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6th Day Thursday, October 2, 2008 

 
The House of Representatives of the Sixteenth Northern Marianas Commonwealth 

Legislature convened its Sixth Day, Second Regular Session on Thursday, October 2, 2008, at 1:58 
p.m., in the House Chamber on Capitol Hill, Saipan, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 
  
 The Honorable Arnold I. Palacios, Speaker of the House, presided. 
 
 A moment of silence was observed. 
 
 The Clerk called the roll and nineteen members were present. Representative Ray N. Yumul 
was absent and excused for the day’s session. 

ADOPTION OF JOURNALS 
None 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Short recess.  
 

The House recessed at 2:00 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 2:00 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. Is there going to be any legislation introduced? I 
recognize Representative Reyes. 
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, I have a bill to introduce but it is being copied right now.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We will come back to the Introduction of Bills once that is done. 
 
Representative Reyes: Thank you. 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTIONS 
NONE 
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MESSAGES FROM THE GOVERNOR 
GOV. COMM. 16-160: (8/8/08) Informing the House that he disapproved H. B. NO. 16-30, 

HD1 (To provide for flexibility, parity and accountability in the compensation paid to licensed 
professionals employment by the government). [Deadline: 10/7/08] 

 
GOV. COMM. 16-167: (8/15/08) Informing the House that he disapproved S. B. NO. 16-16, 

HD1 (re Deputy Secretary for DPL).  [Deadline: 10/14/08] 
 
GOV. COMM. 16-211: (9/30/08) Certification for a vacant position at the Department of 

Corrections.  
 

 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize the Floor Leader under Messages from the Governor.  
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On the first page of the Order of Business 
reference to GOV. COMM. 16-150 on H. B. NO. 16-30, House Draft 1, I move to override the 
Governor’s veto. 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 

GOV. COMM. 16-160: (8/8/08) Informing the House that he disapproved H. B. NO. 1630, 
HD1 (To provide for flexibility, parity and accountability in the compensation paid to licensed 
professionals employment by the government). [Deadline: 10/7/08] 
 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion is to override the Governor’s veto of H. B. NO. 16-30, HD1 
reference GOV. COMM. 16-160 has been seconded. The Floor is open for discussion on the motion. I 
recognize Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Yesterday, I briefly touched on the veto 
message and I also said that the bill came by request from the Department of Public Health. I also 
pointed to 1 CMC § 8250(c) that perhaps – we are all human – may have escaped that legal 
department in the Executive Branch in terms of using that statute relating to exemptions of hard to 
fill positions as enumerated in that section of the law. Nonetheless, the bill before us only attempts 
to clarify that the Governor is authorized to exempt those positions that are clearly hard to fill. 
Pharmacist, in this specific case, is a hard to fill position here in the Commonwealth. I do not know 
how they stretch the interpretation or the imagination that a pharmacist does not constitute as a 
professional position. Pharmacists have to be admitted to a medical school for the first two years. 
For the second two years, they diverge into disciplines, but in the end they receive formal education, 
qualified and viewed nationally as having a professional association with distinction. Then came the 
veto, and then came the declaration of disaster at CHC so that the pharmacist’s contract can be 
fulfilled or executed. Now, if we stop for a moment and consider – the department came to us 
seeking this legislation, both houses of the legislature consented and passed the bill and gave it to 
the governor. The Governor clearly stated his objection in his veto message. He vetoed the bill, 
waited a few months, and then decided to do a constitutional authority of declaring a state of disaster 
to hire for the very same need. It is hard to put logic when logic is already meaningless. So I say to 
this body, there is really no need to override this bill. We can dispense with the override and accept 
the veto message and resort to 1 CMC § 8250(c) which authorizes the Governor to make an 
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exemption for that position. And by the way, this person has been here for eight years. Unless the 
two administrations in the past clearly violated the law and hired this person, and is illegally hired 
by the government for the last eight years and now we are trying to correct an eight year doing or 
wrongful employment, then we should override the bill. But we should not override the bill because 
we want tit-for-tat with the Governor, especially in his veto message. It just missed the total point of 
why the bill was introduced and passed. So what is it that we are trying to achieve in overriding – it 
is to stop the repeated abuse and misuse of extreme constitutional authority. That is probably now 
more meaningful to vote on overriding this bill – to make a statement that this body is the legislative 
body. The executive is usurping legislative function, likewise when the Judicial Branch and the 
judges render an opinion beyond the law pushing the envelope so to speak. That is usurpation of 
legislative function. I do not know how you feel about protecting your domain under the 
construction and the basic democratic principle of checks and balances. The three branches were 
designed to put a check on each other. There are limitations on usurpation and abuses of power 
provided. That is the bottom line. I am not advocating that we should override this just because we 
need to resolve the issue of pharmacist at the Commonwealth Health Center (CHC). We have to 
stand up and make a statement legislatively that you could have forwarded a bill to your liking over 
to the legislature so that we can act on it. But you resort to an authority under the constitution that is 
safely reserved for calamity and true natural disasters. That is what we are trying to do by overriding 
this veto. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Reyes. 
 
Representative Reyes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I just notice that the bill was passed by the House 
dated sometime…. [Recording was cut off] 
 
 Recording began after a short recess.  
 

The House recessed at 2:18 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 2:26 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back to our session. I recognize Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, I have a question to the legal counsel. Recalling the 
briefing and reading the recent U.S. Federal law imposing Federal immigration in the 
Commonwealth, there is a clause that preempts the Commonwealth Government from changing, 
amending, or adding on to this existing laws this issue of accommodating time period perhaps is 
going to have no effect on the Commonwealth since the preemption clause under the Federal act. If I 
read that wrong I would like the legal counsel to correct me or give a legal opinion of what the 
preemption is all about. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I will allow the legal counsel to respond. 
 
Legal Counsel Joe Bermudes: I am not sure who drafted P.L. 16-12. I think it was one of the former 
counsels. I have brought this issue up and I say anything we do now is going to be useless. It is 
going to be preempted by the Federal Immigration Law and this is one of them. What this proposed 
bill is doing is taking P.L. 16-15 and H. B. NO. 16-133 and basically combing it with H. B. NO. 16-

-3- 



6th Day, Second Regular Session 

12. But even if the Legislature passes the is bill and it goes through, signed by the Governor, in the 
end it does not mean anything. It is preempted by the U.S. Immigration law. We have not seen the 
statute yet, but I think it will be coming out soon. And anything that is not allowed by the regulation 
is going to be preempted by the U.S. Federal Immigration Laws.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: You may continue, Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, looking at the date, this was prefiled on February 1, 
2008. Had we acted on this before the enactment of the Federal Law, it would have been included 
for consideration as stated in the act itself. I am not sure that passing this now after the fact, after the 
Federal Immigration Act the preemption clause merely states the Commonwealth shall not add, 
delete or enhance any existing laws.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. We had a very similar discussion when we were 
debating the Resident Foreign National Bill, H. B. NO. 16-86. And members did argue then, the 
majority of the leadership, in fact, argued then that the bill was moot as a result of U.S. Public Law 
110-229. But for the same reasons that I believed even then that that bill is not moot, I would 
suggest that that would be the same in this case with this foreign investment bill. Because at this 
time, my understanding of the Federal law is that the CNMI does still control immigration and that 
the only thing that applied immediately was the prohibition additional alien workers. But right now 
the regulations are being drafted. And until now and June 1st …. [Recording was cut off] 
 
[Recording began immediately with Representative Hofschneider holding the Floor.] 
 
Representative Hofschneider: …that have done their work exceptionally and it is hard to replace 
them. Case in point and I do not want to put our House Clerk on the spot, but I do not have other 
relevant example than our clerk who has been with the legislature since the inception of the 
Commonwealth Legislature. Now just because she did not get a formal education, she does not have 
a J.D., an M.D., Ph.D. or an M.B.A. does not constitute she is not a professional. I think that 
pettying ourselves in terms of arguing about the definition of professional would force us to 
delineate. If that is the case, then I do not have a problem. But the rule of law in legislative writing is 
often times you need the flexibility in terms of the language accommodating the intent. In this case, 
if it is not suffice for us to consider then we should not vote on the override and just let it go, 
because as I have stated earlier, Mr. Speaker and members, 1 CMC § 8250(c) is more than sufficient 
to accommodate the needs of the Administration and even the legislature. The issue on hand is the 
violation of the salary cap law.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Sablan, you still have the floor. 
 
Representative Sablan: I do not think it will be pettying ourselves, as Representative Hofschneider 
put it. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: I was referring to the Governor, not you. 
 
Representative Sablan: I understand that, but like I said I would like to get some legal clarification. 
There is not doubt in the first part of this amendment that U.S. or Commonwealth licensed attorneys 
would be considered professionals and they will receive an annual salary in excess of $50,000. In the 
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next sentence we say professionals employed by the legislature or the judiciary can receive an 
annual salary of up to $60,000. Now we have attorneys who are presently making more than that so 
would this result in a salary reduction if we override the veto.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Let me call for a short recess so our legal counsel can clarify that.  
 

The House recessed at 2:35 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 2:42 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. The answer to the question being asked by 
Representative Sablan is that it potentially will affect the legal counsels in the Legislative Branch as 
well as those professionals now in the Judicial Branch that are making over $60,000. So what is the 
pleasure of the author of the legislature? 
 
Representative Hofschneider: I gave three options, Mr. Speaker. One is to act on the override to 
make a legislative statement and protect the domain in checks and balances. Two, recall the action 
we have placed before us, and three, to introduce a new bill. If there is ambivalence amongst 
ourselves or reservations, then introduce a new bill. But in my heart, it is clear. It is very clear. 
Someone said read it in plain language and you would not be confused. If we are confused then 
obviously we have a problem and we should recall the motion. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I can see that this could possible not affect the 
professionals that we are referring to in the legislature and some in the Judicial Branch if we were to 
look at the first part of the paragraph. But if you do not fall under the definition under the first part 
of this paragraph you will be affected by the second part which provides for that $60,000 cap. There 
might be an opportunity for us to resolve this matter before it affects this certain individual’s 
contract because I do not think you can enact legislation that supersedes and existing contract. We 
would have to deal with that particular contract upon expiration, but it does affect it. If we are 
talking about professionals who do not fall under this category there is a person who is a 
professional who does not fall under that part of the definition making about $60,000 and is going to 
be affected by this statute. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Hocog. 
 
Representative Hocog: So that leads me to the question as you have asked the author as to what are 
the options. I am also concerned what the accelerated road for recovery is for these individuals who 
might lose their $10,000 above the $60,000 - to the author, Mr. Speaker.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Hofschneider. 
 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Can you eloquently repeat your question? 
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Representative Hocog: What is the accelerated road for recovery for those individuals what will in 
one way or another not be affected by the first paragraph but will be affected by the second 
paragraph? 
 
Representative Hofschneider: The accelerated answer is, one, you introduce a bill similar to the bill 
before that. Enumerate the definitions to be provided under professionals other that J.D. or Ph.D. 
Number two, we recall our action and not do anything and let the existing law prevail. But even with 
that second option, the accelerated option of recalling our action and not overriding the veto, it will 
still prohibit in the Judicial Branch, for instance, those three individuals, as someone mentioned. I do 
not know of them. But even if we recall our action to override the veto, we will not be able to 
resolve it. The most immediate resolution or amendment provided would be somewhat of a band-aid 
approach in the appropriation act. You can provide for an exemption to that rule, but it dies at the 
end of the fiscal year. A permanent law would be the most appropriate means. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I now recognize Representative Salas. 
 
Representative Salas: Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that it is really vague and broad, and I think we 
should recall our motion.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Floor Leader, recognized. 
 
Representative Camacho: Can I say my two cents, Mr. Speaker? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Proceed. 
 
Representative Camacho: I understand that if we recall the motion to override, we have up to 
October 27, which is next week Tuesday, and then the bill dies. We can reintroduce a new bill. And 
I say the same as I did yesterday, even if it does make it through the House and the Senate and it gets 
to the Governor, what is to prevent him from vetoing that bill and starting the clock all over again. 
We have in one in front of us. We can override this veto. The Legislative Bureau can define what it 
means to be a professional if you are not listed as those itemized categories on the matter and be 
consistent with the statute. On the matter as to the employees at the Judiciary as Representative 
Hofschneider mentioned, I have met with some of the employees from the Judiciary earlier this 
morning and they did point out this particular bill. They were asking if we could adjust some 
language in the appropriations bill that hopefully we can entertain this afternoon if not tomorrow and 
that will at least accommodate us for the remainder of the fiscal year until we can implement a more 
permanent solution. Fair enough?-My recommendation is let us override this veto and when we do 
take up the budget, we are already typing up the floor amendment to accommodate the employees 
from the Judiciary.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Let me exercise my authority here. I am going to call a recess and call 
some of the members into a conference. I need to share my thoughts quietly. Short recess.  
 

The House recessed at 2:54 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 3:03 p.m. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. I know that the Senate had the same questions on 
this particular legislation; therefore, in talking with them I believe that they are just going to let this 
thing go beyond the deadline to override. I have asked the Floor Leader and the author to withdraw 
the motion so that we can draft a new legislation to be really clear about what the intent is. With that, 
before I recognize the Floor Leader for a motion to withdraw, I recognize Representative 
Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, when is the next session anticipated? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Tomorrow. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Then the bill will be done by tomorrow. It just goes to show how 
discombobulated the salary schedules of the Commonwealth Government. Thank you.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I now recognize the Floor Leader. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Based on our discussion during recess and inputs 
from various members perhaps the most prudent route is to introduce a bill that addresses all these 
matters. If there is no objection, I move to withdraw the motion to override the Governor’s veto of 
H. B. NO. 16-30, HD1 reference GOV. COMM. 16-160.  
 
 The motion was seconded by several members. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion without objection has been recognized. The motion is hereby 
withdrawn. I recognize the Floor Leader for the next item. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The next item on the Order of Business under 
GOV. COMM. 16-167 referencing S. B. NO. 16-16, HD1 on the Deputy Secretary for the DPL, I 
move to override the Governor’s veto. 
 
 The motion was seconded.  
 

GOV. COMM. 16-167: (8/15/08) Informing the House that he disapproved S. B. NO. 
16-16, HD1 (re Deputy Secretary for DPL).  [Deadline: 10/14/08] 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion is to override the Governor’s veto of S. B. NO. 16-16, House 
Draft 1 reference to GOV. COMM. 16-167. Is there any discussion on the motion? This is an override 
action and I will allow discussion. I recognize Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. As I recall during our deliberations on this bill 
when it first came to the House there were constitutional issues that have not been addressed and 
perhaps Representative Hofschneider could elaborate on that more since I believe he raised it first. 
But, to have a deputy secretary appointed by the Mayor and paid for out of the Department of Public 
Lands operations bank account raise some issues for at least some members. The Governor, 
apparently, in his veto message indicated that he also felt that there were constitutional conflicts and 
I really would like to appeal to the members to reconsider any veto override at this point. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Any more discussion? Representative Hofschneider recognized. 
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Representative Hofschneider: One simple question to the esteemed gentleman from Rota – what 
would it do to create this position for Rota and the people of Rota. And the same question should go 
to Representative Aldan – what would this benefit the people of Tinian. What is it that is missing 
under the current framework and make up of the Department of Public Lands in assisting, managing, 
and disposing of public lands for the respective senatorial districts. I think it is a fair question. 
 
Representative Hocog: I would like to ask my colleague if I may lump sum answer that question 
rather than having the Representative from Tinian responding to the same. I will lump sum the 
answer for Rota and Tinian. Is that okay? 
 
Representative Aldan: I yield. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Aldan is yielding. 
 
