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TAXATION: «Senate 5il* ®% modified By Mouse Bill 44 Extra Session authoriz ifj
‘tial proceedin s to be institutéd withia five years.
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FILE

Hon. Charles K. Hay,
City Oounsellor
City of St.Louls,
St.Louls, Missouri

Dear u¥r, Hay:

. We acknowledze your communication of recent date to
General Nokittrick requesting am o inion of this office respecting
Senate Bill 64 of the Regular Session of the E57th Gencral Assembly.
¥e have also received comzunicetions from varicus officisls re-
specting thie law and what effect, if any, House Bill 44 of the
Regular ZSession and Senate Bill 54 of the Extra Sessiom of the £7th
General Assembly have upon the operation of this new tax law, We
are sasvering all of these iaquiries in this opinion.

I.

DUTY OF TH™ STATE TAX COMMISZION
AND THE ATTORREY CENE=AL OF wISBQURI

10 CORSTAUE SENATE BILL 94,

Under gemneral statutory provisions it is the province
of the Attoraney General to advise and render official opinions to
the heads of the uLtate Departments and certailn other officials., How
ever, in adcition to these genmeral provisions the Legislature direct-
ed the State Tax Commission, with the advice of the Attorney General
to dog:dn all guestions arieing uander the provisions of Senate
Blil H '

#+ & *with reference to the powers and duties
of county or towuship tax officers, and such
decision shall nave force and effect until
modified or asnnulled vy the judgment or decree
or » court of competent jurisdictionm*
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It is by virtue of the general statutory duties aforesald
and the foregoing provisions of Secticn 9960d, page 443 Laws of
Missouri, 1933, that the following opluion is adopted as & tome inter-
protutlon of the portions of Senate Bill 94 herednafter considered.

I1.

SENATE BILL 94 OF THE REGULAR SESSION
AND SENATE BILL S40F THE EXTRA SESSION
OF THE 57th GENERAL ASSIMBLY OF MISSOURI

KUST BE C_MSTRUED TOQKTHER,

Senate Bill 94, as pasesed by the 57th General isseubly of
Missouri in Hegular Session, was a complete scheme of procedure for
the eaforcement of the collection of delinguent taxes in this Stete.
By ite provisions it repealed all of the sections of the Revised
Statutes of Missouri of 1939 which had to do with and authorized o
suit before & judicial tribunal for the enforcement of the collection
of delinquent real estate taxes and enacted in lieu thereof go:e fifty-
one sections setting up the new procedure minutely and in detail,

the Attorney General in an opinion to the State Tax Comaission,

date August 8th, 1833, skhortly after the effective date of Senate Bill
94 and prior to the pllllgl of Senate Bill 54 of the Ixtra Session,
held thatthe provisions of Senate Bill 94 were mandatory, requiring a
sale each year of all lands and lots upon which there were any delin-

guent and unpaid taxes., Clearly, Seanate Bill S4 as enacted reguired
tho of fering for oalo of all tracts and lots for delinquent
and unpaid taxes, 8 opinion 1t was held that the mandaiory pro-
vieions of Senate nill 94 were not ia aany way affected or modified by
section 9961, Revised Statutes of Wissouri 1929, which Section was
not;har ropoalcd nor amended Ly Senate Bill 84, This Section provided
as follows:

“No asction for recovery of taxes against real
estate shall be commenced, had or maintained,
unless action therefor shall be commenced within
five years after delinguency, excepting taxes
now delinguent, on which suit msay be commenced
et any time within five years after this chapter
shall take effect, but wot thereafter.*
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However, the . eneral Assesmbly in Extrs Session repealed
Section 9961 of the 19239 revision snd enacted a nev Secticn in lieu
thersof, pege 154, Lawe of Missouri, Extra Session 1933-34. Thie
Section reads as followe:

*No proceedings for the sale of land aand lots
for delinguent taxes under the provisions of
Chapter 58, Revised Statutes of Missouri, 183¢,
relating to the ccliection of delinguent and
back taxes and providing for forsclosure sale
and redesption of land and lots therefor, shall
be vel 1d unless initial proceedings therefor
shall be commenced within five (5) years after
delinguency of such taxes, sad any ea.e held
pursuant to initial proceedings commenced within
such period of five (5) years shall be deezed
to have been in compliance with the provisions
of sald act in so far as the time at which such
sales are to be had is specified therein, pro-
vided that proceediangs for the sale of lands
end lots on which taxes are delinguent for the
year 1238 may be com:enced at any time prior

to December 31, 1934, Provided further, that
in suits or actions to collect de.inguent
drainage and/or levee assessments on resl es-
tate such suits or sctions shall be commenced
within five years after delinguency, othervise
no sult or action therefor shall be commenced,
had or caintalned.®

