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Dear Mr. Stout:
SUBJECT: Chapter 6E-8 Historic Preservation Review —

Addendum Archaeological Inventory Survey for the Proposed
Utility Corridor for the Kalaeloa Solar Farm Project
Honouliuli Ahupua‘a, ‘Ewa District, Island of O‘ahu
TMK: (1) 9-1-013:070 por. And Coral Sea Road Right-of-Way

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft report titled Addendum AIS to Medrano et al. (2014) AIS:
Archaeological Assessment Report in Support of the Proposed Utility Corridor of the Proposed Kalaeloa Solar
Farm Project through FDR/CRS Terminal Along Coral Sea Road and Across Roosevelt Avenue, Honouliuli
Ahupua‘a, ‘Ewa District, Island of O‘ahu, Hawai‘i, TMK [1] 9-1-013 [por.] and Coral Sea Road Right-of-Way
(Kingsbury and Spear, August 2017). The State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) received this submittal on
August 23, 2017. The SHPD previously concurred with the recommendation for additional survey work for the
newly-added utility corridor work on May 29, 2017 (Log No. 2017.00844, Doc. No. 1705KM06). The testing
strategy for the additional work was accepted on June 9, 2017 via email (Kimi Matsushima [SHPD] to Morgan
Davis [Scientific Consultant Services]).

This addendum archaeological inventory survey was prepared at the request of G70 on behalf of the HCDA and the
Aloha Solar Energy Fund II (ASEF), the project proponents. The proposed project involves two components:
installation of a photovoltaic utility farm within Parcel 070, and installation of a 12kV electrical line extending from
Parcel 070 and into the Coral Sea Road Right-of-Way (CSR ROW). The first component, the solar farm within
Parcel 070, includes 44.28 acres owned by the Hawaii Community Development Authority (HCDA) and the SHPD
accepted the archaeological inventory survey (AIS) for that portion of project on February 25, 2014 (Log No.
2013.6641, 2014.00823, 2014.00528; Doc. No. 1402SL.27). The second component, the 12kV electric line, includes
9400 linear feet with a portion of Parcel 070 and the CSR ROW owned by HDOT. Approximately 3800 fi. of the
line will be underground while the remaining portions will be overhead lines. The 12kV line component includes
approximately 18.32 acres and will be installed parallel to CSR and eventually connect to a conduit near Roosevelt
Avenue and Renton Road.

The AIS fieldwork involved a 100% pedestrian survey and subsurface testing involving the excavation of 6 trenches
within the area that the 12kv is planned to be underground. In general, the excavations revealed a relatively uniform
stratigraphy of recent fill deposits, with some natural alluvium, overlying a very shallow limestone bedrock. All of
the excavations terminated above 1.0 mbs and at least two excavations (ST-4 and ST-5) encountered the limestone
bedrock immediately below the roadway/road ROW surface. Additionally, two excavations (ST-1 and ST-6)
terminated due to buried utility lines. No subsurface cultural deposits or historic properties were identified during
the AIS fieldwork. Due to the negative findings, the results of this inventory survey are reported as an
archaeological assessment (AA) per Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) §13-275-5.
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Mr. Stout
September 11, 2017
Page 2

Although no historic properties were identified within the 12kV portion of the project, historic properties were
identified within the Parcel 070 area during the original Medrano et al. (2014) AIS. Therefore, the current addendum
AA recommends the project effect determination remain, “effect, with proposed mitigation commitments.”
Kingsbury and Spear (2017) recommend that the 12kV portion also be covered under the archaeological monitoring
program; however, the low potential to encounter historic properties warrants on-call monitoring.

Based on the above information, the results of the addendum AA work does not change the original project effect
determination for the overall project. Therefore, the SHPD’s determination remains “effect, with proposed
mitigation commitments.” The SHPD concurs with the recommendation of on-call monitoring for the 12kV portion
and additional mitigation as appropriate for the other portion (Parcel 070) of the project.

The report meets the minimum requirements of Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) §13-276-5. It is accepted.
Please send one hardcopy of the document, clearly marked FINAL, along with a text-searchable PDF version to the
Kapolei SHPD office, attention SHPD Library.

Please contact Kimi Matsushima at (808) 692-8027 or at Kimi.R.Matsushima@hawaii.gov for questions regarding
archaeologic al resources or this letter.

S san ko

Susan A. Lebo, PhD
Archaeology Branch Chief

cc: Kawika McKeague, G70 (kawikam@g70.design)
Morgan Davis, SCS (morgan(@scshawaii.com)
Nigel Kingsbury, SCS (nigel@scshawaii.com)
Chris M. Yamamoto, HDOT (Chris.M.Yamamoto@hawaii.gov)
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INTRODUCTION

At the request of Aloha Solar Energy Fund, LLC. (ASEF), Scientific Consultant Services,
Inc. (SCS) has prepared this Interim Preservation Plan (IPP) in advance of construction for a
proposed 5.0-megawatt (AC) solar farm power facility in Kalaeloa, Honouliuli Ahupua‘a, ‘Ewa
District, O‘ahu Island, Hawai‘i [TMK: (1) 9-1-013:070]. The project is situated on an
approximately 44-acres parcel. The construction of the solar farm shall encompass approximately
22 acres of the parcel with the preservation area to also be approximately 22 acres. The landowner
is the Hawai'i Community Development Authority (HCDA).

The project proponents are Aloha Solar Energy Fund, LLC., and HCDA. The project
contact for ASEF is Mr. Kevin E. McCaskill, KMccaskill@ecc.net. The proposed project would
involve the installation of approximately 23,500, 72-cell PV modules mounted on elevated
galvanized steel racks, which will be mounted to concrete posts or piers on approximately 22 acres.
Power will be transferred from the modules to five inverters and transformers to a switchyard that
will connect to HECO's system. The remaining portion of the parcel will be dedicated as an
archaeological preserve.

The preservation areas are located within portions of the parcel previously subjected to an
Archaeological Inventory Survey (AIS) by SCS in 2013 (Medrano et al. 2014) and accepted by
the State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) on February 25, 2014 (Log No0:2013.6641,
2014.00823, 2014.00528; Doc No:1402SL27), the SHPD letter is included in Appendix A. The
AIS was conducted to identify and document historical properties, to assess their historical
significance for eligibility for listing on the Hawaii Register of Historic Places, to make project
effect recommendations, and to make mitigation recommendations.

