!auna ~ones 
in the de?osits.. Such analyses should ?rovide valuable additional 
data. Pollen analyses, as well as sediment analyses ai.~ed at gather­
ing paleoenvironrnental a.~d depositional data a=e also necessary. 

The midden data collected dur1ng the excavations are not tabula-
. 1 • . ;::-· • ... ...l ., .... • ... ...: • •t ed or ana_yzec i~ su-=icien~ ~etai_. i~ is s~an~a=a practice to pre-

sent the midden contents of each excavated site in a table arranged 
by excavation u~it (usually 1 x l weter s~ua=es), by level or layer 
and by faunal anc floral species. While the ~idden contour maps in 
the subject re?ort a=e ·use::ul in te=ms of unciersta~C:.i:ig ge!'leral C.is­
tribution of ~iccien throughout the sites, t~bles such a·s those des­
cribed above a=e necessary for dist=ibutional and. comparative pur­
poses. 

Analyses of the artifacts recovered and their intra and inter­
site dist=ibution are very li.~ited. Fo= example, little atte!!lpt 
is mace to cete.::::-~ ine ccrrel~tior.s betwee.n cuantitv and tv-:es of :.=­
ti.facts on one hand a...""ld site tv~e, size, loca-ci:on- or rn.ic;en conten~s 
on the o-cher. No attarnpt is made to ex?lain o= :ven rnenticn t.;.~at 
48 of t~e total a=ea's SS sa•riples of basaltic glass came f=om one 
site (page l 04) . !n one of t..~e few cases where a=ti!ac":. assemblages 
are rnentior.e~, cc~t=acicto.=-; statements a=e made. On ?age 143 it is 
stated that site 2710-2 a!'ld 2710-5 . were elements ~:i · a kauhale 
(house.hole) because t.h.ey hac "s~:nil.ar assemblages"; ou-=. on ::age J..i8 
they are said to "have signi£ic:!ntly ci.:£eren-: a=ti!'?.ct assemblages". 
No mention !.s made of t!:.e appar.ent lack of co==elation bet·. ..-een t:.=:.e 
amount of fish !:;cne i:i a .site and the number of fishook.s :.:oun.d. 

The.re are a nu.-:iber of ?roble.rns with t:ie t=eat.-nent cf t:ie cul­
tural strata in the exc~vated sites. It is assumeci, for example, 
that in all sites, st=;J.t'..!m I is a mi:'i:ed l'1ye= anc th~t its contents 
were ch~=~e~ ~?==cm st=~~~rn II . . I~ sites sue~ ~s 2701-1 (pa~e 70, 
figu=es 15 and 16) however, the distinctly di=feren-c ~idden dist=i­
bution ?~tterns s~cm to suggest that st=~t'..:m ! is, at least in ?a=t, 
evidence cf a l~tcr cccu?~~icn. The absence cf c=css sec~icn ~==wi~c;s 
in m~ny sit~s increases t!1e re~cie='s problems in inte=prcti.nc; the 
data as presented. 

https://inte=prcti.nc
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i.nadequcJ.:.~.!.~l =.d.C=~sscd. :or -:.:-:am9l~, ~~e s-:one s~~:.c-:.::.r~ :.:: si-:.e ·?602 
{pages 99-104) Ls sc~==e~y ~ore :~an a. squa=e ~e~e: in !:cor ar;a, ye~ 
i~ is associac::d ~ic~ :~e h~avies~ ~idden ==nc=n~=a~~cn i~ any oi :~e 
si:.as. ~-to ::ten~:.on is ~ace o= ~:.i:.:.s combi~a:.icn of :ac--:~r~ ~o= :..s a:ny 
a't.-:em;:t: ::t~Ce :.: e~?l:.i..:i i:.. : t:.. :.s s~a ted. :..:l sa'r~ral si4:.e Cesc=:.;~.icr".s 
~~a~ t~e s~=ne s~~c~~==s ~e=a =~ns~=~c~=~ at ~~e :egi~~~~g ot a site's 
use. In ':~e ::w c=css sec-::.icns -:..~at a.re avai.lab le, ~~e :ounca~:.on 
stones =::s-: a. t .a 1.:~1el ·.;ell a.!:cve ::l1e basa o t cult:lral s~::.t:::.-n r= 
(e.g., ;:age :oo, figu:-e 36; ?age l.04) i..:!C:ic~-ci~g t.=:a-: a-: .l;:.st: ?Cr"':i~ns 
of ~:,.e st=-..:c-:::=:s ·-w·e=: ·==ns~=--.:c-=:C. :.t sc::Le :.:..ue a=~=r t.~e si-:es... ·,1e~a 
se~:led. A =elated ?hencmencn ~ay be t~e =oncent=ations of ~idden 
~ate:ial anc a=~~:acts t.~a~ occt!= ~n squa=es with s~:"..!ct~ral walls. 
!t cou.l.C. not be de"ta.=:nineC: whether these concent:ations were fou."'l.d 
wit.1iin the •.;al.ls or ~ene.ath i:..:O,.e.rn. 

Given the Luportance of the work conducted at Bar~er's Point; it 
would have behooved t.,e authors to spend all .available ti.~e and man­
power pu=suing t.~e majc= thrust of the stuC.y: the recovery· and ana­
lysis .and ~nte=;:=etation of data =elatinS' to t.~e prehistoric ~urnan ha­
bitation ot the ar:a. If the len~th cf -=-~= various ==port segmen~s are 
any i.:!C.ication ot the r:lative ;ffo=~s pu~ into each, A?pendix I!! see.:ns 
to have been cve=arnphasiz:d. '!'.houi;h t!le historic perioc i:i the study 
;:a-a.a c=-- .. •-1\, ,__s •-.;.,c-=.,..;. •M-=,..=-s- •n ; ... - o•-,..,., -~--"- .... - ......e:i-s ... :.,,. ...--- -------·-- ~-c:. __ _.. ______ --·---- '- -~ --~ "'"' _ .... ,,, •• ._, ~- C:."::J~ -- ._........ -. 

an i.:!or~i~at: anC. l.a:;ely spu=ious ~~cunt of wor;< was 1.mciertaken on 
t.~e wa.r~i..~e hist:;=-! c-: t..~e a=ea. Zn =ela~ion to the a=c~aeological 
work, Aooenci~~ I!! is, =or t.~e ~os~ pa=t, i==elevant. 

cive to =e•:iew. T!'le leng-_.'-!y sc::?e cf work and s~-;-.::ia=-.r cf :-:sults .::=ulC. 
~ore c::u..=ort~bly :,e ? ·laced else':ihe=e i:i ~~e Coc\!..~en ~. Cer-:.ainl~- a st.:.:.a-
~a-1 is ou~ cf ?lace i~ ~~e fi=st 20 ~ages c= a 
..... .,e sc--e o.: ··o-;,,. -o-~ -=~-~-~,..-~-= 1 •• °"'"'e 1 ,...n-s :_ -... appe~C.i~ wh!!e t~a~ • • - ::- - .v .. ... "'' - - - :-' ::- - .... :- - - - ·- - - .: - - .... • ': -·. ~. 

~X?lica~icn of t~e =esaar=~ design shoulc build on ?=:ceecii~g Cisc~s-
sions of ?revious and on-goi.:!g ==sea==~ as well as 
sical geog=~?hy. 

The intan~ of t!le ~arious le~islative ~acat:s fo= Uiit:i~a~~or. of 
i ::icac•- on s.;.., 0 s _,,,;c:.;._,J.. 0 ~or •-c 111 s..:,...n on c- i;s- 0 ,.; on ... ;.,c i"J:. .... ..:""' ... ai ' 
-··. .....::> • - -- 'llW.-~,., _ _,., - · ~ --· -- .-...... - -- .___ .._.__ • c.;. .__._. ... -

j"',...;s._n,.. c.: :.:;-.-,...-.;c :i 1 =c 0 s ,.,,,s·· •o 0 ...,s··.,- 0 .. :..a• ,,_,.:..-eo1ot"'.;c.,i -..:- 0 s...._..,. '--- ~ ··--=="-...--- .......... - "-•• ._.. - c:;..--··~ - ...,~ --· ~- ........ -;~c;;,, ... __ '-•• 

··niu~~ie ~o ..... :. 0 ~~-=o ....... ., ... .;cn ~~evc""'n~~in we.,...,,. no- c.· 0 st:.· -o,,-~,.; as - -a-.< • c;....,.., - -. -·- -·•- •··•- '-- • ._., I. ..,; ---• - ._ ' ._ - - • ,.._ c:. - -
·ui ... o' ~e,.;e-.,iiv s-onso,..~a· o.,. l ;c=~s~~ ··n~e .....-.,~..:...,cs ~nrause me-e 
- - ._ - • - - - - - • ~ - :.. - -- -·· 'l!i;;;:'W, ""' "'""' - _ ........ _ •• - • ...,__ '" -

!:ollectior. .:.nd C.;sc=i;;)tion of ar~i.:ac~s anC. ~icicen anC: ot.he.r :-aw ciat~ 
i 

·:.!:d .... f:)::.:: ... .: ::.1 ~ .. ..; ~·,., ;-.-:i - .. .,..,.... · ~ l .; _, ;-~ ; ..... ~- ~= - ! , • no ... -.:.-ec ...;.v,__v :n_._ ... q,_.__ -~.......c ...s ...o a_._!'l~eo oc_cc._ s ___s, -·-1.::!~.-n I 

;··;:'lg ,...,.. ... u,,..1-.i·c..,s ..:,l"'!,.;-0 ";Mt"".,.....,:.=;-., ... ;on ':Ind ~n:i 1 "S.""S or ... ~_,, c.·a·~·and 
.... -~'-J .......... •• •tr.9-i'-4--- -·· ~-:-'·--~-- - ~- """-: .... - -··- -- • 

- ·1tc.:-ial collec<:cd. '!'he overici:lg, funC.~·•a:nt.;.l deficiency of the su!::l-
l.>-ct :-eoor~ is the aoo.:lllina lack of svnthesis, of int::gr::i.tion of C:~ta 
~ ~llect~~ du:ing thi~-?rojc~t into a c;hesive dcsc=i?tion of ?reh~s-
1:·.c-ic hum.Jn h.J.bit.:ition in the 3.:-.=!)e='s Point a=c.a, and of sc~ol:;..=lv, 
:. :-ofession.::l L~tcr=-rct.:!t"ion of the C.~t~ colicc~cc. In ou= o:iinicn: 
::.".! ri??ort fails to ful.Eill the in tent of the v~rious Fcdcri'.ll regu-

https://Fcdcri'.ll
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lations and leqislation · t.mder ·.o1hose aegis t.:ie ·..;ork .....as ?e==o~eci. :'he 
=epor~ dces no-:. ~ul!ill t~e requi:emen~s of J6 CFR 56 (~reposed) nor 
:ices it. c-::mfo~ t~ generally ac=apt~d guideli~es tha~ t,_:,e Advisor/ Coun- . 
cil on ~isc~ric ?r:servac~on uses to evaluate =epor~s ?reduced under 
~~~oranca of a~~e~men~ ~i:.:i t.:ia~ agenc7. For such a work, ciealina with 
so signi!icant an a=ea, to =each its ?rofessional ?:"eviewe!:"s in so~sloppy 
a state, =eil:cts ?oorly both on the authors 0£ the report and its 
sponsors. 

So major are the ?:"evisions that must be undertaken to remecy t.,e 
·.;a=ious ~eiiciencies noted above, that ':1e suggest t.hat t..,e COr?S of 
~nginee=s =eject t.:ie subjec~ report as inade~uate and =e~ui=e a com­
?letely =ewri ~-:.er:. dra.it =epcrt. The ne1.v craft should t~en be for...;arded 
to the s~-ne =e•1iewers for re-eval uation when it is completed. Should 
the Cor?S aco~t this suggestion, t~e Society would appreciate receiving 
at least three copies of the document for review as well ?S a period 
of 30 days in which to review it. 

Again we appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on 
this doc~-nent. Should you have any questions regarding this review, 
you may contact ~~e Society at t.~e above add=2ss. 
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Anthropology ucp:irtmc:'lt 
22 February 198 l 

~Ir. Kisuk Cheung 
C11ief, Engineering Division 
Dep~rtmcnt of ~he Ar.ny 
Pacific Oce:in Division, Corps of Engineers 
Building 2.30 
Ft. Shafter, Hawaii 96858 

Dear ~tr . . Cheung: 

Re: Review of Draft, "Archaeolo~ical ·and ?nl eontolo9;ical !nvest:i3at:io.n 
u Kal<ielo:J. (G.:;.rbers ?oint), lionc'uli'uli, 'i;1.-a, •J'anu" b~ 
H. H. Hamm:it-: .inci i'i. H. i=olk, A.:-ch.~eoio~ical Rt:searc:i Cente:­
Hawaii, Inc. 

Thank you for your le'tte-:- of 12 Febr.J2-!"Y 1981, soliciting a re•1iew and 
evaluation of the above report. Give..~ the signific=nce of the aa~bers 
Poi:i.t archaeologic::ll ::.nd p::ileontological resources, I c:.m pleased t"o see clla~ 
t.he Corps of E!lginee:-s has a\·ailed itself of the oppor-:uni-:y to elic.:.~ 
professional revi.ct'lS frol':l sever:il archaeologists in 6e State oi Hawaii. 

!n making my :-eview and ev3.luntion, I have paid partic:ul.:?.r a't-:ention -co 
the sever-.:.1 guici:.nce ciocuments enclosed :.-i t!'l your lette:-, es?e·.:ially :..".e 
Revisec Scope of :vork (?.;dc:-::il), and ::le Re•1ised Kese:irch :Jesigns (?eC.e-::l..i 
anci St::ite). In :icidition, ! h.:ive tak~n into c:onsicic:-a-:ion ::1e "':;uidelines 
for the ?repara t.ion of Sarbers Point ..:...rch:.eo logic::il Re-search Designs" of 
26 FebI"'.::ay 19i9, d~velopcc :iy :..n Ad Hoc Co?!'.=.i t:ce oi whi:h t '"as a me:ncer; 
these Guid.elines 1•e:-e included as a '':-ese:.rch guid:lnc:e dcc:.::ncnt" in ~he 
Revised Sco!'c of t'!o-:-k (F~de:.-:il', p. 2). ~or t.he s~ke of cl:.ri-:y, I h:i.ve 
divided ::iy review into six ::>ec::ions, even though in :ilan:· c::..ses t~e proble::-.s 
taised in one sec:ion obviously be:ir on at.her sections as ~ell. 

Resc:irch Objectives 

On pp. 5-6, H:imm:Ht :ind Folk lay out five "!"e$C:lrc!.i objectives" :iround 1.;n:_cn 
their :irch.:ieologicnl invcs-:ig::itions ~er~ prcsum~bly oricn:ed; the~e objectives 
are then cv~lcnt~d on pp. lJ~l9. I will review each objec~ive in turn: 

1. The first objcc-:ivc 1•:1s to develop· .:i "firm str:.tisi.·:iphy :md 
chrono.logy for the sitc-s :-.nu fr:itu.rcs oi study :irc:is", .:ind clc.:irly. this 
objective ~•;1s funu~::lcnt:tl ~o the succ:e-ss of the project .:is .l whole. 
Unfortun:1tcly, the icvcsti~:tors h:1vc f.lilcd to meet Objective 1. What is 
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:::est dis:urb in~ i.s :!'l:n· it ...;uld :ppc:r t!'l:it d;:.t.:ib le :n=.tc:-~_ ... s .:re ~und:int: 
in ~he 3:irbcrs Poi.nt sitc5, .lnd t.'l:it ll.:imzn:itt .ind Folk Sih:~ly dit.i not .:.v::i.l 
the~scivcs of ~1c opportunity to h.:ivc such . ~:itc:-i3ls chronomccric:lly 
~n11lyzcd. For cx.:impLc·, orl,:~n.i.c. :n;:.cc:-i:iis othc'!" th.:in c!1::-c~:il ( e.g. shell. 
bone, sc:i urchin) couid have been submit:cd for Cl4 ~~e detcTmin:ition :rom 
a much broader s::~nlc of the orchistoric h:ibit:ition features. ~ost cricic:i.l, 
ho\~cvc:-, is the .lbsolutc· failure co ~sccr'Cain the ~gc oi .:ny of the bird 
bone deposits. for this rrrob l e::i rs foncfamcn t:il co the enti=~ question of 
human prchistor., and environment at 3;:,rbcrs Point. T'ne:-c is no excuse for 
not attempting Cl4 J:ting on samples of bird bone from ~~e sinks (and, thc:-e· 
are. evidently l:i:-ge sarnp l es of non-extinct bi rd bone, such as that of the 
d:rrk-rompcd petrel) . Furthermore, an effoT.'= should h<lve m;ide to :ipply 
relative flourinc :ind/or amino acid d4lting to the oird and r~t bones from 
the paleontologic:.l sinks, to deter.nine whet.he:- the rats are contemporary 
with the fossil ·birds. Certainly, the foremost research problem at SarbeTs 
Point is :o ascert:i:in whether . the ~x:inct J.vif:iuna existed within the span 
of human occupation on 0' :ihu; · in my opinion, i~ is inexcusable that so little 
effort was devoted to this problem. 

2. Hammatt and Folk have, in oy opinion, done only sligh~ly better with 
regard to their second .objective, \~tri.ch was to define "si tc/fcature functions~ 
pa~icularly specific functions of the habit3tion features". The principal 
method used to address this problem appears to h~ve be~n that of plotting 
"density contours" of midden <lnd artifacts in orde:- to ascert~in spatial 
patterning over site are:is. The use of this mettod is commendable, and does 
contribute towa=d a resolu'tion of Objectiv.e 2. The problem, however, is that 
Hammat't and Folk did not C:3r:;t their analysis any :5.1 rther. .T'ney have not, · 
for example, analy:ed the spatial distribution pat'te-rns oi spedf~c a.rti.::ic't 
~roes or c:i te-zorics over occup:rtion s-urz3ces, -:lor have they done :his with 
cate1;ories or iaunal or flor;:;.l remains. Al though they mention "size" of 
habi tat:ion features as an impor'tant \•ariab le, nowhere do they provide even 
the most element:lry statistic:ll :in~lysis of si:e vari:ition in the Sa::-~ers 
Point habi t:ition s"tructu-res. Since no an:ilrsis has been done, I cannot 
ac:ept Hallllilatt and folk's conclusion th~t "710 relationship between function 
and size oi t!ie h::.bi ta ti on featu:-·es is e~pressed ~rchaeo logic::..ll:r;, (?. ·16) . 
Other an:ilyses which could be of ~re:it vnlue in sorting out inter-site 
variability would be the use oi multivari:ite S't~tistic~l an~lysis (cspeci:illy 
ciisc:-imin:int :ind cluster :in:..lyscs) 1-'ith st-:-uctur:i.l, :i:-tii:ictu:i.l, and midden 
data. None oi :hese were atte~pted by the invcsti~ntors, even .though 
they have become rel:itive1y standard .J.n3.l)'tic:il tecb.niqu~s in .!.r.lerican 

.arch;ico logy. 

3. The third OOJCCtive overlaps somcwh:it with :he second ooJective 
and is focussed 1.:pon "definition of the subsistence :ind :n:.nuf:ict:.iring ::c:tiviti~s 
and the n.:tu!·e of specific :ictivity are:is within h~bit:nion sites". ~t:v 
comments on Ob_iective ~. obove, :ilso :.pply he'!"c. I ~m p:irticul.:irly concc:--:-:cd, 
however, with the failure of H:ir..r.::itt .lnu Folk to provide even minim:ill:t 

· adequ.ltc J.:H.:i rc~:-.r-Jin; prchiStoric subsistence p:ntcrns :it 13.:irbe:-s Point. 
The section of thdr report tl tlcd "~liJilen ,\n:ilysis" (pp. 16$-175) docs not 
even b"~in to :iprro:ich mlnim:il st:rnd:irus of d:it:i rcponi n; for faun:il 
rcm:in:>. \\1li.le Table <l is useful :.is .1 ~w:ir.1:irv, I :ilso would expect th!! 
invcsti~:itors to proviuc t:ibul.:lr · bre:kJOl•ns o!-· the :nidJcn componcnt:s of :ill 

---·- ·---
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~cstcd :ntl c~c:v~~cd s~.cs, with ~ll t:xonomic c~tc~or ••J listed, wcithed, 
and "'i th 1~~i;;hts cor~-:tctl for- c~c:w:1 tcu vo Lmnc t. L. c. ·::oncc:1c:-:ition i:1u.iccs). 
TI1.i.s tzi.sk, in . f:lc:, LS c~piicitly sc:: forth in t:hc R.c•1isc:i :~csc:lrch Desi~n 
and · in the r-t:~)or-: icsc°lf (p. 1.3). 'lnc g-r:iphic::l prcscnt:itions of midden 
density ~ivcn for c:ch site c:ln in no wily be considered :s substitutes for 
:his t:.sk. furthc~ore, !l:mm:itt :nd Folk h<lvc m:de no lttc:n~t t:o iuenti.fy 
or ~naly:c further such import~nt midden components lS c:-ust:c:::in p'1rts, 
fishuone, or i::lmmal bone, yet such an:ilysis is obviously c:-i tic:.1 to the 
rcsc.irch problems :n; h~nd. They refer co· dors.il spines oi Stc;1h::inolcpis 

.... (!ncidcntly, no =uthority or reference collection is cited for this ici~ncific:ition, 
~nd one ~enders if they h:ve mist:ikenly identified :he spines of ?e:-va~or?) · 
p1,1t nowhc:-c do they present the basic qu:mtit:.tivc data on ta.'ta of fish 
r~pTcsen'ted in each site. Such an omission is, in.my opinion·, inexcus~ble. 

! fur~her question th.e scenario Hamm~tt and Folk presen~ regarding th.c 
correlat.:.on between :ish and shellfish wi :h temporary a.nd permanent sites 
(pp. 172-173) . Their assumption that: temporary sites should · e:thibi t "low 
qua.nti ties of shellfish remains" is not: borne out: either by other studies 
in Hawaiian archileology, nor by et:hnonrchaeological studies of con~emponiry 
Polynesian sub-sistence practices. More imper-cant, 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 imper-can't and relevan~ literature. 

4. The fourth objective concerns the nature and extent of environ.~ental 
change. L'rgcly due to the "PPlic~tion oi paleo-malacological and avifaun~l 
studies, this objective h<ls met with greatcr success t..'-ian the others. Still, 
the:-e are major problems. The failure to develop a re2sonable c~ronology · 
for Ba:-bers Point iue:ins :h ...: we still do no't know the ti:ie frame within 
which the envircru:iental changes represented by the landsnail .:.nd aviiauna!. . 
rc:nains took place. Fur-cher, although the Revised Scope of \'lark (pp. i-3) 
refe:-s to such techniques :is sed.iJlentoiogy, non-d.:lting geochemistry, pollen 
and opal phytolith ~nalysis, Hammat~ and Folk hove made no serious at~e::pt 
to apply t!1ese or other :in:ilytical methods 1.;hich might shed further light 
on the n.._turc of environmen t:il ch.:i~ge in the area. In the Revised Research 
Design (p. 12) it is st.:ited that s.:im?les will be submitted to \'fashington 
State University Qu:nermir)' Studies ?alynology L.:ibora-cory, yet the ci:-::.f-= 
report m.:ikes no re~erence to lny results of e~lor:itory pollen :inalysis. 

Hammatt Jnd Folk h...ve gener:ili:ed from the une~pected finding of l~r;e 
qu an-~-~ .... :s -. t 11e """""•j.. · ihiot1s . ·i- .r.::·1·-1· 

... 
... ,..., ... ;-~ ;'.., in one s~··~' ·o :'"'rocoseo.: • """''On sn.,i.. ·"--

... t- \,.'-• --- _..,_. .1- ........ u.....,:o.- ~ .. 
that mulching oi sinks for .:igricul tu1·:il ;;urpose:s ''-:night h:ive been a gener::.l 
agTicul.t:u:::il p:i.ttern throu'.jhOuJ; the :re:i" (?. lS). This indeed is i likely 
possibility, but I .:im shocked that no :ittc~pt was m.:ide to test this 
hrpothcsis through e::c:imin:i.tion: or spot :.s.:i.mples from ocher sinks, a rel.1~ively 
simple t.:isk. 

S. H:inun:in .:ind Folk st:ite th:it "it w:is possible to document the his-:ory 
of H:iw:iii.:in occ:.;p:ition :lt B:irbcrs roint . to the degree cleiinccl in the :i~s-= 
four ~cncr:il objl:'ctives of the scuu~·" (p. 19). SJ.nee I h:i.ve shown th:it nor.c 
of thc~c ob.icctiYcs h:is been ::dcqu:itcl)' met, it should be obvious th:it neither 
h=s Objective S rec received .:idcqu:cc t=c:i.t~cnt. 

---­.~ 
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Rcsc~rc~ v-:oolc~s 

In adtli ::ion :o· :he fivc "obj cctives" rc•1i cwcd .ibovc; H:imm:::t-: and i=olk tis-i: 
(pp. 7-S) five "-:csc:.rch prcblc:ns", these bcin~ ex.;Jlici.tly listed· 1S well 
in the Revised Scope of Work (p. 5). ?roblcms l, !, ~nd 4 ~re essentially 
covc:-ctl by Objectives 4 .ind S, and hence iny carlic-:- comments .J.P!'lY ::o t.+icse 
points as well. Rcsc:.rch ?roblc~s 3 .J.nd 5~ however, are not explicitly 
covered by the Objcc-i:i·1cs, .ind need to be considered se-paratcly. 

Problem 3: S:irber.s Point Se-t-:!e:ncnt ?~ttcrns. This problem was originally 
identified in the "Guidelines" of the Ad Hoc c~mmi ttee ( 19i9 I p. 5), in 
which six .specific questions were rtiseci.. H~a-i:t and Folk .add:-css 
set:tlement ?•l1:terns on pp. 192-193.. of their report; thei:- cursor~' discussion 
is, in my opinion, tot:.lly inadcqu~te and f:.ils to Jddrcss t.~e problem. 
This .::iilure is not surprising, since Ha.:::i:itt and Folk h:ive m:icie no at-:.empt 
to analy:e (as opposed to merely collecting) their data in such a manner that 
settlement pattern relationships might be elucidated. There is no atteropt 
to apply standard techniques of locational or distributional analysis to 
the data on site distribution, nor any an:J.lysis of v:iri:ibility in site 
architecture. Clearly, even the most elementary settlement pattern analysis 
of the Sarbe~s Point· d:ita has yet to be done. 

Problem S: The Barbers Point Cultural P:i:ttern as a Unique Adaptation 
to a Unique Environment. T'nis pToblem has been only minimally addressed 
by· Hamman and Folk. .The kinds of specific an:ilyses needec to address 
PToblem 5--such -as detailed ·faunal analysis--have not been conducted. 

Field and L.:.bor::.tory Methods 

Under this heading, I wish to · discuss two problem :.::-eas: sampling s-c::-atezy 
and screen si:e. 

1. Sampling. The Revised Scope of Work (p. S) calls for a specific, 
justified sampling s~r:itcgy 1•hich will indicate "the re!:itionshi?S be-:ween 
various t)yes of s;implin~ str:itcgie~ :ind fi~ld and laboratory an:ilytical 
techniques, such. as midden ~n::l;·sij, settlc::ient :ina..ly·s:Z.s, 1nd ~:ilys is oi 
avifauna and l:ind sm:.ils, c:::c." :·:owhcre in H:i.mm:tt: :lnd Folk's :-'!port do I 
find :ln :.dcqu:itc trc:tt:ncnt of s:tmplin~ s~r:ite;y, and no . indic:.tion th:it they 
are aw:irc of recent. theoretic.:il and methodologtc~l developments in :he 
applic::ition of s.implin~ designs in A.ileric:in ;irch:icolo~y. Thei:- repor-c should, 
but docs not, incl~tcic n. dct:.ile·d ;ind explicit Jiscussion o-i sampling 
dcsi;n .J.t .:ill levels of e~c.:iv:ition :ind an:ilysis. 

2. Sc:-ccn Si:c. II:unm:itt .ind Folk u!'cd l/4-inch mesh to screen the 
cultur:il c.Jc-;,osits in :tll ·cxc:l\':ltcd sit~s (pp. 10-11). ,\lthough they note 
on p. l 6S th:u: .:i l/S-inch ;nc~h w:i.s :il.so u.sctl "s i:nul t:rneous lr", they do not 
present :tn~' qti:tntit:1ti\'C d~lt:l on i.·h:n kirn.ls oi m:itcrbl.:; rcsul:irly p::sscd 
throush the l/J-Lnch mesh. ~lr. Sc:-t Davis of the Univci·sity or ll:t\.;:iii 
(pcrs. comm.) h:ts di.sc.:ovc1·cJ in his c~c:w:itions :it G:i.rbers .Point th:it, ~mong 
other i tC'rnS, the m:1jod t~· Ot the volc:rnic: ~ l:J.SS flakes in these si tCS <ire 
not rct.:iincJ in the l/·1-inch mesh. Since ~Ir. D:ivis cviJcntly informed 
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.• • · '.; Cheung, ....... -' .. -
Or. i1;11r.::::it: of ; his fintlin~ rt'ior to the AROI fieldwork. r h;ive to qucsdon 
how it is th:tt ll:unm:it~ :md Folk continued to use L/4-inch :ncsh. rf :heir· 
expr::l"'icncc · ccnt~dic:s th::it oi· O:ivis. then i::his should ~c c."tpkineci in 
the !."t:port-, :nci qu::ntit:t-=.vc subsi::tn-t;i::.tion should be given. 

laasic: Doc:ument:.tion .. I 

ISince the Co?"ps of Enginee?"s has deter.:iined cha't :he emph:isis ai: .Bcirbers· 
Point should be uoon d:it:. !."ecovery by means of· "salv:igc" c:ccavations and \ ·. 
analysis, ~i:her than upon ?reser.,;:ition in pl:lcc, it is impcr:itive th:it 
the I".ec:ovc:-'!d d.:it::i . be doc:umcnte~i' thoroughly, so that it will be available 
to·future :irch:.eolo~isi:s as a part of the resource base for si:udies in 
Hawaiian · ~nd ?olyncsi:.n preh.is:ory. Even in this b:isic m:it:-:er ! find _that 
Hammatt ;ind Folk •.s report is lacking in c:-cri:ain areas. I have al:-e:i.dy 
referred co the lack of adequate quantitative midde.n· da't.a. Detailed 
quantit:itivc data on midden re!l1:1.ins from each site ~be presented if 
other scholars are ever to be able to utilize the results of this work in 
future research . The Artifaci: Analysis (pp. 176-lSS) is also wanting. 
For example, ll.'here 'typolo~ic::i.l data are presented for the fishhooks (Table 6), 
the important volcanic glass fl:ikcs and cores are passed off in three · 
sentances (p. 186) l 1bis is totally-uns~tisfactory. At a minimum, the 
lithic: rnate:-ials should be disc-..issed. from basic technological, typological., 
and mct-:-ic:il · ?erspec~i vcs. Tne Revised Scope of Work. (p. ·1) also refers 
to sourcing of volc:inic glass; this has not been addressed by Hamma.i:~ and 
Folk. 

i 

Other P-:-oble:ns i 
' \ 

I am shocked that two professional a:-ch:leologis-:s have released a repor~ 
for review which cont.:..ins so many typo~raphical errors; there is scarcely ? 
a page in the entire repo~t without at lcas't one :niSS!-Jelling or typo. P:.ge 
172 contains 9 errors ~lone , and on p. 208 the typo •...-hic:h c:onveri:ed "eight:" 
species i nto "ei;hty" species could surely le:ici to embar:-~ssment for Dr. Olson. 
On pp. 195-199, the sc:ieni:iiic :'lames of l:indsnails are ::iiss?elled no les:s 
than 11 times ! i 

I am even more concerned 1d th cert:rin edi tot"ial changes introduced in1:o . t 
Dr. Christensen 1 s and my re?ort on the lam.isnails (Append.ix rI). A nur.iber · 
of these ch:rnges, p:ir-:icul.::.:rly in the "G~nc:-:il Discussion" (pp. :52-26Sj 
have :J.l tcr/~d our origin<ll me:ming or connot.::.tion . ~!ost discor.cer-cing 
is the fact th:it these c:h:inges were m:ide without tevcr consulting Or. 
C1ristcn~cn or me; I h:lve to regard suc:h bch:.vior :J.S unbecoming :i professional 
scient i st. 

A gcncr:ll l:ic:k of scho l:i:-ship is :tlso evidenced by the almost complete . 
disrc&::irc.l in ll:imm:itt :rnJ Folk's r~port for the body of c:ontemr'or:lry lit:::r:ttu::-e 
on ll:H>:J il::rn :ind ro 1ync-si::in :irch:ico lo~y. It is :is though the S:irbcrs Point 
investi~:ition w:is c:on<luctt:'cl in ~ scientific ~nci schol:irly vnc:.m::t. The 
report's Giblio~1·:lph~· lLst~ onl~· t\\O cit:itions of ::irch:icolos;ic:d public:ttions 
other th::n tho:"~ Jlrcctly 'l'Cbtcci to . Garbcrs roint (J;:no-:-y et ~l. 1965 :ind 
lianun:itt :mu F?l1' Hl i~1). TiliS is more th:in ::i m:incr of poor schol:l::-ship, 

·-·------. 
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~owcvcr , for in f:iilln~ :o :~i:~c their findincs :c 3:irbcrs Point co other 
rclcv:int :csc:irch i.n !l:u.-:::ii .:nd ro lyncsi:i, ! l~m:n:itt Jnc.i rol;. h::.vc failed co 
meet ::.he r-cdc::-::il. st=.nd:::rtls t'or c.J:it:i rccovc:-y opc::-::tions, ·...-hic:i st::.tc t h::.t VI· 
chc ?Tincip:il invcscig:tor wtll Jqu::.int himself ~ich previous relevant 
rcsc:irch, .includin~ :-?:se:irc!'l on. topics ;-:r:n:rnc co che cfat:i !"r:covc-:-y rirogr:m 

· •cg~rdlcss of ... ric:-c such :-r:se:irch h01s been c:::rricd out ( 36 C?R ?::r-: 66.2). 
In my opinion, it i.s impossible to Jdca.u:itcly :iddrcss the rese:irch ?TOblc::is 
and objectives laid ouc in che Scope of Work :nd Revised Resc:irch Design 
without giving due consider::tion to other rclcv::.nc nudics ch:it: h:ivc been 
conducted in chc Hawaii:..n Islands, and in some c:iscs, elsewhere in ?olynesia 
and North · Amcrica as ~ell. 

General E~alu:ition 

I :ruse that the- above comments are sufficiently detailed to doc~ent my 
overall ~valu.1tion of :his :-eport 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, 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 a professional archaeologist who h::is been active in Haw<iiian and Po linesian 
research for some years, I a:u deeply concerned with "hat I perceive to be 
a serious lack of proiession.11 quality in Hamm:itt and Folk's investiga'tion. 
I ..,ish to make i: per:7ectly cle1r that I a1:1 not o.uestioning the qualifications 
or capabilities of either of these gentlemen, but r~ther the specific 
resul -:s · they h:..ve produced u:tde:- the te:-ms of a C:ederal contract \"i th an 
explicit scope of ...,ork and rese~rch .desi!:n. In mr professional op.i.nion, 
the Corps o-: E::ginee::s should :.inde:: no circ~mstance accept the present I .. 
draft report as fo.l.:illin~ the Scope of \vork for cultural resources mitigation 
at Barbe~s ?oint. 

I t:-us~ th~t this review and evaluation has been of use to you, :::.nd ag<u.n 
commend the Corps for i ts ef:orts to involve the professional scien"tiiic 
communi:y in your review process. 

Yours Jincere:y , 

11,tc:;,,< i. ;u 
Patrick V. Ki~ch, Ph.O. 
Anthropologist; ~nd 

~fembcr, Gr:iciu;itc ..!..ffilfa"tc F~cul ty 
Univcrs it)' of l l:iw:iil 

cc: Dr. Thomos F. Klng 
Advisory Council on !I L>to-:-ic i':-ese:·v~tion . 

~Ir. Su~umu Ono 
St~tc l!istoric rrcscrv:ition Officer, i!:l1•:lii 
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INTRODUCTION 

Kawakiu-Nui Bay and adjacent 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, Sununers . (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 at 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 archaeological 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 excavations, 

"archaeological clearance for the whole of Survey Area II" was recommended, 

"no further archaeological investigation" being deemed necessary (Hanunatt 

1979:7). Furthermore, the original reconunendation to preserve Site 38 was 

considered "no longt:r 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 filed 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 Site 38 will be preserved "in the recommended m~nner", i.e. by means 

of incorporation into condominium landscaping. This statement, however, 

is clearly!!£.!. 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 Hawaii 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 · (Hammat:'t 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 Ors. 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 only significance. We leave 

the question of the contemporary cultural 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 ~n 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-site inspection, 

however, revealed this area of cultural deposit to extend 8 meters makai and 

incorporate about 80 square meters. Thi~ site had been described as a 

heiau by Summers(l971:47), 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 residen~e 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. 

https://nature.of
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About 9.5 square meters of the interior of this enclosure were 

excavated, reported. as representing a 70% sample of the interior (Hanunatt 

1979:7). These excavations produced over 500 artifacts including 6i 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 inspection 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 eit.her 

missed (possibly through lack of recognition ?) or purposefully discarded 

by the ARCH team. The "backdirt" piles left by the ARCH team include many 

hammers tones (at least 4 hammers tones in one pil.e 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 onfy 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 gri<l 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, however, 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 

Archaeology and the American Anthropological 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 architec'tural 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 misloca'tes the baulk (Sq. NlWl). 

Both Figs. 3 and 4 are also in error in showing Test Trench A. lying, 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~o "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 !!£.!. excavated by the ARCH team incorporated at leas·t 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 reveaied 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 exc~vation represents a mere 1.25% sample of the exterior 

cultural deposit. When we consider that the Layer II deposit underlies 

the structare 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" (Harnmatt 

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 archaeological 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 tQ · 

address these questions. 

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 

con~entrate upon the Site 38 enclosure, to the virtual ~xclusion 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 is a matter of interpretation, we also disagree with 

Hammatt's conclusion that Site 38 was not a heiau (1979:8). Hammatt has 

interpreted the enclosure as a "habitation structure", and possibly a hale 

~or men's sleeping house. Given the density of artifacts at Site 38 

associated with traditional men's activities (e.g. fishhook manufacn~re 

and lithic production), this interpretation of the site as a mua appears-- , 

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 ~ 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 aI1tifacts from one test pit) was excavated . Al though 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 situDtion was interpreted to be the result of recent use of the area, 

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 
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4. As demonstrated by the ARCH excavations, Site 38 has potential 

for research in'to specialized ac-civity pattrerns. 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 potential, it is all the more surprising 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 spe'cialized activity 

areas noted by Hammatt would clearly demand more complete sampling. 

S. The site contains at l.east two human burials. Curiously, no 

recommendation is made by Hammatt (1979) regarding the final disposition 

of these buria.ls, 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 reported 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 s1te 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 
. f . 

"information significant in prehistory or history" (36 CFR 60.6), we believe 

it to be eligible for inclusiori 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". 

https://buria.ls
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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 s.everal 

lines of evidence: 

1. The site has demonstrated first-order potential to yield ne¥ 

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 unexcavated 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, 

preci scly because the si tc contains both fishing gear an<l fish bone (representing the 

species caught) in such high density, :md in a primary stratigraphic context . 

3. The site was clearly a locus of considerable stone tool production, 

· evidenced by numerous hamrnerstones 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. platforms 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 possibility 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 ~he 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 site, 

given that it is a cultural deposit in a sand and alluvium matrix extending 

from the surface 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 po 

longer so because of bulldozer activity (Hanunatt 1978:1°7). 

One 1-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 o.f 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 irnpor_tant as it offers an opportunity to study the effects of foreign 
•goods entering 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 m~ght 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 some intact cultural m~terial was noted 

here in the survey report (llammatt 1978:17). Al 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 fla·kes, 

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 tested 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. 

While this burial will not be directly impacted by co_nstruction 

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 s'ide 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 frequently 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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excavated to recover the significant data it most certainly contains. Although 

the site ls 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: 

Site A.. On .the point.of land seaward of Site 38, and some 10 meters 

seaward of unrecorded Site P (see below), is a small, eroded midden remnant 

ca. 3 by 3 meters in area, lying adjacent to a boulder outcrop. This remnant 

deposit contains both shellfish remains and lithic materials, including 

one large struck flake of fine-grained basalt observed on the surface. 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, markeo by 

single course, parallel alignments, the longest alignment measuring 

2.45 meters 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 

https://point.of
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SUMMARY 

Archaeolog_ical 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. S sites were missed, includin.g 

a midden deposit with excavation potential, and at least one human burial, 

and since 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 research design and rationale; 

(3) that the fu~l 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, 

an<l to a concentration upon a single feature (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 cultur~l 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 

scientifically-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. Surnmers (a member of the Cooke family and aknowledged 

authority on the archaeology of Molokai) regarding the sites at Kawakiu-Nui. 

~1rs. Summers reported that she has heard from a reliable, local informant 

associated with :.101okai Ranch that a human skull was exposed from the sand 

dun·e 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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l'r r sidcnl : 
l'.llricl.. V. Kirch 
lkpJ~lmcnl n[ Anthropology 
lkrnit.r P. fJi\h<1r Musi.:11m 
P.O. Box I 'JUOO-/\ 
!lon f) hilu, 11.rwai'i 9<i8l9 

Mr. Michael M. McElroy 
Director 
Department of Land Utilization 
Cjty and County of Honolulu 
650 South King Street 
llonolulu, HI 96813 

Dear Hr. 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 Kalaeioa (Barber's Point), Honouliuli, 'Ewa, O'ahu, Federal Study 
Areas la and lb, and Hawaii Optional Area 1." 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). In 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 t~stimony and would 
be ha ppy to provide you with a copy of our final review of the subject report 
on which decisions of far-reaching importance are now being made. 

Patrick C. McCoy, Ph.D. 
Chairman, 1\d Hoc Committee to 
Review the Hammatt/Folk Report on 
Barber's Point 

N-lJ 
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Interim Subconunittee on the 1995 Honolulu Harbor Master Plan 

Reference materials for Verbal Testimony 

Akihiko Sinoto. 
Field Director 
Barbe~s Point Survey 
Bernice P. Bishop Museum 
Honolulu, Hawaii 

At the request of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Department of 

Anthropology, B. P. Bishop Museum, conducted a Cultural Resources Survey ~t 

Barbers Point, Oahu Island, during July and August, 1976 and 1977. The project 

area, on Campbell Estate land, is now under design-phase planning for a 

deep-draft boat harbor. Two pr~liminary 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 to ninety-two. Sites range in form from simple stone 

mounds and modified limestone sinkholes to relatively large, well-constructed 

enclosures and depse clusters of small structures . Test excavations were 

conducted on twenty-seven sites, and six sites were completely salvaged. 

The Barbers Eoint area, located on a k.arstic limestone plain, has been 

regarded as a marginal area, unfavorable for . anything other than temporary 

forms of precontact cultural activity. The number, 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 than the archaeological remains, however, 

was the identification of some of the recovered skeletal material as the 

remains of extinct native Hawaiian birds, including some species that have· never 

been found b~fore. The favorable P?tential for the recovery of more fossil 
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implications of such finds, accord great significance and value to the• Barbers 

Point project area. 

. . 
In view of the significant results obtained through the Cultural Resources 

Survey, work is recommended for the Barbers Point survey area, in order to 

mitigate the effect of the proposed harbor project and to prevent loss of 

significant archaeological and paleontological data. 

The archaeological significance of the Barbers Point area lies in the 

· opportunity to extract data from sites in a margit:lal area, .a.bout which little 

is known- The Barbers Point survey area is eligible for nomination to the 

National Register of Historic Sites because .it has yielded, i~for~a~fgn im-

portant to prehistory. From an archaeological point of view, it is necessary 

to salvage deposits in areas that will be affected by construction--those 

areas that are in the immediate impac.t area, and those areas that will be 

disturbed by construction-related activities. 

The uniqueness of the Barbers Point area, and its unusual significance in 

terms of historical and research value, is paleontological because of the recovery 

of "fossil" birdbone, the remains of extinct birds. The amount and distribution 

of fossil bone rec·overed thus far indicates a high probability that other such 

deposits will be found throughout the survey area. Now that we know the 

~importance_of the birdbone deposits, it is necessary to test all sinkholes in the 

.project area to assure that all such deposits have been located. Location of all 

birdbcine deposits will then allow a more realistic evaluation of the need for and 

scope of paleontological salvage. Consultation with Dr. Storrs Olson is needed 

to ~btain more specific informatiQn about the significance of the birdbone 

material, and for specific· recommendations about salvage and/or preservation. 

Dr. Olson is an avian paleontologist with the Smithsonian Institution. His 

statement attesting to the significance of the bone is as follows: 
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The various limestone sinks on the raised reef at Barbers Point, Oahu, 
contain probably t~e most extensive fossil avifauna . in Hawaii wi~h many riew 
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 

y/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 

~ deposits at Barbers Point are a unique and irreplacable resource • 

.· 
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FOR 
HAWAII 

?O SOX 292:1 • HONO~ULU, . HAWAll 96802 September 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 6f conservationists in the State of Hawaii, ! am a~king 
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 si·te 
i.mder the auspices of the Corp has been highly commendable. However I 
the purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention three soecific 
co:icerns that point to the inappropriateness of committing construction 
funding 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. ~hile 
this water is primarily brackish, it is not without value to the hydro­
logical regime of the Ewa coastal plain. 

The groundwater discharges resulting 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 econoraic 
impacts of such a change were analyzed in the EIS. Nor was there dis­
GUssion 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 groundwater discharges to the harbor. 

· Secondly, the Conservation Council is greatly concerned with the 
quality and thoroughness Of archaeloaica1 recovery W.QJ;.k at the harbor 
site to date. Indeed, peer review of the work· of the Corps' archaelog­
ical contractor has documented nu.uerous difficiencies. The Ewa area 
is extraordinarily ric..h in fossil-deposits of animal renains associated 
with tne per!od of early native Hawaiian settlement. Under these 

. . 
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Honorable William Gianell~ 
September 10, 1981 
Page 2 

circumstances, the objective should be a more complete salvage or 
recovery of these cultural and biological resources, rather than the 
sKetcny reconnaisance ~hat has taken place to date. 

There is no stratigraphic and chronological examination of 
cultural materials, especi~lly the date of interfacing of fossil bi~d 
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 O'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 quantitative data are woefully inadequate 
to perrni t conclusions in this aspect. · 

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

Finally, we wish to call your attention to the cost-~haring 
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 question 
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. 

Attache~ 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 :federal 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 



Honorable William Gianelli 
September 10, 1981 
Page 3 

major ~sers of Honolulu ~arbor, 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 faqilities. In light of the highly speculatiye 
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. 

- · 

cc: Hawaii Congressional Delegation 
Hon. George Ariyoshi, Governor 
Hon. Jean S. Kin~, ~t. Governor 
Col. Alfred J. Thiede, District Engineer 

· - - ... 'J. .... - -



University of Hawaii at Manoa 
Department of Anthropology 

Porteus Hall 346 • 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, O'ahu--Federal Study Areas 
la and lb, State of Hawaii Optional Area l -·-FINAL DRAFT--

Dear Mr. Cheung: 

Corrment 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 long 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, 

