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INTRODUCTION 

At the request of Charles Jencks, Owner Representative, Scientific Consultant Services, 

Inc. prepared a Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA) in advance of the proposed Honuaʻula Offsite 

Workforce Housing Project. The proposed undertaking will be located on approximately 13.0 

acres of land, owned by Honuaʻula Partners LLC (HPL), in Kīhei, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku 

and Makawao (Kula) Districts, Island of Maui, Hawaiʻi [TMK: (2) 3-9-001:169].  The proposed 

project site will be located mauka (east) of Piʻilani Highway at the future East Kaʻonoʻulu Street 

(Figures 1 through 3). 

 

The current CIA for Honua`ula Offsite Housing follows an earlier CIA prepared by Hana 

Pono, LLC (2016; Appendix A) for the Piilani Promenade Project.  Scientific Consultant Services, 

Inc. (Dagher and Dega 2017) prepared a Supplemental Cultural Impact Assessment (SCIA) in 

advance of the proposed Piilani Promenade Project. The proposed Piilani Promenade Project 

will be located on lands immediately adjacent to the south and west of the HPL property, on 

approximately 75-acres in Kīhei, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku and Makawao Districts, Island of 

Maui, Hawaiʻi [TMK: (2) 3-9-001:016, 170, 171, 172, 173, and 174].  

 

The proposed undertaking will consist of 250 workforce housing units in six (6) multi-

family residential buildings within the project area. The project will consist of 125 rental 

housing units and 125 ownership units for sale with sales prices and rental rates to be 

determined through a housing agreement with the County of Maui. Surface parking, 2.5 acres 

of park space, and related improvements are also proposed. Access to the site will be via the 

future East Kaʻonoʻulu Street. 

 

The Constitution of the State of Hawaiʻi clearly states the duty of the State and its agencies is to 

preserve, protect, and prevent interference with the traditional and customary rights of native 

Hawaiians.  Article XII, Section 7 (2000) requires the State to “protect all rights, customarily and 

traditionally exercised for subsistence, cultural and religious purposes and possessed by 

ahupuaʻa tenants who are descendants of native Hawaiians who inhabited the Hawaiian Islands 

prior to 1778.”  In spite of the establishment of the foreign concept of private ownership and 

western-style government, Kamehameha III (Kauikeaouli) preserved the peoples traditional 

right to subsistence.  As a result, in 1850, the Hawaiian Government confirmed the traditional 
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access rights to native Hawaiian ahupuaʻa tenants to gather specific natural resources for 

customary uses from undeveloped private property and waterways under the Hawaiian Revised  

Statutes (HRS) 7-1.  In 1992, the State of Hawaiʻi Supreme Court, reaffirmed HRS 7-1 and 

expanded it to include, “native Hawaiian rights…may extend beyond the ahupuaʻa in which a 

native Hawaiian resides where such rights have been customarily and traditionally exercised in 

this manner” (Pele Defense Fund v. Paty, 73 Haw.578, 1992).  

 

 Act 50, enacted by the Legislature of the State of Hawaiʻi (2000) with House Bill (HB) 

2895, relating to Environmental Impact Statements, proposes that: 

…there is a need to clarify that the preparation of environmental assessments or 
environmental impact statements should identify and address effects on Hawaii’s culture, 
and traditional and customary rights… [H.B. NO. 2895]. 

Articles IX and XII of the State constitution, other state laws, and the courts of the State 

impose on government agencies a duty to promote and protect cultural beliefs and practices, 

and resources of native Hawaiians as well as other ethnic groups.  Act 50 also requires state 

agencies and other developers to assess the effects of proposed land use or shoreline 

developments on the “cultural practices of the community and State” as part of the HRS 

Chapter 343 (2001) environmental review process.   

 

 

It also redefined the definition of “significant effect” to include “...the sum of effects on 

the quality of the environment, including actions that irrevocably commit a natural resource, 

curtail the range of beneficial uses of the environment, are contrary to the State’s 

environmental policies . . . or adversely affect the economic welfare, social welfare or cultural 

practices of the community and State” (H.B. 2895, Act 50, 2000).  Cultural resources can include 

a broad range of often overlapping categories, including places, behaviors, values, beliefs, 

objects, records, stories, etc. (H.B. 2895, Act 50, 2000). 

 

 Thus, Act 50 requires that an assessment of cultural practices and the possible impacts 

of a proposed action be included in Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact 

Statements, and to be taken into consideration during the planning process. As defined by the 

Hawaii State Office of Environmental Quality Control (OEQC), the concept of geographical 

expansion is recognized by using, as an example, “the broad geographical area, e.g. district or 

ahupuaʻa” (OEQC 2012:12). As defined by the OEQC (Ibid.), the process should identify  
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Figure 1. USGS Quadrangle (Puu O Kali, 1992; 1:24,000) Map Showing the Proposed Project 

Area Location.
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Figure 2. Tax Map Key [TMK: (2) 3-9-001) Showing the Proposed Project Area Location.
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Figure 3. Google Earth Image (Dated 1/12/2013) Showing the Proposed Project Area Location.
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‘anthropological’ cultural practices, rather than ʻsocialʻ cultural practices. For example, limu 

(edible seaweed) gathering would be considered an anthropological cultural practice, while a 

modern-day marathon would be considered a social cultural practice.  

 

Therefore, the purpose of a CIA is to identify the possibility of ongoing cultural activities 

and resources within a project area, or its vicinity, and then assessing the potential for impacts 

on these cultural resources.  The CIA is not intended to be a document of in-depth archival-

historical land research, or a record of oral family histories, unless these records contain 

information about specific cultural resources that might be impacted by a proposed project.   

 

 According to the Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts established by the Hawaii 

State Office of Environmental Quality Control (OEQC 2012:12): 

The types of cultural practices and beliefs subject to assessment may include subsistence, 
commercial, residential, agricultural, access-related, recreational, and religions and 
spiritual customs. The types of cultural resources subject to assessment may include 
traditional cultural properties or other types of historic sites, both manmade and natural, 
which support such cultural beliefs. 

The meaning of “traditional” was explained in National Register Bulletin: 

"Traditional” in this context refers to those beliefs, customs, and practices of a living 
community of people that have been passed down through the generations, usually orally 
or through practice.  The traditional cultural significance of a historic property then is 
significance derived from the role the property plays in a community’s historically rooted 
beliefs, customs, and practices. . . . [Parker and King 1998:1] 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The current CIA for the HPL project area follows an earlier CIA prepared by Hana Pono, 

LLC (2016; see Appendix A). The current CIA also follows a supplemental CIA (Dagher and Dega 

2017, which was prepared at the request of Sarofim Realty Investors, in advance of the 

proposed Piilani Promenade project. Honua`ula Partners LLC requested the current CIA be 

prepared, in advance of the proposed HPL proposed workforce housing project.  

 

 This CIA was prepared as much as possible in accordance with the suggested 

methodology and content protocol in the Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts (OEQC 
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2012:11-13).  In outlining the “Cultural Impact Assessment Methodology,” the OEQC (2012:11) 

states that: 

 …information may be obtained through scoping, community meetings, ethnographic 
interviews and oral histories… 

This report contains archival and documentary research, as well as communication with 

organizations having knowledge of the project area, its cultural resources, and its practices and 

beliefs. An example letter of inquiry is presented in Appendix C. An example follow-up letter is 

presented in Appendix C. Responses to SCS’s inquiries are presented in the Consultation 

discussion in this document. The signed information release forms are presented in Appendix D. 

This CIA was prepared in accordance with the suggested methodology and content protocol 

provided in the Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts (OEQC 2012:13), whenever possible. 

The assessment concerning cultural impacts may include, but not be limited to: 

A. Discussion of the methods applied and results of consultation with 
individuals and organizations identified by the preparer as being familiar 
with cultural practices and features associated with the project area, 
including any constraints or limitations which might have affected the 
quality of the information obtained. 

B. Description of methods adopted by the preparer to identify, locate, and 
select the persons interviewed, including a discussion of the level of 
effort undertaken. 

C. Ethnographic and oral history interview procedures, including the 
circumstances under which the interviews were conducted, and any 
constraints or limitations which might have affected the quality of the 
information obtained. 

D. Biographical information concerning the individuals and organizations 
consulted their particular expertise and their historical and genealogical 
relationship to the project area, as well as information concerning the 
persons submitting information or interviewed their particular 
knowledge and cultural expertise, if any, and their historical and 
genealogical relationship to the project area. 

E. Discussion concerning historical and cultural source materials consulted, 
the institutions and repositories searched and the level of effort 
undertaken. This discussion should include, if appropriate, the particular 
perspective of the authors, any opposing views, and any other relevant 
constraints, limitations or biases. 
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F. Discussion concerning the cultural resources, practices and beliefs 
identified, and, for resources and practices, their location within the 
broad geographical area in which the proposed action is located, as well 
as their direct or indirect significance or connection to the project site. 

G. Discussion concerning the nature of the cultural practices and beliefs, and 
the significance of the cultural resources within the project area affected 
directly or indirectly by the proposed project. 

H. Explanation of confidential information that has been withheld from 
public disclosure in the assessment. 

I. Discussion concerning any conflicting information in regard to identified 
cultural resources, practices and beliefs. 

J. Analysis of the potential effect of any proposed physical alteration on 
cultural resources, practices or beliefs; the potential of the proposed 
action to isolate cultural resources, practices or beliefs from their setting; 
and the potential of the proposed action to introduce elements which 
may alter the setting in which cultural practices take place. 