Representative Hocog: Okay. Mr. Speaker, I believe the good senator from Rota who authored the 
bill had a purpose in authoring that particular bill. Regarding the constitutionality of the bill, I do not 
see any constitutional problem. Amendment 25, Tenorio v. Inos, is very explicitly said – of all 
services not of enforcement of law, the mayor has the constitutional duty to provide those services to 
the community. It raises questions about impeding development on the municipality should this 
legislation pull through. I question the notion of what is being said. Today, in the absence of any 
representative from the municipality of Rota that is reportable to the Mayor there are things that 
DPL transacted that went unchecked and without any knowledge of the local leadership. It is sad to 
say that there are compelling public interests for the utilization of public lands that have been 
exchanged silently to potential proponents of landowners exchanging their property thereby 
impeding compelling public interests for projects that will directly or indirectly benefit the whole 
community in the respective municipality. The Department of Public Lands in the municipality of 
Rota is so silent that none of the transactions or communications was ever given to their elected 
leaders. Much to say, it is very important that the Mayor of Rota be consulted regarding these 
transactions. They have made rampant land exchanges on areas that are of vital public necessities. It 
impedes development with the community. I see Representative Benavente raising his hand, and I 
would like to yield to him at this time. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Point of order, Mr. Speaker. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: You still have the floor. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Thank you. 
 
Representative Hocog: I still have the floor then. Can I reinject my deliberation, Representative 
Hofschneider? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Order please. You answered his question eloquently.  
 
Representative Hocog: I did? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Yes. 
 
Representative Hocog: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I hope I satisfy my very good colleague for the 
municipalities of Rota and Tinian. Thank you. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hofschneider, recognized. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Jupiter has a few moons and I failed to grasp which moon we are 
talking about. I asked a very simple question and that is what will this legislation do? The bill is 
attempting to rephrase the official designation of each senatorial district’s public land representative 
striking out “resident department head” and inserting “deputy secretary.” It is nomenclature. 
Funding for such position shall be sourced out of the Department of Public Lands. So what would 
this legislation do in terms of changing the title itself. The reason I am asking is a few sessions back 
we successfully overrode the Governor’s veto to S. B. NO. 16-19, SD1 under GOV. COMM. 16-148. 
And in that bill, it created an official function in an advisory capacity to DPL on behalf of the people 
of Rota and Tinian, respectively. So what would this do if we override the Governor’s veto and 
insert “deputy secretary” instead of “resident department head.” If we refer to the Governor’s 
disapproval message, it says that this is duplicating previous law in which in fact we successfully 
overrode the Governor’s veto of S. B. NO. 16-19, SD1. What that a mistake and this is the 
appropriate designation to be consistent with the entire designation of key cabinet heads. What we 
did in the previous action was to designate the resident with the Mayor’s discretion. Why would this 
bill be beneficial to the people of Rota and Tinian that one may be removed for any reason? And if it 
is going to protect the very argument that Representative Hocog is…. (End of Tape 1 side A) (Start 
of side B) … I rest, Mr. Speaker. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: I do not want to repeat what I said during the discussion we had when we 
went through the passage of this bill. So, I yield at this time and am ready to vote in support of the 
override. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Sablan for the last time. 
 
Representative Sablan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Before we vote, I would like to ask that we get 
some clarification from our legal counsel about the constitutional issues that are raised by having a 
deputy secretary funded out of the Department of Public Lands fund but not answerable to the 
Department of Public Lands. Would that be not a constitutional issue if the body that is charged with 
the disposition of public lands must be DPL?  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I will allow Representative Hocog to answer that. 
 
Representative Hocog: This is the same as the commissioners. He is appointed by the Mayor but he 
is also serving at the pleasure of the commission. Tenorio v. Inos explicitly defined the bound of 
authority under Amendment 25.  
 
Representative Hofschneider: Point of clarification. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: State you point. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: The difference is the example whereby the commissioner becomes 
funded by the General Fund. The fundamental policies of MPLC then, now DPL constitute prohibits 
diversion of funds from the purposes delineated in the constitution on public lands. So the issue here 
is the supervisory role of the employer. Does DPL become the employer in fact for paying the 
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salary, or the Mayor for appointing that person. So this is, for the lack of words, unorthodox, but I 
think that the language provided in that same paragraph to hold to a higher standard of fiduciary care 
protects DPL, but I am not sure. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Let me recognize the legal counsel to provide clarity.  
 
Legal Counsel Joe Bermudes: I am not sure whether I can provide clarity, but I remember the first time when this bill 
came to the floor for debate the House made an amendment to change “resident director” to “deputy secretary”. They 
were looking at funding; they were looking at the constitutional mandate that there must be a resident director for each 
department. The problem is DPL has jurisdiction of all the public lands in the Commonwealth. They changed it so that it 
is funded under DPL but still the mayor has the authority to fire this guy or whatever. It is problematic. In the end, the 
final bill does not even coincide with the findings and the purpose of the bill. That is one problem. The other problem is 
it is still not satisfying the constitutional mandate that there must be a resident director for each department. So perhaps, 
I think, that means in the future they will still need a resident director. If you follow the language of the constitution, you 
would need for every department to have a resident director, and resident directors are appointed by the mayor and 
confirmed by the municipal council. So as is now, the findings and purpose is totally different from the body of the 
statute itself, and there is still that problem – DPL pays for the funding. It is an employee of DPL but the firing authority 
is on the mayor. And that to me is problematic. If you want a written opinion, then I cannot provide that now. I need to 
look at it really carefully and render a written opinion if the members so chooses. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hocog. 
 
Representative Hocog: Mr. Speaker, when the Senate Bill came to the House and we amended it, the 
Senate’s intention was correct. We doctored that Senate Bill to be inconsistent with the funds that 
this position will be paid from and because it is going to be under the title of Deputy Secretary for 
Public Lands instead of resident director. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, it is not so much the title, like I said nomenclature, but 
the function is more in question. You can give a title of king, but if you do not give him the authority 
it does not mean anything. So the question is whether we call him deputy secretary or resident 
director, it is the function that encroaches into the constitutional framework of DPL that is more 
appropriate to ask and we should mind ourselves on. Is it consistent with the intent of creating a 
representative whether we call him resident director or deputy secretary or secretary assistant? The 
title does not matter, what the role is what matters. That is the question that I would like to be 
answered. I am not trying to press our legal counsel for off the cuff answer, but I think we should 
focus on whether this constitutes a violation as to the role of the person whether we call him resident 
director or deputy secretary. It is whether we are giving him the authority and whether he is going to 
end up in subordination to the very function and authority of the Secretary of Public Lands on how 
to dispose and manage of public lands in Rota and Tinian. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: Mr. Speaker, if I may, I would like to pose a couple of questions to the 
legal counsel. The first question is, in the Public Lands Act of 2006, was that the Act that created the 
Department of Public Lands and abolished the board. Did it create a new department under the 
Executive Branch? 
 
Legal Counsel Joe Bermudes: That is correct. 
 
Representative Benavente: So if in fact Public Lands Act of 2006 created a new department then he 
provision stated under the findings and purposes as to the constitution’s mandate that those 
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departments shall have representation in the First and Second Senatorial Districts, just like the 
resident department heads who serve under the pleasure of the respective mayor funded under other 
sources. I believe then that it is consistent with the constitution when we created this new 
department that a “resident” or whatever we want to call it now as “deputy secretary” rather than a 
“resident director” does not really matter, but the constitution requires there must be that 
representative for the First and Second Senatorial Districts, and that is what this bill proposes to do.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, that opened the third door to the mystery and that is the 
appropriateness of the legislature to appropriate funds derived from public lands. Even this may be 
questionable as to whether we can legislate matters pertaining to the income of public lands. The 
only relieve that we have is that this position that we are creating is consistent with the mandate of 
the constitution on DPL today that they manage and dispose of public lands and minus the 
administrative cost of managing and disposing of public lands is permissible consistent with the 
funding of this position. I think that we can say we are safe on that. We are just creating a position 
that is consistent for Rota and Tinian under the constitutional mandate for public land functions 
which is spelled out. But the issue is the direct supervision of that individual now is not with DPL 
but with the Mayors of Rota and Tinian. That is the unanswered question and I think that is 
consistent with consistent with Amendment 25; two, there is no violation of the legislature in terms 
of overreaching the fundamental policies of public and the most appropriate way to have this 
answered is through a certified question to the Supreme Court. After we override it, I think a 
certified question stand to be brought to the Supreme Court and ask them does this in any way 
violation the constitution. But for us to continue with conjectures of constitutional violations, I do 
not know. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Let me recognize Representative Palacios. 
 
Representative Raymond Palacios: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is very short. It is actually an 
inquiry. Like what Representative Hofschneider was saying, we are going to be creating this 
position, DPL will be providing the funding, the respective mayor will be overseeing this positions. 
Who would be responsible now deciding on what the salary cap is and whether this position would 
fall under the professional category. Also, if you look at the amendment, it says, resident department 
head, but the bottom states deputy secretary. It is like saying principal and then we are talking about 
the vice principal -- is that okay? – because those are two different positions we are talking about.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Aldan. 
 
Representative Aldan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. When we were in the 15th Legislature and we were 
working on P.L. 15-2, we sat down with the Administration in trying to push that bill through. I was 
asking to put in the resident department heads. At that time we wanted to move along with the bill 
and their view was that they do not want to insert the resident department heads until a later date. 
They wanted to enact P.L. 15-2 first. When I came back a year later, I sat down with the Governor 
and I asked him that we need to put into the MPLA abolishment bill an amendment to have a 
resident director. I have always spoken to Mr. Rosario and the Governor about that and they assured 
me that they will deal with it. That is why I believe the leadership from Rota and Tinian came up 
with this amendment. No matter how you look at it, DPL is a line department. It is has to have a 
resident director. Now where the source of funding is going to come from and who is going to pay 
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for it, we may sit here all day and argue who is going to pay and who has the authority over that 
department. I do not know. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Those are very valid points. Is there any objection that I share my 
thoughts. 
 
 There was no objection. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: About a week ago, the Senate President and I sent a letter to the Governor 
regarding the action of DPL and the Attorney General in regards to a transaction of the Rota Resort. 
One of the reasons why the Rota Delegation asked the Presiding Officers to communicate to the 
Governor about that was that they were surprised by the action of the Governor, the Attorney 
General, and DPL took. They learned about it in the paper. If you read today’s paper, a senator from 
the Second Senatorial District who happens to be the Chairman of the Senate Resources, Economic 
Development, and Programs Committee asked the Secretary of Public Lands to come in for a public 
hearing. A legislative public hearing in regards to public land issues, i.e. commercial developments, 
residential homesteads and a myriad of other issues that they want to discuss. The Secretary of 
Public Lands basically answered them and refused to come to this public hearing. Some of the 
concerns that were brought up include the Rota Resort issue, the other is the commercial 
development set aside that was part of the Senate legislation that we passed during our last session. I 
guess that is the driving force behind the First and the Second Senatorial Districts’ sentiment. They 
believe that the Department of Public Lands has been ignoring the pleas that they have been made 
particularly on public lands issues. We have heard this in the 15th Legislature. This was also an issue 
then. A resident department head, whether you call him or her that, the functions of that office would 
be regarding to public lands. I believe that is basically the crux and the driving force for this type of 
legislation. Representative Aldan alluded to P.L. 15-2. In the 15th Legislation, that was a contentious 
piece of legislation. Why?—because it took away the autonomy of the public lands. It took away the 
representatives from the two senatorial districts, the board. Basically, DPL now rests with one 
person. It is policy call. A resident department head position for each department is funded by the 
General Fund. The Department of Public Lands under P.L. 15-2 is funded under DPL’s operations 
accounts derived from lease and rental incomes and I expect that if we do override this legislation 
and these positions are created will be funded by the DPL’s trust fund and that its function is for the 
administration of public lands just as prescribed under P.L. 15-2. Thank you. I recognize 
Representative Sablan for the last time. 
 
Representative Sablan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. We all took an oath of office to uphold the 
constitution. And if there is any question of the constitutionality of this bill, then I think that we 
should take the time to verify whether or not there is a constitutional problems and to rectify those 
problems while we have the opportunity rather than overriding a veto and then taking it to the court 
and asking them to tell us whether or not it is constitutional. We just heard from our legal counsel 
and his observation has been that yes there could be constitutional problem. If we give him the time 
to review all the legal questions, he could give us an opinion and then we would be covered in any 
policy call that we make. I do not see the urgency in overriding the veto today. I would like to ask 
that we table the motion to override the veto, give our legal counsel time to go over the issues and 
come back to us with the written legal opinion and then we can move forward. I am not opposed to 
having a resident department head or a deputy secretary, whatever it might be on Rota and Tinian. I 
understand the issues that our representatives have raised today about the disposition of public lands. 
What I would like to make sure that we do is that we continue to uphold the constitution with 
whatever bill that ultimately gets passed. We should do this right. Can I make that motion? 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: Hold on. Before a motion is made, let me say that every piece of 
legislation that comes before this body is signed off by a legal counsel. So the Senate legal counsel 
signs off for constitutionality and legal form. Our House counsel is saying well, he is not clear and 
he might have a different opinion. 
 
Representative Sablan: Point of clarification, Mr. Speaker. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I am not done yet. 
 
Representative Sablan: The Senate legal counsel did not sign off on that bill. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: When the bill was introduced, it was signed off by one of the Senate legal 
counsels just as our legal counsel would sign off on a bill that when we bring up for discussion we 
may question its constitutionality. So our decision today will not be marred because our legal 
counsel would have to wait for a couple of days. We have discussed this issue at length, we voted on 
it, and I believe it is the same legal counsel who is here. So the recommendation is whether to put 
this is abeyance or to vote for it. Representative Sablan, you now can make your motion. 
 
Representative Sablan: I would like to move that the motion to override the veto be tabled for now 
while we wait on a legal opinion. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Is there a second to that motion. 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion to defer action has been seconded. Are you ready? 
 
 The motion to defer action on overriding the Governor’s veto was defeated by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion is defeated. We are back to the main motion. Ready? Clerk, 
please call the roll.  
 
 The Clerk called the roll on the motion to override the Governor’s veto of S. B. NO. 16-16, 
HD1.  
 

Representative Edwin P. Aldan yes 
Representative David M. Apatang yes 
Representative Oscar M. Babauta yes 
Representative Diego T. Benavente yes 
Representative Joseph N. Camacho yes 
Representative Francisco S. Dela Cruz no 
Representative Joseph P. Deleon Guerrero yes 
Representative Victor B. Hocog yes 
Representative Heinz S. Hofschneider no 
Representative Raymond D. Palacios no 
Representative Justo S. Quitugua abstained 
Representative Joseph C. Reyes yes 
Representative Christina M. Sablan no 
Representative Edward T. Salas no 
Representative Rosemond B. Santos yes 
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Representative Ramon A. Tebuteb yes 
Representative Ralph DLG. Torres yes 
Representative Stanley T. McGinnis Torres no 
Representative Ray N. Yumul absent (excused) 
Speaker Arnold I. Palacios yes 

 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: By a vote of 12 “yes”, six “no,” the motion to override the Governor’s 
veto of S. B. NO. 16-16, HD1 is hereby defeated. Floor Leader, recognized. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On that very happy note, due to time constraints 
maybe we can move to the Bill Calendar. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Is there any objection to suspend action on the other items on our Agenda? 
 
 There was no objection from the floor, and the House went down to Item 16, Bill Calendar.  

SENATE COMMUNICATIONS 
SEN. COMM. 16-71: (9/22/08) Informing the House that the Senate overrode the Governor’s 

veto of H. B. NO. 16-77, HS1, HD6, SD1 (CUC Private Sector Partnership Act) on September 18, 
2008. [For info] 

 
SEN. COMM. 16-72: (9/22/08) Returning H. B. NO. 16-144 (Youth Congress Act 

Amendment), which was passed by the Senate without amendment on September 18, 2008. [Will go 
to Governor] 

 
SEN. COMM. 16-73: (9/22/08) Returning H. C. R. NO. 16-2 (Approving FY’09 Revenues and 

Resources), which was adopted by the Senate without amendment on September 18, 2008. [For info] 
 
SEN. COMM. 16-74: (9/22/08) Returning H. J. R. NO. 16-13 (Opposing the creation of a 

Northern Islands National Monument), which was adopted by the Senate without amendment on 
September 18, 2008.  [For info] 

 
SEN. COMM. 16-75: (9/22/08) Transmitting S. L. I. NO. 16-2, entitled, “To propose a 

constitutional amendment to explicitly state that qualified retirees may be reemployed as classroom 
teacher, doctors, nurses, and other medical professionals without loss of retirement benefits, 
regardless of the individual’s occupation prior to retirement, to eliminate the time limitation on such 
reemployment, and to clarify that the term ‘medical professionals’ includes dentists, dental lab 
technicians, dental assistants, medical lab technicians, medical assistants, therapists, veterinarians, 
animal health officer or equivalent, and the like,” which was passed by the Senate without 
amendment on September 18, 2008. [For action] 

 
SEN. COMM. 16-76: (9/23/08) Transmitting S. J. R. NO. 16-6, entitled, “To request that 

President George W. Bush, the Secretary of Homeland Security, the Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Secretary of Labor and the United States Attorney General ensure that regulations 
implementing the Consolidated Natural Resources Act of 2008 include China and Russia in the 
Guam and Northern Mariana Islands visa waiver program,” which was adopted by the Senate on 
September 18, 2008. [For action] 
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SEN. COMM. 16-77: (9/23/08) Returning H. B. NO. 16-108 (To restrict the application of 
disaster emergencies), which was passed by the Senate with amendments on September 18, 2008, in 
the form of H. B. NO. 16-108, SD1. [For action on Senate amendments] 
 
 Discussion under this Item was suspended. 

