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FACT SHEET
Highlights

The State acquired the ahupua’a ‘o Kahana in 1969 from the estate of Mary
Foster and six individual lessees. The State was prompted to do so by a 1965 report
that portrayed Kahana as a blank slate to be developed in a highly commercial way,
including 1,000 camping sites, hotel, cabins, restaurant, a botanical garden, a man-
made lake, and shops. An additional factor supporting state acquisition was that it was
one of the few, if not the only, ahupua'a left under virtually sole ownership and in a
relatively pristine state.

The families living in Kahana at that time had long-standing ties to the valley, and
lobbied the Legislature to allow them to stay in the park and preserve their lifestyle. In
1970, a Governor's Task Force proposed the concept of a "living park," which would
allow the residents to remain on the land and be a part of the park.

To permit the Kahana residents to remain in the park, the State devised a
scheme in which the lessee families would earn the right to a 65-year lease in the park
by providing 25 hours of interpretive services per month to the park to preserve, restore,
and share Kahana's history and rural lifestyle with the public.

The State paid for a number of master plans for Kahana. Taking their tone from
the original report, these were extremely ambitious and expensive, and would have
involved removing the remaining families still living in Kahana. The community and the
legislature rejected these plans. The Kahana residents proposed more modest plans
that focused on the rural culture of the ahupua’a, but these were not accepted by the
Department of Land and Natural Resources.

The Bureau contacted twenty-four state, federal, and county agencies about their
jurisdiction over or involvement with Kahana. The agencies fell into three categories:
some of the agencies had no involvement in Kahana; some had regulatory powers over
proposed changes to the ahupua'a but otherwise were not involved; and others had
active jurisdiction over a portion of Kahana and could generate their own projects within
their limited jurisdiction. It was agreed that the agency with primary jurisdiction is the
Department of Land and Natural Resources' State Parks Division.

Two management structures were examined. The first is one in which the
management entity has control over the entity, similar to the Kaho olawe Island
Reserve Commission. In the other model, each government agency retains its current
jurisdiction and the management entity serves as a coordinator between the agencies
and as an ombudsman between the lessees and the agencies.

However, discussion of the format of a management agency, whether the control
or the coordinator model, and which specific entity should be that manager, is



premature at this time as there is a crucial but missing element which must be done
first: Kahana must have a master plan.

A management entity will not be able to function efficiently and effectively, or be
evaluated appropriately, without a master plan. A master plan for Kahana, co-authored
by the Kahana lessees, is urgently needed before a change in management should be
made. If an entire master plan is not financially feasible at this time, a specific phased
plan could be started immediately to deal with the three most-pressing issues relating to
Kahana. The first is community-building between the lessees, and between the lessees
as a group and State Parks to address the friction that is blocking full participation by
every involved person in making the ahupua'a ‘o Kahana a true living park. The
second is a specific plan to address interpretive service and lease issues; and the third
is development of a full set of goals for Kahana to use in directing interpretive service
hours and in seeking assistance from other governmental agencies.

Funding for a plan for Kahana, whether it be a full master plan or a more focused
phased plan, should be among the Department of Land and Natural Resources' top
priorities. However, a plan for Kahana will only be effective if the lessees, who are
required to be the main source of staffing via their interpretive services, are co-
architects of the plan.

Until a master plan is in place, deciding who the management entity should be, or
the scope of its powers, is premature.

Anticipated Questions

Q: What about Kahana makes it different from other state parks?

A: Kahana differs from all other state parks as it is an intact ahupua'a — the basic
ancient Hawaiian land division — and can demonstrate all of the resources —
mountain, upland, shoreline, and ocean — that the ancient Hawaiians used for
survival. Kahana is also unique in its "living park" arrangement with lessees
whose ancestors have lived on the land and who can serve as the stewards of
the land and interpreters of Kahana's rural culture.

Q: Why should funding its master plan be a priority?

A: The State took full possession of Kahana in 1969 and attempted several master
plans in the ensuing decades. All the plans were rejected as they were too
grandiose. Meanwhile, the kiipuna of Kahana, who suggested more modest but
ignored plans that would have restored and displayed the traditional nature and
culture of Kahana, are passing away. Also, the relationship between the lessees
and State Parks has suffered due to the long delay in devising a master plan.
Action is needed now to utilize the wisdom of the remaining kipuna, support
those lessees who are striving to restore Kahana, and encourage those who
need guidance and motivation.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Nature of the Study

During the Regular Session of 2001, the Legislature adopted S.C.R. No. 61,
S.D. 1, entitled "Requesting a Study Relating to the Management of the Ahupua'a "O
Kahana." A copy of this resolution is contained in Appendix A.

Objective of the Study

The resolution requested the Legislative Reference Bureau to study the feasibility
of creating a culturally-sensitive ahupua'a-based entity that would provide
comprehensive management of the entire ahupua’a o Kahana, and also promote
cooperation between governmental agencies and Kahana residents. At present,
Kahana is a state park owned by the State of Hawaii and managed by the State Parks
division of the Department of Land and Natural Resources.

Organization of the Study

The study is organized into six chapters. The first chapter is this introduction.
The second is background on Kahana and its history up to the point where it became
state property. The third chapter describes state ownership issues from 1969 to 2000
and how Kahana came to be designated as a living park. The fourth chapter sets forth
the state of Kahana in 2001 and the issues that face Kahana now. The fifth chapter
describes the spheres of jurisdiction of various federal, state, and county agencies over
the ahupua’a, and examines two models of management. It also discusses the need
for a master plan. The sixth chapter makes findings and recommendations.



Chapter 2

BACKGROUND ON THE AHUPUA'A 'O KAHANA

What makes Kahana so special? Why should it be treated differently than all the
other state parks? Why might independent management be desirable?

The answers to these questions begin deep in the roots of Kahana's history.
Before the Bureau can address the issue of whether a special management agency is
feasible for Kahana, the Legislature needs to understand how Kahana came to be a
state park, what the goals were of making it a state park, and what to date has been
achieved. Without that background, the recommendations have no context and will not
compel the State to action. To begin with, the path to state ownership must first be
explained.

Pre-Mahele Status

Ahupua’a ‘o Kahana State Park, on the windward side of O ahu, is comprised of
the entire ahupua’a of Kahana. An ahupua’a is an ancient Hawaiian land division, and
encompasses a wedge of land starting in the mountains and running to the sea. The
Hawaiians used this land division as it encompassed everything they needed to survive,
from the forest birds, wild pigs, and trees of the upland forests to the lower-lying taro
lo’i, down to the ocean, primary source of food and transportation. Kahana is unique in
being the only remaining ahupua'a in the major Hawaiian islands (Kauai, O ahu,
Moloka’i, Maui, and Hawai'i) owned by one owner, and the only one in the whole State
owned by the government. In recognition of this rarity, the Kahana Valley State Park
was renamed the Ahupua’a "0 Kahana State Park in November 2000.

