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Abstract

Review of the subject report indicates thal il needs Lo be revised and augmented.
As the report stands, it is not possible to determine whether the subsurface survey
was designed and carried out to current professional standards. It does appear,
however, that the survey work was not completed and that additional field work is
needed to fulfill the (inadequately described) research design.

1 Introduction

At the request of David Henkin, Earthjustice, on behalf of Malama Makua, T. S. Dye &
Colleagues, Archaeologists, Inc. has reviewed a report entitled Archaeological Subsurface
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2 3 METHODS

Survey Within the Company Combined Arms Assault Course (CCAAC) Circumscribed
by the South Firebreak Road, Makua Military Reservation, Makua Ahupuas, Waiunae
District, Oahu Island, Hawai'i prepared by U.S. Army Garrison, Hawaii. The goals of
the review were to determine if the archaeological subsurface survey was designed and
carried out to current professional standards.

2  General Comments

The report makes some general comments on the circumstances under which the archae-
ological subsurface survey was conducted.

Under normal circumstances, a subsurface survey of this nature would
be unlikely. Resources would not readily be invested into man hours to
conduct a subsurface survey in areas exhibiting no surface indication of
archaeological features, a high level of soil disturbance, and low probability
of uncovering intact cultural deposit. For these reasons, subsurface testing
at MMR has, in the past, always been completed within site areas or where
construction has necessitated archaeological testing be done (see Section 1.1
for reference to subsurface testing projects). Moreover, subsurface archaeo-
logical investigations destroy the integrity of cultural remains, and in recent
years, have been conducted less to demonstrate cultural sensitivity for the
preservation of sites.

The negative attitude toward excavation outside areas with surface architecture in this
paragraph reflects a somewhat outdated view of the Hawaiian archaeological landscape.
The Archaeology Working Group convened by the Department of Land and Natural
Resources in 2006 drafted a statement that urged archaeologists to dig outside areas with
surface architecture. Too often, Hawaiian archaeologists use an idiosyncratic definition
of “site” to mean “surface architecture,” instead of its more usual referent to a “place where
remains of human activity are found” This definition works to confine investigation
to areas with surface architecture. Studies now show that extant surface architecture is
generally fairly recent, representing only the last 100-200 years of Hawaiian prehistory.
Excavations in areas outside surface architecture are crucial to understand the full time
depth of Hawaiian culture. This paragraph, with its devaluation of subsurface survey
in “areas exhibiting no surface indication of archaeological features,” appears to carry
forward one of the unfortunate biases of the idiosyncratic definition of site. In any event,
its motivation appears to be displeasure at having (o undertake the survey rather than
some scientific principle. It seems out of place in a document of this type and should
either be deleted or rewritten so that it reflects a more objective stance.

3 Methods

The methodology section is incomplete and one can’t make sense of it as it stands. It
leaves unaddressed a fundamental question: what are the expected site types the survey
was designed to find and what are their attributes? For example, if the expected site type
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is a subsurface deposit with a radius of 5 m, then a sampling interval of 20 m, such as
the one used here, would obviously stand a good chance of missing more than it found.
Without some attention to this question, the reader can only guess at the adequacy of
the sampling design. This is not an acceptable situation in a report of this type.

In the section on stratified random sampling, the attributes used to stratify the survey
area need to be relaled direcly to the likelihood of finding cuitural deposits. How does
terrain affect the likelihood of finding cultural deposits? What is the nature of the former
ground disturbance and how does it affect the likelihood of finding cultural deposits
(including secondary deposits)? How was “site probability (based on results of former
fieldwork)” calculated? The attributes must be described in such a way that another
researcher could use them to arrive at a division of the survey area similar to the one
used in this report. It would be well to rank Areas 1, 2, and 3 according to the a priori
likelihood of finding cultural deposits.

The section on stratified random sampling needs to indicate the area of each of Areas
1, 2, and 3, calculate the density of sampling units for each Area (number per unit area),
and relate this to the ranking of the Areas by a priori likelihood. It should be the case
that the Area with the highest a priori likelihood of finding cultural deposits is also
the Area with the highest density of sampling units. This correspondence needs to be
demonstrated in this section. )

In the Field Methods section, it shouid be noted thal the decision not to excavate in the
vicinity of surface architectural remains was not followed consistently. Two excavations
within terraces are described on page15.

