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Honorable Fr ancis ~mith 
Representative 
59th Gener a l Ausembl y 
Jeffe r s on City , l!i s souri 

vea r l.!r. 5mi th: 

d 

~:e acknowledge your r e ques t for un opinion 
unde r dute of April 13 , 1937, wherein you s t a te ~s 
f ollows: 

"~nolosed herewith is a perfected 
copy of House Bill Number 459 
introduced by myself at the request 
of the Uissouri Bar Associa tion. · 

"The wording of this .tl.Ct '~as 
patter ned a fter a simila r l aw now 
on the Statute Books of t he ..> tate of 
K&nse.s . 

"I v~uld apprec i a te your of fice giv-
ing ne un opinion as to the cons ti tu­
tionality and ~ruotioability of t h is 
.n.ct . Points which have been questioned 
are - 1. constitut ionality of the bill . 
I would thi nk in view of the Federal 
St a tute tha t this objection i s not ~~ll 
put. 2 . whethe r the power oonf'erred upon 
the Governor by the bill can be constitu­
tionally de l egated to hil:l- in vi ev1 of 
the rae~ that he exercises simil ar powers 
in extradition and other matte r s , and in 
view of the principl e of law tha t pollers 
cay be delegated to a ministeria l of ficer 
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"it t hose powers are outlined and 
defined by the Legislative body, 
it would seem tha t this obJection a l so 
is not tenable . 

rtin requesting your opinion I have 
mentioned the foregoing to illustrate 
v1ha t sort of objections have been l!lnde, 
whether or not in good taith b7 op­
ponents ot the bill. 

"In view ot the t a ct tha t t his session 
is in its last stages, I should yery 
greatly apprecia te a response as s oon 
as possible in this matter." 

House Bi~l No . 459 (pertectod) (59th Genera l 
Assembly) provides tha t 

" AN ACT 

"To authorize the Governor ot the State ot 
Ui s s ouri to enter into reciproca l agreements 
with the officials of other states relat­
ing to the recognition by thls state and 
the validity in t his s t a te or subpoenas, 
court orders t.nd BUIIllllons i s sued by the 
authority of other statea; providing t or 
compensation and immunities for anyone so 
summoijed; rela ting t o privile~s to be 
accorded to peace ott1oers o: other s tat e s; 
providing for the i s suance ot proclama ­
tion by the Governor on the acceptance ot 
such reciprocal a greements by other states . 

" Be it enacted by tba General Assembly 
ot the ~tate of Mi ssouri, as follows: 

'~eotion 1. The Governor of the State 
ot l•i t.souri shal l be empower ed to ente r 
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into reciprocal agreements vdth other 
states under authority of the ~ct of 
Congress ot the U. ~ . ot June 6 . 1934 
( 48 s t a t.909; u. s . c. A. 18, Sec . 420) 
rela ting to re~iprocal agreements by 
the states for the prevention of cr~e 
in order that this state may join with 
such other states for the co-opera ti?e 
effort a nd mutual assistance in the 
prevention or crice and i n the enforce ­
ment of the respective criminal l aws and 
policies or the r espective states . 

".;)ection 2 . !:Juch agree.II'lents shall pro-
vide t hat it on the t ria l in another staxe 
ot one charged with a orine t he-re committed , 
a person within this s t ate i s ~nted by 
either party by a witness ~t s~ch trial, 
t his state , its courts and c0urt officials, 
will recosn1ze as Vt:llid uny subpoena , 
sucmons or court order iasued or made in 
accordance \Ji th the l aw or the s t a to where 
the tria l i s to be had, for -the appear ance 
of the person in this stute us a \ritness 
at such trial the same as t hough such 
subpoena , S\.lrni!I.On.a , or court order had been 
duly i ssued or made by a court of t his sta te 
for the person to appear as a witness at a 
tri a l in this sta te: .PROVIDLD . ~~ resident 
ot this state s o asked to co as a witness 
to another state shall not be r equired to 
do so until there is paid to him a sum equal 
to five dollars per day for the time he 
ne cessarily \';ould be gone fror.1 home and 
ten cents f or each mile by the ordi naril y 
trr..vel ed r oute to and froc. the pl a ce \vhere 
he is to t estify: A!ID H!OVID~D lo1JRTffi;R , 
That he be i mmune from the servioe of civil 
or criminal process upon him while enroute 
t o &nd trom the pl ace where he is to 
testify as to ull matters occurring prior 
thereto . 
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n.ND ffiOVIDED d TILL FURTHER, This 
proposal has been accepted by the 
state in which the trial is to be 
had and tha t state has gra.nte d 
similar rights to this state to 
subpoena or order the appearance 
as a witness a t a trial in this 
sta te ot a person in such other state . 