At 5,228.7 acres, Kahana is the second-largest state park in the state park
system.? Like all land in Hawaii, it was originally owned by the King. It is estimated that
the ahupua'a may have had between 600 and 1,000 people before Western contact.?
After the dying off of great numbers of the Hawaii people due to Western diseases, at
the time of the Great Mahele, there were an estimated 200 people in the ahupua’a.’

Post-Mahele Awards

After the Great Mahele in 1848, the ahupua’a of Kahana was granted to Annie
Keohokalole,* the mother of the King Kalakaua and Queen Lili'uokalani, with 33 much
smaller awards within the ahupua'a going to the maka ainana and a high ali'i agent,
and for the school and the road (collectively referred to in this study as the maka ainana
awards).®> Keohokalole received 5,050 acres, and the maka ainana awards totaled less
than 200 acres.® One authority is of the opinion that "all or nearly all of the people of
Kahana were given land or were in families who received land."’ While 200 acres
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compared to 5,000 may seem inordinately small, the maka ainana shares were among
the most valuable in the ahupua'a,? as they were the developed house lots (pahale) and
taro lo’i. The remainder of the ahupua’a, while it did contain freshwater rights, rights in
the Huilua fishpond, and certain fishing rights in the bay, also included vast tracts of
undeveloped, and perhaps undevelopable, uplands.®

The Ahupua’a Award

In 1856, Keohokalole and her husband Kapa akea put all their holdings into an
asset pool, a type of trust for the benefit of their son, David Kalakaua.l® As trustee of
this asset pool, Keohokalole sold Kahana in May 1857 to AhSing (also known as
Apakana), a Chinese merchant.!! Keohokalole's portion of the ahupua’a passed
through the hands of a few other Chinese merchants'? before being bought by a land
hui composed of Hawaiian members of the Church of Latter Day Saints,'® called the Ka
Hui Ku'ai i ka "aina "o Kahana'* in 1874.® The hui had 95 members. Kahana was
divided in 115 shares, with most members getting one share, and a few receiving
multiple shares.

The land tenure of the Hui was more similar to the pre-Mahele usage than to
strict Western land usage. Each shareholder had his or her own houselot (pahale) and
taro lo’i, but all had an undivided interest in the pasture and uplands, and in the
freshwater rights, ocean fishing rights, and Huilua fishpond.’* Each member was
allowed an equal share in the akule that were caught, and could have up to six animals
running freely on the land (additional animals would be paid at a quarter per year).’
Some of the farmable common lands were leased to rice planters for the group
benefit.!® This started a change in the agricultural nature of the valley, as the taro 10’
began to be converted to rice paddies. This change continued as more lands were
leased to rice farmers, and as shares were purchased by Kane ohe Ranch, both for
their income when leased to rice planters, and for their own use as pasture for the
ranch's cattle.®

The Maka'ainana Awards

While the maka'ainana all held their land awards up to 1873, the advent of the
Mortgage Act of 1874, allowing non-judicial foreclosure, spelled the beginning of the
end for these individuals owners. This Act allowed the mortgagees of the relatively
unsophisticated rural landowners to foreclose without the safeties of court procedures.
The lands were gradually either mortgaged and foreclosed on,?° or sold outright?! to
major players such Kane'ohe Ranch and Mary Foster?? (a member of the prominent
Robinson family) and her husband Thomas.?®

Mary Foster

Mary Foster became involved in purchasing interests both in the maka ainana
lands and in the Hui ahupua’a shares. She used some of her shares to build a
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renowned home in Kahana, which was the subject of the popular song, "Beautiful
Kahana."

Mary Foster strongly objected to Kane ohe Ranch's practice of burning off the
indigenous trees and ground cover to create pasturage out of native forests. She began
a "bitter economic and legal struggle” with the Ranch for control of Kahana.?* An out of
court settlement was reached in 1901, in which Mary Foster bought out the Ranch's
interest, including their leases, in the Hui shares, giving her a controlling interest in
Kahana.®® Even after the settlement, she continued to acquire shares in Kahana, both
from original owners and from other land "collectors" such as Lincoln McCandless,
increasing her dominance.?® In that way, Mrs. Foster gained even more of the shares,
until she finally held 97% of the land by 1920.%" By the time of her death, she held all
but six parcels in the valley, or well over 99%.

From the standpoint of preserving the Hawaiian rural lifestyle, it is a pity that the
shares were made alienable and eventually lost by the maka ainana whose families had
lived there time out of mind. However, if the ahupua'a had to be lost, losing it to an
owner like part-Hawaiian Mary Foster, who wanted to preserve its natural state and
fought burning the forests for pasture, was the best of the possible options. The
Hawaiian families of Kahana, as well as the members of the different ethnic groups who
had moved to Kahana, remained on the land on month-to-month tenancies. Foster
continued to lease much of the lands she acquired, and to the crops of the Chinese rice
planters were gradually added the crops of the Japanese sugar cane farmers.

Mrs. Foster died in 1930, and Kahana passed to her estate and was held in trust
for her heirs. Over the ensuing years, Kahana remained a quiet valley, with a peaceful
rural lifestyle incorporating many Hawaiian cultural values. The multicultural mix of
people in the ahupuaa fit into the Hawaiian rural lifestyle.®® Sugar production was
phased out and ceased in the 1930s, and many residents drifted away and moved to
Honolulu.

Legislative Action

When World War Il broke out, the military moved the Japanese families out, and
began to use the valley to practice jungle warfare,?® which destroyed some of the
archeological sites in the valley. The population dwindled in the 1940s-50s and was
unable to support organized fishing, or to fix the breach in the fishpond walls after the
tidal waves in those decades.*°

The lifestyle at this time was rural with Hawaiian roots: the residents still used
the ancient Huilua fishpond to gather fish; the traditional hula kahiko was practiced and
passed down, and some lo’i still produced taro. The significant majority of the residents
were still Hawaiian or part-Hawaiian, but members of other ethnic groups, particularly
Chinese and Filipino, had settled in as well.
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In the early 1950s, the Legislature apparently was interested in purchasing
Kahana for $100,000, but no action was taken.®! In 1955, the Robinson Agency, acting
as the agent for the Foster Estates, contracted with a planner for feasibility studies on
Kahana. The report recommended making an authentic South Sea island resort village
— an inn with 20 rooms, creating a small lake in the valley, and a nine-hole golf course.
There was a cheaper back-up agricultural plan.®> Nothing happened as a result of this
plan.

