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hard to find words to precisely encl ose and enconpass everything
we' re tal king about because the subject itself sometines defies
actual description or definition, sopthat is no reason for

not to deal with burial goods, but they are not such a rrystlcal
concept that we cannot properly define them And i f the nI
reason we keep these itens is so that others can | ook at t rr¥
we say that what they look at is nmore valuable than (pe yalues
of that society and culture that they were taken from
Senat or Warner, technology is so masterful now that | would dePy
you to knowthe difference between a real bone and certain
replicas that have peen made and utilized even in anatomy
cl asses and when it cones to us, you and N, \who have been in
this world probably as long as nost on this floor and | onger
than many others, if we hear a certain recording, Ild defy
you or nyself to determ ne whether it's realor V\Wet% S
Nemorex.

PRESI DENT: Ti me. Senat or Warner, please, foll owed
Coordsen, then Senator Conway. by Senator

SENATOR WARNER: Nembers of the Legislature, | wanted fo. make

one thing clear because | perhaps didn't cl arlfy it enoug in ny

initial remarks, and that was the change in the ﬂendr(rf from
at

the Journal and what is bei ng of fered now and t alt with
Section 11 of the bill , as the original apendment inc) uded
Section Il with the removal of the words "burial goods" and that

Section 11 is the one that has reference to people who are. .go
out to, for primarily | suppose for profit o |nd|scr|m|nate|y
dig up wunmarkedgraves. The penalties would remain in.  _under
this amendnment that covers all those kinds of situations.
Reference has been npmde to the nunber of itens ing numbers
aren't inmportant and I'd be inclined to agree wi t h 5! What the
nunmber issue tells ne is only one thing. ghves some

perception of the vast nupber of deC|S|ons t hat progably are
i ncl uded under the | anguage of the bill that soneone is going to

have to interpret, and I' ve looked at those eports from both
sides and | would .readily adnit | amnot an archeol ogist, I'm
not trained in those areas, but nevertheless, |gsee where people
who are cone to totally opposite concl usions. At  least it
appears to ne they do on specific itens. I'm inclined to agree
with what Senator Baack said and that's what | said in ny
opening remarks. | don't think you can define by statute other
than a continuing argument fromnow until | don't know when.
Either you replace a|l goodsback, or probably none. | don't
think it's possible +to make that separation and for those
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