4 Results

The Results section indicates that about 20% of the planned excavations were not carried
out due to a variety of factors. It is typical in surveys of this type to generate a surplus
of random numbers so that sampling units that can’t be excavated at one place can be
excavated at some other random location. This is done so that the designed sampling
density is maintained. Given that this was not done, and following on the comments
above, the density of excavated sampling units in each of the Areas should be calculated
and related to the a priori ranking of the Areas by likelihood of finding cultural deposits.
There are a couple of pertinent questions here: a) did the change in excavation effort
have any effect on the stratified sampling design, i.e., was the area of highest likelihood
actually sampled at the highest density, etc?; and b} did the reduction in sampling effort
affect the likelihood that sites of the type expected during the survey would be found?

The potential problems introduced by the reduction of sampling effort, which was
especially marked in Area 2, might have been alleviated by the excavation of some 200
probes along a road, which was carried out when a burn of the area failed. In general,
however, excavation in the vicinity of roads often yields more information about road
construction than it does about archaeological sites that were present before the road was
built, and this appears to be the case in this project, where the test units were excavated
in “highly disturbed areas” (p. 8). Thus, the systematic sampling does not appear to have
substituted for the units that were not excavated. The obvious conclusion is that the field
work for this project was not completed.
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4 5 CONCLUSIONS

Presumably, excavation of 477 sampling units yielded quite a bit of stratigraphic data.
It is the usual case that even negative results are reported at a level of detail that will
make them useful to future researchers. That appears not to be the case with this report,
which lacks any stratigraphic profiles or detailed profile descriptions. It would not be
necessary to present stratigraphic descriptions for all of the sampling units, however
some sort of summary would be appropriate, perhaps one that identified stratigraphic
zones, within which similar stratigraphic sections were displayed in the sampling units.
A representative stratigraphic profile for each of the zones could then be described in
detail.

Excavation of shovel probe #212 in Area 2byielded a stratigraphic section that appears,
on its face, to have contained a cultural deposit. This is the black, silty loam of layer
11, which was found within a terrace. Its color, position in the stratigraphic profile,
and location within a surface architectural feature are all what one would expect for a
traditional Hawaiian cultural deposit. The report comments that “no cultural deposit was
evident,” but gives no reason to discounl Lhe evidence presented. What characteristics of
the layer I deposit lead to the conclusion that it is not cultural?

5 Conclusions

Due to various deficiencies in the report, it is not possible to evaluate whether the
design and conduct of the archaeological subsurface survey were carried out to current
professional standards. During my six year tenure as Q'ahu Island archaeologist with
SHPD, T would not have provided a detailed review of such a deficient report, but would
have sent it back to the author with a letter pointing out the major deficiencies and
instructions that it be rewritten and resubmitted.

The sampling design is incompletely described so it is not possible to judge whether
stratification of the survey area was rational and effective. Given this siluation, it is an
open question whether or not tbe level of sampling effort was a product of the research
design or was based on other factors, not described. This is an important issue. Unless it
can be resolved satisfactorily, no useful statements can be made about the likelihood that
the area contains subsurface cultural deposits.

In any event, the sampling design was not fully implemented, especially in Area 2. If
the sampling design were completely described, then it would be possible to determine
what effect this had on the results. On the face of it, however, the unexcavated units
would appear to compromise any reasonable research design. The decision to excavate
200 systematic sampling units along roads was clearly an error; these units appear to
have had no chance of yielding cultural deposits. They certainly do not make up for
random samples that were not excavated in Area 2.

The results of the survey are not reported in sufficient detail for a report of this type.
'The stratigraphic mformation that was collected needs to be summarized, perhaps in
terms of areas that yield similar stratigraphic profiles. Representative profiles from each
of the areas should be illustrated and described, so the reader can determine whether
conclusions drawn from the stratigraphy are supported or not by the evidence at hand.
In one case, a cultural deposit appears to have been excavated but not recognized.