HOUSE COMMUNICATIONS  
HSE. COMM. 16-71: (9/22/08) From Representative Stanley Torres to the Presiding Officers 

of the 16th Legislature regarding Mr. Harry Blalock comments in a September 22, 2008 radio 
commentary “Food for Thought.” 
 
 Discussion under this Item was suspended. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE JUDICIAL BRANCH 
JUD. BR. COMM. 16-7: (9/10/08) Certification of vacant position for a Law Clerk in the 

Superior Court. 
 
 Discussion under this Item was suspended. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE RESIDENT REPRESENTATIVE 
WASH. REP. COMM. 16-6: (9/11/08) Urging the Legislature to continue to provide funds for 

the Office for the 1st Quarter of the new fiscal year until in closes on January 2, 2008. 
 
 Discussion under this Item was suspended. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM DEPARTMENTS & AGENCIES 
DEPT./AGCY. COMM. 16-49: (9/17/08) From DVAM Chair Juan L. Aguon to Representative 

Santos extending an invitation to a presentation at the AMC on October 7, 2008 at 6:00 p.m. 
 

DEPT./AGCY. COMM. 16-50: (9/9/08) From DPL Secretary John S. Del Rosario, Jr., to 
Representative Tebuteb in response to the inquiry on the OPA’s recommendations. 

 
DEPT./AGCY. COMM. 16-51: From CPUC Chair Viola Alepuyo with regards to hiring 

consultants and attaching Georgetown Consulting Group and Harry Boertzel Contracts. 
 
DEPT./AGCY. COMM. 16-52: (9/19/08) From Commissioner Rita A. Sablan, PSS, to the 

Director of Finance regarding the transfer of money owed to PSS for payroll. 
 
DEPT./AGCY. COMM. 16-53: (9/29/08) From NMC President Carmen Fernandez, requesting 

for an extension to submit the NMC’s annual report to the legislature. 
 

 Discussion under this Item was suspended. 

OTHER COMMUNICATIONS 
MISC. COMM. 16-46: (8/26/08) From Acting Deputy Secretary for Insular Affairs Doug 

Domenech regarding financial assistance to improve the electrical power system and regarding 
policies on the federalization of immigration.  

-15- 



6th Day, Second Regular Session 

 
MISC. COMM. 16-47: (9/26/08) From SCC President James Arenovski opposing an override 

action of the legislature on the Governor’s veto of H. B. NO. 16-77. 
 
MISC. COMM. 16-48: (9/22/08) From LB Director Jack Omar providing a copy of the 

certified election result for NMC to the 11th Youth Congress. 
 
MISC. COMM. 16-49: (9/22/08) From Ms. Rose Ada-Hocog, Secretary for NMI Indigenous 

Descent for Self Government and Indigenous Rights urging the legislature to support the lawsuit 
filed by the administration challenging certain provisions of U.S. Public Law 110-229.  

 
MISC. COMM. 16-50: (9/30/08) From Mr. Allen Tom, National Marine Sanctuaries, Pacific 

Island Region providing a copy of the Press Release on the series of Open House on potential 
marine conservation areas. 
 
 Discussion under this Item was suspended. 

REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES 
S. C. R. NO. 16-37: Reporting on H. L. I. NO. 16-5, entitled: “To amend section 4 of Article 

X of Constitution of the Northern Mariana Islands.” Your Committee on Natural Resources 
recommends that the House file the legislative initiative. 

 
S. C. R. NO. 16-38: Reporting on H. B. NO. 16-100, entitled, “To designate land parcel 018-

G-03 in Kagman as a public park to be known as The Kagman Arboretum & Community Park; and 
for other purposes.” Your Committee on Natural Resources recommends that the House file the bill. 

 
S. C. R. No. 16-39: Reporting on H. L. I. No. 16-4, entitled, “To amend Article XII, Section 

3 of Constitution of the Northern Mariana Islands in order to change the term permitted for transfer 
of a leasehold interest in private lands.” Your Committee on Natural Resources recommends that the 
full membership of the House shall decide upon House Legislative No. 16-4 in the form of 
Committee Draft 1. 

 
S. C. R. NO. 16-40: Reporting on H. B. NO. 16-60, entitled, “To amend 9 CMC § 2407 and 

to repeal 9 CMC § 2408, as enacted by Public Law 15-25; and for other purposes. Your Committee 
on Health, Education, and Welfare recommends passage of the bill. 

 
S. C. R. NO. 16-41: Reporting on H. B. NO. 16-66, entitled, “To amend 3 CMC § 1316(m) to 

provide the Board of Regents of the Northern Marianas College with full autonomy in hiring and 
retaining the president of the college; and for other purposes” Your Committee on Health, Education, 
and Welfare recommends passage of the bill. 

 
S. C. R. NO. 16-42: Reporting on H. B. NO. 16-126, entitled, “To establish a population-

based cancer registry in the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands; and for other 
purposes.” Your Committee on Health, Education, and Welfare recommends passage of the bill. 

 
S. C. R. NO. 16-43: Reporting on H. B. NO. 16-135, entitled, “To establish a Commonwealth 

Autism Commission to develop a state plan to guide services for individuals with autism spectrum 
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disorders; and for other purposes.” Your Committee on Health, Education, and Welfare recommends 
passage of the bill. 

 
S. C. R. NO. 16-44: Reporting on H. B. NO. 16-145, “To mandate the Commonwealth 

Government to prioritize and pay the retirement employer contributions of government employees 
who are eligible to retire; and for other purposes.” Your Committee on Health, Education, and 
Welfare recommends passage of the bill with amendments. 

 
S. C. R. NO. 16-45: Reporting on H. L. I. NO. 16-9, entitled, “To amend Article XV, section 

1(c) and (e) of the Constitution of the Northern Mariana Islands.” Your Committee on Health, 
Education, and Welfare recommends that the House file the initiative. 

 
Joint Cmte. Report 16-1: Report of the House Standing Committee on Federal and Foreign 

Relations (US & FA) and the Senate Standing Committee on Federal Relations and Independent 
Agencies on the Governor’s request for funding to pursue a lawsuit against the Federal Government.  
 
 Discussion and action under this Item were suspended. 

REPORTS OF SPECIAL AND CONFERENCE COMMITTEES 
None 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS  
None 

RESOLUTION CALENDAR  
 

BILL CALENDAR  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are now under Item 16, and I recognize the Floor Leader. 
 
Representative Camacho: Mr. Speaker, I move for the passage of H. B. NO. 16-12 on Final Reading. 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
H. B. NO. 16-12: A BILL FOR AN ACT TO BOOST THE ECONOMY OF THE CNMI BY ESTABLISHING A 
SPECIFIC NONIMMIGRANT ENTRY PERMIT CATEGORY IN THE IMMIGRATION CODE TO ATTRACT THE 
“SILVER CLUB” MARKET IN JAPAN AND RETIREES FROM OTHER ASIAN COUNTRIES AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion for the passage of H. B. NO. 16-12 on Final Reading has been 
made and seconded, the Floor is now open for discussion. I recognize Representative Torres. 
 
Representative Stanley Torres: Mr. Speaker, I believe there is H. B. NO. 16-12, House Substitute 1. 
If everyone has a copy of that I so move to amend.  
 
 The motion was seconded. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: Under discussion of the motion, I recognize Representative Quitugua.  
 
Representative Quitugua: Mr. Speaker, may I ask the author to brief us on the changes in the 
substitute bill? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Short recess. 
 

(End of Tape 2, side B) 
The House recessed at 3:37 p.m. 

 
RECESS 

 
The House reconvened at 3:40 p.m. 

 
 (Tape 2, side A started with Representative Sablan holding the floor.) 
 
Representative Sablan: …that would give us something to bring to the table – this is before the 
lawsuit was filed – when we sit down with the federal agencies. I think that that should not be a 
reason to discount considering this bill. There could be some very valuable changes that might make 
sense. We never know until we try, but it may make sense ultimately to the federal agencies as they 
are developing the foreign investment program. But finally, what I would like to ask is that we have 
some time to read this House Substitute. This is the first time I am seeing it, I understand that it 
combines other bills that have been introduced and this should not be something that we pass on 
First and Final Reading. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We have passed the bill on First Reading already and this is actually for 
Final Reading. Be it as it may, your points are well taken. I recognize Representative Apatang. 
 
Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I am just wondering because this particular bill is 
not bringing in nonresident workers for employment purposes. I wonder if there is a difference 
between coming in for employment and coming in as an investor. According to the bill, these people 
should not be gainfully employed while they are here. They are actually here for six months with 
their family, pretty much like a vacation. So I wonder if this will hamper the federal regulations 
being drafted.  
 
Representative Sablan: Point of clarification, Mr. Speaker. I was calling this a foreign investment 
bill and I was incorrect, obviously. This is a foreign retiree bill. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Reyes. 
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, since I am the author of H. B. NO. 16-133 which has been filed 
and given to all the members I assume since July, Representative Apatang is right, this is not an 
employment bill rather it is for retirees. We have had people knocking on our doors that are willing 
to build houses and just live here as retirees. If you really look at this bill, it does carry quite a bit of 
requirements. That is to require them to have health insurance and everything else. So what 
H. B. NO. 16-133 does is merge in with the silver club intended for Japanese retirees. This bill 
further adds in other nationalities who wants to come here, get some land, and build a house and stay 
here but not to work. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Stanley Torres. 
 
Representative Stanley Torres: I would like a little more to Representative Reyes’ statement. As a 
courtesy, this is my bill and he approached me and asked for my consent to dissect my bill and came 
out with this substitute. So that is my consent to my good colleague and he submits his version today 
for action. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Thank you. I recognize the Vice Speaker. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: In as much as I hate to delay or prolong the agony, I need some 
clarification especially in terms of the criteria for eligibility. On one hand, pages 2 and 3 talks about 
the applicant having to invest at least $125,000 on Saipan or $100,000 on Tinian or Rota. On another 
page, page 6, a minimum investment on a residential should be at least $1,500 in monthly lease or 
rent. I am just trying to understand this. If I were a foreign retiree and I come in and I find a house 
for rent for $1,500 does that qualify me or does that $1,500 a month have to equal a total of a 
hundred and twenty-five thousand to qualify. Which of the two apply? This is my first question. My 
second question is – 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Point of order, Mr. Speaker. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: State your point. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Are we discussion the House substitute? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Yes. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Was there an official adoption? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are discussing HS1. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: I stand corrected. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: And second, just so I understand fully, what is the criteria for and 
investor’s dependent. How does a dependent qualify? I see the criteria for the primary person but I 
was not able to find how a dependent qualify. I have those two questions for the author.  
 
Representative Reyes: The provisions for dependents, Mr. Speaker, are on page 7. I am sorry I was 
not able to get the Vice Speaker’s concern – which section on pages 2 and 3 was he referring to? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Vice Speaker, do you want to clarify that? 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Yes, on page 2 it starts on line 25, § 50102. Criteria for Eligibility, 
subsection (b). It is repeated on page 3 starting on paragraph (3)(i) and (3)(ii).  
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, it could be a typo. I notice that it says on lines 25 and 26 that  
you have to have a minimum investment of $12,000 on Saipan and $100,000 on Rota and Tinian. I 
am sorry that is correct. So it is $125,000 minimum for Saipan. 
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Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Go to page 6 now and read Section 4 on minimum investment which 
says, shall be at least $1,500 in rent. Is it both? Is it one, or the other?  
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, the intent is here minimum investment of $125,000 or $100,000 
provided that such a lease – since these people cannot own land – on that raw property or the 
acquisition of a home is at least $1,500 a month. If I lease raw land, the minimum rental would be at 
least to the $1,500 range and a minimum investment to build a house of $125,000 here and $100,000 
for Rota and Tinian. Again, Mr. Speaker and colleagues, this bill was referred to me. I worked with 
the Department of Commerce together with the silver club and it took us some time to put this 
together because we have some people who want to invest. In fact there are some already that have 
built homes and they want to continue to invite their colleagues to do so. If you recall, the original 
H. B. NO. 16-12, my good colleague Representative Torres put down a minimum age of 55 years. 
We have change the age from 55 to 35 because we have discovered that there are some people that 
have the cash. You need not be 55 so to speak to have some money. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Point of clarification, Mr. Speaker. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: State your point. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Representative Deleon Guerrero brought us step by step. Now in 
reading page 6 beginning line 19 up to line 21, this is either/or. Notwithstanding would nullify the 
first part – notwithstanding any other provision of this act means then that at a minimum you do not 
have to conform or comply with the $125,000 for Saipan and the $100,000 for Tinian or Rota but 
have a minimum investment of residence of $1,500 a month. What is meant by including “except 
that and notwithstanding any other provision of this act”? You can qualify with an investment of 
$1,500 a month and going back to the question posed by Representative Guerrero, the qualifier in 
the previous pages is stipulated at $125,000 and $100,000 for Rota and Tinian. 
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, again starting on page 2, the application for foreign investment 
retiree investment certificate outlines the criteria of not only the age but you must have an 
investment of $125,000 or $100,000. I pointed out earlier that $1,500 a month rent is the monthly 
rent that an individual would be paying on top of building a residence so to speak. I have checked 
this with the Department of Commerce on the provision of the Foreign Investment Act and as I said 
this is in some ways reviewed by the Department of Commerce, I was aided by them. If there is a 
language that needs to be more clear on page 6, bear in mind that this is a House Substitute 1 and the 
reason why we are discussing it here right now is because H. B. NO. 16-12 was discussed some time 
ago and it remained in the Bill Calendar for so long. So perhaps it would be best if it would be 
referred to a committee. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: On the query that was brought up by Representative Deleon Guerrero and 
pointed out by Representative Hofschneider, I am also in the agreement that this is an either/or 
situation, but I stand to be corrected. I will allow the legal counsel to specifically answer that 
question and we will go to the recommendation by the Chairman of Commerce and Tourism. 
 
Legal Counsel: The interpretation as stated by Representative Hofschneider is correct based on the 
language. It is or. The first one is you come in and buy property and you construct and the minimum 
investment should be $125,000 for Saipan and $100,000 for Rota or Tinian, or  you come in and you 
rent, lease an apartment or condominium at a minimum of $1,500 a month because of the “except” 
language.  
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: The Chairman of Commerce and Tourism recommended that we refer this 
back to committee. Can I ask for a formal motion? Representative Reyes. 
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, I have no problems with that. I hope my colleague 
Representative Torres will not object, but we can also try and make that amendment on the floor if 
the rest appears to be pretty much acceptable to the members. If that would be it, we could make an 
amendment on the floor. As I said, I do not have a problem with referring it to the committee. I 
understand it is a bill that requires more review, but I prefer not to make that motion.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Babauta. 
 
Representative Babauta: Mr. Speaker, P.L. 15-16 is a Senate bill. The question that is raised by 
Representative Hofschneider and the Vice Speaker is either/or. Section 3 clearly amends the entire 
section of P.L. 15-16 and instead of retaining the criteria of eligibility, it is replaced with a minimum 
lease of $1,500 a month. So, I agree that we need to rest this bill on the Calendar so that we may 
clarify or for that matter, refer it back to the Committee, because here is a big difference between 
this and Public Law 15-16. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hocog, would you like to make a motion to refer this back 
to the committee. 
 
