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We hnve already made our reeon_endation that the fraft bill

not authorize appropriations eli/fez as to a specific amount
or for specific fiscal years; h_ver, we believe there are o

8 considerable number of chmnge6 required in the transmittal _=

letter-_Lnd our recommendations fcr those changes are described o
n

below. We made recommendations for changes on p_ge I of the .-
transmittal letter in our February 2, 1973, memorandum con-

eerD4ng our recommendations about the basic provisions of the
dr_ft bill,

On .paqe 2, the first varaQraDh t

The Office of Microneslan Status Negoti_tions has-recommended

that the following sentences be 4iele_eds

.'There seems, however, to be a reluctance on_ the "" "

part of the Congress of Micronesla to go ahead

and .Complete the compnct. 6ome members of that
• congress n_ favor independence. Moreover, the

people of one of the Districts, the Mariana Islands,
have _ust entered into formal negotiations with

the _United States, seeking to bring about their

long expressed desire for a close and permanent

associetion with this country.'

They recommend that the foiling sentences _ eubstituted
in lleu therefor and _ concur in their _.ecommendat£on. The

Department of State also' ObjeCted to the Interior draft at
the same point .and proposed alternative ianguage (see State

views letter for text}! however, the Office of Stat_s Hego-

tietlons objected to State's proposed alternative language.
We reo_mm_nd .the Office of Status Negotletions proposed sub-
stitute because they are most directly involve_ in the status

_egotietlons and presumably, the/;efure, can best advise/as

to what m_uld and mhould not be said about _hem at _this time.
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• l_ especially t_ue i_ light of th e increasing uncertainty
what tho future po!icica_ relationship (s) and, con-

• _uentllv, what the level of U.S. financial support vii1
be for the _rlanas District and the other five districts

of the Tzus_ Terzito_. also., there is the question of

w_en such d_,_ in the relationshl_(Slmay Oc_az. Finally,
_ere az_ no reliable estimates Of the amounti which would

be re_liEe_ to a_eve tl_Be 9oala/standards Within the
times specified ia the In_ioc draft. In light of all these

p_m_bedlems,we be.lie_ the.9_mezal statements in our recom-

subetltute pexagraph, While rather vague, will be
less troublesane tha_ IntezloE's draft page 3.

NRPD staf£ re_ that thls entire paragraph be deleted.
This' is because OMB ham not given clearance foe a repzo-

amming that Interior has proposed to fund the next steps towar_
lementln_ a new flneJ1clal management system. ORB ham

quLestione_ whether the proposed system is too elaborate to be
of practical use in the Trust Terrlt_ry.

Recommendation



_- The Office of Micronesian Status _gotiations recomsended!..

-- subs Itute language for inclusion in the first paragraph
'_' on-pagQ=.2,=is as' _ollows:.

::- ...... v -_ "Othez azeas of the relationshi p have yebto be "
" resoived, but future negotiations are "__' I . / #

-, tO outllne the framework of the obligations. and.
commitments bet_eell_the Unitea States a_a Mi_--"
nesla in gzeateE detail. A pazt of the status '
negotiations will focus, upon e/_e financial: ao_it-

_ merit from the United States to Micronssl_ that
_ _ " _ 1 viii replace the current administratlve finan=lal
_. burdens now held by our government. ....
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