Responses

K-99



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments
Résumé

Personal Information

Thomas Stuart Dye
735 Bishop Street, Suite 315
Honolulu, Hawai‘i 96813

Tel. (808) 387-9352
Fax (808) 529-0884
E-mail tsd@tsdye.com

Bom 8/16/52, Watervliet, Michigan

Education

1987 Ph.D., Anthropology, Yale University

1983 M.Phil., Anthropology, Yale University

1980 B.A., Anthropology, University of Hawai‘i at Manoa

Archaeological Positions Held
200 1—present President, T. S. Dye & Colleagues, Archacologists, Inc.

2004 Guest Lecturer on Bayesian Statistics for Archaeologists, Univer-
sity of Arizona

1997-2001 Associate Archaeologist, Projects Manager, International Archae-
ological Research Institute, Inc.

1997 Instructor, Historic Preservation Seminar, University of Hawai‘i at
Manoa

1991-1997 O‘ahu Island Archaeologist, Department of Land and Natural Re-
sources, State of Hawaii

1987-1991 Associate Professor of Anthropology, Hawai‘i Paeific University,
Honolulu

1987 Research Associate, B.P. Bishop Museum, Honolulu

1984-1985 Associate Anthropologist, B.P. Bishop Museum

1977-1978 Staff Contract Archaeologist, B.P. Bishop Museum

Professional Memberships

Hawaiian Historical Society, Past President
Society for Hawaiian Archacology, Past President
Sigma Xi

Sociery for American Archaeology

Register of Professional Archaeologists

Responses

K-100



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-101



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-102



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-103



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

(27}

[28]

{29

[30]

[31]

(32]

(331

[34]

[35]

Comments

Island. Prepared for Maniniowali Equity Company, LLC. International Ar-
chaeological Research Institute, Inc., Honolubu, 2000.

Archaeological Update and PASH Rights Interviews for Kona International
Airport at Keahole. Prepared for Edward K. Noda and Associates, Inc. Inter-
national Archaeological Research Institute, Inc., Honolulu, April 2000. With
Usha Prasad.

Archaeology Monitoring Plan, AMC Parking Ramp Fuel Spill Clean-Up,
Hickam Air Force Base, O ‘ahu, Hawai‘i. Prepared for Environmental Chem-
ical Corporation. International Archacological Research Institute, Inc., Hon-
olulu, October 2000. With Myra J. Tomonari-Tuggle.

A Bayesian calibration of "*C dcterminations from two sinkholes and a surface
habitation feature at Barbers Point, O‘ahu. In Archaeological Data Recovery
Report for the Archaeological Sites in the Proposed Barber's Point Harbor
Expansion Area, Kalaeloa, Ahupua ‘a of Honouliudi, District of ‘Ewa, Island of
O‘ahu (TMK 9-1-14:2) (7).

Cultural Landscape Pilot Project for Supporting Implementation of the Inte-
grated Cultural Resources Management Program at the Schofield Barracks
Military Reservation, Island of O ‘ahu. Prepared for U. S. Anmy Corps of En-
gineers. International Archaeological Research Institutc, Inc., Honolulu, April
2000. With Myra J. Tomonari-Tuggle, Eric Komori and Judith R. McNeill.

Effects of '*C sample selection in archacology: An example from Hawai‘i.
Radiocarbon, 42(2):203-217, 2000.

Phase Il Archaeological Survey and Detailed Recording at Commander, U.S.
Naval Forces Marianas (COMNAV VMARIANAS) Communications Annex
(Formerly Naval Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station,
Western Pacific [NCTAMS WESTPACY]), Territory of Guam, Marianas Islarnds.
Prepared for Department of the Navy, Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engi-
ncering Command. International Archaeological Research Institute, Inc., Hon-
olulu, May 2000. With Richard K. Olmo, Tina Mangieri and David J. Welch.

Phase I Archaeological Survey of the Military Lease Area (Former VOA Areas
B and C), Island of Tinian, Commonwealth of The Northern Mariana Islands.
Prepared for Department of the Navy, Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engi-
neering Command, Pearl Harbor. International Archaeological Research Insti-
tute, Inc., Honolulu, September 2000. With Boyd Dixon, David J. Welch and
Tina Mangieri.