As Oahu continued to become built up, the remote beauty of Kahana became of
more interest: heiress Doris Duke reportedly wanted to purchase Kahana and use its
bay for boat races.®® In 1962, the Legislature appropriated, but the State did not
expend, $300,000 to "complete the purchase of remaining beach and shoreline makai of
Kamehameha Highway" at Kahana Bay Park (the City and County of Honolulu already
held the rest).3* A study on usage of the valley as a park was done, but no action was
taken.®® Also in 1962, a private foundation presented a plan to create a scientific
botanical garden.>®

In 1965, John J. Hulten, real estate appraiser, produced a remarkable report for
the Department of Land and Natural Resources, entitled Report Covering the Proposed
Park Development of Kahana Valley.®” He found that Kahana was ideally suited to be a
regional park, offering seashore water sports, mountain camping, and salt and
freshwater fishing, and a tropical botanical garden. "Properly developed it will be a
major attraction" with 1,000,000 visits annually."*® The "proper development" he had in
mind was astonishing: he wrote that Kahana can provide 600 "developable acres" for
camping, fishing, hiking, horseback riding, and swimming, and foresaw over 1,000
camping sites plus cabins, restaurant, and shops.®® He said that a hotel and other
commercial buildings could be developed,*® and wanted the creation of a 50 acre lake.*
All of this development would be assisted by a botanical garden and a mauka road from
Likelike Highway to Kahana.*?

What was to be the fruit of this rampaging development? Hulten pulled
"preference factors" out of thin air*® to estimate the visits to Kahana that this
development would bring in. He estimated an initial "preference factor" of .483 visits to
Kahana for every one to Waikiki (i.e., 480,000 visits to Kahana for every 1,000,000 visits
to Waikiki), and by the time of full development on Kahana in 1985, 4,500 — 5,000
residents visiting Kahana every Sunday.**

One can only speculate as to why Mr. Hulten, who was also a State Senator, was
so eager to push such a dramatically overdeveloped Kahana. It can be noted that in
1964, the total tax assessed value of Kahana was only $2,328,664.%° In July of 1964, it
was reclassified from agricultural to conservation, which if anything should have made
the value drop. Hulten estimated the value of the water in Kahana at $2,450,000.4

In 1965, the Legislature did approve the purchase and appropriated $1,000,000
for the first of five $1,000,000 payments.*” That offer, however, was rejected by the
heirs on the ground that the State was not legally obligating itself to pay the full
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$5,000,000, as the Legislature could not legally bind future legislatures to pay the
remaining costs.*®

The rejection of the State's offer to purchase did not chill the State's interest in
Kahana. The State then moved to condemn the property for park purposes for the
same $5,000,000 price, and paid it off in five annual installments for use as a park. By
1969, the State had paid the last installment and owned Kahana free and clear.*® Some
of the funding for Kahana came from federal funds. Public Law 87-70 (as amended by
P.L. 89-174), Title VII, sections 702(a) and 704 "prohibited changes in the use of the
lands purchased without permission of the federal Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development."®® This language would become crucial in future years as the State
thrashed around, trying to figure out what to do with Kahana now that it had it.

Hulten's report was simultaneously good and bad for Kahana. It seems to have
been the ultimate impetus for the State's condemnation of the land, which resulted in
the preservation of the only intact ahupua'a left in the State.>> However, the legacy of
Hulten's wildly-overblown plans haunted state planning for Kahana for decades, as
discussed in the next chapter, resulting in a series of lost opportunities for Kahana.

Synopsis

The ahupua’a of Kahana, like all land in Hawai'i prior to the Great Mahele of
1846, belonged to the King. The ahupua’a sustained an estimated population of 600 —
1,000 people at the time of the arrival of Captain Cook, and about 200 at the time of the
Great Mahele. After the Mahele, the maka'ainana obtained 33 parcels, small in total
size but significant in value, and the vast remainder of the ahupua'a was granted to
Keohokalole, mother of the future King David Kaladkaua and Queen Lili'uokalani.

In 1874, a hui of Hawaiian members of the Church of Latter Day Saints moved to
acquire Keohokalole's ahupua’a interest, and for a while they were able to run it much
like a traditional Hawaiian tenure. However, both their shares, and the separate
maka ainana interests, were gradually either mortgaged and foreclosed upon, or sold
outright. Mary Foster, a socially prominent part-Hawaiian woman, a member of the
Robinson family, ended up with the vast majority of shares after battles for control with
Kéane ohe Ranch and Lincoln McCandless.

After Mary Foster's death in 1930, her estate continued to hold the ahupua’a.
Kahana's residents were mostly Hawaiian, but included a mixture of Chinese, Filipino,
and other ethnic groups. The population dwindled until there were insufficient numbers
to maintain the Huilua Fishpond and the taro lo’i. There were several offers for Kahana
over the years, but no action until 1965 when then state Senator John Hulten produced
a report on Kahana for the Department of Land and Natural Resources hyping Kahana's
potential, recommending significant development, including a regional park, seashore
water sports, one thousand camping sites, salt and freshwater fishing, and a tropical
botanical garden, that would net a million visits a year.
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Based on this recommendation, the Legislature appropriated $1,000,000 in 1965

as the first of a five-year payment plan. The sale was rejected by the Foster heirs, who
were afraid that the State would not follow through on the purchase. The State then
condemned the land for the same price, paying it off in five annual installments with
assistance from the federal government. The residents were put on month-to-month
permits and told that the State intended to relocate them outside of Kahana.®? In 1969,
the last payment was made, and the State was now left with the question of what to do
with Kahana.

10.
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KAHANA: WHAT WAS, WHAT IS, WHAT CAN BE
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Report Covering the Proposed Park Development of Kahana Valley, John J. Hulten, prepared for
the DLNR (March 17, 1965) (hereafter Hulten).

Hulten at ii.
Hulten at 9, 40.
Hulten at 35.
Hulten at 40.
Hulten at 2.

Hulten at Exhibit A, fn. 6: Hulten states that the preference factor is "based on judgment." No

doubt this is the same judgment that he used to estimate that the Caucasian population of Hawaii
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Hulten at 20.
Hulten at 35.