K. A bibliography of references, and attached records of interviews which 
were allowed to be disclosed. 

If ongoing cultural activities and/or resources are identified within the project area, 

assessments of the potential effects on the cultural resources in the project area and 

recommendations for mitigation of these effects can be proposed. 

 

ARCHIVAL RESEARCH 

Archival research focused on a historical documentary study involving both published 

and unpublished sources. These sources included legendary accounts of native and early 

foreign writers; early historical journals and narratives; historic maps; land records, such as 

Land Commission Awards, Royal Patent Grants, and Boundary Commission records; historic 

accounts; and previous archaeological reports. 

 

Historical and cultural source materials were extensively used and can be found listed in 

the References Cited portion of this report.  Such scholars as Samuel Kamakau, Martha 

Beckwith, Jon J. Chinen, Lilikalā Kameʻeleihiwa, R. S. Kuykendall, Marion Kelly, E. S. C. Handy 

and E.G. Handy, John Papa ʻĪʻī, Gavin Daws, A. Grove Day, and Elspeth P. Sterling and Catherine 

C. Summers, and Mary Kawena Pukuʻi and Samuel H. Elbert continue to contribute to our 
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knowledge and understanding of Hawaiʻi, past and present.  The works of these and other 

authors were consulted and incorporated in this report where appropriate.  Land use document 

research was supplied by the Waihona ʻAina 2016 Database and the Honolulu’s Real Property 

Assessment and Tax Billing Information website.   

 

INTERVIEW METHODOLOGY 

Interviews are conducted in accordance with Federal and State laws and guidelines 

when knowledgeable individuals are able to identify cultural practices in, or in close proximity 

to, the project area. If they have knowledge of traditional stories, practices and beliefs 

associated with a project area or if they know of historical properties within the project area, 

they are sought out for additional consultation and interviews. Individuals who have particular 

knowledge of traditions passed down from preceding generations and a personal familiarity 

with the project area are invited to share their relevant information concerning particular 

cultural resources. Often people are recommended for their expertise, and indeed, 

organizations, such as Hawaiian Civic Clubs, the Island Branch of Office of Hawaiian Affairs 

(OHA), historical societies, Island Trail clubs, and Planning Commissions are depended upon for 

their recommendations of suitable informants. These groups are invited to contribute their 

input and suggest further avenues of inquiry, as well as specific individuals to interview. It 

should be stressed again that this process does not include formal or in-depth ethnographic 

interviews or oral histories as described in the OEQCʻs Guidelines for Assessing Cultural Impacts 

(2012). The assessments are intended to identify potential impacts to ongoing cultural 

practices, or resources, within a project area or in its close vicinity. 

 

If knowledgeable individuals are identified, personal interviews are sometimes taped 

and then transcribed. These draft transcripts are returned to each of the participants for their 

review and comments. After corrections are made, each individual signs a release form, making 

the interview available for this study. When telephone interviews occur, a summary of the 

information is usually sent for correction and approval, or dictated by the informant and then 

incorporated into the document. If no cultural resource information is forthcoming and no 

knowledgeable informants are suggested for further inquiry, interviews are not conducted.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 The island of Maui ranks second in size of the eight main islands in the Hawaiian 

Archipelago. The Island was formed by two volcanoes, Mount Kukui in the west and Haleakalā 

in the east.  The younger of the two volcanoes, Haleakalā, soars 2,727 m (10,023 feet) above 

sea level and embodies the largest section of the island.  Unlike the amphitheater valleys of 

West Maui, the flanks of Haleakalā are distinguished by gentle slopes.  Although it receives 

more rain than its counterpart in the east, the permeable lavas of the Honomanū and Kula 

Volcanic Series prevent the formation of rain-fed perennial streams.  The few perennial streams 

found on the windward side of Haleakalā originate from springs located at low elevations.  

Valleys and gulches were formed by intermittent water run-off. 

 

PROJECT AREA 

The project area is located on approximately 13 acres of vacant land in North Kīhei, 

Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, and straddles the boundary between Wailuku and Makawao Districts, 

Island of Maui, Hawaiʻi [TMK: (2) 3-9-001:169]. The project at is bordered on the north by 

Waiakoa Ahupuaʻa and by currently vacant lands to the east, west, and to the south. The entire 

parcel was part of the Kaonoulu Ranch lands. The project area is situated approximately 1.0 

miles inland at an elevation of approximately 110 feet above mean sea level (amsl), within an 

area archaeologically known as the “barren zone.”  

 

BARREN ZONE 

In geographical and physiographical terms, the barren zone is an intermediary zone 

between direct coastline and back beach areas to upland forests and more montane 

environments.  The barren zone is a medial zone that appears to have been almost exclusively 

transitory, or at best, intermittently occupied through time.  Intermittent habitation loci, as 

defined by surface midden scatters or small architectural features (i.e., C-shapes, alignments) 

dominate the few documented traditional-period site types (pre-Contact) in the area through 

time.  Post-Contact features are generally limited to walls and small alignments, respectively 

associated with ranching and military training in the area.   

 

The barren zone was an intermediary region between verdant upland regions and the 

coastline.  Apparently, agricultural endeavors were practically non-existent in the barren zone 
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and tool procurement materials (basalt, wood) were selected from other locales as well.  

Sediment regimes in the area are shallow, most often overlying bedrock, and perennial water 

sources are virtually non-existent.   

 

 Cordy (1977) divided the Kīhei (inclusive of Kaʻonoʻulu) area into three environmental 

zones (or subzones when one considers the entire ahupuaʻa): coastal, transitional/barren, and 

inland.  The current project location occurs in the transitional or barren zone: the slopes back of 

the coast with less than 30 inches of rainfall annually (Cordy 1977:4).   

 

This barren zone is perceived as dry and antagonistic to permanent habitation.  Use of 

the area would primarily have been intermittent or transitory, particularly as the zone could 

have contained coastal-inland trails and would have marked an intermediary point between the 

two more profitable ecozones.  The region remains hostile to permanent habitation, only 

having been “conquered” in recent times through much modern adaptation (i.e., air 

conditioning, water feed systems, etc.).   

 

Based on general archaeological and historic research, the barren zone was not subject 

to permanent or expansive population until recent times.  This intimates that population 

pressure along the coast was minimal or non-existent in the Kīhei coastal area through time.  As 

such, architectural structures associated with permanent habitation sites and/or ceremonial 

sites are not often identified in the area.  The prevailing model that temporary habitation-

temporary use sites predominate in the barren zone has been authenticated further by recent 

research. 

 

SOILS 

According to Foote (et al. 1972: Sheet Map 107; Figure 4), the project area is comprised 

of soils of the Waiakoa Soil Series, specifically Waiakoa Extremely Stony Silty Clay Loam, 30 to 

70 percent slopes (WlD2). The well-drained, volcanic soils of the Waiakoa Series occur in the 

upland (mauka) region of the island of Maui.  These soils can be found in areas ranging from 

100 to 1,000 feet amsl and receiving 12 to 20 inches of rainfall annually (Foote et al. 1972:126-

127).  
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Figure 4. Soils Map Showing the Proposed Project Area Location (NRCSS 2017).
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CLIMATE 

Kīhei receives an average of 11 inches of rainfall per year (Giambelluca et al.2013).  

According to Armstrong (1983: 62), the Kīhei area receives approximately 5 inches of rainfall 

during the summer months and approximately 10 to 19 inches of rainfall during the winter 

months. The hot, dry region in which Kīhei is situated experiences winter temperatures 

between the 50s to the low 80s (degrees Fahrenheit). Summer temperatures range from the 

high 60s to the high 90s (degrees Fahrenheit). 

 

CULTURAL HISTORICAL CONTEXT 

The environment factors and resource availability heavily influenced pre-Contact 

settlement patterns.  Although an extensive population was found occupying the uplands above 

the 30-inch rainfall line where crops could easily be grown, coastal settlement was also 

common (Kolb et al. 1997).  The existence of three fishponds at Kalepolepo, southwest of the 

project area, and at least two heiau identified near the shore confirm the presence of a stable 

population relying mainly on coastal and marine resources.  

 

Agriculture may have been practiced behind the dune berms in low-lying marshland or 

in the vicinity of Kealia Pond.  It is suggested that permanent habitation and their associated 

activities occurred from A.D. 1200 to the present in both the uplands and coastal region (Ibid.). 