The AIS led to the documentation of a total twenty-three historic properties (State Sites 50-
80-12-5119, -5120 and 50-80-12-7483 through 50-80-12-7504) comprised of 146 features. Based
on feature type, construction methods, and construction materials, State Site -5119, -7483 through
-7485, -7487 (Features 1 and 4), -7488 through -7494, -5120 (Features 1 and 2), and -7496 through
-7504 were interpreted to be associated with the pre - and/or post-Contact Period. State Sites 50-
80-12-7486 (Feature 5) and 50-80-12-7491 were interpreted as trails associated with the pre-
and/or post-Contact Period, with use possibly extending into the Historic Ranching Period. State
Site 50-80-12-7487 (Feature 3 and 5) and State Site 50-80-12-5120 (Features 3 through 9) were
interpreted to be associated with United States military occupation of the area during WWIL These
23 sites will be preserved within one large preservation area in the northern portion of the parcel
and three smaller landlocked preserve areas. This “archaeological preserve” will afford full
protection of the 23 sites documented within TMK: (1) 9-1-013:070.

Kingsbury and Spear (2017 A) completed a Literature Review and Field Inspection (LRFI)

for the Coral Sea Road Right-of-Way (CSRROW) portion of the project. The LRFI
Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. 1]



recommendations for an AIS was concurred by the SHPD in a letter dated May 29, 2017 (Log
No.:2017.00844, Doc. No.:1705KM06), the letter is included in Appendix A.

Kingsbury and Spear (2017 B) completed an Addendum Archaeological Assessment
(AAA) for the Coral Sea Road Right-of-Way (CSRROW) portion of this project. The AAA
consisted of 100 percent pedestrian survey and limited subsurface testing (6 Stratigraphic
Trenches). The AAA resulted in no historic properties identified. The AAA was accepted by the
SHPD in a letter dated September 11, 2017 (Log. No.:2017.01876, Doc.:1709KM03).

Kingsbury et al. (2017 A) completed a Burial Treatment Plan (BTP) for two burial mounds
located in the northern portion of TMK: (1) 9-1-013:070 that specified the burial mounds are to be
preserved within the larger archaeological preserve. The BTP is currently in review at the SHPD
and anticipated to be accepted by the O‘ahu Island Burial Council (OIBC) in October 2017.

As part of the agreed upon project mitigation requirements to modify the 2014 mitigation
commitments SCS completed a Conditions Assessment, Kingsbury and Spear (2017), of all 23
sites and the corresponding 146 component features. This assessment consisted of site and
component feature re-location, vegetation clearing, visual inspection of each individual feature,
and photographing each feature. The field inspection did not find any significant alterations or
disturbance to the 146 previously identified features. However, one feature, Site # -7487 Feature
2c, a wing portion of a crashed F-4 Phantom jet was observed as turned over. The Conditions
Assessment is currently in review at the SHPD.

Kingsbury et al. (2017 B) completed an Archaeological Monitoring Plan (AMP) for the
construction of a proposed 5.0-megawatt Solar Farm. The AMP was accepted by the SHPD in a
letter dated October 6, 2017 (Log No.:2017.01876, Doc. No.:1710KM03), the letter is included in
Appendix A.

The SHPD concurred with the 2-step verification process for the ASEF II, LLC Solar Farm
Project in a letter dated October 12, 2017 (Log No.:2017.02244, Doc. No.:1710KM07). The letter
states:

The SHPD concurs that to complete Step 6 of the historic preservation review
process, HCDA and ASEF shall implement the accelerated 2-step process and
provide Items 1 [interim protection plan] and 2 [final preservation plan, burial site
component of a preservation and archaeological monitoring report] listed above
under (6) Verification of Completion [ Log No.:2017.02244, Doc. No.:1710KM07
see Appendix A.].

Preservation means the mitigation form in which a historic property is preserved. There
are four steps to preserving a site per Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR) HAR §13-277 and HAR
§13-284, the first of which is presented here: preparation of a Preservation Plan. The following

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. 2|



three steps include review and approval of the Preservation Plan by the SHPD, execution of the
Preservation Plan, and verification by SHPD that the plan has been successfully executed. This
Interim Preservation Plan provides a brief background to the archaeology of the parcel (from
Medrano et al. 2014), discusses interim protection measure procedures pertaining to the sites.

This interim preservation plan has been prepared pursuant to HAR §13-284 and in
compliance with HAR§ 13-277. This interim preservation plan is part of the 2-step verification
process outlined in HAR § 13-284-9 (d). A finalized preservation plan shall be submitted upon
project completion.

Please note that the full AIS background sections and results, with maps and illustrations,
for this project will not be presented herein as the data set is large and redundant to the AIS
document itself. Summary information is presented below.

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. 3|
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SUMMARY OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVENTORY SURVEY

In 2014, SCS conducted an Archaeological Inventory Survey within the entire parcel of
TMK: (1) 9-1-013:070 of which the interim preserve areas are a portion (Medrano et al. 2014).
The AIS resulted in the identification of twenty-three archaeological sites (State Sites 50-80-12-
5119, and -5120, and 50-80-12-7483 through -7494, and 50-80-12-7496 through -7504, comprised
of 146 features (see Figure 4).

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. 7|



Figure 4: 1983 USGS 7.5 Quadrangle Map showing site distribution in the interim preservation areas.
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Based on feature type, construction methods, and construction materials, Sites -5119, -
7483 through -7485, -7487 (Features 1 and 4), -7488 through -7494, -5120 (Features 1 and 2), and
-7496 through -7504 were interpreted to be associated with the pre- and /or post-Contact Period.
Based on a 1928 acrial coastal photo, a 1927 USGS quadrangle (Barber's Point) map, general
feature horizontal shape, and feature location within the preservation area, State Sites 50-80-12-
7486 (Feature 5) and 50-80-12-7491 were interpreted as trails associated with the pre- and/or post-
Contact Period, with use possibly extending into the Historic Ranching Period. State Sites 50-80-
12-7487 (Feature 3 and 5) and -5120 (Features 3 through 9) were interpreted to be associated with
United States Military occupation of the area during the Historic Period. Based on feature type,
construction methods, construction materials, and observed artifacts, Site -5119, Feature 30 was
interpreted as having associations with Traditional Hawaiian and historic (military) occupation of
the interim preservation areas.