That the foregoing enactaent was intended to apply to the
procedure provided in Semate 51il 94 ceanot be guestioned. The history
of the ensotment itselfl clearly shows the iantemt., Coansideriug the
wording of the act, more definite terms could not have been used, It
does not refcr to an action or suit as did the originsl “ection 9961
and whiok terms would have clearly indicated an application to suits
or actions at law for the collection of the taxes. Instead this act
apprlies to "proceedings for the sale of lands and lots for delinguent
taxes.* This quoted phrase 1% used incumerable times in Senate B1ll
94 and refers distinotly to the sale as authorized by that law/ ¥We
direct attention t0 the meossage of the Governor delivered Neceuber
4th, 1833 to the House and Senate in joint session (p. 1656, 5. J.
gxtra Session of the L7th Ueneral Assembly,. In thbie messace His
Excellency stated:

“The subjects =nd purposes to De considered by
the O7th General Assembly are hereby enlarged
and supplesented to luclude the consideration
of enactueat of such legislation as may to the
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General Assembly seem proper cosceraning the
following subjects and purposes.* * * *

(e) AN ACT to repeal Bection 9968l of Artiecle
Chapter 58 of the Revised Statutes of

El

ulssours, 1928 relating to l"‘i‘*ii! actions
in oonns;tion with deliaquent an %%xel,

and to enact & new gection in lieu thereof, to

be known as Seotion 9081, relatiang to i*u;tna;o.
ef sales for dcllmguent taxes and valldity thereof.®

In suthoriszing the General Assembly to consider the subject
matter of House Bill 54, the Governor plainly indicated that any enact-
ment pacsed under this suthorization wus to apply to the proceedings
contenplated by Senate B5ill 94, His message authorized the rempal of
the law relating to ion of and the enactment of a law
relating to 0 gi :E:Eg. a e message of the Governor
delivered to e Ceneral Ass Y in Extra Session may be considered
in the ccnstruction of & law then enacted 1s settled law in this and
other states.

33 Corpus Juris p. 103
35 B. C. L. p. 903,
gtate vs, Adame, 19 3. ¥W. (24) 1. el 873,

Ko confusion should arise because of the use of the term
“under the provieions of Chapter &89, R, 8. of He. 1928° ia Senate Bill
54. When Senate Bill 94 vwis passed it repsaled certain Sectiones of
Chapter 59, R. S. Mo. 1939 and “"enacted in lieu thersof® certain new
secticns, Senate 5111 94 then beocame a part and parcel of Chapter 59
of the 1929 revision and was properly referred to in Senate Bill 54,
The rule that amendments to the Revised Statutes take the place of and
are tov be construed afier their caactment ss dbeing inserted in liew
of the repealed sections is l2id dowan ia State v, Schenk, 238 ¥Wo. 1. ©.
444

“Def:ndant claims that the aasendaent of 1907
was .0t repcaled by the Act of 1908, and that
sald aseandatory Act of 1807, extending the
right of preliminary examinatica to all feloay
cases, is still ia force. V¥e canunot sgree to
this contention. The Act of 1805, by ite terms,
created & new section to be incorporatsed in the
revieed Sgatutes of 1889, gaid svction to be
known &8s section 2478a, and to be regarded




lon. Charles ¥. Hay. -Gy September 4, 1934,

thercafter ss 1f sotually written into ssaid
Revised Statutes. The Act of 1807 by ite
terme cmended this section, 2478e, whick there-

It is therefore conclusive that Senste 8111 54 of the Extra
Session waps intdaded to operate directly upon Senate Bill S84 of the
Regular Session. Uncuestionably these laws are pari materis, each
referring to the collection of delinguent taxes and the one operating
directly upcn the procedure prescribed by the other. They must there-
fore be construed together and harzcmized 8o that & workeble law will
result and all parts thereof be given & meaning. Ais stated in state
ve. Pulks, 247 3. ¥, 1. e. 133:

*The canons of construction reguire that the
two etatutes relating to the ssme subjeoct
shoulé be hormoniszed and read togetber and
construed ap one law,* * * &%