Representative Hocog: Well, if no one wants to make that motion, Mr. Speaker, I will be happy to 
make that motion based on the deliberation and concerns raised by the members regarding the 
immigration situation, the fees that are inconsistent with the provisions of Section 2 on page 2. I so 
move to refer this to committee. 
 
 The motion was seconded, and the motion to refer H. B. NO. 16-12, HS1 to the committee 
was carried by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: H. B. NO. 16-12, HS1 is hereby referred to the Committee on Commerce 
and Tourism. 
 
Representative Benavente: Privilege, Mr. Speaker. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: State your privilege. 
 
Representative Benavente: Mr. Speaker, if I may ask that we go back to the Resolution Calendar of 
the Order of Business so that we may act on a very important joint resolution on the special visa 
waiver. 
 
 There was no objection from the Floor and the House went back to Item 15. 

RESOLUTION CALENDAR  
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are under Resolution Calendar and I recognize the Floor Leader. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move to adopt H. J. R. NO. 16-14 relative to the 
visa waiver program. 
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 The motion was seconded. 
 
H. J. R. NO. 16-14: A HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION TO REQUEST THAT PRESIDENT GEORGE W. BUSH, 
THE SECRETARY OF HOMELAND SECURITY, THE SECRETARY OF STATE, THE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR, THE SECRETARY OF LABOR, AND THE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY GENERAL ENSURE 
THAT THE REGULATIONS IMPLEMENTING THE CONSOLIDATED NATURAL RESOURCES ACT OF 2008 
INCLUDE CHINA AND RUSSIA IN THE GUAM AND NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS VISA WAIVER 
PROGRAM.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been made and seconded for the adoption of H. J. R. NO. 
16-14. Discussion on the motion – I recognize Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: Mr. Speaker, just to clarify what has transpired, we just received a 
communication from the Senate recalling the same Senate Joint Resolution, which is was adopted in 
a previous Senate session. The Senate has recalled that action so that we may act on the House Joint 
Resolution, which I introduced, because I informed most of the members that as soon as we get the 
signature of the majority we were going to send a copy of this joint resolution to the Department of 
Homeland Security to support Governor Felix Camacho’s trip to discuss this matter. And we are 
pressed for time, Mr. Speaker, the regulations are due to be published in November and we need to 
have this joint resolution adopted by both houses as quickly as possible so that we provide this 
information to the Federal Government. I do not need to explain, I believe the resolution articulated 
all of the reasons it is critical that we ask that a special visa waiver program be allowed for Guam 
and the CNMI in this case. So, I ask that we expeditiously act on this joint resolution. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Babauta. 
 
Representative Babauta: I would like to find out from Representative Benavente what is the 
difference between the House Joint Resolution and the Senate’s?  
 
Representative Benavente: It is exactly the same, but we did not want to confuse the Department of 
Homeland Security because the copy that we sent to Homeland Security was a copy of House Joint 
Resolution 16-14 when Governor Camacho from Guam visited with the Homeland Security on this 
matter. It was already prefiled. And the fact that the Senate had already recalled their joint resolution 
leaves us with nothing but this House Joint Resolution at this time. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: That is fairly clear and straightforward. I think all of us are supporting this 
resolution. 
 
Representative Sablan: Mr. Speaker, I just want to clarify because I noticed that the Senate’s version 
was just slightly reformatted and corrected some technical errors so that those corrections will be 
reflected in the House Joint Resolution that we adopt. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Yes. 
 
Representative Sablan: Okay. 
 
 There was no further discussion and the motion to adopt H. J. R. NO. 16-14 was carried by 
voice vote. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: H. J. R. NO. 16-14 is hereby adopted by the House. We go back to Item 
16.  

BILL CALENDAR  
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize the Floor Leader. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move to pass H. B. NO. 16-169 reference to the 
2009 Budget on First and Final Reading. 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
H. B. NO. 16-169: A BILL FOR AN ACT TO MAKE APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE OPERATIONS OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS, ITS AGENCIES, 
INSTRUMENTALITIES, AND PROGRAMS, AND TO PROVIDE BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR PUBLIC 
CORPORATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2009, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been seconded. Discussion on that motion – I will give a 
two-minute recess. Short recess. 
 

The House recessed at 4:03 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 4:19 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session and we are under discussion of H. B. NO. 16-169. I 
recognize the Floor Leader. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to offer a written floor amendment. 
I believe copies have been passed out to the members. I move that we amend Section 203 on page 7, 
line 25 after the word, “to” insert “outside fund source accounts listed in the attached Exhibit “A,” 
except for the Tobacco Control Fund accounts, Solid Waste Revolving Fund accounts, the Fish and 
Gaming Revolving Fund accounts, and the Developer’s Infrastructure Tax accounts,”.  
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Floor Leader, did you hand out a copy? 
 
Representative Camacho: I handed out copies to the members. There are actually three parts to this, 
if I may? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: You may continue. 
 
Representative Camacho: Also on page 15 under the Appropriations for the Judicial Branch, on line 
25 strikeout “$52,000” and replace it with “$80,000”. On page 30, line 23 on subsection (e) after the 
words “audit report”, insert “Provided further that at least $150,000.00 from the budget of the 
Department of Health shall be reserved for the implementation of the proposed nurse practitioner 
salary scale pursuant to the audit report.” I so move on the amendments. 
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 The motion to amend H. B. NO. 16-169 was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been seconded. I recognize Representative Babauta. 
 
Representative Babauta: Mr. Speaker, I would suggest that the motion include the word “desk audit” 
on the last amendment.  
 
Representative Camacho: No problem we can insert that. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Okay so the last amendment offered on the last line insert “desk audit 
report.” 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, are we certain it is a desk audit or is it a performance 
audit? 
 
Representative Camacho: Let me get the document and pass it out. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: You may continue Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: On the first amendment, is this consistent with the Appendix A 
referred to in the budget act? 
 
Representative Camacho: It is my understanding that it is and that what we are doing is basically 
removing not to exceed $3,500,000 from that outside fund source so that the Governor does not 
appropriate up to that amount.  
 
Representative Hofschneider: So we are stating for a fact that we never received the Appendix A 
from the Secretary of Finance. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: That is correct. 
 
Representative Sablan: I would like to get some clarification from the mover of the amendment. 
What are we changing here exactly just so that I understand what we are doing – with the first 
amendment? 
 
Representative Camacho: With reference to the first part, the second or the third? 
 
Representative Sablan: The amendment on page 7, “The Governor is authorized to transfer qualified, 
operational expenses to… 
 
Representative Camacho: ...outside general fund source accounts except for the Tobacco Control 
Fund accounts…” 
 
Representative Sablan: We never got Exhibit A?—okay. So, he can, or he cannot reprogram out of 
these accounts? 
 
Representative Camacho: He can except for the Tobacco Control Funds, the Solid Waste 
Management Funds … 
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Representative Sablan: So we are allowing not to exceed a grand total of three and a half million 
from all of these accounts combined? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Yes. 
 
Representative Sablan: So how much is in this accounts combined? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: If I recall, in Fiscal Year 2007 we had about $7.5 million. You subtract the 
Solid Waste Management Funds, the Tobacco Control Funds, the Fish and Gaming Revolving Fund 
accounts, and the Developer’s Infrastructure Tax accounts because we do not want that touched. 
That will probably yield about four million dollars. So he is allowed to reprogram up to $3.5 million 
only out of those other accounts. 
 
Representative Sablan: And where does that figure come from? How did we arrive at that figure? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Which figure – the $3.5 million? 
 
Representative Sablan: Yes. So we are not really protecting those accounts. We are saying he can 
reprogram up to $3.5 million. I guess it is not clear to me how, whatever is left in all of those 
accounts, how that would affect the public services that are funded by those accounts.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Those accounts are actually revolving accounts specifically to different 
departments and different programs. We have migrated those accounts from those earmarked 
accounts into the General Fund for operations.  
 
Representative Camacho: Mr. Speaker, just to explain the second part the Director of the Law 
Revision Commission is a member of the CNMI Bar Association and also running the division and 
that her salary does not coincide with what is in the appropriation bill, and that is why this 
amendment is inserted to increase it to $80,000. It is not that she is being paid $80,000 but it is to 
allow the Judiciary the flexibility to pay and attract people to handle that position. With regards to 
the audit report, the Sergeant-at-Arms is passing out a copy. The long and short story of that is the 
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission did an audit and three are those people are here on 
Saipan, one on Tinian that are nurse practitioners. They were basically being paid far below what 
they were qualified and in order to continue to attract these local nurses that have studied hard and 
received their credentials, pursuant to the audit they should be paid accordingly. Unfortunately, the 
Department of Public Health has failed to act since April when that report came out. So this will 
hopefully accomplish that. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Salas. 
 
Representative Salas: Mr. Speaker, I think there is a typo on the first part of the amendment and that 
“outside fund” should be “outside general fund” to be noted.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: That is a technical correction and it should be outside general fund 
sources. Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: Can I clarify – for the third amendment for the $150,000 was that actually 
recommended in the audit report. 
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Representative Camacho: There are actually four nurses. One working out of Tinian is getting paid 
by the Municipal Council’s Office. It does not presently fall under this situation, but if she were to 
move to Saipan, then obviously the amount would increase to pay for her salary, or anybody else 
that should come on board for that matter. But the amount is in the audit report circulated. But the 
$150,000 would hopefully be enough to supplement their present salary to bring them up to par.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: So that addresses the recommendation on the desk audit report. Ready? 
 
Representative Sablan: Are we voting on all three amendments? Can we split that up?  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We have about ten more amendments. 
 
Representative Sablan: If there was an audit report and an EEOC finding and all of that that the 
nurse practitioners shall be making a certain salary, I am fine with that. I was quite aware of the 
issue, but I have some questions still about the first two amendments. My initial question with 
respect to the first one was how much is actually left among those revolving funds and how will 
allowing the Governor to reprogram out of it affect the services that are funded. I am particularly 
concerned about the landfill, but there are other public services that we should be concerned about 
and I would like to know what the impacts are of allowing for this reprogramming of the amount. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: There will be enough funds in this outside source of $3.5 million. As I 
stated Solid Waste Revolving Funds will be exempted as well as the Tobacco Control Funds the Fish 
and Gaming Revolving Fund accounts, because of the ascend legislation that is required. The $3.5 
that will be migrated from the outside general fund sources will be used specifically towards the 
Department of Public Health. The programs that will be affected will be those small permit 
revolving funds that we have utilized or reprogrammed in the past three fiscal years into the General 
Fund operations particularly for CHC. 
 
Representative Sablan: I think the language is just confusing. Am I reading this bill right?—The 
Governor is authorized to transfer qualified, operational expenses to outside general fund source 
accounts except for the Tobacco Control Fund accounts, all these other revolving funds, of which 
the unencumbered or unappropriated fund balances not to exceed a grand total of $3,500,000 are 
hereby appropriated for such expenses. What does that mean exactly? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The expenses that is going to be appropriated to is CHC. If you look at the 
last page, all that funding would go towards DPH. Let us have a short recess. 
 

The House recessed at 4:30 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 4:38 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. Are we ready for the question? 
 
 Several members voice “ready,” and the motion to amend offered by the Floor Leader to 
H. B. NO. 16-169 was carried by voice vote. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion is carried. We now are discussing H. B. NO. 16-169, HD1. 
Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I also have a couple of amendments that I 
would like to offer. Copies have been given to all the members. On page 44, line 9 substitute 
subsection (b) as follows: “(b) Public School System and Board of Education.  The Commissioner of 
Education shall be expenditure authority for funds appropriated to the Public School System.  The 
Chair person of the Board of Education shall be the expenditure authority for fund appropriated to 
the Board of Education.” It is in a form of a written floor amendment, I so move to offer it. 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Does everybody have a copy of the floor amendment. This basically 
specifies who the expenditure authority is and gives the expenditure authority to the Chair of the 
Board of Education. Are you ready for the question? 
 
 The motion to adopt the written floor amendment offered by Representative Benavente to 
H. B. NO. 16-169, HD1 was carried by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Further discussion on H. B. NO. 16-169 as amended. I recognize 
Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have another floor amendment. Again, a copy 
has been passed out. I move to amend page 17, line 9 to read as follows: after the word “activities” 
insert, “; provided that none of the funds appropriated to the executive branch shall be used, 
disbursed, or reprogrammed to pay for any cost or expense associated with CNMI v. USA, et al., 
1:08-cv-01572, United States District Court for the District of Columbia (September 12, 2008) 
regarding Public Law 110-229, the federalization of immigration in the CNMI.” 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been seconded and the floor is open for discussion. I 
recognize Representative Apatang. 
 
Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I do not know if this is really necessary that we 
put in such restriction on this appropriation. The Governor knows what is wrong and what is right. 
He knows that we do not sanction this particular lawsuit. So, I think we are just wasting our time 
with this amendment, because he has every authority to just scratch whatever we put in here. I do not 
agree with this amendment. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hocog, recognized. 
 
Representative Hocog: I yield to Representative Sablan. 
 
 The Chair recognized Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would just like to thank the mover of this 
particular amendment for bringing that to the floor today. I wholeheartedly support it. My only 
concern – would this necessarily preclude the Governor filing any other lawsuit against the Federal 
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government? Could the language be improved to ensure that there are no additional lawsuits filed 
that would be basically for the same purpose?  
 
Representative Benavente: If I may respond, Mr. Speaker, I do not think that we should allow that 
kind of language. There might be other reasons to sue the Federation Government that we could be 
in support of. It is clear that we are doing this because of our opposition to this particular lawsuit. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I now recognize Representative Hocog. 
 
