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that it lives up to its word, but that in giving its word or
i n i t s t r e at m e n t of al l c i t i zen s that it treats them
equally. Our miscellaneous claims process has traditionally
allowed for the payment of moral obligations and that has so
gotten to the conscience of the chairman of that committee
in light of t h e position that he h a s t aken on t h i s
particular bill, that he now has an interim study to restudy
the whole process. I want to go b ack wi t h y o u and p r ov e t o
you how time and time again you have paid on the basis of a
moral obligation. You did i t i n 718 a s Sen a t o r We s e ly
pointed you to you, but I want to go back over the last ten
years and point out tn you s ome of the other situations
w here we' ve p ax d so t h at you u nd e r s t a n d the circumstances,
some circumstances very similar to those in Commonwealth,
circumstances in which you have al l owed c l a i m s. I want t o
start out with the Joseph Soukup claim and that particular
claim allowed for the p ayment of $ 50,000 t o one Jo se p h
Soukup and Jo s eph Soukup had the claim that he had been
admitted to our mental institutions w ithout a due p r o c e s s
hearing. But at that the time that that occurred he had no
right to a due process hearing. It wasn't in our law. It
p robably s h oul d h a v e b e e n . The Legislature probably erred
in not requiring it, but there was no such requ i r e ment . And
not on l y was t h er e no such requirement, but he f a i l e d t o
submit h i s c l ai m i n time, that is, the stat ute of
limitations had run. Clearly for two reasons t here was n o
obligation to Joseph Soukup and our Attorney General told us
as much in an A ttorney General's Opinion and yet this
Legislature ignored it and paid h im $50 ,000 . I n f a ct , i t
increased the amount recommended by the c ommittee f rom
$30,000 to $50,000 and they did it because we felt a moral
obl i g a t i o n . Se nat o r DeCamp is t he one who so d i l i g e n t l y
pursued that repayment. His b i l l r ec om mended a h a l f a
m il l i o n do l l a r s t o Jo se p h S o u k u p and ye t he st and s be f o r e
you today and talks about legal liability. T hat' s o n e c a s e .
There are literally hundreds of cases. I want to go on to
some more in so much as I have the time. P erry Naze i n 19 7 8
w as requ i r e d t o t ake d o wn h is adver t i s i n g b i l l b o a r ds . Wel l
he wasn't really required to do it, but he thought he had
to. He rea lly had an additional t wo years , b u t he mad e a
claim against the Roads Department because he took them down
because h e t houg h t he had to take them down, because he
thought he was comp lying with th e Fe deral H ighway
Beautification Act. S o wha t d i d we do 7 We al l owe d the
claim. We a llowed the claim in the amount of $14,000 and
the reason was the C laims Board felt that the claimant
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