House Bill 54 provides that initial proceedings for the sale
of lande and lots may be commenced &t say time within five years of
delinguescy. This provieicn i certain and must be given effect or
the entire statute will be meaningless. This provisicn is to operate
directly for the benefit and advantage of the taxpayer. It is re-
wedial ia nature and intended to modify the harsh requirements of
Jenate £ill ¥4, to-wit, the requirement that gl)l lande and lots upoa
which taxes are delinguent be offered for sale each year. 1f the
new Hection UGl does not have this effect it is eantirely mecaningless,
for Af sll lands and lots are to be sold each year, initial proceedings
will thean be instituted she first year of delincuency (after the sale
this November) and no taxpayer will be granted the grace given by
Sennte 5111l B4, Every law passed by the Gencral Asseanbly must be given
effect if possible to do so.

Home Inaursnce Co. vs. Fickham, 219 4. ¥. 681,

As the mandatory charscter of Senate RBill 94 cannot be re-
teained 1f the act of the Ixtra Seeslon i2 tc be given any effect, we
conclude that those provisions of Senate Bill ©4 affected by Senate
#1ll 54 have become diresctory insofar as ia necessary to give affeot
to the latter, and full beasfit of this remedial lar is to be given
the taxpayer.

It is therefore the opinion of this office that the provisions
of Senate B8ill 94, passed by the 57th Genersl Assesbly in Regular
Session have been modified by the pascage of Senate Eill 54 of the
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57th Ueneral Assembly in Extra Session, s0 as to permit initial pro-
ceedinge to be instituted at auy time within five years of the date

of delinquency.
I1I.

HOUESE BILL 44 DORE NUT wODIFY OR
AFFECT SERATE BILL 94 AND THE PRO-

YIS0 THEREOF 18 UNCONSTITUTIORAL.

House BHill 44 was a reensciment of Secticn 9953, Revised
Statutes of Vissouri 1639, with a proviso affecting Greene County,
Missouri. This House 5ill did not refer to or consider any of the
other fourteen sections which were repealed by Senste Bill 54 and which
hed heretcfore been considered an integral part of the system of collect-
ing delinguent real cstate taxes by sult.

ia the opinion of August 8th, 1933 to the State Tax Commission,
hereinbefore referred to, the effect of House Bill 44 upon Senate Bill
94 and wshether or not the former Act bad any place in the scheme for
the ccllection of delinguent taxes in this state after the effective
date of Senate Bill 94 was coansidered. It was determined at that time
that in view of the complete and detalled aystem for the collection
of delinguent taxes provided for i o Senate Bill 94 end the fact that
the evident purpose of House 511l 44 was to provide that the Froseouting
Attorney of Greeue County should act as delinguent tax sttormey; that
House Bill 44 was operative as ensacted up to July 24th, 1833; that
there was no intention that this House Bill should modify or affeet the
plan laid out in Senate Bill 84 and that Souse Bill 44 was void after
July 24th, 1833, insofar as it conflicted with or wae repugnant to
Senate 811l 94, At thet time no consideration wes given to the com-
stitutionality of any part of House Bill 44. As the efficacy of House
Bill 44 has been #0 strongly urged, we heve reexamined this lav and
its possible effect upon Senate 31{1 ®4 and have determined shat our
former ruling is correct and should be adhered to and that the proviso
of House Bill 44 is unconstituticonal. GSefore taki up the constitu-
tional questions we direct your atteation to the following points in
eupport of our former ruling.

Senate Bill 94 prescats a detailed plan for the collection
of delinguent real estate taxes. House Bill 44, at its best, is
genereal, leaving all matters of detall to conjecture. Under these
circunstances, Senate 5111 94 must be helc to supersede liouse BHill 44,
59 Corpus Juris, p. 1058:
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*Yhere statutes passed at the same session
are necessarily iacoansistent, & statute which
deals vith & comaon subject matter in a new
and partioular way will prevail over one of
& aore general nature: * * + %

A more apt situation for the application of the foregoing
rule could not poseibly be presented. On the one hand we have fifty-
one seotions of law enscted with a certain snd definite intention
clearly disceranible from the law itself. The procedure has been laid
out from the day the tax becoses delianguent to the day the landowner
redeems bis property or the purchaser obtains hie deed which under
certain circumsiances méy be nine ysars later. On the other hand, we
have & single s-ction, general ia terms, obscure in mcaning and from
the terms of which we can deduce no inteution to wodify or affect
S.”t. Bill 94,

Houee 8ill 44 reennscted Secotion 5963, R. 8. dNo. 1838,
verbatim with she followiag proviso, (Laws of Mo. 1933, p. 4686.)