Hulten at 38. It is interesting that Hulten notes in his forward that the value of the land is
$5,454,000, even after land reclassification to a more restrictive use. More interesting still is his
note that "preliminary negotiations indicate that [the 99.8% of the valley owned by the Hui "O
Kahana and the heirs of Mary Foster] can be obtained for $5,000,000." (Hulten at iii, 44.) It is
also curious that he did not support the purchase of the 6 maka ainana lots that were still held by
5 individuals and one plantation, and not by the Mary Foster heirs, writing that the "remaining
9.099 acres ... can be acquired as needed as development of the park progresses." (Hulten at
iii.) This is more than strange, as these lots are intermingled with the Hui and Foster lots, and the
massive development envisioned by Hulten would surely impact them. Even more disastrous
from the State's point of view, if the six tenants later refused to sell, they could disrupt park plans,
or hold out for extremely high prices because the State would have a critical need for the land.

See Act 195, Session Laws of Hawaii 1965, at p. 290.

"State's offer for Kahana," note 33 supra; "Kahana Valley sale snag 'amazes' State land chief,"
Honolulu Star-Bulletin, July 10, 1965, p. 1.

See Act 155, Session Laws of Hawaii 1969, at p. 232.
Stauffer Il at p. 116, fn. 171.

This is not technically correct, as the entire island of Ni‘ihau, which ipso facto contains at least
one ahupua’a, is owned by the Robinson family. However, access to this island is extremely

limited and by invitation only, so Kahana is the only intact ahupua’a that the vast majority of
residents have access to.

EIS, supra note 35 at 3.



Chapter 3

"WE HAVE BEEN PLANNED TO DEATH,
BUT NOTHING EVER HAPPENS"

After final payment of the condemnation fee in 1969, the State finally owned
Kahana free and clear. But what next? The Hulten report, discussed in chapter 2,
colored the State's perspective for far too many years, leading planners astray and
delaying any true progress on the park. An unceasing number of studies were
conducted, many of which led to no real action. DLNR has at least forty-nine studies of
various types on Kahana.! If Kahana has not been studied to death, it has at least been
studied into a state verging on a coma.

1970

The first plan, by the consultant firm of Tongg Associates, Inc., with researcher
Hitoshi Mogi, bought into the Hulten concept,? stating that "Kahana valley is too large
and important ... for any small or partial planning to be thinkable."® Tongg did shoot
down Hulten's suggestion* of a mauka road from Likelike Highway to Kahana,® but
otherwise Tongg's plan sounds familiar, recommending dredging and re-routing the
river, creating three mauka lakes with a dam (the spill from which was to be called
"Kahana Falls,"® which would be the "focal point" for the valley). The mauka lakes
would have imported bass and channel catfish, with cabins for campers.’

He also recommended widening the river and making a boat marina and creating
five 2.5 acre islands with "nationality gardens" connected by walkways.® He suggested
water pageantry with processions of decorated boats, and contests and exhibitions of
water sports® with cement stadium seats lining the walls of the channel. He even
wanted to build an elevated highway to handle the traffic.°

As for the existing attractions, he found that the Huilua fishpond should be
cleared of vegetation and restored, but not so much as to remove the "picturesque
surroundings"!! that "make the scene appealing."*?* A Pacific Tropical Botanical Garden
was also supposed to be added.

Tongg recommended charging for admission and funding the development from
those fees. He suggested that less affluent visitors would have a system to allow them
to enter under "special dispensation, perhaps something comparable to food
coupons."

The residents organized the Hui o Kahana (later renamed the Hui o Kanani o

Kahana) to lobby to allow themselves to stay on their land. The residents were strongly
opposed to the Tongg report. They felt that both they and their culture were being
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ignored, and went to the Legislature to voice their concerns. The Tongg report came
under heavy attack from the residents, state legislators, the public, and the media.

In the 1970 legislative session, a Senate Resolution was introduced asking the
Department of Land and Natural Resources to initiate a coordinated plan to allow
residents to remain at Kahana on leases, if such use was not illegal.”> The governor
sponsored a Governor's Conference on the Year 2000, in which one of the many ideas
that arose was the idea of Kahana as a living park.'® Governor Burns supported these
goals and established the Kahana Valley Task Force to "sort things out."!” The Task
Force was established in July, 1970.18

The primary focus of the task force was the question of how residents could be
permitted to live in a state park. In December 1970, the task force recommended the
living park concept to the governor,® which would permit the residents to live in, and
somehow be a part of, the state park project.

1971 - 1972

The governor forwarded the living park concept to the Board of Land and Natural
Resources with a positive recommendation, and Board of Land and Natural Resources
adopted it on March 25, 1971.%°

For the next two years, the task force continued to ™unravel the outside
dimensions of the Kahana Valley Living Park Concept."?! The idea of a living state park
was greeted with enthusiasm: in 1972, the then-Lieutenant Governor George Ariyoshi
said that the concept of a living state park was exciting and 'worthy of our highest
priority."?> (emphasis in original) The task force focused on allowing the people of
Hawaii to experience identifying with a traditional Hawaiian lifestyle. In 1971, the task
force also got an attorney general opinion taking the position that the creation of a
living park would be legal under definition of "parks" in Hawaii Revised Statutes section
184-1, under the concept of providing historical and social value.?*

However, by December 1972, the task force was frustrated as it had no authority
or staff to translate its findings into action.®® The chair wrote the Governor and said if a
clarification of its authority and the provision of staff were not forthcoming, the task force
should be abandoned. Governor John Burns discharged the task force in January 1973
due to a tight budget and "his belief that the work ahead was one of implementing a
living park concept." 2

While the task force was becoming discouraged, another state agency was
becoming quite interested in Kahana. In November 1972, the Department of Education
released Learning About Living in_the Kahana Valley Living State Park,?’ which
suggested a plan to use Kahana as a site and resource for student learning.?®
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Meanwhile, in 1972, the Queen Lili'uokalani Children's Center issued the first
study on the culture of current residents.?® The report is the first to take an in-depth
view of the residents. While QLCC does not sugarcoat the situation, the report is
basically affirmative, stating that in their hearts, Kahana belongs to its residents: "There
is no doubt that a total spirit of community exists in wanting to preserve the beauty and
the dignity of their present lifestyle.” The report does acknowledge that the concept of
the people Kahana being one “ohana does not exist today. *°

One cogent quote, which needs to be remembered even today:

In conceiving of a "living park" which hopes to integrate a group of people and
their present lifestyle into a public park program, it is easy to fantasize a "happy
family" syndrome — a community of beautiful people all living together like one
big, happy family. Such was not the case in the ancient culture and is not true of
Kahana today.*"

