OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
AUSTIN

GERALD €, MANN
ATTOARNEY GENERAL

Honorable Ceorge EB. Sheppard

Comptroller of Publiec Acocounts
Austin, Texas

Dear Sir: Opinion No. 0-175
Re; Shall Comp

warrant in

or £8,861.6

, Chaptser

Ve have given care

questions submitted ¥y you in youretter of lovember
30, 1939, These

l.

One of/the items in the Miscellaneous Claims
hppropriaticn Pill, Senate Bill 179, Chapter 440, Aots
L5th Legisleture, reads as follows:



Honorable Geo. H. Sheppard, page 2

*To pay the Americen National Banlk,
of Austin, Texas, to reimburse s2id bank
for money advancaed for the construction
of the Auditorium Building at dpricultursl

and ‘Xﬂﬁhﬂﬂ‘ﬂh" a1l avn naldA hiidt1Atens havidns
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been authorized by the Acts of the Thirty-

fourth Legislature, First Called Session,

1915, page 104, end said sum being the un-

expended balance of said arpropriation~----48,861,62"

L Seotion 5 of said Act provides in part as tol-
OwS

nlt {8 spseifically provided herein that
before any claim shall be paid from funds
hereby appropriated the same shall have the
epproval of the State Coamptroller, the State
Auditor and Efficlency Expert, and the At-
torney General. It i1s further provided that
eny ¢laim involving the refund of a2 franchise
tax shall also carry the arrroval of the
Secretary of State in addition to tha other
officials herein named.”

The State Comptroller hes never approved the
paynent of this claim, Ro warrant therefore hes ever
been issued. The preceding administration of the At-
torney General's office first vrote an opinion, in
August, 1937, holding the approrristion to pay the
claim of the Amarican Katlcnal Eank to0 be unconstitu-
tional, the effect of such opinion necessarlily being
to deny the existence of constitutionsl authority in
the Attorney Ceneral, the Comptroller, and the Stute
Auditor and Efficiency Expert to approve the payment there-
of. A y:ar later, by conference opinion No. 3022, dated
August 22, 1938, addressed to the Honorable Tom €. King,
State Auditor, ths preceding administiration of the At-
torney Censersl's office held the appropriation to de
constitutional, end overruled the preceding oplnion
rendered by the administration, the effect of this opinion
being only to hold that the Constitution of the State of
Texas would not prevent the approval of the claim. This
opinion of the Attornsy General, however, did not approve
-he paymsat of the claim expressly. _
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The State Aud itor ané Efficlency Expsrt refused
to approve the claim, end cn November 8, 1938, the Axer-
{csn Nstional Bank, as relator, filed its petition for
aandnrus in the $8th District Court of Travis County,
geg2inst Tom C. King, State Auditor and Efficiency Expert,
cnly, sseking to have the court compel Tom C. Xing, State
Axditor and Efficlency Expert, to approve the clalam of the
Anerican National Bank., Cn Daozabaer 19, 1938, the case
was heard and the court ordeored mandamus to issue agasinst
Tom C, Zing, State Auditor and Ifficlency Expsrt, coxpelling
hia tec approve the payment of such olaim of the Anerican
National BRank. On the same day the Attorney Ceneral, rep-
resenting the State Auditor, filed with the clerk of the
ccurt notice of appeel and requsst for findinzs of fact snd
conclusions of law. On February 16, 1939, transcript and
gtataenent of facts were filed with the Austin Court of
Civil Appeala. On June 20, 1939, appellee, the American
Fntional Bank, flled its motion to dismiss the appeal on
the grounds “"that no notice of appeal in open court was
ever given.® The Court of Civil Apreals dismissed the appezl
on July 12, 1939, for reasons stated in esppellese's zotion,
and motion of appellent for rehecsring was subseguently dis-
missed. It appears, therefore, that the Juigment of the
District Courd granting mendamug to compel the State Audi-
tor to approve the clasin of the American National BankX has
become final. '

The question to be deterained, tiwerefore, is the
effect of this final judzment upon the Attorney General,
the Stete Comptroller, and the Stete of Texas. In other
vords, 1s the jusgment of the District Court of Travis
County, rendered in the suit agsinst Tom C. King, Statig
Auditor, deteralning the question of the constitutiocnality
of- the ¢lsim of the American National Bank, res adjudicata
of such issue as against the State of Texas, the Attorney
Ceneral, and the Stete Comptroller.