Research Design for a Cultural Resources Survey of Five Navy Surplus Guam
Land Use Plan Parcels, Territory of Guam. Prepared for Dcpartment of
the Navy, Pacific Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command. Interna-
tional Archaeological Research Institutc, Inc., Honolulu, February 2000. With
David J. Welch.

Archaeology Monitoring Plan for Removal of Underground Storage Tanks,
Hickam Air Force Base, O ‘ahu, Hawai ‘i. Prepared for Dames and Moore. In-

Responses

K-104



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments

termational Archacological Research Institute, Inc., Honolulu, Junc 1999. With
Myra J. Tomonari-Tuggle.

[36] Archaeology Monitoring Plan for Underground Storage Tank Removal Project
on ST11 Sites at Bellows Air Force Station, Hawai ‘i Project BFMV997775C.
Prepared for Dames and Moore. International Archacological Research Insti-
tute, Inc., Honolulu, May 1999.

[37) Cultural Resources Inventory Survey for the Hawaii Army National Guard
Training Academy, Bellows Air Force Station, Waimanalo, Island of O ‘ahu,
Hawai‘i. Prepared for Hawaii Army National Guard. International Archaeo-
logical Research Institute, Inc., Honolulu, 1999. With H. David Tuggle.

(38] Archaeological Inventory Survey for the Kulana ‘Oiwi Multi-services Center
Project. Prepared for Kaushikaua & Chun/Architects. Intemational Archae-
ological Research Institute, Inc., Honolutu, August 1998. With Gail M. Mu-
rakami.

[39] Archaeological Inventory Survey for the Kulana ‘Oiwi Multi-Services Cen-
ter Project, Kalama‘ula, Kona, Moloka'i. Prepared for Kauahikava &
Chun/Architects. International Archaeological Research Institute, Inc., Hon-
olulu, August 1998.

[40] Archaeological Monitoring and Sampling During Bellows OU7 UST Re-
moval Project Interim Remedial Action, Phase 1, Bellows Air Force Station,
Waimanalo, Ko ‘olaupoko, O ‘ahu. Draft rcport prepared for U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Paeific Ocean Division. International Archaeological Research
Institute, Inc., Honolulu, December 1998. With Michael Desilets.

[41) Archaeological Services in Support of the Final Environmental Impact State-
ment for Proposed Expansion of Military Training and the Construction of Im-
provements to Existing Recreational Resources at Bellows Air Force Station,
Waimanalo, Hawai 'i. Report prepared for Department of the Navy, Pacific Di-
vision, Naval Facilities Engineering Command. International Archaeologieal
Researeh Institute, Inc., Honolulu, September 1998.

[42] Arehaeological survey of property at Ha‘ena, Kaua‘i (TMK: 5-9-5: I). Letter
to Karen Sherwood in State Historie Preservation Division Library, Kapolei,
Hawaii, March 3 1998.

(43] Archaeology Monitoring Report for Site Investigations at Multiple Sites, Bel-
lows Air Force Station, Waimanalo, Ko ‘olaupoko District, O'ahu, Hawai'i.
Prepared for The Environmental Company, Ine. International Archaeological
Research Institute, Inc., Honolulu, February 1998. With Ingrid K. Carlson.

[44] Land snail extinctions at Kalaeloa, O‘ahu. Pacific Science, 52(2):111-140,
1998. With H. David Tuggle.

[45) Preservation Plan for Site 3312, Bellows Air Force Station, O‘ahu. Prepared
for Department of the Navy. International Arehaeological Research Institute,
Inc., Honolulu, September 1998.

Responses

K-105



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments

[46] Port Allen Airport Impro ts: An As. t of Historic Preservation Is-
sues, Hanapepe, Kona, Kaua ‘i. Preparcd for Edward K. Noda and Associates,
Inc. International Archaeological Research Institute, Inc., Honolulu, December
1997.

[47] Assemblage definition, analytic methods, and sources of variability in the in-
terpretation of Marquesan subsistence change. Asian Perspectives, 35:73-88,
1996.

