GENERAL ASSEMBLY : Pay increase of legislators effective
PUBLIC OFFI.3RS:
LEGISLATION: 90 days after passage. Emergency clause
CONSTITUTIONAL LAW:
invalid, Later of two conflicting con-

stitutional provisions wlll prevail,

Honorable John W. Schwada
Comptitroller and Budget Director
State Capltol

Jefferson Clty, Missouri

e e

Dear Sir:

We have your letter of recent date, which reads as
follows:

"By constitutional amendment approved by
the voters on November &, 1300, the

General Assembly of Missouri is authorized
to fix the salary of 1ts members, Pur~
suant to the amendment the TOth General
Assembly wet in extraordinary session on
December 19, 1900, and by House Blill No. 1,
established legislative salaries at $4,800
per year. Appended thereto 1is an emergency
clause,

"These questions relating to the bill are
raised for your consideration:

1, In view of Sectlion 13, Article VII
of the Missouri Constitution, may members
of the General Assembly whose terms extend
from Januvary, 1958, to January, 1962, now
recelve the salary provided by House Bill
No. 1, noted above?

2. Does the matter contained within
House Blll No, 1, noted above, constitute
an emergency wlthin the meaning of Section
29, Article III, of the Missourl Constitu-
tion and thereby authorize payment of the
new salary rate prior to the expiration of
90 days?"
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The two questions contained in your request may be restated
as follows: What is the effective date of House Bill No, 1 both
as to incumbent senators and as to other members of the (General
Assembly?

It is the opinion of this office, as elaborated herein, that
the effective date of the salary increase provided for by House
Bill No. 1, Extraordinary Session, 70th General Assembly, as to
gi% senators and representatives will be ninety days after the

ournment of the special session.

Constitutional Amendment No, 2, proved in the general
election of November 8, 1960 (and now Sec. 16 of Art, III), em-
powers the General Assembly to fix the salaries of its members,
To the extent here applicable, the amendwent reads as follows:

"Senators and representatives, until
otherwise provided by law, shall receive
from the state treasury as salary the sum
of one hundred and twenty-five dollars per
month, No law fixing the compensation of
members of the general assembly shall be-
come effective until the first day of the
regular session of the general assembly
next following the session at which the
law was enacted,"

Pursuant to the authority granted by the amendment, the
70th General Assembly, meeting in extraordinary session, enacted
House Bill No. 1, increasing legislators' salaries to $4,800 per
year,

Your first question is whether the so-called "holdover"
senators are entitled to receive the amount of compensation
fixed by House Bill No,. 1 during their present terms, Neces-
sarily as part of the question is the effect, if any, of Section
13 of Article VII of the Constitution of 1945, which contains
general prohibitory language against increasing the compensation
of state officers during their terms of office. This section
provides as follows:

"The compensation of state, county and
munieipal officers shall not be increased
during the term of office; nor shall the
term of any officer be extended."
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The newly adopted amendment, in mandatory language, pro-
vides that senators and representatives fg%a%; receive" the
amount of their present salary "until otherwise provided by law."
Upon the effective date of a law so providing, the salary they
"shall receive" is necessarily the amount fixed by law. Unless
such new rate 1s effective as to all members of the General
Assembly, then such of those who are excepted from the new rate
would be receiving the former amount ter the law otherwise
provided, contrary to the econstitutio mandate that the old
rate shall apply only "until" otherwise provided by law,

The clear intent of the voters, as expressed in the amend~
ment, is that when a law is passed setting a new salary rate,
then this amount so fixed is to have the same effect as though
it had initially been inecorporated in the amendment itself,
That is to say, when House Bill No, 1 changing the compensation
became effective, the amendment would have the same meaning as
though it had expressly provided that "senators and representa-
tives . . ., shall receive . . . the sum of $4,800 per year."

The amendment does not limit the phrase "senators and
representatives."” All are necessarily included., 1In the ab~-
sence of any limiting phrase, the amendment must be deemed to
express the unequivocal intent of the voters that all senators
and representatives "shall receive" not merely the sum initially
fixed as salary, but any other sum subsequently established.

It would be unreasonable to attribute an intent to the voters
to discriminate as to some leglslators. On the contrary, the
intent is clearly expressed to establish a rate of compensation
uniformly applicable to all legislators which all "shall re-
ceive" as and when the rate is changed by law.