 

PAST POLITICAL BOUNDARIES  

 Traditionally, the island of Maui was divided into twelve districts (Sterling 1998:3). The 

division of Maui’s lands into districts (moku) and sub-districts was performed by a kahuna 

(priest, expert) named Kalaihaʻōhia, during the time of the aliʻi Kakaʻalaneo (Beckwith 

1979:383; Fornander places Kakaʻalaneo at the end of the 15th century or the beginning of the 

16th century [Fornander 1919-20, Vol. 6:248]).  Land was considered the property of the king or 

aliʻi ʻai moku (the aliʻi who eats the island/district), which he held in trust for the gods.  The title 

of aliʻi ʻai moku ensured rights and responsibilities to the land, but did not confer absolute 

ownership.  The king kept the parcels he wanted, his higher chiefs received large parcels from 

him and, in turn, distributed smaller parcels to lesser chiefs. The makaʻāinana (commoners) 

worked the individual plots of land.   
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In general, several terms, such as moku, ahupuaʻa, ʻili or ʻiliʻāina were used to delineate 

various land sections.  A district (moku) contained smaller land divisions (ahupuaʻa), which 

customarily continued inland from the ocean and upland into the mountains.  Extended 

household groups living within the ahupuaʻa were therefore, able to harvest from both the land 

and the sea.  Ideally, this situation allowed each ahupuaʻa to be self-sufficient by supplying 

needed resources from different environmental zones (Lyons 1875:111).  The ʻili ʻāina or ʻili 

were smaller land divisions next to importance to the ahupuaʻa and were administered by the 

chief who controlled the ahupuaʻa in which it was located (Ibid: 33; Lucas 1995:40). The 

moʻoʻāina were narrow strips of land within an ʻili.  The land holding of a tenant or hoa ʻāina 

residing in an ahupuaʻa was called a kuleana (Lucas 1995:61).  The project area is located in the 

ahupuaʻa of Kaʻonoʻulu, which translated means literally “the desire for breadfruit” (Pukui et 

al.:86). 

 

TRADITIONAL SETTLEMENT PATTERNS 

 The Hawaiian economy was based on agricultural production and marine exploitation, 

as well as raising livestock and collecting wild plants and birds. Extended household groups 

settled in various ahupuaʻa. Within the ahupuaʻa, residents were able to harvest from both the 

land and the sea. Ideally, this situation allowed each ahupuaʻa to be self-sufficient by supplying 

needed resources from different environmental zones (Lyons 1875:111).  

 

PRE-CONTACT PERIOD (PRE-1778) 

 During the pre-Contact Period, there were primarily two types of agriculture, wetland 

and dry land, both of which were dependent upon geography and physiography. River valleys 

provided ideal conditions for wetland kalo (Colocasia esculenta) agriculture that incorporated 

pond fields and irrigation canals. Other cultigens, such as kō (sugar cane, Saccharum 

officinaruma) and maiʻa (banana, Musa sp.), were also grown and, where appropriate, such 

crops as ʻuala (sweet potato, Ipomoea batatas) were produced. Traditionally, this was the 

typical agricultural pattern seen on all the Hawaiian Islands (Kirch and Sahlins 1992, Vol. 1:5, 

119; Kirch 1985).  Agricultural development on the leeward side of Maui was likely to have 

begun early in what is known as the Expansion Period (AD 1200-1400, Kirch 1985). According to 

Handy (1940), there was “continuous cultivation on the coastal region along the northwest 

coast” of Maui.  Handy (1940:159) writes: 
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On the south side of western Maui the flat coastal plain all the way from Kihei and 
Maʻalaea to Honokahua, in old Hawaiian times, must have supported many fishing 
settlements and isolated fishermenʻs houses, where sweet potatoes were grown in the 
sandy soil or red lepo [soil] near the shore.  For fishing, this coast is the most favorable 
on Maui, and, although a considerable amount of taro was grown, I think it is reasonable 
to suppose that the large fishing population, which presumably inhabited this leeward 
coast, ate more sweet potatoes than taro with their fish…. 

 Trails extended from the coast to the mountains, linking the two for both economic and 

social reasons.  A trail known as the alanui or “King’s trail” built by Kihapiʻilani, extended along 

the coast passing through all the major communities between Lāhainā and Mākena, including 

to Kīhei.  Kolb noted that two traditional trails extended through Kēōkea.  One trail, named 

“Kekuawahaʻulaʻula” or the “red-mouthed god”, went from Kīhei inland to Kēōkea.  Another, 

the Kalepolepo trail, began at the Kalepolepo Fishpond and continued to upland Waiohuli.  

These trails were not only used in the pre-Contact era, but were expanded to accommodate 

wagons bringing produce to the coast in the 1850s (Kolb et al. 1997:61).   

 

WAHI PANA (LEGENDARY PLACES)  

There is little specific information pertaining directly to Kīhei, which was originally a 

small area adjacent to a landing built in the 1890s (Clark 1980).  Presently, Kīhei refers to a six-

mile section along the coast from the town of Kīhei to Keawakapu.  Scattered amongst the 

agricultural and habitation sites were places of cultural significance to the kamaʻāina of the 

district including at least two heiau.  In ancient times, there was a small village at Kalepolepo 

based primarily on marine resources.  It was recorded that occasionally the blustery Kaumuku 

Winds would arrive with amazing intensity along the coast (Wilcox 1921).  

 

During the pre-Contact Period, there were several fishponds near Kīhei; Waiohuli, 

Kēōkea-kai, and Kalepolepo Pond (also known by the ancient name of Kōʻieʻie Pond; Kolb et al. 

1997).  Constructed on the boundary between Kaʻonoʻulu and Waiohuli Ahupuaʻa, these three 

ponds were some of the most important royal fishponds on Maui. The builder of Kalepolepo 

and two other ponds (Waiohuli and Kēōkea-kai) has been lost in antiquity, but they were 

reportedly rebuilt at least three times through history, beginning during the reign of Piʻilani 

(1500s; Ibid; Cordy 2000).  

 

Oral tradition recounts the repairing of the fishponds during the reign of Kiha-Piʻilani, 

the son of the great aliʻi (chief) Piʻilani, who had bequeathed the ponds to Umi, ruler of Hawaiʻi 
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Island.  Umiʻs konohiki (land manager) ordered all the people from Maui to help repair the walls 

of Kalepolepoʻs fishponds.  A man named Kikau protested that the repairs could not be done 

without the assistance of the menehune who were master builders (Wilcox 1921:66-67).  The 

konohiki was furious and Kikau was told he would die once the repairs had been made. Kēōkea-

kai was the first to be repaired.  When the capstone was carried on a litter to the site, the 

konohiki rode proudly on top of the rock as it was being placed in the northeast corner of the 

pond.  When it was time for repairs on Waiohuli-kai, the konohiki did the same.  As the last 

pond, then known as Kaʻonoʻulu-kai, was completed, the konohiki once again rode the capstone 

to its resting place.  Before it could be put into position, the capstone broke throwing both the 

rock and konohiki into the dirt.  The workers reportedly said “Ua konohiki Kalepolepo, ua eku i 

ka lepo” (the manager of Kalepolepo, one who roots in the dirt)” (Ibid: 66).  That night a 

tremendous storm threw down the walls of the fishponds.  The konohiki implored Kikau to help 

him repair the damage.  Kikau called the menehune who rebuilt the walls in one night.  Umi 

sent for Kikau who lived in the court of Waipiʻo valley from then on.  The region of Kēōkea-kai 

and Kaʻonoʻulu-kai Fishpond became known as Kalepolepo Fishpond (Ibid.). 

 

The Kalepolepo fishponds were rebuilt by Kekaulike, chief of Maui in the 1700s. During 

that period of time, the Kalepolepo fishponds supplied ʻamaʻama (mullet) to Kahekili.  

Kamehameha I subsequently restored Kalepolepo fishponds when he ruled as governing chief 

over Maui.  The fishponds were restored for the final time in the 1840s, when prisoners from 

the Kahoʻolawe penal colony were sent to do repairs (Kamakau 1961; Wilcox 1921).  At this 

time, stones were taken from Waiohuli-kai pond for the reconstruction of Kalepolepo.  It was 

here at Kalepolepo that Kamehameha I reportedly beached his victorious canoes after subduing 

the Maui chiefs.  The stream draining into Keālia Pond (north of the project area) became 

sacred to royalty and kapu to commoners (Stoddard 1894).   

 

PRE-CONTACT PERIOD (POST-1778) 

 Early records, such as journals kept by explorers, travelers and missionaries, Hawaiian 

traditions that survived long enough to be written down, and archaeological investigations have 

assisted in the understanding of past cultural activities. Unfortunately, early descriptions of this 

portion of the Maui coast are brief and infrequent.  Captain King, Second Lieutenant on the 

Revolution during Cook’s third voyage briefly described what he saw from a vantage point of 

“eight or ten leagues” (approximately 24 miles) out to sea as his ship departed the islands in 
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1779 (Beaglehole 1967).  He mentions Puʻu Ōlaʻi south of Kīhei and enumerates the observed 

animals, thriving groves of breadfruit, the excellence of the taro, and almost prophetically, says 

the sugar cane is of an unusual height.  Seen from this distance and the mention of breadfruit 

suggest the uplands of Kīpahulu-Kaupo and ʻUlupalakua were his focus. 

 

 In the ensuing years, LaPérouse (1786), Nathaniel Portlock and George Dixon, (also in 

1786), sailed along the western coast, but added little to our direct knowledge of Kīhei.  During 

the second visit of Vancouver in 1793, his expedition becalmed in the Māʻalaea Bay close to the 

project area.  (A marker commemorating this visit is located across from the Maui Lu Hotel).  

Vancouver (1984:852) reported:  

The appearance of this side of Mowee was scarcely less forbidding than that of its 
southern parts, which we had passed the preceding day.  The shores, however, were not 
so steep and rocky, and were mostly composed of a sandy beach; the land did not rise so 
very abruptly from the sea towards the mountains, nor was its surface so much broken 
with hills and deep chasms; yet the soil had little appearance of fertility, and no 
cultivation was to be seen.  A few habitations were promiscuously scattered near the 
waterside, and the inhabitants who came off to us, like those seen the day before, had 
little to dispose of.  

