











the CDP to require a mandatory minimum buffer of 800°-1000° from the Lalamilo Farm
Lots. The CDP also shows the Waimea District Park and the Lalamilo Connector Road
very close to the Farm Lots, in the Waimea Conceptual Map, on p. 65. While this map,
being conceptual, does not fix the final location of either the District Park or the Lalamilo
Connector road, it reinforces the conclusion that the CDP doesn’t mandate a fixed
minimum buffer for either of these projects.

It is easy to understand, however, the concerns that have been expressed about these
sentences in the CDP by members of the public, including citizens who have been
working on the regional park, that they could be interpreted to require a buffer that would
eliminate the site next to the Farm Lots that the CDP itself calls the “leading candidate”
(at p. 58), and the concern that it would also mandate specific buffers for other projects.

For this reason, I propose the following changes:
On p. 70, change the sentence to read as follows (ramseyered from the current draft):

“As well, buffer areas [consistent with the State Department of Agriculture’s
recommendation of ‘800 feet and preferably 1,000 feet from the Farm Lots’] should be
maintained around the existing (and any future) farm lots so that farming activities will
not be adversely impacted by nearby residential and other development. The State
Department of Agriculture recommended that the Kawaihae Bypass be located ‘at least
800 and preferably greater than 1.000 feet distant from the Farm Lots.””

This would then read (“clean” version):

“As well, buffer areas should be maintained around the existing (and any future) farm
lots so that farming activities will not be adversely impacted by nearby residential and
other development. The State Department of Agriculture recommended that the
Kawaihae Bypass be located ‘at least 800 and preferably greater than 1,000 feet distant
from the Farm Lots.””

Honorable Pete Hoffmann
Chair and Presiding Officer
and Members of the County Council
COUNTY COUNCIL
Page 4
October 20, 2008

On p. 75-76, change the sentence to read as follows (ramseyered from the current draft):



“Of special concern is the State Department of Agriculture’s recommendation of a buffer
as effective as the ‘800 feet and preferably greater than 1,000 feet distance from the Farm
Lots’ [between this proposed road] that it proposed between the Kawaihae Bypass and
the existing Lalamilo Farm Lots, and in particular an organic farm that would be
adversely affected by the new road.”

The sentence would then read (“clean” version):

“Of special concern is the State Department of Agriculture’s recommendation of a buffer
as effective as the ‘800 feet and preferably greater than 1,000 feet distance from the Farm
Lots’ that it proposed between the Kawaihae Bypass and the existing Lalamilo Farm
Lots, and in particular an organic farm that would be adversely affected by the new
road.”

These changes keep the concept that there should be buffers around the Farm Lots, and
keep the reference to the Department of Agriculture’s recommendation, but are more
factually accurate in stating what this recommendation referred to.

Deputy Corporation Counsel Amy Self has reviewed these proposed changes and agrees
that they are non-substantive, and that the Council could make these amendments without
having the CDP be sent back to the Steering Committee or Planning Commission.

We therefore request that the Council amend Bill 369 with the two changes discussed in
this letter, at first reading on October 22nd.

Sincerely,

CHRISTOPHER J. YUEN
Planning Director

CJY :pak
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ce: Steering Committee
Townscape
Department of Parks and Recreation
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Dacheng Dong

From: Tom Witten

Sent: Friday, November 14, 2008 5:24 PM

To: Dacheng Dong

Cc: James M. Komata; M. Macy

Subject: Fwd: Lalamilo Farm Lot Buffers (Waimea District Park Site Selection Study)
FYI

Thomas S Witten, ASLA
PBR Hawaii

Office 808 521 5631
Cell 808 284 8401

Begin forwarded message:

From: Earl,J.Yamamoto@hawaii.cov

Date: November 14, 2008 3:20:03 PM HST

To: "Tom Witten" <twitien@pbrhawaii.com>

Cc: Sandra.Kunimoto@Hawaii.Gov, Duane.Okamoto@hawaii.gov,

Robert. A.Boesch(@hawaii.gov

Subject: RE: Lalamilo Farm Lot Buffers (Waimea District Park Site Selection Study)

Hello, Tom
Here is Earl Yamamoto's and Robert Boesch's responses (in blue text) to your email.