~~~ 
~ 
Bertell D. Davis 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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University of Hawaii at Manoa 
Department of Anthropology 

Porteus Hall 346 • 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 

stJBJECT1 Review of Archaeological Research Center Hawaii °(ARCH) Report.a 

Archaeological and Paleontological lnvest:1.gation at Kalaeloa 
(Barber's Point), Hono'uli'uli, 'Ewa, O'ahu--Federal Study 
Areas la and lb, and State of Hawaii Optional Area 1 

Dear Mr. Cheunga 

.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 lb 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 o~ 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 u.ade 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 manner. Specifically, the 
proble~ are~~ were1 (a) lack of an explicitly stated sampling design for data 
recovery, (b) lack of criteria for determining adequacy 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 
revie~ to the SnPO (~hat review is attached for your reference). 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY Eh.fl'LOYER 
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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 import.ant 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 is not ma.de explicit, subse­
quent conclusions are likely to rest solely upon assumption and intuition. 
For example, consider how the midden and other smal.1 remains were collected 
as stated in the "draft" report. 

Shell, ·bone, midden, and other residue were screened from the 
matrix with a 100% sample collected from the 1 4-inch screen 
(page 10) •••all 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 ;.-as appraised of potential 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 potentia.l 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 :Bra.chidontes 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 
f ollowinga 

The preliminary evaluation of a_-rti.fact and midden assemblages and 
densities found during the testing focused excavation on sites 
"W'it"h defined manufacturing and subsistence activity areas •••Con­
sidering the effects of various tV""Des of samnlin~ stra.tef.d,.es on 
the tyPeS or intensities of field and laboratory analytical tech­
r.~~~e=, the emphasis was placed on establishing inter- and intra-
f eature chronology and on defi:r..ing distinct activity areas to the 
maximum extent of their horizontal 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 

excavated 1 for which analysis is now complete. 15m2 averaging 5-lOcm 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 
Museum yielded 107 pieces of volcanic glass from approximately 7m2 (19761 
Cultural Resources Survey Report). It is certainly true 1 however, that 
there are sites at Barbers Point which yield no glass 1 but these are apparently 
very task-specific structures and not "ord.iria.ry'' or multi-purpose habitation 
sites. In contrast. more than 130m2 (the information in the "draft" report 
~s ~ncomplete 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 1n the "draft" report is more the resul.t 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 period1 intensity of occu'Da.tion as well as 
snecialization 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 st>ecia1ization of function 
of each feature within the unit and ~eater intensity of occupation 
than the smaller units. 

There is di:f'ferentiation 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 archaeoloE!ical 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-nrenaration 
and cookiruz: areas. Ma.nu:fa.cturing activities emphasizes marine sub­
sistence and terrestrial resources increasin 1 over time lpa.ges 8-9; 
emphasis mine • 

Clearly, intensity of occupation, specialization of function, greater inten­
sity or spe~~.s:Lization, and so on are all relative terms. Determining that 
one site was more or less intensively utilized than another requires rigorous 
quantification of various data sets from all the f eat"...lI'es being so compared. 
But if the .midden and other refuse are collected in such a way that distorts 
the qualitative anc quantitative content of these residues, then any results 
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derived from analyzing the skewed data set are spurious. As for del1n1at1ng 
activity areas, potential skewness is 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. Examples 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 
limited 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 techniques, 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, just what consitutes "ty:pical••• 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 activit 
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 ~elow). 
In reviewing the research design (see attachment, page 4s 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 aboriginal settlement in the 
region. 

4. Adequacy of Conclusions Rega_-rding Chronology. 

Returning to the "dr-c:..ft" report's emphasis on developing a firm 
chronology for human settlement at Barbers Point, it ftas hypothesized thats 

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 post-European 
contact period (page B). 

On the basis of the data 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" report1 
an apparent lack of due consideration for .al.ternative 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 sh1:ft in the basic settle­
ment pattern over the apparently short period of human occupation of Barbers 
Point. In either respect, a line of scientific inquiry must be demonstrated 
to be unprofitable before it is finally abandoned, and this must be done 
rigorously--not by assumption or facile judgements. 

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 denosits {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 1:f al.l the test data were analyzed prior to excavation (see attachment, 
page 6).--"How these test data were analyzed to just1:fy the above statement 
is not lmown; this is not discussed in the "draft" report nor in the two 
letter reports su.mitted 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 1 x lm down to 25 x 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 25 x 2.5cm does not reveal the 
lateral extent of cultural deposits which may range froznonly lom2 to 120m2 
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 art1:fact and midden densities cannot be determined nor can potential 
activity :..:rc.:-..s be evaluated. If so, then it seems to me that to focus 
sa1vage e::-:cava.tions on only those sites ·with "defined manufacturing and 
subsist~nce activity areas" (page ll) as determined from the test data is 
to in ef!~c~ .make decisions based on assumption and false evidence. The 
net result is that only 14 of the 46 potential habitation structures in 
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TO: Patricia Beggerly, Archaeologist 
State Historic Preservation Office 
De:pa.rtment of I.and-and Natural Resources 
State of' Hawaii 

FROM: Berlell D. Davis, Archaeologist 
Depa._...-tment of Anthropology 
University of Hawa.i1-Manoa 

SUBJECT: Review of Archaeological Research Center Hawaii Proposal: 
A Research De~ign for Cultui"CJ.l Resources Data Becovar1 at 
Barbers Point Harbor, Honouliuli, Ewa, Oahu Island, P.awaii 

The following is a review of the A.."qCH :proposal submitted to the U.s . A..."7.Ty 
Corps of Engineers, Pacific Ocean Division, to conduct salvage excavation of 
archaeological and palaeontological resources located in the proposed Dredged. 
Spoils Stockpile Areas la and lb at Barbers Point, Oahu. This review is 
prepared for use by the State Historic Preservation Office, State of P.awaii. 

To begin with, the research design proposed by ARCH briefly 2.d.clresses the 
overall archaeological significance of the Barbers Point area • . The general 
strategy for :realizing that significance is also reasonably well set forth. 
Testing 'f:or po~sible evidence of a"boriginal food plca.nt cul+.i.vat.ion SP.ems 
especially well :planned and, given the particular expertise of the principal 
investigator, this pa.rt of the proposed study should be most inforil'.ative. 

A nU!!lber of relevant points should be considered. in greater detail, 
ho~ever. Serious theoretical and methodological weaknesses occur in three 
areas: (a) the significance of the palaeontological resources apart :f:rom 
their possible cultural associations, (b) the na.tu:re of the sampling scheme 
to be employed, ar.d (c) the estimated project time by which to attain the 
stated research goals. It is first of all my opinion that the proposed 
field-laboratory/office time ratio of approximately 1:1 is not sufficient to 
properly control ard analyze the materials which can be ex:Pected from the 
excavations at Barbers Point. Secondly, the estimated time in the field is 
itself most U.'l'lrealistic for achieving the stated research goals, given the 
potential extent and complexity of especially the habitation sites in the 
stt..'Cly area. And finally' rzy reservations regarding adequate time are based 
largely on the lack of clear definition of what is proposed as an adequate 
and. appropriate sample of inforr..ation :f:rom the cultural resources. 
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the project area ~ere 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 adequate sample of pa.leontological, 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 Kirch and Christensen on .the terrestrial mollusks, and by 
Albert on the military history of Barbers Point, the contractor's claim Jlla.Y 
be appropriate. :But as for the archaeological report, for the reasons 
presented in this and in the attached review, I can onl.y disagree. 

Respectfully, 

Bert.ell 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 
...:ork schedule is appended to the proposal. Field and laboratocy/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 archaeo­
logical testing; 280 :for salvage excavation; and. 20 :for land snail 
and avifaunal work. 

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

Clearly, 205 man-days are not sufficient to adequately treat the archaeological 
materials recovered by :370 man-days of testing e..nd salvage excavation. lfor 
are 50 man-days a.dequate for the effort required in analyzing land snail a.."ld. 
avifauna.l materials recovered in 20 man-days of :fieldwork if that must also 
be combir.ed wh:.h dl1.ting analysis. 

The "DrO"DOSal calls for two consecutive nhases of fieldwork: test excavation 
and archaeological {salvage) excavation. On page 8 the proposal states that · 
"test excavations of all suspected habitation featu....-es covering an a_-ea of at 
least 1 square meter•••" frill be done; emphasis minif; and again on page 9, 
"a.11 habitation features f':rom study area la and lb were selected for testir.g." 
However, the p::-oposed list of features to be tested (pages 9-10) includes 
ahu, rock mounds and modified sin.ltholes. Yet 5 habitation features (3 from 
Area la and 2 from A:rea lb) are Oll".itted without explanation. If these are 
e.dded to the list, the total number of features to 'be tested "Would be 52 for 
a minimum of 52m2 excavated. ' 

On page 13 it is estimated that 1 ma.n~ay is :required to excavate ·o.25m2. 
P:-:-eviously excavs:t.~d depcsits have rane,'E)d from 5-JOcm .ieep with an a.·.rerage 
of a.bout 1_5cm. Thus, 52m2 would equal 7.8m3 requiring )1 man-days to 
excavate. 

An estimated field time of 35 working days (210 man-days for a crew of 6) 
for salvage excavations is also presented in a table on page 13 {see table at 
end of review). The ~oposed sample size, or volume, to be excavated is 
included, but noi-:he:re is it stated what this is based upon-although it seems 
that the a.nnroximate combined structural a...-rea of the features selected for 
the test ex~a.vation phase may have been the primary criterion. This estimated. 
area is presented. in colum.."l B of the attached. table. Column D of the 
table then converts the proposed cubic-meter sample into square meters and 
ye:rcent of total e.rea, age.in using the l.5cm average de:pth. 

The high sample size (149%) in Site Complex 2700 probably :reflects the 
~sence of the large habitation structure "he:!'e the deposit ma.y be expected 
to extend beyon:i the structure itself. In this and. other re.bits.tion sites, 
"evecy effort will •••qe ma.de to excavate tot.al activity areas to the tot.al 
extent of their horizontal spread •••lfor thif establishment of inter e.n:i intra 
feature chronology and the definition of distinct activity areas" {page 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 7CJJ,. Nor is it explained 
why the 5 house sites discussed above were deleted :f'rom the test excavation 
phase, and :presumably also i'rom the salvage phase of fieldwork. On the other · 
hand, the large :proposed se.mples for Site Complexes 27o4 (12.5%) and 2706 (133%) 
apparently have little to do with the single house site listed, but rather 
with the several ahu and modified sinkholes. If this is true, then it is 
difficult to explain lrhy three rather large ahu in Site Complex 2705 were also 
omitted from t.~e listed test excavatioas. 

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 
approximately 240 man-days (Jl 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 attached table), 
then an a.dditional 42 man-days, or a.bout 285 man-days total (column H ) 
are needed to excavate the same proportionate sample (column G ) as :proposed. 
The most import.ant point here is that this is estimated. time for the archae­
ology only; there are no specific references to scheduling for the -palaeon­
tology beyond the tenta.tive schedule append.ed. to· the proposal. The palaeon­
tological and land snail work are allowed only 20 man-days total in the 
:field. Given the complexities expected of trying to strati.graphically relate 
the extinct avifa.una to the cultural deposits, 20 days :for the palaeontologist 
himself seems hardly sufficient. Unless time is sacrificed f'rom other tc:.sks, 
·the palaeontology will come up short. But even if the time is sacrificed., 
f'rom 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 deposits were far exceeding the structural areas of 
the sitetS is irxlic'!.ted by the referenco to Davis' pereonal corn!IIUilication­
"'-h.ich included this information in a.dd.ition to the location of the hearths 

. and possible a.ctivity areas. 

The recent excavations on which t~e communication was based showed that 
the cultural depoists ranged :from Om in sites which proved sterile to as 
much as 6.5 times the structural area of t~ site. Comparing the total 
structural area of these house sites (ll8m ) 'With the total estimated e..rea 
o:f 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 a:pply it to the 
structural a.rea of the habitation sites listed ill the ARCH proposal (and to 
the features omitted), we get new e.:rea.l :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, 27o4 and 
27o6 must be reduced to 100% since we are now using deposit and. not struc­
tural area) and :field time required (columns J and K ) • This yields a 
required time of about 450 man-days of archaeological excavation to fulfill 
the stated research goals in the manner proposed. Noreover, even allowing 
that the 52m2 o:f test excavation are included in this :final sample, the total 
estimated. project time, ·including laboratory and of~ice time at the inadequate 
ratio of 1:1, would be 450 + 20 (not adjusting arry time for the palaeontology 
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and lnn:l snails) + 470 (laboratory arrl office) totalling 940 man-days, or 
nearly 200 man-days more than proposed! 

Time estimates are of course based on the amount of '1-:ork :proposed, the 
data sample required to effectively attain stated research goals, and. how 
that l-'Ork is to be conducted. This is one purpose for developing a research 
design. Page 2 of the proposal states that 

The purpose of this research design is to detail the general goals · 
of the research, a.nd the methods of data recovery and. analysis­
required to salvage a.n adequat( and ~pEQ,Priate ~le of information 
from the cultural resources .... emphasis mine). _ 

The general research goals a.re in fact rather well stated by the proposal. 
But just what constitutes an adequate and appropriate sample is not discussed, 
and the resulting problems in estimating project time are apparent as dis­
cussed above. Indeed, the statement on page ll that 0 the preliminary 
chronology developed during testing will permit the design of a sampling 
st.ra.tegy H indicn.tes that the research design itself' is incom'Olete a.nd." 

that the adequate and appropriate sample has not been defined. -

The problem is two-fold. First, neither the customer nor the reviewer 
can confidently determine the relationship between the proposed work and the · 
estimated time to do that work, and ultimately (for the customer at least) 
the cost. Secondly, for the archaeologist himself not to have clearly . 
defined at least a preliminary framework to sample what and how much for 
what ends leaves him ~ithout planned control over the progress of the work. 
One simply does not recognize whether the expected data or .new and :potentially 
significant data a._""e forthcoming without some basis of compa_."'"1.son. Thus, 
the sampling design is a tool for planning e.head as well as for evaluating 
:results, and a.s such it should be defined am implemented. from the start. 
If :modifications become necessary as work progresses, the archaeologist 
~ill then be in a !>Qsition to control for it. · 

That some advance thought has been given to sampling is evident in the 
proposal. But it seems to me that this is largely implicit, unorganized and 
possibly contradictory. Consider the follo"d.ng statements (some already 
mentioned above). 

1. It was twice stated that test excavations would be conducted in 
all habitation sites in kreas la and lb (~s 8-9). 

However, 5 habitation features were omitted "'°ithout explanation :from the 
list of s:peci:f'ic features to be tested.. If, as qiscussed below, the pu...""pose 
of the tests is to identify particular sites for later salvage excavation, 
then these 5 sites would be omitted from the stuiy completely ani no data 
"'"ould be had :from them beyon:i that :from the survey. Given the significant 
data :recovered from the recent excavations in similar sites at Barbers Point, 
this :re:presents a potentially serious loss of info:!:'Illation--especially for 
determining chronological reJL.tionships. 

2. The test excavation phase is intended to "perrait the design of a 
sampling strategy in which sites and features of different a,ees 
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are excavated for the purpose of developing a diachronic sequence 
for settlement pa.tterns •••archa.eologically 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 arno~.g sites. But habitation features 
"~hich fall into this category could be among the 5 for which no testing in 
proposed. Horeover, 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. 1600-1870'? Suppose a number of 
task-specific features exhibit contemporaneous but relatively short duration 
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. 

. . . 
). "Every effort will •••be ma.de io excavate total activit~ areas to 

the total extent of their horizontal spread •••/jor thy 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 aboriginal settlement and how it may have 
changed through the J?rehistoric and early historic periods. But I am un­
certain as to what is meant by "total activity areas". In my experience at 
Barbers Point, this could be virtually the entire cultural deposit associated 
with each house site, particularly since these deposits have not yet proven 
to be continuous :f'rom one house site to another. If this is what is meant 
by total activity ares.s, then certainly there is not enough time allowed in 
the proposal for such excavation, especially since it is not determ.in~d (or 
at lea.st 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 
~-ere 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 ferlm-e), am then do total 
excavation of several sites selected to answer other ~uestions (especially 
intra feature) derived, or more clearly deliniated, :f'rom the initial sarepling 
pha.se? Granted that this may seem to be 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 an1 the l're:sumably 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 understan:iing especially the nature 
of the local residence gr~ups--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 lOOfa SWllple collected •••" (J>a«e 8, 11). , 

Again the research design is incomplete Gince the field methods are not 
:further elaborated. \-:hat is meant here by a lOOfe sample collected? If it 
is intenied 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 lOOfo sample :possible is o:f all midden remaining in the 
screen. But other questions a.rise. Will the midden be sorted from the screens 
in the field, or will all screened. material be processed in the laboratorY? 
The latter is the only way to assure complete collection. Also, what mesh 
size l-Till be used, am will -control units be excavated. to dete:rnine the 
probable rate of material lost by screening? This is most critical, since 
the :recent work at Barbers Point has shown, for example, that 60-8o% of the 
volcanic glass artifacts 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 
(midt.len) analysis, including .sorting of components, bpecier:. 
identification, weighing and calculations of weight :percent, 
and concentration in:iicies will be done. Samples will be 
selected and. analyzed in this way to document spacial and 
temporal l>Citterns of residue disposal and subsistence" (page 14). 

Accepting that, with the appropriate 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 strategy for analyzing midden from f~atures 
selected. for large-scale excavation, ~hat of the other sites in ~hich only a 
s~i.a.11 portion of' the cultural deposits 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 
comment on what I see as a number of procedural assumptions relating the 
test excavation phase of the project with the archaeological salvage phase. 
First of all, 

"As a :result of' the test excavations /Jn the suspected habitation 
site2] it will be possible to evaluate artifact content and density, 
midden composition an:i density, depth and lateral extent of cultural 
deposits in square meters, an:i potential subsistence and manufacturing 
activities an:i activity areas within and around. features •••and on the 
basis of the results it will be possible to grasp the major elements 
of the research universe" (~e 8). 

What is proposed here would ind.eed. provide a solid foundation for the major 
phase of salvage excavations. To accomplish this, however, would clearly 
require not only a weli planned strategy for collecting pertinent test data 
in the field, but also that all the test data be analyzed in detail before 
the subsequent pha.se of research be undertaken. 
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As aL..-ee.dy mentioned, this preliminary analysis will include age deter­
mination of the volcanic glass for developing a chronology which will be the 
basis of the sam:oling design. There are only two laboratories in the state 
for glass analysis. The volume of Y-ork 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 a:oproximate duration of occu:pa.tion. This rather high initial 
sample is suugested f'rom experience in which all 5 initial glass samples 
from two recently excavated sites each proved opaque in thin-section, and. 
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 report be prepared for review by both the 
U.S. A...T7Tty Engineer's Environmental Section and the State Historic ·Preser-
vation Office. Such a re-port could be q_uite 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 reasonably well met. 

Up to this point I have focused only on the cultU-"1"'8.l resources, and. indeed 
the proposal itself focuses primarily upon the archaeology. On page 2 the 
proposal states that 

" •••19 seJ>arate sinkholes [;:re recommended by the Bishop Muse~ for 
-pa..leontological salvage. We feel that paleontological research on 
such a scale is un."lecessa.ry at this ~!:. ~ the main focus of the 
peleontological work is on human avifaunal relationships" (emphasis 
mine). 

First of all, let us not forget that a good pa_~ of the significance of 
· the Berbers Point area :rP.sts on the extinct bird rema5ns in add.ition to the 
cultural resources, e.nd that resources which have demonstrated significant 
value for natural history a.re equally important in .the view of the National 
Register e.s a.re the cultural :resources. And secondly, once this work is 
completed the a.rcha.eologist has in effect said that no further work is 
necessary in Areas la. an:i lb. I must therefore ask at l<hat stage will 
palaeontological research at the scale recommended by the Museum be necessary? 
If it is unnecessary in Areas la and lb, then will it be appropriate in the 
State's shore-side :facilities area, or in alternative stock"'Pile areas, or 
will it be only once these resources a.re lost artl it is too late? In my 
opinion, this proposition is totally unaccepta.bl~ without some clear 
explanation as to why further work is unnecessary • 

. Indeed, if the l'lUSeum•s recommendations go beyond the perceived goals of 
the JJroposed research, then why call for additional testing for palaeonto­
logical remains? 

"In addition five to six unmodified sinkholes will be tested in order 
to evaluate :paleontologica.l potential •••" (page 9). 

The Museum tested a total of 24 sinkholes in ·Area lb located within qua.drats 
selected. by a systematic stratified sar.rpling f'rame. Bird remains were found 

https://unaccepta.bl
https://un."lecessa.ry
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in 19 sinkholes, or ~ of the test sample, and 3 of these also yielded 
extinct bird :remains. It is vecy likely, based on pa.st experience, that more 
extinct avifauna.l JnB.terial will be found upon closer examination of the 
material f'rom the other sinks. The additional testing rr2.y be p_-oposed for 
A-.-rea la for which there is little p:reliminacy information, but this is not 
ste.ted to be the case. 

In sum, I do not find this proposal adequate or awropriate for the 
research that is required by the archaeological and palaeontological resources 
at Barbers Point. Although the general research goals are well stated for the 
e.rchaeology, they are too limited 'Nith :respect to the extinct e.vifatlll2.. Both 
the field and laboratory methods understated, am·the sampling design itself 
seems largely undefined. Thus, it is most difficult to evaluate the proposed 
time schedule with any degree of conf'idence. If unchanged, in the long run 
these deficiencies can only hind.er the successful completion of what should 
be rightfully significant research into one sector of Hawaii's prehistol:y-. 

Estima.tes on extent of habitation deposits based on excavations in Survey 
Zone II (see Davis and Griffin 1978, Eds. Barbers Point Archaeological Survey}~ 

Site/ 
Feature 

Structural 
krea 

Estimated 
Deposit 

Deoosit Area as 
%of Structure Area 

2714-2 
( C-sha.:pe) 215m Sterile 0 

2714-.3 
(C-sha.pe) 9 St.erile 0 

2714-4 
(C-sha:pe) 7 Sterile 0 

2714-.5 
(C-shape) 10 65m2 

650 % 
2716-2 

~Enclosure) 
271 -.3 

25 125 500 % 

(Enclosure) 17 17 100 % 
2716-4 

(Enclosure) 
2716-5 

15 20 1.3.3 % 

(C-sha:pe) 20 25 125 % 
2716-6 

(C-sha.pe) 6 4-0 666 % 

118m2 2292m

Ratio of Structural Area to Estimated Deposit: 1:2.47m2 



I N :fA B c D E F G H I J K '° .{:" ~ 0' Site Struct Propose Sample by Propose Adjust Adjust Adjust Total Total Total ~·g 
11 OIComplex Area Sample Area / % Field Area Sample Field Area Sample Field . 0 Pl,_.

Ti~s Time Time 
~ 

,_. !l1

'° to<Cb 
0 ...,.2 2 22700 67m 15m3 100 I 149 10 days 67m 15m3 10 days 120m 18m3 12 days Cb 

~ 

2701 30 3 20 / 67 2 JO 3 2 48 5 3 

2702 43 4.5 30 I 70 J 43 4 • .5 J 86 9 6 

27oL~ 8 1..5 10 I 125 1 8 1..5 1 13 2 2 

270.5 48 3 20 I 42 2 56 4 3 79 .5 J 

27o6 15 3 20 I 133 2 47 9 6 95 14 10 

2707 135 7.5 so I 37 .5 13.5 7.5 5 13.5 7.5 5 

9646-
9684 123 1.5 100 I 81 10 145 18 12 422 .51 J4 

35 working days 42 working days 75 working days 

Estimated ra.te of excavation is o .25m'.3 per man-day, and using a 6-man crew 

Therefore: 35 working days -- 210 man-deys 

42 working days -- 2.52 man-days 

75 working days -- 450 man-d2.ys. 

J 

https://man-d2.ys
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?noa' .! 03-17>-e:;cCon-t:.:::-actor' ~· Au t:ho ri=ed.. R'epre sen ~a.-c-i ve" 
A.>StS':'A...'1" sz:c:r.n.u'T'/ ':"::'.tA::-. 
; •. ~•d- 1"oocl.a!LSUB·JECT: Suggesi:ed· G'uid.elines- for ?'eer Review 
&os• 780! ~•-old"' Scacton 

~--~ roresc a n1vcrs1:1 
'.Jt.n•tan-s.1.~ .. 'l oC"th c~r: . 

21109" l1'-761.-IH7 
You may have- a. copy of the: contrac:t with SOPA 1:0 use-

, ·· d E l d · h N h !OUJ>. or· ouucouas a:: gui e-.. nc: ose . is- anot er copy. 1 a-ce- t · at our 
review, sei:vic:es will be called for di rec~ly- by IAS a,,;,•r~ t.. sc.•a"•'n°"' 

£ ,... .i: ;: b . . t.y!•· Stoa• (;fie·ld o rices only a ... ter ... i::s-i:. o t:a1n1ng oral Jo'- t.. coc:er (A

( s,, app_ roval. by the Contracting Officer's authoriz:ed ;lucer oavt.a. 
Oaa O. Taviar· ( A 

representative: ( CAOR- i'IASCO) , Lawrence· E. Aten. r.ul\l.•n i:·. cu-r..- ( ~ ' 
(AiAl though the contract specifies tha1: "Otherwise, ••rr; s..i.... 

coordination W·ill be· carried ou.t. directly between 
SOPA and the requestincr LAS office-", I have: inte·r-o Jonn 1.. Coner
preted.. thci1:. tQ mean that_ r am t0 be· infor~ed.. in AUoC:!4C..-Cyrac.or 

advance of all. reviews (as· coordinator with C.AOR- t:ni.vuucy~u··-
~"u..del.1'1\u,

WASCO and as the. one who has. i:o certify· all expe·ndi- ?enn•yiv•1t1.... Ln14 

tures reported and. paymen'ts re-ques'ted). E:xn. enses of 
ST.U.1lMDS 10AJID. COU'll'S!:I.C1.:

reviewers will be reimbursed. Rec:e-i~ts will b~ 
0needed for t.ravel,lodging· and related ex-nenses -by t:heD-6' 01" ..a.· 

l"' P'ranlr.. ~4r 
re·g_ional coordinator and by the: pe.er reviewers ~....ca""' cuea·. 

s:electe~ by- the :regional coordinators:. Request for ST,\,HIJ,W)S-30AAI) : A:~'u'!: 
:reimbursement should. be- sent to Dr. Stanley- South, 
Se·cre.tary/Tre·asurer, SOPA,. Ins1:i tu t ·e of Archeology 
and Anthropolo·gy . University of South Carolina, 
Cb lumb ia:, South. Carolina Z.9 2:0 8' 

Coorciinat'ors shou.ld select peer reviewers \vho have· experience 
in and. a broad knowledge 0£ ihe region where the- project is being 
proposed, reviewed or monitored whenever possible . Also, if 
possible find someone close- ta. the project to be monitored a~ 
close to. the regional headquart:ers: for the TEC evaluai:ion process. 
Honoraria: may be: offered on, the· basis of $.100 per day in those 
instances where ~rr individual is monitoring a prcrject or is 
participating in: a proposal. eva.lua tion/ t·echn ical evaluation comm i t -
tee' (TEC). Scope- of Work review,. Proposal Review and Report 
Revie~ honoraria should be based upon the leng~h of the document 
co be reviewed, probably no mar~ than SSO 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 1 will need to 
be certain· that. we' have sufficient funds to provide the- honora1ia, 
and complete the contract under its sta~ed terms . . 

~e should keev in mind tha~ the pe~r review process i s designed 
primarily to ~aintain quality in the whole· process of archeclcg i ca: 
contract work. It should be stressed to all revie~ers selected 
thJt their rev·iews should be frank, honest, scrui:i:-; i :ing ''and 

/!/-~/~ 
.. ·-·--·-··:···-··-·.-·- .·-----· -------

-------~-~---···~ ... -·-·- -·-
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e -:- =:. :-~vieweci . s hou l d. oe- ex-;:, l ~c:i: -: lr -'..nci f:..il l·,· d oc-.Jme n ~.=d... •, >! a 
~~·r i ews: •..; ill be· anonymous· and ::-e·: ~ ew e--:- '5" s hou l d: :Je:- : J i.6: t"h~s ·,.i n~!'t 
s ol i c.:.. l: ed: ~o ;nake.: ~:ie · r-e·r ie·".. C.Jordinat:o rs-: mus-t: : :i e~ :-: ·..wi:h t:he: 
:-eg-ional c!'liei: of c-~e- :-eg:iona l o f=:::~~ ::o· d. e.-:.e ,rmi::ie~ ·.• net.her a-. 
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T'i1e- fo·llow.ing: are+ ques-:ions sugges t:ed. for revi e.,·H!':"'!' '::J a.s k i n-
eac:r review area: ( I~ you. have ot:her sugges-::ions p:lea.se l e-:- ;;re· kno\.; 
',{har: t:hey- are-.) 

SCOPE. OF WORK: 

, Is ~ de~ailed research design required7 
z_ Does i~ tak~ into considcra~ion all cultural resources, 

and if not, are they being: taken care of in another 
scope of work coverini aspects other than archeology7 

!. Does it require or encourage a multi-disciplinary 
approach? (r-r re..,.f;l'l(rtf). . 

4. Are specific statements and documentation of site siinific­
cance and site eLig:ib ility for the· National Register 
req.uired.?' (IF f'~vf1 -.-~"'rJ. 

J. Ooes: i"t: provide a: reasonable means: of making available 
the resulting: da.t:a:. for leg.itimat:e· r-esearchers? 

6. Dbes it require a section in lay language of the results 
in terms ~f public interes"t: and understandingr The public\ 

l has: the- right:: to know what their money- \..:as -spent for ami 
how the results relate- t~ the- public good.

\ T. Doe-s- it. require- tha.t t:h~ con tracte·e- demonstrate· that: they 
have- or can furnish the neces·sary profe·s·s ion.a.I expe-r-c.is· ~ 
\¥-i1:h e.x-perience- and knowledge in che region. and the 

\ capability- of preservation and curation of the- data:-. 
\ obtained for a: s-peci£ied time- in to the future or in 

perpetuity7 
a·. Does it require that: the- ins-ti tu -r-ion, individual or com­

pany demonstrate that they have the- physical capability 
and resources to conduc~ the project properly in the- best 
interests of th~ cultural resource base? · 

9. Doe$ it: require that the final report provide an evalua­
tion of the: place that: the data recove·red. fi.ts irr the 
reg:ional archeolog,ica:l sphere-? 

IO. Does it require that the contracte~ provide a detailed. 
statement as ro the contribution that the research has 
made to a-z:c.heolo 'gy and to the- nat:ion? 

11- Is: a re-port format re.quired. cons is tent with standards of 
professional journals in archeology? 

12. Is there a requirement that recommendations be m~de 
concerning the- archeological-historical resource bas~ in 
the- future-?' 