 Archibald Menzies, a naturalist accompanying Vancouver stated, “…we had some 

canoes off from the latter island [Maui], but they brought no refreshments.  Indeed, this part of 

the island appeared to be very barren and thinly inhabited” (Menzies 1920:102).  According to 

Kahekili, then ruling aliʻi of Maui, the extreme poverty in the area was the result of the 

continuous wars between Maui and Hawaiʻi Island causing the land to be neglected and human 

resources wasted (Vancouver 1984:856). 

MĀHELE 

 In the 1840s, a drastic change in traditional land tenure resulted in a division of island 

lands.  This system of private ownership was based on western law.  While a complex issue, 

many scholars believe that in order to protect Hawaiian sovereignty from foreign powers, 

Kauikeaouli (Kamehameha III) was forced to establish laws changing the traditional Hawaiian 

economy to that of a market economy (Kuykendall Vol. I, 1938:145 footnote 47, 152, 165-6, 

170; Daws 1968:111; Kelly 1983:45; Kameʻeleihiwa 1992:169-70, 176). 

 

 Among other thing, foreigners demanded private ownership of land to insure their 

investments (Kuykendall Vol. I, 1938:138, 145, 178, 184, 202, 206, 271; Kameʻeleihiwa 

1992:178; Kelly 1998:4).  Once lands were made available and private ownership was instituted 
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the makaʻāinana (commoners) were able to claim the plots on which they had been cultivating 

and living (kuleana lands, Land Commission Awards, LCA).  These claims could not include any 

previously cultivated or presently fallow land, ʻokipū (on Oʻahu), stream fisheries or many other 

resources necessary for traditional survival (Kelly 1983; Kameʻeleihiwa 1992:295; Kirch and 

Sahlins 1992).  This land division, or Māhele, occurred in 1848.  The awarded parcels were 

called Land Commission Awards (LCAs).  If occupation could be established through the 

testimony of two witnesses, the petitioners were awarded the claimed LCA, issued a Royal 

Patent number, and could then take possession of the property (Chinen 1961: 16).   

 

Fifty-five LCA claims were made for land in Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa.  However, a search of 

the Waihona ʻAina Database (2016) indicated that  Hapakuka Hewahewa, the last high priest 

(kahuna nui) under the traditional religion and primary kahuna of Kamehameha I, received 

most of the ahupuaʻa, comprising 5715 acres, under LCA 3237*M/Royal Patent 7447 in 1853 

(Appendix E). According to the Waihona ʻAina Database (2016), seven LCAs were issued in 

Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, in addition to Hewahewa’s lands: 

Land Commission Award 9021/ Royal Patent 7885; consisting of  one ʻāpana (piece) of 
land comprising 0.5 acres in the ʻili of Kapukahawai, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula 
District and one ʻāpana  comprising 5.54 acres in the ʻili o Kupalaia, Kaʻonoʻulu 
Ahupuaʻa, Kula District was awarded to Kamai in 1888. 

Land Commission Award 3108/Royal Patent 2814; consisting of one ʻāpana comprised 
of 0.4 acres in the ʻili of Kalepolepo, Kaʻonoʻulu  Ahupuaʻa, Kula District was awarded 
to Konohia in 1856. 

Land Commission Award 5299/Royal Patent 7468; consisting of one ʻāpana comprised 
of 1.4 acres in the ʻili of Puuokuhihewa, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula District was 
awarded to Kalio in1880. 

Land Commission Award 5328/ Royal Patent 6575; consisting of one ʻāpana comprised 
of 2.04 acres in the ʻili of Kupalaia, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula District and ʻāpana 
comprised of 5.14 acres in the ʻili of Puuokuhihewa, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula District 
was awarded to Pupuka in1874. 

Land Commission Award 5376/ Royal Patent 2792; consisting of one ʻāpana comprised 
of 2.04 acres in the ʻili of Kupalaia, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula District and ʻāpana 
comprised of 0.22 acres in the ʻili of Kalepolepo, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula District 
and one ʻāpana comprised of 2.17 in Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa was awarded to Lono in1856. 

Land Commission Award 5407/ Royal Patent 2791; consisting of two ʻāpana comprised 
of 3.491 acres in Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula District was awarded to in 1856. 
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Land Commission Award 5465/ Royal Patent 7653; consisting of three ʻāpana comprised 
of 10.25 acres in the ʻili of Kailua,  Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Kula District was awarded to 
Makahahi in1882. 

The Office of Hawaiian Affairs Kipuka Database (2016; [Figure 5]) indicated the entire 
ahupuaʻa of Kaʻonoʻulu was awarded to Hewahewa. As western influence grew, 
Kalepolepo became the important provisioning area. Europeans were now living or 
frequently visiting the coast and several churches and missionary stations were 
established. A Mr. Halstead left medical school on the East coast of the continent to 
become a whaler and after marrying the granddaughter of Issac Davis, settled in 
Kalepolepo on land given him by Kamehameha III (Kolb et al. 1997).  His residence and 
store situated at Kalepolepo Landing was known as the Koa House having been 
constructed of koa logs brought from the uplands of Kula. The store flourished due to the 
whaling and potato industry and provided an accessible port for exported produce.  
Several of Hawaiʻi’s ruling monarchs stayed at the Koa House, including Kauikeaouli 
(Kamehameha III), Kamehameha the 1V, Lot Kamehameha (V), and Lunalilo.  Wilcox 
(1921:67), giving a glimpse of the surroundings before abandonment stated, 
“…Kalepolepo was not so barren looking a place.  Coconut trees grew beside pools of 
clear warm water along the banks of which grew taro and ape…”.  However, by 1887 this 
had changed.  Wilcox (1921) continues: …the Kula mountains had become denuded of 
their forests, torrential winter rains were washing down earth from the uplands, filling 
with silt the ponds at Kalepolepo…ruins of grass huts [were] partly covered by drifting 
sand, and a few weather-beaten houses perched on the broad top of the old fish pond wall 
at the edge of the sea, with the Halstead house looming over them dim and shadowy in 
the daily swirl of dust and flying sand…”  

As early as 1828, sugar cane was being grown commercially on Maui (Speakman 

1981:114).  Sugar was established in the Makawao area in the late 1800s and by 1899, the Kihei 

Plantation Company (KPC) was growing cane in the plains above Kīhei.  The Kihei Plantation was 

absorbed by the Hawaiian Commercial and Sugar Company (HC&SC) in 1908, which continued 

cultivating what had been the KPC fields into the 1960s.  A 200-foot-long wharf was constructed 

in Kīhei at the request of Maui plantation owners and farmers and served inter-island boats for 

landing freight and shipping produce to Honolulu (Clark 1980).  In 1927, Alexander and Baldwin 

became the agents for the plantation (Condé and Best 1973).  A landing was built at Kīhei 

around 1890.   

 

 The Kaonoulu Ranch has been in the Rice family since 1916.  Previously, both the 

Haleakalā and Kaonoulu Ranches leased the then Crown lands for pasture and other ranching 

activities. According to Fredericksen et al. 1994:32): 

Land Commission Award 8452: 20 consisted of a portion of the ahupuaʻa of Alae 
to A. Keohokaole, identified as Alae 3 of an unknown size. Land Commission 
Award 8452: 19 gave title to a portion of the ahupuaʻa of Koheo, again to A. 
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Figure 5. Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, LCA 3237, awarded to Hewahewa in 1860 (basemap: “Maui, Hawaiian Islands” by F.S. Dodge 

1885:1:90,000 scale).
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Keohokaole (Granted June 8, 1858, from Kamehameha IV). The acreage was not 
specified in the Land Commission Award listings. However, the three awards make up 
5966.72 acres of the Ranch shown on TMK 2-2-02: 15. In the period between 1860 and 
1870, the Ranch lands were obtained from A. Keohokaole, by a Chinese immigrant, 
Young Hee. In the 1890’s Young Hee had to return to China because of personal family 
problems, and decided to sell his Maui land interests. The Ranch lands were then 
acquired by William H. Cornwall. Harold W. Rice purchased the property from the 
Cornwall family in 1916. An article in The Maui News, dated August 25, 1916, states 
that Mr. Rice became the largest individual landowner on Maui with the purchase of the 
Hee property. It also goes on to say that Mr. Rice resigned as the assistant manager of 
Maui Agricultural Company, where he had worked for five years, to devote himself full-
time to his ranching activities.  

With the introduction of a dependable water supply in 1952 came overseas investment 

and development, which has continued up to and including this time, along the coastal region 

of Kīhei.   

 

PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGY 

Archaeological studies in the greater Kīhei area began in the early twentieth century 

with T. Thrum (1909), J. Stokes (1909–1916), and W. M. Walker (1931).  These surveys included 

areas of leeward Maui and inventoried both upland of the Kula District and coastal sites.  

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc.  and other cultural resource management firms have more 

recently conducted numerous projects in the vicinity of the present project area.  Several 

studies have been conducted in association with development of the Maui Research and 

Technology Park and the Elleair Maui Golf Club (Kennedy 1986; Hibbard 1994; Fredericksen et 

al. 1994; Chaffee et al. 1997; McGerty et al. 2000; Sinoto et al. 2001; Tome and Dega 2002; 

Monahan 2003; Figure 6). 