1.Aerial Spraying of Pesticides

a. You mentioned the current regulations are under review and that depending on the application
method and type of pesticide being applied, the buffers may vary from 250 to 1000 feet. Please provide
us with the applicable regulations and status of the current review and updating of these regulations.
http://hawaii.gov/hdoa/admin-rules/subtitle-6-division-of-plant-industry/AR-66 . pdf.

Review of permit conditions has been provided to pesticides program staff and aerial applicators
for comment.

b. Has an aerial application permit ever been requested, approved or denied for the Lalamilo area?
This will require a Uniform Information Practices Act request because search time for records will
be required. Lalamilo is served by the Captain Cook office and records would likely be there.

Because the Captain Cook position has been vacant for 2 years, a Hilo inspector will need to
travel to Kona to review the records. Estimated amount of time is 3-4 work days plus travel costs.

¢. Under what circumstances may an aerial application permit be warranted? When, because of heavy
rain, a farmer is unable to enter his fields with equipment to apply pesticides. Would the application
be required to stay 250 to 1000 feet from the existing residences in Lalamilo Farm lots? The sensitive
areas and no spray areas near the sensitive areas are still being reviewed. Under the current
Aerial Permit conditions, the 250 to 1000 feet would apply.

If so, would a permit for this type of application be approved where there are existing residences? Yes,
if the buffer zone requirement is met based on the wind speed and direction.

d. Fruit fly eradication with aerial spray in California. Are you aware of any negative impacts of this type
of community wide application? Yes there are numerous studies on impact. | suggest that the
Regional Water Quality Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Area in Oakland, and the
California Department of Pesticides Regulation be contacted to see if they have retained studies
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in their archives. When | was there in the 1977 medfy program in the Bay Area, there were many
claims of injury to persons and property.

2. It is my understanding from my discussion with Bob that Pesticide Branch of DOA enforces the label
regulations of the various agricultural chemicals applied by farmers. The farmers are responsible for the
application methods and related precautions to minimize any impacts to neighboring properties. If there
are issues of spray drift, the farmers must take recommended precautions of when the pesticide is
applied and provide the necessary buffers to adjoining properties. Is this correct? If not, can you state
who is responsible for minimizing the impacts to neighboring properties. County planning agencies by
making sure there are adequate buffers to assure common agricultural practices when
considering approval for encroaching non-agricultural uses.

3. Organic farm certification. What are the buffer requirements for organic farms to ensure that norn-
permitted pesticides do not contaminate the organic farm? Are there organic farms certified within the
Farm Lots? Can they be located on a map? The farmers participating in organic certification
programs shouid be able to provide information.

4. Buffers for proposed regional roadways in proximity to the farms. In the testimony of the DOA
Chairperson regarding the Draft Waimea Traffic Circulation Study, she states that an effective buffer
"should not cause the taking of any crop production land in the Farm Lots." see response under d.
below

a. Can this be accomplished based on the current farm buffers that are in place within the Farm Lots? If
not, how does DOA intend to accomplish the taking of adjacent lands to accomplish the recommended
buffers? Most of the surrounding land is currently used for cattle and horse pastures and residential use.
These surrounding lands are zoned to allow a variety of agricultural uses that could include crop
production and farm dwellings, similar to Lalamilo Farms, See response under d. below

b. The theoretical buffer of 800 to 1000 feet would include approximately 500 acres if it were applied to
the surrounding lands. How would DOA define an "effective buffer" for Lalamilo Farm Lots and manage
the recommended buffer on the surrounding lands, including some individual residential lots within the
Sandalwood subdivision. See response under d. below

¢. Would the recommended buffer apply to the existing residential and business uses within the Farm
Lots? See response under d. below

d. The "primary purpose of the buffer zone is to minimize the impact of pesticide drift on people and
activities." Will DOA be preparing a more detailed analysis and plan of how these buffer zones will be
determined? Who is responsible for creating these buffer zones and ensuring that they are effective in
minimizing the impacts of pesticide drift? Will these buffer zones appiy to the none cultivation farmers or
businesses operating within the Farm Lots?

Permanent (i.e., residential, commercial, institutional etc.) and transient {i.e., parks, ballfields, etc.)
uses are not banned or prohibited from buffer zones. The intent of buffers is to minimize but not
eliminate inadvertent exposure to pesticides in adjacent areas.