This question, we are convinced, must be
answered in the negative. '

wThe key which unlocks the State Treesury is an
act of the Legislature direocting tha thing to be done
vhich 1s demanded.” Treasursr v. Wygall, 46 Tex. at
page 465. That which the State has set up as a condition
precedent *o tha payment of & oclalm against it may not be
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abtrogated by the substitution of a new and &ifferent
con8ition precedent.

Here the Lsgislature has seen it to provide
that the clainm of the Ameriocan Netional Bank may not be
raid until thres separate and distinet officers of ths
Statse government shall have arproved it. The aspproval
of one of these officers is not "the key which unlocks
the State Treasury.™ The Judgment of the court ag-inst
Tom C. EKing 1s not binding on the Comptroller or the
Attorney General, upon the fundamental principle of law
that a Jjudgment is not binding upon one who is not:.a
rarty to the procceding. Texas Jurisrrudence, Vol.

26, vares 241-242., The Judsment 13 not birding upon
tﬁe State, because the State hes not consented that 1t
shall bz represented in the natter of approving this
¢laim by Tom €. ¥ing alone, but has stipulated that
the anproval thereof ahall be by the three olfficials
nomed, to-wit, the State Auddtor, the Attorney General,
and t“e Con ﬂtroller., The duty of epproving or dis-
srproving such elaim rested upon sll three officers,
not upon one of them. Vhere performance ¢of a duty is
sought to be compelled by mandemus, all persons charged

»ith the perforaance of that duty must be made parties.
Caal v. Towngend, 77 Tex. 454, 14 3. W. 365.

All pzrtles charged with the duty of spprov-
ing or disepproving the claim of the Americen National
Bank were not made parties to the suit in the District
Court of Travis County, dbut only Toa C. Fing, State
Auditor, was a party to such suit, and Jjudgment therein
was rendered only against him., It is therefore appsrent
that the Judgment of the court rendered in that case
is not deterainative of the lssues involved as asgainst
the State Comptroller, the Attcrney CGenseral, or the
State of Texas.

-Having determined that the Judgnment rendered
by the District Court of Travis County is not binding
upon the State of Texas, or the Comptrollesr or the At-
torney Censral, we pass to the guestion of whether your
departnent is legally esuthorized to issue a warrant in
payment of this claim., This question involves detera-
ining whether the Comptroller and the Attorney Genseral
- may constitutionally approve the payment of this cleln.
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The facts under vhich the alleced clain of
te American MNational Bank arose are these:

Chapter 32, Acts of tle First Called Session
of the 34th Legislature of Texau, in 1915, eppropriated, ‘//
for the "fiscal bhiennium beginning September 1, 1915,
end ending Aurust 31, 1917," %100,000.C0 *or so nmuch
therenf as may be necessary” for the construction of
an suditorium at A. & M. Collegn (paze 10L). Cn Hovember
29, 1916, the Board »f Directors of A, & . College enter-
s8 into 2 contract with Ledhetinr % CGreethouse of Austin,
Texes, for the erection of such auditorium at a contract
price of £61,138.38. Cn April) O, 1917, the United Ltates
declared war on Geraany. In tho spring of 1918, Ledbstter
& Greathouse defaulted in the perfarnmance of thelir contract,
and the sureties on their dbond refused to procesd with ths
congtruction of the building, caiming that the war had seo
increased costs of labor and ms‘erials 23 to meke it im-
possible to ccompletes the contract for construction of the
- building a% the contract prics, without suffering a loss,
and thet this fact relieved the:1 from perforaance., There-
after, several ne&abers ¢f the Board of Directors of A. &
%, Collece and a representative of the Governor of Texas
prevailed upon Major Littlefleld, President of the Aner-
ican Natiopal Bank, to advance sufficlent monecys to enable
Ledbetter & Greathouse 0 ccmplate the bullding without
suffering & loss, rcpresenting “o Major Littlefield that
there was an unexpended balsnce of the £100,000.CC appropria-
ticon which they could not expend without sonsent of the
Legislaturse, but that they would recommend. that the
Legislature reimburse the bank Tor the money advanced. Such
money was advanced by the bank in the sum of approximately
#23,000.C0, by which the building was comrleted by
Ledbetter & Creathouse in accordance with the plans and
specifications embodied in the original contraet.