·, ' I 

\ 
- ------· --· 

·---- -·--·-~ ~ 
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l..Il. S'uec:..=.:.c :-e:-:7ts.? .l..r-e: i::i·e: i..nve.s . ~:ga-c:.on Ji.- :-he- Jr:Jb .'.. =:n-.s:. 
a.. :i.eces· s-a ."l~; ::;ar:-::. Ji ::he: pro j ~~-= anci :aaL":ii".,_a:-c:=ci: '"'·'i ::2r :.'1.e: 
Sc:rne o:f...~ er'.-:: · .,. '[s. ~he Jucige·1:."' :-e-a·s-anacl:c =or ::.he~ -_,or'.< ·~J'T0'90Scci.? 
Are.-: non· -a:.rc.heo · la~ica..2- !Jersonnei.. needeci:. t'o· ca. :-:-~r :he ·..tor'.<..) -
~o. =eas:onao·le· c~nclusion- oro.videti =o-:-T Here- such :x'l'.Je'r­
-:ise- a:s e:~.hncbo. tanists: , s-oiL s-pecialists, r..:-~.or:e:.· sensi:i:g:­
e::c:::ie:rr:s., : 1:C-.. should.. be iciem:i.=ieci. and c:he-ir Q..va·ilab ili. ::;r 
s-ueci.fied:.. ( IF ~~f,--: ....t).
rS- chere- adeoua-ce: orovision for cura~ion of rc-sul::ing· 
data:. and. has· ·th is been· au then tica te~L F'ur.-:l:e::-7710 r~· ha.s i.~ 
creerr. demons~:-atcti that: the· data (artifac.'t:s, no~es, phoi:-as, 
etc-) w-ill 'o e: reas arrably avail ab le for use. by che· 
a:rcheolog:ical community within the relatively near future-. 

s. Is there provision f'or dissemination of the final report 
.t·o the archeological community in . some· reasonable~ form 
and wirhin a definite rime schedule? 

PROJECT MONITORING: 

Before: monitoring: a project the Regional Coordinator should 
make certain· that. the· individual doing: the- moni to rin·g: has. 
available ·a: copy- of the· Scope: of Wo-rk and. the· Proj eci: P'ropcsal. 
These should be· in:- the hands o·f the· one· doing- the moni taring--
so they can be: reviewed well in· advance of v-isiting- the praj-ec.t:. 
The following: are: sugg:ested. as means. of a.ssess.ing· projectl actions:.i 

1 

! 1- Deternl'ine whether t'he: re:search des ig_n in.. the proposal is .., 
being: f ·o.llowed: in a: reasonable manner. 

z.. ?{ote whether the: requirem.ents. in: the Scope of \'lark are' 
bein~ met in E timely, reasonabl~ fashion_

1 Check ta: see-· i.f project s1:.aff and fac.il i ties: are· commen­
surate- w-ith those- in the? proposal. 

4- •. Ascertain· whether or not: adequate prov·is io-n has be en: mad..e. 
for maintaining· contact bet1-1een the princi pa.I inves tigaxo·r( s) 
and. the in- field. sta·ff and lab.ora.tory st.a ff. 
Find. out whe·t:her specific prob-lems sta.-c:ed. in the- propa s~l 
a.re being address:ed s~tisfacta~rily- by· the pro j ec~ work. 

6 •. Check the record keepingr laboratory work and personnel 
safety p·rovis·ians on the: jab. by· interviews and obser-v'a tions. 

REPORT REVIEW-:: 

S~ope of W~rk and the ~roje~t Proposal should be available to 
:.he report reviewe·r at: the same time as the report. The 
coordinator should arrange for this with the chief of the IAS 
region. Que.stions for the: revie·wer to ask are- suggested. as 
follows: 

l. Does the report fulfill the Scope of Work requirements? 
Z. Has the research design stated in the proposal been 

followed'! 
3. Have problems stated in the proposal been satisf3=toril~· 

approached?' · 

- - --------·--·-- - ----- _ .._,__..... ---
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~- . Are· jucigmen-cs of· s:i.t:e: s:;nidc· a:Tc~ t?. x~lici.~!. ~ · 5':~t.e.::: . 
~nci i us·.-:::...:::_ed.. ::.i ~ :.:r ·--t-"!.. : n '.. _ t ~J ~-:Ji:7err ~ a.i:. :. 0 f'... -

L :-s :~e:: :nc·c '.-lod.c i .osy :..i sed.. :: x :i l. .:. ca.c. :d.: s ~.::=.-:.. c :..=~<:2. :. - -:- · 
~ - A r~ recammenciacians =~nc~~~ i~ ~ =~ ~ rc s au7==s ~~ -- ­

.:.:i.r::i.re- ( :.=. an y ) :--c;:=.s o nab l.y ~ ::"7ai :-lab l. :: :-
' · A r~ conc~usians i og~cai ? 
,g. _ [ s ::he re.?o;:-c o.-r-ganiz-eci:. so :: h a.~ ae~-c i :-:.eni: :.nfo-:ma::i or.:. 

:...s= e'as ilT fourrci.? 

7 h e: pr~ced.ing· sugge-st"ions- for re.v;,;.e'. ·1e~s 2.r -~ 9e-rha'9s- :-eci.unca.n:. .:i :­
u nnec~ssa.~y- £or wany· reviewe-rs.. They- have: been noted:. because:. :- h e: 
r:e:views- we~ are conduc-cing- are:- different: f-.om those .for NS?', NE:i, 
e-~c. , because- w~ ar~ dealing with legal con~rac:~ that mus~ be 
fulfilled: as- the:- con·t-=ac-:s state'. Tne p-rime·· pur-µaseo of mos~ o-E 
che: c:on-crac:t.s t:o be. re:vieHed. is no-r:. basic re sear- c h,. t:houg·h bas,ic: 
research may be· a- par1= 0£ the re·sea:rch design. Any suggestions 
for additions or deletions of th~ sugges~ions would be appre~ia~ed. 

Please· keep in touch~ .- My phone- numbers a.re Office': !l.4 - 8" 8 2. - S-3 6 4 , 
314--882-4465, 314-882.-3544- and Home: · 314-4-4Z-12..:\3 • 
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A HANDBOOK. 

A guide t:o principles, procedures, and 
methods. for tb.e treatment of archeological 

properties ill accordance ~itll 36 CF.R Part 800. 

Approved by tb.e: Council's. Archeology 
!ask Force- September 26, 1980 

E.ndorsed by t.b.e: Advisory Council November S , 1980. 
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The- Council. :.S working •rl:±l. the. !Je-pa.r"::lent:: of 
t!le. !nterlor tow-a.rd. 9tlbl.ic.a:ciou. of ::his. Ea.na."'book.: 
togeciier W'itil. Cha De-p~1:' s guide.lines for 
a:rchea.1.ogictl S'tL.'"'"Veys, evaluad..ou~ da~ :-ecovery, 
and. ralat:ed act:ivi.ties,. so that: Federal a-g!!?lc:ies, 
S t:at:es.,.. local gove.:rmnent:s, · cont:::act:crs,. and. the 
art:heologic:tl communi.t:y' ;..~ n be· a.b·la· to· f:.nd a.l1.. 
major Federal. gu.idal.i;i.es, for ar:b.eolo~ oer-;e~ 
=:wo. c.ove.rs -