"Lection 3 . Such a greements shall 
provide that it a n ofticer ot a nother 
state, in contornity l.1.th a valid writ, 
order of court, or sta tute ot tha t 
s tate, brings c._ person cha rged wi~h 
or convicted of crime in that state 
into or through t his stato, his rights 
to · the custody of such penson and to 
use the sta te penal 1nst1tutiono or 
county jails tor the temporary lodging 
or such person shall be recognized by 
t his sta te, its courts and court 
of ticla ls, as t though the person were 
in oustodJ ot a Bheritf or ~ proper 
otticer ot this state , in contormity 
w1 th a wr1 t , order c£ court, or 
s t a tute ot this sta te: PhOVIDI;D, This 
proposal has been accepted by s uch other 
sta te and ~at sta te has granted similar 
rights and privileges to officers of 
this state . 

"Section 4 . Luch proposals , When accepted 
by any state , shall be liberally con­
strued with the view ot promoting their 
obvious purposes , a nd to tha t end techni­
calitiea not attecting substantial rights 
shall be disregarded • 
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"Section 5 . The Governor of the ~tc. te 
ot l' i t.souri in hereby ~de the agent 
and re presenta tin of the a tate to 
negotia te with tho proper orf!cial s of 
the several .st tea of the Union for the 
acceptance or these proposals, and he 
hereby is specifical l y authorized to 
conduct such negoti a tions for a nd on 
behalf of this state , and to execute on 
beha lf ot this sta te asr eements or com­
pacts with any or all of the other states 
ot the Uni on putting into effect any or 
al l of such proposals . The Governor shall 
preserve in his o~tice a record of such 
negotia tions, and v:hen an a greeoent or 
compact is entered into with another 
s t a te he shall i s sue a proclamation to 
tha t effect and cause the sana to be 
published, and the agr eement or com-
pact shall thenceforth be in force as 
pro c laine d • " 

48 ~tat . 909, u. . c. A. 18, tiection 4 20, 
provides s follov~: 

"The consent ot Congress is horeby given 
to n.ny two or more ..;)tates .to enter lnto 
agreements or compacts for cooperative 
effort and mutual assistance in the pre ­
vention of crime and in the enforcexcent 
ot their respective crimine.l laws and 
policies, and to establish suoh a gencies , 
joint or otheruise • as they may deem 
desirable for making effective such agree ­
ments and compacts . " 
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Gordon Dean of the Department of Justice, 
v:ashington, !l . c., in an a ddress delivered a t the 
Attorney General's conterence on cric.e held in 
\.ashington, lJ . c. on December 10-13 , 1934, makas the 
tollovdng sta tement with respect to Intersta te Compacts 
tor Crime Control {21 American Bar hSsociation Journal, 
89): 

"This constitutional provision n:ade 
compacts poss i'!:>le • Its uordin8 is 
intereating, because it is phrased 
in the nesative. Specifically, it 
provides that no compacts might be 
entered into without the consent of 
congress . In practice , the ate tes, 
therefore, have either worked out the 
gener a l outline tor such a compact, 
secured congressional approvo.l in ad­
vance and then, in turn, secured its 
enactment into law by the legisla tures 
of t he s~tes concerned , or the pro­
cedure h~s byen reversed- the st~te 
1 gislatures tirst enacting lavm es ­
t ablishing the t er ms ot the compact 
anu then securing congressional approval 
l a t er. 