Representative Hocog: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, during one of the discussions of the 
Governor’s messages several sessions ago, I aired my mixed emotions of whether to support the 
Governor’s intent to use funds from the General Fund for the purpose of clarify on the issue of the 
lawsuit. I have asked my good colleague, Representative Benavente during our leadership meeting 
with other members present to extract that provision in this budget bill, and I asked him if he could 
do this on the floor by way of an amendment which he did. The issue is worth discussing for the 
benefit of the members and everyone. Mr. Speaker, I feel that the importance of having this issue 
clarified as it affects the livelihood perhaps of the Covenant and our determination of what this 
document is all about. I understand that both sides, the CNMI and the US, failed to opt the measure 
to take this discussion under Section 902 thereby opting to resort to Section 903, which is for 
judicial review. It is explicitly noted in our Covenant that immigration and the defense are the two 
areas that the Federal Government can take over… (End of Tape 2 side A) (Start of side B) …to take 
what we have to use for defense. I surely do not know at this point in time where this document is 
heading to that make us a family of the United States. Our negotiators back then probably did not 
see the insertion of the taking of the labor issue as well. By having the U.S. Immigration laws 
applicable at anytime, which they already did, I guess it is still important that the Commonwealth 
retains its labor rights. Mr. Speaker, we do not know where we are heading to without trying to 
clarify our Covenant. And if we fear that by putting this lawsuit before the world court that our 
relationship with the United States will be worst, I do not think so. I would like to know what state 
in the United States have never taken the Federal Government to court and yet their relationship 
remains the same. The democratic system that we are applying and following is also what his lawsuit 
is all about – to clarify our present situation with the Federal Government. The issue is should the 
legislature support the Governor’s motion for judicial review on matters from federalization. The 
argument and the question are relatively simple and the answer should unquestionably be yes. 
Why?—The United States having jurisdiction or judicious provision in the Covenant pertaining to 
matters of immigration and nationality act were explicitly ascertained in Article 5 section 501(b), 
section 503(a) and section 506, but the CNMI by bringing the matter for argument and review does 
in fact consent to the worst case scenario of social colonization, political annexation and economic 
exploitation which were clearly the argument detriment to the welfare of the people of the islands. 
The issues were constantly raised and persistently debated during the formulation days of the 
Marianas Political Status Commission. The argument, Mr. Speaker, of the Covenant under section 8, 
I believe Article 8 section 805 in the plain and purest statement of the fact was consented and written 
not for beauty, but for the very purpose of its own voters and definition in view of importance of 
ownership of land and culture, tradition, and the people of the Northern Marianas. And in order to 
protect them against exploitation, Mr. Speaker, and to promote their economic advancement and 
self-sufficiency we allowed to alien permanent and long term interest of land ownership. I know the 
Floor Leader keeps saying my time is up, but I think this is an issue, Mr. Speaker, that – 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I will allow you extra time. This is a very important issue. Please proceed. 
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Representative Hocog: The Charter of the United Nations, Mr. Speaker, under Chapter 11, Article 
73(a), (b), and (d) were measures taken and an instrument argued before the people and the islands 
opted for political union with the United States. Article 12, Chapter 12, Article 75, Article 76(b), (c) 
and (d) were provisions exclusively and elicited expressive of political economic social and 
educational promotion and advancement of the islands under the Trust Territory. It speaks clearly of 
developing progressive self-governance fundamental of independence having cleared definition of 
whom, and who will become of the people on the islands, we have taken such union with the United 
States. Trusteeship Agreement Article 6(1),(2),(3), and (4), Mr. Speaker, were all correlated intent 
relative to the intent of self-government or independence. In all areas mentioned in chapter 12, 
Articles 75 and 76, we have desired for self-government. Whether our forefathers understood then it 
would be different today is a question that could not be answered, Mr. Speaker, by any one of us 
today. What seems obvious is the fact that what my father had voted for in the morning hours of the 
plebiscite is not what is on the table for dinner last night. Our recourse would therefore be a 
challenge in a court of law as accorded by the Covenant or in our quest to reconsider the question of 
our political union in the very body that safeguards the provisions that were assured to bind such 
relationship with the United States and the United Nations will accord. The CNMI Constitution, Mr. 
Speaker, Article 1, section 101 states that without question, the right of the people of the Northern 
Mariana Islands to be self-governing. Article 1, Section 103 states without reservation the right of 
local self-government with respect to internal affairs in accordance with the constitution of its own 
adoption. Article 1, Section 104 states without objection the United States’ authority to foreign 
affairs and defense. This is very notable of them to safeguard the affairs and welfare of the people of 
the land, and in fact it is very much consistent with the mandate of the United Nations. Senate 
Journal of the First Northern Commonwealth Marianas Legislature, Mr. Speaker, said in their First 
Regular Session, 2nd Day, Wednesday, January 18, 1978, under Miscellaneous Business Senate 
Floor Leader Benjamin T. Mangloña states – about a week ago today, that we were all witness to the 
most momentous occasion in the political history of our island, the founding of our constitutional 
government. It is a government which offer greater degree of self rule and which is the creature of 
the Marianas District Legislature, the forerunner of this body. He continues on saying, it is only 
appropriate and necessarily a must that a leader of this newly founded constitutional government 
work in harmony shoving aside political differences when confronted with issues requiring 
cooperation with all concerned. This is not to say we must not argue for it is healthy to argue and to 
bring forth the best judgment and wisdom we could render to the vital issues affecting the livelihood 
of our people. But for all good intentions, let us not engage in our form of personality contest or 
unnecessarily political bickering which leaves our constituents as the ultimate losers. The American 
touch in Micronesia, Mr. Speaker, as stated by David Naven, what I have recited are simply the 
basic fundamental principles that I believe were laid for discussion in the fate of these tiny isles in 
the Pacific and the place to be desired by the people in need and hungered for a better live for their 
children and the future generation of the Northern Mariana Islands. Again, history has taken us into 
many turbulent waves, but not since the discovery of the islands to the horrible tragedy of world 
wars and today, we find ourselves at odds to the measure necessary to ward the continuous callous 
external oppression. I hope that my quotation from Mr. Naven’s introductory can remind us of what 
we thought of this island and its people and what will become 30, 40, 50 years in the future. Lastly, 
Mr. Speaker, this is a book about Americans in Micronesia and a strange and dangerous sense of 
unreality that their policies have created. It is only incidentally about Micronesians themselves and I 
have described Micronesians and their beautiful islands only to much necessary to explore generally 
the nature of life on a small island, which I think is fundamental to an understanding of disasters 
route there. I am not prescribing that what Micronesians should do or should not be what they should 
want. I do not know what future they should have or may have. I do not know any American who 
knows, and I do not even know Micronesians who know. Like the rest of the world, they will have 
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the work of their destiny in the context of reality they encounter. Today, self-government is at stake. 
Today, the context of reality is before this body. We need to walk the path or we should fall and fail 
the course. It is funny how time takes people for a ride 30 odd years, Mr. Speaker. I was not in the 
union with the proposed political relationship that I find myself wanting to place for judicial review. 
Then we are saying with former Speaker of the House Oscar C. Rasa to take time and rekindle the 
issue so that not to restate the motive of intent and today I am taking my colleagues and the former 
Speaker of the House and Governor Benigno Fitial to place the action of the United States for 
review and question. For the very reason then, I am sounding not whether the commonwealth status 
is correct, but is justly said and written. Today, I am asking no different than before, I am asking you 
to join me not to seek the worst right or wrong but it is just to impose upon a time of crisis and 
despair. Whether we have entered a recipe of poverty it is not I to speak but would I be an ingredient 
for a silent disaster is surely for I to speak. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Thank you. I now recognize Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I know that we have our reasons why we 
skipped a portion of our Order of Business for today, but I would like to ask the members to refer to 
the Joint Committee Report of the Order of Business. There you would find the Joint Committee 
Report that is due for the House to act on. As recommended by the members of the Committee on 
United States and Foreign Relations, as a matter of fact with a joint committee meeting with our 
Senate counterparts, please review that report. Before I read the conclusion, I would not belabor 
anybody by reading the entire report since we have not had the chance to adopt it, I would like to at 
least read the conclusion for the record. For the members’ information, the Committees of the House 
and the Senate jointly met three times to discuss this matter. We went back and forth, so we had a 
very healthy discussion on our stand to oppose the lawsuit on federalization. It was a lengthy 
discussion by members of the House and the Senate. If I may read the conclusion of this joint 
committee meeting report: The Joint Committee strongly opposes the Administration’s proposal to 
sue the Federal Government and recommends that no public funds should be approved for lawsuit. 
Litigation is likely to be a costly drain in scarce local resources as it is unlikely as the 
Administration has acknowledged that the Commonwealth will prevail in its arguments in court. The 
Joint Committee instead favors cooperation, consultation, negotiation with the Federal Government 
and recommends the proactive involvement of the Legislature to the fullest extend possible in the 
development of the Federal Immigration regulations to ensure that the CNMI’s interests are fully 
represented. It is the view of the Joint Committee that a cooperative rather than an adversarial 
approach in dealing with the Federal Government is likelier to result in favorable concessions sought 
by the CNMI in relations to the tourist visa waiver, foreign investor, worker visas and technical 
assistance program which would help facilitate the economic recovery and future prosperity of the 
Commonwealth. Once again, Mr. Speaker, this is signed off by a majority of the members of the 
House and a majority of the Senate Committee members. In fact, the same committee report was 
already adopted by the Senate, so I ask the members for support on this amendment. Thank you. 
 
 The Chair recognized Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This is a follow up to Representative Benavente’s 
point. The Joint Committee did recommend not funding the Governor’s lawsuit and also 
recommended the adoption of this resolution which asked for special concessions on the tourist visa 
waiver program. We also said that we recommend that the Legislature move on to other specific 
provisions of the Federal law that we feel would be in the best interest of the Commonwealth that 
should be consider as the regulations are being drafted. So we have concerns about the impact on 
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labor, the impact on the foreign investment program and the technical assistance program which is 
provided for in the Federal law. So passing resolutions is certainly one thing, writing letters is one 
thing but one effect of the lawsuit that has not been acknowledged by proponents of the lawsuit is 
that this really does preclude our active participation at the table. We know that there recently was a 
meeting. The Governor sent a representative to participate in Homeland Security discussions that 
would directly affect us, and that CNMI representative was denied access to that meeting. So there is 
a very direct impact, and it is a costly impact that we should consider and it is a result of this lawsuit. 
Proponents have said, oh, it should not affect our relations, other states have sued the Federal 
Government, but we already know it has affected our relations. This is not just about good will, it is 
not about friendship or hurt feelings between us and the Federal Government, and this is not a matter 
of practicality. It is a matter of economic urgency. This federal law will impact our economy, will 
impact our community and we should be there every step of the way not excluding ourselves by our 
own actions even by our inactions if we allow the Governor to pursue this lawsuit and to reprogram 
funds for the lawsuit. We should take an active approach and reject the use of public funds for this 
lawsuit as many of our constituents in our community have asked us to do. The second point I want 
to make is just on the merits on the lawsuit itself. We have noted that the premise of the lawsuit is 
that the Governor would like to challenge the authority of the Federal Government to pass laws that 
impact our local economy and specifically our labor system. It is also premised on the assumption 
that the United States would disregard or ignore the needs of the CNMI or even actively seek to 
destroy our economy, but this is while regulations are being drafted. We are assuming that end 
product of this law will hurt us before we even allowed ourselves the opportunity to negotiate, 
consult and cooperate. Representative Benavente’s point in restricting this provision to just this 
lawsuit, I think, is well-noted and I see the logic in that. So we disagree with this lawsuit. There may 
in the future be perfectly valid reasons to move forward to some form of litigation in the event we 
are not listened to, in the event that real destructive consequences actually arise. But, at this point it 
is premature and we just cannot afford it. We need to be at that table drafting the regulations. Thank 
you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: This six line amendment is sure taking time, but it is important and I 
acknowledge that and we will continue to discuss it. I now recognize Representative Hofschneider, 
and Representative Reyes will be next. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Listening to the previous speakers I feel 
there are two levels that we need to realize. One is if you are opposing the lawsuit itself and this 
amendment – and let us not get out of focus on the motion and that is on the floor amendment – and 
using taxpayers’ money to fund for this lawsuit, we need to be able to separate the two. The motion 
before us is using taxpayers’ money to pay for the lawsuit. The merit or the demerits of the lawsuit is 
a separate issue. Even the public find themselves in equally confused stage as to what is it being 
sued. When we were having problems first with the claim and proven fact that we were incarcerating 
garment workers and we felt the economic impact, a black-eye in fact with the most prestigious 
printed media all over the globe from Reader’s Digest to Wall Street Journal claming even the 
unborn of being complicit to slavery and that this community that call themselves locals are an 
instrument to complicity turning the other way and allowing for slavery and human rights violation. 
That prompted the inquiries, incessant inquiry. Then came the issue of should the Commonwealth 
inch itself in terms of the minimum wage and the business sector opposed it, and it failed. That was 
another argument on the federal side. Human trafficking came thereafter, prostitution in the midst of 
it all. Time after time, federal agencies and teams came to the Commonwealth advising, pleading 
with us to fix our problems. We thought that spending good taxpayer dollars fighting it by splitting 
the U.S. Congress on the left isle versus the right isle, handpicking people to come out to the 
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Commonwealth in our defense for all the claims of wrongdoing. And we thought that we could 
continue spending millions of dollars fighting it through special interests. Now we resort to 
Covenant provisions that what the Federal Government is doing it is a sin. Has it ever dawned on us 
that we are the last territory or possession where federal immigration is to be implemented or applied 
to and we would be the only wedlock children that cannot economically survive? Guam having been 
a possession, so as Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, all are classic existing examples of 
failure because federal immigration is being imposed on them. There are at success. They have their 
own sets of problems but there are at success. We have been given 25 years of opportunity to govern 
ourselves and we failed dramatically. We failed to heed to those warnings. We failed to fix – maybe 
not totally fail but we listened more to special interests than to do the right thing. About using 
taxpayers and the lawsuit, we are all going to get cut both ways. It is a double-edged sword. You win 
the case in court, we are going to pay for it dearly. The Democrats in the US Congress would not 
forgive us. Assuming that we deprive the Governor, we prohibit him from using taxpayers’ dollars, 
it does not mean that he cannot pursue the lawsuit by other means. We are making a statement that 
taxpayers’ dollars are better reserved for issues that are more pressing here. It is an important 
question to be asked and clarified, but the lawsuit is not about clarification. It is an injunction for the 
implementation of the regulations. Nothing in the injunction presumes what is being asked – 
permanent residence is what I heard. In the end that lawsuit through backdoor negotiation is going to 
end up with permanent residence being provided in the regulation or by amending the law. That is 
the only way that you can safeguard the economy. We knew what was coming in the Senate version. 
The leaders of the Commonwealth were asked to provide their comments and to participate in the 
writing of the legislation. Here before this Chamber, we heard the truth – nobody came. I believe 
that Congresswoman Madeleine Bordallo stepped in at the last minute and amended it to protect a 
potential migration of permanent residence. That is why that provision was taken out. So what are 
we suing for? If we are going to busy ourselves or continue another hour on argument whether the 
merit of the lawsuit should be funded, this amendment is simply stating, do not use taxpayers’ 
money. Fight the lawsuit, but just do not use taxpayers’ money. We are acting on the behalf of the 
people who voted us into office, no more, no less. Thank you. 
 
 The Chair recognizes Representative Reyes.  
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, you are right. This is one simple amendment but we talk about 
the Covenant and we talk about lawsuit, so allow me my peace to say a little myself. I was in 
Minneapolis and I was told by two youth senators that the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands cannot have it both ways. It is one or the other. Mr. Speaker, the Governor has declared 
several states of emergency in the Commonwealth – CUC, CPA, you name it. It is all of the above. 
The Governor has never come out publicly and told the entire population that he serves what exactly 
are the problems and what he is doing about them. Rather, we hear it everyday and read it everyday 
in the newspaper about the use of public money, public funds, well, I am not paying these people 
and he came after the fact and that is after he filed that lawsuit and now he is going to come into this 
body and begging for payment. That is an insult to me. We are hurting practically every government 
agency and our people, after all the sufferings that we went through, by slashing the budget. That is 
one of the most difficult things that we are faced with. We may not even have a budget because we 
do not know who to cut and whatnot. But yet to give the Administration $400,000 to pay for legal 
fees or whatever which perhaps would drag on for five years. It is a lawyers’ game. And you tell me 
that any attorney or a law firm somewhere will accept a job on a promissory note. I do not know. In 
fact, I am curious. Let me just say it out with no hard feelings to anybody, but Mr. Willens and his 
wife supposedly are not being paid, but are still working. I doubt that serious and I ask that it be 
looked into. And now, these lawyers are not going to get paid. Well, he came out in the newspaper, 
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as I said, after the fact. He said I am going to file a lawsuit, I am not going to use public funds, I am 
going to use private funds. Now, he wants us to be involved. The bottom line is if you look at the 
spreadsheet of the budget and how much cut are we cutting, chances are we are going to be 
threatened again with furloughs starting next quarter because there is just no money. We have heard 
about a shortfall in a certain amount. I say it could be fifteen million dollars because of the problems 
with have had with CUC, no generation of income. So I do not know. I am not against the lawsuit, 
neither am I in favor of the lawsuit but the bottom line is to tell the Governor that we do not have the 
money for this lawsuit. You file it, you pay for it if you have to but we do not want to hurt the people 
here anymore. I am not in favor of the lawsuit, I am not against the lawsuit, I just do not want to use 
the resources that we have because we do not have enough for such. Thank you.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Thank you. Floor Leader, you will be the last speaker. 
 
Representative Camacho: Mr. Speaker, it really is true that where you stand depends on where you 
sit. I have always taken the position when this whole idea about suing the Federal Government about 
this immigration takeover that one, if there is a lawsuit to be filed, that it should be filed here in the 
Commonwealth and filed by the Attorney General that is his possession. There is such a thing in the 
legal field called forum shopping and I believe that is what the Governor is doing. He is shopping by 
going to Washington, DC and filing it there when there is nothing that could have stopped them 
going down and filing in Judge Munson’s court. The problem I have on the plain reading of this 
because we make the policy decision to lump sum the money to the Governor to reprogram to pay 
for DPS, DPW and the Attorney General’s Office that if at some point those law offices in 
Washington, DC do not get paid and they said come and take you lawsuit with you and it has to be 
filed here in the CNMI, the Attorney General should take over that lawsuit. The problem is as it is 
presently written, we are preventing the Governor from using the Attorney General’s Office from 
filing that lawsuit. Not that I advocate one, but we are tying the Governor’s hands. In one breathe we 
are saying here you are lump sum to run your department and do not use any of that money if you 
should file a lawsuit. I just want to float that out for you guys to decide.  
 