For years, the State legislature has heard many bills proposing how to protect agriculfural areas
from encroaching urbanization, including some bills that required enormous buffers and
prohibited incompatible uses within these buffer areas. Act 124, Session Laws of Hawaii 2008
does not establish a buffer standard for urban uses encroaching upon agricultural areas but
requires notification to tenants moving into the developing areas that adjacent farming activities
are protected under Chapter 165, and prohibits actions that interfere or restrain farming
operations. This measure respects property rights and protects the interests of farmers and their
agricultural activities.

In light of Act 124 (copy of text attached}, it seems prudent that State and colinty governments
should actively seek avoiding risk by locating government facilities such as schools and parks in
areas that would not likely result in nuisance-related complaints resulting from adjacent farming
activities using pesticides. This consideration applied to public facilities would also be in
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consonance with the South Kohala Community Development Plan’s strong support of protecting
the Lalamilo Farm Lots. With these facts in mind, we would strongly recommend that the
consideration of alternative sites for the Waimea District Park be limited to the four sites not
abutting the Farm Lots (sites P-2, P-3, -2, and S-4).

3. A proposed Waimea District Park is identified in the South Kohala CDP and is located adjacent and
downwind of the Farm Lots. Based on DOA's testimony, the DOA "anticipate adverse impact on farmers
and their daily agricultural activities from nuisance complaints from park users."”

a. Can DOA assist in determining, implementing and enforcing effective buffers that would minimize the
pesticide drift to adjacent lands that may be used for park or other allowable uses under the current
agricultural zoning? No, Big Island staff is reduced to the point that we cannot initiate new
activities and are looking to cut back on current activities. We enforce pesticide labels and issue
aerial permits and can also enact rules for other types of pesticides applications, such as orchard
sprayers where drift is a concern. Enforcement is limited to the current practice which is a
combination of spot checks of applicators and complaints.

b. In addition to the farm buffers recornmended, what additional buffers should be planned for within a
park, if the selected park site is adjacent to the Farm Lots? The Pesticides Program enforces label
restrictions. Label restrictions are based on data supplied by manufacturers that is reviewed and
assessed by EPA. | have provided links to the Registration Eligibility Decisions for fumigants
which apparently have buffers based on the size of the field treated, the rate of application, the
soil type, soil moisture and other characteristics. One fact that EPA is quick to acknowledge is
that they are not a planning agency, and set restrictions based on hazard.

http://www.epa.govioppsrrd1/reregistration/soil fumigants/buffer-zones-fs.htm

Regarding your last question about the impact of dogs defecating in crop fields and the impact of
e-coli contamination, we have no input to offer.

Below is a copy of Act 124, SLH 2008:

SECTION 1. Chapter 205, Hawaii Revised Statutes, is amended by
adding a new section to be appropriately designated and to read
as follows:

"§205-~ Reclagsification of land contiguous to an
agricultural district; approval conditions. (a) Any decision
approving a petition for a boundary amendment pursuant to this
chapter where lands in the petition area are contiquous or
adjacent to lands in the agricultural district, shall include
the following conditions in the decision granting approval:

(1) A prohibition on any action that would interfere with
or restrain farming operations; provided the farming operations
are conducted in a manner consistent with generally accepted
agricultural and management practices on adjacent or contiguous
lands in the agricultural district; and

(2) Notification to all prospective developers or
purchasers of land or interest in land in the petition area and
subsequent notification to lessees or tenants of the land, that
farming operations and practices on adjacent or contiguousg land
in the agricultural district are protected under chapter 165,
the Hawaii right to farm act, and that the notice shall be
included in any disclosure required for the sale or transfer of
real property or any interest in real property.

(b) For purposes of this section, "farming operation"
shall have the same meaning as provided in section 165-2."
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SECTION 2. This Act does not affect rights and duties that
matured, penalties that were incurred, and proceedings that were
begun, before its effective date.

SECTION 3. New statutory material is underscored.

SECTION 4. This Act shall take effect upon its approval.

£arl Yamamoto

Planner

Office of the Chairperson

Hawaii Department of Agriculiure
1428 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

{808) 973-9466

fax: (808) 973-9467

"Tom Witten" <twitten@pbrhawaii.com> To <Earl..l.Yamamoto@hawait.qov>
cC
11/10/2008 08:06 AM Subject RE: Lalamilo Farm Lot Buffers (Waimea District Park Site Selection Study)
Earl,
Much appreciated.
Tom

Thomas S. Witten, ASLA
President

PBR HAWAIl & Associates, Inc.
1001 Bishop Street

ASB Tower, Suite 650
Honoluly, Hawaii 96813

PH: 808-521-5631
Fax: 808-523-1402

www.pbrhawaii.com

This email is intended only for the persen or enfity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential information. Any review, refransmissicn, dissemination or other use
of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this informaticn by persans or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you receive this e-mail in eror, please
contact the sender by replying to this e-mail and delete this e-mail and any attachments from all computers without reading or saving the same in any matter whatsoever.

