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For this reascon, I have decided tc vetc House Bill
1852.

Sincerely,
Marvin Mandel
Governcr

Letter from State Law Department cn Hcuse Eill 1852
May 20, 1977

Hcnorable Marvin Mandel
Gcverncr of Maryland
State House

Arpapclis, Maryland 21404

Re: House Bill 1852
Dear Governcr Mandel:

House Bill 1852 carries a title which indicates only
that its purposes are to increase the salary of the
State!s Attcrney of <Carroll Ccunty and tc provide for
certain applicability of the Act. These purposes are
accomplished by the Act. However, the Act also removes
frcm preseant Code, Article 10, §u4C(g) (1), a Erovision
which guarantees the State's Attorney, the Leputy State's
Attorney and the Assistant State's Attcrneys the right to
practice 1law privately (see lines £€8-89). Undoubtedly,
the significant increase in the State's Attcrney's salary
(wvhich, presumably, would constitute precedent for
corresponding increases in the =salaries of the Ceputy
State's Attcrney and the Assistant State!s Attorneys) is
a legislative recogniticn of the full-time demands of
these rcsiticns and the consequent need kcth to increase
the salary and reduce cutside fractice accordingly.
Unfortunately, the title of the kill imn no way suggests
that 1t 1s repealing the authorizaticn tc practice law
privately. iIn so doing, the &kiil, in «cur cpinion,
fatally runs afoul of the provisions cf Article I1I, g§29,
of the <Constitution, which require that the title of
every law enacted by the General Assembly adequately
describe the <contents of the kill. Furthermore, if, as
we strongly suspect, the repeal of the r[rivate practice
guarantee 1is the guid rro quc for the salary increase,
the defective portion of the bill is nct severakle under
Code, Article 1, §23.

Fcrtunately, since Article 11, 4§35, of the
Ccnstitution prevents the incumkent State's Attcrney fron



