HOUSE BILL NO. 268 does not violate /rticle IV, Sec. 28, “issouri
Cona,tit:ution.
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lone 'h.ly B. "-'al'll
tovernor of Missouri
Jefforson City, ¥iesouri

lear Sirs

Ve have youwr reguest of YMay 8th, 1933, for an opinion
with referonce to louse 7111 lo. 263, which request is ne follown:

"7411 you ple:se furnish me with your opinion ss to
whether in louse 2111 o, 263 recently passed, the
variance between the Title YIn Counties having

population of '?B,OOO nnd % than 90,000
inhabitants?, a nropulation of

76,000 !.nhnbitmtl arwl “than 90,000 inhabitants,’'
is surfieient to invell the #111."

Houee P11l Yo, 263 is an Aet to fix the salaries of
certain county offieiels in cortain countiee, =nd the title of
the Aret includes counties of 75,000 population end over, and
up to and inecluding counties of 90,000 populstion, while the
provisions of tho fet 1teelf include covnties of 75,000 popula=
tion and over up to and including counties of 89,999
population, %'he title of the Aet is therefore Lroader and more
inclusive than the ict 1tself,

In determining whether thie Act is in vioclation of
irticle IV, Section 28; of the {isrourl Constitution, requiring
legislation to contiin a single subjeet to be clearly expressed
in ites title, we must besr in mind that this nrovision of the
Constitution must be reasonsbly and liberally eonstrued.

The Supreme Court in Star Square /uto Sun ly Company
Ve “ﬂ'k’ S0 8¢ Vo (Bd) 447 1. Ce ‘55’ said:

"While the cunstitutional requirewent is mendetory,
navertheless it ies the wniversal policy of the
Judieclary to sive to the constitutional requirement




ion, Jny 3. "ark B day 11, 1933,

a reasonable and libersl application and conatruction,
sc ag not to wnreas nably hamper or cerinple proper
legielation on the one hand, but so as to prevent
trickery and the suwrreptitious enactment of vicious
end inewn rwour leglslation on the other hand,"

ihe purpose of the above constitutional proviesion is
well stated in Asel v. "1ty of Jefferson, 280 5, W, 1046 1. c.
1048, ae follows:

"¥*The evident object of the provision of the organie
law relative to the title of an asct was to have the
title like s gulde board, indicate the genersl cone
tents of the bill, snd contain but one genersl sube
Ject which might be expressed In a few or a greater
number of words, If those words only constitute
one general subjeet; if they do not mislead as to
what the bill contains; if they are not designed as
& cover to vieioune and incongruous legislation, then
the title can st:nd on ite own merits, is en honest
title and doen not lmninge on constitutional
prohibitions,'"

The most that can be said is thet House Rill Vo, 263
has a title broader then the Act iteelf. This feature iz In-
sufficient to invalidate the bill., Brown, J. in The State v,
Missouri Pacifie Raillway Company, 242 o, 339 1, e, 369, said:

A title which was broader than the statute engcted
thereunder could not mislead anyone, The effect of
such title would be to econvey notice not only to
those really affected by the law, but salso to others
not concerned in its passage.,"

Ve, therefore, hold that louse Bill No. 263 hse refer-
ence to one pubject and thet the title meets the reguirements
of the Constitution, and that the Act, on the question presented,
is conatitutional,

lespectfully submitted,
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