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Daar Sirs

fully considered by this depa -
quut as roum:

-.

sgfoners? Court should ap-
sxtra deputies for the
d on & comuission besis or

otox' to be treated ss fees of office,
alloving for sufficient amount to zy gexpensel nace
essary to efficiently perforn the duties set forth
therein, balsncs than te be depesited in the treag~
ury of the county.

"3rd. Con a cmmtz gally lssue interest
beaxring serip o warrents miut the semra:l fund
wnen skid fund is overdrawn?*
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In answer to pour fivst question it im o opinion
under the faoits stated that ell of the Dsputy Sheriffs of
Lamar County must be peid on & ealary bselis ard that none

of said deputies can be paid legally on 8 coxmizuion, fee,
or any other besis than upon the sajary tasis under the
Officers! Selery lavw. See suthorities cited in opinton No.
0-1565 of this department, & copy of vhick 1s enclosed hsre-
vith for your infeormation.

Your second question ir answered in the negative
by Limtted Conference Opinion Ko. 0-35561 of this department,
This opinion holds that such portion ¢f ths tventy-five
cents retained by the “designated agent” as iax not reason-
sbly neceasary for paying expsnser inclident to the efffeient
performance of the dutieg of such agent, must be forwardad
to the State Highwey Department for deposit in the dtate
Highway Fund, along with the twenty-five cente: forwvarded,
on collecticn, to susk Depeariment, snd that such balance or
surplus over necesasry expensez is not & “fee or comsigaion,"
t be paid into the Cfficere! Salsry Funé, or te be ascounted
for as feos of office under exigting fee statutes. Ve en~
¢lose herevith & copy of this opinion for your informatian.

Wo quote from Texss Jurisprudence, Yol. 11, p. 664,
as followe: -

¥ ¢ ¢« o The comminsioners® gourt has no
suthority to borrow mORsy by means of warrants;
this %Aty'he dons only by the issuing of bonds;
* & @

The case of Aghby, et &) ve. Jamen, ot 8l, 226 3. W,
752, among other things, holds that counties cammdt borrov
monay by issuing warrents. '

Confersnce Opinion Ko, 0~3098 of this depsrtasnt,
emong other things, holds thaet the ooenissioners/ cowt is
wvithout authority ic iseue intarest besrding sﬁr‘!‘}p o var-
rants against the general fund of the ¢ounty, We enclose
herevith a copy of said opinion for your Lnformation.

Ve have carefully considsred the c¢tees of Boxar
County vs. Hatley, 150 8. W, mpi.?& Speare va, City of
soutk Houston, 16 W, (2a8) T Bexar County et &l vs,
Menn, 157 S. ¥. (Znd) 15k, and ve do not thiok that such cases
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would suthorize the county to iasue interest bearing warrants or
scrip on the General Fund of the county nor weuld they author-
ige the county to borrov money hy the n:moa of interest
bearing warrants or sorip,.

It is therefore our opinion that yowr third gues-
tlion should be ansvered in the negative,

Very truly yours
ATTORREY GENERAL OF TEXAS

By /nigned/
li'l. J. Pmia
uautmt
WIFi1LL

APPROVED
OPINION COMMITEIEE
By /s/ B.¥.B., Chairman



