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Bill Number HB1861-E
House of Origin [] Introduced [ ] Substitute X Engrossed
Second House [] In Committee [ ] Substitute [] Enrolled

Patron McDonndl

3. Committee Rules

6.

Title Generd provisons, statutory construction of 'reenacted.’

Summary/Purpose:

Construes the term"reenacted” as used in atitle and enactment clause to mean that the
changes made by the bill to an act or Code section are in addition to the existing substantive
provisons of that act or section, and are effective prospectively unlessthe

bill expresdy provides that such changes are effective retroactively on a

specified date. Also, thisrule of congtruction is declared to be existing

public policy and law. Findly, the legidation statesthat it isintended to

reversetherulingin Rubiov. Rubio, 33Va App.  ,2596691,  SE2d

(2000).

The hill as engrossed by the House makes a technicad amendment providing the exact citetion
to the decision of the Court of Appedls.

No Fiscal Impact

7. Budget amendment necessary:

10.

11.

No.

Fiscd implications
See No. 11 below.

Specific agency or political subdivisons affected:
None

Technicad amendment necessary:
No.

Other comments:

Thishill has no fiscd implications. Its purpose isto Sate legidative intent in regard to the
meaning of "reenacted” when used in legidation amending the Code of Virginia or other act
of Assambly.

In Rubio v. Rubio, the Court of Appeds of Virginiaheld that the word "reenacted”’ means that
the amending act supersedes in its entirety the Satute in its previous forms, even though
previous language has not been amended in the amending act.

The Court adso held that the amending act applied retroactively to a spousal support decree
entered severa years prior to the enactment of the amending act.
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Thisbill provides that the word "reenacted” gpplies only to the amended language and that it
applies progpectively, not retroactively, unless the bill itself states otherwise.

It would appear that the Court of Appedls decision is contrary to the opinion of the Supreme
Court of Virginiain Gilmore v. Landsidle (1996), which held that the Governor did not have
the power to veto items which had not been amended in an appropriation bill which amended
certainitemsin aprior appropriation act, but not other items.
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