“¥rovided, however, that in all counties of
this State that now have or say hereafter
have a population of not less thaan 80,000

nor more than 95,000, (sccording to the last
decennizal census of the United S5tates,) the
Collector shall have no power or authority

t0 employ such attorneys, that the Prosecuting
Attorney of such countiea shalli be the back
tax attorney, and that all fees collected as
such by the Collector shall be pald into the
County Treusury, and easch of the Prosecuting
Attorneye in such counties skall be entitled
to such ad itional temporary elerk and deputy
hire as in the judgment of the Prosecuting
Attorney and the County Court may be deemed
necessary, for such time and at such salary
as may be fixed by the Prosecuting Attorney
and the County Court.*

In our former opinion, we held that the neture of the pro-
viso distinctly indicated the intention of the Legislature in pas:ing
the «ntire act to-wit, that it was only intended to provide that the
Promsecuting Attoraey of Greene County be the delingueat tax sttoraey
and that there wae no intention to modify, affect or change Senate
Fill 94, As additional proof of this legislative intent we direct

your attention to the legislative proceedings concerning their enact-
ment., House H1ll 44 wee introduced by Representatives MoGee of Greene




Hon. charles M. Ray, -E= September 4, 1934,

County &nd ¥arras of S¢one County. On Jaauary 17th, 1633, the time
of 1ts introduction, Section 5953 of the 1828 revision wee in effect
and there was nc bill pending before either branch of the Ceneral
Atgenbly whioch would modify or change this Scction, Therefore, the
bill rightly and properly wes entitled "An Act to repeal Section

9862 R. 8. of Mo. 1938, and to reonact & new Section in lieu thereof
relating to the same subject.* (H. J. p. 63) Thie bill was referred
to the Committee on ¥ays and M.ans on Jasuery 20th (H. J. p. 83). On
the other hand Sgqnate Eill 94 was not intreduced ia the Senate uatil
Januery 35tk, 1933 (8. J. p. 103) and wes referred to the Committee

on Ways =nd Neane on Jamuary 36th, 1633, (s.J. p. 111). If datés cen
sesn enythiag in interpreting legisl: tive intent, these dates indicste
conclueively that House 311l 44 was not intended to modify or affect
Senste Bill ¥4 as Sganate 5111 94 was not Defore aay legislative body
at the tize of the introduction of House Bill 44, 1t bas been suggested
that the following rule ie applicable to the instant discussion. 59

Corpus Juris, p. 10586:

"It is aleso & gensral rule that* * * *gtasute
passed later but guing into effect earlier
vill prevall over one psassed earlier but
going into effecs later; © * * &,

In our opinion this rule is not epplicable to the instant
situation (A) beczuse the rule heretcfore referred to in this opinion
is clearly approyriate, is more gewerally recognized and im our opinion
takee precedence over the above quoted rule, (5) becsuse House EBill 44
did not in fact become «ffective before “enate 5111 $4 as the Emergency
Clause was void and ineffectual. Y¥Ye shell only congider the latter
proposition as this opinion is now of some length., The Emergency
Clause of House Eill 44 reads as follows:

*The finaacial condition of the counties and

of the people therein, to whick this act applies,
and relief of the same belng imperative without
delay, corettes an emergency in the meaning of
the Constitution and thie &ct shall be in force
and effect upon its passage and approval,.*

This Zmergency Clause is ineffectual, first, becmuse {t
can only operate to bring the provisc of Section U953 into immediate
effect and thot proviso being uancomstitutional aad void the Emergency
Clause bas nothing upon which to operate; seccnd, the emergency olause
is insufficient itself in that the act does not correct aany condition
which eadangers the immediate preservation of the peace, hed th or
public welfare anc does not state facts sufficient to constitute a
legislative finding of such coadition. ‘
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FIRST