All sites were evaluated for significance, as outlined in Hawai‘i Administrative Rules §13-
275-6 and found to be significant under Criterion d, with Site -7483 (Feature 4) and Site -7486
(Feature 2) also being assessed as Significant under Criterion “e” due to the potential presence of
a burial. A variety of site types were documented during the study. The majority of the features
recorded represent Traditional Hawaiian occupation of the area. These features include rock
mounds, various small enclosures and structures, modified pits (karst), unmodified pits (karst),
platforms, and small coastal trails. Most of the sites were composed of limestone, a locally
available resource. They represent a range of features often associated with residential complexes.
Military use of the landscape was also well-represented, as evidenced by a concrete building
foundation, a pillbox, and a guard shack.

The parcel that the interim preservation areas are in was initially surveyed in 1984 and
1985 (Haun 1991). The parcel containing the interim preservation areas was designated as area E6
and no sites were reported. Two sites (State Sites -5119 and -5120) were recorded on the parcel
during an Archacological Inventory Survey, Phase II in 1996 (Wickler and Tuggle 1997). State
Site -5119 was identified as an agricultural complex consisting of seven features. During the AIS
(Medrano et al. 2014), this site was relocated and described as containing thirty-seven features,
including rock mounds, C -shaped structures, and unmodified pits. However, since Tuggle and
Tomonari-Tuggle (1994; Task 1b) Wickler and Tuggle (1997; Part II: Phase IT) did not provide
plan view maps showing State Site 50-80-12-5119’s feature spatial relationships, the AIS could
not confirm which features were previously recorded.

State Site 50-80-12-5120 was identified in an area designated E6¢ during a Phase I AIS in
1994 (Tuggle and Tomonari-Tuggle 1997; Wicker and Tuggle 1997). According to the Wickler
and Tuggle (1997) Phase II work, State Site 50-80-12-5120 was identified as a large stone wall
(Feature A), a small concrete slab (Feature B), a limestone cobble platform (Feature C), a long

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. 9|



narrow paved structure (Feature D), remnants of a jet aircraft crash (Feature E), anti-aircraft
complexes (Features F, H and J), a coral packed road (Feature G), and a portable concrete pillbox
(Feature I). Feature B of State Site -5120 (small concrete slab) represents the current State Site -
5120, Feature 3 (concrete pad). Feature D of State Site -5120 (long narrow paved structure) may
represent the current State Site -7486, Feature 5 (coastal trail). According to Wicker and Tuggle
(1997), this feature may be a remnant of a sisal wall; however, the original function of this feature
was found to be undetermined. Feature E of State Site -5120 (was found to be of a jet aircraft)
represents the current State Site -7487, Feature 2 A through 2C (Aircraft Crash Site). Features F,
H and J (was found to be of anti-aircraft complexes) represents the current State Site -5120, Feature
4 (guard shack), Feature 5 (Concrete Enclosure), possibly Feature 6 (remnant concrete structure),
and Feature 8 (cluster of remnant concrete structures). Feature I of State Site -5120 (portable
concrete pillbox) represents the current State Site -5120, Feature 7 (pillbox).

Of the ten archaeological surface features that Wicker and Tuggle (1997) recorded during
their Phase II work on Site -5120, only seven features (Features A, B, E, F, H, I, and J) were re-
located during the AIS (Medrano et al. 2014). Wicker and Tuggle (1997) Site -5120 Features C,
D, and G could not be re-located due to non-matching comparisons (i.e., feature location, feature
horizontal shape, and feature horizontal long axis orientation) between the current Archaeological
Inventory Survey work and the Wickler and Tuggle (1997) site plan view map. It is suspected that
Feature G, a coral packed road recorded by Wickler and Tuggle (1997), covered by vegetation
growth.

Overall, a variety of site types were documented during the study. The majority of the
features recorded represent pre- and/or Post-Contact occupation of the area. These features include
rock mounds, various small enclosures and structures, modified pits (karst), unmodified pits
(karst), platforms, and small coastal trails. Historic era sites from the 1940s-1960s were also
recorded. The site and component feature numbers within the interim preservation areas has
expanded significantly due to the AIS (Medrano et al. 2014).
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FEATURE TYPES LOCATED DURING INVENTORY SURVEY

Based on previous archaeological work on Naval Air Station Barbers Point and
institutional knowledge, a discussion of feature types occurring in the 'Ewa Plain is presented.
This analysis of site types and discussion of such is treated both as a synthesis of previous work
conducted in the area (see above) and the academic work of Scientific Consultant Services, Inc.,
in the area. References to specific site types are presented above.

ENCLOSURES AND PLATFORMS

Numerous stone-walled enclosures representing habitation loci proliferate in this inland
zone beyond the coast where the soil mantle is shallow and deposits are most accurately assessed
by their horizontal context rather than their vertical context. Features in this near-coastal zone
consist of two common structural classes: platforms and mounds. Platforms are perhaps the
vaguest of features in the ‘Ewa Plain, a characteristic not common to the feature type in other parts
of the islands. The low, small, and poorly constructed platforms are so impecunious that Davis
(1986) even suggested these platforms to be possible pavings. Typically associated with a
habitation function, free-standing platforms are basically unknown in the area and no large, well-
constructed platforms typically associated with ceremonial or larger habitation dwellings have
been recently documented in the ‘Ewa Plain (Tuggle and Tomonari-Tuggle 1997:64). Both C-
shapes and small rectangular enclosures are thought to have been the primary habitation loci on
the 'Ewa Plain. No house platforms have been documented to date. The rectangular house features
themselves are typically small, with only modest quantities of artifacts and midden having been
recovered from the features. This pattern is one that intimates limited feature occupational
duration. Again, the question of permanent residences (and when) versus temporary/seasonal

habitation loci emerges.

