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Dear Sernator Beutler:

This is in response to your letter of March 1, 1983, in
which yvou reguested our opinion as to the constitutionality of
LE 44. Your concern was whether there was a violation of the
prohibition acainst a bill containing more than one subject.

Lrticle 111, Section 14, of the Corstitution of Nebraska
proviéss irn vart: "No bill shall contain more than one subject,
and the szmz chzll be clearly expressed in the title." The
title ¢ 4L states that it i1s an act relating to obsolete
gzctics. 1t states that it repeals Nek.Rev.Stat. §15-267,
€2%-72% 1c &£15-75Y9 (provisions relatino to street sprinkling
en¢ o0f7 gii¢st perking), repeals §50-501 to §50-520 (The
Nebrezshwe Lecislative Emergency Succession and Procedures Act),
trhzt - ¢mzves §€71-507 to §71-515 (certain bedding reguire-
TS, s, provisions for the manufacture, rennovation
SmE us dcine material under Article 5 on contagious
Llgzzs chould be noted that the title made reference
e Vi Lt review of the statute indicates that "bedding"
WS il Loy, Further, the title notes that 1t removes
§7(—-%¢,1¢%, SUIrL, 362, &§70- 4, 64 to £70-4,16%9, §79-1409, §759-
D43, (TR-3234 lihe ectablichnent of & school for the deef),
exd <het 11 roofels CE2-£482 (releting to s=ntencing to the
e BT B I Jedrscvien,ar ScEwices).

E = e by gz “iE o1 hees kbut one ceneral
e % £ 1. z ¢ thervetro, and the
. g s L e AR Yo 1231, it ¢oes not
L5 "¢ 31T, Secvioe 14, Wf o ihe Comstitution.”  Ancer son
« T ‘ b, 363, .3 14,28 222z (1%67); Yellow Céb Co.
c. By V7T 2. 170, 110 NOWLZE %27 (1962); Rein v.
B DT, =% boe %, KO X W.D25 528 (1847); Breisner v.o C?(‘JJ ET.,
g =, sCam W o 25G (1240).
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It is necessary to look at the bill and determine if the
amendatory sections or repealing sections are part of the subject
matter of the bill. According to Van Horn v. State, 46 Neb. 62,
74 (1895), legislation is "single" in subject matter so long
as the act has but a single main purpose and object." In
determining what that main object is, we must look to the bill
itself to ascertain whether or not it contains more than one
subject. Id. at 72; and Midwest Popcorn Co. v. Johnson, 152
Neb. 867, 871-72 (1950).

The repeal of obsolete sections is the purpose set out in
the title, but a review of the repealed sections fails to show
any common thread of a single main purpose other than the
elimination of purportedly obsolete programs. The programs
eliminated by repeal of the statutes would appear to make up
more than one comprehensive subject. It is our opinion that
the possibility of obsolescence does not create subject matter
commoriality amonc otherwise unrelated statutes. We therefore
conclude that there is a guestion as to the constitutionality

f LB 44.

Althoucgh your reguest for an opinion was confined to the
issue of subject matter, the fact that there was an error in
the spelline of "bedding" in the repeal of §71-507 to §71-715
also cauces us some concern. One of the purposes of the title
is notice an¢ the connotation of the word "bidding" as compared
te the word "bedding" is significantly different. The purpose
cf the cor tutlonal provision that the subject shall be clearly
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expressec ir the title is to provide that notice of the subject
matter of the proljected law, throuch the title to the bill, is
civer. to nembers of the Leoislature and the public. Stete v.
Levell, 181 Ieb. 401, 407 (19¢7). Such an error in the title
coulc result ir nisunderstanding as to the contents of the bill.

Very truly vouores,

PLUL L. DOUGLZES
Atiorney General
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