Wrr.; 1 a;. i:his e£for= :.S i:l: prog:"ass, the C:ou:rc.:0- is 
?leased to ~. ~b ... 5. ?hot:ccr:rpy of ::!le aanciboo~ 
available for t.lSe-. 

~~~w~ 
~cbe-~ ~- G4rTey, J_. 
:::Xecuc.;ve. Dt.=ect:or 

https://c.ove.rs
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https://tow-a.rd


?·i~ose : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L 

3ac.:.-1:ground .. . . . . . . . . . .L 
Organizacion. . . . . . . . . . . 2.. 
[.a.t:.::qr~t.ac:.on.. and.. A9y.Ll.c:a.tion - . J: 

2ari: r: ?r:..a.ciDl.es i .a:. :b.e: Tr:!at:me!lt. of Arcb.eolo~cal 2ro-oer":ies 

:.a:c=oduc:.ion. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . J 

?-:-i.a.cip la I. . . . - . . . . . . . . . . _ . . _ . . . .. . . . . _ . . .. . 5 

Pri.!lcip le· XI . . . . . . • . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13. 

Pri.a.ciple. XIII . . .. . . . . . . . . • - . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . 14. 

2r±.nciple rr. ....... - . - ........... - ........ .6 
Principle· III . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 
2rincipl:- rv ....... - ... - .............. - .... 6 
Principle V . • • . . • . .. . .. .. • • .. • . . • . • • . . . . . • . . . . 8 
Principle· VI . . . . . . . .. . .. .. . . • . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . 8 
Principle VII . _ _ . . . . . . . .. • . . . .. . . . . . . • . . . . .. . . 10 
Princi~le: VIII . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . 11 
?rinciple IX . . . . .· . . . . _ . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 
Principle '.{ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 

?.ri.a.ci?le XII . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~. . . . . . . . • .. • . . 13 

Pari:: II: Executive- Oi.rec~or 1 s· Procedures for Review of' 'Jro-oosals foe 
r ·reatment of A.rcileological Properties. 

r... I.n.troduction. . . . . . .. . . _ . . . . _ . - . . . . .. . • • . 15: 
Ir. Ide!ltification: aa.d Evaluacicrr o.f: Arc.heological F-ro-pel:t:i:es. . . . . . 15. 

_ LfrIII. Conside::ration: of I.n.-Place;. Ereservacion . . . 
·nr- . . Considerat.ion. of N'on.-arcileologica'.l Inte·rescS- . . . . : . . . . . . 16· 
~..,. . Da.t:.a. Recovery Oirect:ad. to Reseaz:di. Questions. . . . .. .•.••. 

• 
J.O. 

t' 

IJI. Sacrifice of ?ro-percies r;i.thout. o·aca.: Recovery . LT 

i/III . Considera:t:ion of Guidance- . . . . . . . lT 
nc Sudge.cs . . . . . . . . .. . - . . - . . li 

iTII. Zfficie!lcy of Oa.ta.. Recover:y- . LT 

V' 
~. N'egati.ng. Adve.rse- Effect: Documenting· 

"No. Adverse Effect" Determinations: 17 
XI. Pre-liminary- Case· Reports . . . . . . . 19· 
nr. t1emoranda. of Agreeme!lt:. . . . . . . . . 20: 

1XIII. Programmatic :1emoranda of. Agreement:. - . 2.1 
XIV. Counterpart Regulations-. . 2.1 

Archeology- for Researcit . . . . . . ~ 22 

Part III: Recomme!ldacions for Arc.b.eologic:il Data Recover;r 

I. Identification: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ·2.3 
II. Qualifi2d Supervision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 
III. Relation to State· iHstoric Preservation Plan. and Other Plans 24. 
IV. Data Recov~ry Plan ... ... .. ... ..... . ...... . 24. 

https://N'egati.ng
https://Sudge.cs
https://a.t:.::qr~t.ac:.on


' - . 

~,.-· 'tIT. s·ta.i.::. :'."":ic:tl.i.r;ies:, :::.qui~men:c:·, . 1nci: Consu.i.nm:s:. ~:J : 

\TT.. :!ec.iods:: 3asic: Si:.anciards,, .. 2.6:. 
., --:--17TT.. 2•J.cl.:.c ?.:3.r.-c:..~:i:par:i.o n: . 

ilT!I.. C..Js.<:: :'!in.J.;IIJ.Zir:ion: . 
-..,....
Li..- ~e-po. r:.cs: a.nci Qar:.a:. 1anag'!!lle!l.t:: 2.3' 
•r 
. i.. • . Cura.cion: o i 3oecimens.; . - - .. 29: 
tr ..... 
.i.~. .. 3ucige.ci.a:g:- - J O~ 
'-T-
.~.L.L . T..i::eacment: or N'on.-!'\r.cheologica.L Cancer.is: . - - 30: 

~~ - .. . ... .''T-- 1~J..J... t .L.exioi__, CT .. . . - 11:. 

Acuendix- A:· Some- E'.xamtiles of S'cie!lti£ic .1.rcheolosical ~ese.ardr Ques-cions: . 33.: 
Acuendix· 3: Some- :.:xamcles. oi: S:umanis-c.ic. '.hs coricai. ind L. ocal-!..nc~::?:"~s-c: 

.1.rche-:J l o~ica l ~ese.arc.i . Ques-.:ions. . - - ... . 3T 

https://S:umanis-c.ic
https://Cancer.is


L 

..l..:. 3anabaate: 

This- !fandbook is an elaborai:±oo; oo; and. ~x;ilanai:ion.. of ::.b.e- s·u-;ipla!IIe!l:t:..ny
('.,.;a· 

'anc-0 · :''"'UO. 1·; ~ ;..eri· - ,.,·.Ju..... .1 . · e,... -,;....,,. ~ 1 ....C8Q , i .,.., ,.:..,.,,.
1...... ,.., 

-:e,,;e,...,,
• -_. 

i ----~--~""'<7.; s-~.-
.___ 

(
, 
/, 

.... 
.=; 

;.:\ 
'TOV';,,rftc 

-
~ ~........ ..:.~u ~ _ _..:.... --"'-

78808 ) , under die- 3.Ut:!iori r.y of :.:ie: Execut:ive, Di=ec':or of ':he- ..;.dvi.sor:r Counc:..l on.. 
Kistoric Preservation; sec fo:r:"t.ll: ill.. 36' CTR Sec. 800 . 14-. As. illdicai:ed by c.b.e 
cited section, its purpose is "to interprec. . . ( t..b.e Advisacy- Council ' s) 
cegulat:ions. co assist Federal agencies and. St.at.~ Historic· 2reservatioo.: 
Officers ill meeting: tb.ei.r i:es-ponsibilities. 1' 

The lfandboolc is designed: to assist the· parties consul ting: under the- Council 1 s 
regulations to detemine· h.ow arc.heological programs and projects. should be 
conducted.. rt is also designed. to. assist the: Council. s"t.aff, Federal agencies,. 
and che St.ate: Historic Preservation;. Officers ill.. implementing r:ecommendations 
or the· C'ouncil Is 1979 Task. Force.: Otl. . A.roealogy. L1ost. generally, it secs, 
forth; principles· that. ;.;.ill guide· t:b.e Council s~.aff. i.!I. it·s· review- of proposals. 
for arc.healogica.1 data cecovery projects. 

Background 

For several. years: the. Advisor]'" Council h.as beeD:. c.oacerned about treatment 
of arc.b.~:lo.:gica.L r:esow::ces. under the:- authority of SectioII 106- of the N'at:ional 
His.tori.c· Er.eservation.. Act~ 8tecu.tive-- Orde-r 11593 , a.net the CoWJ.cil 1 ~ r:egulat:icr~ 
(36 CTR Part: 800) . Cases: iJJ.volvtng: ai:c.heologic-'ll resources: and concerns: 
have.· often: present:.ad: dif::E±cult. g~blems· , and. b.ave'. s-ci:nulac.ad controversy- . 
fa; 1977, die Chairman; of the Council appointed.. a. Task Force· on.. Ai:c.b.ealo.gy-, 
•,.;irici:J:. re!ldered its. r:~-port: t·o. the: Council in. 19 7'J. This: c.enor-r: included a. 
aumber· of r:e-.:ommendad.ons, di.r~cted. to Federal age!J.cies·, d1.e- Sec;:eta.ry of 
the: Interior,. and the: Council suff. Also ill. 1979·, t..b.e General. Accounting 
Office:-· (GAO) conduc.ted an- i.nves.tigation. of a.rc.healogical •..;ark at N"'ew L1elones. 
Dam: and: Reservoir iD. California,. which.. b.ad be~ the subject of. a tiemorandum 
of Agreement:. and subst.antia.l subsequent controversy. r.ae GAO i.D.vest.igacion-
w.as: later broadened~. to deal wi.th.. the: ge!J.era.l topic.. of how. archeology is 
handled by- Federal agencies:. AzI. i.mporont question. raised by- the- GAO early 
i.It its· llivestigatioo.: was that of 11b.ow. mucil. archeology is enougb.11 ill. order 
to mitigate: the adverse: eifacts: of Eederal const.ructio~ projects. Tue 
Executive· Direc-cor of the C'ouncil. t.akes. tb.e posi.tion- that there is aa 
silIIple standard by whic.i:I to detemine how. much. archeological dat.a r:ecovery-
is sufficient ill.. e~1erv c:ase', but that: the aature:, scope, and boundaries of 
each dar.a. r-ecovery program. should be: detemined by the parties consulting 
under t.he Council's· r:egulations. · S'upplemenr..ary guidance r,.;as determined. to 
be aeeded to simplify suc:b. consultation·. 

This Handbook was pre-pared under the pri..:.ncipal authorship of Dr. Thomas F. 
King, the Council 1 s Senior A.rdieologist and Di.rect:or of the Office of 
Cultural Resource Preservation... It was extens.ively coordillat:ed with Dr. Bennie 
Keel, the Depar'tment of the I.nt.e.rior 1 s De!Jartmental Coasulti.ng Archeologist. 

https://Coasulti.ng
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::::. ·..;as:.. ::e~-~we<l ·~ · comme!!t:eri: 1i-gon:, .inct 3.'9~-roved: a.itar ::xr~11s .i7e- :ew:i:::C.:.n.g:: ::.nci 
:d.ii:::.n.~ b~ ~~e- ::June~ ' s._: A.:r:.c=:e'Jiogy- r.lsk:. Zorc;: ·Jn::.. 3~e-pc~ce:::- 2..&. , L980 . I'lie 
:'"asic fore.:: JJember:r; are 3.S:- follows:. 

SJ;.air.n.an:: Dr.. I:.1r=T f is-e,. N"ai:.:.anai. Con£eren.ca: 0£ S.t:ac~ iiis-cori.c: f»:-eserva--i:ion::.. 
Officers~ 

Alt"erna:i:e: Ur. Ad.r±an:. Andersatr,.. [owa: St.ate ffistoric:: ::·reser:ra:t:i.on: Officer. 

t'!embers::: Depar-...menc o.f Agriculture:: t1r- a·arT:T Elamm: 
0-i:'. Ianet f"riedman:. 

IT.epar-<.Jie!lt:: of ::b.e- I:n1:erior:· o·r. . oennie Ke~l. 
Oepa·rcent: a.f Def~se: tfr. Richard: Cever-r.7 
Depart:ne!lt. o:t. ii:ans-porta.tiou: ('.tr_ Robert C-recca­

Mr- Bruce: ~oerle 
Sinith.sanian: r.astitution: D'r. p·aul Perrot. 
National Endowment for the­

HUma.IIities.:. Dr- Katl:u:yn; Abramovi.tz. 
State- Historic: ?reservation: 

Officers:: tis:~ E'atI:icia \(esiawski 
(Massachusetts:) 

Advisorv Council Member:: 0-r~. .Jose~li ~a..han., . Jr_ 
Societ..y:- for- American: Arc:.liealogy: D:r=. Ruthann: Knudson:. 
AmericaII.: Societ.7 for­

C'onserva.tion. Arc.liea la gy :· o·r-- l'fargaret: I:yneis. 
Societ.y- of E1:ofessiaaal Dr- .James; Hester 

Al:cheolag~s.ts; 

r.a.e ffandbook:: was; ~dorsed:. by- the:- fulI C"ounci:I. a·t. its: N"ovember-, l98a: q,.uarte.tly­
rnee-t:in~. Eart:: rr of th.is:. ffiuldbaar,. · the!< "'E;xec.utive- lli:cector' s, Pl:ocedw:es:-,. 11

• 

was; guhlished: as-; S"ixp!)laentary. G'uidance-- on: ~fovember 26·,. 19·ga- 1 i.a:. the: Fe.dera;L 
Regis.-cer ( 4-5. ER 78808:) _ 

Organization:. 

The lfandbook: is• di.vided:; i.a..ta: four parts;. Th~ first: discusses princip.les­
tb:at.. i;.i.ill. guide the: EXecuti.ve:· O:irector il:t dealing: '.'1itb.: archeolagical matters:. 
r~ should.: ass.ist. agencies; iit. meeting- their r:espons.ibilities; under 36 CIR 
P-art 800. bT helping: themt UIIdersta.n& tl::re-: conce-ptua·l basis: for C-ouncil advice-, 
r:equests:,, and: g_ositions., itt. the consultation: process,_ 

The s:econd:. part sets:. fortir. in.t:ernal procedures: the- txecuti.ve- rrire.ctar will 
e!Il'p1oy. iit:. re.viewing;_ proposals.. fo·r treatment of ar:c.b.ealogical pro-perties; . 
This; is. P'rovided:; ilI order ta, help: agencies-: ensure- that. determinations: of 
"'N'a: Adverse- Fiffe.ct:, ,,. Prelim±n:ary- Case Reports:,. and: ot:b.er documentation:. 
provided:. to~ the- C'ouncil. w.iIL 'cre organized: s·o· as:: to facilitate:. consultation_ 
This. pari: of the lfandboolt: supe·rsedes The-- "Guide-lines: for 1·.taki.ng: 'Adverse: 
Effect.' and: 1 No Adverse E"ffec.t.1 Determinations, for· A.rcheological Resources. 
ilI Accordance:- with: 36- CTR Part: 800_"' 

The: third: part provides:. L"ecammendations: for use. in develop_ing- archeological 
data: recovery- programs:.. These are· based· ocr.. the.- principles· set forth i.a. the 
first part of the· ffandbook:; full consideration of them: by- agencies planning­
dat:a recovery will b.eltr ensure. that:. documentation submitted ta the· Council 
is complete- and understandable·. 

https://1�.taki.ng
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https://Abramovi.tz
https://reser:ra:t:i.on
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-:'lie.~ :our::i ~ar.":. ~.a.ci.u.des:. ~-;.;~ l'99en.dic~s " 9resen-ci.:lg: :xamo.i.cs: Ji. :~sa~c.i 
::micz. ·..;a.ic.:.:. ?rov1.cii= Jases - t::ir. o r~ani.=::.!l.g: ~rc.:ie~.i.o~::!...c:lL j ac.i. :-~c::ive!:f 
·JUera i::..:Jns. 

!Je,1e.Lo~me!l.1:.. 0i.. :his: :!ancibooic. ias: be~!I. coordi:J.ac.:d. ;,;i~.1 :.tie: 'Je-par'::Jle!J:C. 0£. 
<::.tie Ill.t:ez:io.r . :c Ls. des.igned ::o: be--- .:ans is cant:. ·..;i-:..i. ~e:. s~.J.nciards: .ind. 
~"9proac!ies ; sa1=. for':.1. 'oy- t.b.e Depaz:i-...me!lt:. Ul:. 36- 1.;.::"R 2ai:":: ~210. .1.ge!lcies; a.r~ 
u.r~e'.i. t.:J. Eul.2.y- acquaint:. t.iemse.Lves, '..;.i.dl.. 36 CTil Pa::i:"=- 1210 as: ·,.;e.1.l. lS · '..;ic.b:. 
t..tlis [andbook: when: conside.ri.ng: arcil.eologi.c.al da.c..i. recover,- operat:ions·. 

I.i:rc.:r.:n:e t:.at:ion. lnd Aou licar.ion 

This ffandbook. 1o1ill a.at be :interpreted i.nilexibly by the Council. For 
example, should an age!lcy propose- an. e-XIJensive data. recovery program ill an 
urban. area i;.;h.ere- th.ere is an acti.ve, responsible, avocational arc.h.eological 
society, the Executive Di.rec.tar may draw. the agency's attention. to Part 
III, Section. VIII of t:.b.e Handbook, and ask: wb.at. consideration. b.as been. 
give!l to: involving the- avocacional group. as a way of reducing: casts and 
servi.JJ.g multiple· public. interests. If t:b.e prog:r:am: i.s bei.ng; Wlde~--a.ke!l. ill. 
circumstances '"her~ it a-ppea:cs that: eifecti.ve: 1.isa of 11ollliltee~s would: be 
diificult:,. b.owever, t.b.e. E.xecutive Director '.Jill a.ct. !Ila.k:e- an. issue: of 
volWlteerism isimply- because i.t: is: in the· Handbook. 

The-principles sec. forth. in. Pa.rt. r. w,ill generally guidec the U:ecutive-
Di.rec:tor in: dealing: ~itl::t arc.h.eological p-rc:peri:ies. They W·ill provide- a:. 
rationale foe the- Council's. day-to-<lay- ac.ti.vi.ties: r..;h.e.re: arcileological 
ma~ters : are· conc.er:ied:. The- procetlures. ill. Part: II will be· us.ed w-it.1 varying; 
degrees. of i:igor. Wi.m t:es-pect ta: 11 Iden..tification: of Arclleological Propert:ies, ''" 
Seci:iott II,. th:e Execui:iveo Di.rec.tor 'rill t:rr to be sur~ that: an: aciequa.t:.:· j ob 
oi i.de!ltific.ation: has; · been done·. This. does- a.ct. !:ea_uire: that: t:b.e -U:ec:ui:ive-­
Di.rect:or r:eview- every- slll:"7eV r:e-por~, only- tb.ac the: E'xecur.ive· Direc~or be-
abla- to. de.t.:.rmi.ne- w-heciler tlle: res-ponsible age!lcy b.as~ made a ::e:asonable 
eifor-c to iden-cii:y- pocen:t:ially- affected proper~ies' . . Similarly, t.b.e Executive 
Direct:or wtll trr to. be sure- t.hai:,. w-itirizt reason,. adequate- consideration 
b.as been' given to preservation ill: place- (Sec-. III) , and. a.on.-arc.b.eologic.al 
:interests (Sec.. IV) . !f it: appears~ th.at. pr.eservaton. ill placa might be­
feasible,. or tha.t. there are a.on.-archeological interests to be: considered, 
the: Executive D:irect:or r..;ill try to get: tha agency to- look :ill.ta t:b.e: possibility 
and document: its findings, 'out the: EXecutive- Director r.Jill act,. as a matter 
of. cote-, d~and sud~ docJJDentation:. Sections. V through. '7II r.Jill be used 
generally- ill: reviewing; data: i:ecaveq- plans. 

https://a.on.-arc.b.eologic.al
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1-'11-C:I: ~eS°9e.-;:-=:, ::J: OUd~e"!:s ~ ; 3.ome J.15e!l.Ci~s; are: 1. e~i.timac;i.y- .maiJ:ie:: CO: ?!:OV"i:cie:. 
;Jud~e!:s: :or: :e.vt..ew., and.:. same -..rr:i.1. a.at:: do;,. so: J.s:. 1- Jiac:::.:.r- of ?OL.c:T 3ud!5er: 
:e,ri.ew..· :.s ,. J.OC:. ;:iie:- C ~ UD.C~l. . s:· lilai.n:. func:::.oit, and.:. c.ie: I;{e.cut.:..'7e:' Ji=ec::o c ·,.;i2.L 
:1ac i..osis-:::. oo.:.. do.in~ so ' J.S: a. Jiac::er oi:. cour~e-. '.110.e?:e: a.. :Jucigec i.s: ?r.ov"tde<l:, .. 
aowever,. ctie: !Xec..i.t:i.ve:· Ji.::e.c-coc ,..._,il.!__ review. i:.c:.. ~.:J < see:'· i.i:: anyi:.iing~ a-gIJears:.: 
Ull.l:essonabli:-. 1".0.e.~ E'.xec-:i-ci.ve Dire.cc:or· •..;.t.ll. also: oe availa.b.li:- to. discuss; 
a-pp:t:o-priai:~ e~enses:" r,.;iciJ; ag._encies:, tlia:c: seek adv.ice. 

r.cr: COIIS.t::rast. ~~ above,. fairly- f!exible-- ?T"QCQdures:,. Se.c-. :c ( Ne~a .t:ing­
~erse :.ffecc) mus~ oe.-rr-~ ',.;ith: great~=- d:?oi;. Whtm.. an. age!lcy de~rmiiles 
:ilac. i.ts~ llll.de.?:'tJ.king: will have a.a !CVe:?:"sec· ~c':" bec3us · · + dat.a :ecove~, 
i.e.. i.s; maki.D:g.· a, ~ 9asiti.i1e s-:t:.a.teme.!1t:. ao.ou e:- a.ature:- oi the: aiiec'tao.. 
propert.y and t.b.~uali .tv· or· i t:s. data. cecovery e£:fort, and i.t should. ~ aQl.e:-
to back: uu• i t:s. claims.. - -~ -
~ ~~- ~--=- .--
Ia:. se.vera-1 subsections·,. a.otab-Lr X-•. J, XI.LB., and XIII.. l, reference- is made­
to. establishi.o.g: data. recovery 2lans. "consist.ant with the: 'Re.commendations 
for Ar:clJ.eologicaL Data. Recove:ry-. ' 11 !liis; does:- a.at: 1I1ean: that da.ta: r:ecovery­

•pla.D.S". must: confo.cir.· exactly-- ta:- the 11Recoamendations:. 11 "Rather>- the: agency 
should. use:- the.· 11Recoamen.dations.1 as. gene.r:al. guidelines: ~ . If a: data recovery-·t-

program~ contains; a: glaring:: omissoo:,.. f.l:out: the: point: of view< of: th.e: 
"Recommen.dat:ions. ,." the: Execut:ive- Directo:r:: 'N-il.l recommend. its· correction:•. · 
If the: omission:. appears; serious:,. and. a.a:- compromise-- cait be- reach.ed.,. die- · 
Executive:- Director illay- determine- that= a:. failure: to:: agree- e.xiscs, and. the 
cons.ultation:. proces·s . must:. be. te.rmina.t:ed.. Oo: the ocher hand.,. the: Executive: 
Director w-ill a.at: demand:. somedting;- just: be.c:aus·e:- it: is. i.tI. tb.~ "Recommen.datious:_w 
The "Recommendations.m are a.at a: coolcbook_ The- 11Recommendatioa.s11

· may:.. _be: 
p.resc.ribed:. foe s.te~.-by-s.tei?: use- i.II. EI:ogrammacic t'.femo:randa:. of Agreement:: or­
si.m±Iar inst.rumen.ts::,. w!:tere'. an. agency- ag;rees; to.~ es-cab:listt a.. da.u r:ecavery.-
g-la.o: at=. a::.. later· d·ate-

https://inst.rumen.ts
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Section: LOfr of tile: N'at:iona..L lis-c.:a:ic 2'=eserrac:..on:. :-ic-c c:eq_ui=es, :.'lac I'~<ler1l. 
agencies c.ike- i ..:i:i:.J- ac:::mnt:: :::.ie: :£.fee-=~ or :.b.eir. ..inder-:.J..kin.gs. on.. ;iroper-c:.as·1 

~!!eluded ~.!J. or :1igiol:: foe :!le: 1acional Jegis::a~ of. Hi.s1:aric: ?laces.', and-. 
afford ::he- Advisoq Counc:.l. :he oppoi:-::mi.:.y ::a comment: on 3uc11: l.lll.deri:akings: .. 
Sect:ion. LOl ( a.. )( l ) of c.b.e Act deii..!les. grope_r<::ies " signi:i:icanc in:. Amer±can: • . ~ 
arci::l.eology~' among: ci:J.ose: chat: illay- be: i.!lcluded in t:.b.e Regis1:er. 

Council. ~omment:s. a.re ce!lde::-erl. t.hrougil.. the: 9racess desc=ibed. ill :he Council ' s 
regulations ( 36 C:FR Part. 800). This process~ cilarac~aristicall;r :Lnvolves 
consultation. among the· Executive. Di.rectort agency officials, and: tb.e responsible-­
St.ace· Historic Preservation Officer(s) to decide· on. met.hods co avoid, 
reduce . gr mi ti ga t 0 ;ldyi:a"!"'se ~-Ff~cts· on historic and cultural oranerties .. 
fo. this consultat:ion process, the E.xecutive Direc-i:or is guided bv cert.a.in 
basic- orinc;-ples. about the. aature. of such: properties and: about appropr:ia.te-
and. inapp.ropriate methods of t:reatiag; th.em. This.. oart of the- Ha.ndboo~_.t=s._____ 
forth the: principles that. guide. the. Executi•re. Di.rec-i:or: wi.th respect ta 
arc.tieological properties,. 

Arcil.eoLogical properties are those prope:.ties included ill, e-ligib le- for, or 
pot:ent:iall7 eligible· for, the N"atianal Regist.er, wb.ose- sb-?D.; fanca 1 i 0 s , 
wiloll;r or: partly- in the- arcileo:logical data they- cantain.'·.• .\.rc:.b.eolog-; cal dat;a..' 
are data: embodied i!l.11Jate!."ial ; 0 :nains; (ai:ti£ac.t.s,. struc:.tur:es. , refuse , etc..) -·· -...:i. 

utilized purposely os. ac:.cid~nt:i.llT by b.uma.o. beings " in· the siJatial relat~q~?.b.ip. · 
among:. sucil:. remains:,. and. i.It the enviranmeni:aL con~~:t: of such. remains. 
A:ccb.eological data. include- hist:ocic, p.rehiscoric, and. scient:iiic data as. 
de£i.a.e± bv tb.e- DLoaraen.t:. ta. tb.e. I.n.t.:rior Ut. accortlance- w-ith. Eub-lic Law. 93-
291 (cf. J6 .. CTR. Eart. 1210-) . 

r.ae following- 9ages: discuss. 13 gri.!lciples: '.'1D.l.Cll'.. ci:J.e: Executive Direci:or W-ill 
use i .a. consulca.i:ion wit.!:t Federal agencies. and Stat.: Historic Preservation.. 
Officers.. conce:r:iillg: ard1e0Log·ical. p:z:a-perties.-

PrinciDle r: Arcb.eological researc:b:, addressing- signi.fic~nt: auestions abouc 
the: oast, is in. the oublic: ini:erest. 

Among- the- stated. illtencs- of tb.e- N'at:iona.L Historic. P-resei:vation. Act: is "to 
insure- future generations; a. genuine· o-pportunit:y- to· appreciate'. and en.jay- tb..e­
rich:. b.erit:age of: our N"ation..1' (P. . t_ 89"~665, Preamble). One of tb.e- many ways 
in: w:hich people appreciate- and. enjov t:h.is b.e-T"i.tage: is t:b..raug.h.. archeological 
research. 

Archeological. research:. seeks to answer inaj or questions about b.uman a.ature, 
human.. tiistory, and. t:b..e. changing: enV'iroilIIIent~ ( see: Appendix A) . AnswerilJ.g· 
such questions- helps· us. to better l.lll.derstan.d ourselves and our "Norld, and 
better prepare for our future. 

Ar.d1eological cesearch. can also cont.ribut.:- di:cec-cly to public understanding 
and. b.ence appreciation. of specific. eV'ents. in the past:, specific processes 
of. b.istoric and pre.historic b.uman development, and the hist.ory and prehistory 
of specific places and groups (see Appendix B) . 

https://relat~q~?.b.ip
https://Regist.er
https://appropr:ia.te
https://cert.a.in
https://iroper-c:.as
https://inder-:.J..kin.gs
https://2'=eserrac:..on


?':::..nc:.!:rle-- :r ~ .:,,rr:ie<Jiogic:::.:L J ro-oe-:::~i::s c :Tiav- J e 3i::-.=s:. ·Juildiilgs:. s~uc:-:.:ires. 
dis~=~ c-=s . anci Clo .i ec-:.s· • 

.~rcieaiogy i5" ofte!t :::::)ne<Jus.i.7 ~ougiii:.. of a.s, i.'ivol'T'ing; onl7 ~xc.:ivaC..oa:. 
ilr. ::.!J.e g:r.ound:;. a.nd:. as; a<iciressillg-; az:cile.a ·lo~ictl ., si..C.:s.i 1• '..o1b:icit. may- or may:- (la.c 
<:.ontai.D:: diet ::emains:. of buildings; 01:' ot:iler St='-1~.U:eS:. I:a;.. faC'C,. £iowever, i.t:. 
i. s~ 2ossihle!- for- an.v- sore or groi;>_e.i:i::y- ;:a;: be-- ' ta:r::aeo:lo~±.ca:.Lw i£ i..tsc signi.f­
icance Lies:: wi:tol.ly- o.c ill: P._arc in: die i.n£or.:na.cion:.. i.c: .:ont:ai.ns:. Zor ~ampie':. 

L Ac g:roup-: of sites·, compr±sing:: a dist:ict lllig.llt be- important: because:- one.-
can: l ea::i::I: aoouc QOlJu.i.a.Cion:. dynamics:·r i.n-i:.::::ac.-i:ion: 9roc~sses . , oc soc::a..L 
organiza.t:i.on: bT st:udying-; c:b.e:. te1at:ionship:> among:; che:- sites:. 

2- AIL early-- 20th: cen"tUJ:T garag~ (building), conta.i.n:i.a~ tools:,.. car and. 
buggy- parts·, receipt books:, old; trade- magazines, and i..tlstmction. manuals., 
mig.h.t b~ importan~ wb.oll.y- or il:t part because -o::f what. it: ca.n.. tell. us. about: 
the:- ec.onomici. and.. so.cia.l implications. of. the: development of the:- automobile--

3 . A:. bridge (s:tmctw:e-) .. migh.t be important. in: whore- or i.II: part because. 
i:ts-. stuciy" could. elucidata metb:ods:, of design:,.. engineering:,_ and:. con.s.t:r:uc.ti.ou. 

4-. :t code covered: with. petroglyphs: Cobject) m±g.b.t be important. because- of . 
what: Lt's.. sl:udy could: re~ea--L a.bout:. s:ymbolism.; an<i ancie!lt forms. of communi.catioil:'-

rt:. lllight be approp.riat:e- ta~ ti:ea.t:. any-- p.rope::cty like- those illustrated. above 
as. .a:i:ch.eo-lagical ,... w.i.cir. due.- attention. to:: anv otiler t.YQes:; of lllstori.cal,.. 
cultura:L,.. or- archi.tecoirtl significance it: gossesse~~ 

•... 
Princiuie:- III :-:· A.i:cile<l'Ios±ctl m:ouertieS' a-re imoorr...ant. whollr or in: oart: 
because tb.ev- mav· cont:ribui:e: to the studv or imoori:.ant. tesearc.b. oroblems.-. 

Alt. a:i:c.b.eQ-logicaL p?:oyerq- may- have be~ cz:eai:ed: during-. tb:e pt:ilistoric 
pe-r±od,. the lris.to.ric: (pos.tconoct) period,. or bot:h;: i.t:. may- consist of: 
materials;, above- the ground',. be-low; it,.. or bodt. re: may- b.a.ve cu.ltural. or 
relig:ious;. value to: particular soc±a-1. groups::,.. it may· trave: actual. or potential 
use as~ azt: exhibit ill:. place: fot: public: unde.rsta.ndi.c.g:- and, en.j aj7ll1ent:, it. may-
be exemplarr of great:. or vei:n.acular arclri.tecture--;~ i.t may con.tai.n.. artifa:c.ts 
of great:. beaut."1" and. monetaq wort.Ir,, or i.t. may-- contain: c.oth.ing; but: fragments. 
of po,tterrr dtips of- flint,, or g:lass: shards;. waatever such:. c:.b.a.racte·ristics: 
it: may· oi= may- c.ot have-,... the defining: c.h.a.ratteristic of. an: az:c.b.eological. 
property is: that:. it can: be studied. i.J:L order ta identify-, lea:i:n: about:, o-r 
solve< problem$ in: ow:: unders.tanding: o·f the past:.. Eroperties:: draw• their 
ar.c.b.ealogicaL value: from: t.l:te assUIIrQ1:ioa: that: they- can:. be used: f::uitfully-
for resear.cir... 

Erinci"Dle' IV: ~at all. researc.l:r oroblems:. are:· eauallv- i.moori:ant:; hence­
a.ot all arc.heological. pro-oerties· are- eoually- imoor~anc. 

Arc.b.eologicaL research. problems: are- derived from: a variety of: other disciplines 
as: well as arch.eology- itself.. Arche.ologis.ts- address problems. that are: 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


·Ji•Jla15is-c3 , nedic.:il. :ese:;.rce:::s .. c..:....::.macola~i.si:s . , :cologis-cs. lnd:. ~.lnci. .lS.a: 
;.ia.nne~s.: , ~on:; ·J che:::s. .-1. :::::.::.eo..i..o~±.s .i:x .d.so: address l_uesr.::.ons :.:iac:. =-=~ Ji 
iwnanis."t:::.c. :..im;lOr:·anc~ ::.:- :_.Jc::l. ·:::immw:ll::.::.:s .:.nd.. rnc::.:i.i. g:::ou"9s.: ''·..;iJ.ac '"as 
our :own.: li.ke: ~0 0 . years:. a~o? 11 

; '".low. 'iid.. .Jur ;ieDl,?le: L.:..ve- 5000 :re:;.rs:- ::. go ? 11 
: 

·! ·..;Q.e!l:. and: aow. di.d.. .Jw: ::.nc:~s-cors,: c::ime: :~ ois- .u:ea?" .. _?:_:iallT) a::i:oeo.i.ogisr.s. 
address~ :{uest:ions cilac. ara: oi. :.;c.:mic.:al. ~o::i:-cance to. 1.i:c:teolagisr.s:: "1ow-
do :e:fuse:- pilc?s. cb.ange.- ove=-- :::.ime: :.rt.l:o·. a:z:cile<Jlogical. sit:.:s"? 11 

; " ~ow.. di£fererrt:.. 
are· oe- ::rasi:J:pics.. of: c:ic.1 ?eol,?-le and.. poor:: 9eo1,?·le:- a£t.;r :.b.ev 1ave- ;Jeen. '. 
burie<l for 2.00 ;rears?''" "does, c.:b.e processing: o:f animal. bi.des. =esul.t:: i.a: 
discernable- ci:anges. in soil. d1emistrt?". These questions· ara :.ise£ul. because 
::;:,,ey b.elp. arc.ieolo.gists. become.' merer skilled. at:.. inc.:rpreci.c.g t.b:e: arcileological. 
i:~co rd,. al t.b.oug.iJ.:. cb.ey may a.ave ao i.nt:=insic: vallle. 

Not all. researcil quescions· are equally imporT:anc. An arci:leologist can 
develop researd:t questions about almost any distribution: of mat.:rials. 
Coming upon. a scattered gJ:oup of beer cans along a. country road, an. 
archeologist could easily undert.ike: researc.b:. into t.b.e- drinking: (and other) 
behavior that: produced th.e phenomenoa.,. by studying: what b.ad. been:. left 
behind and: b.ow· it: was. distributed on. the: land. The: fact: that suc.b:. researcil. 
can be done,. however, does; aot: !Dean: tb.at:. it: is i.mpor't.lnt enough to do. It 
rnay be more: e:f:ficie!lt to lc?.arn. about. drinki.o.g: beb.avi.or by ta.ll-cing ~itb.. tb.e· 
drin.iters. We inay crot: care· enough about. dr-i.,.,\s:-i ng: be.havi.or to bot.her about 
it.. Only- if ( a) we· t.b.ink .it is i..arpo~-ant to. le.am about dr-inkiag be!tavior, 
and. if (b) scudyi.ng discarded be~r cans- appears to be- an.. efficient way to 
learn about suci:L. be.havior, is~ such. a study wori:b." doic.g:. I.e.. t:b.e same way, 
one can. learn sometb.iJJ.g- frolit any archeological pro-pe~ty, but 1o1h.at:. one: can: 
learn may aot: be worth: th.e: trouble: t:o: learn i.t- The q_uestiott: "b.ow.. 1J1any 
type- SB2. ar=owh.eads. a.re: tb.er~ in:. site 923,". has. O.O'. importance-,. unles:s. answeriJlg: 
it· 111±11 pro.vide a- clue. to answering: some: larger question.~ The: quesi::ion: 
"~ow have- c:ulturaL systems; changed over the Last LO , 000: yearsc in. Nevadat· is 
impor:t:ant to tl:J.e-" extent: that:. ( it) .?:isweri.ng:- ii: aiay b.e-lp· an.thro-pologists; 
undersi::a.nci how. cultural syscems-. change: in.. ge.nera·l;. (b) knowing- how: culture· 
b.as_ changed. ilL tile area-: may help . 1is understand. how~ the- environme.ni:. has . 
changed,. wh:idt. can. cont:ribute:. co. a. bet."ter: general understanding- or tb.e: 
physical. processes that: affect. our lives; ( c:) answering:- it:. may contribute.-
to answering: or. asking: other questions: ( e-. g. , "what' caused the· Paiut.e: and: 
relat.:d groups. to s-gread. througi:r the, Gre-ac Basin:') , and (d) answeri.c.g it. 
may contribute: to. the understanding:- and: ap-preciation that. Nevadans. have- for 
the area i!l whidi. tb.ey Li.VE!'.. The question::: 11"1b:at will. 'Me- find in. the· 
trash.pit. of a,, 17tb:. c:entUJ:y." merchant iit L1anb.at..ta.n:ll is. only a. matte·r. of 
cw:iosit.y unless. tl!ere i.s. somet.ltillg: about: 17tb:. century \'fanhattan: merchants 
t:b.at: is: (a) likely- to be learned. frolll" tire-ir t:rasb.:. pits: and (b) lil:ely- co. 
enlighten:. us, about: some important: historical. eye!lt or process: . 

If an:. archeologic.al proper.ty can: be used. only- to'. address, uni.mporont questions t 

or quesi::ions. that: have been:. or can: be: becter addressed. using other sources 
of i..a£ormatiol'.l, then: the- 9ro-perty itself is- unimportant from an. archeological 
scand'poinl:. Of course:, tb.e· same· pro-perty· may be valuabla for some. otb.er 
reason, suc.l:t. as the: quality of its. architecture-, · its association. w.itb.. some­
importa.nt b:istorical event, or its cultural significance to· a. local group . 

https://importa.nt
https://proper.ty
https://archeologic.al
https://L1anb.at..ta
https://the-environme.ni
https://scudyi.ng
https://be.havi.or
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https://t.b.oug.iJ
https://re:;.rs:-::.go
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?-"~.!lc::;,le· T: ':'"=eat:me.!lt: 'J°f .~Ir ~rc.:::.errlo:;ic:d. 1ro-oe:?:..-:-r -ie~eJ:ds; J tr 

~ :~ . 7alue· :or ::!searc.:r.. Ja·.i..::.nc.e~l- ~ga·i:is~ J t:.J.e·=.- ~uc.i..:.c ·;~.Lues . 

..UJ_ ~·l..se"" being:- :qual.,. any- -;iro"Qe!:':.T :.iac con:c.iins; i.ru:orma:tiarr. ::1:1.c nay: ie-lp: 
:i.nswe-:?:" impor~.J.nt: :esearc!!:. quest:ions:: sn.ou.id:. be:c preserre~ i..rL silace :0-c c3.re£uL,. 
i.ong;~~.:r.It' si:.udy- by-: a_ua-:.liiieri:. sc.!J:o:lars:.. Sinca- a:·il. alse< is: seidoun equal, 
chis:. i.deaL oft.:!l: cannot: be- a.t"tai.ned:- o·ecisi.ons~ ai:Jout: t=eat:me!l.C or ar.aeolagi.caL 
p t'O"Qer-cies, rec_ui.-:e$ ba1ancillg; ::b.e:: researcir: •1a·lue 0£ eacb:. g:i:o-ger-:.T· o-c: grou~ 
of prope:-.:ies. agains·c at: Least 3~ ot:her cons:i.de:ations: 

:\:. Other aS"Qec:ts. or t..lle- 9royert..7' s..~ sig!li.ficanc~ Car.dlicec::iral.,. 
cultural., arr:isi:ic,. ecc:_ ) . I£ the:- ?royer:.7 is perceived: by- ~ 
locaL social. group to. b.ave: ~elig±ous. cultural valW!.>, for example-,. 
t:b.i.s: value must be: take!l.: i.nco· account.. 

B. Other s·ociet.a.l a.eeds, most obviously- t..llose a.e~ds th:a.1: stimulate.· 
the federal unde.rtalti.ng: t:b.at: may- affect the property. 

C:- 2reservatiOII.. QOten.tial;. if. the property' C3IlllOt be preseJ:.Ved i.o: 
anv eve!lt (eg'.". r if it::. p.r.omptly- 1oiill be- destroyed· by- private 
cons.t::ruc.tiozr, . absent: the: E"edera-L undert.aki.ng:: t:b.at: tln:eat:e!lS:·· it:) , 
t:.lle:r:e: is;. a.a· pout Ut.. consideri!lg:: p:rese:vation: tre.at.men.t. 

Pri.o.ciDle' ilT: Eligibility for the- ~ational Re3ister suggests, but: does. 
a.at define', b.ow, an. arc.lleolo<5ical oro-oeri::y should be·· treated 

-
Az:d1e0Iogi.cal gr.ope:r:ties., are- often: lis:ted:. in:. o.z= determined::. t'a: be. el.igib·le 
fo:c t..lle>" ~ati.onal Register of ffistoric E-laces; in. i;.,hoie- or i.lX: part: because 
they- concai.Ir "info.z:mation:. s:ign±iicant: in:. histarp or p-rehistorr (3'6~ C!R.'. s·ec. 
ua2_6(d.). _ S"uclt. a;; dete:mination: implies t.liac. the- pro-pe.r.t..1 caII.. produc.tively­
oe used· fo:c· arcilealogic:a:L researci:r.. ·ru.t:: the infomation: is:- 1'.3igni£icant: 
iir. history- oc prehistory"· also<implies:. that at least one- of the: ot:her 
)fationa.L Regis:::er c::i.t:e:d.a.. is. satisfied-,. for ex.lmple-, . chat:: the.: infomat:iorr 
can. be studied:: to. lea:rn: about: wevents: that: l:Iave" made a;, significanc. contribution: 
to:. t:.lle· broad: patterns. of our history11 

• (36~ cnr~ Sec.. UOZ~ 6.(a.;)) . rf ~ proyer:.y­
is: de.termined:. eligible::- fo:c t.b.e- ~rational Regisrer entirely-- or· primarily--
because of t..lle". in.fomat±otI: ic. contains:,. the implication: exists t..llac. it:. 
would: be- desirable,. under appropriate:: circums:t.a.nces;, to.. ex:1:ract that: 
in.fomation. and: make- it:: available.- for- study_ It does: aot: a.ecessaril7 
follow, however,. that. everr a:z:cil.eologica:L propeJ:t:r detemined e-ligib·Ie- for 
t:.lle tfa tionaL Register is automatica1l.;r dete:cnined:. appropriate: far- excavation.~ 
or at.lier forms:. of a:r:cb.ealogicaL in.vestigatioo:-. 

An: arcil.eologictl property· may he important:. for a.onarc.lleological reasons: as~ 
well, and these may· take: precedence: ave·r it's:. utility' foe researcir- tor 
example·, it:. may- be in: t..lle: public i.nterest ta·. preserve- i.ntac.t a:. property of 
cultura:L val11e ta· a lacaL communitr,, even: tb:ougb:. its:: excavation: would:- h.elp-
answer i.m'portant. research; q_uestians. · 

Even:. i.f a_ groperq is· important. solely for· the information: it: contains-, 
extrac.tion of the in.formation. may- act. be- i.n the. public interest:. Consider, 
foe example·, the. following, h.ypot.b.etical cases: 

https://they-concai.Ir
https://undert.aki.ng
https://unde.rtalti.ng
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https://impor~.J.nt
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·-:..i.sa' !_.:. .-ill: :inc:.~nc 7-:J...:.....:.ge- si.c-~ cont:ai.:J.s, :::imci..:.c.:iced: SOJ...:.. st:::ica.. :3.c.i ·Jr. 
·..;ni.::.:i: conui.!ls. :j,e ni.!lUl:a :~ai.n:s. :Ji ·?i.aII.t:,3; ::.o.ci. .inima.i.s , ·,;e~i ?resa~re-i. juc. 
:::::.:~i~e-:.. :':le- :~aus; ::.r~ :Jr gre1c:. ?OL.a!lt::::.a.i... -;a.iue: :a. ::ie: :e..::ms-.:::-:ic::ion· ) i . 
?ast:. :!l~r..=onment:s: :.n.a. :ooci ·J.aoi::.s:, :uc :he: -:.xcavac.:::.on: and. 1nai11=::.::ai :acino i og:r 
.=.vai.l.a.ol::- :o: a.rc.ieQiogis:c.3. :oday- i.s, a.cc sui:::..c:..2ni:: =~ :.x-r:::ac-=.. 1.1..:. :~e 
useiul Uli·ar.llat.ion.: c::inoineri. i..n:. :he- s.:=at:a:. .C-.o.: sue= .i ::asa-,. ail :lse· being: 
:qual,. i..r:. •..;ould. oe mos.t: apyroi;lt"i:ar:a· a.oc. ::o :~c::ivace:- die: si::.:: unt:i.l.. :.ie 
:ele.'7ant ::.ec.:mology b:as, deve-.i.09ed.. Eur-..!J.er-

Case, 2..: ~est of tb.e prei:ris1:oric sit:es: i..o;. a wei:ropolit.air area b.ave been 
dest::;:;:oyed. aver time· by· cons-c:4..ict::.otl.,. agriculr.u:ra:, and ocher foes· of illoder!t , . ,.. . ... . . .., . ... ... . . . .~ 

~ana 11se... .ui.. one 9or":::.on. or :.ti.e are.a., l ':~us~ar o:i: :ai.=.L"f : . .:u:ac:-=. sl.:as l.S 
found·, and det:ar.nill.ed :-ligibla- for ::b.e· i..n£ormaci.on i..t .nay- COil't.a.izr. ~ince 
this: clust:er is- in es sense: t.b.e: only- su:rvi..ving ce-preseni:acive of t.b.e: area~ s 
prei:rist:ory--, it.. 1¥ould be be!leficial to preserve it for careiul excavation 
over many years, · as: researc.h.. q_uesi:ions aboul: the area 1 s. pasc are. refined. 

Case· 3: A Revolutionary War era. shipwreck is found Otl. the Conti.ne!ltal 
Shelf, and. determined. eligible for the: informatiotl. it contains about marine.· · 
arcili.tecture and the- lifeways of l8t.b:. centu.rv saile.rs. ~ajar lii.storical 

· studies: are- known: t:o. be underway or: planned in.to tl:lisc general t:'esearc.h.. 
topic, by- vari.ous unive.rsit7 scholars. Ir:. is i:easonable· t:o eX?eC1: that. i.r:t 
another ten or twe!lty years,. as these studies are- completed, it r..;ill be 
oossible: to develou· mucil mar~ s-oecific: -research.. questions:. than. can aow be 
used ta. guide investigation: of the 1o1i:edc. All else- being: equal,. i.t. would be­
beneficial to. put: off e.."<':c:avation:. ot the· i;wreck. 

C'.ase- 4..; A.ti historic:. h.omest:ad.. sit.: is. determined e-ligible:. fcir in.c.lus.ion.: 
i.!l. th.e N"ational. Register aS< part:. af an ardieologica.L distric.i:.. N'o; s:t.anding 
buildings:-, cemai.tI,. and. the s.it~ is 7aluable: solely- for t.b.e io.forma.tion: it 
:!lay- yield. about Loc:aL residential patte·rns: i!l:. t.b.e- early- l9t.1 cant.w:y. 
Subsequent: s-tudy of· the: dis.trict,. b.is:torical ~ecor:ds. , and. ot.b.e:!: source 
!llat:erial in: tb.e cont:e.xi:. of cur=ent:. antilio-pological,. Jeogra"9hic., and. hisi:orical 
t:heQry c-esults: ill a. ceseardi: design th.at: should. answer all. import.a.n.t: ques.-cions 
about. local .:-esidential patterns, througi::t t.b.e- si:udy of se'Teral. ot.b.e.r: sites.; 
the: in.formation: contained i..a.: this· particular h.omesi:ead is. a.ot. aecessary. 
Ill such a. case, exca.va-i:ion. of t.b.e: b:omes~ad is aot: cost: effe.ctive. 

Case 5: a small. pre.l:rist:oric site- is de-cermined: ~ligiale, dur'...ng planning 
for: a reservoir pi:oject:,. because: it contains, in.formation that may- be· important 
to. defining- local settlement. patterns. during: the period: 200-100 B'. C. ; these. 
iD.. turn: may in.die.ate: b.ow• tb.e envi.ronmeni:. changed, h.ow. aew. forms: of technology· 
\Jere- adopted, and b:OW· social O.rganization. changed during t.b.e period- 'f.ae· 
proj_ect. is delayed for- a a.umber: of years-, and. in.. the. meantime· a great deal 
of researci:! is done on:. similar sites. All rnajor quest:ions'. about: settleme!lr.. 
patterns during: t.b.e· subject time period:. are answered_ The pro j ec-c is re­
act:iva ted, and. the· site: is reevaluated. Unless aew ques.t:ions b.a.ve emerged 
froar the c.ecen.t .:-ese.arc.!!, to. wtu.cb: the sit.:. is. perti.a.en.t:, it. ao longer 
may be· worth excavation; the i.a.formation· it contains has become irrelevant 
because the cesea:rch.. quesi:ions; it could. b.ave· helped address b.ave. been 
answered. 

https://period-'f.ae
https://cont:e.xi
https://cemai.tI
https://saile.rs
https://centu.rv
https://det:ar.nill.ed
https://9or":::.on
https://xcavac.:::.on
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·:.lse· ,S:· .Hon~ a: ?Ot:o:!lt:iaL :1i.g.i:lway- ·:.or=::'.:dor·, ;y u:cb:e.ulo.gic1i. s i.t~s ~ i:z::~ 
:o unci ~ . ~l.L ·::ons.isciig:· ·Tc Ela.K.:s. and, ?Ot:-::.:!:'.T 5.Q.er.ds: ·Jn: :ie: rn:z:::::ac~ Ji: :.ie: 
grounci an<i.: ~ :he ?low• zoa.e:-_ ..l.;l.l.. ara· d e.c~r:niue<l.: ~·i.:.:;ibi~ :or:: :b.e:- ~normac:.on:. 
·:ie.r can: ;h:e:Ld.: ibouc ?0"9uia.tion: disc.=:..buc.ioo.: .:.net. Lanci. rise 'iu.:::...:ig.: :n.e: J't;lpe:?: 
1iddle- S'tone..L.and:. ~·~·:d:od ' . ~e.1rt.e.w. of :.tie: si.c.:s: ~a, de.ve-lou- l:. daca. cac.o.verr- . 
g-laIL r:e11eals; t:.il:ac <:o: answer- the ~o:c.unc :eseara questions.<.:.bouc... c.J.e 
?etiod.: alL one.· a.eeds:. t o: mow• i.s. :he siz~ ind. de-;i·t:b.: oc: all. c.b.e: s i t~s -whi.di.. 
J;a~ al.i:eady oeen;; decarm:i:r!.ed:- dur~g-; ci:J.e '..;de!lt:i£:.czt:iorr. sur1ev-?-llls; some 
det.lils- ch:ai:. can: ~e· Learned. by: e.x:cavacing-: Ei,1e: or t.:n: i:-eprese!lca.ci.v~ si.::~s : _ 

F'w:ther sody- af the =-emailli.rlg; s .i.t~s:. is; !.lililec~ssa:r::y-, and... t.he.y- can:.. be sac=ificed. 

· Case-- T: A a.uclear cesc si.t:a- '"'·ill. destroy ~, 000: sJ:one: ::ec.ra.ng-l:s, on:.. ci:Ie:. 
surface: of the ground; these: represenc ao.c:ie!lC b:abi :::ations .. !'esi:ing; J.as 
shown: that: subsuria.ce: cultural d.el'.JOSits.: are: aever found around: suc.h:. b.ouse: 
sa_uares~ . ill have: been. determined eligible:. because: their studv can... contribute 