From: Earl.].Yamamoto@hawaii.gov [mailto:Earl.].Yamamoto@hawaii.gov]
Sent: Sunday, November 09, 2008 7:31 PM
To: Tom Witten

Cc: Dacheng Dong; jkomata@co.hawaii.hi.us
Subject: RE: Lalamilo Farm Lot Buffers (Waimea District Park Site Selection Study)

Tom:
Il do my best
earl



"Tom Witten" <twitten@pbrhawaii.com>

To <garl.].yamamoto@hawaii.qov>
cc <jkomata@co.hawaiihi.us>, “Dacheng Dong” <ddong@pbrhawaii.com:>
Subject RE: Lalamilo Farm Lot Buffers (Waimea District Park Site Selection Study)

11/07/2008 04:00 PM

Hi Earl,

We have a 11/17 deadline to complete our Site Selection Study draft for County review. A community
meeting has also been scheduled for 11/24 to present our site evaluations and recommendation. As
noted in the earlier email, we want to have the best available information to assist us evaluating the
various sites, especially as it relates the alternative sites adjacent to the Latamilo Farm Lots.

Also at an informational meeting last night, hosted by the Waimea Community Association, the issue of
the hazards of having dogs in the vicinity of the farms due to the possible e-coli contamination if the dogs
got loose in the farms was also raised. If you have any relevant information related to that issue, that
would also be helpful.

Can we get a response from DOA to the questions below by Friday, Nov. 147 Your assistance is very
much appreciated.

Let us know when we could expect a response.
Thanks again for helping us understand this issue as it relates to park use in proximity to farms.

Tom

From: Tom Witten
Sent: Thursday, October 30, 2008 10:16 AM

To: 'earl.j.yamamoto@hawaii.aov'
Cc: jkomata@co.hawaii.hi,us; Dacheng Dong
Subject: Lalamilo Farm Lot Buffers (Waimea District Park Site Selection Study)

Earl,

Thank you for providing the copy of the DOA testimony regarding the South Kohala CDP. As |
mentioned, we want to understand the regulations and risks of locating a district or regional park in
proximity to the existing farms at Lalamilo. In the Site Selection Study, we want to be as accurate as
possible in understanding the hazards of locating a community facility, such as a park, in proximity to
agricultural activities.

So that we may have the best available information to factor into the Site Selection Study we are
undertaking for the County Parks and Recreation Department, could you, Bob Boesch of the DOA
Pesticide Branch, or others within DOA that have the expertise respond to the following questionsfissues:

1.Aerial Spraying of Pesticides

a. You mentioned the current regulations are under review and that depending on the application method
and type of pesticide being applied, the buffers may vary from 250 to 1000 feet. Please provide us with
the applicable regulations and status of the current review and updating of these regulations.

b. Has an aerial application permit ever been requested, approved or denied for the Lalamilo area?

¢. Under what circumstances may an aerial application permit be warranted? Would the application be
required to stay 250 to 1000 feet from the existing residences in Lalamilo Farm lots? If so, wauld a permit
for this type of application be approved where there are existing residences?
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d. Fruit fly eradication with aerial spray in California. Are you aware of any negative impacts of this type
of community wide application?

2. It is my understanding from my discussion with Bob that Pesticide Branch of DOA enforces the label
regulations of the various agricuttural chemicals applied by farmers. The farmers are responsible for the
application methods and related precautions to minimize any impacts to neighboring properties. If there
are issues of spray drift, the farmers must take recommended precautions of when the pesticide is
applied and provide the necessary buffers to adjoining properties. Is this correct? If not, can you state
who is responsible for minimizing the impacts to neighboring properties.

3. Organic farm certification. What are the buffer requirements for organic farms to ensure that non-
permitted pesticides do not contaminate the organic farm? Are there organic farms certified within the
Farm Lots? Can they be located on a map?