The insbility of the Leglslature, under restraint
of the constitution, to anprrcopriate anything in payment of
this asccount over snd above $8,361.62, is conceded; bdut 1t
is contended that et the time thls agreement was had with
Yajor Littlefield, there wag an unexpended balence in the
$100,0C0.C0 sppropriation or £8,861.62, and that, by "rati-
fication” by the Legislature of the agreenent made with
Hajor Littlefield, within the limlts of the amount pre-
soribed by the "pre-existing law", to-wit. the 1915 ap-
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propriastion, the payment of the claim to the extent of
$8,861.62 escapes the ocondemnation of the conatitution.

By the 45th Legislature, tlkers was arpropriated
this sum of $8,861.62, payment of which was authorized to
be made only upon the condition hereinabove noted. :

It will be observed that Article VIII, Ssection

6, of our constitution liznits apprepriations to terms not
exceeding two years. It will llkewlse be obSserved that

the #100,0C0.C0 appropriation was ma2de available for ex-
penditure for the fiscal blsnnium "ending Auzust 31,
1617." The Leglslature did& no% ¥est the Board of Eegents
with a continuing authority to contract for ex-enditure of
the £100,000.C0, but only with authority to contract with
reference thereto during the periocd for which the approrpria-
tion was mads, Goncedingl for the purposes of this opinion,
not on August 31, 1917, {2,861.62 of the original appro-
priation rcmalined unencumbersed, nevertheless, by virtue of
the provisions of the constitution and of the appropriation
blll itself, the unobligated o> unsrncumbered portion of ths
2100,CC0,.00 sppropriation lapsed, and the authority to con-
tract with refssence to 1t culuinated on Septembsr 1, 1917.
At the tizs the contract or agreement with reference to
such unexpsnded balance was had, the unexpsendad portion

cf the arpropriation was no longsr availeble, and the suth-

rity to contract with reference to it had expired. It is
clear, therefore, that the agreement upon which the claim
for $8,861,62 was founded was not authorized to bs mede
upen &n appropriation in existence at the time of the incur-
ring of the ¢laim; that the acthority of the officers in-
volved to bind the State by contracts for the construction
of the auditorium had expired with the appropriation which
had conferred it. It i3 apparent, therefore, thet the
agreensnt was an attenpt on the part of such officials

tc create a debt egainst the State, without authority
confarred by pre-existing law.

As & matter of faot, at the time this agreecmenn
=z made, there was in existence and in full force and ef-
fect 8 law passed by the Legislature, to-wit, Senate RBill
¥o., 29, enaoted by the First Called Session of the 3374
Legisleature, epproved August 19, 1913, the provisions of

which were as. follows: '
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"Seatlon 1. Th=t 1% shall hereafter
be unlawful for any regent, or raegents,
director or directors, officer or officers,
Rnenber or menbers, of any educational or
clegmosynary institution of the State of
.Texas, to contrect or provside for thas grec-
tion. or repalr of any building, or other
isprovement or the purchess of equipaent
cr supplies of any kind vhatsocever for eny
guch institution, not authorizaed by specifiec
legislative anactment, or by written direo-
tion of the Covernor of this State, acting
unier a&nd consistent with the authority of
existing laws, or to contract or c¢reats any
indebtedness or deficlency in the nams of
or against the State, not specificolly
authorized by leglslative enactment. . . .

"Section 2. That any ené all contraets,
debts or deficiencies created contrary to
the provisions of this Act shall bs wholly
and totally void and shall not be enforceable
againat tha State."

Section 3 of said Act provided tiat for a viola-

_tion of its provisions the offeader should be:removed
from office, and sheuld, -in zddition, be punished by
iaprisonment in the oounty Jail for not less than 10
days nor more than six =months.

Section 49, Artickn III, of the conatitution

rrovides that "no debts shall ba crested by or on beghalf

of the State, except to supply casual deficliencles of
revenue, repel invasion, suppress insurrection, defend
tha Stets in time of war, or pay existing debts; . . .

"

Article III, Section [4, of the constituticn
provides that "The Legislature . . . shall not grant
extra compensation to eany . . . public contractors,
after . . . contraot entaered into, for the performance
of the seme; nor grant, by epnrcpriation or otherwise,
any emount of money ... . to any individual, on e
c¢laim, real or pretended, whan the game shall not have
been provided for by pre~existirg law; . « + "

' The validity and applicability of the proposi-
tion stated bslow with reference to the oreation and
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attenpted payment of this claim are evidert:
'l. Creation of debt.