 There was no further discussion and the motion to amend H. B. NO. 16-169, HD2 was 
carried by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion carries, and the amendment is hereby adopted. Is there any 
further discussion on the Bill. Representative Benavente, recognized. 
 
Representative Benavente: Mr. Speaker, copies have also been passed out on my last amendment 
that I want to offer. This amendment reads on page 9, line 21. I would like at this time to ask that we 
make some necessary typographical corrections. The first one is on the total: $2,891,051 should be 
$2,891,052 on the top and the bottom. Moving towards the right under the same line item, just 
remove the number 2, so it would read: $6,545,865. At this time, Mr. Speaker, I officially introduce 
the written floor amendment that everyone should have a copy of. This amendment, Mr. Speaker, to 
make a correction based on the oversight between the administrative provisions and the worksheets.  
 
 The motion to amend was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Discussion on the amendment. Representative Babauta, recognized. 
 
Representative Babauta: May I ask the mover where the additional $50,000 came from? 
 

-33- 



6th Day, Second Regular Session 

Representative Benavente: If there is no objection, Mr. Speaker, since you are well-versed on this, 
can you clarify? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: It is coming from the Legislative Bureau. It is just shifting money from the 
Bureau to the House of Representatives’ and the Senate’s operations. 
 
Representative Babauta: If I may continue? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Please proceed. 
 
Representative Babauta: Looking at the amendment and page 10, line 9, line 12 would change, am I 
correct? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Yes. 
 
Representative Babauta: On line 9, we are to change the figure $2.260 to $2.310, so I am assuming 
that line 12 would change.  
 
Representative Hocog: No. 
 
Representative Babauta: No? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The bottom line does not change. Short recess. 
 

The House recessed at 5:28 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 5:28 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back to our session. Is there anymore question? Representative 
Sablan, recognized. 
 
Representative Sablan: I would like to ask the mover of the amendment to justify the changes that 
are being proposed at this time. 
 
Representative Babauta: Point of clarification, Mr. Speaker. Before we went into recess I had the 
floor. I have one more question. 
 
Representative Sablan: I yield then. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: You have the floor, Representative Babauta. 
 
Representative Babauta: With all due respect to my colleague, I was looking at the independent 
programs, Mr. Speaker, and I was wondering if we have a case for judgment against the government. 
If so, we need to inject that. My last concern is, the appropriation that is cited on page 16. We listed 
the twelve principle executive departments. Going back further, we all know that we have several 
activities and offices under the Executive Branch – and do not worry, my voice is recorded, let them 
talk. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: Order please. We are in session. 
 
Representative Hocog: My apology. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: You may proceed. 
 
Representative Babauta: I hope that this will not confuse the distribution of funds as stipulated on 
page 16 because on the subsequent sections, we have the offices of the Public Defender, 
Management and Budget, CJPA which also receives local funds and it does not reflect the amount. It 
is only reflecting the number of FTEs, Mr. Speaker. So, I do not know. I would like to share those 
concerns. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The Governor will be obligated to fund those FTEs under the executive 
offices. He knows what they are, he submitted the breakdown of those FTEs. 
 
Representative Babauta: I agree with you, but what is written on Section 511 on page 16 is only the 
twelve principle executive departments under the appropriation authorization. We authorized the 
FTEs to all the activities of the Executive Branch including the Public Defender and other agencies 
of the government that are under the Office of the Governor. We authorized the FTEs, but did we 
authorize the funding. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Yes, the funding is authorized under on page 16.  
 
Representative Camacho: Mr. Speaker, point of clarification. Are we still on the amendment offered 
by Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Babauta: I thought we dispose of that already. I voted.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Are we ready for the question? I recognize representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: I was initially under the impression that we were just correcting technical 
errors in the budget worksheet, but it looks like we are now moving money around within the 
original proposed appropriation for the legislature. It is not clear to me where these numbers come 
from exactly and I would appreciate some clarification from the author as to why it looks like we are 
increasing budgets in some cases and some taking away from others, the Legislative Bureau and I 
would just like to understand that.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: What happened is that when the administrative provisions were put 
together and they summed up the accounts of individual members of the House and the Senate, we 
had a figure of $2.3 in the House and $1.1 in the Senate. That is reflected in the administrative 
provision. The worksheet reflected ….(End of Tape 2, side B)  
 
Representative Sablan: (Start of Tape 3, side A) …could I just get some clarification as to what these 
leadership accounts are used for? It looks like it is $150,000 for the leaderships in the House and 
Senate. Being a first time lawmaker and not a member of the leadership and since we are supposed 
to scrutinized every expense, where does this money go to and why do you need $150,000? 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: That is the lowest that a leadership has gotten, but I will allow a former 
Speaker to respond, then another former Speaker.  
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, since I authored the constitutional amendment that 
allowed for fairness and equity to all the members House and Senate, regardless, the leadership 
account is specifically stated in the constitutional amendment and that the purpose of that is to 
defray and assist in the committees’ functions and costs. The maximum in the constitution is 
$400,000 per presiding officer and the discretion rests with the presiding officer of each house. If a 
committee has to leave and perform travel, or investigations that amounts to procuring outside legal 
counsels, those are the permissible intentions under the constitution. 
 
Representative Benavente: And to further clarify, it is actually limited to the committees. So it does 
not go to every member of the leadership, but the leadership in this case refers to the chairs of the 
standing committees. 
 
Representative Sablan: And I suppose that that would make sense if we were having public hearings 
every other day and doing investigations and consulting with economists, but I think that that should 
be an area that we should consider cutting since we are looking at cutting every one else.  
 
 The Chair recognized the Vice Speaker. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: If I may add, from a member who is not a Speaker, since I have been 
a member, I believe every Speaker was getting about $400,000. If you want to cut that in half it goes 
down to $200,000. This cut from $400,000 down to $150,000 is roughly a sixty percent cut. So it did 
get cut, and aside from the committees whether they need an economist or other expertise that is 
warranted there are times when we have a delegation coming in and the Speaker’s Office is normally 
the one we look to when there are functions outside of committee work. That comes into play. But 
you are right, we should scrutinize it and it should be cut and I am pretty sure that the leadership 
account has ever been cut down to this level. This is the lowest it has ever been. Thank you. 
 
Representative Aldan: To add on to the Vice Speaker’s statement, there are also fees that are being 
rendered to this account as members to different associations. So those are paid out of this funding. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: That is correct. I recognize the Floor Leader. 
 
Representative Camacho: I rise to defend my Speaker, because only last week we had lunch with a 
state official, Mr. Nick Pula and that was paid out of the leadership account. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I hope it gets reimbursed, because I used my credit card. But anyways, that 
is one function that that account used as well as when committees conduct public hearings in Rota 
and Tinian. I see Representative Ralph Torres smiling because I have yet to authorize his 
reimbursement. Are you ready on the amendment? 
 
 There was no further discussion and the amendment offered by Representative Benavente to 
was carried by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion is carried. Any further discussion on the bill? I recognize 
Representative Reyes.  
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Representative Reyes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to offer a verbal floor amendment. On 
page 14, line 7 Office of the Resident Representative, the $150,845 be increased to $237,971 and the 
$59,104 be increased to $71,882,054, likewise on the spreadsheet or Exhibit A. The transfer of funds 
would be out of the summary of appropriation worksheet out of section J of $100,000 on judgments. 
If I may, Mr. Speaker, I would like to elaborate. I have experienced this in the past where it is good 
intention to pay for somebody that is owed money by the government but we were stormed in by 
people who demanded for compensation. A hundred thousand dollars is not enough and that 
$100,000 is not even enough to satisfy civil action 040220E which we have paid and is still not 
enough. I so move. 
 
 Seconded by Representative Salas. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been seconded. Any discussion? 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Point of clarification. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Recognized. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: He amended Personnel and Non-personnel. He did not amend the 
total appropriations. It is not clear to me how much? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Reyes, would you restate your motion please. 
 
Representative Reyes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move the $100,000 out of section J on the 
summary of appropriations and split up between the personnel and non-personnel accounts for the 
Washington Representative’s Office on page 7. That is to add up to $339,853 in consideration of the 
Resident Representative’s request in his letter that is in the package. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Can you repeat the figures? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Short recess.  
 

The House recessed at 5:44 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 5:55 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Reyes, please restate you amendment. 
 
Representative Reyes: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I am taking $100,000 on the summary of 
appropriations on section J and is split up to the allocation provided on page 14, line 7 therefore, 
personnel will add up to $237,971, non-personnel $71,977 for a total of $309,948. 
 
 The amendment was seconded.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been seconded. I recognize Representative Hofschneider 
under discussion. 
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Representative Hofschneider: First of all, Mr. Speaker, I would have preferred that this issue was 
brought to you attention privately. Nonetheless, with all due respect, who is the Chairman of Pete 
A?—Conflict of interest.  
 
Representative Reyes: Mr. Speaker, I am sorry to differ, I am just doing my job here. Reading the 
correspondence that was received on May 14th from the Office of the Resident Representative in 
addition to that, there is another dated September 11. I think the Resident Representative was pretty 
explicit as to the funding that he will need given that the office would be shutting down now and that 
he would incur expenses as to commitments on contracts and personnel. Bear in mind that the 
funding of $60,000 was reappropriated to finance the election. As I said, I feel bad about the 
$100,000 and I check about this with the courts and there is much more than $100,000 that the 
government has to pay when it comes to judgments.  
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, since there is not ruling as to the conflict of interest, I 
will continue. I oppose the amendment offered by Representative Reyes simply because that line 
item of appropriation that he is moving from is intended for the judgment action 040238E for 
Antonio Ch. Camacho. Mr. Speaker, I hear arguments that why just one person, why not the rest of 
the individuals that have made it to court and adjudicated. And what about those that did not make it 
to court and are still waiting. In the previous legislature, we spearheaded the $40 Million Bond for 
land compensation. Unfortunately, subsequent amendments really did a disservice to the $40 Million 
that could settle land cases such as this before us where the public is enjoying the property. This is 
the land or the main thoroughfare in As Lito going to St. Jude Church and Koblerville. That is a 
major thoroughfare. In land taking, when we consider those who avail themselves to be paid from 
the $40 Million, as a result of amendments to the law to include wetlands is beyond me. Now we are 
arguing to pay for this individual that is just asking for this body to fulfill that payment. We settled 
his brother’s claim completely. We neglected him. If we have one dollar and he is willing to take 
half of it partial payment, we are halfway there to settling our dues. I know, Mr. Speaker and 
members, that recent report from the Department of Public Lands projects that we need another $70 
Million to completely settle the claims. But I believe that if we can settle half or more than half then 
we are meeting part of our obligation. Just because this person is not politically savvy, not 
influential, he is living away from the islands and in San Diego he is out of mind out of sight for us. 
Let us do the right thing. I was going to take $100,000 from the La Fiesta and add it to the $100,000 
under the judgments. Mr. Speaker, we should put finality to the La Fiesta issue. We ought to 
language it so that we force the Governor to put it up for sale and in 90 days if he does not find a 
taker give it back to the owners and cut our losses. Let us move on. We are paying $100,000 in 
anticipation of somebody that is going to take it away from government hands. If you want to take 
money, take that money. Leave the $100,000 for this person who has been waiting for compensation. 
There is nothing right if we can not settle everybody. Do we have $70 Million or the means to 
borrow $70 Million to settle everybody’s claim including Mr. Pellegrino. Do something about it. Let 
me see the legislation to back it up. This government cannot borrow a penny today. It is not about 
politics. It is about doing the right thing.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Apatang. 
 
Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I strongly object that we remove the $100,000 
from the judgment as stated here. You have to realize that the $100,000 is not only for one person. 
There are several judgments against the government right now. There are two for Antonio Camacho: 
Antonio Chargualaf Camacho and Antonio Camacho from Gualo that is a U.S. District Court 
judgment that we have to take care of. Mr. Pellegrino and Mr. Antonio Ch. Camacho have a balance. 
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The reason we put in the $100,000 is just so that Governor can use his reprogramming authority to 
put more money into this if there is money available for judgments. So we needed to put a language 
in here and that is the reason. We know this is not enough, but this is the beginning to at least show 
something that we authorize the governor to reprogram money into this to pay at least part of the 
judgments. We have to realize that these judgments are earning interest and it is killing the 
government. We have to take care of this once and for all. I strongly object that we remove this 
language, as a matter of fact we should add more dollars to this. Thank you. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Mr. Speaker and Representative Reyes, I do not have any objection 
to trying to meet the needs of the Resident Representative’s Office. I would like clarification where 
the costs are. My understanding is that they need additional funds for repatriation. Repatriation is a 
non-personnel cost. I do not understand the need for beefing up the cost for personnel. In addition to 
that, I want to reiterate the point that it not be taken from the judgment fund. I do not know if you 
saw today’s paper but Judge Munson made a statement in no uncertain terms that these judgments 
are enforceable even if the legislature fails to appropriate the funding. In my opinion, it means that 
they can pull the funds from a department or agency, from salaries or from wherever. I would 
support your amendment Representative Reyes, but please not for this account. Please try to make 
me understand or rather quantify where the funding would go and how much is needed. Thank you. 
 
Representative Reyes: I do not know, we speak the same language, English, but somebody has a 
better grasp of the English language than I do. I would like to emphasize that I am not against paying 
somebody. All I am saying is that if you are going to pay one then you better think that there are 
more in line. If you cannot satisfy one, then you better find a way to satisfy the others. However, Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to withdraw the motion completely. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been officially withdrawn by the mover. Representative 
Apatang, recognized. 
 
Representative Apatang: Mr. Speaker, I want to make an amendment to the section on judgments.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Before you do that, I think Representative Palacios may want to weigh in 
on that particular that was being discussed. I now recognize Representative Palacios. 
 
Representative Raymond Palacios: Actually, it is not regarding the judgment. As we all know that 
the delegate election is on November 3. I believe the Resident Representative’s term would expire at 
the end of this quarter. Is this the amount they need just for one quarter? Do we need to include the 
amount for the whole fiscal year or can we just divide it by four because we only have one quarter 
left. I am just asking for information. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The figure there reflects one quarter only. Any further discussion on the 
main bill as amended. I recognize Representative Apatang. 
 
Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. First of all, I would like to make an oral 
amendment on page 44, line 5. After “president.”, insert “Notwithstanding any law” and continue on 
with that sentence. On page 48, line 13, after “Attorney General.”, I would like to insert the 
language, “pursuant to the Planning and Budgeting Act, the Governor may reprogram additional 
funds to satisfy any other judgments against the government.” 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: Discussion on the amendment. I recognize Representative Babauta. 
 
Representative Babauta: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. On page 44 with regard to the NMC provision, 
may I ask why there is no personnel costs indicated on the budget for the Northern Marianas 
College. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: That is a valid question.  
 
Representative Babauta: Why do we not have personnel funding for the FTEs for the Northern 
Marianas College? 
 
Representative Apatang: This is the reason we are inserting this amendment so that the governor has 
the flexibility to move funding around.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Quitugua, do you want to weigh in on that issue. 
 
Representative Quitugua: Mr. Speaker, this is upon the request of the President of NMC. This is a 
flexibility that the College wants to have – a lump sum budget to satisfy some of the concerns and 
requirements of the accreditation committee. 
 
Representative Babauta: Mr. Speaker, the allocation be it from Finance Department or the OMB, the 
transfer of funds is directly under operations meaning all others account. So I just want to make sure. 
I do not know if that would appease the mover, I am fine with it, but I am just airing my concern.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I believe that is what the mover is trying to explain. The provision would 
accommodate the concern that you have. 
 
Representative Babauta: I hope so. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Any further discussion? I recognize Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: With respect to the second amendment on judgments against the government, 
if I understand this correctly that the Governor is being authorized to reprogram additional funds for 
judgments as he would be authorized to do so under the Planning and Budgeting Act. What are the 
restriction then? His reprogramming powers then are unlimited when it comes to judgments, am I 
supposed to read that correctly? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Let me call for a one minute recess.  
 