4. Buffers for proposed regional roadways in proximity to the farms. In the testimony of the DOA
Chairperson regarding the Draft Waimea Traffic Circulation Study, she states that an effective buffer
"should not cause the taking of any crop production land in the Farm Lots.”

a. Can this be accomplished based on the current farm buffers that are in place within the Farm Lots? If
not, how does DOA intend to accomplish the taking of adjacent lands to accomplish the recommended
buffers? Most of the surrounding land is currently used for cattle and horse pastures and residential use.
These surrounding lands are zoned to allow a variety of agricultural uses that could include crop
production and farm dwellings, similar to Lalamilo Farms.

b. The theoretical buffer of 800 to 1000 feet would include approximately 500 acres if it were applied to
the surrounding lands. How would DOA define an "effective buffer” for Lalamilo Farm Lots and manage
the recommended buffer on the surrounding lands, including some individual residential lots within the
Sandalwood subdivision.

c. Would the recommended buffer apply to the existing residential and business uses within the Farm
Lots?

d. The "primary purpose of the buffer zone is to minimize the impact of pesticide drift on people and
activities." Will DOA be preparing a more detailed analysis and pian of how these buffer zones will be
determined? Who is responsible for creating these buffer zones and ensuring that they are effective in
minimizing the impacts of pesticide drift? Will these buffer zones apply to the none cultivation farmers or
businesses operating within the Farm Lots?

5. A proposed Waimea District Park is identified in the South Kohala CDP and is located adjacent and
downwind of the Farm Lots. Based on DOA's testimony, the DOA "anticipate adverse impact on farmers
and their daily agricultural activities from nuisance complaints from park users.”

a. Can DOA assist in determining, implementing and enforcing effective buffers that would minimize the
pesticide drift to adjacent lands that may be used for park or other allowable uses under the current
agricultural zoning?

b. In addition to the farm buffers recommended, what additional buffers should be planned for within a
park, if the selected park site is adjacent to the Farm Lots?

[ have cc'd James Komata at the County Dept. of Parks and Recreation so that he may comment as
needed to better understand the issues related to DOA's proposed buffers and the impacts on the Site
Selection Study. Your timely response will be much appreciated.

If there are other issues you feel we should address in the Site Selection Study related to agriculture,
please provide your input.

Thank you for your assistance helping us understand these issues.
Tom

Thomas S. Witten, ASLA
President



FBR HAWAII & Associates, Inc.
1001 Bishop Street

ASB Tower, Suite 850
Henoluly, Hawaii 96813

PH: 808-521-5631
Fax: 808-523-1402

www.pbrhawaii.com

This emait Is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential information. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other yse
of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities othsr than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you receive this e-mail in ercor, please
contact the sender by replying to this e-mail and delet this e-mail and any attachments from all computers without reading or saving the same in any matter whatsoever,



Appendix C

Order of Magnitude Cost and Preliminary Off-site Analysis



Appendix D

Preliminary Archaeological Evaluation of Potential Park Sites



Waimea District Park
Preliminary Archaeological Evaluation of Potential Park Sites

Alternative Site S-4: TMK (3)-6-2-001:015 (c. 85 acres): This property is located north of the
Waimea to Kawaihae Road (Highway 19) and west of its junction with the road to North
Kohala. Itis notamong the areas surveyed during the Former Waikoloa Maneuver Area
Ordnance Removal Project. Though the proposed park area is located west of the main Waimea
Field System, there is a strong possibility that it may contain some remnant agricultural
features, as well as traditional temporary habitation sites and historic cattle walls.

Alternative Site 5-3: TMK (3)-6-6-001:002 (c. 53 acres): This parcel is located south of the
Waimea to Kawaihae Road (Highway 19) in an area surveyed as part of the Former Waikoloa
Maneuver Area Ordnance Removal Project (Task Order 2, Work Area J3). During this survey
the property was found to contain a large number of archaeological sites dating to both the pre-
Contact and early historic periods. If the park were to be placed on this property there would
be a serious concern regarding the preservation of archaeoclogical sites. There would also,
however, be an enormous potential for interpreting these sites and utilizing them for public
education.

Alternative Site 5-2: TMK (3)-6-6-001:002 (c. 65 acres): This property is located south of the
proposed Department of Hawaiian Homelands development and immediately west of the
Lalamilo Farm Lots. It is situated near the center of the Waimea Field System, in an area that
contains numerous pre-Contact agricultural and residential features. The area was surveyed as
part of the Former Waikoloa Maneuver Area Ordnance Removal Project (Task Order 9, Work
Area D). This is also a property where concern for possible impacts to archaeological sites
would be high, but the potential for educational and interpretative use would be substantial.

