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DEP A.RTMENT OF 
BUSINESS AND 
ADMI NISTRA TI 0 N: 

No appropr i ation may be made for 
Bi - State Development Agency 
subsequent to December 31 , 1951 . 

March 10 , 1953 

'r . ort rocper , Director 
c:- rtmont of JJuo i ness and 

Adm.Lr''str t'lon 
State Offlco Bu~l~'­
,Jeffort:on City , ·1 s~o'U'i 

Dear Sir: 

Reference is made to your request for an off ctal 
opinion of this department read ns as fo l lows : 

"Tho di- Stnte Development Aeency wns 
croat~d by an act of the Gonorol Aaedbl y 
in 19h.9 ; Session Acts 191,9 , ?aee 587 . 
An identical bill wao passed in tho 
General Assembly of Illinolo . However , 
the Lecislnture in issottri nttochod the 
followin~ o~cndment to the co pact in 
octl n h, ' Providee , that no appropria­

tion of joneys fro· stLte funco in support 
of the i - 3ta te Agency herein created or 
in s upport of tho project provided for in 
the co~pact horol~ set out shall ever be 
.aado by tho Sto. t e of t~"issouri after 
Dece~bor 31, 1952 .' Tho Bi- State AYoncy 
requested nn appropriation by tho 6oth 
General Asse:nbl y . A token of tho a 10unt 
\'18! passed but had a claus e n tt11cr~od re­
quirine ita expondi~'U'O prior to ecombc ' 
31 , 1<;52 . n ntcrp1•e t nt lon by tho 
Attorney r.enr.ral held th t tho proh ibl-
t ion of tho law opec .if J.od above , ' Shall 
over be made ' referred to npprop~intion 
and not to the expe nditure of ~he fund~ . 

"As o. result of t he abovo interpret -tic , 
a second nppropr·otion roquc ot made by 
the Bi-State ABo,cy and an appropriation 
wao pa8sed by the •ouac . The Senate did 
not act 011 tho me~ts·,re ·mtil after Jan­
uary 31 , 1952, connequontly turned tho 
ap ropr, tion down due to tho prohibition 
clause . Tho agency has raised funds by 
donation to match tho funds fro~ Illinois 
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to operate for the pust yeor . 

" ,;hen the Stat tes were revised in 1949 , 
the pro~ibition cla 1se in tho law was 
inadvertentl y on itted. Tho agency now 
has requested an appropriation of 2J , h.)') . 00 
for the biennium 1953-55 . 

"As director of t ho Department of Business 
and Administration , I would appreciate 
having the answer to the fo l lowing questions 
to guido us in our procedures : 

"1 . Does the pro'1.ibition clause i n tho 
1949 act o~ t he Ger.e r a l Aooo~bly now legally 
stand repealed? 

"2 . noes a now bill have to be introduced 
and passed to clarify and legal i ze the 
deletion of the prohibition clause ? 

"3 . If an appropriation bill is now i ntro ­
duced after the r overnor has acted on t no 
recular budget, can it be considereo along 
with the hearinc on the regular budget of 
the other agencieo in the department ? 

"In other words , does Section 25 , Article 4 
of tho Constitution require oeparate hear ­
i ngs by co nmittees as well as action on the 
bill to be delayed?" 

Provis ion for t he Si - State Development Agency was made 
by two acts of t he 6~th General Assembly. Sonata rlill 99 of 
tha t General Assembl y , which is fo md Laws of ··iasouri , 191~9 , 
p . 553 , authorized the creation of a co~pact between the 
State of • issouri and the State of Illinois . The act sets 
forth a t length and i n detail the form of tho co~pact to be 
entered into between the sicna tcry s ta tes and enlli~erated the 
powers , duties and a uthority of tho agency to be cre ~tod . 
This act was of a more or less te npor nr y nature involving 
as it did only the organizational steps to bo ta~on in creat­
ing tho Bi - State Development Agency. :owever , Sectlcn 4 of 
t he act contained t he f ollowing sic"li~icant provis i on: 

" ·::- .,.. ·::- Provided , t hat no appropr atlon of 
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noncys from state funds in sup~ort of 
tho 3i-~ta te Agency he ·ein created or 
in support of the project nrovided for 
i n the co 1pact herein sot out shall 
ever bo oade by the State of Missouri 
after December 31 , 1951 . " 

Senate 3ill 100 of the same Genera l Assembl y provided 
for t he per'n.anent ,·orkinv organization in so far as the State 
of " issouri is concerned of the Bi - State Development Agency. 
This act is permanent i n natur e and will continue to serve as 
the statutory authority of t he 0 i - Stnte Development Agency to 
carry out its official func tion~ . 