The House recessed at 6:10 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 6:12 p.m.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. Representative Apatang. 
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Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, that is why we have lawyers in the House. On line 
6, after “for” insert “personnel and general operations.” 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Is everybody clear? I recognize Representative Sablan for further 
discussion. 
 
Representative Sablan: Again, with respect to judgments against the government, I was concerned 
by a statement made by Representative Hofschneider that the intention was to give this amount to 
one person who has apparently the legislature for his just payment. I think it would be inaccurate to 
say that this person is not influential because obviously he is, we are specifically appropriating with 
the intention of giving him this money. I would like to clarify if that is in fact the case. If not, if the 
true intention is to keep this account open and fairly compensate people who are owed enormous 
amounts of money by the government, not only Mr. Camacho, and he certainly is not the one that we 
owed the most for the longest period of time. But, if that is truly the intent to keep this pot open and 
then as funds become available to fairly compensate people for whatever they are due, then we 
should also put in some language there that would compensate everybody at the same rate. Would 
that not make sense? 
 
Representative Apatang: Point of information. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Apatang, is that not what you stated to clarify your 
amendment. 
 
Representative Apatang: That is a general language actually that is why we did not identify any 
name. We did not specify any individual so it is open. The Administration knows, the Office of the 
Attorney General knows what judgments they have against the government. 
 
Representative Sablan: I understand that, but I guess what I am not so sure about with respect to this 
particular amendment is are we giving the governor the authority to decide which individuals and in 
what amounts they should get?  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: It is open right now. 
 
Representative Sablan: Is that really a policy that we adopt? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I think there is somebody that is going to be making some amendments. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: To be fair, I think that whatever that will be reprogrammed under this 
act should be proportionately adjusted to all those that we are not willing to enumerate that have 
been adjudicate. The discretion would be upon who to pay first and how much versus who to pay 
second and how much. So the fairest way would be to language that the $100,000 and/or any 
reprogramming thereafter to augment the $100,000 shall be proportionately distributed to all 
adjudicated cases. I think that is the most appropriate and meaningful way of doing it. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Short recess. 
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The House recessed at 6:18 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 6:42 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. Where is the mover of the amendment? Short 
recess. 
 
 

The House recessed at 6:42 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 6:43 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. We left off discussing Representative Apatang’s 
motion to amend. Representative Apatang, recognized. I guess we are not ready with the yet. Short 
recess. 
 

The House recessed at 6:43 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 6:43 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session and we are discussing the amendments offered by 
Representative Apatang. I recognize Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, I offer a subsidiary motion to Representative Apatang’s 
motion. On page 48, line 11, add “to” insert “proportionately”. 
 
 The motion was seconded and carried by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion is carried, and we are back to the main amendment offered by 
Representative Apatang. Ready? 
 
 There was no further discussion and the motion to amend was carried by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are now discussing H. B. NO. 16-169, HD4. I recognize 
Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, on page 45, line 11 strikeout the provision on La Fiesta 
lease in its entirety and add that sum to the judgment line item. I would like to request also for a 
short recess to request the legal counsel to provide a language to mandate the governor that within 
90 days of putting La Fiesta up for lease or sale and it fails then return it to the rightful owners and 
cut our losses, Mr. Speaker. Let us put a final cap to this.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Short recess. 
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The House recessed at 6:45 p.m. 

 
RECESS 

 
The House reconvened at 6:53 p.m. 

 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back to our session. I recognize Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: I withdraw my amendment, Mr. Speaker, and I will deal with it 
separately. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The amendment offered by Representative Hofschneider has been 
withdrawn. Any further discussion? 
 
Representative Salas: Is that $100,000 still available? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Yes, it is still there.  
 
Representative Salas: Mr. Speaker, if I may, I would like to go back to Representative Reyes’ 
request. I had an opportunity to speak with the Resident Representative and I did question, in fact, 
the personnel costs that he was asking which was for almost a hundred and forty-four thousand 
dollars. This be what we derived with which includes the salaries of about a hundred and twenty-six 
thousand dollars to be paid in the first quarter. The amount of money that Representative Reyes was 
asking was also to cover the health insurance, retirement contribution and so forth. We have 
basically taken about 40% of the budget that the Resident Representative had asked. I am afraid that 
the amount of money that we are allocating is really not enough. Somehow I think we should 
address that issue and find a way to give him the money. We have been doing a lot of amendments 
taking from here and there and I do why we are taking out.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, if it is truly problematic for the Office of the Resident 
Representative, I am offering this amendment on the floor to reduce each member’s allotment of the 
House and Senate proportionately to fulfill the $100,000. It comes out to about $3,500 from each 
member. A motion, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 Seconded by Representative Sablan. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion on the floor is to deduct each member’s allocation from 
$108,000 to $104,500 and such funds shall be provided to the office of the Resident Representative. 
I recognize Representative Apatang. 
 
Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I object to that motion. We have reduced our 
funding from $155,000 all the way down to $108,000. And now to keep going down, we have 
sacrificed enough. Most of us have obligations too. Some of us do not give a damn, but I have 
people that I have to take care of and I have community involvement that I have committed to. This 
is getting ridiculous. I just do not understand why they are asking for additional funding when they 
have this amount of money every year. To me, the money that is there is sufficient. Maybe we can 
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go back and return the money that we took to cover the cost of the delegate election and with the 
recommendation that we take $60,000 from the La Fiesta lease and move it there.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: Perhaps as a compromise, we could take a little bit less from the members’ 
individual allocation and slightly more from the leadership accounts proportionately from the House 
and Senate and still come up with the same amount of money that would cover the needs of the 
Washington Representative’s Office. He did give us a budget worksheet, it is in our 
communications, and my concern is what we are appropriating now the total amount does not even 
cover what he needs to pay the staff and that is including operations. I think it is a real concern. One 
of the members mentioned earlier, we did with the previous bill that has since been signed into law 
take already from his budget $60,000. I do not think we will be asking for too much. We are talking 
about a thousand, a couple of thousand from the members and also from the leadership accounts. We 
can all share that burden.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize the Floor Leader. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. This issue came up early on when the budget 
was being hashed out and the issue that the Washington Representative’s Office would soon be 
wrapping up. The members discussed back and forth whether to continue to prorate it and zero it out 
to the very last day or give them the entire quarter. So this amount multiplied by four would give the 
entire year of the Resident Representative’s budget. So this is the quarterly amount that that office 
already uses. We funded it to the very last day of the quarter of the fiscal year. Now, maybe because 
we have been here all day long and we are tired and we are getting a little silly, but we start taking 
money from the leadership of the House. I do not know about you, but I take this job very seriously. 
We encumber the Senate to reject this budget. We do not need to start monkeying around here 
putting poison pills in the budget so that the Senate will kill it. This is the amount that the Resident 
Representative asked for the quarter. He changed his mind, for whatever reason, I do not know. But 
think about it, every department including the legislature is getting less and here we are giving 
money to an office that is supposed to start closing up. Thank you very much. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hofschneider, recognized. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Before I recall my motion, I want for the record to reflect that the 
leadership worked on the budget. If what I heard is true and correct that it is after the fact that this 
additional request was made, then I will recall my motion. If it is in fact not accommodated in the 
leadership working on the budget, then that is another matter. We hired those people in Washington. 
It is only our obligation to bring them back. It is in the contracts. If it is the case a pointed out that 
this request is after the fact and should not be even mentioned on the floor needlessly, then I will 
recall my motion. But I want that for the record so that nobody is accused of looking the other way 
and not even willing to cut our allocations $2,000 each to bring those people that are hired to work 
in Washington and we are closing down the office. $2,000 is not much of a sacrifice if it is true. So 
can anybody answer me, Mr. Speaker? If this request was coming from within and the leadership did 
not accommodate this and it is an afterthought, I will recall my motion. But if it is requested from 
the very beginning and the budget came out in spite of the request, then we have to do something. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Let me try to provide something. The Washington Representative 
requested for this in May when he submitted his budget. Right after the federal immigration and 
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delegate bill became law. He knew back then that the office was going to be closed. He asked for 
funds up to the last day – I do not now when then last day is, or January 2nd. To me he also should 
have begun downsizing his office. But it is still at the same level, same level of staffing, and same 
level of expenditure up to the last day. Another hundred thousand dollars, I believe, could have been 
cut. I believe the level of funding that we have here is modeled after P.L. 15-71. It is also my 
understanding that the actual expenditure is not that level because the Department of Finance 
controls the expenditure level. So those are some information. He submitted another request for that 
in September, I guess after the budget was being formulated. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: So if we are not going to consider this amendment, are we making a 
policy statement in fact mandating that the Washington Representative Office will be closed prior to 
January 2nd so that the savings thereabouts can be used to defray the costs in addition to what is 
being appropriated. Are we making that policy statement if we are not going to accommodate the 
additional funding requested. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I think we can make that statement because every contract expires on 
September 30th. He should have been planning to cut back personnel costs on October 1st and giving 
them a 30 or 60-day contract extension to close down. That is actually what is happening in our 
Washington Office. They are just beginning to wind down, pack up the office.  
 
Representative Hofschneider: So, Mr. Speaker, what is the option? I offered an amendment to cut 
our allocation to the equivalent requested. If that is not amenable, then we are making a statement 
that the Resident Representative’s Office is to close beforehand, a month before at least. I will recall 
my motion if that is the contention of this body. 
 
Representative Hocog: Mr. Speaker, if it is too difficult to find the additional money for the 
Washington Representative’s Office, why are we arguing about repatriation. Is he leaving 
Washington. If that is so, Mr. Speaker, take it out from my share and give it to the Washington 
Representative. I will offer my share in the division and give it to the Washington Representative’s 
office if funding is not made available. I am pledging my individual share to support the Resident 
Representative if relocation in question today. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: That is the question. There is an amendment offered by Representative 
Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: That is a better option, Mr. Speaker. I therefore move to withdraw my 
motion. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been withdrawn. We are now discussing the main motion 
on H. B. NO. 16-169, HD5. I recognize Representative Babauta. 
 
Representative Babauta: Mr. Speaker, before Representative Aldan offers his amendment, I earlier 
brought up the concern of NMC and which is the same with MVA. We need to clarify this. 
 
Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, I would like to clarify that and ask the legal 
counsel to follow the same amendment for NMC and make it uniform with MVA. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Is there any objection to that? None. Legal counsel, please have that 
reflected on the MVA provision. That is taken care of. Representative Babauta. 
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Representative Babauta: My last concern, Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask this body if they are 
willing to come in on a routine basis for an approval of any sanction that is required under this act, 
and how do we guarantee that the Senate will come in at the same time if the need arises? Mr. 
Speaker, practically every section that is allocated to the activities of this government requires our 
attention. This is new to me. This is my eighth term in this House and this is my first time to see this 
kind of language that requires us to approve anything that is request for critical needs of this 
government.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Which section are you referring to? 
 
Representative Babauta: Every appropriation provision for every department.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Short recess.  
 

The House recessed at 7:11 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 7:20 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. Representative Babauta, do you have a 
recommendation? 
 
Representative Babauta: Mr. Speaker, if I may, I could not agree more with Representative Hocog 
that we allowed this budget to be simplified. Although in as much as we want to give the 
Administration the burden of kneeling to this chamber and to that of the Senate chamber every time, 
we have limited resources. I recommended to all of you when we passed the concurrent resolution 
that the best approach is to give him the authority so that we do not get blamed when there is an 
activity that is in need of an FTE that are in need of critical services. That is my concern. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Vice Speaker, recognized. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like clarification on a similar 
issue. It has to do with the pharmacist issue. If you go to page 30, which is the licensed professionals 
salary cap for the Department of Public Health. It has that language again that includes licensed 
pharmacists with an annual salary not to exceed $70,000. And on page 51, Section 1302(b) it has 
that same language on the bill that we were going to override. This one says that they may receive an 
annual salary in excess of $50,000. I am just wondering if the provisions are conflicting. It also has 
the language for professionals in the legislative and judicial branches of up to $60,000 per annum. 
Perhaps we can delete Section 1302 because the other departments already have provisions for 
salary caps. This is so that it does not conflict. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Now is our opportunity to clarify specifically. I think that we can refer 
to the Legislative Bureau policy and allow the Bureau’s policy to determine that.  
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: There are two issues. One is the first sentence which talks about 
these professionals that they may receive a salary in excess of $50,000 and how that conflicts with 
the provision on page 30 that also talks about the same thing but has a different provision for the 
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salary. That one needs to be aligned, if you will. For DPH it says an annual salary not to exceed 
$70,000 and on page 51 it says they can receive more than $50,000. Maybe it does not conflict.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Short recess. 
 

The House recessed at 7:26 p.m. 
 

RECESS 
 

The House reconvened at 7:27 p.m. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We are back in session. Representative Deleon Guerrero, you brought up 
some issues, would you like to make a recommendation. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Mr. Speaker, there are really several ways we can address this. I am 
not sure which we can all agree to. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: What is the real concern here, is it on the pharmacist? 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Well, on page 30, my concern is this cap of not exceeding $70,000 
may hinder our ability to retain a licensed pharmacist. So one way to correct it is to remove this cap 
of $70,000 and make it consistent with page 51 to say that they may receive an annual salary in 
excess of $50,000.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Do you want to offer an amendment on page 30 to strikeout licensed 
pharmacists? 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Mr. Speaker, if I do that, there are other professionals which include 
accountants, architects, engineers that is also reflect on page 51. Do you want me take out all these 
other professions as well.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Recognized. 
 
Vice Speaker Deleon Guerrero: Thank you. On page 30, line 4 after the word “engineers,” strikeout 
“or licensed pharmacists”. On page 51, line 16 where reads: “whose primary responsibilities include 
practice within their profession, insert a comma (“,”) “and professionals employed by the legislative 
and judicial branches.” Delete the next sentence, “Professionals employed by the legislative and 
judicial branches may receive an annual salary of up to $60,000.”  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Is everybody clear with the amendments on page 30 and page 51? Do I 
hear a second to that motion? 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion has been seconded. Discussion. Ready? 
 
 There was no discussion and the motion to amend offered by the Vice Speaker was carried 
by voice vote. 
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Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion carries. I now recognize Representative Hofschneider. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, I have written floor amendment already passed out to 
each member. On page 30 line 34 add a new subsection (f) to read: (f) Maintenance of housing and 
other benefits of eligible DPH employees. Notwithstanding any law or regulation to the contrary, the 
Department of Public Health shall not remove or diminish housing benefits and other benefits of its 
employees for Fiscal Year 2009 including medical professionals and nurses.” I so move. 
 
 The motion was seconded.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Discussion on the motion to amend. I recognize Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: I would like to get some justification from the mover of this amendment. Is 
this an issue and why? 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, with the pressure on scarce resources of the 
Commonwealth and our remoteness here in the Pacific, when we are attracting qualified physicians 
and attempting to improve quality of health care in the Commonwealth there is an attempt to do 
away with housing benefits for physicians. If we do not compensate physicians and nurses that, then 
we are subject to a lower standard of physicians who are willing to stay. We are not in the business 
in maintaining sub-par quality of health care. This is important in terms of recruitment, importance 
of the policy of public health. They have a standing policy and they are moving in a direction of 
removing housing benefits for those who have been here for five years. We can only do so much 
because we cannot compete with salary offers for good physicians to consider staying here. When 
you remove that part of the benefit package, it is good assumption that these physicians will pack up 
and leave. We are looking for experienced, good quality physicians. The rationale behind this is to 
protect whatever we have. I think it is a sacrifice that is worth paying for.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Camacho. 
 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have no problem with the amendment. The 
issue is as a matter of policy are we singling out housing benefits for people at DPH. How about 
teachers and other professionals out there, in particular the Attorney General’s Office? 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, the Board of Education is pretty consistent with their 
policies. I think when it comes to infringement of the constitutional authority of the Board of 
Education, we have to be very careful, but I have never heard of a problem with PSS. However, it is 
in fact a problem for DPH. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hocog, recognized. 
 