to. understanding social. r:elati.on.sh:ips; 4., 000 years a.go 1o1h.en. they were: occupied. 
S1.1ch.. r:elationships. are: reflected: in the: ways: the- h.ouse:· squares. lie· in. 
relatiott ta one another on;. the g;round·-· Information.. on. these:. relationships' 
has been: gacilered in.: full during; the deteminat:ion. of elig_ibility process". 
through: detailed:. aerial gh.otogra-phy. N"o further relevant: data.:. are: collectable· 
given: cur=e!lt: teclmo:logy- and: coo.cept:s:~ accordingly-,. a.a: additionaL data 
r:ecoveey:· is ap-propriat~-

Thus-,. while" defini.ng:- the significance:· of an: a.rcil.eologicaI. property for 
eligibility determination: is:·· important to later decisioomakillg- about.. the 
properi:.y, i.t:.. does; a.at:. by- i.tsel£ indicate:- b:ow. th~ property should. be-- treated­
How: the- p:r:oper't..T sh.oulci be treated ·depends. an: its- cra.tw:.e-,. its:: z:ela·tionshil): 
t~ cur.:en:t:. an& concei.vab:l~ future- important:. resea.rci:I. ques.tioa.s::,.. and:. the 
circumstance$ under 'Nhi.cir. treatmen.t. is~ c::on.s.idere~- In:: Cases-# t. th:i:ough: I 
above:, it:: wou.J.:<± be- gi:eferable to.:. preserve: tire grot!erties: ilI: p-Iace,. but:: if 
other public a.eeds;. demanded:' their descruc.tion·,. data: r:ecoverr would:. probab-17 
be appropriace;. Ii:I:: Cases~ 4- t.tu:ougil: T, i.t:. r..;ould:. be preferabl ~ t:o: pt:eserre: 
tb.e· proy_e·rt:ies· (on: the ground$ tilat:. t.m.:forseen: ::eseardt: questions: migilc 
:iomeday- arise. that: would:: make them:: importanc)., buc i£ prese:cvatiacr. was, a.oi:. 
practical,. data:.. recovery-· would. probably:- a.at= be appropriate- ei.tb.er, and. the 
prot!e.t:ties; could: b~ legitimately.- sacrificed:. 1J.i.tb.oui:. further study-. 

Eri.n.ciP.le-' llTT: If an archeological oro-oerty can be practically- orese:cved 
Ur. o1ace-; i .t shoul.d be--_ 

It:. would: be arrogant: t:a assume that:. we wi:to: are a.I.iv~ today- can. decide:­
preciS'ely- whid:r questions; we- a.eed: to; aslc about: the- past:, and:. whiclt. we do. 
a.at:. N"ew. questions. about the past: are always: developing-, and: old: 
questions. are: being-. answered:. Answering: old. quest.ions; usuallr generat;s 
a.ew. oneS'.'. As: a.~ q_ues.tions~ a:z::!!'. asked:,. diiferen-i: lcin.ds; of informatior:t 
become important:, . and.. information. may- a.eed t:a be examined· Ur. different. 
way'$ ... At:. the-- same" time--, tachniq!leS:: of field:. study- and: analysis are cons.tant:ly 
being; developed and:. improved, making:- i.t: possible- to.· address: questions Chae 
could: a.ot be· addressed: llSing: older techniques~ . Thus: ther~ is a. danger tha.t 
if' only those archeologicaL properties- we· se~ as. 11aluabla- today- are- protected·, 
we- '.JilL allow.- the'. destruction: of properties that: will be- of great 11alue- in. 
the- future. 

https://Eri.n.ciP.le
https://appropriate-ei.tb.er
https://probably:-a.at
https://subsuria.ce
https://b.e:-~normac:.on
https://5.Q.er.ds
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..~c::::n::iingl7 , :...=- ~5- 3.1?pt:a"9:r::.ai:.:: ::o ?rese~e- ~1 ?lac~ 1s. :ar~e:- a... :ange· J£ 
s.r:.::.eo.i.o g:i...cii ?rO"J?e!:"::..es 1£. ?oss::;.bla, :•1e!l.- ~ =- '.iii!: :annoc ie£::.::.e- ?rec:.saj_y­
·1aw. ·,;e· ·..;oui.i '.!.Se- ::ie :..:iicr:nac:.o~ :.:.ey- :ant:.:li:t. :'~er~ 3.re· <Jbv-i..ous ?rac:icii 
~.:mies: ~o .3.'9pi.i:.'.lc::.:m : ot. :.ii.:r ?r.:.:ic:.:~. ie:, '.Jue .s.s l :-..il:. :..:.:: 1n. lr~::.eolo~ic:a..L 

. .. 1 • • - . . .. ' ' - ' .

?r0'9e!:'t..7 c:m;.. ?rac:.::__::a..:....:..7 ·Je _::!:.~ :..i!: ?lace: ana. 2rese~e'.1. =:om Jamage:o,. L~. 

5.Q.ould.. be ... l".u.ere:- is .1.. L3.r5e· a.umber- at ·..;ays. Ul. ·.;tiic.1 c.:Us ,nav- be .fone:; :Or­
:xample·, any oi ch~ following; may- ae-- a-gpro12riai:a· ill ~ giv!!!I: case. 

L Des-igning cons~::uc:tion. gro i eci:s. so. a$ i:o leav~ a.n. a.:z:c.heological grcyert..7 
i.a.:. i:easonably- pro-cactad a-pen space:- (eg:., t.b.e illediatr oi: a lligb.way-) . 

2.. Cuve.I:i.u.g.· a..n. a.rcileologic:a.l sit:.; wicb.. =~.:.:.. , ~:n:ovide<l: caution !.S: :xerc:..satl: 
co Limit. comQaci:ion, dis~urbance~ ·Ji :..b.e- soil, d:iemicai cianges., and. changes 
i.a.:. soil s::ruc-.:ure-, and. grovided access can be: assured. wit.!li.tt reason. fez: 
future reseai.:cil. 

3. Prat.acting properties-. from.- damage: by nearby project activities through . 
fencing, shoreline- armox:ing,. construction. of bems ,_ ·t:outing of construction. 
activi.ties ,. et.c•. 

~. Designing- structures;_over an. a.rcileological sita iII: sucii. a. wav as t:o. 
minimiz~ subsurface disturbanc~. 

3 . E"st:ab1is.i:ri..ig: prot~c-ci.ve' covenants . or 0th.er arrangements· w.itb.: the 
i:esidents-, operators:, or u.sers- of constr..icted facilities: to protec.-c. properties 
wi~ their control. 

Ptinciule VIII: If an archeologi.cal oroue?:'C'V" is- t:o· be- oreserved in. place-, 
extensive· excavat.ioa. of. t.he· oro"Oe.ri:.v is. seld~at. annronria.ca-. 

Occasionally-,. agencies: propose t .o: conduc:t:. exc:a.vation:s:: iJJ:. an. arc.heologic.al 
sit.a: t.b.at. will be- orote.cr:ed in:, ola.ce-, in. crrder t:o· 11 ~valua:te1 1 'it. or for some: 
oi:.her ::eason. On: the· 'N"hole:, . sucit. excavacions are: i..a.alJproyriate::. uses of 
Ferieral funds-, because• t:he.v do a.at:. cont:::ibll1:a ta ful.fil.L:nent: o-t t.b.e a.genc:y: s 
prese.r:vation: responsibility. T.a.ere a.re exceptions to-; tili.s: :ule, of course,. 
for examp.l;: 

1. wlieil a propeJ:ty- is, t:o be bw:i.ed:. under fill, . it: Jiay be- appropriate to 
conduct test: excavations so there: 1Jill be- a. i=easonabla record of 1o1b.ai:. has 
been.:. buried; 

2.. If there- is; i:e-ason:.. to, be- less- tilalr fully- confiden.t about the- protective 
mecil.anism: employed. (for inst:anc~, protective covenants may be- lost a.s. title 
changes hands i.a.:. t:.he: future-) , s.:ome data recovery- may- be:· a.ppro-priate-. 

3 . If a property that can. be- proteci:ed wit.itilL a proj ect 1 s area of impact 
needs. study in- order to deal. fully wi.tll research questions beio.g asked in 
connection.. with the. proj eci:.. at:. other properties 1 tltis. may- be appropriate: if 
carefully limited. 

Princiole IX: Both data J:'ecoverv and destructiort 'N"it.hout data recoverr 
may be au-orouria te t:rea r.ments for arc.±leo logical oroueri:ies. 

Where it is a.at practical to prate.ct: an archeological property ill. place, 
one of two things may occur. 

https://prate.ct
https://arc.heologic.al
https://annronria.ca
https://prot~c-ci.ve
https://wit.!li.tt
https://3.'9pi.i:.'.lc
https://5-3.1?pt:a"9:r::.ai


' The: J.<ive·rse: -:ifec:=: o:i::. :.ie: ?I:0"9e!:'.:":.71 s;. des.-c:::uc-:;i.oa:: :nay:- ~e- :re.~ac:eri: Ti:· 

:nic:.gac.:-i :hl:ougil: cecoveq- oi: cile· ·ra·iuacri~ dac.a.: .: :m:cai.n.e!i:. '...!1:- c.ie: ?.l:':Y~e.?:.~T , 
or 

12.:.. OeSci::::uc.i::.oa:. at: ;::.ie: P:I:Ol?et:'t.T;- '•tt.tilouc =eca.very- o :i::- Jaa.,..nay: '.Je: l.C.C!!!l.-Cea: 

by- t:h~ cansult:illg: 9az:':ies;· as.- a: i:egra-i:t.a.o.Le:· buc. aec2S.Sa.J:T Los .s~ Ur.. c.ie- puoiic 
in.ceres.i:._ 

If the- dat:.a.: cont:ain.e~ in:: the ~rro"Qetty. caa:. be llsed.:. fruit:fll.lly- to.: addr.es·s: 
11aluable resear.c.:r. ques-cions:, the:: dau. shou:ld. be-- recovered- If tb.e: daca. 
cannoc be: so. 1is.ed., data: cecave!'."f i.s croi: an:. al?!JrO"Qriat:a- '.lSe'- of public:: fiind~, 
and:. should: a.a c.. be: Wlderc.ake!I.. 

To decide- whether data: recovery- should.. be: unde:i:~ke!I: at= a. prope·rtT that. 
cannot. be: preserved in place~ the- responsible- agency and ii:s:.. con.tractors: 
must:. b.ave a. full. tinderstanding:. of previous local researcil, pertinent: historic 
and. prelris.toric data. ,.. and:. the 2rin.ciples, models:,. and theories i.a: b.istory-, 
anthropology, geography-,. and. 0th.er disciplilles. that.: farm:. the: basiS'- 'for 
de.ve·lopin.g; archeological r:es-earcb: q_ues.tions. ffased:: oa:. th.is-. know.ledge,. 
cesear.di. questions. should: b~ developed and: the property considered as: a: 
source- of da.ta. for answering: those: q_ues1:ions;. If i.~ appears, that: i.~ will. 
be- useful. as.. a· source,. dat~ recaver:r sb.oul.d. be conducted;.. if i.c does aot. 
a!Jpear to: be useful,. data: i:eco.veq should: a.oc be:- conducted-

The: decision: to. destroy- air arch.eo.logical. p.rapert.y w.i.th.out:. data. i:ecave:ry is 
a.. s·erious: one-;. i. t. is: like throwing: away a: boolc: ~ithout:. reading: it- Acco:rdin:gly, 
t:b.e::-- r:esponsib:le: agenc.y- and.. i.ts: cont....-ac.tai:- should: b~ sw:.e ta. consider the' 
w.idest:. r:e.:isonaole r:ange- af· p-atent:ia:ll7· va·lu:.ab-Ie :c:esearcli: topics: t:o: wil.i<:Z 
stud.y- of the Qraperty· right:. can:o:±bu.te,. and. shou:l.cE consult:. w.ith:- a.11. those· 
wh:o~ might:. b.ave·· useful suggestio11$ about topics:.. Those- r:eviewi.a:g:: agency' 
decis:ions> (the: Council,. the:: SHEO:,_. all.d: others:) should: give.· clos~ at.tan.tioa:. 
ta tb.e j_us.tification: fo.r de.c±.din.g::: crot= t:o.:- conduce da.t:a:.. recovery. 

O'ci. the other b.and:r the?:e'. is ao:: mw:e.- i:easott to.~ s:tudy ever.y- az:cb.eolog±.cai 
property:· t:iran:. there- i..s, i:eaci. e.ve:r,- d1eap: a.ovel e~rer published. I£ i.t: cannot:. 
be shown,.. after- a: i:easonab1 e ,... good fai.t.tr. e-ffo:c:.t. to. do s.o·, t:ha.t= a: given: 
arcileologica-.L property can: be- s.tudie.d usefully- to. address:. important. ces.earch. 
q_ues:t.ions:,, i.1:. should; a.o,t:. be s.tudied. at:. public: expense-. 

Prin.cipie X": Once- a: decis·ion: is: rnade-- to tinderta.ke data:. recovery , 
th:e: 1JO&::ic. should. be- done· i.a:. t:h.e most thorou3.l:I~ eff icient. manner 

Decidin·gc. to: conduct data: reco.very- is; an: in.vestment, botft:. crf the- arcileological 
property in.valved:. and. af FederaL (and.. sometimes· non.-Federal) funds:-. One: 
should.. seek. ta g_et: the- most: feas.ilile- cei:un:t. on: th~ in.ves.tmeIIt:- [t. follows­
that:: 

Researc.tr questions... to. be- asked. through.; the: data: recove-r:r effort 
should_ be- defined as: clearly- and precise·ly- as· possible, and: the- methods· 
employed: should: be· directed. toward. answering:- the questions'. efiicient.ly. 

L 

https://efiicient.ly
https://Researc.tr
https://tinderta.ke
https://fai.t.tr
https://w.ith:-a.11
https://shou:l.cE
https://can:o:�bu.te
https://cesear.di
https://i:egra-i:t.a.o.Le
https://OeSci::::uc.i::.oa
https://des.-c:::uc-:;i.oa
https://I:0"9e!:'.:":.71
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.:nu.i.:· .:.!:. le ~ Jui:Jl~c :..J.c.:~~s . r; :~c-:.:..:JaS.. - :.·ar:· :!~anJ1!··..i.e: .. . ~ .:. :.= ~ .:lll. 3cr"re~ ~<lur:.ac:. .ona-i 
:'mc:.::.ons , JY :..ll.voi-r1.n.~- sc.:ioo.i. c2.asses- :n:: -r oiu.nc~ers.. i.. ..:: :__= .:.:ln.. se:::7e-: soc~.ai 
:nci c:c:nomic :unc:.::.ons. :Jy ?rovidin.g- :!!ll?loyme!l1:. :o :.'.le 'lile!Ill?i.oyetl.. J r ~.:. :.c: 
.:.:ln. serre: ;il.annJ.rt~· ::mc:::.ons JY :xper:.menci.:ig- ·..;i:.:i 1e•,.; :.=-:.::miques. ·,;1.:.iouc 
~dverse-lT i.Jll1Jac-::i.a.g;:. i..c.s. ?r:..:ne f:mc::::.orr, i..t:. should Je: wade:- :o do SO' . 

J. Data :ecove.:::r should.: ::!Ill?.loy. ci:le:- fast:.;st:, . L ~a.s!: :.xpen.sive cac"i.n.;a_ues· 
c:..iac will ;,,_e.La: c:.b.e: desi..r.ed. !:esear.c.:t :esuic.s... Excavaci.on: should.. c.oc ae:­
done' r..;ii:h. a c:ameL' s h.air b-i:'..lsh i.f a:. sb.ove-1. ,.._ill. provide- r:he- i:equire<i daca, 
J.o r-- should i..c be· done· 'N"-i t:.1 a. shovel Li a.. bulldozer w-ill ? rovide· ::he- requi.:ced 
daci . -:Jnve.rse.i.y, .Ji. -:·:iu:cse-, i. b ul.2.ctoze~ should.. a.cc be- used to seek c.ie 
'.<i.a.ds of i.a.ior:nati.on· ::.b.a-c. ·Jn.iy a: shovel oi:- a brush can: _?rovi.de. 

4... Data.: recovery budgets should. be:- carefully- develo"Qed, j usciiie.d,. and 
reviewed. 

Principle XI: Data. recovery should be based on firm hackground data 
and planni.!lg. 

Decisions about wb.at sorts . of data:. to s:eek, and how. to seek the!ll',. cannot: be­
made.- in. a :1acuum; one: aee<l.s: to. know, i.asoiar as. is feasible-, the: tti.st.ori:cal, 
env.i.::oomencal, and cb.eorecii:aL con~t:: i.A whidi. one: i.s- working:. Ic::. follows. 
ci:Iac: 

L. Data. cecovery plans- should. be: based· on: a reasonable Ievel of prior 
survey , to. ident:ify. the universe: of a:ccb.eo logical p-i:operi:ies., and the 
overall envi.rownent: ,... i;.;tt.tri.ll:. i;.;iJ.i.dt one: is glannio.g. 

Z. Data. i:ecoverr should. be preceded: by appropriate- t:yp.es: of background:. 
-:eseardr,. address.ing: pe.t:t:inen.t: aslJects of Local tllst:oq- a.n.d. prehis.t:ory , the: 
local. envi.ronmen.t, theore1:ical and rne.thodological issues pert:inen-c. to: the· 
i:eseacch copies to be addressed, and so o~. 

3. Dae.a i::e.covery- should· be- carried out in: accordance: wir:.!:t a. i;.;e-ll ~hough:t:. 
out p:lan that: has bee!l.:. subj ec:c.ad to a ceasonable: level of ce.view-. 

Princiule XII : O'ata recoverv should relate- oositi~relv t ·o. the develo-cment 
of St.at.e· !fist.oric· Preservation Plans. 

Section: l02(a.) (2) of the N'ational. ffi.s.t:oric: Pr~servation:: Act: mandates t:he­
creacion. of comp-i:e.hensive: stat:ewide b.ist:oric: f1reservation. plans. The' Heritage.­
Conservatiorr and. Recre.atio~ Service, •..Jtli.ci:I. a:dminis.ters: the provisions, of 
Seci::ion. 102, is wodcing i;.;it.!:t the.- Sta.t:es to develop and. implement suc.!J: 
Plans.. St.a.te- Historic Preserva.tion:: Plans· should. guide- the establishment of 
research. and. data cecover;r priorities. and methods; conversely, data cecovery 
efforts should. p-i:oduce- i.a.iormai:ion. that SU1Jports development and cefinemen.t 
of the Plans. It. i s. in. the public: interest for arcb:eologist.s and. agencies 
that. conduct data recovery to work. with St.ate. Historic Preservacion. Officers 
in developing, ceviewi.ng, and refining: State· Historic Preservation Plans, 
to ensure that the Plans, and hence.· future· data recovery efforts, accommodat.e· 
the development of new research· questions and. aew. data gathering teci:miques . 

https://ceviewi.ng
https://appropriate-t:yp.es
https://i;.;iJ.i.dt
https://i;.;tt.tri.ll
https://a:ccb.eo
https://i.a.ior:nati.on
https://Excavaci.on
https://desi..r.ed
https://il.annJ.rt
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UI.tU!at:ely-, ~:aa S1:..1:t:.2! Iis.~aric: T=ese~a:c.:.on: ?2.:.lIJ:. sri.ould:. ?rovt.de: J.: Lo ~±c::r.L 
Jas.is; fo:z= dei:e=:ninirlg: ·,.;i:J.icir. c.!..isses; a t: ~rc.ieoio15ic:r.L ?rCl?_er":.7 :on:c.airr: 10.. 
J.e~ried: ; nior.nacion: ind·- are: ien.ca: '.lei:.J.e~ ::.!...:.gil:Yle- :or :.'.le: :fac:.onal. ~e~is-.::.=:::-
1or -1-;lpropriac.: for dac::-- ::ecove!:j. .-\cc::rd~g~T, ·ia.C1: :ecove~ ::i::or~: 
s.b.ou.id. oe- 91.anned: wi:t.i: cetere!J.C~ co· ::=.e. S ' t.ac~ :iis-r::o:c.::.c ~. ::eserracion::. 2~1.ln:. 
•..;iJ.e:::e ::e-levan:c::T anci. c.ie resu.Lt:s; o-£ sua :i::or":s, si:ioulcL ae- llSed. ::a, ~:if"" 

~1:-e!lt: gossilile: in: St.ate: ifis-co.r±c:: 2-=ese!:7at:i.on:. Plan: deve-lopme!lc,.. 

2-=±nc:.nle· XIII': C'omolei:ion:· of an: anuroved daca ::ecove:::y olan: consummat:es.- an: 
a.2e!lcv1 s dac.a. recoverr res-oonsibilities. 

'"''""a.en: an. agency i:J.as: res'9onsibly iden.:ci.::ied: arc.b.eolo~±ca·L grope.ri:ies; e-1.igible-­
for inclusion: i.JI. tb.e N'at:ional Regis-cer, considered alter!latives. co grese!:V'eo· 
tb.e-- pro-pei:i:ies; i.Il.. place-r obtained: CoWlcil comme!lt througl:t. the: steps- Ollt:li.n.ed 
in:_ 36, CTit Part:. 800: (giving. due: consideration to: tb.e.- "Recommendations for­
Archeological Data Recovery11 and 36· crR Part 1210), implemented a data 
recove:i::y prog,ram: developed. through.: th.is process: and ensured proper curation: 

. of· r.ecovered: 1J1aterials. and: dissemination: of data:. to: scllolars.'. and: the- 2ublic,. 
i.ts: responsibilities; towa:r.d.:. the data. in. question.. are.· at ~ end- In.. ot.b.er 
woi::ds;,_ the answer to the question: "Ko~ muclt archeology:- is, enough.? rt is,,. 
rrenougi:I. to: conclude: the- da.ta.. i:ecovery- program: approved by the consulting-, 
patties:. under 3.6- CTR P.'a'rt:. 800_ ". An. e.xcepcion: to. tb:i.s, rule would: be the­
cir.cums:tance in:. wfric:b:: unexcec:ted data are:: discovered. after the~ cons.ult.atioa: 
process; prescribed: by 3.6 cFR Sec_ 800:. ~ and: Sec:. 80.0.. 6: is. complete;. i.lt suc.l:t. 
an:. e.xc~~tional. circums:tance:,. the- responsible· agency- is- to·· be- guided. by- 36~ 
CIR Sec_ 800'. T an<t 36-: Q1L s·ec:~ 12la:. 6:. 

https://the-da.ta
https://steps-Ollt:li.n.ed
https://2-=ese!:7at:i.on
https://s.b.ou.id
https://T=ese~a:c.:.on
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?A.~T :...L. 
.:-~1"7C"JT=7E JI?.EC:OR' s· ??.OCZDURES:- :!OR J.E.VI:::w 'JF ?~OEIJSALS.' 

:OR.. S?£.q,TI1filIT. OE --~.RC:U:OL8GIC.li... ??,.OP~T::::.s: 

.;.... 

The followi.uss ?roce<lures. r..;ill. ae: !.J.Sed.. by-· tb.e ~ecut:ive- Di.c~cr:o:i: of :b;e.-
1:ounci.L i.D; ceview- 0f: ;n:ojec~s~ ~n.voLvi.!lg: ::=ea-c.me!lt:. of arc.ie'.Jlogicai 9ro'9e:?:-cies. 
T.aev are· oased. arr r:.b.e: Council's "'2=i.uc::;~li:s . i..rl. ~he· !.::eatmen-c of Arc.b.eological. 
2-ro1fer-cies 11 (Pare. I). Thev do a.at: amend. o.r !llodiiy the: dut:ies. of F'erieral. 
agencies llD.der Sec-=.ion 106 of :he N'a.t.ional His1:oric: ?=eservacioo: Act and. 
<:he: i..mplemenci.ug cegulacions. ( 36 ~"'"'R 2acc 800), out:. age!lCT cognizance· oi 
c:.b.e.on r..1ill inak.: consul t:acion under <:.b.e: regula t:ioa.s .;as iar. 

II. Identification and Evaluation. of Archeological Prouerties 

l. 36 CIR Sec. 800-. 4.. establish.es- th.at "it is the: primary cesponsibility 
of each. Agency· Official requestillg- Council c.omments:. to conduct the appropriate: 
studies- and. to provide: tile~ i.nformatioa: necessary for an. adequate review" of 
the effect: a proposed. undertaking may have- on a. National Register or eligible: 
property, as. i;.;e-ll as the in.formation.. aecessart for adequate- consideration. 
0i :nodi£ications or alcerations to. che. pro~osed llD.de:r:~aking that. could. 
.ivoid, rnitigat:e, or rni.!limize' any- adverse effects:.. It is the: cesponsibility 
of each: Agency Official ceque·stin.g. consult:at.ioa.. ::.iicil. a. SRPO under this 
section to provi.de' the~ information th.ac is necessary to make arr i.!lformed 
and t:'easonable' evalllation. of: r..;b.ethe.r a. property meets National Register 
criteria and toe determine the effect: of a prrrgosed under.taking:: on. a N'at:ional 
Regis.ter or- eligible· pro-peri:y-. '" Identifi catioit. is the obvious fi=s t: s-te-p: 
to be taken:: by- an. Agency in. defini.n.g:: Lt~ z:es-pons.ibilities w-'it.h: i::espect. to 
arc:b:eologictl and other historic properties,. 

La: evaluation. of proposals for:- t:reat:ne!l.t of· arc:b.eologic:tl. p:r:o-pe:r:ties, the 
::Xecu-c.ive· Director mar review field. surveys: and. other ide.o.tiiic:a.tion. a££o :r:-cs. 
t:.hat:. h.ave- be~:n:. conduc.teri: as. 9ai:t. 0£: the- Age!l.cy: s. glanni.ug µrocess, t:o 
det~rmine: 'Nilei:b.er:· 

A. the· identification. effort appears ta be consistent: r,.;it.b:. the scale: and 
expected impac:t.s_of the Qroposed. project.;.. 

:S. t.b.e identification.. effor:t: ap-pears: to be conduct:ed. at: a sufficient 
levei of i.utensity in.:. re-la.t:ioa: to the a.umbers. and types of arci:J.eological 
propert:ies expected. to. occur· in: the: area; and::, 

C.. the data c_ecovery proposal submitted for Council. consideration.. anpears 
consistent: 'Nit:h. t.he: result:s of the ident:ific1cion. effort. 

2.. The Executive· Oi.i:ector will use 36- CIR Part 1210, Aopendix. S, as . a 
general standard far reviewi.ug identification. efforts.. 

3. The: Executive- Director will encourage. recognition of t.b.e differe.uce 
between "testing;' archeologi.cal sites· for: identi£icatiotl. ~nd evaluat.ion and 
excavating them for purposes of dat.1 recovery. Testing. is usually conducted 

https://reviewi.ug
https://Nilei:b.er
https://glanni.ug
https://the-Age!l.cy
https://provi.de
https://establish.es-th.at
https://c:.b.e.on
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'...'l:. ::)1:de:::-- ::o . 1nswe:::-- a_ues1:ions; ::.oouc 3.II:: J.rCe!)logi:.c:I.L ji.:~1 s :1.i.g;'::btli;c..T .:oz:­
:ii: )fac:..ona.L ~·eg:!..st:.:r ,.. .J:r:· :-.J . Jor:.ain:.: jac.::: ~eede<i :.J. :1la.i:te:- dec~s.ions:· a.Oouc :1aw~ 
::a. ni.ci5a-c.::- ?rcr j ec~ i.m"Qac'CS ~ on: .i:. s:i..:..= 1.l=e-a<iv dei::.::?:min.ed.. :.!..=.~ibi::- or gia.c~tl. 
Jn:. th~ ~e~isr:.:r:. 3ua :.;s.t~~- is: di.rec:::.:d:. :.Jward:.. de.c.:r:ninillg::: ci.e: s::Lc.::' s~ 
boundaries::, :he- de~tb:.. o:t i..t:s~ de-;losics;, and·/ o:r:- i..:s; basic:: a.at.w:e:- and:. condiciorr.;... 
Only- ~ verr sma-lL sample- of c:b.e si-ce:. a.eed: be:· disi:urbe<l:. i.lr oi:der co: aiake:-
suc:b.: de1:ermina.cioa.s-. 2xc:a.vai:ion: foe da.c:.a; ::acave!:T, oIL :he- ociler 1a:aci:,_ is 
di.rec"Ced:. c:oward:.. i:ecave·!'"i.ng; as. muci:J:. or clle: impor-c.anc. i.rii'or:nacion:: i..n.: tb.e: sica-­
as: possible:,... gi:.ve!l:. time:· an<i oci:l.er consc::::ain-cs_ Oztli.ke tasting-, e~c:a.vat:iotr: 
for- data. i:ecavery- is, seldo~ simply- dii::ec-::ed. at:. defin.i.o.g: th.~ size-,. deptil:,. 
a.at'.ir~ ::.nd. condicion: of ':he:. si:.a; i..t: is : di.=ec:.:d. ::.c answe!::.!lg: or con.ttibm::.n~ 
to ::esearclr. ques.tions.. Exc::ivation::: for da.ta. r:e:covery- ;nay- cesulc ilI: ve?:T 
ext:ensive-even. coawlet:e.-disi:urbanc~ of a site·. W1lil~ it:. is: imPossible:- to: 
define a: poinc.,. a1:nri.icable- a alL instances., at: witicit testing'. ends: and. dar::a. 
recovery: begins·, a tu.le. of thumb: is, t.b.at: tes.ting; is: completed '.o7b.en: sufficient: 
ill.formation. has. been. gathered to· make a. dete.rmination of eligibility or a 
management: decision- Si.nee testing:- is. done',. i.tt most cases., be-fore tb.e- fate.: 
of the site: b:as:- been. determi.tl:ated. thl:ough: the consultation. process;,. ic 
should:. be- ke-pt: to- the- abso.lute mini mlllll" aecessary for eligibili.t'y" dete.r­
min.atio.a:. and/ or management: purposes._ "'!estin~' · that: destroys: large partions­
of a sit~ forecloses: the CounciL' s-; o-pyortunit.T t 'o· comment:, and: circumvents. 
tb.e: intent: of Sec"=i.o.a:. 106:_ The Exe.qiti.v~ Dtrector· will discourage- sucil: 
"tes:ti!lg,.'" ' and: w.ill notify tlie S-ecret.lrT or the: r.a.t:erioc, pursuant.. co: e:. r._ 
93.-2.91 Sec. 4(a;},. ia: instances; where' such:. "testing.~' · threatens- the. in:evocabl~ 
Lass: o.f s·cien.tifi.c::,. prehistoric:,. b.is:toric=,. or arciieolagica:l data_ 

ur.. C'onsideratiotI' of rn-eiaC:~ P'rese:rvatiotr: ' 

f.It: i:evtew.e of Qra.je<:.ts invalvillg:;- a.rc:h.eo'Iogi.ctl properties-. , t.b.e Executive 
Q°j;.:i::ectoi:- r,.i..il,L seek to~ ensure tllat:. tlL due c:ons.ideratiotr ·l.$ gi.ven: tao p.racti.ca-L 
methods: of; pres«!rvi.ng: such.: pro-per:ties; in.'. Q"lace-.. 

T:v.. C"onsideration.:- of N"on.-~rcb.eo-logical f.nte-rest.s:: 

In: revie.~ of p:roj-e.cts: invo·Lvio:g: arc.h.eologi.caL properties·, the: E'.x:e.cut:i.ve-: 
ITi.rec1:or will seek to: ensure t.b.at:. all due- consideration:. is.. give!I. to. r,.,hatever · 
a.on.-arcileolog:icaL hi.s:tarica-1 and. cultm:aL values: the.- pro-perties: may: represent:. 
For exampl~, i£ an.. ar.che<Ylogical property- is. also i;alual!le- ta.. a. local 
collllDUitit.r. for- culturaL reasons." tb.e- Executive: Di.rector: will seek: to: ensure 
th.at:. citi:s: va:lue is; considered:. and:. gi.ven:. awi::opriate: weigh.t::. i.D;. dec±sianmald..!lg'.. 

v. Data Recovery- Directed:- t:o.. Researck Questions 

w"b.ere it: is: concluded:. through: the consultation: p.rocess that preservation: ill: 
placeo is; a.at: p:rac.tica:l,. and:. that data: tecovery is: appro.priate:,. the- E'xecuti.ve: 
Di.rectoi:- w.ilL seek to-- ensure cilat: tb.e-- data: recovery- effort. addresses; de:fined 
and. defensible r:eseardI:. questions:. Such:. questions. should. re-late- to issues: 
of importance: in:. the sciences- or- humanities:, or to matters: of importance.· to. 
locaL communities; wtth. historicaL connections to the: proper.ty or properties. 
It. is: expected·, however, that: the specificity of i:esearch. quesci.ons:, and. 
their telationship to larger issues' will vary r;1itb:_ tb.e· character and. 
quality of prior archeological work_ in: the area., the, state of e.:dsti.ng· 

https://e.:dsti.ng
https://proper.ty
https://the-E'xecuti.ve
https://E'.x:e.cut:i.ve
https://pres�!rvi.ng
https://Qra.je<:.ts
https://93.-2.91
https://a.at'.ir
https://Oztli.ke
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·maw L~<lg~ oi: ::.e ;:rr~'?e!:":.T . ·:.le~ J.ai:ur~ 'J:f :..oc3.L :-egional.. 1nCL :ouic:al 
~esearc.:r. -:i::or':.:s :e:?:."=:..J.en:c :o :.ie- ?r0"9e:?::":f , 1nci :.::ie ~ua..i...i..:.y- J:f :..'.le Stai:::· 
:iis.r;o:z::..c :?::ese:::-rac:..oa:. 2!..ln: ~.!l:. Earc~· '..1 :..:ie-· st:.ac.:: ac.:. ::=.e: ::.me :.he ,?ra j ect: :..s.. 
·mder.1:.a.Ken:. 

ITT. Sac=i.iic~· oi 2ro'Cert:ies 'tOii.c.houc. Jaci Recoveg 

iNaere- an: arc!l.e':Jlogic:ll. ?roper"t.T c:m.not:: ?rac-cically ':le- ?reserred. Lo.. ?lac~, 
and c.l:le· res-ponsib1e age!lcy proposes c:o desi:=oy or- damage: i.c •,.;.i.t:.:J.our:. daca. 
recavervr die :::xec-:.u:ive Directar: "1-ill. seek :o: -:nsure· i:.!lat:. all ceasonaole­
considerai:icn.. :lls. :Jee!l. 1nd. i.s µ:ve!! co :.ie ;rra"9er":.7 1 s ?OC.:!lt::...ll :o. ;ri=.l.ii 
iniormat:ion. celevanc :a imDori:.anc :esearc.1 auesi:ions. :'ile Tuecut:i.:re Oi.:ector 
'..;ill a.ot:. SU'pport or sanc-cioa: the r:ecove~ of dac.a. simply because they· 
exist, nor ,,.,ill the· Executive: Di.rector support: arbitrar;r destruction of 
dat.a. 

VII. E'fficiency of Data Recovery 

w"he·re- data recovery is· ta be. undertaken, the- EXecutive- Di.rector will seek 
to ensure that:. i~ is conduc'l:ed. in:. the most efficient manner possible, in.. 
the contex:i:. of a.n.. a-ppropriata data cecovery plan. Data r:ecoveq programs: 
should be organized co. e.:rt:i:acc, digest, and.make a.vailable: the pertinent 
data in:. the most efficient manne:= possible:-, taking ini:o account local 
condic:ions, the potential for unexpeci:etl. discoveries, a.on.-arcileol.ogical 
concerns, and ocher relevant. fact.ors.. The ~inds. of techniques, tools, and 
experi:ise i:equi.:ced. i.n.. a: given data recoveq- program: ~. re: dependent OII. i:b.e 
!tinds: of data. to. be recovered. and. analyzed:. Although a-IL arcileological 
grojec.ts>share certain. bas.ir.: 9rinc.ip Les., chere: is no s·ingle,. standard way­
ta. conduct archeological fieldwork- As: a:. role:-,.. the E'xecut:ive- Di.rector: •..iill 
seek: t:a: ensure that:. Che fastesJ:, most eccnomic1l metb.ods; are: llSed that:. '•rill 
achieve, the- des.i.red: researc.1 t'.esult:. 

VIII. Consideration of Guidanc~ 

Where data. r:e.covery- is- to; be underi:a.ke!l., the· E'xecu.ti·.;e Direc1=or w.ill se~k 
to. ensure· c.hat:: duec consideration. has. been: give!! to the Council 1 

S' !'Recommendations. 
for Archeolo.gical Dai:a Recoveryn (P.art.: III) and 36: crR Part: 1210· C'Recovery 
of s ·cien.i:i£ic:, Ereb.isi:oric, Historic,. and A.z:c.b.eological Oat.a.: Met.hods, 
Standards,,. and Repo-c.i:ing Requi:cemeni:s 11 

). 

IX. Budgets 

To. the- e,.'{t,:nt: feasible- given. Council and staff. priorities and agency contra~1;ing 
policy, t.b.e- Execut:ive- Director '..;ill provide· advice- to. agencies, seeking to 
ensure: that budgets developed. for daca cecover;r· and. o'Cher ard1e0Logical 
activities: are reasonaole and cost..·e£fective .. 

x. ~egating Adverse Effect: Documeni:ing "No Adverse: ·[£feet" 
Determinations 

1. Uc.dertaki.ags that: result directly- or indirectly in the disturbance 
of an. archeological property clearly b.ave· adverse- effects on that property-. 
In some cases, b.owever, this adverse effect can be essentially a.egated 
through data recovery; in such cases a determination· of 1'no adverse effect," 

https://9rinc.ip
https://ri=.l.ii
https://rra"9er":.71
https://ese:::-rac:..oa


_?u.r:suanc ·:o. 3&: err, 3i::.c:-. 300 '. ~( c) , :na7 ·Je::- 3.1:J'Q:t'.O'Qriac:.. ·.,ae!!:. :.n: 1'5'!!l.CT :naices~ 
;u.c.::; ~ :ieca:::ninac..:on:.,_ ·:he: :::Xecur::...'re~ Oirec.-:or:' s:- =~·1iew. ·..;i~..:... :oc:is:; on-. ::.:ie~ 
::Xt:a!lC CO . ''10.J..C.i: ':.J.e: ~d..Ve-.?:S<: ~££:c-:: ·..;i..l.l.. i .1 :ac'!:: ;JI!:'. legat:ari: ·Jy-:- :.ie:- dac.a... 
::ec~ve!:V' :ii·:n:.i::. :'he'.' .i.b.i.1.i.y- ta .1egac:..; adve.?:s·e:- ~.i£ec-=: 1ie-pe!lds~ :J."90II: •.: a..) :.ie: 
•laCUr~ ·:n: ~e: ar=at.:.'=i!l.g: aC1:1.00:~ - (Cl ) ::b.e: '.laC.:U:~ or die a.i:cb.eoiogical. sn:o'9.er.-:.7,_ 
1n.d: ( c:) ::b.e qua..L.Lt7 oc tb.~ dac.a.. ::~cove::;:; :£fore g.roposetl .. 

2.:- !a decer.ni.a.e: i:.ihechec a.. dac.a :~coveq.- 9ro gram; wilL a.egace die 
adverse" e-£.fec.'!:"s:. ot an:. wide:i:taki.c.g-,.. ::he: agenq1 ~ consult:.ation:. '"i th: ~.!le: 
St.it:.:: ~fas~.:iric ?.:=esar:vac:.ion:. Oeic~=:, shcul~ an.swe?:" the:: followin~ ques·cions.: 

A( I) o·aes:. t ·he- significance of tb.e prope-ri:T, as, documen-cad i.o.. chi= a.ominacion:. 
to: or dete.rmi.o.at:ion: of eligib.ilit:y. foe cile National Register,. lie: primaril7 
in. the data i..C coa.ui.o.s·, so that::. cet.rieval of the data in:: an.. appro"Qriata 
manner may preserve· this· significance.Z If so:: 

&(2.') o·oes; it appear that::. preservation:. ill:. p·lace would:. be more costLy-,. or 
otherwise less: practical,.. thaxi da:u ceca.very'?.· If so: 

B( I) WilL the: e-ffects. of the underta.k:i.o.g: be llli.o.oi:: c.elative to: the s.ize: and 
a.ature: of the:- gropert:y'?. Examples-;. or suc±t. effects:. i.o.clude:. 

(a.) Margi.o.al dis.tu:z:bance- ta: an:. ex'tensi.ve:- arcileological. si.te: by- construc:­
tioa along: one. edge--

(b:): Minar: disJ::u-;itioIL. o.E tb.e surface: of an: arcileological s.ita:- whose:' .:·, 
Q1:'.imary valuable infa.tmatioo; tie$ i.o.::.. subsurface:- depos.its, where:· this.: disrupt:ion. 
is: wtlikel7 ta: have Iong;-ra.o.g.e eife:.c.ts; on: subs.uz:fa.c~ condit:ioll$ (e.-. ~-, by 

_ causing: ero·sioa:,.. e1:C- ) _ 

3 ( Z:) Is:. tb.e- property subject:: ta: des "C::uc:t:ion:. r:ega·rdless; oE the: widertaki.o.g-, 
so the: agenc.y' s·- action: is: only- slight'ly- b:asl:.:!ti.o.~ az:r. i.o.evit.ible: ?recess?· 
S'xamyles:. of suci:l: a: condition;. ±..a.elude-: 

(a) Di:s,turbanc.e.- of a.It. a:z:cb.eo-logical site· a.a:. a; capidly e.?:odi.o.g: cliff, 
where-- measur.es; to halt:. ez:oS":ion: are: 11ot. Q.ractical. 

(1r) Disturbance= o:f aa:. archeo.log:i.cal s,it~ that: is: bei.o.g:, vandalized. oz: 
clearly- 111-ill. be subject= ta. vandalislIL",. 111b.ere: there- is= a.a. p-rac.tica-1. wa7 ta· 
deter the- vandals:;-, 

( c:) o·isturb:ance- of a.It. ardreologica·l site: ott land. that:. ha$ great:. 
potential. for- a.on.-Fede:ral deve1o'Pmentr wilere a.o mechanisms; (zonin.g., State: 
or local preservat:ion:. ocdinance5", easements:) are likely- to be- employable 
for prot·ectioo:.• 

8(3) fs: tb.e: property· ~:. 

(a) a N'ationa1 Historic tandmark·,. a N'ational. Historic Site- i.II a.on..-Federal 
owa.ership, oc: a property of aational historical significance so designated 
witb:irt the N'ational Park:. System:; 

(b) important enoug!t. to fulfillment of purposes set. for'th i.o. the 
State Historic Preservation, Plan to require its protectioil ill, place; 

https://Site-i.II
https://where--measur.es
https://eife:.c.ts
https://Margi.o.al
https://llli.o.oi
https://aC1:1.00
https://1'5'!!l.CT


( d :..C: i.t:se:L:., or as. an~ ~lemeru: ,J£ a. ~a.r~er ?ro'9e::'.':7 , 5J.:g"'...i.t:.c3ncl..7 
·: aiua.Olc::- as-:. ail... :x.o.ibic.: :.n.. 2lac~ :.or ?Uill..:.c: mders~nd~~: inci -:!l j oyme!lc.; 

(d) ~mown:. Jr. ::~ougb.c co . J.ave lis~or::.c. , -:-:i.L::!ral, ar =~·.!.::.gious' 3igni.­
ficanceo co a.. communic:y ·, ,1eigiibor11ood., :Jr 5oci.a.L 0r :.~c grou9- -~a c. '...;oui.ti 
:Je i.mpai.L:eri:. by. Les: di.si:.:u:oanc:.e,;: ar, 

( e-) so·, comgler... or c:ont.1-in.;-ng: su~ comg·licac~d dac.a, t!:at:. cw:::e!l.tly­
availai:rle- i::ed::mology, funding-, t::.ime-, or expe~1:ise- are· i:isu.i.:ficienc t:o. =~cove?:" 
t:b.e significant:. i.n.fomation. contlined. in.:. i~-

3-. tf the: age!lq and: c.b.e:- S.RJ?O ag:ree c.!J.ai::.. questions A( L) and. A( z.; ,. 
a.nd quest:ions: B(l ), 8(2. ) ~- 3(3) a.re answered. ill. cb.e: aifir.:native, a.nci i£ 
cile agency establishes· a. daca. recovery prog:r:am consis<:ent r..titb.. the: Council ' s. 
"'Recommendations for A:ccheological Data. Recoveri' (?ari: III) and. 36 crR 
Pai:t 1210 ,. the agency b.as grounds for concluding that:. i:b.e data. recovery 
program: will a.egat..e- the adverse- effect., and. can: hence determine that the: 
undertaking: will have" No· Advei:se- Effec.t. on. the: property. 

4.~. 1lI: documentug-. a: dete:rmin.ation of· N'o Adverse Effect based. on t.b:is 
conclusion:,. pursuant ta 36 C...~ Sec.. 800. 4.( c-) and 800 _13 (a) , the: agency 
should: · 

(A) report. clearl.y- and. concisely how; it: b.as reached it:s. conclusion;-

(B) documen.t the· concurrence· of t:b.e SXEO and, if per.t:illent:.,. consultation. 
1o1-ith,. and the: api.Jlians: of,. other specialists. anci a.utb.ori.ties ~ ccncerned: 1o1-itll:. 
th.e: pi:c"Qert.7, concerned s.oc±al and: etilnic. groups, Local. gover.mnen.t, and. tb.e 
public;: 

(C) pi:o.vid.e.- a. col)y.· of t:b.e: data t'ecoverr plan;., and,. 

(D.) sh.ow. thac. su:fiicient.. t:ime and: f~ds: b.a.ve: been a:llocai:ed to :xecut:..e­
tb.e data recovery plan;_ 

3. The- Executive· Dire<;tor will review- the-- doc.Jmentltion provided. in:. 
accordance- wi.th 36 C...~ S'ec:~ 800". 6(a) to determine whether (a ) the pro-perty 
is sh.own. to be: 7aluable primarily- for the info.rmation. it. contains:, o:c 
wh.etb.er other oublic: interests: are. involved.. and whether: (b) it. aiJpears... . . . .... 
that. the: adverse ef£ec.':s, of cile: undertaking· will in: fac.i:. be aegated.,. thereby· 
j ustifyin~ a.. dete:rmination.:. o;f: N"o.. Adverse: Kff.ect .. 

XI - P1:el.iminarr Case Reuorts· 

l. Waere i .t.. is. determined. that tb.e: undertaki.n.g will. have: an adverse: 
effect on- hist:o:cic properti2s, tb.e- Prel.i.mi.n.ary Case· Report developed by t he 
agency pursuanl:, to 36- C!R s·ec. 800. 4( d ) ( l) should.: 

:L document consideration: of alteZ'!latives that would preserve tb.e arcb.eological · 
property in: place, and. giv~ reasons_ for rejecting those' alter:iati.ves a.ot. 
prefe·rred; 

https://wh.etb.er
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1. ··.;C.e:::~ da:t:.li. =ecover.y- is:- gro'9osed.. ?rovide- a:. i ar:.i. :-e-:oveq 9ian:. ·:onsis.-c.:!lc 
·.;ir;z :~e C.j unc::·.i.' 5: · ~i:zeccmmen:ca:r.:;ons;, fo .z:: .-irc.:.eola ~±.c:i-.L.. Jaca: i\ecoveq-1 <Ear= :I:!:) 
1nci ;.;:u:.~ 36: CE: 21r:: L2.:2.0.; . inci, 

'-- ;;Q.e:::~ da.c.a: ::eco.veq- is: a.a.c 9ro-posetl:,. . ~.:qli.ain: wb.y:- t.c: is:: ~oc: ~:i-royoseri· ­
.-ilr agencr :nay- demons~=it:.=:. Qa.c Loss of an:. ar:C::.eoiogical. proyert:T ''11-ciout::. 
d.aca: ::ecoverr is;. ac::a-gcaO-le~ or showing: dlat:.:... 

( Z) having: 111ade- a: good.-fait!E eiforc to ide!lt:L7- cese:u:c.1. questions: of. 
<:b.e· ~d$ discussetl: iJ::t: A-gpe!ldices. .-l and. a~ oi' chis. ifa.n.dbooic, . to. wtiici:r. ::i:l~ 
i:ecoverr of dat:a from: cb.e. proyerc.7 would; contribut~, ::he agency- b.as been. 
ll.I!able ta ide!ltify- suc.±:t: questions:. I.a:. seeking: to identi£r sucil. ques.-cions:,. 
tb.e agency- should utilize available- literature- in: arc.heo.logy-, anthro"Qoiogy-, 
lti.sto.ry-, and: ot.b.er disciplines, consult: with. the State: .!listoric: Preser7atioa; 
Officer,. and consulc. w.tth. State.-,. regional,. and local arciieo1ogicaL and 
lris.'CoricaL organizations-. The EXecutive: Di.rector will. review- closely-- the 
documen.tatioa. of. suclI. efforts.,, and: inay- sugg~st. additiouaL resea·rclt q_uestions« 
or sow:c·eS> of advice ta: be· considered·•. 

XII. 11emoranda of Agreement 

L O'rd±nar:tly-; 11emoranda. of Agreement: executed: pursuant t:o~ 36: crR'. 
S-ec. 80U.6(c) th.at provide for data: i:ecovery- from: arclleological properties; 
shoulci La.elude: or refer directly- to. a: daca. recove:_i;r plan: consistent.. 111.J:tJI; 
tb.e CounciL1 s.: ·"RecoODDendatious; for Ai.:c.heo:logic.al Data:. Recove·rf'- and. 36~ CTR: 
Pa.i:t. 1210,'. . E"x.cept.ioa:s. t:a1· this: rule. may- include-1 bue. are aot.. ae.cessarily:-­
·tilllit:ed:. t:a :- ~ 

A:. A 8'rogrammatic t1emoran.dwzr. or Agreement:, ,,.,i:I.iciI: ma:r p-rovt.de for· p-reparation: 
and. i:evie.w. of sudi: plans<. ilL. the cont.:xt 0£ an: ongain~ program·;:. 

a·. A: t1emorandum: of: .~greemen.c c.ha.t covers, a: p.lannill~ process:, whiclt :nay-
provi.de for· preparai:ion:. and: r:evie.w• of a: dat'a. cecove:ry- plan: at.. a:. subsequent: 
stage:- in.: t:b.e ag.reed·upon:.process:;. and:',.. 

C'. A 11emo·randUDr: of Agreement: that:. provides, for arciieological rnoni to.ring:. 
or o:t.h.er forms of data::. recoverr as; guards:- against. uncertain. discoverv­
possihilities;. (for ex.ample:·, .. wb.ere: th-ere: is. some possibility th.at. ardzeo1ogical 
data. w±ll. b~ discovered when:. a.. building; is~ demolished) . In: sue~ aa: Lnstance:r 
i .t:. ina:y- aot: be- feasib:le t:o de.ve-lol'.· a. de.tailed dat:a recovery- plan; because the 
a.ature of the gossible::· discoverr s:ituatio11 is:. toaz uncer:tain.:-

!.. The purpose of tb.e- data; recovery- p'lan:. is. ta ensur~ that. the: data. 
are recovered i.c:: an: effective inan.ner using: the best: applicable- professional 
st.anda-rds: under the- circums'Cances'. . !ecimical assisunce· in: developing:: data. 
recovery plans. is, available fromr tb.e:- St:ata. Historic. P-reservation, Officer 
and Interagenc:v A.rc.heological Serrices 1 fferita.ge: Conservation:· and. Recreation.; 
Service, Department:. of the:- In.t:erior. T.a.e Executive: Director: 1o1ilL give data 
recovery plans: tb.e same: level of professional review, afforded. t:o arc:b.itec1:ural 
designs·, plans, for adaptive- reuse, developmen.t- plans., etc. 

3. Memoranda of Agreement: may- provide- for phased data recovery. An.. 
example'. of phased data. recovery· is: 

https://fferita.ge
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Zl. 

.-'.. ?!:lase ~ : r~s~illg; Ti. lrC~e~.i.o~ic:;.l. 3it.:s~ lnd.. Jciler .:eseaz:-:i Leaciirl~ :o 
ieve.l.o"9me!l:t:. Ti: "-- 1ei:..:u.:..:-i. ia.t:.:l. :ecov~rr ·.;or:c ?i..ln. ::ie: ~e!!lor:!ncium: oi 

3. ?hase: L Deve-lol?m~t:. o:C a: j,ar:.J;; rei:overr p.lail. !".a.a- .~':fe!!lorandum:. oi· 
.\gre~en:c: .3.ilould: ?rovici~ an. o1?po.r.":llllitT for l"f)pro12ca-i:a: :..:c;.,n1 c.a.i :evi.e.·~ oi 
c..b.e: plan,. ;.isuallv °JV :±e SEl'O: and:. die C~und.l, . and: 'N"he:?:e- n.e~ried, ;.~oug.i:l.. 
9eer cev"..:.ew- by ou-csicie par-::L:s.:. 

