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pretty well defined now. I think, and if we get an arbitration
force set up to deal with the disputes, I think we can live with
this. I think that we have narrowed it down so much here and we
have it so specifically identified as to what are burial goods
that there will be actually very few disputes when we do come to
trying to resolve whether or not these are burial goods. The
other language that we added and is added to Section 8 of the
bill, and the purpose of this language is to prohibit the
disp la y by pub l i c l y f unded o r r e cogn i z e d institutions of
disinterred human remains that are " reasonabl y identifiable a s
to tribal or familial origin". This just says that you cannot
display those items that you can identify with a tribe or wi t h a
f ami ly . Bu t t h i s i s on l y t al k i n g a b ou t t h e human remains, it
does not talk about the artifacts at all. This does no t s ay
that you cannot display t he bu r i a l g ood s o r the artifacts.
Another interesting thing to note is that I know that there was
some concern that we were going to preclude such things as t h e
Egyptian mummy displays and some of those things coming to this
state if we have this in statute. T h e legal counsel f o r t h e
Government Co mmittee noted that und er pre sent l aw un d e r
Section 28-1301 that it already has language which states a nd I
wil l qu ot e f r om t h i s . I t say s, i n c l ud i n g , well , i t say s ,
"anyone i n c l u d i n g a m u s eum o f f ic i a l w h o ' r e er ves any dead human
body or the remains thereof knowing or having re aso n t o know
that the same had been dug up, disinterred, or removed from its
p lace o f d e p o s i t o r bu r i al , commits the offense o f r em o v i n g ,
abandoning , o r c onc ea l i ng a dead human body ' " . S o we a l r e a d y
h ave l anguage i n t h e statues that talks about this, and i f t h e r e
is a fear there that we are going to prohibit. . .that there i s
g oing t o be a p r ob l e m w i t h d i sp l ay i n g t h i n gs such as K i n g T u t ' s
remains, there is already a problem under statute right now, and
the offense described in the pr esent s tatute i s a Cl a ss I
misdemeanor, so we are not. ..and we have no intention of trying
to prohibit the display of these things, of the mummies and the
other prehistoric items, so I think this clears that up as we
deal with it. The next part of the language is, in the original
b i l l , i t sa i d i t would p r oh i b i t t he display of extremely
important human remains and burial goods that cannot be linked
to any tribe or family which is probably prehistoric items, and
this amendment would strike that language. S o such r emain s a s
prehistoric and burial goods that are prehistoric c ould b e
displayed by th e mu seumsand the other entities that do that.
The last part of the amendment is part of an agreement t hat we
worked out. I suppose that we wouldn't even have to offer this
because the actual negotiations fell apart at t he en d , bu t I
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