 

The barren zone areas of this study have recently been subject to a proliferation of 

archaeological studies as residential and business endeavors expand from the coastline into 

other reaches of the Kīhei area.  Concomitant with modern expansion involves necessary 

historic preservation work.  The following section provides a general overview of archaeological 

studies in the general Kīhei area, focused on the barren zone. 

 

As noted by Hammatt and Shideler (1992:10), “what is particularly striking in the many 

archaeological reports on Kīhei is the general paucity of sites within the transitional or barren 

zone.” Cordy (1977) and Cox (1976) all conducted large-scale survey in this zone that led to the  
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Figure 6. Previous Archaeology in Vicinity of the Proposed Project Area.
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recordation of only small, temporary habitation or temporary use sites.  Several other studies in 

this zone of Kamaʻole Ahupuaʻa, including those conducted by Mayberry and Haun (1988) and 

Hammatt and Shideler (1990), identified historic properties interpreted as functioning as 

temporary habitation and temporary use loci. 

 

McDermott (2001:100) states that site densities are typically quite low within the 

“barren zone” with multiple studies having been conducted on large parcels (Kennedy 1986, 

Watanabe 1987, Hammatt and Shideler 2000, Kikiloi et al. 2000) that did not lead to the 

identification any pre-Contact sites.  However, military sites related to World War II (WWII) 

training exercises have been previously documented in the area (McGerty et al. 2000), these 

sites often consisting of low, short alignments or walls.  The few radiocarbon dates acquired 

from the area indicate definitive use of the landscape in later prehistory c. A.D. 1500 to 1600+. 

 

Archaeological Consultants of Hawaii (Kennedy 1986) conducted an Archaeological 

Reconnaissance Survey of the entire 150.032 acres of the then-proposed Maui Research and 

Technology Park [TMK: (2) 2-2-002, since changed to TMK: (2) 2-2-024].  Kennedy’s study, which 

did not include subsurface testing (excavation), concluded that no archaeological sites or 

features were located within the project area.   

 

Archaeological Consultants of Hawaii (Kennedy 1988) conducted an Archaeological 

Reconnaissance Survey of TMK: (2) 3-9-001: 15, 148, and 149), which yielded negative findings.  

 

 Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. (Burgett et al. 1998) conducted an Archaeological 

Inventory Survey of Lots A and B of the Maui Lu Resort in Kīhei, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku 

District, Maui [TMK: (2) 3-9-1:83,86, and 120]. No historic properties were identified. 

 

Xamanek Researches (Fredericksen et al. 1994) conducted an Archaeological Inventory 

Survey of 88 acres of land located in Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku and Makawao Districts, 

Maui Island [TMK: (2) 3-9-01:16 and 2-2-02 por. 15]. This survey included the adjacent 

proposed Piilani Promenade project area (see Figure 6). During the survey, 20 archaeological 

sites (State Sites 50-50-10-3727 through 50-50-10-3746) were identified. Fredericksen et al. 

(1994) state that while there was no direct evidence of traditional agriculture, State Sites 50-50-

10-3727, 3728, and 3734 were interpreted as remnants of dry land agriculture. Evidence of 

traditional use of the area is suggested by several surface scatters (State Sites 50-50-10-3741 
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through -3745); an enclosure (State Site 50-50-10-3736), which was interpreted as a possible 

habitation feature; and a petroglyph boulder (State Site 50-50-10-3746), which was 

subsequently relocated off-site and is currently under preservation. State Sites 50-50-10-3735, -

3737, 3738, and -3740 were interpreted as military features associated with World War II. In 

addition, Fredericksen et al. (1994) state that the subject property has been disturbed by 

modern activities including bulldozing, grubbing, and blasting activities, and that the project 

area was formerly a portion of the Kaonoulu Ranch, which was owned by the Rice family. 

 

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. (Chaffee et al. 1997) conducted an Archaeological 

Inventory Survey, including subsurface testing, of a portion of the Maui Research and 

Technology Park, within the area investigated by Kennedy (1986).  During the survey, ten 

features were identified. The features included remnant terraces, stone alignments, a mound, 

and a modified outcrop.  Based on spatial relationships, these features were incorporated into 

three archaeological sites. All of the sites were interpreted as having agricultural functions, with 

the exception of a rock mound that may have functioned as a religious feature. 

 

Cultural Surveys Hawaiʻi, Inc. (Folk et al. 1999) conducted an Archaeological 

Reconnaissance Survey of the proposed Kīhei to Kula Road corridors, Kailua to Kamaʻole 

Ahupuaʻa, Makawao and Wailuku Districts, Island of Maui, (TMK: (2) 2-2 and 2-3). During the 

survey, twenty historic properties were newly identified (State Site 50-50-10-4760 through 50-

50-10-4779) and five previously identified sites were relocated (the Kalianui Petroglyph Site 

State Site 50-50-10-1061; Kaluapulani Gulch Petroglyphs, State Site 50·50-10·1062; Kaluapulani 

Gulch Petroglyphs (Canoes, etc.), State Site 50-50-10-4178; an historic cattle wall, State Site 50-

50-10-4180; and two pineapple plantation clearing mounds, State Site 50-50-10-4181. The 

newly identified sites included enclosures, walls, mound and cairn, midden and lithic scatter, a 

modified outcrop, road, ditch, rock overhang shelter, and the petroglyph sites. Most of these 

sites were interpreted as having agricultural and ranching functions, five sites were interpreted 

as habitation sites, the petroglyph site was interpreted as having a symbolic function, and an 

enclosure complex was interpreted as having a military function. 

 

Cultural Surveys Hawaiʻi, Inc. (Borthwick et al. 2002) conducted an Archaeological 

Inventory Survey of the proposed alignment for the North-South Collector Road. The northern 

portion of the alignment is adjacent and west of the current proposed project area (see Figure 

6). No historic properties were identified during the survey. 
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Scientific Consultant Services, Inc.  (Monahan 2003) conducted an Archaeological 

Inventory Survey, including subsurface testing, of a 28.737-acre portion of the Maui Research 

and Technology Park, within the area investigated by Kennedy (1986).  Other than one surface 

feature, a small arrangement of stacked boulders interpreted as a ‘push pile’, this survey 

yielded no evidence of historic or prehistoric significance.   

 

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. (McGerty et al. 2000) conducted an Archaeological 

Inventory Survey of 15 selected areas within the Elleair Maui Golf Club. During the survey, five 

archaeological sites (State Sites 50-50-10-5043, -5044, -5045, -5046, and -5047), containing a 

total of seven surface features, were identified.  The surface features were interpreted as 

agricultural terraces, perhaps dating from the pre-Contact period, and C-shaped rock 

formations (fighting positions) built during World War II training.  Ten excavation units placed 

within these features yielded no cultural material.   

 

Sinoto et al. (2001) conducted an Archaeological Inventory Survey of a parcel adjacent 

to the subject property (see Figure 6).  No archaeological or historical sites or features were 

identified. 

 

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. (Tome and Dega 2002) conducted an Archaeological 

Inventory Survey along the northeastern flank of the Elleair Maui Golf Club property.  They 

identified a historical ranching corral and a short agricultural wall, collectively designated State 

Site 50-50-10-5233.  No other structures or subsurface deposits were identified.  No traditional 

native Hawaiian sites or features were identified.  Another Inventory Survey along the southern 

flank of the Elleair Maui Golf Course (Dega 2003) failed to yield any archaeological or historical 

features. 

 

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. (Monahan 2004) conducted Archaeological Inventory 

Survey on two undeveloped lots totaling approximately 56.647 acres near the Elleair Golf 

Course in Kīhei, Waiohuli and Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku (Kula) District, Kīhei, Maui Island, 

Hawaiʻi [TMK: (2) 2-2-024: Portion 012 and 013].  A pedestrian survey and subsurface testing 

was performed in advance of a proposed residential project near the Elleair Golf Course.  Four 

surface features consisting of stacked basalt stones were located within the project area; each 

was assigned a separate state site number.  Test excavations yielded buried cultural material 



26 

consistent with traditional native Hawaiian activities at three of the four sites (State Sites 50-50-

10-5506, -5507, and -5509).  Excavation at the fourth site (-5508)—a C-shaped rock pile 

consistent with a World War II military training feature—did not yield any subsurface evidence.  

The discovery of three traditional native Hawaiian sites in this area is significant, as previous 

studies have generally failed to document any such activity.  One of these sites (-5509) yielded a 

modern radiocarbon date (0 ± 50 BP), but its context is questionable and it may not be 

associated with the buried artifacts.  Two other sites (-5506 and -5507) did not yield charcoal, 

although both contained buried traditional artifacts and midden.  No additional archaeological 

work was recommended in the project area. 

 

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc. (Shefcheck et al. 2008) conducted an Archaeological 

Inventory Survey on a large parcel of open land located in Kīhei, Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, 

Makawao District, Maui Island, Hawaiʻi [TMK: 2-2-002: 015 por.], located immediately adjacent 

and east of the current project area (see Figure 6).  During the survey, forty archaeological sites 

were newly identified.  Of these forty sites, eight were interpreted as associated with pre-

Contact activities. These pre-Contact sites consisted of temporary rock shelters with petroglyph 

components, enclosures, platforms, a mound and a wall.  Historic sites identified during this 

survey were interpreted as having agricultural and military training functions.   