The new amendment deals exclusively with the compensation
of legislators. Section 13 of Article VII contains a general
prohibitory provision against increasing the compensation of
state and other officers. Any conflict between the two con-
stitutional provisions must be resolved in accordance with
established principles of constitutional construetion, One
such rule is that whenever possible, seemingly conflicting
provisions should be harmonized so as to give effeet to both,
State ex rel. Crutcher v, Koeln, 332 Mo, 1229, 61 Sw2d 750.

However, the express provision of the amendment that
senators and representatives "shall receive"” a certain sum
"until" the effective date of a new law cannot be harmonized
with the general prohibition of Section 13 of Article VII.
If the general prohibition were to apply, it would mean that
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some leglslators would receive the lesser sum after the effective
date of House Bill No. 1, contrary to the command of the recent
amendment that the old rate be applicable only "until"” a new law
is effective, There is no way the two provisions may be harmo-
nized, Only one of the two may be given effeect. In such a
situation, the rule is that the amendment, being more recent in
point of time, must prevail.

The Supreme Court was faced with a similar problem in the
case of State ex inf. MeKittrick v. Bode, 342 Mo, 162, 113 swad
805, In that case a constitutional amendment passed the previous
year established a Conservation Commission and provided that the
Commission "shall determine the gualifications of the director.,”
Section 10 of Article VIII of the Constitution of 1875 (now
See, 8 of Art. VII of the 1945 Constitution) provided that no
person shall be appointed to any office in this state who shall
not have resided in this state for one year next preceding his
appointment, The Commission appointed Bode as director although
he had not resided in the state for the one year next preceding
his appointment, The Supreme Court held that the quoted provi-
sion of the amendment which authorized the Commission to fix the
qualifications of the director was irreconeilable with the resi-
dence requirement of the original Constitution and that saild
provisions cannot be harmonized, 8o holding, the Court applied
the principle that the more recent amendment must prevail over
the previously exiasting section as an exception thereto. The
Court used the following language (113 SW2d 1l.c., 808-~9):

"We are famillar with the rule that the
provisions of the Constitution should be
harmonized. However, if sald paragraph

is unambiguous and in direct ceconflict with
section 10, 'the amendment must prevaill
because it is the latest expression of the
will of the people,' In other words, we

are without authority, absent an ambigulty,

to resort to interpolation, In this situa~-
tion, 'the rule as to harmonlizing inconsistent
provisions' is without application. The rule
is stated as follows: 'Many troublesome ques-
tions of constitutional construction arise in
the interpretation of constitutional amend-
ments with reference to the earlier constitu-
tional provisions to which they have been
added. In accordance with the general rule
that harmony in constitutional construction
should prevall whenever possible, generally

.4-
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an amended Constitution must be read as a
whole, as 1f every part of it had been
adopted at the same time and as one law,

A new constitutional provision adopted by

a people already having well-defined institu-
tions and systems of law should not be con-
strued as intended to abolish the former
system, except in so far as the old order 1is
in manifest repugnance to the new Constitu-
tion, but such a provision should be read in
the light of the former law and existing
system. Awendwents, however, are usually
adopted for the express purpose of making
changes in the existing system, Hence it

is very likely that conflliet may arise be-
tween an amendment and portions of a Con-
stitution adopted at an earllier time. In
such a case the rule is firmly established
that an amendment duly adopted is a part of
the Constitution and 1s to be construed
accordingly. It cannot be questioned on the
ground that it conflicts with pre-existing
provisions. If there 1s a real inconsistency,
the amendment must prevail because it is the
latest expression of the will of the people,
In such a case there is no room for the appli-
cation of the rule as to harmonizing in-
consistent provisions, If it covers the same
subject as was covered by a previously existing
constitutional provision, thereby indicating
an intent to substitute it in lieu of the
original, the doctrine of implied repeal,
though not favored, will be applied and the
original provision deemed superseded.' 11 Am,
Jur, § 54: PP. 663: 664,

- k) - -

"The paragraph under consideration and said
section 10 are in direct confliet, and said
paragraph is a limitation on section 10 to
the extent of authorizing the commission to
determine the necessary qualifications of a
director.”