The report acknowledged that a real sense and spirit of community does exist, as well
as some of the knowledge and skills of the old culture, although these are not always
practiced.®

As future reports would, the QLCC report recognized that a pre-contact Hawaiian
culture does not exist in the valley; rather, Kahana is a place where Hawaiian, Filipino,
Chinese, Samoan, and other families have "meshed together to form a distinctly
observable lifestyle within which some of the skills, knowledge, and practices of the old
culture are present. ltis this lifestyle that the residents wish to retain." >3

QLCC brought out the fact that the State and its agencies, specifically the
Department of Land and Natural Resources State Parks, Land, and Historic Sites
divisions, the Kahana Valley Task Force, and the Governor's Human Services Office,
are a significant source of some conflicts within the resident community. The implied
message to the residents from the State is that they have to "get their act together" and
show what they can do if they want to stay, but it is unclear what that is, and the lack of
state coordination thwarts an easy answer to that question. Residents have
experienced uncertainty and anxiety for the future: "Expectations have been placed on
them in areas in which they have no experience."® "The people are not clear who their
boss is, whose expectations must be met, and what they must do to insure their place in
the park."%®

The QLCC report faulted the State for its lack of a long-range cultural plan and
notes that no qualified professional has been assigned to assist the people to organize
and plan their efforts and train them. The report stated that it "cannot over-emphasize
the need to immediately hire a full-time professional with these skills as without this we
cannot envision a living cultural park coming into being."*® A commentator in the 1980s,
reflecting on this recommendation, notes that this is sadly prophetic.: no such
professional was hired and there has been no discernible progress in the park.®’
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1973 - 1974

The State, still searching for a solution for Kahana, ordered more studies,
including contracting with the University of Hawaii for a botanical study® and also
contracted with Bishop Museum for archeological studies.*

In 1974, Hitoshi Mogi, one of the chief researchers for the 1970 Tongg plan,
presented Kahana Valley State Park.*® One commentator would later write that it "is
unfortunate that his new plan failed to adequately appreciate or understand the raw
material gathered in the contracted reports."* Mogi called for a resident staff of
professional scientists to conduct original scientific research, and have laboratory
facilities, computer terminals, and a data library — none of which is needed in a rural
living park. The plan also called for an agricultural component in which crops were to
be grown the "traditional" way (not the then-current method), and would encourage
nonresident farmers.

The Mogi Report called for instruction and practice in making nets, spears,
fishtraps, and other devices, and for learning about fishes and canoe building,
horseback riding, and archeology. It was too ambitious for the number of residents in
the valley, but at least it was considering them as part of the solution, not part of the
problem that needed to be removed from the park.

The Mogi report does note that while legally the State can require any type of
work to fulfill its obligation, "'experience has shown, however, that attempts to impose a
set of requirements of this sort unilaterally almost inevitably fails.™ Yet this attitude sets
up an atmosphere that haunted Kahana's progress to the current day: if imposed
requirements are likely to fail, how likely, on the other hand, is ultimate success if every
family selects their own projects without regard to the overall needs of the ahupua'a?

Instead of a professional manager, the Mogi report recommended a "konohiki" to
work with the residents and who would undergo periodic reconfirmation. On the
controversial issue of housing, Mogi recommended that residents work on their own
housing projects.

While one can debate whether the wisdom of Mogi's vision, one thing that cannot
be gainsayed is the unfair way in which the Mogi report quoted the 1972 QLCC report
against the resident. The report distorted the QLCC report by slanting its emphasis on
how Kahana differs from pre-contact Hawaiian culture." The report cited the QLCC for
the proposition that only a loose "ohana relationship exists with about two-thirds of the
residents.*> However, the report then said that the QLCC report finds that the
community performs very few of its traditional functions, and while residents retain love
of the land, a spirit of community, and a desire to preserve their lifestyle, "they admit
that much has changed". "They particularly stress a weakening of the traditional ‘ohana
structure that has made it very difficult for the residents to work together as a
community."*® The Mogi report downplayed the cohesiveness of the Kahana people as
found by the QLCC, saying that the assumption of the State Parks division that the
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valley contained a unified, viable, typically Hawaiian community that actively wanted to
play a central role in creating an innovative new State park is overly optimistic.** It
pointed out that, with few exceptions, the residents have no economic ties with each
other or the land, and spend much less time with each other, are less dependent on
each other, and share far fewer interests. It also noted that they are less willing and
able to find satisfactory solutions to their disagreements.

However, the report neglected to examine the State's role in causing the
divisions and anxiety that contributes to the tension in the residents. It also ignored the
QLCC's conclusion that a real sense and spirit of community does exist, as well as
some of the knowledge and skills of the old culture.

Mogi's grandiose plan would have been extremely costly, with improvement costs
of $6,700,000 and annual operating costs of $900,000 — $1,000,000 — in 1974 dollars.*

In the 1975 session, the House adopted a resolution condemning the Mogi plan
as a "contrived and artificial use" aimed toward visitors rather than residents.*® The
House standing committee report specifically found that the "Mogi Plan envisions
Kahana as a tourist oriented facility which does not fulfill the needs of the people." The
committee found that the Kahana residents exhibited a "deep feeling for the land ... a
spirit of community ... and a common desire to preserve the quiet dignity of their fading
lifestyle."*" The committee noted that the residents expressed two desires: to remain in
the valley to "preserve their culture and gentle country lifestyle,” and to preserve
Kahana of future generations of residents.

The Mogi plan was rejected.

1976

The Kahana residents were still hard at work, trying to devise a plan to protect
their lifestyle and the ahupua’a that would pass state muster. The Hui Malama Aina o
Kahana prepared a general plan for a "Native Hawaiian Lifestyle Living Park," which
impressed the legislature to the extent that it directed the konohiki to work both with this
hui and another hui of residents, the Hui o Kanani o Kahana, and include their input in
future plans and development of the valley.*®

1977

The Hui o Kanani o Kahana presented a thoughtful report to the legislature in
March 1977 on the residents' plan for Kahana.*® Defining a living park as an "integral
unit of land and people which is preserved for the purposes of transmitting its distinctive
culture,"® it listed six necessities for the living park of Kahana:
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Q) The natural setting be preserved and its archeological/historical sites be
protected/restored,;

(2 The residents be allowed to stay and "continue the development of their
unique lifestyles";

(3)  The program be designed to "transmit this relationship of man and land";

(4)  The position be developed around the cultures of the residents to give the
Park "its distinctive style";

(®5)  Any necessary outside assistance be provided through traditional cultural
practices such as ‘ohana and kokua; and

(6) The residents to "follow their traditional methods of transmitting this
relationship of man and land."**

The Hui presentation included reports by its Cultural Education committee,
including its willingness to help implement a 1972 Department of Education report,
"Learning About Living" about hands-on educational opportunities in Kahana. The
Cultural Education committee also reported discussions it had with Leeward, Windward,
and Honolulu community colleges and the University of Hawai'i at Manoa on joint
educational programs. Each of these programs had expressed a desire to work with the
committee in developing and conducting joint educational programs.