C-. 2hase: J: Sel.eci:i:on:. of i . contractor-. Tiie: 11emorandum: of Agreeme!l:t: 
should e!lSure· :=.at:. the: age!lcy ?rovides- a. :eliaole- '1led1anism. for obt.ai.o.i.D.g­
c~e: best. qualified. contractor(~) for c.ie grojeci:: ~c the mos~ ceason.able 
cos.1:, consisJ:.ent: •Nit.-1 satisfac...:oi:y '"ork performanc~-

D. Phase 4-: Conduct. of t.l:Ie: work plan,. t:ypicallv including· recovery- of 
data, analys.is., curation,, and dissemination. of I:'esul.ts. 

4-. I.IJ.. developing: Memoranda of Agreement including provisions· for 
data recovery, t.he Executive Di.rector will. a.ttempc to: ensm:e that. t.he: data. 
recovery plan in:. fact is the bes.t feasible: met.hod of addressiJJ.g t.he: az:cb.eo­
logic.al. value· of t!l.e ~rro-pe?:ty· in.. the: public. i.!l.tarest. An.:.. agency can faci.­
lit:ac~ developm~t of sue \lemor:mda: bV- a.oti£y-i..ng~ tb.e: Council. of the steps. 
it. has, taken. to. develop' it:s dat:a· reco.ve.ry plan, by ide!ltifyi.!l.g: tb.e pai:'ties; 
consulted during. its preparation, by e?J.Suv_ng that: all. concerelled parties 
b.ave- had an opportunity to, coa:i:ribute· to its: preparation, and by articu.­
lati.!l.g tb.e:-· plan. as~ clearl7 and. concisel7 as. possible-. 

XIII. Programmatic ~emoranda of Agreement 

waere: a"Qpropriat:e i.mder 36: l...:.R S-ec.. 800-.S:, t.he- uecutive- Di.rector ~ill. 
consider execution. of. Programmatic. t1emoranda. ~f Agreement witir agencies to. 
cover arcb.eologi.cal. daca. :::ecaverr a.c-ci.vities: ".nci atb.er ac"C'i.vir.ies discussed 
in this: Tundbook". Suci:l:. a Programmatic ~emoranduar- of Agreement:. should t.ake: 
this~ ifandbaok: and 36. crR Pari:: 1210~ into.. account, and specify or stipulate a 
process· for estab1ishing·:: 

L. Conditions· ill. a givea St.ate- or region~ or: wi.ttt reference: to t..b.e-
agenc:y' s: specific t:ypes· of undertakings:, i.!l:: wlri.ciI; data.. recovery- would. be 
appropriate:. 

Z. Guideli.!les: for data. reco.very-, t.aking- into account conditions; in:. a 
State: or region~· and/or tile- agency' s types, af undeJ:ta.ki.!l.gs~ anci Qlaon j n g/ 
development: stages-. 

3 - tiet.hods: for procurillg: app.ropriat:e· specialists, and controlling~ 
costs, and. 

4-. Consultation methods, establishing. how the: SHEO and. oth.er appro-
priate: authorities will. be· i.!l.volved in:. decisionmaki.o.g. · 

xr:I. Counteroart Regulations 

Tue Executive Di.rector will 11se th.is Handbook: in. reviewing and b.elping 
prepare- guidelines , st.anda.rds, and other measures as part of Counterpart 
Regulacions authorized by 36 C!R Sec. 800.11. 

https://undeJ:ta.ki.!l.gs
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L . ·110.~ a.r:c.:ie~lo .gicil. .:xcavac:.ons. ar~ conduc::ad. on: ?etle:~.i. :and. :or. 
c:esea:z:.c.:t. ;m~ose$,. and: c.ie oni;r Ie-:ie:a.i. '..!lvo·V1ement: :.z .:=.e- ~civac.ioo..s; Ls.. 
i..ssu.anc~ oi. a;. LJer.ni.t::.. :md.e::: tb.e: Ai:::.:ieo.Logic.:i-.L :tesour:c~s; 2::otacti.on: :-ic.'= o:C 
1a-9 c~ r 96' .'.ls ' ' - .. .., .1 ' . ' ( 1 ,.. rr ... ~.J 1 ·· ....-•. 4__ -..,. :J C.11.e commen:cs:. or t:...e: ~ ounc:;_ a.ee~ a.o ~ Je s·ougi:u::. _cr: u .. ~.:•. 1...-

Sec_ (.:..7a: c.c( l )) . 

2.:. r.E E'edera1. actions; are involved. m- t.b.e: i:ese.ai:dt.. besides, issuance of. an. 
ARP-~ 9e::ni.c. (e~. , funcii.n.g:,. cc.tie:- germi.cs: or- l i.ce!lses:.) cile- Council' s r:egula:­
~ions.:. ( 36- C!R 2a:z:~ aoo ) a-pply-. 

A. Researclt proj ec.ts; co. whi.d:r. tb.e- cegulati.ons:; ap"QlT, that. i.D.volve:· the:· 
physical dis.l:urbanc!!: of arc.b.eologicaL pro-perties ,. should. i.D. most. cases. be · 
considered to have: adverse e-ffe.cts on:. the: proIJerties ;. the respons.ible 
agency should: seek. tll~ CounciLr s comments .iJi accordance:· w.it:Ji. 36 C!R S'e<: -
800-. 4-,. or programmati.c.ally- in:. accordance w.itl::t. 3.6. CIR. Sec_ 800 .a. 

B'·- Frojects.: that:.. address: management. aeeds:. a$ well as:; r:esearcll interests 
may- be- taken:- ta b.ave a.a: adverse e-£fac.t on:, the: groper.ties: tb.e.y- disturb-, if 
the fac.t:s. r,;arrant:.. Generally:, the E:Xecutive D'i..rec.tor w-ill concur ill. a;. '"n.o 
adverse eff.act''. de1:ermination:. when: t:b.e. fo.llow-ing; conditions>exis.c : 

(l) tlle- i:esearclr. pr.oiect addresses; manageme!lt: o.ee<is:,. su.dt. as: 

(a:): excavatioo:.. o:f a:. s:i.t~ that:. is; subject ta: . uncont.=ollable­
vand4Iism.;. 

.(Ji:-). excavatiom of ai, sd~t:e that::. is sub;jec.t. t:o: se·riotis:: aatui:aL 
et:".ls.ion:;:. 

( c) recordin~ af a=. s.it~ oi:- strucmr-;" that is: deteriorating:;. andr 

(d:} s.tabillzing:- a. deteriorating: or e!ldangered.. sit:a oJ: s· t:ructur~ 

(Z:) the de.termination:. b.asc been. mad~· follow.in~ Sec. :C. C'Ne.gating; Adverse 
E'ffect.''}. of this pa~ of tlle: Kandbook.;,. 

(3.) the- P.'.ro.ject: wilL be conducted:. under the superrisioa of persons. meeting:, 
at:.. a;. m±ni mWJI',. tlle quali£.ication$ set forth.; in: 36:: CIR E.art 1210 ,. Appendix' C; 
and,. 

( 4-) tlle: p:roj ec.t: wilL be conducted ill. accoi:dance- w.ittt a:: research: design:. 
that: takes' into account: cile- Council.' s: 1'Recommendations for Arc.:teologica-1. Dau­
Re.coverf' CE.art III) . 
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?.1.Rr .err: 
?.ECJ~'IDAT:ONS~ ;"OR .~C:-:EOLOGIC..U.. JA~ IEC:JVERY 

:b.e: :ol2..owi..ug :-ecomme!ldac.ions. u~- :or 1ge!lC'f consider.:?i:ion i.n:. 1e•rel01;,-in.g' 
1rc-.±leo logical daca. c:ecover-r 'Jl?era.c.ions,. .iley- u:e:- J.o c.. :nandac..:i-cr mde::::- :.:ie: 
1u-chor=.':7 or ::!le- ~ac.ional. Eis-c:o:C.c 2::ese:::7at:ioo.:: Ac-=. and.. 36- CB ?:=.r:: :300 , 
bur: Eull. considerai:ioa. of :.ie!lr:- ''1ilL Ea.cil.ic.a.ta-- che- consulca.t:ion:. ?roc~ss. ­
T'.J.ey- are: .:iesigne<l.. :o· Je c-onsist:.e!lt:. wich.. ::he- s-c.andards . 0£ :lie- De~a.:z:i::ne!lc of 
cb.e fo-c.;r::.or, i.ssued. ~mrsuani:. i:o- c.b.e A:cc-!l.eological_ an~ ffiscor.ic ?-:ese:rva-cion­
.:;.c-= of 197~ (E:.L- 93--2.91), and:. embodied. ilI. 36-- C!R E'ari:. 12.10 .3. 

[. [de!lt:i£ication 

L Data. recovery operations sb.ould. be based: on. an: ade.qua.ta- under­
standing' of t.b.e, cange of arclieological pro-per-ties subject to 
adverse- effect, and their importanc2-. and aa.tura relative to other 
such.. properties.. Accordingly-, plans. for data. cecovery should. be.­
based on att adequate identific:atiott effo:r:t.. 

2-.. [dentificatioa; studies: should be conducted. i..!1: a rnanner consistent 
wi.th. 36-: crR P:a.r-c: 1Z10·, Appendix. a, and with; the "Cecommendations 
of the: State [istoric 2rese·.r"7ation. Officer. !£ standards- and 
guidelines- for identification_have-- been. ado-peed as par.t of° the: 
State:· Historic:. Preservation: Plan·,_ t.b:e- identiiication- e:ffort 
should be coas.isten-c '*-i th: the.ar~ 

J. Agencies-- shoulci use "The Ai:cl:.e-:Jlogical S'urv-ey:- Met.hods and ITses" 
(GEO" Stade N"o·. 024.-016--0091-9·), ''Guide:liJles, for tocal Surreys.: A: 
Basis:: for PreseI:V"atiott- 2lanning'.r (GPO S.tock N'o'. 024.-0-16-0008<f-T), 
and relevant: State, regional~ aJlci Loal li.te.ratllI.'.e fez: general 
guideliJles. 

II. Qualified. Sunervi.siott 

L Data.. recove?:V operations-. shoulci be- conducted under- the supervl.sion 
of qualified professionals- i.t1. the disciplines a-pproyriata to tile­
data. ci!at: a:.ra to be i:ecove.red. t1inimum quali£icatioo.s commonly 
required for professionals·- are set: forth. in: 3.6: crR Eari:. 1210, 
Appendix C'... For- supervisioo:.. of rnost. projects, Appendix C qualifi­
cai:ions should, be:. ta.ken. as a: minimum:. The agency should. develop 
additional qualificat.'ions' for supe·rvision:. of the: particular 
project_ 

fo:. some- cases,. it: rnav be- appropriate: to. se-lect a: _ supervisor- wtiose­
qualifications, differ from_ those. giveII- ill: 36 CTR Pari: 1210, 
Appendix c:_ I.il such cases, the- qualificat:ions should. be- specified 
by- the· agenc.y i.tL 9-roj ect documents' together r,.;itJ:i: the: rationale 
for tb.eir selection. 

2... A data recovery operation. should. be- directed by a Principal 
Investigator- r wb.ose- background. and performance- demonstrates: 

A- an. understa.ndi.ng of the i:esearch value of the: property, as 
specified in location and identific3tion studies, 
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doc:ime!!.:C:.J.C:~o11:. :-or :ie-c~::::::iinaC:...ocr: 'Jf ~l.:.~:::.bili.:.7 ·Jr ·1.0millat::..:J:rr. 
:o.~ ·:.:le:- :fac:.ona.L ~-e~~s .:ca.::-• .imi1 or- Ji:.:.e.::- :~ia•ranc. iacume!l.-cs. 5uc=. 
.1$ die· scope.-<Ji.-,.,ork: ?re"?areri... :Jy- :::ie: ?.g~!!.c.7; · 

3~. fam±lia:c.q- '..;.ii:1 ?:Z:~·riall.$ ::~.L:.•ran.c. researc.i., . .:.!l.c2..uallg; 
r:.esea:z:clr. Le; ::he: vi.Cini~! of :te: 9:r:o-pose-i rmcier~.aki.1g; ind: 
::esearci:I: on: ::oy i cs: ge.r!Dane: i:-o. ci:re: dat:.a: .:.ecove-:?:T ;n:ognm: 
::egai:dlass~ oi.. ;;iJ.eri!:' suciI:. ::esearci:t: i:J.as; ae~ c.:u ; e.& out:~ 

C:.. competence: to'.· address-. r:esearci:I: p.roolems;. peri:illenc.. co. cile:­
dat:.a: to. be- ;:e-:ove:::-.ed:,, 1=.aiti.O;g: i.nt:o accounc cb.e:: ide!lti£ied 
::eseardr. 7alue: oi: che- groper-c7 an<i ocb.er ce-lavanc researC::. 
and:. general. cile~rj i!t. i:lle: social. and a:at.ural. sc±enc~s and.. 
humanities.;._ 

o·. responsiveness; to· cile: a.eed to recover a. usable: sample: of 
data.. on, cil~ illaj oc researcil problems: th.at reflect. cile propert7 1 s 
res·earch.. valuer- and: a; sensitivity to. other valuable: researclt 
prohlems that may become a:ppa:cent. duri.ng, cile project;: and,. 

E'- compet:enc:~ ilI:. cile methods. anci teclmiq_ues. a.ec:essaz:y to· recover 
the: pertillent: data;: contained: i.lt the pro1:rerq r · OJ:' ilt. SUperliSill~ 
s-t:a££ or consultants; w:i.t.h: sucb::. competence:.. 

III- Relat:ion: to. State· lfistoric:: P"reservation.. Plan. and: Other Plans: 

L . wnere·~ s·ta.e~ !list:o·ci.c Preservation: Plan:,, deveioped:. br tb:e: Stat~ 
Hi.static: Eres-ervation: Officer and: app.roved: by the S'ecre.tar;r of 
the. U:tterioz::r detail.$ a!)proired. lllethods; for- data:. recovery· from; 
~rcileoiagica:l.. pi:oper.ties;,. agency· da.ca:. cecover;r Q:rog_rams;; should:. 
tam these- methods: ill.to" account_ 

Z.. w'here regional. or loca-L p.lans~ ,. developed. by- r::b.e SHPO·, f!roiessional. 
organizations:, LocaL governmen.-c,. oc others-. detail recommended 
methods-. for data. recoverr frour. arc.h.eQlogicaL pr.aper.ties:, agency 
datz r.ecoverr 2rograms., should. take cilese- met.hods: L1co. account. 

r:r. Data. R'ecove·.rv Plan: 

L E:verr data;. recoverv o-pera:tiatt should. be conducted i.II. accordance: 
•.J.i.m. a!" da.t:a: recovery p-lan:. (often:. called. a. researcit:. design.). The: 
plan:. should: be des:igned:. to:· ensure that= tb.e operation: addres-ses' 
legitimate resea:rdr questions;, cil.ac i.t:.. p-roduc.es. useful. r~sults:, 
tlrac: it: is: conducted: efficiently-, and:. t:b.at. it:: produces. the': maximum: 
di.i:ect:. and: indi.i:ec:t: benefit. to. the- public for: the least cost. 
Generally:- speaking,. a: data. recovery- p-lan: should. i.c.c:lude: t.b.e: 
follow-ing: elements: 

A.- Soecificatio11. of oro-perties· to be studied and. a.cc studied 
wit.b.ia,; the: environmental. impact:. area· ot the.. undertaking, A 
rationale· should be provided i£ i.t: is pro-posed a.ct. to study 
any- pro-pert.y included. i.It or- eligible for- inclusion: in:. the· 
National Regist:er that: is.. subject: co adverse effect. 

https://wit.b.ia
https://p-roduc.es
https://R'ecove�.rv
https://be-;:e-:ove:::-.ed
https://rmcier~.aki.1g


.

J.. ::e.•re·l.oume.m::.. Ji: =~searo::i:r. -=ues-c:::. ::ms , :aki:t~: ~:ico lc.c:m.n.c ~.J.ec 
~ae!l:r.:..=.:.e-i =~seai:::i ' i aiu.~ Ti ~e· ]I:0"9er:7 ~.n.ci :J c:.:.er :~·.!..:•rant.: 
:ese.ar-:1 mci. ~~!le=:a.L :.:.e-Jq· ~.a:. ~e. .5ac::.a.L anci J.a.cu:z::a.L 3C:..:!lces. 
ind. .lumani:.::..:s:. :"..J.ese: a:c~ ques~:::..ons .J£ 3cie!l:c:..:::.:c:. n:: iumaIUs-::::..c 
concer!l:. "lilicil: are:- ~:qie.c~.:-i co . oe: answered, siar-=.::.ai.:.T a.o.swe.:::ed., 
JC a:c Leas-:. ~lucidac..:d.:. :.:ira1:1g.il. :b.e: '<l'ar.:t:. ~n:a"Q.ose.d,. sue.ii as. 

( l ) q_uest::.ons:; o:f :ecognizacl:- imyoi:i:.anca- t:o· sci=n.ce: ( cf. 
Appendix A) ,. a.net 

(2) questions. of b.uma.nis-cic:. irl.~erest., or intares.t c:o a: 
Loca.L communir~y , or o:f defined. loca.L b.is<:orica.l value: 
(cf. Appendu S) • 

fo:. rnost areas of the lJnitad St.ates·, enough; is k::o.owtt. of 
history and pre.h.is~ory · to establish at least some basic 
researcl:t questions. Therefore-,. a. plan; that. proposes data 
recoveq because· "little is: k:nowtt. of the· history or pre.history 
of . the area,." ~i.t:b.out. setting fo::ctll. !llor.e: explicit. resea.i::di. 
questions,. should. be: treated r.vitll. caution.. Such. undi.rec1:ed 
Q.la.n.s. provide: little: basis for conducti.!lg i:esearc.!i,. may 
t'esult: only. in: die accumulation. o:f useless:,, r.=ivial, or 
re-petiti.ve in.formation:,. and. are somecimes only masks: for tile 
ignorance- ot the pa.i::-cies.. pr.epad..o.g: the plan. There are, of 
course-, some- areas., and some time periods i..tt !ti.story and 
:gre.h.istory, for wtiicit this is 11ot.. tile case. 

c:_ E:s-e.ablishment. of stud7 to-pies, sp:ri.tlging: f.i::om' the researdt 
questions:.. These are t.b.e.: specific: topics= to, be: addressed iit 
the study area- E'"oc example, if the· reseai:dt. questioa:: is: 
11r,.;ay r,.;as ag:ricult!.u:e: ado-p:tad?" a study top.ic: lllig.b.t.. be: 
1 1 r..olb.e!I ~ an.ct in: r,.;b:at. cultw:al context:,. did. agriculture: appear 
in. the si:lldy- area'?,,. 

o·. E'st.ablish.ment:. of studv oriori.t:ies · ~ It: is:. a.ot o.ecessar,., and. 
is. oite!i coUilt..:rproduci::.ive,. ta gi.ve· tile: same level of e.ffo::ci:. 
to all study to-pies. The- plan: should. consider· all study 
toP,ics, but::. should. establish: and. justify priori.ties. for their 
investigation:. 

E- Definition of data a.eeds ~ The plan. should. ide!l.tify tb.e­
data. a.eeded to address; each. totl1-c: selected. for study.. • · 

f ". ITes:.cription of met.hods to:. be emoloyed. ill. fieldwork and 
analysis,. i..n.. sae.ri.ng· the a.ee<led- data_ ~etb.ods: should. be: 
justified in. t.er.ns~ of: cile: data. sought. o.r expected, but:. with. 
recognition. of. c:b.e~ fac.t tb.a.t:. unexpected import'ant.. data may 
emerge during: fieldwork: or analysis. and a.ee<l. to be addressed. 
As, a. rule:, the fastest~ leas.t:. expensive available methods 
should. be used, provided they are effective i.o.. recovering 
tile data. sought or eX1Jected, and provided they do aot· destroy 
properties or data that otherwise could be: preserved i.n. place. 

https://sae.ri.ng
https://re-petiti.ve
https://sci=n.ce
https://ira1:1g.il


..,... 
'-- -:".d.e: daca.. :ecove::::-r Ji.an:... 3.J.au.i.d:.. :Jav i emtloued: lnct =~·ri:.ewe-i :Jv- :~e.,_ .. ~ 

a ge!lq, :.!le:- :3HPff, 1nci. •..;iJ.ere"' ie~<ied.:~ - : .he C~ Uilc.:;l.,. :.o:r.-2:::2 ge!:!.C']'" 
Arc:i'le~logic.zL s·er.7i.ces:-,. anct ·Ji:±le:::T,_ :Je.iore!'. dao:; :-:!c::::ve:::f ;J~erzcions: 
u:e· oegµn:_ 

L- ~- dat.'1: i:ecove?:T grogram: should: gravid~· for- ldequai:~- 9ers-onne:L,. 
facili.ti.es.:,. and. equi-pmenc. ca:. i.!Irglement= fully- che daca: ce~overy­
Q.lan. 

2.. A. dat:~ i:ecoverr program: should: 2rovide- for- adequat; consult:ition.:. 
w-it:.tL scil.olai:s:- wilose- r:ese.arc±t i.nt:.:res_i:s- or: s-pecialties •;;ould.: 
enabl~ th.em: ta coo.tribut:e ta· the- program'. 

V! .'. tiethods : Basic; Standards: 

1- Regardless;. of the research:. topics: being addressed:; a:. . da~ recovery­
program:: should: e!II{7loy- ine.thodst that will ensure- full.,. clear,. and 
accurate desa:iptions; of a:ll. field: oyeratious· and obse?:Vaci.ons:. 
For- example:,. excavation:. t.:cimiques:, i:ecordi.a.g- metliods;, s.tzatigra-pilic 
and association.al. re1atioo.slti:ps~ , - envi!'.onment.aL t"elatioo.s.b.ip$,. and 
analytic techniqes: should:. be: des:cri.bed·,. :Ulsofar. as~ is~ feasible-, 
in:: sucil: a;: way: as. ta:. a.llo~- future--- z:esearc:hers;. to: i:ecoo.s:tr:uc.t: wha.t:. 
was:; done:,. what: wasi observed-,. and. wliy-. 

z_ r()j. ~ extent: feas.ihle-,.. t:b.e:- method$ should:. take til.t:a, account the 
pos.sib±li t:.y- that future tesea:.z:clle:s:.. will !leed. t:a- use t:b.e z:ecavered. 
dat:a. t:o:- address:. -problems:. a.at: reco·gnized:. at the time: the data. 
were; r:ecove:ed:-

1~ rf por'"'~ons.: or-- elements; or t:b.e~ prope1:.q under i!J..vestigatioxr_ can: 
be preserved:. ill: place:,.. th~ data'. r:ecove!:T program: should. e!!Ip'loy 
methods. that:: will. leave t.!:tose po.rtioc.s, or e-lements . of t..!:t~ pro-pe-r:q­
ilI:: placer._ Des-tr:ucti..ve- methods;: should:. a.at= be- ayp'lied:. t o: such:. 
porti..ons:. or- element:s if a.oc.destruc:t:ive-- methods· are:' practical. 

4--. Where: arciri.tect'...iral characteristics are r:ecorded, sue.fl_ i:ecor.di.a.g: 
should. be: consis.tent= 1Jith.. the standards, publistred by the Nation.al. 
Al:ciri.te.c:tura-L and:. Engineering; Record:' (NAER). Updat:ed: guidelines' 
foc- r:~ording; arciri.tec:turaL and: e!lgill.eeri.n~ data.- may- be obtained: 
frour the: Direci:or,. Heritage C-onservatiou and: Reci:eation:. Se:t:'7i.ce-, 
or E:xecut:ive: Order Consultant for NA.ER. 

5 .. !"O: the: extent: feasible- 1J-i.t:hin: thf!! dat:a;.. i:ecoverr plan, dat:a:- should. 
be: recorded:. in:. a: llWlII.e-r compatible- with: those· systems-, u.til ized by­
-the: State: lfistoric Preservatioxt. Officer and: by State and: Federal 
agencies: ~hat store-- and:. utilize- arcileologic.al. data, so . that. the']"' 
can h-ave.> maximuut ayp-licabilit:y" to.- future- studies; and planning: 
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
https://Arc:i'le~logic.zL


2.T 

5. 7b.e- dat:.:l ::!cove:r7 grogz::l!Jr; sn.ould. '..!lci.ude: 'Jot:h. :ie-.i.d. o-gerac:i.ons: 
md. :;ost:-~ie.i..dwor.'..c .ma.iysis. su.i::::Lc:i.~!!.'C :o a.ddr~ss· :ie' :~se~r:~.1. 
:o-oics.-

To cb.e- en.=nl: feasible--, a. dat:a; :e.cover;r ~rrograar should. ?rovtde­
for. 9ub.lic. pa.r1:ic:ipat:ion.. cilxougi:r. a..:crangement:s:. for pubL:i.c: i.D.slJec­
c:io:a:. or Qe" '.¥Ori!:: irL ?regress;:, dJ.e: llSe: 0£ '70lunt:eers. ,. cooperatioa;. 
wtu Loca.L educ.ationa..L programS:,. et..c:_ 

A dat:.I :-ecove::J ?rogram:· s~ould. ?rovide a:. illeans. by- ·..;b.ic.!l.. tb.e:­
public: can. be informed 0£: b.e: ?rogram a.nd i~s r:~su.lts, be.fore>, 
during, and/ or at. the conclusioII. of t.h.e pro·g::r:am·. 

VIII. Cost Minimization 

L In developing_ a: data I:ecoverr- program, agen:cies s.h.oulci consider 
methods. to. minimize- costs- wb.ile- ensuring tb.at: quality . is 1101: 
sacrific!!d. Examples. of. me.t.b.ods. cil.at: may t:educe- costs; include:. 

A- i.nvestJJent. ill.. full pra.-fieldworic ana'lys.is of peri:inent.. 
available: dat.a.:, to- avoid. s-p«i!nding: time: and money- i.J:t the 
fie:ld. gathering· data t:o answer questi.ons; th.at are" already 
answerable-; 

8. sharing: of pers;onnel and... facil.ities:. among proj ec."Cs. and. 
agencies,; 

t;_ use of volunteers: and trainees;. under a-ppz:op:riat:a- supervision:;. 

o:_ a-ppro1)riac.e: lls·e: of meclianized. equipment and:. advanced. technology 
(EX;1er.ment:.ation: '..ii.tl:I pocentiall y cast.-effeci.ent:: methods ot 
discovery-, t:e.covery, and.. processing: or data: is, encouraged) , 
and 

E:. llSe of methods. to: avo·ici lat:.:- ac accident:al discoveries that 
could: cause- costly- construction. delays:_ (Far ~ample:, wb.ere­
const:ruc-ciou. will des.trov an archeological site·, tb.e, Last 
stage:- of data. I:ecovery- should be to. dest.i:ov the site: under 
archeologi.caL supervision. before: cons't:ruct:i.on:. beg.ins.) . 

z_ S'eeki.a:g- to mi ofmize costs: by- selecting' contractors- on: t.h.e basis: 
of bid is. generally- n.ot: encouraged;: experience shows: t!iat.. th.is 
practice- tends: to produce:· subsondard c2sul ts. However, in. cases 
wb.ere detailed: dat.a r~covery- plans. b.ave: been. developed. in advance 
of soliciting: proposals , and sufficient control is. exercised to 
ensure receipt:. of technically comparable: proposals, an. agency 
mighc find this praci:ice: llSefuL Agencies should consider 36 CTR 
Part 1210 , Appendix D, when preparing: to procure· services. for 
data r:ecove.ry operations. 

https://r:ecove.ry
https://generally-n.ot
https://cons't:ruct:i.on
https://ana'lys.is
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2.3.: 

L. .L.u:: a r:de::: :or. =~~:Jve:::~d:. i ao.. ::J ~ :Je' 'J.seiu.i., ·:.!:.er ,nusc. ·Je: .nadE:­
a.vai.lao le! to , s .:.:rolars: .inci ? ianne:::s~ :..Z 'J.sac l e:: :ams.. Gr:!!e!:':li.lT 
s-pe:a.ki.a.g-;-, . ctle:7 :Ollow.ing~ ?roduc::s; (at.her chan:- ?h7sical.. s.-;:ec:.mens..) 
a:r:e exp.ec.':"ad: t=o~ ~ dac:.a: cecove.?:Y 0"9er:icion::: 

A- a:.. i:e!Jor:: or- ce"?Jart:~ ctiac desc=±bes. c.he- oueracion: and:. i..cs-, 
cesuit:s:;, W-itb:: ce-:ference:· C°' ~~ ces·ea.t:CX tO"Q'iCS. add:r:essed by- · 
the: o-gerat±oII;: 

3:.. digesc.ed dat.a: i!l: ::b:e form: 0£ ::a.oles·,. cila:i::":s:, gra-phs, COlll1Jut:.er 
sof.t"Nare:,.. etc:.; 

C. raw. data i.n. the fot'!lt of field. crates, photographs, magnecic 
tapes:,. etc:. ; and,, 

Jl_ scholarly and: other articles utilizing; the:. res.ul.ts, of the 
work: for- analytic or- pu.b1ic-in.terpi:etive gurpases .. 

Z.. .~L data .:ecovery- project$ should: resul..t:. i.c:. a< r:e-port or r:epor-cs, 
c.on.t:ain.i.ng; the- i::easons> for t:he praj_ec-c, c.he: data: r:ecove.rr plan:, 
the- methods: employed:.. i..o.: bocii field.. wod; and; analysis r the.~ dat.r 
t'ecovered r. observations;: made,_ i.asights: gained.,,, conclusions.. ceac.iled ,­
and:. a> preseiltat:ion: of pertinent. data_ The ceport should: meet: 
COiltemporary:- professionaL sta.nda:i:ds;,_ and. should. be· prepared: i~ 
accordance: w.tdt:: the· format:: s,-1:ao.dards.: se.t. fo t:tl:t.. t.n:. 3:6 CTR. Pare 
tzra:,. Ap~endu ~-

Prov.isioil: s.i:taulci be- made fo.r- dissemi:n.at:i.Itg; the- i:epart:. At ~ 
mi.Iri.muDu,. t:wo: copies::. of. the r:el)ort mus.t. be'. provi:.ded to the Oel)artment 
of the fo.tar±oi::- pursuant to: P'.l:.- 93.-291,. Section: 3(a:) , and. 3& CTR 
P:ar1: 1210;.S: . r.a: additi.on:,. agencies. are- encow:aged. to disseminata­
reports t:o:. tlle- wi.dest possible: audience.. Appropriate: crxechods~ of 
dissemination: i.aclude",. but.. are: a.at:. limited; to , p.ubli~at.ion: in· 
scholarly- journals,, monographs,, popular articles, books:, and cb.e:: 
N"atianaL. Teclmi.c.ai.. Uformation: Service-,. an<i presentation:. of· 
papers a.t. s:c.ilo1arir Confer~ce. Agencies: should: 2r.ovide: a. coi:iy­
af. eaclt.. i::epo:r:t to:. the S.tate! His.tori<:: Preservation: Officer and. 
a.tiler app.ro-priate: ar.chives.-anci res.eaz:d~ lib.rar±es:. 

1- O:igest..""<i. data~ should: be stored ill:.. a: manner that: makes: them' readily­
re.trievabli= for- fm:ther- study md: analysis. Use of modern:. systems 
of: in.foonatio11. s..t:orage:- and- ret:r:±eval i.5" encouraged... Su.cir.. systems. 
should:. be- as<compatible: as possible:. t.olici:t. those used. by- the: SHPO 
anci other agencies ancl i.Jls.titutians; w:iciI potential uses. fat: the, 
dat~. 

4-. Raw: data. should be- stored: i.c:. a: manner that. ensw:es their long-term-· 
maintenance- and availability, usually- in an.:. appropriate- research.. 
institution: (cf. 36 CIR 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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29 

:!.lt.iougil: 1g.e?J.c::es:: a.re- Jot: :.ec~ssar:...l.:r =~s?ansi.Ole: Eor de~re-i.o~in~ 
or- SU"I?!JOI:"':~g: :~e· de•1e-io'9me!lt:. a:t sc.:.oia.rlT inal',Ti:ic u~-::..c-~:s . 
·Jeyonci: c!iose· ~oodietl. ~.:i.. :.:ie~ .:~-;ior~ ~ : s ) on: :.ac.'.l iar..a..: =~-:.oveq­
'J'Qeracion: :.:-sal..t , '.l.Sa:- oc =~-=~vered. dai:.a. ::Jr sue=.:. 2ur::oses. s.o.ou.Ld: 
be :!lcouragetl.-

.~data:; r:ecoverr ~rogram: siJ.ould. i.nclude- ;?revision: fat"' cm:acioII-
( care, maint:enan.ce~ , . and ;;iJ.e.re.~ a-pplic:abl:, duplicatio.o: and dis-pos·iciort) 
ot r:e.covered: s17ecime!lS .. I.a: deve1o-pi.ng: sue.tr ?revisions-, the' 
.3.§e.!lC"J" should.. give: due- ~onsi.de::-at:iori ::o.. :b.e: 5W.ndards set. Eori:b.1 

i.i:r 36. crR Sec_ 1210. ~' and recog!liza· any co1II"9et.ing ?Ublic and 
pri.vate: int:erests.. Care should be- t:aken: duri!l.g conservation, 
curat:i.on, and. handling: of s-pecimens and records to ensure· that: 
th.e material is: a.cc. los-c 1 inappropriately- alcered, or damaged. 

In. gene.ra:l,. acceptable curation arrangements may- i.llclude,. bu.t are: 
.!lot:. necessarily- limited to.: 

A... pemane!lt storage at a. regional research. cente·r o.r- appropriate: 
public: or private repository meeting. t.b.e- standards. set for'th. 
at:. 3li CTR Sec. 1210. 4. ( a ) ( l ), provided z:easonable: access.· is: 
guaranteed. for t:uture study;~ 

a_ i:etur.:t ta private- owners: where private: property rights so 
t:equi.:e, after description:, study,_ and. analysis. ill: acco.i:dance: 
w.i.tit. tile data: recover; pl.an:.. ar.e: co1II"91ece; 

c_ Io~ or lease-- to. public or private- parci.es:,_ after desc:riptioII, 
s:tudy,. and analysis· in: aco.rdance- •..i:.i.th: the- daca:.- cecoverv 
p:lan; are conrgle:ce·,. ~r-:Jvided.. access:: for Eut:u.re study and 
a:ro-oer care of the· s-oecime!ls. can.. be: eXtJec:ced- and 
.... ... . - - ' ' 

D.- re1:UrII of specimens= aar..ng: ;:-eligiou!i, or cultural significance: 
to.. practitioners. of die c~l.i.gion or cultural illstitutions in.: 
q_uestioti,.. after desc.ripcion .. stutly- , and analysis La: accordance 
w.i.t.±I: the: data; :cecoverr plan. are com;ilece:·. 

Cill:ation:. of h.uman: z:emai.ns. ( eg:_ , skelet·ons, cremations:,.. mummi.tied 
bodies;), requi.res: careful balancing of the needs: of science: and a 
sensi.tivit.y to the concerns, of genetic and cultural des.cendent.s. 
of th~ dead·- Where:· a- demonstrable- ec.tmic affini..ty exists between:: 
i:ecavered b.uman. remains and. living:: groups., a. systematic: effoz:t 
should. be made to· seek: out:. and. consult: with. appro'9riat:e represen­
tatives: of suciI, groups: to· define acceptable- methods of treatment. 
Where r:ecovery- of b.uman: i:emains. i s. expected, prior consultation 
wit.h:. such groups, and. with cultu.ral antb.ro~ologist.s or others 
capable, of serving: as se!lSiti.ve- inte~ediaries where ae~ded, i s 
strongly recommended. If rei.n.terment:, cremation, or- other dis-posal 
is requested. that will place the: b.uman. i:emains out of the reach. 
of future scientists, documentatiotr, of the i:emains i.n. consultation 
with. specialists ill 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
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:±e-.i.ds; snow..a._Je c ~mi;ri~!:.:d '.Je :foi:~ dis"9osai_ '.<1ae=e: J.a ~ ::.s.soc:.acion:. 
':::.n: oe del.:~r:IJ..!le.d,__ :Jec::.;~~!l: :ecover~<l ~ iuman.:. =~mai...a.s;. J.D:Ci. ~.:...7i.!lg: 
~rou!Js~ .-- c.ie: =~ai.n.s:. should.. Je d oc~eni:a.J..; I.Z ~c:=oraanc.;: '.oil:"C.1. :.ie' 
.fa:.t:a.: recoveq- ,?ia.n:.... . a.mi c:1:i::1t:.:<l.: ~n:. a. nanne!:" .:.~pra-gr:;acao C..:J :.ie 
digni.q. lnci:: :es'9ec"C... ·Je:i~c::ug; .1ny- dec~:?sa<l.. Qe.rscn~ 

L At: att. 3.'Qllropr±ai:a:: sQ.ge i.o:. ci::te ?recess. of d.e."'Telop·±llg: a. daca. 
r:ecovery- plan:.or· pi:ocur-~g; the:- a.e.ces.sarr cont:.ract:ors; or scaff to.­
:!Xecut~ it,.. the: agency- shoul.cL deve-lo~ o.r oac.a.i.tI a. de.tailed.. budgec,. 
lnd: subje..:.-:. i.e. ::a. ::are-£'..li.. ana-lysis.- l:i..n.e- i...C;ms. should. :efer 
dearly- ta. e-1.e!!lents. of the: data: r:ecove:q- plan,. and. should be: 
jus.tifie.d. for- example, . if tedmi.cal consult.ants: are- budgetted. 
for,_ they- should: be t..b.ose: ceq_uired to· i:ecover and analyz~ t:he: 
data. that:. are. ae~ded: ta; address: cb.e: cesearcil:. topic~. . Es-r;imates 
of inan-llours: cequired for supervision~ administration, fieldwork~ 
analysis:,. specialist consultation~ ·and: other ac.tivit:ies: should. be 
developed,. together w.i.~ fee:- schedules: for- the various. t.ypes: of. 
personnel required:... Time· and fee:· schedule$ should. be: realis;tic:: 
ilt teons~ of p.rotect. .aeeds and: loca-L conditions;_ !a minimize.: t:..b.e 
danger of establishing:: budgetary tlt:a:rgecs"' a.at: bas·ad ott. ac~ua.L -
a.ee<ls,- the~ budget~ should. be p-repared. r..i:ith.ou-t:: refer-!Ic.e: to che: 1%: 
limi.tation: imposed by- S'ec. T(a) of Public taw. 93.-2.91. otL dat:i 
recoverv funds: transferred to the Secretary of the- Interior. 
Should. the budget' for a: project ta •..ihic.tr. Sec_ 7(a:} applies: exceed. 
It. of the: to.cal cost of the: 1.llldert.aki.ng-;. t:b.e:- Council w±ll assis.t:. 
t..b.~ agency as;. goss-ib:Le: durtng; the: cousulta.tion: process: to: filld:. 
wayS'. ~ z:educ~ costs; or ta: obt:ai...LL addi.t:ionaL funding:.. 

z:_ S'llfficie.ttt:. funds, ·to:. support the dai:a, r~coverT p·rogranr should. be.­
clearlr ident:..fied. bv the agency. Should.. there be- any- l.lllcer:t:aintT 
a:bouc. the: a~a:..labilit.y of funds., thiSi should. be: i::e.vealed. to. the 
Council. and:. SHPO so i.t: can.. be caken:. ill.ta. account:. duri.n.g, t:..b.e 
consultacion: grocess: .. If tb;e agenq anticipates, that:. the: Secretar.r 
af the l.Iltarior- will fund_thee program; 1.lllder- the audiority 0£ 
Sec.. 3(b-),. Se.c.. 4(a) ,. or- Sec.. T( c.) of Public:- I:aw; g.J-291, the 
agency- should:. document:. to tile Council and: t:..b.e- SREO that: the.­
Secretary- i~ aware of: and: has.: accepted. th.is: z:esponsioility. 

XII. Treatment:. of N'on-Ai::checlogicaL Concerns:: 

1... A-. data:. re.co.very- grograat should: celate: positively- to aon.-archeo­
lo-gicaL concerns., w-itl:I: the area and it's. arci:teological properties. 
Such: concerns.. i.a.c-lude,. but: are: ao-i:. limited. ta:. 

A- Religious; and. at.her cultural concerns. of N'ative Amer±c.an.s 
and/ oc otb:er descendenu. of· the: !!istoric and prehistoric: 
people:-of· the: s1:udy ai:e~; 

a.. The illteres.ts. of local communities: or or:...b.er groups i.n. the: 
bi.story of: t:..b.e: 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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(_ :'°.d.e:: :riucat.::anal i..a.tareS'C:i. oi: ~o c.:r.L JlUSeums,. lCZaemJ.C. ~S~i...­
·::ll::.ons:. :-c=. ; 

a .. The- ~t.:rest:s: of :;rr~"Tac: :n:a'9er-:.7 Jwtle:::s· WI. JJa.i:lr:.1.ulln~ 
:.n:r:a~rit.7 a:f cileir gro'9e.r-=r ::;g.a:c.s,; 

.mv ard1i.tac:m:3.l,. a.:r.i:is-C:.c,. or aesi:.ie~ic:. values· ci:ta..c may· be 
gresen.t: iJI. t::l.e: ~,.roye.r.:.7; 

AJ:i.y pale~ntological,., ge'Jlogic~l, . or ::alJ.cad: values·- ::J::tat aia.y 
tie.- presen.t iA tb.e prapert7;. and 

G •. 

XIII. Flexibility 

l ~ Situations lllay arise or data lllay be: encoUiltered. that: were a.at 
anticipated ill. designing: a data recovery program·, particularly 
r.vhen it. is; conducted on. a potentially complex properi:y (e·.g.. , a 
recent towa:. site:; a.. prehistoric: site that may contain. many occu-pation: 
layers, C:eMe.teries, or a:t:d:titectural remai.a.s.) . Adeq_uat:e: provision. 
should be· illade for modification. of tile program to co-pe '.J·itb. 
uniorese~ discoveries or ot.b.er une.:qie.ci:.:d cir\:umsunces .. 

L I.Dllovat:ive. ayproadies to: data i:e.covery-, witi.cil. are- c:onstant:l7 
beillg:- developed~ should be. encouraged as· long. as: tb.e basi.c purposes 
of data. recove:i::y to. preserre- significant illfor.nac.ion. are addr~ssed. 



.
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.~troenciix: :\: SOME ~'1.EI.ZS. : ',J£' 3C::!NT.I!I.C .~CEEOLGGl.C.U.. ?J:.SZ..utCT QUE.ST!CNS-

":"..ie:· :.~ l 2..ow-i21~: =-i~i:!.i:: · !ues-c::.oo.s ~ 1r~ ~ann;>.i.es · only-, 1nci shoul d.: J.OC j e: ~.ke!l: :s 
~ i..'!lit:..a.~.- Ar::ileolog7 i.s; :.ie:- si:.udy- a.i iuman. :Jei:!.av-i_or. :Je-li.e£s , soc:.ai 
:.ns'Cir:u-c:.ons·r· lnci o r~ani.::.ac:.on: i..!l: :.ie: ?as<:,. anci~ :..i:: c:a.n:. lnd:.. does:: 3.dci::ess. i 

veq broad. ;:ang~ oi: ques:cions,.. :he ~'{a~les;, cilose!l: i.llusi:=ace: some1:.1.; ng: oi 
c.!:le. ;:ange oi ;:~se.arc.tt 'lues-cians: addressed: oy- archeology-, anci ?rovide an. 
i_dea ·Of. r.b.e: tinci oi genera.i.. '7alut: a: r~searcil. ques.-CiOil. should ll.SuallT J.ave 
t:o: LJrovi.de- a:- Legic~ac::- cat.ionale for ~ending: ;iubli.c:: funds ·. 

Exanmle l: Pleis-cocene- ~xt:inc~ions. 

At t.he end of ch:e: i ce .-ige-, !llany s-pecies of l arge mamma-ls, i..n. .)Torti!: Ame.ric.a. 
died out. . i.1fQ.y- did tlli.s: tlappen:? To wiJ.at. ex'ten t:. r,.;e:re- peop la ill.VO 1ved in 
these· extinctions?· One sc.h.ool of tb.oug.hc h.olds. t.h.at: the entr;r of people 
into North. America. so- upset the: balance- among species living on the- contineni: 
that many species: could a.at: survive-~ This. question: relates. to more general 
ques..tions. in.. ecology about: how- species~ interact, and: what hap-pens when a 
new. species; or c.e.w. tedmology is:. ill.traduced: into. a stable environment. It. 
also bearS' on. genera:L humanistic issues; about: the- relationship of people to 
their en.vironmen1:~ Addressing this: question: req_uiies. s-cudies or tluma.n. 
se.c.t:le!IlenC pacr:er!!S: and.. lifeways, at. :he end of the- Ice- Age, as: '..;ell as the 
distribution:. ot animal po-pulatians and: the organizatioa. of tb.e- aatural 
environment. 

uamole 2: Forms of Political Organization. 

Human: po1Jula.t:ions.,, includi.a:g. North:.. American. Tu.dian.T" t~o-American .,. and 
a.on.-o.ative miilority groups;, e.x:hib:it... ~ b:road array- of types; of poli.t:ical 
organizat:ioa:,. ranging: froxm. small b34ds- organized .Iround family·· b.eads: to: 
N"ati.on.-S tates: w:ith: powerluL rulers ,. bureaucracies: ,. courplicat.:!d economic 
systems;,. and:. S'.9ecializetl: industries-;. De.tarmillrig- aow: dii:fereE.C farms: 0 f 
political organization: came :.a be- crot:. anl7 informs. us: about. cb.e- c'!.1.lture­
b.istories. oi: particular. grou~s· . but:. provides: a. basis' for: generalizac:ion. 
about: how.- diifere!l:t: forms. of o.rganizacion: b.ave- deve-lo-ped elsewh.ere: ill. the. 
world·, and'. r..;b.at forms: QOl.iticaL organization. may- take: ill.. c..he: future. 
Archecr:logi.cal studies- of political a rganization, anci change. in.. political 
organizatiott, . ll.Sua.lly- focus-. on: the organizatioa. 0£: se.1:.t:le!Ilen.ts, groups. of 
settlements, particular features· thae z:eveal the organization. of a given. 
society, such. as.- community planning, arc.b.i.tec.'ture, and the organization: of 
cemeteries , and systems: of trade- anci interaction:. Information:: on the 
reasons: foe the development.. of di£feren.1: forms: of political orgnization: can: 
be- developed tb.roug.l:t the- study of bocb.; prehistoric: and historic archeological 
~ropetties. Studies of contact: and h.isto ti.cal sites, utilizing: both... 
arc.h.ealagi.cal studies and historical and. documentary information, crold 
particularly- fruitful potential for understanding: development. and change- irI. 
poli.tical organization·, expecially- ill: the. face.: of environmental and social 
pressures. 

Examole 3: Origins of Agriculture 

Throughout the· world, the. inception of agriculture seems to b.ave been a 
major- event: i.n: cultural evolution, related to the esc-ablishment of permanent 
settlements, elaboration. of goverD.ment and social control, and. the- begi..a.ning 

https://se.1:.t:le!Ilen.ts
https://tb.oug.hc
https://se.arc.tt
https://r~ani.::.ac:.on
https://ann;>.i.es


·Jr: :.ie:- ~a~mlic:::;.oa:.. ~las· 'i.on:~. !:J.e:: · :-~asons;. ··~riv: 1eo'9l~ ·Je~a.n:. :o: ?rac-=..:c~ 
1gi:=c:tlt::i.=~ 1r~ :Jy- 10:: .neans~ ·:'2..:ar,. i owe.ve:::-,. lnci :.:.e!:'e> -ire:- ~or.'::.lnc. :..mans.we?:~d.: 
~ues:cions;. a.oauc:; ;:u,e-· :ei.acioo.sAJ.i?- 0 e-.:.we~n:: :=.e deV'eio9men.-c. .J i: 115r::c:ii1:.:ir~ and.: 
':ianges: La;:· oci:J.e!:" 1s'9ec-=~: a i: iuman; .:.iia-_ !:le: na:J? ~ ·JJ::. ? r~.i:li.s-::o r:.c.: :fo r-:.J:. 
Ame!:i.ca:: Ls: 3;; c :nn~-lex; mosaic o:t a:gti..cui:ur::r.L, seni-'lgricul.c:ir:I.L,. an<i 10IL­
a.gt:icui.c.ural g:r.:ou'9s:; i..r: i.s; ao; i.dea.L 9la.ce.- :o= 5:.Qdy:' ·,;o:v- and. iow.:. 9eo1Ji~ beg_axr 
:u: 9ra:c-c~ca· agr::.cult:u.r~, . 3.nd.:; :,.;iJ.ai::. i cs~ ~=z.ec.'l:s: . 'N'e?:e~ . St:idies:. oi lgric:.ilt:u.:ral 
origins; i:7P'ica.l.l.;r· Lo..vo.L·re seeiting2 ~'11: d e!!:c~ •Jr :!le- i..o:it.iacion.· or a ~ric1it::.u:e-: 
ill. d i.f!~re!!t:: ar~as;·, . anct see.king: concur=~c ::ilanges: i.ll.. se>:.1=laent:. organization:-,. 
Local ~conomics: ,. trad~, . g_opulatioa.: siz~ and: diso:ibution·, and.. tb.e a.atu.:re: oi: 
~e Local en.vi:;onment:. 

~amo1 e 4-: Conr:acts becwee!l Culcures· 

Cont.acts· betwee!r dissimilar cultures: remain.. a sour.ce of proble!Ds. for humanity' 
today, and ti.ave been: so: i.o:. the past:.- Study of the effects. of· such. contacts 
ill. theo past:, often. involving: relatively small groups, can:. allow~ us to, 
generalize about. the effec.ts. of suclr. contacts:, in.vo.lv.ing: much: large'r~ more-­
complex: group$ t:oday- and i..Ir. the:- future-_ CUltw:e.-cont:.act: studies: are parti­
cularly appropriate- as- bas·es;. foe· r:eseai:c.b.: i.o:. historic sites: that.. re-fleet: 
cont.act be.tween: America~ fo.dian: groups; and. E'w:oamericans, bei:ween. [uro­
americans. and a.oa..-a.ati.ve minority.- groups: ,.. or between: differing:. a.on.".'"a.ative­
minotity- groups:,. and: i.tt.. earlier sites:. where pre-Ca.lumbian;. contacts ar~ 
possible. 

E'.xamole S: :· SIT!Ilboiisa 

Ai:e- there basi.c::. stz:uctw:es to:. the: human: mind:'~ defi ni n g- haw;; we::: visualize-,.. 
cltaracterize-,.. and:: catego~~e t±tillgs:- i.D:: ow: e!lVi::conmen.t.7:. wlia.1:. r:o:le does. 
cill.ture p-lay: in.. cfefio..ing; r.o1h.at.. 'Ne::: perce±.ve: anct da. aot:. perceive-,. and.. llow. r.1(!!: 

organiz~ our uni.verser S11c.b.:. questionS?. are difficult: to: add.i::ess:-,. but: the.r 
are ve-rr basic: to·:. our unders-c.anding:- of wi:Iat: being- b.uma:a: is:, t o: our under.­
scao.ding;- of di.ffe·r!!!l.ces: and.. similarities: among: people-, and: to" i.Jnl'roving: 
communicat:ioII! among-. ?.eoyle.-.. When::. peopl~ b.ave.• purP.asely- organized: somedring-, 
suc.b.: as; a.i::i::,.. writing-1 . the cont:ents; o.f. a; tomb··,. o:c the-· cont:ent:s: of a. b.ouse:,. 
they- aave- left something: ph.ysi.cal. th.at: reflects., t:a : some· extent, how. they­
percei.ve: the 'No.rld::. az:ound::. th.em·~ Tiiis: evidence is: pot:eni:iall7 interp.ret.able 
through.:. az:dleology, and. caIL be used:. to: test. pre<iic.tions; based on: general 
t.heo:ry-.. 

Exanml~ 6: Climatic= Change: 

Meteorologists:. !llake.- pre<li.ctioa:s. about: changes i.Jl'.. the: "Neather that:. are qui.ta 
accurate- over short periods; of time,.. but they- a.r~ l imited. ilt: Longer-·tecr 