 

In 2006, Xamanek Researches (Fredericksen 2006, 2009) conducted an archaeological 

field inspection of 8.274 acres of land in Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa [TMK: (2) 3-9-001:157 and 158). 

No historic properties were identified.  The original field inspection report was turned in to the 

State Historic Preservation Division (SHPD) for review and comment. However, the 

archaeological field inspection reports  are not subject to the SHPD review process.  The SHPD 

subsequently requested that the report be resubmitted as an archaeological assessment 

survey. 

 

 Cultural Surveys Hawaiʻi, Inc. (McCurdy and Hammatt 2013) conducted an 

Archaeological Inventory Survey for the proposed Kūlanihākoʻi Bridge Replacement Project, 

Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku District, Maui Island [TMK: (2) 3-9-001: 999, 162, 143 (pors)]. 

During the survey, the Kūlanihākoʻi Bridge (State Site 50-50-10-7606) was documented. No 

additional historic properties were identified. Prior to the Archaeological Inventory Survey, 

Cultural Surveys Hawaiʻi, Inc. (Medeiros et al. 2012) conducted an archaeological literature 

review and field inspection for the Kūlanihākoʻi Bridge Replacement Project. 



27 

 

Xamanek Researches (Fredericksen 2015) conducted an Archaeological Inventory Survey 

of 101.658 acres of land within Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku and Makawao Districts, Island of 

Maui [TMK: (2) 3-9-001: 16, 169-174; TMK: (2) 2-2-002: 016, 077, 082; TMK: (2) 3-9-001: 148; 

and TMK: (2) 3-9-048: 122). This survey included the adjacent proposed Piilani Promenade 

project area and land previously surveyed by Fredericksen et al. (1994). The recent findings 

included: 

 Identification of a previously undocumented enclosure (State Site 50-50-
10- 8266), which was interpreted as a possible pre-Contact habitation 
site; 

 That “[p]revious bulldozing activities, prior ranching and more recent 
farming operations, road construction activities, as well as erosion have 
impacted portions of the project area; 

 State Sites 50-50-10-3734 and -3739, which were previously identified by 
Fredericksen et al. (1994) were destroyed by post-1994 bulldozing 
activities; and 

 Recommended Archaeological Data Recovery for the newly identified 
State Sites 50-50-10-8266 and for State Sites 50-50-10- 3727-3729, 3732, 
3735, 3736 and 3741-3745, which were previously identified by 
Fredericksen et al. (1994). 

The report (Fredericksen 2015) documenting the findings of this survey has been 

approved by the State Historic Preservation Division (Log No: 2015.03310/Doc No: 1601MD08; 

Appendix F). 

 

During 2016 and 2017, Xamanek Researches (Fredericksen 2017, Draft) conducted an 

Archaeological Assessment (Archaeological Inventory Survey-level investigation) of the 

proposed 13-acre Honuaʻula off-site workforce housing project (i.e., the current project area; 

see Figure 6). The project area is located within Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku and Makawao 

Districts, Island of Maui [TMK: (2) 3-9-001:169]. No historic properties were identified. 

 

As may be gleaned from this praxis of archaeological studies for the barren zone, site 

expectation and site density is low for the area.  A majority of the pre-Contact population of 

Kīhei was settled along the coastline, nearer resources, while lands above 2,000 ft. amsl. were 
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also heavily occupied from the c. A.D. 1400s.  Thus, the “barren zone” became a medial zone 

between a coastal and inland population.  Coupling the lack of major water resources and the 

shallow depths of the soils, the barren zone became an infrequent occupation area.  Given the 

paucity of significant sites in the barren zone, the sites that are identified in this zone become 

much more significant. 

 

CONSULTATION 

Hana Pono, LLC (2016) conducted a CIA, in support of the DEIS, for the proposed Piilani 

Promenade Project, which includes the currently proposed HPL project area. During the Hana 

Pono, LLC (2016) consultation process, several in-person interviews were conducted with Mrs. 

Paula Kalanikau, Mr. Daniel Kanahele, and Mr. Michael Lee, kumu (see Appendix A). In addition, 

two community-based consultation meetings were held.  Sarofim Realty Investors, Inc. held a 

Cultural Consultation Meeting at the Kīhei offices of Goodfellow Bros., Inc., on February 25, 

2014. HPL Realty Investors, Inc. held a Cultural Consultation Meeting with the Aha Moku o Maui 

Council, on April 27, 2016. These interviews, cultural meetings, are briefly summarized below. 

 

Mrs. Paula Kalanikau 

 Mrs. Kalanikau thought having a high school built on the subject property would be 

good for the children, but also expressed the need for respecting the history of the area and the 

land:   

Oh, I’m definitely interested in having the high school there. I think the children deserve 
that; and a hospital. But we need to be also aware of what our ancestors have established 
in these areas and be mindful of developers what would be our priorities.  And that is our 
priority: to look after our ʻaina (Hana Pono, LLC 2016:11).  

Mr. Daniel Kanahele 

Mr. Daniel Kanahele (in Hana Pono, LLC 2016:11) expressed the importance of the 

Hawaiian stories to be told as a method of preserving the past.  “… [P]reserving the stories as 

well as the various sites should be of the utmost importance,” as learning about the history of 

an area provides a sense of continuity between the present and the past. 

 

Mr. Michael Lee  

Mr. Michael Lee (in Hana Pono, LLC 2016:11) believes “…that people should be 

educated about the spiritual and physical meaning of the various sites in the project area”… and 
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that he would like to see as many sites preserved as possible. Mr. Lee suggested that 

community meetings should be held with “…members of the Aha Moku Kula: Basil Oshiro and 

ʻOhana, Brian Naeole and ʻOhana, Jacob Mau and Tim Baily and ʻOhana (from Mauka) to discuss 

a Site Preservation Plan” (Ibid). 

 

FEBRUARY 25, 2014, CULTURAL CONSULTATION MEETING  

On February 25, 2014, HPL Realty Investors, Inc. held a Cultural Consultation Meeting at 

Kīhei offices of Goodfellow Bros., Inc.  Those who attended this meeting were:  

Charlie Jencks 
Brett Davis 
Eric Fredericksen 
Kimokeo Kapahulehua 
Kelii Taua 
Levi Almeida 
Basil Oshiro 
Sally Ann Oshiro 
Clare Apana 
Brian Naeʻole 
Florence K. Lani 
Daniel Kanahele 
Jacob R. Mau 
Lucienne deNaie 

This meeting is transcribed in full by Jessica R. Perry, CSR, RPR (see Appendix A). During 

the course of the meeting, Mr. Jencks called upon Clare Apana, as she had not spoken 

throughout the meeting. Ms. Apana stated that the “…kanaka were pretty much  in agreement 

about the flow of water and preserving the coastline, keeping the water clean flowing down 

and keeping it flowing down” (Hana Pono, 2016: 83). 

 

On April 27, 2016, HPL Realty Investors, Inc. held a Cultural Consultation Meeting with 

the Aha Moku Council to discuss the Piilani Promenade Project, which included the currently 

proposed HPL project area. Those who attended this meeting were:  

Charlie Jencks, Owner’s Representative 
Kimokeo Kapahulehua, Cultural Consultant 
Brett Davis, Chris Hart and Partners 
Lucienne deNaie 
Florence K. Lani, lineal descendant of Hewahewa Hapakuka 
Brian Naeʻole, lineal descendant of Hewahewa Hapakuka 
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Basil Oshiro, Aha Moku o Maui, Kula Makai Representative 
Sally Ann Oshiro, Makai Kula Moku 

The purpose of this meeting was to take the re-visit the information obtained from the 

February 25, 2014 and to update the community on what steps HPL had taken to address the 

concerns expressed at the earlier meeting. This meeting is transcribed in full by Tonya McDade, 

CSR, RPR, CRC (see Appendix A). 

CONSULTATION FOR THE CURRENT CULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

Consultation for the current CIA Consultation was conducted via telephone, e-mail, 

personal interviews, and the U.S. Postal Service.  Consultation was sought from the following 

individuals: 

Dr. Kamanaʻopono M. Crabbe, Office of Hawaiian Affairs; 
Chris (Ikaika) Nakahashi, Cultural Historian, State Historic Preservation Division;  
Leimana DaMate, Executive Director, Aha Moku Advisory Committee;   
Kimokeo Kapahulehua, President, ʻAoʻao O Na Lokoʻia O Maui; 
Leslie Kuloloio, cultural practitioner and former member of the Maui/Lānaʻi Islands 
Burial Council;  
Andrew K. Phillip, State Historic Preservation Division, Burial Sites Specialist, Maui; 
Kapulani Antonio, Chair Maui/Lānaʻi Islands Burial Council and representative of the 
Moku of Kula;  
Clare Apana, cultural practitioner;  
Elden Liu, descendent of Hapakuka Hewahewa;   
Kahele Dukelow, Maui/Lānaʻi Islands Burial Council District Representative;  
Keʻeaumoku Kapu, Chair, Aha Moku;  
Basil Oshiro, ʻAha Moku Representative for Kula; 
Kaonohi Lee, Honuaʻula Moku Representative;  
Kamoa Quitevis, Cultural Consultant;  
Joylynn Paman, ʻAoʻao O Na Lokoʻia O Maui;   
William Hoʻohuli, community member;  
Sally Ann Oshiro, Makai Kula Moku;  
Brian Naeʻole, descendant of Hapakuka Hewahewa;  
Sharon Rose, community member; and 
Jacob Mau, community member  

 

CULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT INTERVIEWS, RESPONSES, AND CONCERNS 

Analysis of the potential effect of the project on cultural resources, practices or beliefs, 

the potential to isolate cultural resources, maintain practices or beliefs in their original setting, 

and the potential of the project to introduce elements that may alter the setting in which  
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cultural practices take place is a requirement of the OEQC (No. 10, 2012). As stated earlier, this 

includes the cultural resources of the different groups comprising the multi-ethnic community 

of Hawai`i.   