THE PROVISO OF BOUSBE BILL 44
1S UNCONSTITUTIONAL,

House Bill 44 ie a local or special law and as such conflicte
with subdivisions 15, 328 and 33 of the Constitution of the State of
¥issouri. VFor some forty years the delianguent tax attorneys im each
county of the State have been appointed by the County Collector and
approved by the County Court. This Las been the general and uniform
practice over & loag ters of years., House Blll 44 in effect exempted
Greene County from this general and ualversal law., 3y the provisioans -
of this bill, the Prosecuting Attorney of Greene County is required
to be delinguent tax attoraney while in the other hundred and thirteen
counties the uniform method of appointing a delinguent tax attorney
is retained. This exact situation hes herctofore been presented to
the courts of our State, and ocondeméfid as uanconstitutional. In 1877
the Legislature passed an Act, Section 13 of which provided *"the judge
of probate shall receive such fees for his services as now are or
will hereafter be allowed by law for probate dbusiness.* In 1887
that Section, which had become Section 3407 of the 1888 revision,
was repealed and reenacted to read as follows:

* 'gection 3407. 'The judge of probate shall
receive such fees for his services &s are now

or may hereafter be allowed by law for probate
business.) Provided, that in all cities which
now have or may hereafter have & population of
three hundred thousand inhabitants or more,

the judge of probate shall receive such com-
pensation &s now 18 or may hereafter be provided
by law to be paid to judges of the circuit courts
in such cities cut of the city treasury. Pro-
vided further, th:t this act shall not apply to
any judge now in office.'* * ¢ =+

By the foregoing amendment a proviso was added to the exist-
ing law by which the judge of the probate court of the City of S5t.Louls
was to be pald & salary out of the City Treasury rather than to re-
~celve the fees allowed Dy the general law for the acte performed. The

constitutionality of that proviso was before the Supreme Court in the
case of Henderson v. Koeming, 168 Mo. 3566. The Court held the proviso
unconstitutional and stated, 1. ¢. 371:
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*"Section 3407, es it originally stood in the
revision of 1889, provided that: 'The judge

of probate shall receive such fees for his
services as now are ormay hereafter be allowed
by law for probate business.' This law as it
thus and then stocd applied to every judge of
probate ' u the State of Nissourd. And if the
Leglslature, then, without repesling in terms
the statute just Quoted, had enacted into &
law the proviso section 1764 now conteins, no
one, it seeass, could doubt that such additional
enactasnt touid have amounted to the partial
repeal of a general law, and the consegueat
entotuent of a special or local law, Because,
ia such ceses, the partial repugnancy would
agoomplish the partial repeal (Potter's Dwarr.,
113, 150, and cas, cit.; Sutherland Stat.
Constr. Secs. 137, 138, and cas. c¢it.)

But the case 18 in no wise altered by reason of
the fact that such repcal was in reality accom-
plished by the pretended and formal smendment by
enscting &s & part and parcel of seotion 1764 the
provisc aforesald, which declares the old law
intact save in the City of St.Louis, and save in
regard to the then incumbent of the office of judge
of probate 1a shat oity. If such legislation

a8 this can be sustained, then there is neither
foroe nor efficacy in the comnstituticnal pro-
nibition which forbids that the Legislature (in-
directly enact such special or local law by the
partial repsal of & general law,*+ & » + 0

The situstion in that case and in the instant case is
fideatical anc must be considered 28 binding upon us, Other decisions
could be cited to show the conflict of this proviso with other sections
of the constitution but we deem these unnecessz=ary. As the proviso
of House Bill 44 is uncoustitutional there is nothing left upon which
the emergency clause added to thas Dill can operate. This is certain,
as Section 9862 of the 1939 revielon was operative without further
legislation during the cmergency period and the only change made
upon this section by House Bill 44 was to add the provieo heretofore

referred to as bogaa u%coustttutioutl. No emergency clause was
necessary to ﬁﬁé‘ E% Elll 44, exclusive of the proviso, in
effect, because the same law was in effect by virtue of Section 9953

R. S. Mo. 1929
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HOUSE BILL 44 WAS NOT IN FACT
EFFECTIVE PRIOR TO SENATE BILL
94. THE EMERGENCY CLAUSE 18

YOID AND IRLFFECTUAL,

Beosuse of the Emergency Cleouse it is saild thet House Bill
44 become cffective before Senate 511l 94. Any law to be immediately
effective must be of such a charscter as exeapts it from the referendunm
provisions of the Constitution. The esergency clause attached to such
an ¢t must clearly state the facts comstituting the emergency aad the
finding of the legislature that the imstanténous operation of the bill
is necescsary for the izmediate preservation of the "pubdblic peace, heal th
and safety.”