An additional, very significant project was the Cultural Education committee's
desire to develop Kahana as a center for Hawaiian study and support, including
preservation of the Hawaiian language. It must be remembered that this offer was
made before the historic 1978 Constitutional Convention that made Hawaiian one of the
official languages of the State,> and it is also six years in advance of the Plinana Leo
movement to revitalize the Hawaiian language.®®> The projected costs for these
programs were amazingly inexpensive: the DOE pilot project, based on the DOE's own
"Learning About Living" report and the committee's experience with Kamehameha
Schools Exploration Program and Moanalua Elementary School, was $67,532; the
college course expenses were only $14,392; and the Hawaiian language program was
a paltry $1,560.>* The committee also asked for a coordinator at a salary of $16,000 -
$18,000 per year, with a half-time clerical staff at $3,000 per year.

A presentation was also made by the Hui's Recreational Resources committee,
which planned programs including a hiking trail system, maps, and trail markers. They
also had sufficient foresight to propose a solid waste management operation as at that
time the City and County of Honolulu did not collect refuse in Kahana. The chairperson
of the Housing committee made a presentation with seven options. At that point, the
State was still considering funding the housing, so the options ranged from total state
funding of new housing to repair of existing housing by the residents.
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The residents did not get the funding for the programs they so carefully planned,
but they appear to have been sufficiently impressive to draw the legislature's attention
back to the needs of the park. The same session, the Senate adopted Senate
Resolution No. 264, which requested a senate subcommittee to hold public hearings to
define and establish standards and criteria for a living park. The Mogi report was again
rejected, as the committee report declared that the first phase of development would be
determined by the legislature and the residents, incorporating only such portions of the
Mogi plan as would fit into this scheme.>® As contemplated by the legislature, this first
phase would be limited to immediate housing needs, opening up the mauka areas for
hiking, an education program, and work to restore the Huilua fishpond.>®

Kahana was under the Land division of the Department of Land and Natural
Resources at this time. The committee report suggested moving it to the State Parks
division to develop the living park program.

1978

It might be supposed that the State, having rejected the Tongg report, on which
Mogi was a hamed researcher, and Mogi's prior report, would turn to another source for
reports on Kahana. That was not to be. Mogi got yet another assignment to solve the
Kahana puzzle®’ by preparing, under contract with the State, the Environmental Impact
Statement for Kahana.*®

The EIS contained a new definition of living park, which is a park "to nurture and
foster native Hawaiian culture and spread knowledge of its values and ways....">° The
EIS proposed a park manager, as opposed to a "konohiki" as suggested in the 1975
Mogi report. The EIS stressed that the manager should have the support of the
residents, who should be actively consulted during the selection process and given the
right to veto a nominee, and that a periodic confirmation should be established. These
were insightful points that were not followed up on, to the long-term detriment of the
Kahana residents.

The plan noted that while some of the goals are aimed at preserving pre-contact
Hawaiian culture, the major thrust is to create an "ambiance representative of a rural
"Hawaiian' community of today retaining ties to the past."®® This seems to be the most
logical as well as the most feasible goal today, especially given that 20 — 30 percent of
the residents are not of Hawaiian ancestry and have no familial ties to pre-contact
culture. However, the EIS advised that to give the flavor of old Kahana, fairly extensive
areas of the valley bottom should be planted in taro — in other words, taro not as cultural
artifact but as decoration. In an even more bizarre touch, the EIS also suggested
growing patches of taro, rice, and sugar cane — all crops that have been grown in
Kahana in the past — in scale so that each patch shows the length of time that the crop
was planted in the valley — in other words, taro as time line.®*
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Rather frighteningly for true archeologists and historians, the EIS hints that as
Kahana has ongoing restoration, it is an opportunity to involve significant numbers of
students and visitors in "excavation, interpretation, and reconstruction of archeological
remains."®? Again, Mogi treats the valley as an artifact rather than a living park,
commenting that "care must be taken to avoid the unreal feeling that can result from too
much restoration. It is important ... that parts of it be allowed to remain ... raw and
unreconstructed, to grown old and decrepit with the passage of time."®® This is Kahana,
not as living park, but as attractively decayed Disneyland attraction.

The plan called for the creation of a Kahana Advisory Board as the major policy-
initiating board for the Valley.®* It would be composed of one representative from each
family in valley, plus State Park representatives, the park manager, and outside
community members. The KAB was to continue for five years, after which the
Department of Land and Natural Resources could continue the board, discontinue the
board, or establish an independent organization to manage and direct the park. This is
a key concept that will arise in future discussions on Kahana, most notably in the
resolution that gave rise to this study. However, while it was discussed in the EIS, it
was never implemented.

The EIS turned around its attitude toward the residents, who were now treated as
an essential element of the park instead of obstacles blocking park development. The
EIS may have swung too far in the other direction, now relying on residents to provide a
good deal of the physical development of the park, develop cultural programs, provide
services for park operations, serve as teachers and demonstrators, and provide
orientation and aloha.®®

The EIS neither mentions successorship — can residents' children inherit their
parents' lot? — or any humanitarian concerns about those who become too elderly or ill
to participate. In fact, language indicating the opposite warns that "[tlhose who do not
participate adequately in the park will have to be relocated from the Valley."®®

The issue of resident housing still remained. The EIS contemplates that the
State would construct housing, stating that each family will be provided with resident
quarters.®’ The EIS did note that not a single unit of existing residential housing in the
park passed the City and County of Honolulu's building code.®® Funding for that
housing was appropriated by the legislature. However, in the spring of 1979, before it
could be expended, the attorney general issued an opinion that state funds cannot be
used for resident housing.®® Once again, the residents were left in a state of anxiety,
with defeat snatched from the jaws of victory.