Alternative Site 5/P-1: TMK (3)-6-6-001:002 (c. 55 acres): This parcel is located at the
southwestern end of the Lalamilo Farm Lots, west and south of Pu v Huluhulu Road. The
southern portion of this parcel was surveyed as part of the Former Waikoloa Maneuver Area
Ordnance Removal Project (Task Order ZH01, Work Area D). This parcel is situated at the
southern fringes of the Waimea Field System, and all of the proposed park area, particularly
those sections located north of the Wall of Kauliokamoa (built in the 1890s at the request of
Kamehameha I) contain archaeological sites. Here again there is a potential concern for public
impacts to archaeological sites, but also an opportunity to incorporate the preservation and
interpretation of these sites into the general park plan.

Alternative Site P-1: TMK (3)-6-8-001:001 (c. 30 acres): This property is located west of the
Mamalahoa Highway and south of the Lalamilo Farm Lots. It was surveyed as part of the
Former Waikoloa Maneuver Area Ordnance Removal Project (Task Order ZH01, Work Area ]).
During the Second World War, the parcel formed part of the U. S. Marine cantonment of Camp
Tarawa. As a result, the landscape has been heavily impacted by bulldozing and other
earthmoving activities. This has destroyed any pre-Contact or historic surface sites that may
have once existed. However, a portion of the World War Il era Bordelon Airfield crosses
through the proposed park property.



Alternative Site P-2: TMK (3)-6-7-001:015 (c. 45 acres): This property is located east of the
Mamalahoa Highway and northeast of the Waimea-Kohala Airport. Although it lies outside the
area surveyed during the Former Waikoloa Maneuver Area Ordnance Removal Project, it was
at least partially examined for archaeological sites by Butchard and Tomonari-Tuggle during
their 2003 survey for the Waimea Town Center. Although the proposed park site is located at
the eastern fringe of the Waimea Field System, Butchard and Tomonari-Tuggle found both pre-
Contact and historic features within the area.

Alternative Site P-3: TMK (3)-6-7-001:025 (c. 40 acres): This parcel is situated south of Waimea
Town and east of the previously mentioned property (TMK (3)-6-7-001:015). Itis located well
east of the area surveyed during the Former Waikoloa Maneuver Area Ordnance Removal
Project. The western portion of the parcel may, however, have been examined during Butchard
and Tomonari-Tuggle’s 2003 survey. The proposed park area has the potential to contain at
least some pre-Contact and historic archaeological sites.



Waimea District Park
Preliminary Archaeological Evaluation of Additional Alternative Park Sites

Alternative Site 5/P-2: This potential park site is located within the Parker Ranch Puopelu
property. Portions of it were surveyed as part of the Former Waikoloa Maneuver Area
Ordnance Removal Project (Task Order 2, Work Area J4). The parcel is situated to the east of
the Puopelu historic homes, and at present it contains no surface archaeological remains. The
area was probably occupied and utilized during both the pre-Contact and early historic periods.
In the pre-Contact period it most likely comprised a section of the Waimea Field System and
may have contained agricultural and residential features, while in early historic times it
belonged to the Parker Ranch compound and served as part of a working ranch. During the
Second World War, the parcel was occupied by the U. S. Marine cantonment of Camp Tarawa.
As a result, its landscape has been heavily impacted by bulldozing and other earthmoving
activities. This has destroyed any pre-Contact or early historic surface remains that may have
once existed. Excavations conducted for the removal of ordnance have shown that refuse from
the occupation of Camp Tarawa rests below the ground surface.

Alternative Site S-5: This potential park site is located toward the eastern end of Waimea town,
in an area that during the Pre-Contact period was probably ‘ohia forest. The property has not
been the subject of a previous archaeological survey, and therefore we do not know what
archaeological sites, if any, may be found on it. It is possible that the area may have been used
for taro farming in traditional times, for there are accounts of cultivated fields being situated
within the forest. It is more likely, however, that if archaeological remains do exist they date
from the historic period and may be related to ranching and other activities conducted on the
fringes of Waimea Village.



Appendix E

Community Meetings and Input (In Progress)