"~urprising as 1 t may seem, ho?.ever, 
11 ttle a ttention bns b..:en piid to the 

compe.ct clause of the Constttution, and 
the compact device has cons~quently 
been a vailed of in a comparativel y r a re 
number of instances . 

" bout seventy compacts in all have 
been approved by congrass . These con­
cern such matters as taxation , control 
ot navib~tion, utility regulation, 
conservation of natural resources, and 
boundaries . Only eight compacts have 
been approved by Congress in the crime 
riold, and a ll or these have been re­
stricted to the narrov1 tield ot the 
service ot process on, or the jurisdiction 
over, boundary waters . 
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" J:.. typica l compact of this type i s 
tha t entered into between the states 
of Mi ssi ssippi nnd Ar kansas . "* * * 
"·,'hen it \'aS suggested by son:.e that 
there was no reason why the l aws o~ 
both states should not be cnde effectiTe 
over the entire river, even vrhen such 
laws conflicted, others pointed to the 
territorial bQundary vmich seemed, a c­
cording to traditional boundary concepts, 
an inSurmountable barrier to concurrent 
jurisdiction . It soon became quite 
evi~ent that coopura tive ef~ort on the 
pE.:.rt of both ste.t es v;as needed . 
lf-igsis~ippi and Arkansas therefore entered 
into a compact , which literally , a t least 
f or the purpose of enforcing the l a\T.B of 
the respective s t a t es , extended the 
vro atern boundary of Ui ssiss i ppi to the 
west ern shore o~ the l.:isaiasippi Ri..-er 
and t he eastern boundary of JU"~nsaa to tbs 
eastern shore of the same river . 

,.Until 1934, when Congress began considera ­
tion of the so-called Interstete Compact 
Bill, which l a ter became law, public at­
tention had never been focused on the 
possibilities of the compact device . This 
l aw ~ve a blanket congressional consent 
in advance to all compacts enterea into by 
any two or more states in the field ot the 
'prevention ot crime and t he enforcement 
of their respective criminal l aws and 
policies'."' 

The aboTe statement ot Gordon Dean is set out 
tor the purpose ot demonstrating the use that has been 
made ot intersta te compacta in crime e.nd other fields . 
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In the oase of S tate v. Cunningham, 59 ~o . 76, 
a compaot was made between the st&tes of ~1ss1ss1pp1 
a nd Arkansas extending the orim.j nal jur1sd1 ction ot 
Mi ssissippi to the banks o~ the r1ss1ssi l)Pi River on 
the Arkansas s ide, a nd t..greeing that the t\10 states 
should have concurrent jurisdiction over sueh river. 
The court said: 

nstat e s e.re sovereigns rt.Ay e nter into 
any oompaot or e greettent t hey see fit 
with 6aoh other e xcept a s prohibited 
by s ection 10 of e rtiole l of the 
Constitution of the United S tates . This 
section provides tha t "no state ·ahall , 
without the consent ot Congress, enter 
into any agreement or compact with 
another state," etc . * * * 
"The ~uest1on here i s sol ely as to the 
power ot the s t Dt es, under t he r esolu­
tion , to ente r i nto t his coopact or 
a8l"eer:ent . ~ * * . 
"~~e exer cise of conourrent criminal 
jurisdiction over tha T.ra ters which torm 
t he boundaries of uta tes , e ven to the 
vory border~ of each state , i s not new 