A controversial konohiki was hired in 1978, as suggested by the EIS. Earlier

reports, such as QLCC's, had called for selection of a cultural expert, but this was not
done. He was not a success and his contract was not renewed in 1979."°
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1979

The EIS drew criticism of the public, especially the Kahana residents. A group of
residents, calling themselves the *Ohana Unity Council, drafted a "People's Plan," ! and
submitted it to DLNR in 1979. (The State had not yet constituted the KAB as suggested
by the 1978 EIS)."?

A key part of our Park plan includes having the people of Kahana be the ones
who do the planning, construction, and operation of the Park. ... Because we
live here ... [w]e have the empathy for the valley necessary to actually create a
true ahupua’a system of mutual respect, mutual dependence, and self-
sufficiency.

We want to provide education programs to the people of Hawai'i ... [s]chool
excursions, senior citizen clubs, YWCA and YMCA groups have been taken
through the valley already. We plan to expand these programs and make
Kahana an educational island center in the traditional ahupua’a lifestyle. This is
very needed today. Kahana is perhaps the last ahupua'a left on O’ahu that has
any chance of being restored to the traditional way. Before this is lost forever,
we must establish this living park][.]

Specific details of this plan were spelled out in the companion report comparing
the People's Plan to the various State plans. This companion report noted that in the
twelve years since the State obtained Kahana, it hired numerous consultants to prepare
plans for the valley, and each consultant "produced a plan that was rejected by the
Kahana Valley residents, the Legislature, or the State administration."” The report for
the first time accuses the State and/or its consultants of manipulation and favoritism
designed to divide the residents.’

The report listed the following objectives: cleaning the “auwai, to bring the water
back into the lo’i to grow taro, restore and run the Huilua fishpond, restore the historic
Kahana Mormon Church, share the unique hula of Kahana, restore the Kahana store
and bakery, restore and maintain the trails, build a halau wa'a for canoe building, and
pass these skills on to the “opio (youth) of the valley.

The residents' firm position was that the State had to reverse its policy of working
through hired agents and must keep in touch directly with the residents and their
‘ohana. "Support the people of Kahana Valley and their ‘ohana: they are the State's
true resource for Hawaiian culture and heritage in Kahana! Give us your kokua, and we
will be able to do great things for Hawaii's people." "

The letter of transmittal with the companion report added that they have started
to clean out the “auwai, have prepared the lo'i for planting, and have planted the huli.”®
The transmittal letter also asked the DLNR why the Kahana Advisory Board was not yet
appointed, and the new parks administrator admitted to never reading the EIS or being
aware of this provision.”” It would not be until 1981 that the Kahana Advisory Board
would finally be established.
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1982

In 1982, the state planner assigned to Kahana died. His position was left unfilled
for a significant period, causing more delay.”® Little progress was made this year: the
Unity Council again contacted State Parks and offered their services, noting that
Advisory Board had not yet been named.”

1983

In the 1983 session, the Legislature called for a status report on Kahana.®

1984

Both OHA®! and Alu Like® produced important status reports on Kahana.

The Kahana Advisory Board (KAB) met for the first time on May 30, 1984. State
Parks finally established the KAB in February 1984. It varied from the board suggested
in the EIS. The EIS had called for one representative from each family, but State Parks
appointed just thirteen members, of whom only three were family representatives.®
The EIS said the KAB is to be the central initiating agency, but State Parks told the
board to meet for just six months, provide advice, and disband. State Parks also sought
to limit the board input to just the educational and cultural programs, where the original
idea for the KAB, as stated in the EIS, was to be in charge of initiating all planning and
development in the park.?*

At the first three meetings of the KAB, a group of residents known as the Unity
Council tried to set the record straight on the board's duties and composition with direct
references to the EIS. State workers, three of which were on the board, copied only
selected pages of the EIS to try to uphold the truncated powers of the KAB.®® The KAB
chair gave State Parks an ultimatum: either State Parks had to reform its thinking on
the duties of the KAB, or the KAB would have to resign.®® The KAB was expanded by
adding another two family representatives, but downgraded from a board to a
committee,®’ significantly decreasing its authority. It was now known as the Kahana
Advisory Committee. Instead of planning and developing itself, it was now merely an
advisory group to the State Parks division.

1985

The original Kahana Advisory Committee prepared two reports, the Report on the
Residents of Kahana (1985), a census of valley residents and their ties to the valley, %
and the Kahana State Park Development Plan (1985), a plan not totally approved but
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which allegedly served as the basis for the Board's "Approved Policies for the
Implementation of the Kahana Valley State Park Development Plan."®

The Kahana Advisory Committee's Development Plan was positively modest
when compared to previous plans: it was that of "restored trails, irrigation systems, taro
lo"i, a restored fishpond, renovated or rebuilt homes, and a canoe halau."®® The plan
would have helped restore a modified rural lifestyle lived by its residents, eighty percent
of whom were of Hawaiian ancestry.

The report recommended establishing a private nonprofit corporation to develop
and maintain Kahana, with the central goal of developing and operating cultural,
historical, and educational types of recreational activities, and secondarily to operate
non-cultural recreational activities, such as swimming and picnicking. The nonprofit
would be funded through the Department of Land and Natural Resources as a purchase
of services, although CIP money would also be expected.”* This nonprofit would hold
the master lease for Kahana, and would grant the lessees tenure in the valley in the
form of "cooperative long-term lease rights."%> The DLNR would monitor the valley, the
nonprofit would monitor the people, and the people would also monitor each other. As
an additional check and balance, the master lease would have a provision allowing
DLNR to cancel the lease if the non-profit did not fulfill its commitments.

Note that here too the successorship provisions are short-sighted: a lessee
would have to be someone who has "lived in the valley continuously since November 8,
1985," a provision that is not going to hold up into the next generation.** There were
provisions that allowed the nonprofit to recommend a replacement to the Department of
Land and Natural Resources if a family moved out, but no specific requirements for that
recommendation.

Another ongoing issue that the report sought to address was that of housing.
DLNR had asked the Kahana Advisory Committee for three options on the housing, and
those options were: (1) Dwellings to remain in the same place but be renovated or
rebuilt up to code; (2) Dwellings moved to a new village area and rebuilt or moved and
renovated up to code; and (3) Half of the families to relocate to the new village, and the
other half to be tied to specific park projects and rebuilt or renovated where they are.®*
The committee's recommendation was option one, because of the historical and cultural
reasons for the locations, for better security, and for a reduced cost to the State. The
nonprofit and the individual families would be responsible for the costs of the dwellings,
although the State would pay for infrastructure.