predictions: by- limited. information: oxt: past trends:. Geophysicists: and other 
s-pec.±alists: can: make s.tat:ements. about. climatic change over tans of thousands ~ 
of years:, but their accuracy is: limited: because of: the nature:- of their data 
base. Archeology can. r:eveal information: on. the: aature: and. extent of climate: 
c.b.angf?'. in: terms- of decades. and centuries:, often: with. considerable· accuracy. 
Ard1eological. sites. may coo.ta.ill direct: evidence.- of: environmental. change: 
resulting- from: climate: change ( in. t:.b.e- fact of fossil pollen, preserved 
plant material, animal remains:, or different types of soil), and. they may 
also reflect su~ diangeS' i.JJ.di.rectlY' but. with.. considerable acc:u.r.ac:y. For 

https://percei.ve
https://perce�.ve
https://r.o1h.at
https://effec.ts
https://Ame!:i.ca
https://ie:-~a~mlic:::;.oa


35:.. 
:.xam;rle·, i.. .:.::ange- !.li• :.ie· o:r:~anizac:.ozx oi: sec:::2..:me!l-Cs. :.1 in: ar~~ .nay- :er.!..ec~ 
l.: ::.:ia.Ilge '..1. :ne .~.lods; oi: 5ac.~:.ri.~ JI: ~:::owi.::.~ : :ood. •. r..;0.J..c.i: :.i '::ir:t .nav =~su.Lc 
:=onr. 3.- :iang~ :.1 :.ie:· :!l.vi=onme!lc ::ausetl. JY- i. c::iang~ i.A .::2.:..:nace:. 3uc=.: 

1:•ridenc~ c::in: ·::e: isetl. :a :si:.ai:Jlisi:l. ::=ends- :..:i: -:.!..:.mar.~ c.:ian.ge- ::..iac serre: ls; 
-:.!le ~ Jases·- for ?retlic7:ions: aoauc ·.;a.at:. ·.;:i..i..2... :1a:p'Qe!i ill: :rarious. ?ar7:3, Ji ::.b.e­
a.atian: a.net ::lie ;;orld- over cl:le a.exi= c:~-cur=.es: . Al-:ilougi'!: c-1.imar:~ c!1ange' can: 
be :asily- r~c.onsr:=uc:r;etl. dur....ng: die- ilis.-coric :;ie.riod, cb.e possibil.i.t:r of 
c.iecki.ng-, ci:le arc.b.eological. reco:r:d:. agaills.t 3.I:cil.i.vaL :ecords r includ.i!lg: 
ac::ounl:s of vari.ous - geople:! s. :eac-=ion; and.. res"9onses' to.. ,naritetl. c-lima-cic: 
cilange·r ai:fords greac pot:e!J:t:.ial to. ge!le.ralize- aooui: b.uman. beilaviar i.IL dle:­
face oi climaci.c c!lange-_ -

[xamnle- T: Disease 

The b.istory of a disease: can: tell mucll. about: its. c.atur~,. b.ow0 it. res-ponds to 
va:rytng- environme!lts, and how. suscepcible- differen-c types oi: populat:ions 
are living: under different circumstances. Some: diseases leave distinctive· 
t:races in the- bones t wtlicit. can. be detected ei tb.er visually- or by· pb.ysicaL 
and cb.emicaL analysis. tJsin~ the: skeletal ·populations af· ancient cemeteries , 
paysical anthiopologists- and paleoepidemiolog±sts. can.. trace the spread of a 
disease, its. e-ffec·ts an. different populations, b.ow it changed th.rough. time:1 

and how; it reacted 111ith. p-o'Pulatians living under different social, economic, 
and enviri:inmentaL conditions, and.: in. the face. of di£ferent: medical practices:. 
T.a±s. makes it: possible to- 1I1ake predictions: about b.ow, tb.e disease 1 or similar 
diseases, UJay behave irl the: future--

Examole-- 8 :- Diet: and Nutrition. 

The- study of a. populatiou' ~ diet and· lllltritiott cau pro.vide- ins.igilt into. tb.e­
social~. economic:,. and·- other b.~ effects of environmental and. population.. 
pressure,. tedmologica:L innovation:~. fo:r:ei-gn trade and domestic: exc:!iange-, 
etc. Comparative. study- of bones, and.: other faunal rema.i.ns, p-lant r~i11s, 
and. artifac-r;s· associated. •..;it.±L food processing and storage: c-an. indicata· cile­
degree- of depende!lce- aii wiLd. versus dames"t.i.c.aced: and. indigenous versus 
~xoi:ic: plants-. and animals-, r.elative-- c.utxitianal ino.ke- and: b.ealth. conditions: r · 

methods ~ of procurement, butchering, cooking: and other preparation 1 and tb.e­
develo{lment of. aew. 111etb.ods:- and: asse!Dblages~ of artifacts when. aew. foods are 
introduced. 

https://rema.i.ns
https://c.iecki.ng
https://c:~-cur=.es
https://c.:ian.ge
https://5ac.~:.ri
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:i"9pen.aii 3; SOM]t ~XAHP:.ZS' JF :im'i~IST:c. . '.ITS70RICAL.. ..~.ND~ : oc.u.-nn.c..?.EST 
ARCj£0tOGI.c.;..L~ ?.ESE.UlO:: QUESTIONS. 

r"il.e: St:llciy or ~ b.umanic:..es:- .'..s-, of· cow:se~, . an: er.:=~ely broad. :ield, 
:ove::::ig:, a.s'9ec-i:s ~ o-C iist:o:t"j , 9hiloso1JhV, ar.cilit.:c:r.ure, an~ a. 7a:z:iety of 
at.he:- disci-p-1.:.rtes·. :.=., overia:gs:-. 3uiJst:an:tially- '.Jitt ciie social. sciencas:; 
J.en.c~ :nosi:: i:ese.ar::.i. quest:ions; oi: :.'.le t:ype- discussed ill. Appen.ciu A '.Jould be.­
of b.umanis-cic i.Il~.:resi:: a.s. i;.;ell. S~ample: at rnore si:ti.c-cly- aumanist:ic. 
rese:a.rc.!:l quest:ions. t:.b.a.1: mig.D.c.. foi:m: legi.t:ima.t:e- bases. for daca· i:ecoverr 
. l ' L!lC-uae:: 

E:xamole· l : Study of a.II arcilitect.ural style: 

A given hig..!l: or ver!lacu.lar architectural sqli: might.. be poorly documeD.1:ed 
by surviving examples or written and drawn. records , oi::- the evolution of 
the style- th.rough time inigh.1: be poorly known. Excavation or other documentation 
of structures, or s.ites where structures_ once.. stood that te!)resented the 
style,_ migb.t be· directad toward elucidating the style- and its evolution·. 

EXamole 2: S'tudv of an- art form: 

A sit.: contaio.ing preb.istoric: rock art: aright be: s.t'!ldied: by- art bistor±·ans 
to documen.t. the'. forms and:. modes. of exp.ression. it. re-presents in. <:OM!Jarison. 
witll otb.er q-pes. of artistic: express.ion-

E.xanmle 3:: Study of a philosophy: -· 

Throughout:. the !iisto.ry- o.f the- united. S.t:atas.· ,. u1:0-pian:. communities, have• 
deve-laped that:. have isolatad t!:temse:lves~ from :. the 1"mainstreaor1 ::iopula.tioxr 
to practice.- their cilosar. i:.tay.S' of life without contamination_ Of.ten. e:l~e!lts . 
o:f tb.e commw:ticy' S' philosoyav crave be~ expressed: i.n: i ts.: organization. or 
s-gace: ( eg·., organizat:ion. along; sexual. cat:he:- than. family-unit. li!les ) or: in· 
i ts. ciloic:a~ or artifJ.cts- (eg:. I ::ej e.ctioo. of power tools:). A:ccileological. 
study of. an: e.x't:inci:: or e.rt:anc utopian: community could: bot.b: indicace-· how 
these ele:nen.-c.s are: expresssed~ and. h.ow.- and whether change b.as occured i.!t 
suclt el~e!ll:S over ti.me-

Histori cal. 

Virtually- any- study- of: an arclieo1ogical. propert:T deals: ~itll histo17 in. 
some: sense-, but some legitimate: studies are di.z:ec't:.ed specifically- toward 
checking- or con:ectillg !iistoricz.l accounts , or: toward: broadening. and. 
de~pening- our understanding- of bis't:ory; for example: 

Exanmle- 4..: E'.arlv· exolorers 

The· lilles of marclI, stopping: places,· and. landfalls of early explorers of 
North. America are- often: at issue among- historians . Archeological studies 
can. contribute ta. settlillg- such dis-put.es by sh.owing th.at. given.: locations. 
were, or were aot. occuoieti at. the:· time· the exolorer-of-int.erest was. in. the 
vicinity, did or did aot look like locations-described by the 

https://dis-put.es
https://di.z:ec't:.ed
https://b.umanic:..es
https://XAHP:.ZS


~nr1ot'e:::- or .nemoe::-:r-~ Tf i~. Jr ie::-= ?ar-:.'"!-, ia ·. or ,fo: ~ac c ~m:ain::. ar:i.:=ac-::s.. 
lC-::::::bm::J.iJ,le: :o. :J.e:- :~..i.ore!:", ln:ci. so: .JD:"•. 

Iis~ur~ans:: met J.rc.:ieologis~s: a.ave> u:5ueri:. foe JJany· 7ears; ioout:. '.Jher:.b.e:::-
:J.e:::~ ·.;e::-e: ·::mu.ci:-s:: :Jer.~een: Suro1'e-, . ..lii=icz., anci: As .i~ rnd: i:!J.~ Americas- ,. 

·Je:for~ :.J.e :royageS', of Co iumcus-:_ r.ci.e" ?re-Columbian: ~n:ese!!c~ or s-candanaV"!:ans: 
alonw i:.o.e Atla.nr.ic coas~ at C.anada-, ind: 9robabl7 or :he- unir::ed. St.ates-. as. 
:,.;ell.,. b.as: craw. bee!l: ~easonab-L7 '.Je-l:.L de:nonstra:r:ad.; some: s dl.aiars: a.rgue· far 
i:b.e: ?rese!l.C~ or 3iJinerians:,. E'gypi:ian-s:, J:y-bians., Phoe!l.icians, Hebre•.JS'. , 
Jasques•, and:. Celcs:, anci. su-ppo·ri= i:b:eir con:t:.en:t:ions:: ''1i..t1. ar::.:ieo Logical 
a~ride!l.ce~ rangin~ f:=om· archi.1:.!C:u.ral si.mila.ri:cies. be~..;een.: c~r=a.i.a. E·uroQeaa: 
.3.nd. Ameri.c-:m s r:ruc.1:u.res:, ::h.roug.il. che: i.dent:i.ii ca-i:ion: ( and. sometimes-, deci-
?her.nem:) o-f :od.: carvings-: though.~ to ~esemble: European: and African: r.Jrit.i.a.g:· 
systems, to. the: discovery- of· artifacts: and evidence: oi industrial and 
agricultura1 practices. associa.t:able: wicil. Europe:, Africa, or- Asia. Arcb:eo­
logical studies are potentially the p.rimary met.had for: validating: or: 
disvalidating such: arguments,. 

rxamole- 6: Descri-otions of little-documented socia.L gro.uos:, activities- , 
processes: 

Writ"ten; b.ist:ory tends, to. document. the act:ivities. of th.e affluent. and 
influen"tial. The. contributions, of. those: groups:. that: wielded little economic: 
power,. and that: ''1ere' ofteII: illiterate', a:t:. lease in:. English:,. ta~ the history­
of the N'atiou~ and. its regions: are: often· poorl7 documented·_ Archeology can:. 
be used~ to fill i.a;. gaps, in. the: his-c·arical rec.ords ,. to.: give a::· more· balanced. 
picture. Similarly-,. arcileolagy- can:. be- use<± ta: fles.l:t. out the i:ecord.: of· 

- grouus: that:: have- beeIL '.ol'eil documented iit ceroizt. as-oects;.. of their lives.. 
Ear example,.. there: i~ much:" documenta:q- datt Ott. soutb:enr 2lant:'ation:. Life: in:. 
the early 19th: c·entuz:y-1. but: th.ese:- data: provide I it:t:le: besides:- ste:::eoq-pes­
regardi.a.~ the daily- Ii£e: of s:-la.ves: ,, or- often; of s-la.ve/ owa:er :ela:t:ionships-. 
A.rc:..b.eo.i.ogy- can: filL ouc this. r:ecord:. b:'f r:e.vealing: -;;hac sl.a.ves~ at:e, what: 
sor"t:s; of g::::-ouys- they- lived i.a:, 1o1hat cool~ and:. weapons. their owners. entrus1:ed: 
them: w-itb:, etc. ; it:. a:lso; can:. ceveaL haw.- cile- owner ate-,. ,.,ilat. he or she.­
impor1:ed or produced-. an.site-, and. b.ow, ti.is: or tier "'ay- of- life.- differed. froar 
those: of c.b.e- slaves:-. Ar.cheologr can:. also· be- used. to. elucidate: atherwise­
lic.tle:-mawn: indusr:rial or agriculi:ural pra·ctices; the· excavation. and 
mapping of: 19th:. century mill sites::, for exatll\):le-, can.. prov.id~ informatiorr 
on: tiaw' water i:esou.rces: were~ used:. and:. lloW= inilli.c:~ systems ope·rated--i!Iformatioo: 
that: is. often: a:at available.-- UI: usefuL. fonJr ill.. written:. cecards·~ 

J:ocal [nterest. 

A Local communit:T, cieig.b.borhood,. or socia:L group. may- have-- cultural i.n.terests­
in· its pas-c t!iat: caII. b~ satisfied or- developed: through:. archeology-. ~ese.­
may provide.- an: impor1=.lnt. basis, for data: recoverr; for exatll\)le: 

Examule- T: T'raditional b.istory 

A local American; I.a.di.an, E'skimo·, Kawaiiatr, or other traditional cultural 
group. may- want to know. how its. traditional history relates to information. 
i.n. and on the· ground. The· group may b:ave- traditions about its origins , 

https://I.a.di.an
https://i.dent:i.ii
https://h.roug.il
https://a~ride!l.ce
https://Hebre�.JS
https://Atla.nr.ic
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J.ac:ura.i ~,Te!l:cs , ;.s 3e-.i.ciom: suo j e.<::i.:.. :o. 7eq ie-c.ai.l.:d -irc.!le<Jio gic:a..L si:uciv . 
Jue more· cece!l:t:: Q.is~or:.c1.L ;vencs. illay:· be-- fixed ?recise-.i.7 i..a. ::.me-, anci. 
des c=ibed.. i..n:. decai.l f::otm ·:J:le: arae-:Jlogica.L cecord·. 

Zxamule- 3: "1row our ancestors: lived"' 

The i:-es idencs:. of. a. community or a.eigb.borb.aod ci:la.:c. aas:. been'. Long: at.: tb.e­
same- l ocation. may simyly: be· curious. a.bout: ti.ow t.b.ei.r ancest.ors. Li•.;ed. 
2ari:icularly- where· cb.e" communiq or aeigilOor.iJ.ood ce-prese!l.CS a. 9o!Jula.ciou:. 
that is poorly- re-prese!l.t:etl in. writ-=..;n records.,. arci:le'Jlogy tllay oe cb.~ on.17 
r;;ay to satisfy t.hi.s curiosi.t7, wtiicil; in.: turn is an. e..-q:iression. of tlle 
idenl:it.y and sense· of place whose: perceived imminent: loss in larg~ pa.rt 
stimulated enac:tment of tb.e- National Historic: .Preservation. Act._ 

https://curiosi.t7
https://ce-prese!l.CS
https://at:.J.s-c::o~.a.es
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INTRODUCTION 

In response to a request on Februar7 22, 1980 from the 
Departillent of nousing and Urban Develo9ment, the Historic 
SLte Section, staff archaeologist, ?at=~cia aeggerly c onduct­
ed a review and evaluation o f two arc=i.aeological research 
reports. 

Both of these reports addressed research conducted for 
the G. C. Development Co., Inc. and covered a 103 acre area 
included in the boundaries of TMK 7-6-13:7,26 and 31 and 
7-7-04:20, Holualoa, Kana, Hawaii. 

The first of these research projects was an archaeolo­
gical reconnaissance conducted by Scientific Applications, 
Inc. between March 31 and April 19, 1979. As stated in the 
report, "the basic- purpose of a full reconnaissance survey 
is to locate all sites and features of possible archaeologi­
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 estimates for 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 
survey 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 establishing the 
nature and time depth of human occupation." (Hammatt 1979, 
p. 4) . 

Upon completion 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 for 
human skeleton remains." 

3. "Considering the above, complete archaeologi­
cal clearance is recommended for the entire 
project area with t...'1.e exception of the large 
heiau." 

When analyzing the two archaeological reports there 
l 
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appeared to be conflicting de~er~inations regaraing the 
value of t.he archaeoloaical resources ~resent on the develop-

-' . --
ment si t.e =.nd '::.!le crues.:.:..on of ccmo l.:..ance ·.vi th ;:b.e Advisorv 
Council's regulati~ns and ?rocedu~es far historic ?reserv~­
tion. 

In an attempt to resolve this conflict, Mr. ?rank 
Johnson, Depart."nent of Housing and Urban Development, con­
tacted the ?arties invol,1ed, and a field investigation ·,.,as 
conducted of a portion of the Komohana Kai Subdivision, 
Rolualoa, Hawaii on May 2, 1980. 

Present during all or portions of this field investiga­
tion were· the following: 

Mr. Frank Johnson Department of Housing and 
Urban Development 

Mr. John w. Godfrey President, G. 
Co., Inc. 

C. Development 

Mr. 
Mr. 

Donald Mcintosh 
Gary Adkinson 

Survey 
Survey 

Ms. Virginia Goldstein County of Hawaii 
Planning Office 

Mr. 

Dr. 

Francis K. 

Hallett H. 

W_ Ching 

Hammatt 

President, Archaeological 
Research Center Hawaii, 
Inc. 

Archaeological Research 
Center Hawaii, Inc. 
Archaeologist 

Dr. Paul H. Rosendahl 

Mr. Robert D. Connolly, 

Miss Jo Lynn Gunness 

III 

Science Applications, 
Archaeologist 

Science Applications, 
Archaeologist 

Science Applications, 
Archaeologist 

Inc. 

Inc. 

Inc. 

Mr. Ralston Nagata. 

Mrs. Patricia Beggerly 

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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within the time available for the field investigation. Lt 
was therefore suggested, that Scienti~ic Applications, Inc. 
(SAi l and Archaeological ~esearch Cen~er Hawaii, Inc. (ARCH ) 
be allowed to alternately choose ~eat~re / sites whic~ they 
wished to ?resent to the investigation team. It was re­
quested t!"iat feat-..ire / sites chosen c::msecuti~1ely ~e within the 
vicinity of the preceding feature/site so that the tea.-rn did. 
not have to unnecessarily bac;<track across the project site. 

Ten feature/sites were visited and evaluated by the 
team: 

.FEATURE SITE 
SAI DESIGNATION ARCH DESIGNATION 

M-1 Terrace voided 

M-2 Mound voided 

L-16 Terraces voided 

L-17 Mound Stone Clearance Mound 
50-10-37-6609 

L-18 Mound voided 

E-1 Terrace Complex Wall - included with 
SAI G-5 
50-10-37-6649 

C-1 Stepped Platform Platform 
50-10-37-6656 

C-4 Stepped Platform Platform 
and associated 50-10-37-6654 
modi£ied outcrops 

T-12 Stepped Platform Platf.orm 
Complex 50-10-37-6653 

P-3 Heiau Heiau 
50-10-37-6661 

Following is a paraphrased summary of the explanations 
of the resources by both SAI and ARCH personnel in the field, 
my observations of the cultural remains and my opinions 
regarding the Archaeological Research Center Hawaii, Inc. 
report of the data from specific sites. This information is 
presented in 6 parts, as follows: 

1. The feature/site number as designated by 
Scientific Applications, Inc. and 
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FIELD DATA, OBSERVATIONS, OPINIONS 
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.:U-chaeolocical Kesearch Canter Hawaii, 
Inc. and each researcher ' s c!assi~ica­
t~on of · the feat~re / site. 

2. An enumeration of ?age numbers where 
each research report ?rimarily add=esses 
each fea:ture / site. 

3. A ?araphrased summary of the information 
I gathered from the discussions of the 
feature/site (s) wi t..11.in the text of the 
report. 

4. A recap of my understanding of the remarks 
made during the field examination regarding 
each feature/site by personnel from SAI 
and ARCH. 

5. My opinion of the information contained in 
the Archaeological Research Corporation 
Hawaii, Inc. report versus my observations 
of the physical data in the field. 

6. 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 reoort. 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. 
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SAI Fe. ~-1 Ter::-ace 
,"l.RC:i Natural Outc::op 

SA.I addresses this feature on f)age 24 0£ Ms. 3-042.079 • 

.!li.RCH addresses this feature on ?age Sl Report 14-138. 

The SA! report indicates this feature to be a terrace 
and suggests that it is a probable agricultural featur~. No 
further work is recorranended ior this feature. 

ARCH voided the. feature and· classified it as a natural. 
outcrop. 

During the May 2, 1980 field inspection, SA! employee 
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 ~t represented a 
stone clearing mound associated with an adjacent flat plant­
ing area. 

Dr. Hammatt indicated that he belie~.Ted it represented a 
bulldozer tailing because of the presence of dirt on top of 
the stones, there were large logs in close proximity to the 
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 

).£ this was an archaeological feature, it is now quite 
disturbed by bulldozer activity. I believe I would. have · 
recorded it as a possible agricultural. feature which has 
sustained modern disturbance. 
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SAI Fe. :1-2 Mound_ 
ARCH Bulldozer Ta~ling 

SAI addresses this feature on ?age 24 of Ms. 3-042079. 

ARCH addresses this· feature on- page 51, Report 14-138. 

The SAI- report classifies this feature as a poorly con­
structed C-shaped mound. No further· work is recommended 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 bu,lldozed 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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SAI ?e. L-1 6 Ter=aces 
ARCH 3ulldozed ?ile 

SAI addresses this feature on ?age 15 and 23 of Ms. 
3-042079. 

ARCH addresses this feature on ?age Sl Report 14-138. 

The SAI report indicates this feature to be a terrace 
and sugges~s that it is a probable agricultural feature. No 
further work is recommended for this terrace. 

ARCH voided t...11.e feature and classified it as a bulldozed 
pile. 

SAI personnel ·present during the field inspection indi­
cated thi.s was a cultural feature. 

ARCH personnel reiterated, it was a bulldozed pile and 
pointed out bulldozer tracks in the vicinity of the feature. 

In my opinion, this again could represent an area of 
agricultural clearing, however if it does represent early 
agricultural clearing it has been modified recently by heavy 
machinery. 
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SAI ?'2. L-17 ~ound 
ARC:-1 Stone Clearance Mound 

Si~: 50-10-37-~609 

SAI ad~resses this featura on pages 15 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 describes 
it as a stone clearance mound on low bedrock bluff. 
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SAI Fe. ~-18 Mound 
.~CH Bulldozed Pile 

SAI addresses this feature on pages 15 and 23 of Ms. 
3-042079. 

ARCE addresses this feature on ?age 51 Report 14-138. 

SAI states this feature is a mound in direct association 
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 out that, although they are 
associated with basalt bedrock outcrops tJ1at if one .were to 
clear a field for agriculture, this is where you might place 
the stones from the surrounding soil. 

In my opinion, there are at least tw·o if not three 
clearing mounds within close proximity of each other in this 
area. Although bedrock is present in the vicinity 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. 
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Fe. E-l Terrace Complex 
ARCH Included with G-5, Wall 

Site 50-10-37-6649 

SAI addresses this feature on pages 15 and 19 ~1s. 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 pahoehoe outcrops 
(p. 19). They recommend that this terrace complex be reeord­
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 extends 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 ~lso located. 

Dr. Rosendahl, SA!., indicated that the feature locat~d, 
was a portion of the Terrace Complex Fe. E-1 and that it · 
represented a stone clearing mound located on bedrock. 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 fill revealed when the 
front facing stones were removed, the fact that immediately 
down slope 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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5AI ?e •. C-1 Stepped ?lat~or~ 
ARC:-I ?latfor~ 

Si~e 50-10-37-6636 

SAI addresses this feature on pages 10, 15 and 18, Ms. 
3-042079. 

ARCH addresses tb.is Site primarily on pages 14, 49 and 
60 Reoort 14-138. 

The SAI report indicates this feature is a stepped plat­
form, possibly a habitation feature or small heiau; very 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. They 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 
occ"..lpation 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
struction. 

Several discrepancies were found between the ARCH report 
of the research, the SAI report and the actual physical 
re.rnains seen during· the field examination, as follows: 

1. The ARCH report indicates that the platform 
is SM long by 6M wide. However, the SAI 
report indicates that the platform is 9M 
long by SM wide. 

2. The .~RCH report indicates that the upper 
tier is SM x 6M, the SAI report indicates 
that the upper level is SM x SM. 

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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J. A raised area in the center of the norther~ 
end of t.:ie up9er tier is not indicated :..:i --· 
t.:ie ARCH report. 

6. During the field examination a piece of 
?Ortafactual coral ~as found associated 
with this· s i t.e near t..'le southwest corner. 

_7 . No mention is made in the ARCH report t!"la t 
this site. is thickly covered with air 
plant (Oliwa-Ku-:<ahakai, Brv oohvllurn oinna­
tum) which was not seen growing on any of 
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 archaeological 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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SAI ?e. C-4 Stepped ?lat=or~ and 
Associated Modified Outcrops 

ARC:{ ?lat::orm 
Site 50-10-37-6654 

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 L~. 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 located 
slightly to the northwest. 

ARCH further reports that, aa 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 
deoth of. 4 5 centimeters.. No cultural material was uncovered 
(my emphasis) either in the platform and pit fill or under-
neath." "The base of the.smaller stone lined pit rested 
directly on bedrock at a depth of 50 cm. with no cultural 
material or internal features present." (Hammatt 1979, p. 2.2) 

During the field examination of this feature / site 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 fill 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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SPECIMEN NUMBER. 

' 1~ukui nut f=agrnen~s J..-l... 

charcoal fragments 
volcanic glass l 
marine shel.2.. 

cowry 2 

Note: This material was retrieved by Dr. 
Rosendahl using a machete to scrape 
across the soil to a deoth of aoorox­
ima tely 10 cm. in three small (approx. 
15 cm. X 15 cm.) areas. Although it 
was considered by most of the archaeolo­
g-ists present to be an inappropriate 
manner in which to conduct test exca­
vations, t.11.e 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. 

c. In addition to the cultural material found within 
the trench, a large (10x9xl0 cm.) piec~ of cul-

. turally altered coral was found upon the sur=ace 
of the feature/site at approximately point "a". 

d. In addition to the. above, several discrepancies 
were noted on the plan view and in the description 
of the feature/site (Hammatt 1979, pp. 14,22,23, 
and 59). 

l. The "Planting Area" was not an "oval 
enclosure" but rather was a rectangle 
with interior anales on the front wall 
of approximately-45°. 

2. The "Planting Area" was not approxima­
tely 35M long by lOM 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 
delineated by feature "e". 

4. The edge of the platform (point f-£ 1 ) 
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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J. Point q-g ::neasures approx-

i.rnately l 0 M micrht ::nore accuratelv 
be illus~:ated . to measure approx-
imatel :.t 6L1. 

6 . There was a break in t!1e wall. at 
point "hn which is not illustrated 
on the Plan View. 

e .. No mem:ion is made in the ARCH report of several 
cultural features in close 9roximity to the site 
to the west of the platform which, in my opinion, 
are associated spatially with this site. 
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SAI ?e. T-12 Stepped ?laL=or:n Complex 
ARCH ?latfor:n Site SO-l'J-37-6633 

SA! addresses this feature on ?ages 9, 16 and 23 ~s. 
3-042179. 

ARCH addresses this site pri:nariJ.v on ?ages 14, 22, 23, 
25, 49 and 59 of Report 14-138. 

The SA! report indicates this feature is ~ Stepped Plat­
for:n Complex, probably a heiau; it is a well constructed 
feature on a ridge overlooking the coast. 

The ARCH report describes this site as a double 9lat­
form constructed on the edge of a bedrock knoll with an 
adjoining wall enclosure (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) 

" . is· the only platform wi.th a well de-
fined rectangular raised paving which appears 
to have served as the f ounC.ation for a small 
hale." (Hammatt 1979, p~ 14) 

"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 portion 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 e·levation as Area D." (Harrunatt 1979, 
p. 22) 

~ .two trenches were olaced 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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li.:le of unriahts (my em-;:>hasis ) at the east 
side 0i ~rea 3 (?igure 7 ) . ~he upright 
slabs averagi.:lg SO centimeters high were 
se~ in a loose dirt ~~11 above bedrock and 
:x-::er.ded 60. centimeters. :.ipward to the to-;:> 
of the 9lat::::or:n level.. . Gentl 'T sloc i ng 
bedrock (my emphasis ) wi t:i a loose sil:. 
man~le was. encountered in this trench at a 
depth of 40-60 centimeters." (Hammatt 1979, 
p. 25) 

"In addition, two l meter trenches were 
placed side by side. in Area A. Although 
the surface consisted of a dark col6red 
organic A horizon, bedrock was encountered 
(my err~hasis) at a depth of less than 10 · 
centimeters with no evidence of cultural 
activity (my emphasis) ."(Hammatt 1979, 
p .. 25). 

"With these surpisinglv negative results 
(my emphasis) the rest of the site and its 
perimeters were carefullv examined (my 
emphasis) for signs of cultural residue, 
both on the surface and between stone fill. 
The results were necrative (my emphasis). 
It is cf 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 
environment should be conducive to its 
preserva~ion. 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. 25). 

During the literature 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 fo~"ld between the ARCH report of the research and the 
actual physical remains at the site, as follows: 

l. Within the explanation of the features of 
the site several features have been 
ment~oned 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. 

2. Trench l was not labeled on the ARCH 
report but has been added to help 
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clarify this 1:."eport. 

3. Trench 1 i s not illustrated as a l.SM X 
3M crench i n relationshi9 ~o the '.:Jar 
qraph. as inC.ic.3:c:ed. in. the ARCH text, ?age 
25. 

4 . Trench 2 ?laced in Area A (a ) was not noted 
in the Plan View of the ARC:-1 report but has 
been added to this report. 

S. The site 50-10-37-6653 is reported in the 
text to be 12 X 8 meters _ (page 59) however, 
it is illustrated as a 12 1/ 2 x 11 meter 
feature on page 24. 

"f 116. A "core filled wall" between point and 
"fl" was not eviC.ent during the examination, 
however there is an area of disturbed stone 
that appears that it might have been a 
wall but certainly ~s not clearly delineated 
as illustrated on the plan view. 

7. No upright stones were located at point "g". 

8. No upright stones were located at point "h". 

9. The 45 cm. retaining wall mentioned in the 
ARCH report was not apparent between point 
"i" and "il" There was a slight rise 
between the two areas of app~oximately 15 cm. 
to 20 cm. Dr. Hammatt mentioned that this 
feature had been removed during excavation. 

10. The "Flat Cobble Paving" would be more 
accurately located on the plan view, if the 
north corner was swung eastward to point 
11 j II • 

"k 1111. - No uprights were apparent at point 
although mentioned in the text on page 
25. Dr. Hammatt stated they had been 
removed during excavation, however no 
60~m. slabs were seen in the vicinity of 
the site which might have been these stones. 

12. An examination of Trench l excavation in­
dicated that it still contained from 15 cm. 
to 25 cm. of unexcavated silt. A brief 
subsurface examination in one small area 
(approx. 3 0 cm. X 3 0 cm. ) yielded. an in 
situ ash lense feature, two artifacts and 
several specimens of midden, as follows: 
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S?ECIHEN NUMBER 

volcanic glass· artifact l 
·,.;i ~~ three .:lake 5cars 
and a bul~ of ?ercussion 

culturally moci~~ed l 
coral artifact (abrader? ) 

mammal bone 1 

kukui nut fragment L 

marine shell fragments 
pearl oyster 3 
mussell l 
cowry l 
nerita polita 1 

13. An examination of Trench 2 excavation indica­
ted that the trench had been excavated approx­
imately 10 cm. below the surrounding surface, 
however bedrock was not encountered at this 
level as 15 cm. to 25 cm. of soil still re­
mained within the pit above bedrock. A brief 
examination of this excavation area 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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SA! ?e. ?-3 Hei.3.U 
ARCH Heiau 

Site 50-10-37-6661 

SAI. addresses this st::-ucture primarily on pages 8-10 and 
20 or 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 
structure. 

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
lineated 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 is mentioned in the text. 

25. ."A. second wall 11 e " 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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16 • The wall "f " does not join the major heiau 
structure at ?Oint "-_:- 211 'out ,.. t ' e c... an:?:, on-
tinues down slope. 

7. The notati.ons "g-m 0 indicate the height of 
the walls as explained en ?age 62, however 
the height of the walls do not match the 
bar scale on page 17 cross section. 

8. At point. "n" there was a break in the 
southern. wall when examined on May 2, 1980, 
however this is not noted on the plan view. 

9. There is a wall on the sout~ern side of 
the structure from ooint "o " to 11 02".. 
which is mentioned in the text but not 
c·learly indicated on the plan view. 
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3·J'al'...lation 0£ t!le ;.rchaeoloqical Researc:i Center :lawaii, 
Inc. Re?ort 14-138, Based on ::he ~n£8rillation Contained in t~e 
Re-ccr-c a.s it ~e:flects ::.::.e ~ater:..al Jata E.xt::.nt in t=:.e ?ield. 

1. T!"le ARCH report states that a. total of 88 archaeological 
sites occur within the project area (pp . 6, 11 ) . This 
amount is noted after subtracting 58 features identi.f ied 
by SAI, which ARCH voided~ 

Upon examining the list of sites on pages 47-62 (ARCH 
Report 14-138 ) it appears that only 65 sites are 
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 demographics, environmental carrying 
capacities, economics, subsistence process, etc. 

2. The P...RCR report. states they have located, described, 
evaluated and mapped ALL (my emphasis) archaeological 
remains in the study area, (p. 4). · 

During th.e field examination I observed at least two 
areas where sites were neither voided nor addressed. In 
the vicinity of SAI Fe. L-17 and L-18 there are at least 
three if not four features/sites.. ARCH classifies one 
a stone clearance mound, and voids another one, but does 
not address, map, describe, or evaluate the other two. 

During 
-

the field examination of ARCH Site 50-10-37-6653, 
I observed a. number of features associated with this 
site to t."le west of the platform. These features have 
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 is reported for Area O. This complex consists 
of a. number of shallow, circular depressions t.~at 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.O. 1792 and 1794 (Menzies 
1920). The ARCH report (p. 56) classifies this complex 
as a Stone Clearance Mound. 

of· the seven areas visited on Mav 2, 1980, ~110 areas or 
28 % of. the total sample of seven- areas visited, i:ontained 
cultural features / sites that had not been located, mapped, 
described or evaluated. If these features had been hidden 
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ex.cavate.d uni ts in these. s.i tes. 

:i. T'.:le ARC:-! S.epor~ states, "t!'le pur?ose of t.."le exca~1ation 
?hase 0£ c~is ?reject was t~c ~old . . to recover cul-
tural mater.:.al of use in esta.bli.shing the nature and 
time dept!1 of human occupation . .. " (?. 18) . However, 
they indicate that, "3ecause of the lack of cultural 
material in the surface sites it is presently impossible 
to chronologically relate. the· occupation of t..11.e 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 chronology of human settla~ent 
of ~~e.. Kana coast. " (p. 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 ARCH report, then these speci­
mens ~iqht have been recovered .under controlled 
scientiric excavation, thus allowing their use to 
correlate tne occuoation of the lava tube · sites to t.b.e 

· surface structures. 

Because these specimens were retrieved under adverse con­
ditions, and because time limitations prevented recording 
of provenience and associated deposition data at tha time 
the specimens were extracted, 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 research on these structures 
was conducted. 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 chronology of 
human settlement of the Kana 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 questions that they consider of 
'major value' to archaeological research. 

6. 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 sice 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 

https://mater.:.al


.-··' ·-
·- 30 

unde:!' heavy ·-rege::3.tion, this error factor might be 
easily explained. However, in the case of these carticu­
lar unrecorded features, the .:,,RC:-i ~rew· we:?:."e wi-:.:ii; a few 
feet of the features / sites while they were working on 
Sites 50-10-37-6609 and 6533. The features / sites that 
"liere. riot addre·ssed ~ve~e- not hidden by h ea~ry ~;egeta -c.ion on 
,:.1aY 2 I 19 8 0 • 

Based u-oon the above discreoancies, it is mv ooinion, 
that the location, description, evaluation and.mapping 
phase of the ARCH research was not of appropriate in­
tens·ity or precise enough to adequately identify the 
resources contained in the research area. 

3. The ARCH report states, that "all "(my e.rnphasis) surface 
structures wi.th ·~any" (my e.111phas is) likelihood of contain­
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 • 5 ) • -

In my opinion, the Stepped Platform (SAI Fe. C-1, ARCH 
Site 50-10-37-6656) is likelv 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
c=iption of the site (pp. 14, 60) does not add=ess an 
associated feature attached on the northwest corner of 
the platform nor a feature located on the surface of the 
upper tier on the northern end of the platform. 

Based on the discrepancies noted above, it is my opinion 
that this site was not adequately addressed by the .:\RCH 
research regarding the presence/absence of skeletal 
material, nor was it accurately described or evaluated 
for clearance prior to destruction. 

4. The ARCH report states, "Although the other excavations 
were of interest in documenting construction techniques, 
the only substantial archaeological content in terms of 
stratified culture bearing deposits were found in three 
(3) of the four (4) lava tubes." (p. 6) . 

Although one may argue that the ward "substantial" is a 
subjective term and can be quantified 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 ARCH for their 
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been locat2d i~ si~u, the =esearch conduc~2d on a ?Or~ion 
O ~ -hQ uni· - - ·nou~a~ ~~e 1 Q~s~~ l.,..., - I._ ;:;) .L _......_ I 1- -·• ._.. -- t_ f recognize this archaeo-
logical. .:..5sue. 

T~e size of a habitation st=uctu=e also becomes i:m;::ortant 
when consider~~g that much archaeol6gical research, both 
in Hawaii and internationally utilizes the size of the 
habitation unit as an indicator to answer questions re­
garding rank,. status and social complexity, etc. 

Al though t.,,e issue of accurate records 0£ . research will 
be add::essed later, it should be noted that the material 
remains observed during the field investigation indicated 
that the records compiled by ARCH for this site were 
erroneous. 

7. In addressing t:ne excavation of Site 50-10-37-6653 the 
ARCH report states, "Two trenches were placed within 
the site. Trench l 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 
activitv (my emphasis)". 

The ARCH report further states, "Wi t.11 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 
fill. The results were negative. 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 ex­
pected to filter downwards through the rocks and mix 