The applicable principle has recently been stated in State
ex rel, Board of Fund Commissioners v. Holman, Mo. Sup., 296
Sw2d 482, l.e. 491, as follows:
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"And of course 'a clause in a constitu-
tional amendment will prevall over a
provision of the constitution or earlier
amendment inconsistent therewlith, since
an amendment to the constitution becomes
a part of the fundamental law, and its
operation and effect cannot be limited or
controlled by previous constitutions or
laws that may be in confliect with 1t.,!
16 ¢.J.8., Constitutional Law, § 26, p.
09; State ex rel, Lashly v. Becker, 290
Mo. 560, 235 S.W. 1017, 1020,"

An opinion of this office to E, G. Armstrong, Comptroller,
under date of October 4, 1946, ruled on a similar question con-
cerning the effective date of a salary increase insofar as it
pertained to incumbent circuit Judges, The specific constitu-
tional provision there involved (Sec. 24, Art. V, Constitution
of 1945) read, in part, as follows:

»

"All judges 1 ve as salary the &

total amount of thelr present compensation A £a

until gth‘! !!.. Em!ig.d PI_ L‘lo I ." ti n‘l.,\_"‘

In ruling that this provision could not be harmonized with &*5‘f-
Section 13 of Artiecle VII, it was the opinion of this cffice i

o

that the specific provision prevalled over the general prohibi- Y& A
tory prevision, and that the salary inecrease should be pald to -

the incumbent judges as of the effective date of the law pro-

viding therefor,

The foregoing necessitates the conclusion that senators
whose terms extend from January, 1958 to June, 1962, are en-
titled to and shall receive the compensation provided by House
Bill No, 1 as of the effective date of sald law.

Implicit in our reasoning on this question is the assump-
tion that members of the General Assembly are "state officers”
within the meaning of Section 13 of Article VII. Inasmuch as
there are no authoritative decisions on the point, and since
the conelusion reached herein does not require a determination
of that question, this is merely a working assumption and
should not be construed as an official opinion on the gpoltion
of uhathnz or not members of the General Assembly are "state
officers.
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Your second questlion presents for our consideration the
effect of the emergency clause contalned in Section 3 of House
Bill No. 1. Two sections of the Constitution must be considered
in determining the validity of such emergency clause, These are
Sections 29 and 52 of Article III, as follows:

"Section 29, g%iﬁg!_paalcd by the general
e e

assembly shall ffeet until ningt¥ 4
after the adjournment of the session a ch

it was enacted, except an appropriation act
or in case of an emergency which must be ex-
pressed in the preamble or in the body of the
act, the general assembly shall otherwise
direct by a two~thirds vote of the members
elected to each house, taken by yeas and nays;
provided, 1f the general assembly recesses
for thirty days or more it may prescribe by
joint resolution that the laws previously
passed and not effective shall take effect
ninety days from the beginning of such recess."”

"Section 52. A referendum may be ordered
(except as to laws necessary for the immediate
preservation of the publie peace, health or
safety, and laws making appropriations for the
current expenses of the state government, for
the malntenance of state institutions and for
the support of public schools) either by peti-
tions signed by five per cent of the legal
voters in each of two-thirds of the congres-
sional distriets in the state, or by the gen-
eral assembly, as other billls are enacted.
Referendum petitions shall be flled with the
secretary of state not more than ninety days
after the final adjournment of the session

of the general assembly which passed the bill
on which the referendum 1s demanded, * * #* *
Any measure referred to the people shall take
effect when approved by a majority of the votes
cast thereon, and not otherwise.,"

While Section 29, supra, provides that an act may go into
effect sooner than ninety days after the adjournment of the
Legislature "in case of an emergency," Section 52 provides that
all laws except those "necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public peace, health or safety" (and some others not
material to our discussion here) shall be subject to referendum
at any time within ninety days after the adjournment of the

Leglslature. As we shall hereinafter point out, our Supreme

-7-
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Court has always construed these two constitutional provisions
together and has held that the emergency referred to in Section

29 must be such as makes 1t "necessary for the immediate preserva-
tion of the public peace, health or safety" that a statute go

into effect sooner than ninety days after the adjournment of the
Legislature, Our Supreme Court has consistently held that a
legislative declaration of emergency is subject to Jjudicial scru-
tiny. In State ex rel., Westhues v. Sullivan, 283 Mo. 546, 224 sw
327, l.e. 338, the Court said:

"The reason of the thing lies with this
rule, By the referendum provision of our
Constitution, as we have construed it,
supra, no measure subject to the referen-
dum can be withdrawn therefrom by a mere
emergency clause, Nor should the people
be denied thelr constitutional right of
referendum by a mere declaration of
'immedlate preservation of the peace,
health or safety' unless such declaration
is borne out by the face of the measure
itself., The courts have the right to
meagure the law by the yardstick of the
Constitution, and determine whether or not
the lawmakers breached the Constitution in
making the declaration,”

The ruling in the Sulllvan case has been followed by our
Supreme Court, In the later case of State ex rel. Pollock v.
Becker, 289 Mo. 060, 233 SW 641, the decision in the Sullivan
case was attacked for several reasons, but the Court expressly
approved 1ts holding on the question of the validity of an
emergency clause in a legislative act and of the power of the
Court to questlion such validity, The principal cpinion in the
Becker case sald (233 SW l.c., 644);

"There is but a single legal proposition
presented by this record to this court for
determination, and that ls, Has the Legils~
lature of the state the constitutional
authority under section 57, art. 4, of the
Constitution, to enact a law, and debar the
power of the courts of the state from passing
upon the question as to whether or not the
law 1s subject to referendum by adding thereto
the words, 'This enactment 1s hereby declared
necessary for the immediate preservation of
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the public peace, health, and safetly, within
the meaning of section 57 of article 4 of the
Constitution of Missouri'? # % # Thisg guestion
has been most elaborately and ably dlscussed

by counsel for the respective parties, and all
the authorities bearing upon the question from
the various states of the Union have been cited;
and, after a thorough consideration of the same,
I am fully satisfied that the law of the case
was, and is, fully and correctly declared by
Judge Graves in the case of State ex rel, v,
Sullivan, 224 8SW 327, where the same legal
proposition was presented to this court for
determination that is here presented by thls
case, I fully concurred in the views as there
expressed by Judge Graves, and adopt thew as

my views of the law of this case,"

The Sullivan case was also clted with approval on the same
question in State ex inf, Barrett v, Maitland, 290 Mo. 338, 246
SW 207, and Fahey v, Hackwann, 291 Mo, 351, 237 SW 752, Also,
in the case of State ex rel, Harvey v, Linville, 313 Mo. 698,
300 8W 1066, the Court, at l,e. 10068, said:

"It was held in the case of State v, Sulliivan,
283 Mo. 546, 224 8SW 327, that these two sec~-
tions of the Constitution must be conatrued
together; that a declaration in a bill that it
was an emergency weasure within the meaning of
the Constitution, did not make it so; that the
emergency must appear in fact upon the face of
the bill to be within the terms of the Consti-
tution, authorizing an emergency e¢lause which
would put the aet into immedliate effect.,"

From the above we think 1t is clear that even though a
legislative act declares that an ewergency exists and that the
act is "necessary for the imwedlate preservation of the publie
peace, health or safety," the courts are not bound by such
declaration, but may and should look at the whole act to deter-
mine whether in fact such an emergency 1s set forth in the act
as will authorize the Leglslature to cause the act to become
effective sooner than ninety days after the adjournment of the
Legislature. With this principle in mind, we turn to the act
under consideration to see if 1t declares an emergency within
the meaning of the Constitution which would authorlize the effec-
tive date of January 4, 1961, the date set out in House Bill No. 1.
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The emergency clause of House Bill No. 1 reads:

"Because the people of Missouri recognized

the total inadequacy of the compensation
provided for the members of the general
assembly, the constitutional amendment
authorizing this act anticipated that the
provisions contained herein would become
effective on the first day of the regular
session of the general assembly next fol-
lowing the session at which this act is
enacted, and because the ordinary effective
date of this act would be several weeks sub-
sequent to that date, an emergency is declared
to exist within the meaning of the Constitution
and this act shall be in full force and effect
from and after its passage and approval."

The clause states that an emergency exists because the
people of Missourl recognize the total inadequacy of the com-
pensation paid legislators and, further, that the constitutlonal
amendment authorizing a pay raise anticipated that 1t would take
effect on the first day of the regular session next following
the session at which the increase was voted. Nowhere in the
emergency clause 1s it stated that the act 1s necessary for the
immwedliate preservation of the publle peace, health or safety.
Nowhere in the clause or the body of the act itself  are facts
stated which would justify a judicial determination that the
publiec, peace, health or safety would be seriously imperiled
were not the act to be given immedliate effect. Whether or not
the pay of members of the General Assembly 1s increased, that
body will continue to funection, To postpone the operation of
House Bill No. 1 may cause lnconvenlence to some; perhaps even
hardship te a few, but still an emergency situation within the
meaning of Section 52 of Artiele III is not presented by the act.