·to the l aw or -to congressional leGisla­
tion. It seems to be f a vored and not 
opposed hy Congress , and , i n crea ting 
territories and states , it hns been 
vol.untarily i nserted in the crea ting 
acts of Con~ess ~d fo r ced upon many 
s t ates. :~en the t erritorieo of 
\,ashington a nd Ore gon were organi zed , 
concurrent jurisdiction vms given to 
ee.ch over all of t&nses coJ:DD.itted on the 
Col umbia Ri wr \'.here sa i d r1Ter forms a 
cocmon boundary . See ot re.roh 2, 1853, 
c . 90, 10 U.b . Stat . 172; ~ U . S . Stat . 
383 . The same i s true ot the states ot 
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"l~innesota and .i soonsin (J\.Ct J~ug . 6 , 
1846 , c . 89 , g v .s ~tat . 57) ; the same ot 
Iowa <.1.nd Illinois ( J~ot larch 3, 1845 , 
c . 48 , 5 u. s . Stat . '142 ) , and Kentucky 
and Li~souri . * * * 
"'.':e think that the case ot Central. Rail• 
road 09 . v. Jersey City , 209 u .~ . 473 , 
28 Sup. Qt . 592, 52 L .£d . 896 , i s con­
clusive of the proposition that states 
having t1 river forming a common boundary 
may, \d th the consent of Congress , tix 
the Jurisdiction to ·be exercised over the 
waters trom one state to the Tory borders 
of the other , 1rres,P&otive of the boundary 
line between tho two states for other · 
purposes . It one state cay grant to 
another exclusive jurisdiction over the 
waters to its bankS tor any purpose, when 
Congress. consents, we cannot understand 
why the same states may not grant to each 
other concurrent jurisdiction eaoh to the 
banks of the other over offenses committed 
on the waters vmieh may constitute a violation 
of the laws of the state undertaking the 
prosecution, whether such ottense be z:al.um 
prohibition or malum se . " 

If, ~~ it, has been held (Central hailroad Company , ~ 
supra}, that &tntes may by compact grant to ea.oh other 
e AclusiTe jUl·isdiction over tne .ater to its banks tor 
any purpose , we sec no rea son why same cannot be extended 
trom one border of the state to the other. 
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Tho court, in the oose ot La Plata RiYer & 
Cherry Creek Ditch Co . v . Hinderlidor , 25 Rae . ( 2d) 187, 
l . o . 188, points out., hovrevor, thc. t the coc.puct must not 
violate !'edara l 'or State Col',lstitutions, t hus: 

"I!'o sta te she.J.l , without the coxwent ot 
Congress, .:~ • * enter into any agre ement 
or compact , with another state . • * * 
Article 1, Seo. 10, par . 2 , u. ~ . CoDDti-
tution. · 

1Conccding for the purposes or t h isbcase 
that this negetive implies a n ~ffirmative, 
it f~lls r~r short of a ~ant or power to 
fl.ny & t a te, with the oontlcn t o f Congress , 
to ontor into a compact violating Federa l 
or D~te Constitutions . • 

I 

In the case ot t ho City ot New York v. Wilcox, 
189 N.Y . vup . 724 , l . c . 725, the compact vms designed 
to pre"'ent coneestion at the port ot New York and 
New Jersey by means or a joint port commi s sion. the court, 
in hol ding .that subjoot to the approva l of Congress , any 
two states 'could enter int.o e. j o int a dventure to promote 
the welte.re of the 1r citizens, said: 

"It is \tell es~blished t hat subject to 
the ~pproval of Congress a ny t'~ states 
cal enter into c. joint ed-renture to 
proc.ote the coJ::JCOn v•el t'a re ot' t heir 
c1 tizens . QUOh a n agreement W&S ehtered 
into bettreen l~ew York and llew Jersey in 
re(11rd to l't! lisndes .~rk, \..Jh ieh lie s upon 
the borders or tho ~0 s t a tes . The same 
statos ru:.ve Clnother agreem.ent (.S to the 
construction or a vehioular tunner oon­
neoting the two states . In suoh cases it 
i s not necessary or perminsibl.e to limit 
or surrender the so..-erei gn rights or the 
people. but where auoh rights are properly 
peeserved no question oan bo raiSed as co 
the validity of the compact . ~ 
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That a compact between the State o'f l"1ssour1 and 
other st&tes re lating to the recognition of subpoenas, 
court orders und BUKmonsos t~sued by the ~uthority of the 
respeoti w ~.;tntes , \¥'Ould promote t he \:elfal'e ot the ci ti­
zens cannot be challeng~d wthen we consider thnt t wentieth 
century crime is no longer confiued to intra -state 
activities . Furthermo1·e , the sovereign riS}1ta ot t he 
people are not being surranderod inus~uch ua the hOt pro­
vides for compensation &nd i r-.r;:.ur..i ty for uny one swr.moned. 
Nor is the subject of co~pacts ne' to this state . 