 

During the current consultation process, SCS received responses from four individuals 

responded to SCS’s query for information about traditional cultural practices previously or 

currently conducted in the project area or Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa by indicating that they would 

like to be interviewed.  Cathleen Dagher, SCS Senior Archaeologist, conducted four interviews 

during the consultation process of the Supplemental CIA. Three of the interviews were 

conducted in-person interviews, two of the interviews were conducted with single individuals, 

and one joint interview was conducted with two individuals. 

 

An in-person interview was conducted with Elden Liu at Kalepolepo Beach Park, on 

November 30, 2016.  During a subsequent telephone conversation on January 18, 2017, Mr. Liu 

has requested that his testimony not be included in the Supplemental CIA.  An in-person 

interview was conducted with Joylynn Paman at the Hawaiian Islands Humpback Whale 

Sanctuary Visitor Center, Kīhei, on December 15, 2016.  A joint interview was conducted with 

Basil Oshiro, Aha Moku o Maui, Kula Makai Representative, and Sally Ann Oshiro, Makai Kula 

Moku at the Hawaiian Islands Humpback Whale Sanctuary Visitor Center, Kīhei, on December 

15, 2016.  These interviews are summarized below.  

INTERVIEW SUMMARIES 

Joylynn Paman, ʻAoʻao O Na Lokoʻia O Maui 

Joylynn Paman is a long-time resident of Waiohuli Ahupua῾a, the Hawaiian Homestead 

in Kula. Waiohuli is the neighboring ahupua῾a to the south of Ka῾ono῾ulu. Ms. Paman has been 

involved with Kalepolepo Fishpond for almost twenty years. In 1997, she joined ʻAoʻao O Na 

Lokoʻia O Maui as an intern. She has definitely seen her share of changes to the physical 

environment here and how things that have happened up in the mountains have impacted the 

Kalepolepo area. 

The non-profit fishpond project, ʻAoʻao O Na Lokoʻia O Maui, was formed in 1997 by a 

group of Kīhei residents who wanted to learn about the historical and cultural importance of 

Kalepolepo Fishpond. These Kīhei residents felt there was a need to revitalize the fishpond. The 

mission of ʻAoʻao O Na Lokoʻia O Maui is to restore and maintain the fishpond and to 

acknowledge all of the recreational, cultural, historical importance the fishpond has in their 

community.  



32 

As Ms. Paman lives mauka and given her connection to the Kalepolepo Fishpond area, 

Ms. Paman is very aware of the environment and how what happens in the uplands impacts the 

makai environment. For example, the heavy rains that were experienced throughout the 

ahupua῾a recently caused flooding in the makai area and caused all of this dirty sediment to 

wash into our ocean.  

Pu῾u Kalepeamoa (approximately 9,000 feet amsl) forms the apex of Ka῾ono῾ulu 

Ahupua῾a, which extends makai, into the ocean, to the outermost edge of the reef.  Ka῾ono῾ulu 

Ahupua῾a is one of the narrowest ahupua῾a in the Kula District. At its widest point the ahupua῾a 

is approximately one mile wide and at the shoreline, the ahupua῾a is about a half a mile wide.  

If you look at a map of the mauka portion of Ka῾ono῾ulu Ahupua῾a, you will see twenty to thirty 

small tributaries joint together to form Kūlanihākoʻi Stream. Historically, this area has been the 

recipient of sediment deposits that have washed down from mauka, as a result of heavy rainfall 

in the uplands. 

In the 1800s, Kalepolepo was known as a bustling town, actually a fishing village. People 

now associate Kalepolepo with just the area immediately adjacent to Kaeloplepo Park. 

However, during the mid-1800s, it was a long stretch of land that extended from a little bit past 

where the Maui Lu is now to where Azeka’s is currently located. While only Kalepolepo 

Fishpond remains, several ponds once extended along this portion of the coastline. These 

ponds included Waiohuli Kai Fishpond, which is located to the south of Kalepolepo, and Kēōkea 

Fishpond, which is located south of Waiohuli Kai Fishpond. The ancient name for Kalepolepo 

Fishpond was Kōʻieʻie Fishpond. A third name associated with the fishpond is Ka῾ono῾ulu Kai, 

named after the ahupua῾a. According to legend, the changing of the name from Kōʻieʻie to 

Kalepolepo happened many years ago during one of the major repairs to the fishpond wall. The 

thousands of people involved with the wall repair kicked up so much dirt that the dirt formed a 

big cloud of dust that hovered over the area. Thus, the area became known as Kalepolepo, the 

“dirty dirt.”  

Limu was once abundant in the area. During the 1950s and ‘60s, Māʻalaea Bay was one of 

the most pristine reef systems in the State. However, due to the quick transitions that 

happened on land (i.e., development), all of the runoff washed into the ocean causing all of the 

sediments to smother the reefs. Now it is one of the worst coral reef systems in the State. Just 

within 30 to 40 years, we’ve gone from one extreme to the other, within the spectrum.  

Traditional cultural practices currently conducted at Kalepolepo Fishpond include 

seasonal limu gathering, chanting (oli), cleansing ritual (hiu wai), fishing, repairing and 

maintaining the fishpond, and recreation. The fishpond is also used to educate the community 

on traditional cultural practices. 
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Concerns: Ms. Paman’s primary concern is that the ocean and Kalepolepo Fishpond are 

the recipients of everything that occurs mauka. Sediments, as a result of natural or 

construction-related events, may be washed downwards from the proposed project area into 

the ocean as a result of heavy rainfall and flooding. Large amounts of re-deposited sediments 

have the potential to change the bathymetry (topography of the ocean) of our immediate 

ocean area. Once the bathymetry has changed, the currents will change, which in turn will 

affect the fishpond. Impacts to the fishpond, as a result of bathymetry, may include: changing 

wave angles which can weaken the fishpond wall; the filling of the fishpond with sediment 

which may change the water levels within the pond; the changing water levels within the pond 

may affect the types of fish that can thrive in the pond.   

Basil Oshiro, Aha Moku o Maui, Kula Makai Representative, and Sally Ann Oshiro, Makai Kula Moku 

Sally and Basil Oshiro are long-time residents of Ka῾ono῾ulu Ahupua῾a. Basil Oshiro is the 

Aha Moku representative for Kula Moku and Sally Oshiro is affiliated with the Makai Kula Moku. 

The Oshiro’s point out that there are numerous streams and tributaries located mauka of the 

project area, some of which flow into, Ka῾ono῾ulu Stream, which runs through the project area.  

Throughout recent history, heavy rains have caused these waterways to flood the project area 

and adjacent lands. The project area and adjacent lands contain natural features that may be 

impacted by the proposed undertaking. Lava tube systems, which serve as pueo habitats, 

extend beneath project area. Mr. Oshiro pointed out on the USGS (Puu O Kali, 1992; 1:24,000) 

quadrangle map the possible location of the punawai (traditional water catchment system) 

within the project area. Mr. Oshiro pointed out on the USGS quadrangle map a ditch located 

mauka of the project area that looks natural, but may have been modified for water diversion 

purposes during the pre-Contact Period. Mr. and Mrs. Oshiro said that there are archaeological 

features (i.e., directional rocks, seating areas, an area where children used to play), within the 

project area that have not been documented. Mr. Oshiro said that there are additional 

undocumented archaeological features adjacent to and within the gulches.  There are, also, 

trails that extend mauka/makai across the project area that were used traditionally.  Mr. and 

Mrs. Oshiro would like to see development work with nature, rather than against it. 

Concerns:  Basil and Sally Oshiro expressed their concerns that natural run-off and 

water diversion associated with proposed development would contributing to flooding of the 

project area and adjacent lands. Mr. and Mrs. Oshiro are concerned that undocumented 

archaeological features, within the project area, will be impacted by the proposed 

development. 
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RESPONSES 

Scientific Consultant Services, Inc.  received three responses via e-mail and one via 

telephone, from individuals answering  SCS’ inquiries for information that might contribute to 

the knowledge of traditional cultural activities that were, or are currently, conducted in the 

vicinity of the proposed undertaking. Responses were received from Andrew K. Phillip, State 

Historic Preservation Division, Burial Sites Specialist, Maui; Chris (Ikaika) Nakahashi, Cultural 

Historian, State Historic Preservation Division;  Keʻeaumoku Kapu, Chair,  Aha Moku o Maui; 

and Joylynn Paman, ʻAoʻao O Na Lokoʻia O Maui. 

