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to its citizens that |ocal approval would be required. I
believe that among the original conditions for acting as host
state was the requirement that a host community must be
voluntarily involved in the process. \% repeat this in our

Ie%i slation last year, LB 1092, where we said, and | quote,
"that the community nust be actively and voluntarily involved".
This we passed | ast year in LB 1092. The developer stated gn
nunerous occasions that it would not site a facility where it
was not wanted. Now we have an opportunity to live up to those
prom ses and we can require voter approval. Secondly, | believe

that the election process js npst fair to |local residents on
both sides of the issue because it allows them o vote in an
anonymous manner without the pressures of influence by people
circulating petitions, for instance. |t allows themto vote in
the privacy of a voting booth. |t does carry out the denocratic
process. I lhowthereare going to be argunents agai nst this.
I would like to address some of those argunents right w. A
statement has been made recently that such a voting requirenent
viol ates the federal mandat e, that siti ng be based So|e|y on
technical merit without political or popular influence. ~ypgt
statenent has been made. This just doesn't hold because jt's
obvi ous that nontechnical influences have al ready been brought

to bear in the siting process. To argue that an el ection
provision would suddenly spoil a pure and inpartial selection
procedure is rather silly. This leads to another point.
Nothing in this amendment woul d suggest that the facility be
placed in a technical...technically unsuitable site. |wouldn't

do that. We just think that the devel oper must meet the
standard of technical acceptance along with having public
approval of the site. | al so don't fol Fowt he argunment that

this requirement di scrimnates against or ersecutes a
particul ar industry, although we m ght "get that feeling the a”?}’
e

we're being | obbied. There is no reason that that shoul
This is not true. V¢ have already addressed the facilit
separately from other forns of devel opnent and we ﬁave numner ou
provi sions for |ocal approval when public jnterests i mpact or
justify these measures and | cite an exanple, the rightfor
people to vote on public utilities or school building issues.
This is just part of our denocratic process. Resistance to

voter approval probably stems froma fear that it will create
burden for thedeveloper. Quite frankly, | think the devel oper
is faring quite well fromthis whole situation. And requiring

voter approval is hardl an unreasonablerequest.  Senator
Schrmit said on the floor hyere the other day that qwe need g4

be
open and up front with the citizens of our state and | believe
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