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TO: 
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Ed Michaelman, OHA 

Jon Van Dyke 

Listed below are the differences between the 
description of OHA's Blueprint on Land Claims that appeared in 
the Sunday star Bulletin & Advertiser dated July 23, 1989 and 
the actual Blueprint now planned to be made public on September 
2, 1989: 

1. The newspaper story uses the term 
"sovereignty"; the Blueprint uses the term "self-government". 

2. The newspaper story states that the resources 
in the offshore areas would be managed by a board appointed by 
OHA; the Blueprint provides that these resources "should be 
co-managed by appropriate federal and state agencies and OHA or 
any successor Native Hawaiian entity ••• " 

3. The newspaper story states that OHA would hold 
returned native lands in trust and would "guarantee that no less 
than 90 percent of the total would be allocated"; the Blueprint 
provides that the trust lands could be sold in limited 
circumstances but that "the overall total acreage of lands held 
in trust must never be less than 90% of its maximum amount ... 

creating a 
to mention 
conference 
to draft a 

"initiate" 
that OHA 
document. 

4. The newspaper's description of the process of 
self-governing entity is confusing because it fails 
that Hawaiian delegates will be elected to attend a 

like a constitutional convention which will be held 
new governing document. 

5. 
the 
will 

The newspaper story states that OHA will 
process of self-government; the Blueprint states 
"assist in the development" of an organic 
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6. The newspaper story states that the governing 
document would have to be approved by "a majority of all 
enrolled Hawaiians"; the Blueprint states that the document must 
be "ratified by a majority of those Native Hawaiians voting at 
the ratification election". 

Most of these differences are probably attributable to 
the fact that the reporter (stu Glauberman) had an earlier 
version of the Blueprint and are not major in scope. Only item 
number 3 reflects a real misundertanding of the goals of the 
Blueprint. 

The newspaper story also, of course, left out many 
details and subtleties that are in the Blueprint, some of which 
are quite important. 

Please let me know if you need any further information 
on this matter. 
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