" {a) The Legislature may not creats or author-
ize the creatlion of a dedbt against the State, except for
purposes which do not include the situation before us.

(b) The agreement with the American National
Bank was an urauthorized attempt to create a debt or
1iability againat the State, and waa void froa its in-
ception both by virtue of the constitutional provisisn
and by virtue of tha express provisions of the statutes
above quoted.

(o] Ratification msy not create a liability
against the State in the face of a constitutional provision
denying the 1liebility and prohibviting the Lerislature froa
recognizing such claim. :

2, Extra compancsation to public contractor,

{a} The Legislature is without powsr to allow
extra ccmpensation to a publle contractor for completing
tha performancs of a contract entered into between the
contractor and the State.

{b} That the Legislature is without power to do
directly may not be accomplished by indirection.

The purpose and effect of tha agreement meds dbe-
tween the state officers and the American Nationa)l Bank
were the allowance of additional compensation to Ledbetter
% Greathouse to induce them to complets & eontrect already
enterad Into and partly performed, according to its terms
end spscifications, ‘

3. ¥Faymant of claim not s2uthorized by pre-
existing law. S

(a) The constitution denies the existence of
power in the Legislature to pay "by aprpropriation or
otherwise™ - a' "real or pretended™ olaim' ™not . . .
provided for by pre-existing law." '

.(d). The Legislature may not pay & claim unless
there existed at the time the facts upon which the claim
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is founded occurred a8 law recornizing that such facts
inpose a valld and subsisting obliration upon the State.

(¢) All persons dealing with public officers
are chhirged with xnowlcdse of the limitations upon their
suthority, and cleins arising upon contracts or agreements
which publie officers lack suthority to make lapose no
obligetion upon the State which may be recognized and
vaid by the Legislaturs.

(d) The claim of the American National Bank
is founded upon a contract or agreement madse by pudblic
cfficers without authority, there being no law vesting
such officers with authority to borrow =oney in behalf
of the "tate, and their esuthority to contract with rof-
e-ance to the $100,000.00 appropriation having expired
et the tine of the agresment with the amnsrican Nutional
Bank, and the statutes in existence &t that time having
specificelly denied such authority snd provided thsat
such contract should be utterly void end unaforceable
agalnst the Stats.

The foregoing propositions ars amply supported
by the following casas:

State v. Wileon, 71 Tex. 291, 9 S. ¥, 155
Corsioana Cotton Wille v. uheprard 71 €.
{28} 247
Austi. Keticnal Bank v. Sheppard, 71 8.
¥.(24) 242
¥t. Vorth Cavalry Club v. Sheppard, 83
S. W. (2d4) 660
State v. Ferlstein, 79 8. W. {24} 1.3
—iiichols v. State, 32 S5, V. 452
State v. Faldeman, 153 8. W. 1020
Confarence Opinion by C. W, Taylor,
aporoved by C. M. Cureton, Attorney
Ceneral, Cpinlon Book 52, page 20
Hooe v. United States, 218 U, S. 320,
- 5, L. Td. 1055
~ Gordon v. State, 233 N. Y. 1, 134 R. E.
698, 21 A. L. R. 562
Mulnix v. «utval Bensfit Life Ins. Co.
{(Colo.) 33 L. R. A, 827