In Fahey v. Hackmann, 291 Mo, 351, 237 SW 752, l.c. 761,
the Supreme Court was concerned with a veteran's benefit bill
carrying an emergency clause which read:

"The fact that many of the beneficlaries

of this act are not employed and in dire
need of the partial compensation sought

to be provided for them in this act creates
an emergency. . . ."
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Ruling that an emergency clause is proper only with respect
to laws necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health or safety, the Court held that the emergency clause
was ineffective, saying:

"It 18 by virtue of this clause that
proposed action under the law at this
time 18 threatened. We regret to post-
pone the disposition of this fund, so
richly deserved by the beneficlaries
thereof, for even the short space of
six or seven weeks, but we feel that the
heroes entitled to the fund would not
ask us to run counter to former Jjudicial
determinations in order to save this
short space of time.,”

In State ex rel, v, Sullivan, supra, the Court stated the
principle which still guldes Jjudicial analysis of a purported
emergency clause as follows (224 8W l.c. 339):

"So that in the case at bar, had the law
makers in section 81 of the measure actually
declared such measure to be necessary for
the '"immediate preservation of the peace,
health or safety,' we would hold such sec-
tion void upon a comparison of the measure
as a whole with the constitutional provi-
sions of section 57 of article 4 of the
Constitution, The words 'necessary for the
immediate preservation,' as found in our
Constitution, must be given effect, and are
of vital importance in measuring the legis~
lative act by the Constitutlion, Many acts
may be necessary to public peace, health,
and safety, yet not be 'necessary for the
immediate preservation of the public health,
peace or safety,.'"

In the light of these and many other court decisions in-
validating emergency clauses which state on their face an even
greater threat to the public peace, health or safety than is
contained in the bill under consilderation, our conclusion must
be that the emergency clause in House Bill No., 1 is ineffectual,
Inter-City Fire Protection Dist, of Jackson County v, Gambrell,
360 Mo. 924, 231 SW2d 193; State ex inf, Barrett v, Maitland,

-11l-



Honorable John W, Schwada

296 Mo, 338, 246 8w 267; State ex rel, Kolen v, Southwestern
Bell Telephone Co,, 316 Mo. 1008, 292 SW 1037; Hollowell v,
Schuyler County, 322 Mo, 1230, 15 SW2d 498,

The constitutional amendment approved on November 8, 1960,
contains the following sentence:

"No law fixing the compensation of members

of the general assembly shall become effective
until the first day of the regular session of
the general assembly next following the session
at which the law was enacted,"

Absent the foregoing language, the act would unquestionably
become effective ninety days after the adjournment of the special
sesslion, unless the emergency clause were valid. Section 29,
Article III of the Constitutlon, What then is the effect of such
language? It is the opinion of this office that the amendment
may not reasonably be construed as making mandatory in all in-
stances the first day of the next regular session after enactment
of the statute as the effective date thereof, To so construe the
amendment would render it in irreconcilable confliiet not only with
Section 29 but with Sections 4Q and 52 of the Constitution,
Section 29, as above noted, provides that "no law . . . shall
take effect until ninety days after the adjournment of the session
at which it was enacted. Section 49, so far as here relevant,
reserves to the people the power to approve or reject by referen-
dum act of the general assembly, and Section 52 provides a
period of ninety days after adjournment of the session for the
filing of referendum petitions. There is no language whatever
in the amendment of November 8, 19060, which would indicate an
intention to exclude from the referendum provisions of the 1945
Constitution an act fixing salary for members of the General
Assembly,

Under our Supreme Court decisions no bill subject to
referendum may become effective until the expiration of the
ninety~day period within which referendum petitions may be
filed, To this effect are the cases of State ex rel, Moore v,
Toberman, 363 Mo. 245, 250 SW2d 701, and State ex rel. Westhues
v. Sullivan, 283 Mo, 546, 224 SW 327, In the Toberman case it
was expressly ruled (250 swa2d l.ec, 706):

"Moreover, § 52(b) clarifies beyond guestion

the intendment and scope of the referendum
provided in § 52(a). It provides: ' # * ¥
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Any measure referred to the people shall take
effect when approved by a majority of the
votes cast thereon, ggg,ggg_ggggggigg,' This
is a clear declaration that the referendum
provided for in 52(a) is not intended to apply
to laws that have become effective.”