The report acknowledges that integrating the Kahana residents into a cultural
living park has been "incredibly complex" and that the "process has already taken fifteen
years and the road has often been rocky." %

The draft report was accepted for review by the BLNR but not adopted. The

Board did not make a formal statement as to the reason it was rejected. However, other
associated with Kahana indicate that one major reason it was rejected was a dislike of
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the master lease concept, and a conclusion that the plans and objectives were not
feasible.®

The original Kahana Advisory Council was eventually disbanded for lack of
community participation, and the shift in emphasis to the conditions of the resident
leases. It functioned until 1992.

1987

The legislature had proved friendly to the Kahana residents before, so they went
back to the legislature and finally had a victory. The legislature passed Act 5 of the
1987 session, establishing the interpretive program to benefit the public, and assuring
the residents' ability to stay in the park. In Act 5, the legislature found that Kahana
"possesses unique historical and natural resources” and that its long-time residents are
"knowledgeable qualified to interpret" these resources for the public benefit.®” The Act
thus authorized the Department of Land and Natural Resources to negotiate and enter
into long-term residential leases of up to 65 years with residents on the effective date®®
of the Act who fell into one (or both) of the two following classes:

1) People who had lived continuously on the park land prior to 1970; or

(2) People who had DLNR permits allowing them to reside on specific
property acquired for the park.®®

The payment for these leases was for all "qualified persons” to agree to be "an
essential part of the interpretative programs" in the park.'®® No details of the services or
number of hours were mentioned. The Department of Land and Natural Resources was
to establish monitoring system and an enforcement mechanism.

Figuring out the housing element took almost ten years. The lease rent
requirement, twenty-five hours of service, was waived so that residents could build their
homes, and was only reinstated in February 1997.1%*

1992

Resident housing was still not finalized by the start of this year. A revised EIS %2
was drafted and submitted in September 1992, to address the additional impact of the
thirty-one homes for the "ohana authorized to live in the park.

In 1992, a survey was done by Beverly Rodrigues of the Kahana residents to find
out what areas on interpretive service they were interested in.1% The list of activities is
three pages long, including agriculture, environmental education, fishing, Hawaiian
crafts, and ocean recreation, and she asked respondents to indicate whether they
wanted to teach, support, or learn each one.'® The response showed a significant
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degree of interest, but Rodrigues' study has been criticized for its vagueness —
indicating that one is interested in learning about wauke in general, for example, does
not necessarily translate into being able to attend a specific class at a specific time, or
guarantee any follow-up.

The problem, however, was a distinct gap between interest and performance.
Rodrigues noted that while each resident interviewed expressed a strong willingness to
participate and to learn, this was somewhat at variance with their actual participation.
They responded as though these were things "that are anticipated, as a future
expectation but not required right now."'% This "prevailing attitude has caused some
people to question whether or not the current residents can develop a real sense of
community and working cooperation to make the project successful."'® She also noted
a "prevailing sense of fragmentation which further hinders current participation."'*” (She
seems to be referring here to some long-standing divisions between residents on how
best to serve Kahana.)

Rodrigues found a certain degree of low morale and community spirit, stating that
"Kahana residents are frustrated, angry, and to some degree unmotivated due to a long
history of unsuccessful dealing with the State of Hawaii, as perceived by residents.”
Quoted one resident: "We have been planned to death, but nothing ever happens.”
She notes that Kahana residents have been engaged or embattled in finding a process
to exist in their uniqueness and their lifestyle while trying to meet the State of Hawai'i's
requirements in the development of a 'Living Park."'®® She acknowledges their
"frustration of being kept in a kind of vacuum and uncertainty” and notes that "this state
of 'limbo’ encompasses a period of about twenty three years."1%°

Despite this discouragement, she found that the residents "desire the opportunity
to interpret the programs as they deem appropriate, accurate, and of importance. At a
recent meeting ... they asked for clarification on the status of their development
plan."*° (emphasis in original) She recommended that the residents "are in need of
direction, a vision of what will be, and systems for achieving it. Commitment and
Empowerment to succeed must be firmly established."*** (emphasis in original)

Her five-step plan was:
1) A gathering and sharing of input from all, to arrive at a point of unity.
2 Possible use of ho’oponopono.

3) Rediscovering a shared value base to elicit energy to overcome existing
inertia.

4) A systems planning and management council to be selected by the
"participants.”

5) Validation of the action plans and committing to the implementation of
process as demonstrated in a public ceremony.

22



"WE HAVE BEEN PLANNED TO DEATH, BUT NOTHING EVER HAPPENS"

She stressed that this is an ongoing process and that "ALL" persons who will be
involved must show up — residents, park manager, state parks officials, and employees:
"THIS PARTICIPATION IS A REQUIREMENT."!? (capitalization in original.) This
virtual shouting reflects the frustration generally experienced over the years, up to this
day, of those who hope to see some positive progress in Kahana.

Another study was done in 1992, a social impact study on residents in the
valley.'® The author, Mark Lewin, pinpointed the problem from the DLNR's point of
view: they are charged with creating a park reflecting Hawaiian culture values while
staying within modern Western governmental rules.!’* The report discusses the
conflicts between the park manager and the residents, citingl; the fact that the park
manager has cancelled meetings due to their nonproductivity, > and citing the "volaile"
problem in "the non-communication between State workers and residents, and the
communication between the two resident groups (Kahana Ohana Unity Council and Hui
o Kanani o Kahana)." ¢

He evaluates the park manager-resident problem as follows: the park manager
analyzes meetings as problematic because residents repeatedly failed to attend them,
and that the only ones who do attend are "activist" residents who frequently interrupt
meetings. However, one resident told the writer that she has given up going to the
meeting because the park manager talks "at" the residents, not "with" them. She also
stated that her group brought up issues that the park manager ignores.**’

Lewin recommends two changes to the communications: (1) a change in
"meeting management” so that the "unidirectional” structure, with the State just telling
the residents what to do, becomes two-way communication; and (2) the State "must
hire" a mediator to bring together key actors of the Kahana project to mediate issues
"which may hinder the Park development.” Lewin also suggests getting help from
Alternative Dispute Resolution Center.

1993

The leases were eventually signed starting in 1993. Each lease had an "Exhibit
C" attached (see Appendix B), which set forth the agreement on the lease rent
"payment." Each "ohana had to have its adult members contribute twenty-five hours of
"interpretive services" each month to the park in exchange for their land lease. The
scope of the term "interpretive service" was not well defined, which was soon to become
a real problem. Although the original plan was to delay the interpretive requirements for
a year to allow residents to build their homes, the interpretative services were not
actually required until February 1996.118

23



KAHANA: