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to achieve here and | believe that Senator Spith and the
Departnent of Revenueare trying to do that. pBuyt|l wouldjust
hope that we would allow the city to make the decision n this
Instance as to whether or not M. Clatterbuck is allowed to
continue his operation.  so often on this floor we find
(_)ur_sel_ves in the positionwhere we place a burden upon an
i ndividual or upon a business. n\pst of the tinme, in my years

here, we have attenpted not to adversely inpact an éexisting
| egal business which was established under existing |aw. The{eh
e the

have been some rare occasions and | don't think those ar
finest times of this Legislature. In this particular instance,
this operation is existing today, it conplenents the .qoqt of the
busi ness. It provides, I'msure, g certain amount of revenue
for both the business and the city, sone for the st ate. It
provi des anot her avenue and whether that's good or bad, | don't
know, but at least it was established under existing |aw. |t
was not est ablished outside the law, it was established under
existing lawand | thinkit'sunfair for ys to, by statute,
outlaw or elimnate an operation where a man has made an
i nvestment, without allowing himto recover that investnent gng
| really don't know when he will recover it, if ever. pBut]|
think it's also inconsistent that we decide {hat one business
shall stay in business and another shall get out of business
since we really do not have the state lottery. If we had a
state lottery, that would be our responsibility. Butwe have
chosen to place that burden upon the. ..upon the citijes whether
it's right or wrong. We do have a provision by the bDepartnent
of Revenue but it's my understanding that that operation
supervision Is very limted. | do not know what they do to
supervi se the keno operations. It's kind of interesting that
the keno has become a form of good ganbling and is desi ragl e and
| hope that perhaps those entities who have adopted it find it a
source of some revenue. But this operation is. . this amendnent,,
want it understood, is sinply for the benefit, asfar as I
know, Senator Conway m ght correct me or Sepator Smith, as |
drafted it it was for the benefit of a single business in
Bell evue and | did not speak to the business man when | drew it.
But | know of that existence and I think it would pe equit able

t o adopt . If there. jf it _impacts a business in Senator
Conway's district, perhaps he or Senator Smith can conment on it
and explain why they chose to do this. | understand there are
two separate kinds of |ottery here and perhaps that is the
reason why it was done in this nmanner. But| would just Iike
to...l would like +to ask a question also of Senator Smith at

this time because the question has been raised With .o several
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