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pretty well defined now. | think, and if we get an arbitration
force set up to deal with the disputes, | think we can live with
this. I think that we have narrowed it down so nuch here and we

have it so specifically identified as to what are burial goods
that there will be actually very few di sputes when we do cone to

trying to resolve whether or not these are burial goods. The
other | anguage that we added and is added to Section 8 of the
bill, and the purpose of this |language is to prohibit the
display by publicly funded or recognized jnstitutions of
disinterred human remmins that are "reasonably identifiable as
t.O tribal Or. fam lial ori gl n". ) Thi S, ]J ust_ says that you cannot
di splay those items that you can identify with’a tribe” 5 \with a
famlly But this is only talking about the human r emai ns, it
does not talk about the artifacts at all. This does not say

t hat yOUhcannOt dlspl ay. t he bur|a| goods or the artifacts.
Anot her interesting thing to note is that | know that there was

some concern that we were going to preclude such things ;5 the
Egyptian mummy di spl ays and some of those things coming to this

state if we have this in statute. The |l egal counsel for the
Gover nment Commi ttee npoted that under present |aw under
Section 28-1301 that it already has |anguage which states znq |
will quote from this. It says, including, well, it says,

"anyone including a museum official who 'reer gag any dead human
body or the remains thereof knowing or having reason to know
that the same had been dug up, disinterred, or removed fromits
place of deposit or burial, conmits the offense of removing,

abandoning, or concealing g4 dead human body'" . Sowe already
have language in the statues that talks about this, andif there
is a fear there that we are going to prohibit.  _that there is

going to be a problemwith disglaying things sych as King Tut's
remains, there is already a problemunder giatute right now, and
the offense described jpn the present statute js a Class |
m sdemeanor, so we are not.  and we have no intention of trying
to prohibit the display of these things, of the nummies and the
other prehistoric jtems, so | think this clears that up as we
deal with it. The next part of the language is, in the original
bill , it said it would prohibit the display of extremely
inportant human remains and burial goods that” cannot be |inked
to any tribe or famly which is probably prehistoric itens, and
this amendment would strike that |anguage. ggsuch remains as
prehistoric and burial goods that are prehistoric could be
displayed by the nuseumsand the other entities that do that.
The last part of the amendment is part of an agreement TIPat we
wor ked out . | suppose that we woul dn't even have to offer this
because the actual negotiations fell apart at (he end but |
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