The following languaze quoted from portions of
the opinion in the cose of Gorion v. State, cited surra,
is particularly epplicable to the facts of this cage:
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"The contract of Novamber 10, 1615,
"between oclaimant and the 3tate, vwas exscuted
after claimant, in conpetitlion with other
contractors, had subaittel a proposal for
a performance of the work therein specifried
to be performed and the labor and materisl
necessary Lo complete the same. Claimant
was & contractor, and familiar with the
nature of the work to be rerformed, the cost
of labor end materisls necessary to complete
the speciried work, 2nd tae time within whieh
the same ¢ould be completed. Zngaged in a
hezardous dbusiness, claimant was chargeabls
with knowledge of the lesgal oblig-tion inm-
rosed upon & party to & contraet to perform
his covensnts, and li=ability to respond in
" damapges In the event of nonperformence, and
that & like oblization rested upon the atates.
Ve may slso attribute to claimant, as a busil-
ness man and contreotor, snowlsdge of the
increesing abaorael conditions existing at
the time of the sxecution of the contract.
The powera of Zurore had for soms time prior
to Xovember 10, 1915, been and were then en-
gaged in war. Some five nonths previously
ti:e agrrassor hed ruthlessly causad the
desth of American c¢itizens and helpless
childéren upon the bhigh sea, and the fact
was apparent that the United States could
not, in the interest of humanity end as a
measure of self-protection, long delay
participation 4in the var in aid of the forcea
opposed to the agpressor, A contlinuance of
the war, and particularly the entry of this
country into the conflict, would necessarily
result in scarcity of labor, increased cost
of the same, and increased cost of materisl,
with continued business depression. Confronted
with thet condition and outlook, eclaiment pro-
rosed to undertake ths work under the contract.
To say that he did not appreciate the risk, and
that his proposal to perform the work was
not made in contemplation of the abnormal
conditions then extant and dangser of an in=-
creage of the sgame, vould be a sericus re-
flection upon his sagacity as a business
nan. The unit prices to be paid by the
state for labor and material were fixed by
claimant in his proposal. As a contractor
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he was aware of the prevaillng cost of labor
and materlials, and was quilified to anticipate
the conditions likely to arise during the tera
of the contract. Al leas’, hs undertook and
wes wWilling to do so, and to zive a bond to
secure performance on hLis part. Kaving entered
into the contract, clalzmant became legally

end equlitaobly bound to dlscharge the obligation
assumed by him, however onerous the burden.
Zorat v. L., Vegolsteln & Co, 188 App. Liv.
605, 61}, 177 H. Y. Supp. 402; Columbus

R. Fower £ Light Co., v. Columbus, 249 U.

7. 359, 63 L. Ed. 669, 6 A, L., R. 1648,

P, U. R. 1919D, 239, 39 Sup. Ct. Rep. 349.
7ailures or refusal on the rpart of ths claim-
ant to rerform the contract would vest . in

tne state a cause of zetlion for damnges
azainst him, and to such action a defensa

that Dy rcason of war conditions the cost

of labor end naterials had increased, render-
ing the contract a losa to him, would de
unavalling. .

Mo s o« ¢ & JEQuity and Justice do not
regquire the state tc reimburse a econtractor
for the increased expense incurred by hinm
in the performance cf a contract due in no
zeasure to the act of the state, The clalimant
eszumned the risk Incident to the performance
of hls contract. Ead the cost c¢f labor and
materials dscreased rather than increased, -
the state, under the contract, would still be
oblizated to pay the unit prices 1t covenanted
to pay, end egquity and Justice would turn a
deaf ear to a suggestion by the state that
the expense to claimant had been materially
reduced, his anticipated profits theredby
l-rgely increzsed, and therefore s moral
obligation existed upon his part to reduce
the cost to the stats.

"The state did not undsrtake to indeanify
cleimant egainst loss upon his contract., On
the conirary, it required him to givea bend for
a strict compliance on his part with the terms



Honorsble Geo. ¥, Sheppard, pare 12

of the same. Yar conditions and the increased
coat of labor and meterials or ssarcity of
labor were not precipitatod by the state or
due to any act unpon its part. Eo0 far as
the record discloses, the state prerformed
every oblipation resting upon it under the
contraot. The contract between the clainant
and tine state vas purely n business transeo-
ticn akin to contracts bebtween irdividluals.
Undcubtedly c¢laimant -enticipated a prerit
vould result from his contiract, If disap-
rointed 2nd a loss resulted, he assumed the
riszk of such loss and %o bLe:r the saze., A
contribvution to hiz apd ovrer contrsetors
similerly situeted by the taxpeyers of the
state under the State of 1619, or im what-
ever form franed, would operate as a {ispen-
. gation of charity.

Ly )
e ® 9 *

"The comaisgion creuied in 1872 reportsé
to the legisleture certaia propossd constitu-
tiona) amendments, waich, after due action
thereon on ths part of ths legislaturs, were
ratlfied by the peopls at a gansral election
in 1874. and became effeotive Jamuary 1,
1875.

"Cne of the amenimenis adoPted under &

different nusmbering waes § 28 of artide 3

as 1t exists today, =and rsads as follows:
*"noe legizlaturs shall not, nor shall the
common council of any city, nor any beard

52 supervisors, grant any extra ccapensation
to sy publ:c officer, servent, zgent, or
contractor.,'!

