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Abstract

This documentpresentghe resultsof an archaeologicasuney of proposed
fencelines and otherfacilities associatedvith animal control fencing projectin
upperLumaha’iValley. A singlehistoricsitewasfoundlocatedon top of a promi-
nentpu uimmediatelymaukaof threelarge waterflls thathadbeenproposedor
useasa drop site. Branchcoral found at the site indicatesthatit is a heiau It
was assignedstatesite number50-30-03—3914No historic siteswerefoundin
therestof the projects.Giventhatanalternatve dropsiteis availableandthepu'u
with site 50—-30-03-3914ill notbeusedasadropsite,nohistoric propertieswill
be affectedby theanimalcontrolfenceproject.

1 Intr oduction

At the requestof Allan Rietan, The Nature Conserangy, T. S. Dye & Colleagues,
Archaeologistdnc. hascompletedan archaeologicasuney of proposedencelines
andfacilitiesassociatedith ananimalcontrolfencein upperLumaha’iValley, Kaua'i.
Thepurposeof the suney wasto determineghe presencer absencef historicsitesin
areaghatwill seeactities duringconstructiorandmaintenancef theanimalcontrol
fence.

Thisreportsetsouttheresultsof thesuney, following guidelinesestablishedy the
StateHistoric Preseration Division's RulesGaoverning Standads for Archaeolaical
Inventory Surveys and Reports(§13-276). The documentis not intendedto be an
inventorysuney report,hawever. Design e xibility in the fencingprojectmeantthat
historic sitesfound during the surney could be avoided by re-routinga fenceline or
relocatinga facility. Thus,oncean historic site wasidenti ed in the eld, it wasnot
necessaryo recordit in the detail requiredby the inventorysurwey rule. Thefencing
projectcouldeasilyberedesignedo avoid any adwerseeffect on historicproperties.

Therestof this sectionidenti es thesunwey area providesabrief descriptiorof the
ernvironment,andpresentghe resultsof backgroundesearchinto the history of land
usein upperLumaha’iValley.

1.1 SurveyArea

Thesurneyedareasarelocatedin theupperreache®f Lumaha’iValley in theHalele'a
District of Kaua'i(g. 1). The valley, which is coterminouswith the ahupua’aof
Lumaha’i,is aboutnine mileslong, with Wainihato the westandHanaleito the east,
one of threelong valleys with headvaterson the northernslopeof Wai'aleale. It is
identi ed on tax mapsasTMK:(4)5—-7-01:1 with anareaof approximately7,980ac.
Thislandis ownedby Kamehameh&chools.

Most of thesuneyedareasareabove a setof threehigh waterfalls nearthe backof
thevalley. Thesewaterfalls, andthe steepcliffs surroundinghem,make accesgo the
backof the valley dif cult andundoubtedlywould have restrictedaccessn the past.
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Figurel. Projectarealocation.

The proposedanimalcontrol fencetakesadvantageof this naturalbarrier augmenting
it with fencesthatwill hopefully limit the ability of goatsandpigs to move into the
backof thevalley.

1.2 Environment

The projectareais locatedin the upperreachesf Lumaha’iValley, approximately
11-12km from the coast. Locatednext to the north slopeof Wai'ale ale the areais
wet, with anaverageannualrainfall of morethan200in. (GiambellucaandSchroeder
1998:56).This portion of thevalley is coveredwith a predominantlynative forest. At
the lower portion of the projectarea,on the banksof the Lumaha’iStream soils are
classi ed asKolokolo extremelystory clay loam, which is found on streambottoms
subjectto damagingover ow (Footeetal. 1972:75).Throughoutherestof theproject
areaandthe entirebackof the valley, soilsareclassi ed asroughmountainoudand,
which is accuratelydescribedas “very steepland broken broken by numerousnter-
mittent drainages”(Foote et al. 1972:119). More than a dozentributaries o w into
Lumaha’iStreamhere.
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1.3 Background Reseach

Little is known abouttraditional Hawaiian land usein Lumaha’iValley. An early
sunwy of agriculturethroughoutheislandsonly notesthat

Lumahaimusthave hadmary lo’i areasn old Hawaiiandays,but in 1935
most of it was usedfor ranchlands,which obliteratesthe evidencesof
Hawaiian farming. It could not have supporteda populationaslarge as
Wainihaor Hanalei(HandyandHandy1972:420).

A suney of Halele aDistrict agriculturecompletedby Earle(1978)did notreportarny
sitesfrom Lumaha’i.

Land Commissiorntestimotry, oftena valuablesourceof informationon traditional
Hawaiian land use,is silentfor Lumaha’i. The entire ahupua awas awardedduring
the mahele! to LauraKonia, motherof BernicePauahi. Most of Konia's landswere
on Maui Island; the Lumaha’iland was her only award on Kaua'i (Kame'eleihiva
1992:260). Therewere no claims for kuleanain Lumaha’iby local tenants. The
ahupua’as now ownedby Kamehameh&chools.