In th6 191•9 revision , portions of the two acts '1Cnt ionod 
hero were conbinod an~ appear as Secti ons 70 .370 to 70 .440 , 
inclusive . Sect ion 4 of Senate Bill 99 of tho 65 t h Ceneral 
Assembl y , a portion of which has boon quoted supra , was 
de leted in the Heviscd Statutes of 191+9 as they appear in the 
official publication. Such action \Tas ta1<en presumabl y by 
the revisor of statuto~ pursuant to statutory authority 
delegated to suc h o!'ficer by t ho Co1nmi ttee on Leg islative 
Research. I t the~efore becomes pertinent to a scertain the 
eYtent of t~c power conferred upon such co ~ittoe and under 
s uch dele[atod ?OWer to the r~visor of statutes . Your 
a ttent ion is directed t o Section 3 . 0!10 , RStfo 1949 , relating 
to t~e powers of tho co~ittoe on Legislative Researc h and 
reading in part as fo l lows: 

"-::- ::- ~- But all s uch laws and provisions now 
i n force or passed at tho 1949 session, and 
"l()t expressly reoealod _!u: .2£. repucnant to the 
provisions of the revised statutes, shall 
continue in force or exp ire , accordiDL to 
their respective provisiona or limitations . " 

( ~ndorscoring ours) 

Your attention is further dir ected to a port ion of Sect 'on 
3. 060 , PS"«o 191~9 , read il'lt.' as fo llows: 

11 1 . Tho coa~ittec , l n pr epar inc odltions 
of tho statutes , s ho ll not a lter tho sense , 
meaning, or effect of any let isl~tive act , • 

"2 . It shall have power: 

(3) To transfer sections or to divide or 
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combine sections so !ls to g ive to distinct 
subject matters a sec tion number , but 
w 1 thout changing ~ !:leo.nine ; .. · .:· :T 

(Under scoring ours) 

We have examined the acts of the 65th General Assembly and 
do not f ind t ha t Section 4 of Sena te rlil l 99 of that General 
Assembl y , appearing Laws of issouri 1949 , p . 558 , has been 
expressly repealed . Neither do we find that such section is 
repucnant to any other acts of the same General Assembly as 
exo,plified by t he Hevised Statutes . From t he foregoing , we 
are of the opinion that tho published edition of t ho Revised 
St atutes of 1949 does not correctly exemplify tho status of 
the law as it exists with r•ospoct to appropriations to be 
made on behalf of the Bi-State Development Agency s ubsequent 
to December 31 , 1951 . 

With tho limitation still remaining in force upon the 
power of the present and subsequent General Assembly to '1l.alce 
any appropri ation to the Bi - State Development Agency , it is , 
of course , necessar y that in order to dolete such limitation 
a specific bill must be passed having that effect . 

What we have said heretofore diseloaes that it i s not 
necessary to pass upon the question which yo~ have proposed 
as ?1o . 3. 

CO'lCL]f- IOU 

In the premise we are of the opinion that: 

{1) That the proviso contained in Soction ~- of Senate 
Bill 99 of the 65th General Assembly, Laws of '.Ussouri , 1949 , 
p . 558 , ronains in f ull force and effect and prohibits the 
appropria tion by tho current General Assembly or any 
subsequent General Assembly of moneys to tho di- State 
Development Agency; and , 

(2) That such lind te. t i on on the authority of the 
current General Assembly or any s ubsequent General Assembl y 
may be removed only by the passage of an act s pecifically 
repeal ing such proviso . 
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The £oregolng opinion, w' ic~ I hereoy ap~rovo , was 
prepared by my Assistant , ·~r . H'ill F . 1:3orry, Jr . 

WFB : mm 

Very truly your r , 

JOHN ?!. nAr_,T OH 
Attorney General 