MOUNDS
Mounds are only slightly less ambiguous, with most researchers prescribing an agricultural
function to these features. Sweet potato cultivation may be the primary function of most mounds,
but these features take on many forms and sizes such that they have been designated as cairmns,
boundary markers, or even the very general term ahu. The mounds are variable in size,
morphology, construction technique, and the presence/absence of cultural resources.
Furthermore, there are two mounds within the northern preserve area that are burial

mounds.
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OTHER ARCHAEOLOGICAL FEATURE TYPES

Other classes of archaeological features occurring on the ‘Ewa Plain consist of C- and U-
shaped habitation loci, circular enclosures (likely collapsed rectangular-shaped structures; Tuggle
and Tomonari-Tuggle 1997:104), and the ubiquitous limestone “sinkholes," which have been
described above. Paleoenvironmental features such as the “sinkholes” and wetlands have revealed
a wealth of cultural and natural resources allowing researchers to further document
paleoenvironmental change on local and regional levels. It is from the environmental research
specifically that more robust arguments pertaining to human settlement patterns, adaptation, and
chronology have been established for the area.

TRAILS

Finally, trails are known to occur across the ‘Ewa Plain but are, for the most part, not
defined by constructed stone architecture such as other well-known trails (e.g., Stepping Stone
Trail, Kealakekua, Hawai'i Island). Trails, often overlooked as significant features, are important
for facilitation between features and between resource zones. The trails in this area are coastal
trails and not part of a regional system. Dating prehistoric trails is difficult, at best, and is typically
done through relative dating of archaeological features or features which the trail course around or
through.

WWII ERA FEATURES

The WWII era features largely consist of a limestone platform, a long narrow paved
structure, a small concrete slab, a single gun position, a portable concrete pillbox, a stone
enclosure, a sentry post, and a three-unit gun position. These items represent the military’s
previous use of the land.

SITE DESCRIPTIONS

Given the large number of sites and features to be preserved through this IPP, only
summary information is presented herein, see AIS (Medrano et al. 2014) for more detailed
information. Below provides a table of the sites and features to be preserved through this plan
(Table 2).
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Table 2: Site Designation, Type, Function, and Significance Assessments.
Note: This table also shows the mitigation recommendations for all the sites in the preservation area.

Feature Site
Site Number Totals Feature Numbers Feature Type Function Sienificance Recommendations
50-80-12- 37 Ag/ Habitation/ d Preservation via
5119 Refuse/ Storage conservation
R X Preservation via
1 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse TR
3 U-Shape Habitation R Saatonya
conservation
15 Reverse F-Shape Habitation w_.omo_dm:om. ML
conservation
Preservation vi
17 Karst Pit, Unmodified Storage/Refuse e
. g Preservation via
18 Karst Pit, Unmodified Storage/Refuse o
2 C-Shape Habitation Preservation via
conservation
2% L-Shape Habitation wmw_o.wsw_%%o“s
30 C-Shape Habitation S anonyi
conservation
34 Enclosure Habitation m._dmo_dw:om. Ay
conservation
35 C-Shape Habitation Frescivationlyia
conservation
B Preservation via
37 U-Shape Habitation et
2,4-14, 16, 19-21, 23, 25- Preservation via
26,27A-27B, 28-29, 31-33, Rock Mound Agriculture conservation
36
50-80-12- 9 Ag/ Refuse/Military/ Preservation via
5120 Boundary d conservation
) ; Preservation via
1 Karst Pit Agriculture conservation
i Preservation via
2 Wall Habitation conservation
= il Preservation via
3 Concrete Pad Military Building conservation
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Feature

Site

Site Number Totals Feature Numbers Feature Type Function Significance Recommendations
Preservation via
4 Guard Shack Military Building conservation
__ == Preservation via
5 Concrete Enclosure Military Building conservation
o . Preservation via
6 Concrete Foundations Military Building conservation
. 3 e Preservation via
7 Pillbox Military Building conservation
= = Preservation via
8 Concrete Foundations Military Building conservation
i ) Preservation via
9 Concrete Foundations Military Building conservation
i Preservation via
50-80-12- Agricultural/Refuse <
10 Complex w/Pos. de conscrvation
7483 :
Burial Component
. i Preservation via
1 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse i
> - Preservation via
2 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse -
" ] Preservation via
3 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse ST
4 Rock Mound Pos. Human Burial nEcpeystonyia
conservation
i . Preservation via
5 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse e ————
6,7,8 Rock Mound Agriculture S Lonyia
conservation
- . Preservation via
9 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse o
i - Preservation via
10 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse T e
50-80-12- Ag/Refuse Complex m._,omo_éwmom_ via
3 w/Habitation d conservation
7484
Component
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Feature

Site

Site Number Totals Feature Numbers Feature Type Function Sienificance Recommendations
. g Preservation via
1 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse conservation
Preservation via
2 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse conservation
3 Midden Scatter Habitation mww“ww%%o”a
50-80-12- Preservation via
7485 2 Ag/Refuse Complex d conservation
1 Rock Mound Agriculture JWM“M%WM.»
Preservation via
2 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse conservation
Ag/refuse/storage/
50-80-12- 5 Travel/ Ranching/with de Preservation via
7486 Pos. Burial conservation and BTP
Component
1 Karst Pit Agriculture/Storage wwwmmwwm%o”s
: Preservation via
2 Rock Mound Pos. Human Burial conservation and BTP
P tion vi
3 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse MMM“W%WME
. . Preservation via
4 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse conservation
5 Lincar Path T w:..mn?m:om_ via
conservation
508012 e Ag/ Refuse/Storage/ 4 Preservation via
7487 Military/Boundary conservation
P tion vi
1A Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse MMMNM_OM_»
P G 2
1B Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse MMM“W%WME
P tion vi
1C Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse WMM“W%%A.“B
P tion vi
1D Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse Moo,ﬂun“m.o“_w
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Feature Site
Site Number Totals Feature Numbers Feature Type Function Sienificance Recommendations
X . Preservation via
1E Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Storage conservation
: ; Preservation via
1F Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse .
. 1 Preservation via
2A Airplane Crash Modem; Transport = ahon
h ] Preservation via
2B Airplane Crash Modem; Transport e o
] ' Preservation via
2C Airplane Crash Modern; Transport S oSaeeation
3 Concrete Pads Military Foundation R )
conservation
Preservation via
4 L-Shape Boundary Wall Lot
5 Platform/Wall Historic Foundation Preseryation'via
conservation
50-80-12- - Preservation via
7488 1 Karst Pit Ag/Refuse d R S
50-80-12- Preservation via
7489 2 LG 4 conservation
: Preservation via
1 Karst Pit Ag/Refuse T
. Preservation via
2 Karst Pit Ag/Refuse e 5
i- i Preservation via
50-80-12- 3 Z_U_me_m:%:onw_ d conservation
7490 Wi rage
Component
1 Walled Karst Pit Ag/Refuse R
conservation
- x Preservation via
2 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse e
s : Preservation via
3 Karst Pit, Unmodified Ag/Refuse T
50-80-12- . Preservation via
7491 ! T L faznzpod g conservation
50-80-12- 45 Ag/Habitation d Preservation via
7492 Complex conservation
e Preservation via
1 C-Shape Habitation —————