As the only portion of this act which was not in effect at
the time of its passage was the proviso, wve must conclude that the
proviso offers the relief which was considered imperative. Let us
examine the law in this light. So far as the taxpayer is conceraned,
the proviso states *thst the prosecuting astoramey of such county shall

be the back tax atioraney and g;% fees gg}}gg;gg as gggf by ;gi collector
shal 1 %1 paid ;523 i%g fff‘!‘ a S0 that, s0 far as the tax-
payer is coacera " consinue to pay all the penalties ahd costs
which he was required to pay prior %o the enactuent of thie proviso

hence no relief is afforded him.

Insofar as the couanties uro_eonoorncd the proviso provides
“gach of the prosecuting attorneys * * *shall be eatitled to

R TR AR T A T R R A e Ry o

such additional esssistants as would be necessary to effect the collection
of the delinguent taxes. To presume that this would effect & financial
saving to the county would be t0 hold that the Legislature for forty
years has fostered 2and séintained aa inefficieat and extravageat eystem
for the collection of back taxes. We cannot accuse the General Assembly
of any such action. From the foregoing examination it is spparent th-t(
no financial relief will result to either the counties or the taxpayers
fSom the adootion of this provieo;, that on the one hand the taxpayer \
will be required to pay the same penalties and costs as before, and on |
the other the county must hire additicmnal attorneys to collect the taxes.
The bill shows on its face that the relief afforded ie but mythical and !/
a jest. It totally and wholly fails to show any emergency ®hatsoever
involving the public peace, health or safety. The measure itself must
bear out the declarction that its lmmediate operation is necessary for

the irmediate preservation of the public peace, health and safety.
State v, Bullivan, 334 S5, W, 327, 1. e. 338: '
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- » s5y the referendum provisioa of our
Constitution, as we have construed it, supra,
no measure subject to the referendum can be
withdrawn therefrom by & mere emergency
clause. Nor should the people be denied
their constitutional right of refereadua

by & mere declaration of 'immediate preser-
vut!on of the peace, health or ..!.t’.!gii

_tzg ;! he courts
r gh to seasure the law by the yard-
stick of the Coastitution, and determine

whether or not the lawmakers breached the
Constitution in =aking the declaratiom.****

In this case the Court considered the following emergency
clause which wus attached to the act adopting the ¥orkmen's Compensation
eystea iu this State., This emergency clause reads »s follows:

 ‘geq, 8l. Emergency.--It bLelng necessary
for the commission herein orcated to be

fully organized and make preliminary pre-
parations, aad there delng an immediate
necessity sherefor, coreates an emergency with-
in the meaning of the Constitution, and e xcept
@8 in this 20t othervise provided, thi: act
shall take effeot from and after the date of
ite approval.*

The Court in passing upon this stated, 1. c. 334:

#s +» *The emergency clause to the measure
under consideration does nct attempt to de-
clare such measure to be of the excepted class
in the coastitutional provision named. It
only declares in a way, the legislative reason
for the conceived emergency. It does not
declare that the measure is 'necessary for

the immediate prcocrvatlen of the publiec peace,
health, or safety.' If it had so declared

the doollrltton would bhave been false on the
fece of the measure itself. But for our
present purpose it suffices to say that the
emergoncy clause does not bring the measure
within the excepted class named in the Con-
stitution,~ *» **#
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These ermergency clnouses ars 1denticesl in that esch
states, *creates an emsrgency withim the meaning of the constitu~
tion,® and likewise in our opinion, had the clause stated thes
it wae necessary for the ilmmediate pressrv-tion of the publiec
peace, health or safety 1t would have been falsae upon its facs.

e conclude that the emergency clmuse of House Bill
44 is void a2nd therefore that Hill became effective on the same
date as Senate 5ill 94, As these a0ts are irreconcii.adly ine
consistent, Semate 511l 94 being the latest expression of the
Legislature of a complete pian for the enforcement of the
payment of delincuent taxes must prevall over House 3111 44,

Respectfully submitted,

CILSEAT LAMB
Assistnnt Attormey Gemoral

PARY G, WiLTHER d%e
Assietont attorndy Generel
APPRCVED:
ROY MeKITTRICK,

Attoraey (General.,

The foregoing opinion adopted a2 a true ccnstruetion
of Senate Blll 94, page et seq. Laws of Missouri, 1933,

STATE TAX COMXISZION
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