Therehasbeerlittle archaeologicalesearchin Lumaha’ivValley. Recordsat SHPD
indicatea singlesitelocatedat the beach.This sitewasreportedassite 147:

Kailiopaia heiau, shorevard of the governmentroad, to the eastof the
Lumahag(sic) streamon a raisedcoral point. Nothing remains(Bennett
1931:135).

The bestpredictorof site typesto be found deepwithin Lumaha’iValley might
comefrom the rearof HanaleiValley, wheretwo sitesat a similar distancefrom the
ocean,but at a muchlower elevation, arefound. Theseare Kaapokuheiay site 142
andaditch andhousesitesacrossheriver from it, site 143 (Bennett1931:134-135).
The elevation difference,more than 1,000ft., is large, however, andthe presenceof
thethreefallsin Lumaha’ivalley makesthe projectareamuchmoredif cult to access
thantherearof HanaleiValley.

2 Methods

The principal investigatorfor this projectis ThomassS. Dye, Ph.D.,a fully quali ed
archaeologist.He spentthreedaysin the backof Lumaha’iValley on April 14-16,
2004andsurweyedthe following portionsof the project:

A proposedenceline northeastf the Lumaha’'iRiver nearthefalls ( g. 2);

A dropsitealongthe proposedenceline;

A possibledrop site at the top of a 1,802ft. pu’uabove the middle of the three
falls;

» Thecampsite/landingonenearthe headof thevalley; and

A landingzoneandatrail leadingto it from thecampsite/landingone.
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Figure2. Locationsof proposedencesandassociatedacilities.

Two daysof eldw ork werealsocompletedby Jefrey Putzion Decembe9 and
10,2004.He sureyed:

theshortsectionof proposedenceline below thefalls (g. 2);
thetwo proposedencelineswestof the Lumaha’iriver;

one proposedenceline eastof the Lumaha’iriver systembelov Namolokama
Ridge;

thetop of the 1,802ft. pu’uto investigatea possiblecultural site exposedwhen
theareawasclearedfor a proposedelicoptedandingsite( g. 3); and

a campsite/landingone on the north side of the pu’u as an alternatve to the
proposediropsiteat thetop of thepu'u

Both Dye andPutzi performecdtheir investigationsy walking over the areagpro-
posedfor useandlooking for evidenceof humanmodi cation. In mary placesthis
wasadif cult task.Thevegetationis oftenthick, obscuringvisibility, especiallyof the
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groundsurface.Many treesfelled by hurricane’Iniki have notrottedandpresenteri-
ousobstaclego hiking. Finally, theareais extremelywet andthe groundwasslippery
andmuddyin mostplaces.Despitethesedif culties, the fencelines, trail, campsite,
helicopterlanding zone,and one drop site were investigatedwvith sufcient intensity
to determinethe presencer absencef traditionalHawaiian stonemasonry Theone
exceptionwasthetop of the 1,802ft. pu’u, whichwasheavily overgrown with fernsat
thetime of its initial survey in April, 2004. In Decembera portion of the top of the
pu’uwasclearedof fern to facilitateinspectionof the groundsurfaceand exposinga
portionof atraditionalHawaiiansite. The exposedportionof the sitewasdocumented
with digital photographs.Its locationis x ed by its position on top of a prominent
featureof the landscapehat shaws clearly on the U.S.G.S.topographicmap of the
Hanaleiquadrangle.

3 Field Survey Results

Suney of the ve fencelines yielded no evidencefor historic sites. Similarly, no
evidencefor historic siteswasfound at the campsite/landingzone,the upperlanding
zone,or thetrail connectinghe campsite/landingzoneandupperlandingzone.

Of thethreepotentialdropsitesnearthefalls, thetwo sitesnorthof thepu uyielded
no evidencefor historic sites. The drop site locatedon top of the 1,802ft. pu'u con-
tainsthe remainsof a traditionalHawaiian platform. This structurehasbeenassigned
Statelnventoryof Historic Placessite number50—-30-03-39149. 3). It waspartially
clearedof over-growth during the Decembereldw ork, exposingabout25 m? of one
corner It is constructedf large, roundedcobblesand small boulders,which form a
well-madepavementof close- tting stoneg g. 4). A possiblesourcefor thesestones
is theriver bedabout200ft. belon. The pavementranto the edgeof the pu'uonone
side,andherewasheldin placeby a 2—3courseretainingwall on slopingground.The
otheredgeof the pavementontherelatively at groundontop of the pu’u terminated
in a1-2courseretainingwall. A singlepieceof branchcoralwasfoundon top of the
platformatits corner

A briefinspectiorof thetop of the pu™u, without clearingaway thethick vegetation
mat, indicatesthat the platformis about10 m on a side. It is possiblethat otherlow
structuresarealsopresentat the pu’y, althoughthis possibility couldn't be con rmed
duringthe eld inspection.

