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amendment.

subsect ion ( 2 ) . And s ince s u b sec t i o n ( 3 ) r efer s ba ck t o
s ubsection ( 2 ) anyw a y , the language would also apply t o
subsection (3). The reason I am not taking t he sa m e l an g u a ge
and writing it in both sections is that it is redundant and it
is unnecessary. So let me state what the amendment does now
without giving the terms in it because that might be confusing.
We want to find out how to dispose of unclaimed remains that are
discovered i n a n un m arked buria l s i t e . The r e m ay b e som e
scientific or justifiable historic reason for studying those
remains for the period that is allowed under the b i l l . Wh er e
t he l an g u age i s n ow, it allows that study to occur only with
reference to Indian remains that fit t h at description of
unclaimed, unmarked, o r un i d e n t i f i ab l e . By my putting the
l anguage i n s u b s ec t i o n ( 2 ) , i t ma k e s a l l su c h re m a in s s u b j e c t t o
the same rules. That is what the amendment d oes . I t sound s
more compl i c a t e d when I exp l a i n i t t han i t r e a l l y i s , bu t I wan t
the explanation to be complete, so that if anybody reads the
transcription and follow what I have said, there will be a clear
understanding that what the amendment is doing is apply in g t he
same rules to all remains,all human skeletal remains, rather
than just those of Native Americans. I wi l l an sw er any
q uest i on s you h ave , bu t I am asking that y ou adopt t h i s

S ENATOR LABEDZ: Tha n k y o u , S e n a t o r C h ambers . Senator Schmit,
on the Chambers amendment. P ass. Sen at o r Abb o u d . Senator
A bboud passes . Sena t o r W a r n e r . We are speaking on the Chambers

SENATOR WARNER: Ju st a question for Sen a t o r Cham bers so I
understand. Your amendment includes burial goods,a nd I a m n o t
getting into a discussion of that, is there elsewhere in the act
or within the sections, is there an area in here where we w i l l
get...where somebody could get into an argument that something
constituted burial goods, and t h e on l y reason I ra i se t he
question, that Senator B ernard- S t e v en s mad e a very explicit
point on the research that is available with some of the i tems
and skeletal remains. And I am j u st wo n d e r i n g , i f . . . I h a v e
absolutely no dis agreement about the skel etal remains
whatsoever, but I was just wondering are we indirectly creating
a future problem on was or was not something burial goods that
was found in the s ame vicinity? Or is there a process that
would resolve that otherwise in the act?

SENATOR CHAMBERS: Senator Warner, in recent days when they have
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