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc.
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Feature Site .
Site Number Totals Feature Numbers Feature Type Function Significance Recommendations
. = Preservation via
2 Karst Pit, Unmodified Storage/Refuse conservation
: Preservation via
3A,3B Rock Mound Agriculture AT
: Preservation via
4A- 4D Rock Mound Complex Agriculture conservation
M Preservation via
5 C-Shape Habitation e
- Preservation via
6A - 6Y Rock Mound Complex Agriculture conservation
7 Enclosure Habitation 1332»:@ M
conservation
Py Preservation via
8 C-Shape Habitation P b
= Preservation via
9 U-Shape Habitation ol
v Preservation via
10 U-Shape Habitation P tion
11 Enclosure Habitation m._.omo.dw:cw AL
conservation
12 T-Shape Habitation D ationyia
conservation
13 Reverse J-Shape Habitation w_‘omo.éw:ow. Vaa
conservation
14 L-Shape Habitation w_.omn_dw:oa AL
conservation
15 C-Shape Habitation ST
conservation
e Preservation via
16 C-Shape Habitation Pt
17 Enclosure Habitation —.._.omaQw:om_ via
conservation
50-80-12- . Preservation via
7493 1 Karst Pit Storage/Refuse d L
50-80-12- . : Preservation via
7494 1 Walled Karst Pit Agriculture/Storage d T T
50-80-12- 2 Hab/Ag/Storage d —.._.omozm:om_ via
7496 Complex conservation
1 Platform Habitation T
conservation
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Feature Site
Site Number Totals Feature Numbers Feature Type Function Stenificance Recommendations
4 Preservation via
2 Platform/Mound Agriculture/Storage o
50-80-12- d Preservation via
7497 conservation
4 Preservation via
1 Rock Mound Agriculture e
50-80-12- 3 Ag/Refuse/Storage/ d _v_.omn?wmom via
7498 Undetermined conservation
. Preservation via
1 Karst Pit Storage/Refuse e
2A Karst Pit Undetermined D anonya
conservation
2B Karst Pit Agriculture/Refuse  eaanonyvia
conservation
50-80-12- Y Preservation via
7499 3 Karst Pit Complex Ag/Storage/Refuse d P ey
1 Karst Pit Refuse/Storage PCscationyia
conservation
2 Karst Pit Refuse/Storage Preservation via
conservation
3 Walled Karst Pit Ag/Refuse Prescrvation via
conservation
50-80-12- ; Preservation via
7500 1 Karst Pit Ag/refuse d b
SCE012; 1 1 Rock Mound Dozer Push Pile d Frescrvation)via
7501 conservation
50-80-12- . Preservation via
7502 1 1 Rock Mound Agriculture d e
50-80-12- . Preservation via
7503 1 ! C-Shape Habitation d conservation
50-80-12- Preservation via
7504 2 Ag/Refuse d conservation
1 Karst Pit Ag/Refuse Preservation via
conservation
2 Rock Mound Agriculture e onia
conservation
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CONSULTATION

Multiple phases of consultation were undertaken for this project, during the AIS and also
after, when preservation sites were discussed. Consultation has been conducted on many occasions
with the SHPD, community groups, and other stake holders. The following presents a summary
of these consultations, which remain on-going at present.

Various agencies, organizations, and firms involved in the solar farm project were
consulted at prior to, during, and after completion of the archaeological fieldwork and through
preparation of this PP. Consultation with these interested parties will continue until the project is
completed. These parties are listed below:

Hawaii Community Development Authority (HCDA),

State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD),

O'ahu Island Burial Council (OIBC),

Kalaeloa Heritage Park (KHP),

“Ahahui Siwila o0 Hawai'i o Kapolei Hawaiian Civic Club (ASHOK),
Group 70 International (G70), and

Scientific Consultant Services (SCS), Inc.

On multiple occasions, from 2013 through 2016, representatives from each of the interested
parties listed above attended in-field walkthroughs of the preservation area. The purpose of the
walkthroughs was to familiarize everyone with the types of historic properties found during the
AIS (Medrano et al. 2014) and discuss mitigation of the sites. This I[PP was partially born from
those discussions. The names of the people who attended at least one of the walkthroughs are
listed below:

Tesha Malama (HCDA Kalaeloa Director),

Craig Uemura (HCDA Assets Management Specialist),

Susan Lebo (SHPD O'ahu Lead Archaeologist),

Miss Hinaleimoana Wong-Kalu (OIBC Chairwoman),

Mr. Shad Kane (OIBC, KHP, and ASHOK),

Mr. Kawika McKeague (G70 Project Senior Planner and Director of
Cultural Planning),

Michael Bungcayao (G70 Project Civil Engineer), and

= Robert L. Spear (SCS Project Archaeological Principal Investigator), and
= Guerin Tome (SCS Archaeological Field Supervisor).
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CULTURAL DESCENDANT MEETINGS

G70 conducted multiple cultural descendant meetings for this proposed project. On
November 17, 2014, at the Department of Hawaiian Home Lands Hale Pono‘i. People that
participated are as follows:

Ryan McCauley, Tesha Malama, Kawika McKeague, Lani
Ma‘a Lapilio, Kilinahe Keliinoi, Moani Kaleikini, Jerome Yasuhara
(OHA), Shad Kane, Mike K. Lee, Mana Kaleilani Caceres, Kalehua
Caceres, Kaanohi Kaleikini, Kala Kalekini, and Kehau Kaleikini.

The following are notes taken during the meeting:

Everyone agrees to protect and preserve burials in-place as part of a larger
archaeological preserve.

Provide perimeter fencing — maybe minimal signage — concern about trespassers
and people who would seek to do harm to the area.