Although it wasnot possibleto view site 50-30—-03—3914n its entirety enough
informationwascollectedto assesshessite's functionandage,andto evaluateits sig-
ni cance. The presencef branchcoral on atraditionalHawaiianarchitecturafeature
locatedon top of a prominentpu’umorethan 11 km from the coastclearly indicates
thatthe platform functionedasa heiau The possibility that mary of the stonesused
in its constructionwverebroughtup from the streambed,if veri ed throughadditional
researchwould indicatethatrelatively greatlaborwasinvestedn its constructiorand
would add further supportto the assessmertf site function. The branchcoral also
clearly indicatesthat the platform wasbuilt andusedin the traditional Hawaiian pe-
riod, prior to theoverthrav of thekapuin 1819.

Site50-30-03-391p0ssessdategrity of location,design setting,materialsywork-
manship,feeling, and association.It is signi cant for the informationimportantfor
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Figure3. Locationof site 50-30-03—-3914

researcton Hawaiian prehistorythatit hasyieldedandis likely to yield. Its presence
nearthebackof Lumaha’iValley wasunexpectedandinformationon the history of its
constructiorandusewould beavaluableadditionto thehistoryof traditionalHawaiian
religion on Kaua'i. The siteis alsosigni cant becauset hasa potentiallyimportant
valueto the native Hawaiian peopledueto associationsvith traditionalcultural prac-
ticesoncecarriedoutthere.

4 Discussionand Conclusions

No historicsiteswerefoundalongthe proposedencelines,at onedropsite,atthetwo
campsite/landingzones,the upperlandingzone,or on the trail connectingthe camp
sitewith theupperlandingzone.

Onetraditional Hawaiian architecturafeature,a platform, was found during the
suney andassignedstatesite number50-30-03—-3914table 1). This siteis located
on top of a prominentpu’uthatwas consideredor useasa drop site. Availableev-
idenceindicatesthat the site functionedas a heiau The site hasbeenevaluatedas
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Figure 4.  Site 50-30—-03—-3914shaving the cornerclearedduring the December
eldw ork. The notebook,addedfor scale,is 18 cm long and 12 cm wide. Note the
pieceof branchcoralnearthe cornerof the structure.

signi cant undercriteria D andE of the StateHistoric Preseration Division's Rules
GoverningProceduesfor Historic PreservatiorReview to Commenbn Sectior6E-42,
HRS,Projects

Tablel. Siteinformation

Site Number Type Function  Signi cance
50-30-03-3914 Platform heiau D,E
§13-284-6

It isrecommendethatthetopof the1,802ft. pu’unotbeusedfor adropsiteduring
the animalcontrolfenceproject. Drop site activities have the potentialfor anadverse
effect on site 50—30—03-3914they cannot be consideredan appropriateadaptie re-
useof this religious structure. Instead the proposeccampsite/landingzonenorth of
thepuushouldbeused.

Givenacommitmentot to usethetop of the 1,802ft. pu'u, it canbe determined
thatno historicpropertieswill be affectedby the animalcontrolfenceproject.



BIBLIOGRAPHY 9

Bibliography

BennettW. C. (1931). Archaeolgy of Kauai. Number80in Bulletin of the BerniceP.
BishopMuseum.Honolulu: BishopMuseumPress.

Earle, T. (1978). Economicand Social Organizationof a Complex Chiefdom: The
HaleleaDistrict, Kaua'i, Hawaii. NumberNo. 63 in AnthropologicalPapers.Ann
Arbor, Mich.: Museumof Anthropology Universityof Michigan.

Foote,D., E. Hill, S. NakamuraandF. Stepheng1972). Soil Surve of the Islands
of Kauai, Oahu, Maui, Molokai, and Lanai, Stateof Hawaii. Washington,D.C.:
United StatesDepartmenbdf Agriculture, Soil Conseration Service,in cooperation
with the University of Hawaii Agricultural ExperimentStation.

GiambellucaT. W. andT. A. Schroede(1998).Climate.In S.P. JuvikandJ. O. Juvik
(Eds.),Atlas of Hawai'i (Third ed.)., pp. 49-59.Honolulu: University of Hawaii
Press.

Handy E. S. C. andE. G. Handy(1972). Native Planters in Old Hawaii: Their Life,
Lore, and Ervironment Number233in BerniceP. BishopMuseumBulletin. Hon-
olulu: BishopMuseumPress With the collaborationof Mary KawenaPukui.

Kame’eleihiva, L. (1992). Native Land and Foreign Desires Honolulu: BishopMu-
seumPress.



