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that ar e be i ng add r essed are consistent with what the court
ordered a n d i t doe s pr ov i de a distribution in a variety of
areas, obviously, not totally satisfying any one b ecause t he r e
wouldn't be sufficient funds to do that.

SENATOR HEFNER: Okay, thank you for the answer.

SPEAKER BARRETT: Senator Schmit, followed by Senator Wesely.

SENATOR SCHMIT: Nr . P resident and members, I, again, want to
say this that I'a not trying to be critical of the committee. I
think the Appropriations Committee, w e recognize t h a t w e h a d to
pass a bill b ecause the Attorney General said that this money
was distributed by court order and, therefore, the executive had
the right to distribute the money and it was not a part of t he
legislative prerogative. So, although we can look at it and we
can tussle with it and we can argue with it and we c an d i sc u s s
whether or no t it is equitable,we really have nothing to say
about it. That is my principal concern about the situation and
it may be after the fact and it may be too late to do anything
about it. But I think it is very unfortunate that t his m o n ey ,
in pl a i n l ang u age, was stolen from the people. I t was s t o l e n
from the people by one of our major corporations, t he E x x o n
Corporation. No w, normally when people commit theft they go to
j ai l f or i t . I don ' t kn o w what t h e situation was here. I doubt
if anyone did any time for this theft of hundreds of millions of
dollars. If Nebraska'sshare is twenty some million bucks,
t hat ' s a substantial amount of money. Ny concern is this also,
it probably only represents a small portion of the money that
was actually stolen from the peopl~ Le t's say what it is, it' s
theft, plain, ordinary theft. OFe of the reasons why I think
very strongly and feel very strongly that the money s h o ul d be
spent as much a s po ssible for the benefit of the public is
bee~use it is impossible to redistribute the money in t he sam e
proportion that it was ta ken. T herefore , t he sec ond b e s t
alternative would be to try to send it back to the people on a
general ba si s . Now, t he r e is, I t hink, an even be tter
alternative and that's b een d i sc u s sed som e . I k n o w t he
committee tried to address this when they talked about trying to
send i t bac k on the basis of need. It's bad enough to steal
from anyone but it is reprehensible, ladies and gentlemen, to
steal from the poor and those who can least afford it. I f t h e y
steal from those of us who are more affluent, we can. . . i t ' s not
going to a ffect our lifestyle, it's not going to affect the
manner in which we live or the clothing we wear or the food that
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