And in the Sullivan case (224 84 1l.c. 335), the Court stated the
rule as follows:

"That an act may take effect under a general
emergency clause, and yet be subject to the
referendum, 18 clearly contrary to the intent
of the amendment, and would produce disastrous
results., The clause in the amendment which
reads, 'Any measure referred to the people
shall take effect and become the law when it
is approved by a majority of the votes cast
thereon, and not otherwise,' clearly means
that a law upon which the referendum is in-
voked cannot take effect prior to its approval
by the vote; and consequently no aect that 1is
subject to the referendum can be made to go
into operation for 90 days after the adjourn-
ment of the session or its approval by vote."

The conclusion 1is inescapable, therefore, that if, as we
believe, acts passed pursuant to the amendment of November 8,
1960, are subject to the referendum, House Bill No, 1 cannot
take effect until ninety days after the adjournment of the
special sesasion,

It does not follow, however, that the provision that no
bill passed pursuant to the amendment shall not take effect until
the first day of the next regular session is meaningless. The
sentence is couched in negative terms, and may readily be recon-
ciled with Section 29. Where possible in cases of seeming con~
flict, both provisions of the Constitution should be harmonized
so that both may be made operative., State ex rel, v, Koeln,
supra (61 sSw2d l.c., 755). Applying this rule of construction,
it 1s our opinion that any act passed pursuant to the amendment
would take effect ninety days after the adjournment of the ses~
sion at which it was passed (or the beginning of a recess) unless
such date 1s prior to the first day of the next regular session
of the Legislature, In the latter event, the effective date of
the act would be postponed to the first day of the next regular
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gession, In the present situation, since the next regular session
after passage of the act was within the ninety-day period, then
the act necessarily becomes effective at the end of such ninety-
day perlod.

It should be noted that Section 29, providing that no law
shall take effect for ninety days after adjournment, has never
been construed as mandatory, and thereby making all laws effec~-
tive at the expiration of such ninety-day period. Our Supreme
Court has ruled that the effective date of a law may be postponed
beyond the ninety~day perlod. Construing the similar language
of the 1875 Constitution, the Court held in State ex rel. Brunjes
v. Bockelman, 240 SW 209, that the Constitution "places no in-
hibition upon the Legislature as to fixing a future date for a
law to become effective," That is to say, the provision that
no law shall become effective until ninety days after adjourn-
ment means simply that except as to emergency and other specified
legislation, a law may become effective on any date fixed by the
Legislature unless such date is less than ninety days after ad-
Journment, in which event the ninety-day period governs. Apply~
ing the same princilple and harmonizing the two constitutional
provisions, the clear intent of the amendment is simply to pro-
hibit any change in legislators' salary from becoming effective
before the first day of the next regular session even if such
day is more than ninety days after adjournment,

The foregoing conclusion does not mean that the specilal
session served no useful purpose. Had the special session not
been called, no bill fixing legislators' salaries could have
been enacted until the present session. No bill enacted at this
session could go into effect until the first day of the next
regular session, which is almost two years hence, Therefore,
by enacting House Bill No, 1 at the special session, the salary
increase will take effeet in the near future during the present
session of the Legislature., It is only because the period be-
tween adjournment of the special session and the first day of
the present session 1s less than ninety days that the salary
increase may not become effective on the first day of this
session,

For the reasons above set forth in answering your first
question, this salary inerease will take effeect as to all sena-
tors and representatives under the express provision of the
constitutional amendment even though the effective date of the
inerease is during the term for which all such legislators were
elected.



CONCLUSION

It is the opinion of this office (1) that the salary
provision of House Bill No, 1 i1s equally applicable to all
senators and representatives, ineluding holdover senators,
(2) that the emergency clause of House Bill No, 1 is in-
effective, and (3) that House Bill No. 1 will take effect
as to all senators and representatives ninety days after
the adjourmment of the special session at which it was
passed, Until that date, the rate of $125 per month
continues in effect.

The foregoing opinion which I hereby approve, was
prepared by my assistants James J. Murphy and Joseph
Nessenfeld,

Yours very truly,

attornay'ﬂenﬁral