"Ey the adeption of thatb provlsien
of %the Ccnstitutirn. tha legislature was
thereafter inhibited frozm appropriating noney
beged upon gratitoude and charity, so far as
its officers, ssrvants, agenta. and coatrac-
tors were concerned,
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"In discussinzg the effect of the sec-~
tion of the Constitution juoted, amongst
otkers, Judge Yartin, wrising for this court
in Stemmler v, New York, 179 N. Y. 473, 483,
72 N. Z. 584, seld: 'Sinca thosse amendaents
to the Constitution, their effect has often
been the subjfect of Judicial construction by
this and other courts in the state., Althcugh
ve are not unaindful of tre decisions of
this court anterior to their adoption, and
reqlize that the broad doctrine was then
keld that the legislature was not confined
in its appropriatlicn ¢f rublie nmoney, or of
suas to be reised by taxation in favor of
individuals, to cases where & legal demand
existsd, and thet 1t could thus rescognize
clains founded upon equity and justice,
yet, since the amendments, that rule has
besen changed, and they have eliminsted sll
considaerations of eratituda and charity as
grounds for the appropriation cf publie
money, except for the aid and support of
the poor.!? ‘ o : .

“"The c¢onstruction thus placed upon the
scgction of the Constitution has not bsen de-
parted from or modified, The lecglslature,
thus prohibited from recognizing clalas
founded on gratitude and charity, was power-
less to indirectly provide & mems of determ-
ining such elaims, provide for the entry of
judgment thereon againsgt the state, and to
subsequently appropriate moneys to pay the
Judgment.

*Thg State of 1919 4in effect 2nd sub-
stance provides for the payment of ccupensa-
tion to contractors over and above that fixed
bty contract when the scrvices were rendered,
and therefore a grant of extra compensation
within the prcohibition of the Constitution,
The fact that the court of claims vas author-
ized to hear and determine the ¢lalm does not
render the statute valid. Tayment of judg-
ments rendered by that court is provided for
by cpprorriation of ths funds of the stote,
snd &.Judgment in favor of claimasnt in this
-¢age, for inoreased cost of labor and material
in excess of the amount specified to be paid
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in the contract, would clsarly fall within
the term ‘extra compensation.!

The following quotation is taken from the case
of Nichols v. State, cited supra:

rRatification or i-plied lisbility
will not extend to escts that sre express-
ly prohibited by law, 80 lopg as the law
is alive that prohidbits the sct. Riecherd
v. Yarren Co., 31 Iowa 360; brady v.
*‘ayor, et cetera, 20 N. Y. 312. You can-
not indirectly, by ratification, creqgte
a 1lisbility against the state, when the
constitution denies the 1iability, and
prohibits the Legislature from giving any
vitality to such a plan. Do perait
liability to be created uniser sugh
circumstances would bYe to aullify the
constitution, and to authorize tha aoc-
conplishment in an indirect vay of the
taing that is expressly prohibited.”

For the reasons stestel, we are constrained to
hold that the Comptroller ard tas Attorney CGeneral are
without constitutional zutherity to approve the poynent
of t:is clailm snd that your depurtzent Is not legally
authorized, under the conatitution, to issue a warrant
in payaent thereof. Conference opinion No. 3022, written
by ths preceding administration of the Attorney General's
Department of the State of Texas, addressed to the Eonorable
Tom C. Fing, State Auditor, Auvsiin, Texas, under dnte of
August 22, 1938, and found 1n the reports and opinions of
the Attorney General of Texas for the years 1936-1938,
inclusive, on rage 171, is 2erebdy expressly overruled.

Since the epvrorriation providing for the payment
of this claim is condemned by the constitution, and thaere-
rore void, it follows that no appropriation is avalladle
for the payment of the claim of the Azneriecan National Bank,
for, ¢learly, an appropriation is not to be considered as
available in law unleas that apyropriation is validly madas.

/‘(1; N . § Yours very truly
I L o JUIHY AP
{ CORSIDEIID AN o " T HOVEDIAN £7, %ﬁﬁEﬁfwbqv’ As 1IERAL OF TEXAS
:[ APPLGYLD N .; W’ Aum Gm.ﬁ.ﬂ.
\ LENTLO / : oo . -
CONFERENCE sz . z Z ,

ser” ~ ATTORNEY GENERAL oF 1mysq 5
, ' ‘ g -
‘ : Rishard W. Fairehild