[48] Sources of sand tempers in prehistoric Tongan pottery. Geoarchaeology,
11:141-164, 1996. With William R. Dickinson.

[49] Comparing '*C histograms: An approach based on approximate randomization
techniques. Radiocarbon, 37(3):851-859, 1995.

[50] Apparent ages of marine shells: Implications for archaeological dating in
Hawai‘i. Radiocarbon, 36:51-57, 1994.

[51] Comment on Gordon, “Screen size and differential faunal recovery: A Hawai-
ian example”. Journal of Field Archaeology, 21:391-392, 1994.

[52] Computer programs for creating cumulative probability curves and annual fre-
quency distribution diagrams with radiocarbon dates. New Zealand Journal of
Archaeology, 14:35-43, 1992. With Eric K. Komor.

[53] A pre-censal population history of Hawai‘i. New Zealand Journal of Archae-
ology, 14:113-128, 1992. With Eric K. Komori.

[54] The South Point radiocarbon dates 30 years later. New Zealand Journal of
Archaeology, 14:89-97, 1992.

[55] A reputation unmade: J. F. G. Stokes’s career in Hawaiian archaeology. In
Heiau of the Island of Hawai ‘i (? ), pages 3-20. Edited and introduced by Tom
Dye.

[56] The causes and consequences of a decline in the prehistoric Marquesan fishing
industry. In Yen and Mummery (? ), pages 70-84.

[57] Marine turtle bones from an archaeological site in Polynesia yield reliable age
determinations. Radiocarbon, 32:143-147, 1990.

[58} Polynesian ancestors and their animal world. American Scientist, 78:207-215,
1990. With David W. Steadman,

[59] Prehistoric use of the interior of southern Guam. Micronesica, pages 261-274,
1990. With Paul L. Cleghorn.

[60] Prehistoric extinetion of giant iguanas in Tonga. Copeia, 1989:505-508, 1989.
With Gregory K. Pregill.

[61] Tales of two cultures: Traditional historical and archaeological interpretations
of Hawaiian prchistory. Bishop Museum Occasional Papers, 29:3-22, 1989.

[62] Social and Cultural Change in the Prehistory of the Ancestral Polynesian
Homeland. PhD thesis, Yale University, 1987.

Responses

K-106



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments

[63] A preliminary petrographic study of Hawaiian stone adze quarries. Journal of
the Polynesian Society, 94:235-251, 1985. With Paul L. Cleghorn, Marshall
Weisler and John Sinton.

[64] Fish and fishing on Niuatoputapu. Oceania, 53:242-271, 1983.

[65) The linguistic position of Niuafo‘ou. Journal of the Polynesian Society,
89:349-357, 1980.

[66] Ethno-archacology and the development of Polynesian fishing strategics. Jour-
nal of the Polynesian Society, 88:53-76, 1979. With Patrick V. Kirch.

[67] Archaeological and Historical Reconnaissance Survey of the Ugum Valley,
Guam, Mariana Islands. Prepared for U.S. Army Engineer District, Pacific
Ocean. Anthropology Department, B. P. Bishop Museum, Honolulu, August
1978. With Samuel T. Price and John L. Craib.

[68] Archaeological Salvage of Sites 50-Ha-E[-249, -253, and -292,
Anacho ‘omalu, Island of Hawaii. Preparcd for Waikoloa. Anthropology
Dcpartment, B. P. Bishop Museum, Honolulu, June 1977.

[69] Cultural Resources Survey, Kapa'akea Flood Control Project, Molokai,
Hawaii. Prepared for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Pacific Occan Division.
Anthropology Department, B. P. Bishop Museum, Honolulu, Scptember 1977.

[70] Archaeological Reconnaissance of Proposed Kapoho-Kalapana Highway, Dis-
trict of Puna, Island of Hawaii. Numbcr 72-3 in Departmental Report Se-
ries. Anthropology Department, B. P. Bishop Museum, Honolulu, 1972. With
Robert F. Bevacqua.

Honolulu, Hawai‘i, February 13, 2006

Responses

K-107



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-108



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-109



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-110



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-111



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-112



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-113



Appendix K Draft EIS Public Comments and Responses

Comments Responses

K-114