wi t..1. this sediment and the environment should be con­
ducive 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." (Hanunatt 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 tvne of denosit obviously indicates cultural modi­
ficatio~ of the-soil. Further examination of this trench 
indicated that it had not been excavated to bedrock as 
15 cm. - 25 cm. of unexcavated silt remained in the trench. 
This decosit included an in situ ash lense which indi­
cated the soil had not been disturbed, several piec~s of 
midden, and two artifacts (see page 22 this report). 

,. 
·~ ... 
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em?hasis ) either in the ?lat=or:n and ?it fil~ o r ~nder­
neat.h" (p. 22 ) . 

Duri~g the field examina~~on of this ~eatura / site th~ 
?it A excavation trench was located by members of the 
investigation team and was veri.::ied '.::ly Dr. Hammatt to be 
the area researched ~y ARCH ?ersonnel. As stated above . 
(p. 15 ) , this trench viel ded cultural material when 
examined by Dr. Rosendahl, the pit was not ex~osed to 
bedrock , and artifactual 'cultural material' was ?resent 
on the surface of the feature/ site. It is unk~own if 
the 20-30 cm~ of soil tested on May 2, 1980 represented 
undisturbed deposit 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 backfill it should not have contained 
midden and datable volcanic glass spec..imens because t_'fle 
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." (Hammatt 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 reported in the ARCH rer;o:t:"t. Thus 
we have an error £actor of 100% in the olan view 
drawing of this feature/site. Furt..'1.er, 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 
disprove t.'lis functional classification. 

Based on the above·, it is my opinion that the research 
conducted on Site· 50-10-37-6654 by ARCH did net record 
the site, in size or configuration, accurately, Excava­
tions 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 patterns 
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 
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:=:::irn :nost archaeologists ' 'liewpoint , they are o f the 
utmost :i...:nport.ance. For ::nany decades, :nuc.h of Old World 
and ~,Jet..; World. archaeolo gy has been c e!':-c.ered around 
:-esea.rcli. ::egardi::ig t::e development o f ag::-icul~ure; i.ts 
?recesses and e£~ects on mankind , his ?hysic~l and 
:nental d evelcpmen~ and hew this ?hencmenon af~ected his 
government, religion, environment, social st=ucture, 
language, dispersion, warfare, etc. _ 

In Hawaii, t...~e beginning of ag:::-icul ture, its evolution 
and its effect on the early Hawaiians is considered by 
most archaeologists to be a major research topic. 
Although, I might quote many researchers ' remarks on 
~his subject, I have chosen the following primarily 
because the research data was readily available, the 
state.>nents are 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.O. 1200s. .The location of earlv agricultu-
ral f.eatures remains a research orioritv" (my 
emphasis) (Tuggle, 1979) 

"As in New Zealand, the hypothetical relations 
between such agricultural intensi£ication and. 
the social system - in Hawaii especially the 
rise of powerful chiefdoms- continues to be a 
research topic of major concern."(my emphasis) 
(Kirch, 1979) 

"It is through the construction of similar 
subsistence-settlement systems to the; one 
recognized at Halawa Valley that viable 
understanding of the economic development of 
the Hawaiian Islands can be attained. And 
it is not until an understanding of the 
economic svstem (my emphasis) is 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
whelmincr, and indeed it would be if it were 
sirnolv amassed to no ournose, (mv emohasis) 
how~ver, several Hawaiian archa~olo~ists are 
now looking for trends which run through the 
data on a broad scale in order to raise 
hypotheses about Hawaiian cultural develop­
ment." (Bellwood, 1979) 
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::xamination oi ARC:-! exc.3.vation '!'.:r;:._11ch 2, also il'la.icated 
that the excavation had na-c. been com~letad to bed.rock as 
.=eported. Again, l.S c:n_ tc 25 c:n. - af soil still r-ema:i.n­
ed in the excavation unit. An in situ ash lense ~as 
9resent, indicating cha-c. the =esearch had been erroneous­
ly reported. 

In addition, neither the size nor the con~iauration of 
the site was accurately recorded on the plan view. 

Based on the above, it is my opinion that the research 
conducted on Sice 50-10-37-6653 by ARCH did 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 perL~eter were carefully examined and 
the results were negative, is an unacceptable state..~ent 
in light of the extant cultural re..~ains. Indications of 
cultural remains are within one to ~~o inches of the 
surface of each of the excavated pits. Greasy black 
charcoal laden soil- is on the surface of Trench 1. It is 
di.fficult. to understand how the ARCH archaeologists 
could have overlooked such a deposit. 

·. 

8. 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 
Kana Field System. This system was delimited as including 
those lands which lie within a rectangle def'ined as 
follows when determined to be eligible for listing on the 
National. Register of Historic Places by the Keeper of 
the National Register: 

LATITUDE LONGITUDE 

NW 19042'1s" N I 156000'27" w 
NE 19 42 16 N 155 56 2.7 wI 
SE 19 22 20 N 155 so. 10 wI 
SW 19 21 32 N I 155 54 18 w 

The project site lies wholly within tflis rectangle. ·As such, 
all the features/sites included in the project area are 
considered by the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva­
tion to be part of the Kana 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, 
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10. The grea~est ~nadequacy in the ARCH report, in mv 
09in~on, ~s the =e9or~ing of the data ?resent at 
the ?reject site. Science and ?articularly arc~aeo­
logical ::esear::h, cue i:o its destr.uc"tiT.Je . natures f is 
cumulative. Each successive bit of research must of 
necessi7.7, be based on research already accomplished. 
The rrofession accepts that di!ferent conclusions 
may be drawn. from 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 opinion, no such 
effort is apparent in the ARC:-1 report. Several sit.es 
visited during the field inspection demonstrated the 
inadequacy of. the research 

-~·-··-· 
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3. r~ is a qenerally accepted bel~ef ~~at archaeological 
research is conducted with the goal of gaining knowledge 
and in:sigh.: from t!le data recovered. Hammatt (1979 ) 
indica~es that his research has accomplished this goal, 
he states: 

a "major value· of the results of the exca­
vation reported here is in contributing· to 
chronology of human settlement of the Kana 
coast and in developing· a tentative· predic­
tive framework for locating sites in this 
region with excava.tion potential." (p. 6,7) 

He further suggests that his research is of value 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 Kana 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 t:ransition zone 
above the coastal strip. One can postulate 
that these si te·s were used only for temporary 
shelter· during field 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 we.!:'e in­
vestigated during the field inspection 
r....t:renot without evidence of cultural 
data which Hammatt indicates is his 
criteria for determining that these 
sites represent "temporary shelter 
during field maintenance and harvest­
ing." (1979, p.6) 

b. Secondly, some information may have been 
gained regarding the chronology of 
human utilization of the cave sites. 
However, if 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 is a review and evaluation of archaeological 
research conducted by Archaeological Research Center Hawaii, Inc. 
at Keahole Agricultural Park Kalaoa-0 1 oma, Kona, Hawaii (SOH 
Contract !*10419 - ARCH 14-122II). These evaluations, comments 
and recommendations are based on a review 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 itrork for this research included a reconnais­
sance of a portion of TMK: 7-3-10:33 located to the north of 
the Phase I and Phase II park development which may be planned 
for par~< expansion in the future 1 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 were expected to be directly 
impacted by Phase II park development with the exception of 
50-10-27-2.62. 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 reco:r.mtenda­
tions for revisions to the Final Report. The second section 
reviews and comments on technical discrepancies 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. 

i. 
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EVALUATION AND ~EVI~i 
E\ECONNAISSANCE TASK I 

The Scope of Work, Exhibit. A, Contract 10419 states that 
~ne Consultant ' s efforts shall be concentrated on locating, 
photographing, sketching and identifying the cultural features 
within the study area. It. is further stated that sites and 
site 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 white photographs (3" x S" 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 proposed agri­
cultural park which would minimize any impact 
upon significant archaeological sites. 

Many of the tasks have not been accomplished and therefore 
we recommend that the Final Report be revised to include: 

l 
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l. .:\ written description of f eatu.res, sites, si~= 
complexes and/ or general areas of cul::ural patter::i.­
ing along with the probable function of each archae­
ological unit and its poss~ble significance. This 
description should include photographs and sketches 
of each unit. 

2. A written description of t.he ohvsical condition of 
all archaeological resources. 

3. 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 archaeologica.l 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. 

4. A reproducible map of the study area with cultural 
resources 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. 

5. Recommendations concerning particular archaeo­
logical 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 fo~ the siting of the 
proposed agricultural park which would minimize 
any impact upon significant archaeological sites. 

6. 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 co:mplexes 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 
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negatives for the black and wni-ce 
graphs mentioned in It.e.-rn 3 should 
with the photographic file. 

glossy photo­
be included 
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EVALUAT.ION AND REVIE1""7 
~A-V:?.G~ ·; m,...S""T-:\TG ,,,"'SK .,._~ l..l. ·- 3~ ~.c.. ..!.•~ \ · "'" ~"".. J..l. 

~ECHNICAL DISCREPANCIES I~ 

FINAL REPORT 

A number of technical discrepancies were 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 5 is 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 5 

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 ?Oles 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 :rigure 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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The text (po. 9, 10, 13, 19 , 21 ) cites cne presence of a 
"refuge" wall. We recommend this notation also be ?laced on 
Figure 4. 

The text implies that a permanent datum was established. within 
the perimeter of the site from which other measure.ments were 
calculated. We recommend this datum be indicated on Figure 4. 

The figure indicates a "?revious" 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 request 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 entire 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 charo.bers 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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?age 25 Paragraph l Line 3 

The text desc::-ibes :eatures 
however this station is not 
recommend that Station 6 and 
on all plan views since they 
the text. 

Page 25 Paragraph l Line S 

A boulder wall wi~~ ent=YWay 

l ocated in re:ference to Station 4 , 
i ndicated on Figure 6 . We 
all other stations be included 
are used as reference points i n 

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 l , 

Stations 6 and 7 are mentioned in the text but not included on 
Figure 6. Additionally, SE 14 (an unexplained designation) 
is noted in the text but not included in Figure 6, however 
SE 13 is noted on the plan view but not mentioned in the text. 

Page 25 Paragraph 2 Line 5 and Paragraph 4 Line 1 

Again a . Station (7) is used as a reference point to descri:::ie 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 petroglyphs 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. 

·. 
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?age 34 Paragraph l Line 4. 

~he re?ort i~dicates only l adze ~as recovered from Trench 1, 
however the ~aster Artifact List indicates ACC. ~ 2. and 3 are 
both adzes and were both recovered from Trench 1 Platform. 

SITE 50-10-27-6418 
Page 38 Paragraph 4 Lines l and 2 

The text notes that petroglyphs are present on the east (mauka) 
?Ortion of t.he 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 S0-10-27-6418B 
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 50-1 0 -27-~422 
Pages 56-38 

A 9ortion of the text is missing between 56-58. The text on 
page 58 begins in the middle of a sentence, the remainder of 
which is not included on the preceeding page of text, page 5·6. 
The contract scope of wor1< indicates that vertical and hori­
zontal graohic records will be fur~ished for each excavated or 
dismantled - units. The report dces not contain vertical (pro­
file) records for either of the ahu or for Trench 1. 

Site 50-10-27-6421 
Page ::i9 

There is a small square with no label located at entrance to 
mauka tube on this figure which is not mentioned in the text, 
is 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 0£ 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 yet in paragraph 3 the text 
states that you descend into the rnauka 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 l be changed to mauka? 

Page 61 

No vertical graphic record is included in the Final Report 
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) 
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as being wi.t..11.in the "hearth" area, however the hearth is no.t 
indicated on t~e cross section. 

Page 63 Paragr3ph 3 Line 10 

A number of artifacts found on or within the matrix of this 
feature (Figure 20) are labeled on the figure, however two 
finished bone fishhooks are mentioned. in the text but net 
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 Catalog 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 Fishhook 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 is 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. 

https://wi.t..11
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?age 65 ?aragraph 3 Line 14 

Rope arti:fact mentioned in the text is not designated. on the 
Plan View (Platform 4 ) unless this is 1'T,.;oven ti leaf" l abeled 
on Figure 22. 

Page 65 Paragraph 4 Line 4 

Fireplows (ACC. 122, 125, 208) mentioned in Master Artifact 
Catalog are not located on the· 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. 

0 0 

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 vertical (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. 



Si~e 
Page 

50-1 0-27-6417 
76 ?eature 3 

The text · indicates 
cal graphic record 

that this 
is 

fe
furnished 

ature 
of 

was 
this 

dismantled. 
feature. 

No 11erti­

Page 79 Paragraph 2 

A fifty centimeter trench was excavated in Feature D, however 
location of the trench is not indicated in either Figure 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 if it was excavated or dismantled. 

Page 79 Paragraph 4 Feature F 

This. feature was dismantled but no vertical graphic record 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 located 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 as small bubble on Figure 
27. 
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Page 83 Paragraph 3 Line l 

~wo ahu are. mentioned in t!"le text, one of these, near~ Davis' 
Feature E is illustrated on ?igure 28, the second one 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 SO-l0-27-6434A Site SO-l0-27-6434L 
6434C 6436 
64340 6437 
6434k 6434H (dismantled 

& excavated) 

Pages 88-91 

Units of weight need to be ·added to the Midden Tables. 

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. 



EVALUATION AND REVIEW 
GENERAL RESZARCH 

SITE. so-10·-27-262 

Prior to conducting the field inspection on Auqust 6, 
1980, I was requested to examine carefully the physical data 
associated with the Nort..11 Tube Platform, the information from 
which was used to date the petroglyphs. 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 di£ferent view of 
the archaeological data, as follows: 

"At the base of the rock fill . . was a !.O er.t. thick. 
. deposit of . . . sediment which was· deposited 

after filtering through the platform fill. 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 contemooraneous 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 fill. 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. Cl-2 1/2") layer 
of sediment. 

The presence of the sediment underlying the stones 
indicates that the platform was constructed upon a previously 

13 
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deposited and possibly utilized surface ·,.;hic.h :nay have been 
dateable. This might have still been accomplished, since 
sever3.l ?ieces of: basaltic glass · were. recovered from this 
plat=orm if the consultant: had conformed to the scope of wor~ 
which states; 

"All artifacts, fragments and unworked pieces 
of basaltic glass will be collected 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 
unconsolidated cave sediment, therefore only gross measurements 
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:· Acc. No. 183 has not been included in this list 
because a (?) is included in the Master Artifact Catalog 
associ.ated with this number. . Acc. No. 179 has been excluded· 
because it was originally ' extracted from a different source 
t..11.an the other specimens. 

Ace.. C!t'l. BPS Length Width Thick 
Graphic- Size (approx.)No. Level cm. cm. cm . 

177 60-70 2.45 1.48 . 33. 

·. 
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..;.cc. c:n. BPS Length Width Thick 
No. Level c:n. c:n. cm. Graohic S"ize 

181 60-70 2.. 7 6 1.83 .58 

182 60-70 . 2.37 l.96 .28 

184 60-70 3.45 1.78 . 76 

185 60-70 1.74 .56 .43 

D0 
• 33 .186 60-70 2.30 1.19 



As suggested in the report (p. 3) this site offered a unique 
potential, an opportunity to establish a lower limiting data 

. £or pet=oglyphs. . a relatively =are op9ortunity.. Although 
a cluster of _dates associated with the platform has been 
gained, archaeologically there is room to question the data 
since the bedrock under· the platform as indicated on page 30 
was 74 cm. below the datum and the dateable samples were 
removed from somewhere between 60-70 cm. below this datum. 
Therefore as much as 14 cm. of sediment could have remained 
under the sample and as little as 4 cm., as illustrated below: 

DATUM (X) 
74 cm. above 
bedrock 

•, 

0 x 

10 TOP OF PLATFOru1 

20 

30 

40 

50 

60 Ar.ea between which basaltic 
glass samples were recovered 

70 
75 

BEDROCK 

Schematic (not to scale) 
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Site 50-10-27~6421 

The research conducted on this site has been addressed 
primarily in the Kecommendation Sec-t-ion of this review, however 
a few comments w·ill be added here also. 

A number of research projects have been centered around 
the data collected from work shop areas. These projects deal 
not only with work activity centers in Hawaii but have address­
ed data gathered from around the world. The projects used 
this data to solve anthropological problems regarding spatial 
?atterning, settla~ent patterns, social differentiation, 
enculturation of the young, etc. Additionally, entire· 
theoretical schools in Anthropology have been concerned with 
the evolution of society and how technology might be linked 
with 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 
;ite as work shop areas . . However the information has been 
~eported in such a way as to limit its usefulness to archaeo­
_ogists who may wish to use the data in their studies of 
•uman behavior. For example: The report states (p. 63) that 
rood shavings were deposited on Platform 2. The Master 
.rtifact Catalog further informs· us that 8 pieces of wood 
hips (ACC. j 204) were located 80-90 (cm?) BPS but does not 
:idicate if this is the same "wood sample" indicated as 
R *5 (p.62) or "cut wood" (p.62) nor does it discuss other 
ul tural material. associated with. the wood (chip? shavings? 
ut wood? adze shavings?). We cannot even determine if they 
::-e associated with two more pieces of wood "adze shavings" 
Jcated at 10-25 (cm?) BPS ACC. ~202. 

In regard to Platform 4 Hammatt (1980:68) states, 
:learly, this platform is quite distinct from the other two 
.atform features (2 and 3) in this chamber. He identifies 
lis platform as a 'sleeping platform' based on primarily 
;o 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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Plat::orm 4 does not necessarily indicate t.:ie area served as a 
sleeping platform since mats are, and were, used for a number 
of other £unctions ~han sleeping. We also noted that Figure 
21 indicates an additional "c:raft acti,1ity artifact" a coral 
abrader (AR 201 ) . A.lso, a number of modified oandanus kevs 
(AC ~s 172,205,207,2lla, and 2llb) 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 suqgest that they might repre­
sent paint brushes used to decorate tapa - a craft activity . 
.l\n 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 ~ by using the pandanus keys 
(ACC. ~s 205, 207, 2lla, 2llb). Stratum II might represent an 
entirely different activity taking place on this same feature, 
especial~y 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 now 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 not 
match the description 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 verv small and difficult to locate but that if 
ARCH would furnish him with a photo of the sink showing the 
area 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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CO~-~ENTS .;i~o RECOMMENDATIONS 
GENERAL RESE..~RCE: 

l. Page 7 Paragraph 4 of the Final Report indicates that all 
excavated trenches were backfilled and site surfaces were 
restored approximately to their original appearance. In 
Site 50-10-27-252 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 open 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 backfill 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). 

2. 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 
r section. 

3. We recommend -that the Final P.eport be amended to reflect 
recommendations and corrections addressed in this report in 
the Evaluation and Revi.ew, Salvage/Testing· Task II Tech­
nical Discrepancies in ~inal Report section~ 

4. 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. 

5. Page 14 Paragraph 4 of the report states that trelic hunt­
ing is not in itself wrong'. This statement should be con­
ditioned with the provisions of Chapter 6E Hawaii Revised 
Statutes. 

6. 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 ii11possible for the State to 
prevent collapse of lava tubes containing valuable cultural 
resources, as recommended bv 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, 

19 
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we recommend that these maps be corn~leted to reflect the 
entire. site (natural feature ) including the unmodified 
portions of the tubes. Additionally. it is our opinion 
that the mauka ?Ortion of the tube of Site 50-10-27-6421 
does show evidence of use past Station 3 (p. 69). This 
evidence includes stone alignments and organic deposits. The 
Final Report should be amended to reflect further investiga­
tion of this area. 

7. It is our recommendation that further investigation of Site 
50-10-27-6420 be undertaken to determine if the tubes and 
bubble mentioned by Davis and Bordner still exist and to 
record any features present in these natural. features. If 
additional archaeolog~cal material is located further sal­
vage research shall be coordinated with the Historic Preser­
vation Office prior to physical manipulation of the data. 

8. 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 
analysis in some 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 19 8 O: 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:~5) · 

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 di.rected at determining whether 
personal stylistic: ?reference·, social ;:res sure 
on style or practicali.ty was the. primary 
determinant of form of the artifact. 11

· 

(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 thev have 
retrieved the data someone else should do the anaiysis, that 
the analysis of the data should be included in the Final 
Report. 

9. 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 f~eld notes, field maps, sketches, 
maps too large for incorporation into the Final Report, 
all a.rtifactual 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 
(p •. 17). 

10. In the Cave Sites - 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 cave was 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 s~ate­
ment that the modification of Cave 50-10-27-262 from 
a habitation cave to a place of refuge was accom­
plished by a •consenting communal effort• is con­
jecture or at least an untested hypothesis 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 

https://practicali.ty
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hypothesis and 5hould be stated. as such •. 

11. we concur wi t...'1. the Consultant's re.commendation t:i.at Sit.es 
50-10-27-262 and 50-10-27-6418 need to be preserved and 
that measures be . taken to 9revent the lava tubes associated 
with these sites from being collapsed during development of 
the agriculture. park .. 

In regard to the method of preservation (p. 15) we would 
prefer to remain uncommitted on this. ite.in 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. 12t x 15') 
with an excavation unit of approximately 19" square. 
(SO cm.) . . A 9" square on the Southeast portion 
of this 192 11 

• unit was excavated to ap9roximately 
3 l/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 portion 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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-- ARE.~ A (organic material 

This area contained at least 
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beneath excavated unit. 

FISHHOOK SITE 50-10-27-6421 - Surface 
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c. The Scope of. Work states: that a minimum of fifty 

S'ercent (.5.0 %L of the cultural deposits of eac:i -
habitation area shall be excavated unless testing 
demonstrates, that a smaller sampling yields an 
equal amount of arc.haeological knowledge (p. 5 ) • 
It further states., tb.at where major deviations 
from the Scope are necessary it is required that 
the Contracting Agency be notiiied in writing 
prior to deviation from the Scope of Work and 
that the Contracting Agency be in concurrence 
with the deviation prior to it being executed 
(p. l). 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 
tthabitation area,tt completely overlooking the 
fact that the lava tube extends at least 100 
meters past Station 3 and that an additional 
makai tube is approx.imately lOOM X SM. The 
total habitation area might be considered to 
be as follows: 

Sink 7 x 8M 
·Mauka Tube 10 x 24M 

Figure 18 portion only 296 square meters 

Within this area the Consultant has excavated or 
dismantled approximately~ 

Trench in sink 1 x l. M 
Square. meters 

1-· 
Platform JI. 

rr 2 2 x 3 M = 6 

Platform JI. 
1T 3 2 x. 3 M = 6 

Platform JI. 
1T 4 2 x 3 M = 6 

Unnumbered TT 

TT near Sta. 3 

l 

.Sox 
x l 

.s
M 

o M 

= 

= 
l 

.so 
20.5 sq. Meters 

The total excavated or dismantled units are 20.5 square 
meters, clearly not SO% of the defined habitation area 
of 296 square 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 
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approximately 4 x 5 ~1 (. 20 square meters ) of sediment 
i s ?resent in t.:ie., v.:..cini ty of Station 3 .. This area 
receives a moderate amount of light and would be an 
area suitable for crait activities and arti£actual 
material is known to exist in the deposit. The 
Consultant tested an area 50 cm. square or l / 40th 
(2 .. 5 % ) of the area. to a depth of 5 cm. and an ::area 
25 square centimeters to a depth of 10 cm. leaving 
approx. 7 cm. untested in the excavation unit. 
This is not a 50% sample of the sediment. 

The low percentage oi salvage associated with this 
site is of particular Lrnportance 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 thx.eat 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 ti.J.-nes of unrest. 

4. A place to hide a person of high rank who 
was thought to be a . threat to a new ruling 
chief. 

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 Kana, 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
Si te 50-10-27-6421 reoresents 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 
styl~ and settlement ~atterns of Hawaiians below 
the alii class, this cave site may yield signifi­
cant information regarding research problems 
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centered around cul t'.lral change ?roce.sses, settla'lli=nt 
?atterns, economic activities ate~ associated with the 
Hawaiian 9opulation. 

It is therefore 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 therefore recommend that the Site be preserved or 
that furt..""ler research be conducted within this- site 
and that such further research be coordinated with the 
State ffistoric Preservation Off ice prior to physical_ 
manipulation of the resource. 
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ENOINEt.R?; "''"'0 9URVCYOR!1 

• OOX 3351 • HONOLULU, HAWAII 9tI -·- • 

July 2, 1981 

Mr. Michnel McEJ.roy, Director 
DL'p.:ir tnient of Land Utilization 
City and County of llonolulu 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Attn: Mr. llenry Eng 
Branch Chief 

Dear Mr. McElroy: 

Tran :-:;mi. tted herewith is our applicatLon and surporting material 
for a Concli.tional Use Permit and State Special Use Per111it for an 
urea of the Crnnpbcll Industrial Park to be used as a dLsposaJ. site 
for the dredged coral from the Barber's Point Deep Draft Harbor. 

The nwtlers respectfully request your immediate attention to 
this matter. 

. Very truly yours, 

\~ TER P ~ THOMPSON, IN):) 
v,J" // 

,, , , '"k:v /c ·<:::/L,,,,j;,,-tJ,'---' 
/James R. Thompson ()

l IJRT / hf 

Enclosures 

1) Filing Fees 
2) Appl i.c.:it ion 
3) Supplemental Narrative 

Portion of EIS;~ Reproducible sepias 
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IJ epa rt m c n t of Land U ti Ii z<,~ , n 
' . .- , I -· . ., 

.. 
, ' 

, l . . / ~ - · 

;:. ' /
,I' , •" · 

/ · ; 
,.· . 

' .. ;
•. . 

· !. ~-' . :' . -' 

Application Form 

1~ d ditiona l ci0ta , drav;in9/p l an, and fee requfre1nents are l isted on n se pa1·ate shee t titled 
" Insln1c t i nns for Filing . " PLEASE ASK FOR Tl!ESE IN STRUCTI ONS. The sp9r.:i f ied materials 
an d fees mu s t accompany this form or the application is consi dered incomp lete . 

(Check o ne o r more as a ppropri a t e . l'o u are enco ura ged t0 c onsult wi~h the Cen t r al 
l.rJo r ri inatinq l\9e 11 cy if yo u h ave ques ti ons. Ph one : 523 - 4254 .) 

_C l us ter Devel opment _ . Special lJesign District 
_:· _ Cond i tiona l Us e Perin i t 
- ··H isto r i c, Cult ura l, Scenic District ( Indj ca t e dis t ri c t) 

_ Special Manag ement Area Permit 
(Tn rii ca t c di st r ict) ~.._._::~ p e c i a1 Permit 

_ Park Dedica ti on . _L Sitate Special Use Permit 
_ Pl an Hr. vi e.w Use 

1 ~ -2 ,...,Subdivision 
__ Pl anned Deve l opment _ Zone Change: From To ___ _ 
_ Shore l i ne Setback Var i ance _Waive r 
_Site Develop111en t · r1an 

Recorded Fee Owner Author ized Agent 
\ .'.~ t .l.ie ;~ l' . l n< . .Na me Name 

1Mai 1i ng ·::} :.. l n ! I: : .L 1. ",., L ;·,!;_i l ·1 Mai 1ing 1' . n. ~ · i •X :i ~: :1 1 

Add 1·ess · l.'...'.J.D <..:._: _!~_ :'l ; .; '_;)("'-) ,0 1..::,: _ : ._I: "lll ' 1 1 1 1 • , '-_' , ,· ,., :c...' -~ .:.:.<:.....:L,___, _,'-i-l '· __ _ J_ Ad dres s 1~___. , ._- :-_·'--'-___~ -

Pho ne No . : I 3:._ _ _ · _,;· ·- , - · __ .J .· i (.. . l 1 ; (~ i Phone No.: \_._ 6_..2.:....:7_05 '-'- ·__.........,..._·..c...·_.__ 
-----(( '-- ...---- . - - .'-;--~. .,. ..- -; . ,,, ~-_{- · :: ------- "i .(' -'-', / ' /i J• / 

, I • ... /',---- \ ' . ' . ', , •\ · Si gnature .' <.. ,1 fl n1: ( 14,., ;' "Si gna tu r e ~.............'-· 7 .I .•• · I 

/ 
JI iJ 

Property In formation 
l ~nd n r: "-1."1 L1 l " 1 ~ ! ro .:i.J . F.w;=, .Li: 1.JStree t Add ress / Location of Property 

1Tax Ma p f~ ey ( s ) _ __ '' ·· - !_'_' _: ~· -,__~:....· ----=l_-....:.1....:.)_· :....:--"-1___ Lo.t Area . I. 77 . ::uJ:1c ~; . 
i'.'resent Use of Pr operty/Bu il di ng Pcr ti\rn C.O t'[\J. ciuar. v . DC1;· tirin ,:a c a n l 

Project Proposal 
Bi· i e Fl y desu i be th~ propo sed. ac ti_vity or proj ect. __ ·1·;' _ f< .u i ·; .:_; ( '< ·i ,.l i tin11 ,.. I u s (' 

., •1c~ ':,t .1 1 ·' :-- r c-1 a l 11< ( c" ;; · : t:. J11 1 t11•__ "' l<• · ' . r· _1.·~1 ;.~ ,., •.. r-(:i1::1 l L') f,_c_____ _ 
-r~ 1 --;~-;i -!~ -: .. . ·r ;;--; I_ j~ ~-~:.-tl-~C1~· 1H~--· v o --i ·}il-TI~~~;1 -r T~-;1 .· 1 r l ·o :_· . 

- - - - -·· -- ------·----- --·-- · --------·-·--------- ----

-----------------.........·~~7-----~~~~~~~-----------------------------------------.....-------
Department Use Only 

; ... : / 
DJ te .App 1 i cri ti c1 n f\r.:cep t i:: d _____.. __ _: ___.__ ~ ·-·-----

f\ cce pted hv ( l 11i ti ol s) _ _______ '·- l -- ------
Date of f-"ub l i c Ilea ri ng __ .. ... ----- -----
Fee Received S 

t\ppi·ov e rl . 
f\p111·r.ved 1·:ith c..ond i t i ons i11di cc1tc d be lO\·J. 
Denied f or 1·1?,1sn11(s) 9i vc11 be lo1•1 . 

l : 

Tl/ rs CUT' \ ' . h'i/Uv s [(;.V J:~ D 13£1..(M , ·' I S 
l ': 

NOTiFTCATI C'N 

-----..--------~------

-- ·--- ··-· ···· -·------- ------------

St0te Lan d Use 
DLUl-1 / 1.W _ • 
Zon in 9 
Setbac ks _ ____ 

OP T!iE ACTrON T 1KEN . 

T itle Datr> 



STATE SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION / 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

A. The use is not contrary to the Land Use Law and Regulations . 
• C'', . 

:.1 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 

Campbel l Industiial P~rk. The closest residential area is 

" 'il .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. Sinc e the s ite is not near any public facilities and there are 

no plan s for any t ype of improvements, no burden will be placed 

on publ i c agencies. 

D. The r e have been no unusual conditions, trends or needs which 

have ar i sen since the district boundaries and regulations were 

established. 

E. Use of the land for strict a gricultural purposes is not econo­

micall y 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 prov ide the same benefits. 

;~ . ' 



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT ~ 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

Section of the Comprehensive Zoning Code which provides for 

the proposed conditional us~. 

Section 21-401 (c) (5) Extractive Industries 

The site to be encompassed by Disposal Areas I and II has been 
in use for 'fnany 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 thi~ lies fields of sugar cane. The nearest residential 

area is appr6ximately .60 of a mile to the northeasto 

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 
I 

of the disposal sites are located away fiom the everyday 
activity of the Campbell Industrial Park. The land has never been 
agriculturally productive. 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. 



.July l5, 1981 
. ) I": 1•. \ 11 IIAND 

.f · 11/:,' I .J DELIVER 

., .. .. 
Department oI Land Ut .ili:;:i;ation 

i\ I ·ICity and County or Honolulu i ' . 
f ',~lunicipal Building 

G50 S. Kin~ Street; 
Honolulu, III 96813 

Attn: Mr. Edmund Young 
·~ 

Subject: STOCKPILE PERMIT APPLICATION 
BARBEHS POINT IIARBOH 

Gentlemen: 

.The following responds to the required written information 
ro rming a pa rt of our a.pp l icaU_on for a State Special Permit 
(Agricultural District) under Chapter 205, llflS (Part B): 

1) The use o [ the area for stockpiling of the coral 
dreclr-':< ~ d fl'om tho proposed Darbers Point deep water harbor 
is consistent with the LRncl Use Law and Hegulal:ions in that 
the St a tc Ln nd Use Comrn.issj.011 has rezoned the harbor project 
] ands from llgricul t.ure to ·urb;i.n. In the application for this 
];1nd use 7..oning- cllan~c, inforrn:tti.on <was submit led indica.ting 
thai the dredged coral would l>c stockpiled on lands classified 
as ./\gr icul t ure lying outside of the Url>an :wned J ands . 

2) The stockpile is located on ]ands not presently 
used for ngricu1turc_, is surrounded by lands currently in 
use for j.ndustri::tl properties. Furthermore, the lands upon 
which the cornl will be stored is ~a ster planned for indus­
tria1 purposes as indicated on the -interim DLUM 's and is 
consistent with the City and County's Gener~l Plan. 

3) The stockpile will ~ot require any improvements 
or services by public agencies. 

4 ) Thc're have been no unusual conditions, t rP-ncls or 
needs since the Jand use district boundaries and regulations 
were established. 

~) Th<' land upon which Lile coral will be stored is 
unsuited for any agricultura l purpose due to Jack of soil, 
water, or fora~~ grasses. There are no utilities or improve­
ments serving the property. 

https://inforrn:tti.on
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6) There is no need for sewage disposal faci! 
for the coral stockpile. 

All drawings and plans h a v e b e en previously sub~itte• 
th e appropriate fees have been paid with our filing c · 

initial application. 

Should you have any further que stions, please feel fJ · 
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