 

Andrew K. Phillip, State Historic Preservation Division, Burial Sites Specialist, Maui. 

In his e-mail dated November 16, 2016, Mr. Phillip suggested SCS contact Kapulani 

Antonio, Chair, Maui/Lānaʻi Islands Burial Council; Kahele Dukelow, Honuaʻula District 

Representative, Maui/Lānaʻi Islands Burial Council; and Keeaumoku Kapu, Chair, Aha Moku o 

Maui.  

 

Chris (Ikaika) Nakahashi, Cultural Historian, State Historic Preservation Division 

 In an e-mail dated December 9, 2016, Mr. Nakahashi thanked SCS for contacting him 

about this project. Mr. Nakahashi stated that people that may have information on the 

traditional cultural practices of Kaʻonoʻulu are Keeaumoku Kapu and Kamoa Quitevis. 

 

Keʻeaumoku Kapu, Chair, Aha Moku o Maui 

Mr. Kapu indicated in an e-mail to SCS, dated December 2, 2016, that he will be 

forwarding SCS’s consultation materials to the moku representative of Kula, Basil Oshiro and 

the Honuaʻula moku rep Kaonohi Lee, so that they can assist with coordinating meetings with 

descendants of those ahupuaʻa and also hunting and fishing families which may frequent those 

areas of the project site.  

 

Joylynn Paman, ʻAoʻao O Na Lokoʻia O Maui 

On December 5, 2016, Ms. Paman contacted the SCS, Honolulu office via telephone, and 

indicated that she would like to participate in the consultation process.  An in-person interview 

was conducted with Ms. Paman on December 15, 2016, at the Hawaiian Islands Humpback 

Whale Sanctuary Visitor Center, Kīhei (see Interview Summaries above). 
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SUMMARY 

The “level of effort undertaken” to identify the potential effect by a project to cultural 

resources, places or beliefs (OEQC 2012) has not been officially defined and is left up to the 

investigator.  A good faith effort can mean contacting agencies by letter, interviewing people 

who may be affected by the project or who know its history, researching sensitive areas and 

previous land use, holding meetings in which the public is invited to testify, notifying the 

community through the media, and other appropriate strategies based on the type of project 

being proposed and its impact potential.  Sending inquiring letters to organizations concerning 

development of a piece of property that has already been totally impacted by previous activity 

and is located in an already developed industrial area may be a “good faith effort.”  However, 

when many factors need to be considered, such as in coastal or mountain development, a good 

faith effort might mean an entirely different level of research activity.   

 

 In the case of the current undertaking, letters of inquiry were sent to individuals and 

organizations that may have knowledge or information pertaining to the collection of cultural 

resources and/or practices currently, or previously, conducted in close proximity to the 

proposed development of the Honuaʻula Offsite Workforce Housing Project. 

 

CULTURAL ASSESSMENT  

Analysis of the potential effect of the project on cultural resources, practices or beliefs, 

the potential to isolate cultural resources, maintain practices or beliefs in their original setting, 

and the potential of the project to introduce elements that may alter the setting in which 

cultural practices take place is a requirement of the OEQC (2012:13). As stated earlier, this 

includes the cultural resources of the different groups comprising the multiethnic community of 

Hawaiʻi.  

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONCERNS 

Concerns expressed by the community focused on the potential presence of 

undocumented archaeological sites within the project area that may be impacted by the 

proposed undertaking. These concerns were addressed by two Archaeological Inventory 

Surveys conducted in Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa and included the proposed project area 

(Fredericksen et al. 1994, Fredericksen 2015). The Fredericksen (2015) archaeological report 



36 

documenting the findings of the survey has been reviewed and accepted by SHPD (Log No: 

2015.03310/ Doc No: 1601MD08; see Appendix F).   

 

Xamanek Researches (Fredericksen et al. 1994) conducted an Archaeological Inventory 

Survey of 88 acres of land located in Kaʻonoʻulu Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku and Makawao Districts, 

Maui Island [TMK: (2) 3-9-01:16 and 2-2-02 por. 15]. Subsequently, Fredericksen (2015) 

conducted a subsequent Archaeological Inventory Survey, which included the current HPL 

project area and the area surveyed by Fredericksen et al. (1994). No historic properties were 

identified with the current project area. The project ownership has committed to a continuation 

of the cultural consultation process with additional participation in the data recovery effort 

proposed for the archeological sites. The Archaeological Monitoring program will be prepared 

under the guidance and directive of the State Historic Preservation Division. 

 

TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PRACTICES 

The concerns expressed by those interviewed for the Pi`ilani Promenade Supplemental 

Cultural Impact Assessment did not focus on traditional cultural practices previously or 

currently conducted within the general project area.  However, there is the potential for 

traditional cultural practices conducted within the greater ahupuaʻa to be impacted by the 

proposed undertaking (i.e., naturally occurring flooding and run-off generated by construction 

activities within the project area which may negatively affect the adjacent areas, including 

Kalepolepo Fishpond and the Pacific Ocean). As these concerns pertain to the environment, 

please refer to the Drainage discussion in the Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

section in the Final Environmental Impact Assessment (FEIS).  

 

CONCLUSION 

To fulfill these purposes, this Cultural Impact Assessment has reviewed historical 

research and suggestions from contacts, and analyzed the potential effect of the project on 

cultural resources, practices or beliefs, its potential to isolate cultural resources, practices or 

beliefs from their setting, and the potential of the project to introduce elements which may 

alter the setting in which cultural practices take place, as required by the OEQC (2012).  Based 

upon this review and analysis, no traditional cultural practices are currently  known to be 

practiced within the  proposed project area. 
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The Land Use Commission (LUC) is also required to apply the analytical framework set 

forth by the Hawaii Supreme Court in Ka Pa‘akai O Ka‘Aina v. Land Use Comm’n, State of 

Hawai‘i, 94 Hawai‘i 31, 7 P.3d 1068 (2000) (hereinafter, “Ka Pa‘akai”).  In this case, a coalition 

of native Hawaiian community organizations challenged an administrative decision by the Land 

Use Commission (the “LUC”) to reclassify nearly 1,010 acres of land from conservation to urban 

use, to allow for the development of a luxury project including upscale homes, a golf course, 

and other amenities.  The native Hawaiian community organizations appealed, arguing that 

their native Hawaiian members would be adversely affected by the LUC’s decision because the 

proposed development would infringe upon the exercise of their traditional and customary 

rights. Noting that “[a]rticle XII, section 7 of the Hawaii Constitution obligates the LUC to 

protect the reasonable exercise of customarily and traditionally exercised rights of native 

Hawaiians to the extent feasible when granting a petition for reclassification of district 

boundaries,” the Hawai‘i Supreme Court held that the LUC did not provide a sufficient basis to 

determine “whether [the agency] fulfilled its obligation to preserve and protect customary and 

traditional rights of native Hawaiians” and, therefore, the LUC “failed to satisfy its statutory and 

constitutional obligations.” Ka Pa‘akai, 94 Hawai`i at 46, 53, 7 P.3d at 1083, 1090. 

 

The Hawai‘i Supreme Court in Ka Pa‘akai provided an analytical framework in an effort 

to effectuate the State’s obligation to protect native Hawaiian customary and traditional 

practices while reasonably accommodating competing private interests. In order to fulfill its 

duty to preserve and protect customary and traditional native Hawaiian rights to the extent 

feasible, the LUC must—at a minimum—make specific findings and conclusions as to the 

following:  

1. The identity and scope of “valued cultural, historical, or natural resources” in the 
petition area, including the extent to which traditional and customary native 
Hawaiian rights are exercised in the petition area;  

2. The extent to which those resources--including traditional and customary native 
Hawaiian rights--will be affected or impaired by the proposed action; and  

3. The feasible action, if any, to be taken by the LUC to reasonably protect native 
Hawaiian rights if they are found to exist. 

See Ka Pa‘akai, 94 Hawai‘i at 47, 7 P.3d at 1084. 
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 The culture-historical background presented in the CIA prepared by Hana Pono, LLC 

(2013), the SCIA (Dagher  and Dega (2017), in addition to the findings of prior archaeological 

studies in the project area and in the neighboring areas, support the finding of the current CIA 

analysis: that there are no specific valued cultural, historical, or natural resources within the 

project area. Nor are there any traditional and customary native Hawaiian rights being 

exercised within the project area. The long-term use of the project area for grazing and 

ranching activities also supports this conclusion. 

  

Notwithstanding the absence of valued resources, the developer has committed to a 

continuation of the cultural consultation process with Aha Moku o Maui members. 

 

Based on the information presented in the current CIA, it seems reasonable to conclude 

that, pursuant to Act 50, the exercise of native Hawaiian rights, or any ethnic group, related to 

numerous traditional cultural practices including, procurement of marine resources, gathering, 

access, cultivation, the use of traditional plants, and the use of trails,  will not be adversely 

impacted by the proposed Honuaʻula Offsite Workforce Housing Project to be  located on 

approximately 13.0 acres of land, owned by Honuaʻula Partners LLC,  in Kīhei, Kaʻonoʻulu 

Ahupuaʻa, Wailuku and Makawao (Kula) Districts, Island of Maui, Hawaiʻi [TMK: (2) 3-9-

001:169]..  
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