Maintain kiawe thicket to some degree as a natural barrier of protection

Mr. Michael Lee inquired as to how we plan to address the inclusion of information
he gave to Kawika that shows an interpretation of one site that is different than the accepted
interpretation the site in question under the approved AIS. In short, Mr. Lee’s version
suggests that agricultural mounds that were identified in the AIS are actually a
concentration of burials. Kawika replied that limited testing was done in some of these
features with no significant finds. Kawika highlighted that this information could be
provided or cited in the BTP or APP. Mr. Lee wanted it on record.

General maintenance and clean-up around the site. Uncle Shad stated that its Civic
Club belief that these burials are not as old as some people think (like 1800s). Aunty
Paulette suggested these are reminiscent of burials at Makua and parts of Kona and those
are much older. Age of the burials not a major issue. Although Base Relocation and Closure
(BRAC) identified the Kapolei Civic Club as the “must consult” party, Aunty Paulette
voiced her mana‘o (opinion) that the care of the burials should be responsibility of
descendants moving forward. In this conversation, the use of cultural monitoring was

inquired by Michael Lee.

An access route could be determined (so maybe the fence needs a locked entry gate
that could be used from time to time to access the burial(s). Maybe maintain a small access
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trail only known to folks that need to know. Should conduct periodic inspections of the
burials and other significant sites (at least annually)

If data recovery were to be conducted for any non-burial related features on the
parcel, the descendants preliminarily agreed to the use to the use and maintenance of
pohaku [rocks] and lepo [soil] on site for some yet-to-be determined cultural use. G70 to
provide a digital copy of the SCS AIS to all cultural descendants.

G70 conducted a cultural descendant meeting on April 10, 2017 at Kapolei Heritage Center
Classroom II. People and cultural descendants present at this meeting are as follows:

Kilinahe Keliinoi, Kala Keliinoi, Aliikaua Kaleikini,
Ka‘anohi Kaleikini, Mike Lee, Mike Dega, Mana Caceres, Kalehua
Caceres, Makoa Caceres, Hiehie Caceres, Kamana Caceres, Kawika
McKeague, Ryan McCauley, Lani Ma‘a Lapilio.

The following is the notes recorded from that meeting as they pertain to the interim preservation
plan:

ML: Information about the Malden trail? Please refer to it by the Hawaiian name.
It should be identified to protect G70 to show that even though federal laws do not
apply they took all into consideration.

ML: Did the Tuggles do any of the work in the area?

ML: Requested buffers around the sites for protection so we can malama (care
for) the resources citing several examples of hana‘ino (vandalism/ mistreatment)
behavior.

ML: Who should the descendant request to get access to the sites?

ML: Requested a hard hat tour for the descendants when possible.

ML: Signage is necessary. Would like a natural or physical barrier and a
firebreak.

Ka‘anohi K: I just want the sites protected. Once that happens, I have no need to
go niele (be nosey).

On September 5, 2017, G70 held a site visit and cultural descendant meeting to discuss the
draft BTP and to allow descendants a chance to see the burial mounds. Furthermore, the meeting
added information pertinent to the preservation plan. Attendees at the site visit and meeting are as

follows:
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Ka’anohi Kaleikini (recognized cultural descendant), Kilinahe
Keliinoi (recognized cultural descendant), Mike Lee (recognized
cultural descendant), Mana Caceres (recognized cultural
descendant), Kalehua Caceres (recognized cultural descendant),
Kamana Caveres (recognized cultural descendant), Tesha Malama
(HCDA), Kawika McKeague (G70), Lauren A. Esaki-Kua (G70),
Lani Ma‘a Lapilio, Nigel T. Kingsbury (SCS), Regina Hilo (SHPD),

Items from the draft BTP meeting and site visit that pertain to the Preservation Plan are presented
below.

Site Visit:

Nigel then guided the attendees to the second burial mound, State Site # -7486 Feature 2. Upon
exiting the burial mound location Mike Lee observed a very small mound like feature under
vegetation. Nigel believes that the possible feature may be either an ecofact (less likely) or a small
agricultural mound or even a clearing mound (more likely). Mike Lee believes that it is a burial
mound. The mound is located approximately 3.5m mauka of the burial mound and slightly toward
Coral Sea Road (from the muaka Coral sea Road corner of the burial mound).

Nigel did not attempt to clear the mound nor did he attempt to take photographs because he did
not want to take away from the experience of the burial site visit from the attendees.

Meeting Following Site Visit:

Kawika started the meeting with an open question to the group regarding what they observed
during the site visit to the burial locations. Specifically, if there were any concerns about the care
and protection of the two sites for preservation in-place.

Mike Lee again brought up the mound. Nigel said it is small (in dimensions) and lacks adequate
construction techniques (indicating clearing pile or agricultural mound).

This must have created confusion for Mike Lee who stated “no matter how small we don’t cut
corners when our Iwi Kupuna are involved”.

Nigel said “Mike, I apologize for the confusion, I did not mean to say that it needs to be over
looked. I am just stating I don’t believe it to be a burial mound”.

Aunty Ka’anohi thought it was good that it stays hidden.
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Kawika showed plant survey data for the project area in PowerPoint.

Kawika mentioned that in the portion of the preservation plan to be developed that the project team
will work with a specific botanical specialist with the idea of taking cuttings or seeds from
culturally important plants to either use on property or propagate for future use in the Kalaeloa

region.

Kawika mentioned the plane crash features which were initially identified for data recovery are
now to be preserved. Showed map of TS sites recorded by SCS.

Kawika asked Mike Lee if he could help communicate our project team’s interest to consult with
Mr. John Bond from the Kanehili Cultural Hui to help answer the question. Mike Lee said he
would help to pass along the request to contact Mr. Bond.

Aunty Ka‘anohi said she wanted all military structures removed. That they had no place within the
proposed archaeological preserve. They were a mark on our ‘aina.

Mana agreed with Aunty Ka‘anohi.

Kawika asked “the plane crash features too?”

Aunty Kaanohi affirmed Yes.

Mike Lee agreed.

Kawika asked the attendees — do we need a road/ path on the inside perimeter of the proposed
property fence along Tripoli and Coral Sea Road to descendants to access? Is the two-week
notification request for descendants’ access okay with everyone? What do you folks think? No
immediate response so Kawika told the group to think on it and respond later.