Representative Hocog: I have only one concern, Mr. Speaker. These doctors are being paid two 
times more. They receive $248,000, $180,000, or $120,000 and the mortality at the hospital is rising 
because they do not give due care for the patients. The most they can come up with is fifteen 
minutes to see the patient and spent three hours out at Micro Beach or Mañagaha. So why would I 
consent to give additional benefits while they are reaping from the Commonwealth. And if they are 
not going to get this benefit, they threaten that will pack up and leave. Come on. We are putting a 
small budget to provide effective delivery of public service for those people that are under paid. 
Believe me, there are more doctors now than ever and they are more mortality now at CHC than 
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ever. There are only 70 rooms at the hospital; there are 268 nurses, and 38 doctors. Why would a 
patient get care and attention for 15 minutes and unattended by a nurse when we can individually 
assign a nurse to every ward in the hospital. Two days ago, a patient was referred to the hospital to 
see a doctor. He was told he has no problem. He was sent home. He continues to experience 
headaches and stomachaches. The next time another doctor saw him. He was admitted, almost died. 
Housing benefits – come on, Mr. Speaker, let us be realistic. I think we should start advertising the 
for real professionals and those doctors that really care to say. Now, I am going to cut my share 
because I am going to give him housing, come on. Let us be realistic. They are making over and 
above and more than the governor. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think Representative Hocog is being a bit unfair 
to our doctors. My understanding is that if the quality of care is suffering at CHC it is not because of 
the quality of the doctors, but because of management issues, procurement issues – they do not have 
the supplies that they need. It is the same story at pretty much every critical agency in the CNMI. 
What is I suppose perturbing to me is that we would mandate that the Department of Public Health 
not remove or diminish housing and other benefits and not give them any other choice. So if there is 
a shortage of funding for say, medicinal supplies the thing that would trump that concern would be 
the housing benefit if this provision passes, as I understand it. Here we are at the end of the fiscal 
year. At the beginning of the fiscal year contract are being negotiated now. We should at least give 
the Department of Public Health the option, I would think, of being able to renegotiate those 
contracts particularly if there are doctors who have lived here for a long time and are willing to settle 
and pay for their own rent like the rest of us. I mean that is an option. I do not think that it would be 
inappropriate for us to give the Department of Public Health that flexibility. But for us to say under 
no circumstances shall you diminish these benefits might pose greater problems for our hospital in 
terms of delivering essential services. But, I am open to hearing other arguments. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Hofschneider, recognized. 
 
Representative Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, when I asked for this amendment, I also asked legal 
counsel to look into this. So may I request that we ask the legal counsel to share with us the policy of 
CHC and why the notwithstanding clause is included in this amendment. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Without objection, I will allow the legal counsel to speak during our 
discussion. 
 
Legal Counsel Antonette Villagomez: I told Representative Hofschneider that we have to add a notwithstanding clause 
because there is already a regulation in place that limits housing benefits to five years. That five-year period, I believe, 
is coming up on February 2009 that is why it is an issue for DPH because several of their employees, doctors and 
nurses, are going to be affected by this regulation. I am not sure how many, so they will lose their housing benefits. It is 
a concern for DPH and they do not want to lose these professionals so they want to be able to continue to offer housing 
benefits notwithstanding the housing regulation under OPM, which require that they receive up to five years and after 
five years they stop receiving benefits.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Benavente. 
 
Representative Benavente: Mr. Speaker, a question to the counsel or to the author of the amendment. 
Antonette, are you trying to say that this is actually is requested by the Department of Public Health? 
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Legal Counsel Antonette Villagomez: Representative Hofschneider should answer that. 
 
Representative Benavente: It was not requested by the Department of Public Health?-And so my 
comment would be that this kind of micromanagement, if you will, by the legislature, I feel is better 
left to the people that know what to do with this type of situation at those agencies. I would trust that 
the Secretary of the Department of Public Health and his staff would deal with this problem. I guess 
if there is a situation where the Secretary of DPH and the Administration wish that changes be made 
with existing laws, then we will step in and help. But, if there is no such request, then this language 
is imposing and I think that it is best left with the Secretary of Public Health to make this kind of 
decision. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I now recognize Representative Apatang. 
 
Representative Apatang: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. My understanding is that these people are already 
receiving housing allowances. I think their contracts are up for renewal and if I am not mistaken, 
part of the contract is housing benefits. I do not think we are adding anything or micromanaging the 
issue here. If we are going to micromanage, we just did micromanage the Administration by adding 
a restrictive language in this budget act on what the Governor can do and what the Governor cannot 
do. This is already in place and the contracts have been renewed. It is a benefit that they are already 
receiving. If we do not do this, we are reneging on their contracts. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We need to put finality to this amendment.  
 
Representative Sablan: I need a clarification. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Proceed, Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: If there are existing contracts that allows for existing benefits, then those 
would be honored. It is my understanding that the way this bill is drafted that existing contracts 
would have to be honored. We are not talking about reneging on anyone. If our current laws require 
that housing benefits be suspended after five years, there must have been a reason for that, a 
rationale for setting that policy. You offer benefits to recruit people that are normally hard to recruit. 
If they decide to stay, fine, great, wonderful we need their services. And then there are other ways 
that their services can be compensated for. They can get salary increases. They can get other 
benefits. Things like that you negotiate with your employer. With this amendment, we would be 
mandating the Secretary of Public Health, we are not even giving him that option. I suppose I do not 
see the necessary. If it is true as Representative Apatang has said that contracts have already been 
signed then those benefits would be honored. But, let us not mandate what really is a basic personnel 
issue for the Department of Public Health. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Are you reading for the question? 
 
 There was no further discussion and the motion to adopt the motion to amend offered by 
Representative Hofschneider was defeated by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I recognize Representative Aldan.  
 
Representative Aldan: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have a floor amendment. On page 41, Section 705 
insert a period after the word “Branch” and insert “Notwithstanding any law to the contrary, all 
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corresponding FTEs and funding for such FTEs shall be transferred to the receiving Departments 
accordingly.”, and strikeout “, provided that there is a FTE position available.”  
  
 The motion was seconded. 
 
 There was no discussion and the motion to amend H. B. NO. 16-169, HD7 as offered by 
Representative Aldan was carried by voice vote. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion carries. Can we move on and vote on the main motion now? I 
recognize Representative Sablan. 
 
Representative Sablan: I would like to ask for one more amendment on page 49 with regard to 
Section 1205 and that would be to delete lines 15 thru 14 – to delete the whole section in its entirety. 
The effect of this provision is to inappropriately infringe on the authority of autonomous agencies to 
which some have pending lawsuits now. I think that would be unwise on our part. There is the 
Retirement Fund, for example, there is the CDA lawsuit against CUC. Those are litigations with 
merit and we should allow those agencies the authority that they presently have to pursue those legal 
matters and clarify the issues that they have. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: So your motion is to delete Section 1205 in its entirety? 
 
Representative Sablan: Yes. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: And renumber sections accordingly. Do I hear a second to that motion? 
 
 The motion was seconded. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion is seconded. Representative Sablan, do you want to continue 
to elaborate? 
 
Representative Sablan: I think I have made – if members have questions. 
 
 There was no discussion and the motion to amend H. B. NO. 16-169, HD8 was carried by 
voice vote.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: The motion carries. Are you ready for the main question? 
 
 Several members voiced “ready.” 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Clerk, please call the roll on H. B. NO. 16-169, HD9. 
 
 The Clerk called the roll on the motion to pass H. B. NO. 16-169, HD9 on First and Final 
Reading.  
 

Representative Edwin P. Aldan yes 
Representative David M. Apatang yes 
Representative Oscar M. Babauta no 
Representative Diego T. Benavente yes 
Representative Joseph N. Camacho yes 
Representative Francisco S. Dela Cruz yes 
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Representative Joseph P. Deleon Guerrero yes 
Representative Victor B. Hocog no 
Representative Heinz S. Hofschneider yes 
(Rep. Hofschneider: Mr. Speaker, removing the discomfort of this budget, the real purpose is to stop 
the bleeding when you lower the ceiling under the continuing resolution. That is the real merit of this 
budget getting out of the House. I vote yes.) 
 
Representative Raymond D. Palacios yes 
Representative Justo S. Quitugua yes 
Representative Joseph C. Reyes yes 
Representative Christina M. Sablan no 
(Rep. Sablan: Perhaps I do not need to belabor the point that I perhaps have made publicly about my 
concerns with respect to this bill. I recognize that we put in a lot of time to make amendments at least 
tonight, but I do not feel that it will be responsible for us having had the benefit of really less than two 
days to properly review this bill for me to vote yes just on principle. There are things I like about it, 
and of course there are many concerns that I have that remain – I think that my fundamental concern 
with this bill is once again as with the last time we tried to do a budget that I think we are shirking 
when we pass lump sum budgets such as this. There is still a lot of work to be done and we have noted 
quite a few amendments and I am sure even tonight when I go home and reread this I will see 
contradictions that we did not have the time to notice because we were not given the time. And so, on 
principle because I continue to have these concerns I will vote no.) 
 
Representative Edward T. Salas no 
Representative Rosemond B. Santos yes 
Representative Ramon A. Tebuteb yes 
Representative Ralph DLG. Torres yes 
Representative Stanley T. McGinnis Torres yes 
Representative Ray N. Yumul absent (excused) 
Speaker Arnold I. Palacios yes 

 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: By a vote of fifteen “yes” H. B. NO. 16-169, HD9 passes the House on 
First and Final Reading. 
 
Representative Babauta: Privilege, Mr. Speaker. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Before I recognize that privilege, Representative Sablan had asked for the 
specific numbers for Outside General Fund sources. We just got it this evening. There was a lengthy 
discussion on this issue, but for the record, I will give it to the Clerk and have it attached to the 
original budget bill. There is $7.7 Million available of which $3.5 will be migrated to the General 
Fund after we take away the Solid Waste, Tobacco Control and the Fish and Wildlife funds. There 
was a privilege and I recognize Representative Babauta. 
 
Representative Babauta: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, in the event the Senate acts on the 
budget and there are substantial changes that we get copies ahead of time so that we do not have to 
drag our sessions. I know you are very tired also, Mr. Speaker, but please bear with the members. 
Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Thank you. I will confer with the Senate President to make sure that we 
expedite whatever needs to be expedited in terms of the budget process between the House and the 
Senate. Representative Salas, recognized. 
 
Representative Salas: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. For the record, I voted no on the budget although I 
know that my colleague here on the right has worked really hard and today we really deliberated a 
lot. A lot of amendments were made, but what really concerns me is the lump sum appropriation that 
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we have given the Executive Branch in the tune of $75 or $79 million. I am concern that not all the 
departments will get their needs in terms of their appropriate share. It concerns me that we are 
controlling or restricting the FTEs but yet we are not in the funding aspect, basically you can do 
whatever you want with it. That really just concerns me and I am worried that a lot of the department 
agencies will be coming to our doors knocking and saying hey, we do not receive the funding that 
we requested because we have given the Governor that authority to do what he pleases. It is true that 
he knows his departments better, but at the same time giving him that discretion, in my opinion, is 
not the right thing. Thank you. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Before we wander off to another subject, I want to thank the Acting 
Chairman of Ways and Means for his hard work. I know that (End of Tape 4 side A) …. (Start if side 
B) …basically halfway through the month of July. We waited for the Secretary of Finance to give us 
a final figure regarding the resources that is going to be available. We really did not get a formal 
response until early August. So in essence the Chairman had to start from scratch. He offered the 
concurrent resolution and we worked on the budget. There are a lot of concerns and will continue to 
be a lot of concerns. In fact despite the numerous meetings that the Committee of Ways and Means 
have, some of the major amendments that were offered this afternoon and tonight came from 
members of that same committee. When the end of the fiscal year was very close, I asked the Acting 
Chair to call the committee and put together a legislation that we can offer on the floor. There are 
some contentious issues that we addressed and as most of you at one point or another have stated 
that there is no perfect legislation, the fact that we went through a lot of deliberation and ended up 
with nine major amendments to this legislation proves that indeed when you have 20 individuals 
looking at a particular issue, having different thoughts on where we should priority or who we 
should approach a very important issue, the sole responsibility of this house. We are bound to have 
many disagreements. Some are policy in nature, some are in the details. Just as perhaps all of you, I 
also had a sense of frustration at some point or another, but when all is said and done, we have done 
what we set out to do today. So I thank each member for their participation. I especially thank the 
author for putting it on the floor as required and as I have requested of him. I want to thank 
Representative Hocog and now recognize him. 
 
Representative Hocog: Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for your sweet remarks but I will be remiss that 
although I voted against the bill for many reasons and those reasons are within me, I would be 
remiss not to extend the hard work of our staff Eli and Ed as well as Antonette for keeping up with 
the committee, the leadership and other members of the House during the discussions prior to the 
formulation and formal introduction of H. B. NO. 16-169. It is very difficult that we spent countless 
hours here after work with the two staff and the legal counsel to get direction during the leadership 
meetings as well as other members, get the direction of what budget we are looking into and a 
format of the budget that the members have just passed. Prior to formulating the initial introduction 
of the budget, I believe we have had about twelve worksheets revised just to find out during this 
deliberation of the budget that there are still unclear mentioned during those meetings with the 
members participating in formulating this budget. That is very disappointing. They are going behind 
by back making amendments without me knowing and to find out on the floor that this is happening. 
Nonetheless, I believe everybody is happy for passing a budget and God bless this budget if it ever 
goes through. Again, thank you for your cooperation. 
 

MISCELLANEOUS BUSINESS 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Thank you, Representative Hocog. I recognize Representative Torres. 
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Representative Stanley Torres: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Are we having a session tomorrow? 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: I was about to get there. 
 
Representative Stanley Torres: Because if we are not going to have a session, I would like to make a 
statement.  
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: We do have a lot of unfinished business on the agenda. We have not even 
made a dent. And so, if there is no objection, I would like to call for a session at ten o’clock, or nine 
thirty. Representative Stanley Torres, you can have your privilege if it is not going to take more than 
five minutes. 
 
Representative Stanley Torres: No, just a few minutes. This is with regards to the food products we 
have on the island from China. Everyday I hear on cable news and see in the newspapers about the 
melamine and some cookies containing some kind of dairy products. How about this terminology – 
formalin. I do not know if any amongst us know what is fouling, I think it is formaldehyde, right? I 
understand that formalin is used on our local vegetable crops not by our locals but by Chinese 
farmers. You see vegetables on the mobile pick-up that look very shiny. They drive around the 
island all day under the sun but it still looks perfect. I was told that that is because they are sprayed 
with formalin. Formaldehyde is to keep the dead body alive, so with the tomato, it is to keep the 
tomato bright and lively. Is that not hazardous or toxin to humans? I would like to request the 
Chairman of HEW to seriously look into that immediately. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Ralph Torres. 
 
Representative Ralph Torres: Yes, Mr. Speaker, the committee will look into it. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: Representative Benavente, recognized. 
 
Representative Benavente: Mr. Speaker, through the request of Chairman Tebuteb the Committee on 
Natural Resources came together and met with different enforcement agencies as well as the 
Division of Agriculture. We discussed this at length and we were assured by Customs and 
Quarantine officials that every effort is being made to stop illegal importation of any of those 
products and that they are confident that they are intercepting a major part of the illegal smuggling 
that are being tried to be brought in the CNMI. In the end, even the Division of Agriculture assured 
us that one of the reasons why you see a much better quality of produce from the Chinese farmers is 
that they are out there day and night taking care of their plants rather than the illegal use of 
chemicals. But, I have no objection into having the Chairman of HEW look into this further. 
 
Speaker Arnold Palacios: With that, I recognize the Floor Leader.  
 

ANNOUNCEMENT 
NONE 

ADJOURNMENT 
Representative Camacho: Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I move to recess until 9:30 tomorrow morning. 
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 The motion was seconded and carried by voice vote. 
 
 The House adjourned at 8:15 p.m. and will reconvene on Friday, October 3, 2008 at 9:30 in 
the morning. 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 Evelyn C. Fleming, House Clerk 
 
  

APPEARANCE OF LOCAL BILLS 
 
FIRST APPEARANCE: 1st Legislative appearance of a local bill is on the day it is introduced. 
 
SECOND APPEARANCE: NONE 

 
THIRD APPEARANCE: NONE 
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