Kawika informed attendees that the project is not yet approved. The project still needs a Final EA
& FONSI; and the completion of HCDA specific permit approvals. There are a few more steps to

go before finalizing. However, even if the project never gets done HCDA has agreed that the
Preservation Plan (and the included BTP) will be finalized.
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Kawika asked if there were additional comments or concemns.

Mike Lee asks about a fire management plan. Mike Lee — what is the plan if somebody calls 9-1-
1 fire fighters come and clarifying what happens. Can HCDA get fire easement for Tripoli Road?
Tesha states if there is a fire the State Crash Unit responds to all calls around the airport. Tesha
says there are already lockboxes on all of the cattle gates with keys inside to allow access in cases
of emergencies. Tesha notes that both City Fire and Crash Units arrive.

Mike Lee — Would the property have an access gate off of Tripoli to allow fire fighters to gain
access in to the preserve arca? Tesha states that HCDA has always had access issues with people
dumping etc. afraid access areas only make more points of illegal entry. Tesha states that if the
Fire crews need access they will make their own access no matter what. Mike Lee mentioned
locks he has seen in Maui on gates. These are thick metal boxes built on to the gates that fit locks
very tight. So, bolt cutters can’t get in. helps strengthen this part of a fence too. Project team will
continue to work with HCDA on addressing concerns relative to project site safety and access that
are separate from burial protection measures. The location of the burials within the interior portion
of the proposed preserve provides a natural barrier. Some of these other issues could be addressed
in the APP.

Kawika asks again about interior access as part of long term maintenance? Aunty Ka‘anohi would
rather not have a formal access as it may encourage unnecessary attention and niele behavior.

Mike Lee asks about maintenance plan within the PV area as it will be close to preserve area and
you don’t want trees to pop up in the PV area. Kawika brought up that the plan is 30% in detail
design. Current plan shows one contiguous preserve and two other smaller areas. A selection of
invasive trees have been identified for potential removal. There will be a need for a firebreak
between the preserve and the development area and an additional buffer area to be established.

Kawika shows the incomplete surveyor map. Kawika informs attendees that the current data shows
some issues with the proximity of the project to the buffer areas of the proposed preservation area.
Surveyor work to be completed in two weeks. Adjustments to development layout will occur to
ensure all sites and buffers are accounted for.

Mike Lee asks if the preservation area will be filed with the Bureau of conveyances?

Tesha and Kawika unanimous yes.
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OIBC MEETINGS

The proposed project and the recognition of cultural descendants for the project has been
on the agenda at the OIBC on four separate occasions.

On October 9, 2013, Jeff Overton of G70, Matt Blake of Aloha Solar Energy presented a
PowerPoint presentation on the AIS findings. Wong-Kalu reminded the public and council
members that no discussion was permitted and only testimony would be heard as the council no
longer had quorum.

On December 11, 2013, the OIBC recognized the following cultural descendants to the
possible burial mounds (Site #-7486 Feature 2 and Site #-7483 Feature 4):

Paulette Kaanohiokalani Kaleikini, Moani Umiaimoku
Kaleikini, Tuahine Kanekapolei Kaleikini, Kala Waahila Kaleikini,
Kalahikiola Mahikeahi Keliinoi, Kilinahe Ialuamoku Keliinoi,
Aliikkaua Keawenuiaumi Kaleikini, Noeau Kamehanaokala
Kaleikini, Haloa Kekoo Namakaokalani Kaleikini, Mahiaimoku
Kekaulike Kaleikini, Moehonua Keaweamahi Kaleikini, Jim
Medeiros Senior, Michael Lani Keaweamahi, April Leimomi
Keaweamahi, Shanlyn Maile Keaweamahi Kanohokula, Brandy
Kalehua Kamohalii Caceres, Norman “Mana” Christopher Moore
Kaleilani Caceres, Kekamamakoaakailihou Kaleilani Kamohalii
Caceres, Keahealaiianiikekamaehuokahikiku
Kiekiekananiokuuleilehua Kamohalii Caceres,
Kekamakeuakauiikuhaoikalai Kalehuahiehie Kamohalii Caceres,
JR Keoneakapu Williams, Kimball Kekaimalino Kaopio.

On May 14, 2014, G70 and SCS presented again on the completed AIS conducted for the
proposed project.

On July 9, 2014, the OIBC recognized Michael Kumukauoha Lee as a cultural descendant
to the possible burial mounds (Site #-7486 Feature 2 and Site #-7483 Feature 4) identified during
the AIS. On June 28, 2017, the OIBC recognized four additional cultural descendants as named
below:
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Piilani Keonealoha Kaleikini, Kahekilinuiahumanu Ulukou
Kaleikini, Heulu Kuaialii Kaleikini, and Lawakua Huanuikalalailai
Kaleikini.
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‘AHAHUI SIWILA HAWAI‘I O KAPOLEI (ASHOK)

On July 21, 2013 Kawika McKeague (G70), Kalani Ka‘ana‘ana and Matt Blake (Sunetric)
held a meeting with 15 ASHOK members to discuss the proposed solar farm. The following points
were discussed at the meeting:

ASHOK appreciated ASEF, SCS, and G70’s hard work to the make the best of a
bad start. Appreciated the thoroughness of thought and approach in understanding the
cultural landscape and figuring how to make the project fit into the landscape.

ASHOK supports preference and approach to preserve the trails despite the impacts
from cut intrusions and other identified historical modifications that may have occurred as
part of military occupation.

ASHOK supports preserve area concept and necessity to develop partnership and
collaboration with KHP to develop area approach to site preservation.

ASHOK sought clarity to AIS conclusion for “no further work™ on historical
military features as some retirees from community that are active in other organizations
may come out at HCDA meeting and voice their concern. Kawika McKeague suggested a
couple of things:

a. Informed that G70 is working with HCDA on a cultural/community stakeholder meeting
tentatively scheduled for August and prior to HCDA hearing which presents an opportunity to hear
others’ concerns.

b. As we want to finalize and file the AIS, Kawika McKeague suggested that AIS
recommend “selective data recovery/preservation” (need clarity from SCS to right professional
language) for at least the plane crash site and coastal defense pillbox - from the perspective we
don’t physically preserve these two features in their exact physical location. Remnants from crash
site could go to aviation museum and maybe we find a better suitable place and re-adaptive use
for pillbox (since it is portable and evidence suggest that it’s probably not in its original “historical
context”). All other military related sites warrant no additional archaeological work.

c. Question after the meeting as to whether or not we could reuse any of the existing
historical concrete platforms in place. Kawika McKeague said he did not know the answer as the
project was in concept phase at this point. Kawika said consideration of potential use only if
feasible to layout and structure foundation requirements.

For all sites/trails on the exterior of conceptual project layout, recommending at least a 10-
20 m buffer of protection in this preliminary stage.
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Regarding the two agricultural mounds to be impacted within the conceptual footprint-
Kawika McKeague shared the AIS recommendation of “no further work” — folks were quietly
hesitant and some discussion followed with their concerns (similar to those heard in KHP meeting).
ASHOK believes there is cultural value and information within these sites. ASHOK shared one of
two preferences to either

a. Preserve these two sites as-is with a designated buffer and have project develop and work
around these sites. Kawika McKeague highlighted briefly the concern that this approach would
potentially segment portions of conceptual layout but that project proponents could possibly adjust
and recover in other areas to meet design objective.

b. Conduct data recovery for information (Uncle Shad’s recommendation) data recovery
and removal of the site by hand (versus bulldozer). Couple options would be to spend time to
deconstruct and reconstruct elsewhere in the property or approved area by HCDA as part of
historical “remembrance” of kupuna (ancestors) footprint in the area. Soil strata of these sites
would be screened for any artifact/ecofacts and report generated based upon findings.
Artifacts/ecofacts could potentially become part of historical/cultural “museum” as part of KHP’s
project to educate and share ‘ike (knowledge) with visitors. It was recognized this method versus
buffer/preserve may be more aggressive and costly to ASEF but in the end, it would give full
access to this area of land once data recovery. This is an unsettled issue relative to more talk story
with ASHOK and others.

One concern raised about whether or not there are federal monies involved in project (was
not a negative but wanting to make sure we were well prepared for others in community that might
look for pukas in our process). If potential for federal involvement, there was a voiced concern
about triggering NHPA and NAGPRA and utilization of these processes by others to stop and kill
the project.

ASHOK recommended archaeological monitoring throughout project construction. The
conversation did not get as far as to discuss what happens if we find a site within development area
during monitoring.

Regarding Malden trail, the overlay constructed from 1825/1878 maps indicate
plausibility/possibility that portion of this trail could be in our project area and could have been
part of intrusion cut #1 (closest to Coral Sea Road). However, Kawika McKeague shared the
inconsistency of overlaying maps from different eras and in his experience, has seen deviation
variance as little as 10m up to several hundred meters. All to say, the line is not absolute truth.
However, a part of our conceptual layout including part of the Malden Trail. Recommended early
monitoring/mitigation to verify.

Issue of ho‘oponopono (conference in which relationships were set right) and appropriate
mihi/huikala (repent/cleanse) still need to be refined for long-term. ASHOK appreciated our
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recognition of applying and being mindful of this cultural approach to reconciliation. I see natural
pathways of partnerships and our active participation is part of that mihi process.

On March 21, 2017 G70 and SCS conducted a consultation meeting with ASHOK. The

meeting notes are as follows:

ASHOK supports the direction and intent of the archaeological preservation plan,
burial treatment plan, and dismissal of data recovery plan. Recommends that
archaeological sites near the development footprint consider appropriate buffers but did
not cite specific delineation distances. Inquired as to what SHPD typically requires. The
response was that it all depends on the type of site, location of site, and proximity to
adjacent activity and land use. They would like to be update once the APP draft is prepared
for further discussion [have since been updated].

ASHOK would like to be kept in the léop regarding any update from conditions
assessment and finds during any supplemental work.

The biggest discussion point was about access to the proposed archaeological
preserve area and how will it be utilized during the duration of the lease. Kawika
McKeague said for now, the only thing on the table verified was passive preservation —i.e.
probably provide perimeter fencing around the whole parcel and protecting the sites as-is
with some periodic maintenance and inspection of sites. ASHOK sees an opportunity for
perhaps a non-profit to collaborate with ASEF and HCDA as landowner to provide active
preservation/restoration activities through place-based learning and stewardship. Great
idea that requires discussion with ASEF and HCDA to define how that could be set up and
what relationship/expectation could exist with ASEF as a partner during site control period.
Kawika McKeague said he would bring that discussion to the appropriate persons at HCDA
and the applicant and follow-up accordingly.

KALAELOA HERITAGE PARK ADVISORY GROUP

On June 28, 2013, G70 conducted a consultation meeting with the Kalaeloa Heritage Park
Adpvisory Group to discuss the AIS and the proper mitigation measures of the newly identified
historic properties. The following are the recorded notes from this meeting regarding preservation
plans:

Agreed no further testing necessary for potential/probably burial sites. Treat them as burials
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Possibilities include reuse of material on site.
General discussion regarding possible buffer zones for sites and component features.

Discussed the Heritage Park on 77 acres mauka of our project and the remote possibility
that the preservation area from this project could be added to the heritage park.

Land locked sites, if necessary, is ok.
Discussion on need for archaeological monitoring.

KANEHILI HUI
On September 19, 2017 Kawika McKeague (G70), Nigel T. Kingsbury (SCS), and John

Bond (Kanehili Hui) met at the intersection of Tripoli Road and Coral Sea Road to conduct a site
visit within the project area. Prior to entering the property Kawika gave a brief introduction of the
project, the historic properties identified in Medrano et al. (2014) AIS report, and the mitigation
measures required for the project to proceed.

Nigel led the group to the aircraft crash site (Site #-7487 Feature 2A, 2B, and 2C). The
group discussed the current preservation plan for the site, passive preservation. The group then
proceeded to make its way to the historic military structural remnants (Site #-5120). Mr. Bond
shared his knowledge of the military structures. Furthermore, he concurred that the structural
remnants appeared to have been previously moved to their current position. Mr. Bond expressed
interest of relocating these remnants to the Ewa Battle Field site.

Mr. Bond informed SCS and G70 that his research indicates that the parcel was utilized in
the Cold War for nuclear weapons loading and unloading. Mr. Bond has provided SCS and G70
with numerous historic photographs of the project area and of the military structures as they would
have looked in original condition.
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Figure 5. Photograph of a similar pillbox as recorded within the current project area.
Photograph courtesy of Mr. Bond.

7.

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. 32|