In the caBe of St ate v . ~oslin, t~7 .~o .543 , 
l . c. 544, and agreec.ent by t he s t ates of l~nsas and Missouri 
that o. watel"\vorks pl ant in Jj}nsas City, l11ct~our1, situated 
in Kansas City, r.ansas , &d Join1Ug a s i milar plant of the 
l atter city , t he two plants being capable ot use, and being 
in fact to some extent used i n co-operation, eaoh supplement­
ing t he other in certa in instunces , was held free from 
as sessment nnd taxation by t he other stute , end a valid 
agreement . The court ooid: 

"By the action referred to the Illnsos 
Legislature has in etf oct declared 
that ~pon the grounds indicated the 
exenption ·or the wo.ton.'Or k:S pl ant in 
~.yandotte County owned by the Cit y of 
Kansas City , lo ., is of peculiar public 
benefit . This decision of the Legi sla­
ture, having been made in t he exeroine of 
its proper functions and being based 
upon t~Sl"Ounds t hat the oourt ca:mot pro­
nounce to be capricious or without 
f oundation in reason , is boyond judici a l 
interference • 

"The t'edera l Con&titution (article 1 , 
seo . 10, par . ar by forbidding states to 
enter into any agr eement or cc~pact 
with ea.oh other without the consent 
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ot Congress recognized their power 
to do so \7i th the. t consent. Poole T. 
Fleeger , 36 U.D. (11 Pet.} 185, 209, 
9 L .Ed . 680 . t!o"roover , some oontrao;ts 
or business arn ngements between sta tes 
may be effected ' i thout conGr9ssiona1 
consent . Virginia v. Tennessee~ 148 u.s . 
505 , 5~8 , 13 ~up . Ct . 728, 37 L .Ed . 537 . 
'The terms 'compacts' and ' agreements', 
as used in t his soetion, cover all stipu­
l a tions affecting the conduct or cla ims 
of s t £t e , whethe r verbal or ~itten, 
for~41 or info~al, positive or ~plied, 
with each other' • (1-.nnoW.tod Conati tu­
t i on published by authority ot United 
~tates oena to, p . 365) not f orbidaen by 
the Oonstitution, for even with the con­
sent of Congre sa the sta tea cay not 
disobey its inJunctions-- mny not, t or 
instance, do nny or the things prohibited 
by t he tirat para graph of the section 
cited (In .re Rahrer , 140 U.o . 545 , 560, 
11 Sup.Ct. 865 , 35 L.Ed . 672), such as 
entering into a trea ty, alliance, or 
confederation. It has been said that 
the clause ' compa cta and agreements,' 
as distinguished from ' trea ty , a lliance 
or oontederation,' mAy 'Tery properly 
apply to such as regarded what might be 
deemed mere pri~te rights or sovereignty; 
such a s questions ot boundary; interests 
in l a nd situate in the territory or each 
other, and o.ther interna l regulations tor 
the mutual comfort and oonTenience ot 
states bordering on each other.' ( ~uoted 
~rom Story's Oo~ntar1es on the Consti ­
tution, Sec . 1403 , in Virginia v. Tennessee, 
148 U. S . 503 , 519, 13 Sup. Ct . 728, 
37 L .Ed . 537) There is nothing in the 
subJect matter ot the arrangement here 
under consideration which because ot any 
inhibition of the federal Constitution 
renoved it from the category ot permissible 
agreements or compacts . " 
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Se c . 2 o~ Ar ticle ? or the Uiasouri Consti­
t ution of !.' i ssouri provi des that the peopl e or t his 
stat e have t he i nherent . sol e and exclusiTe right 
to regulat e the internal government and police 
t her eof' . 

(' 

"That the peopl e of ·thin ~t&te have 
t he i nhe rent , s ole E-lnd b:&.c l us1 vc 
ri3ht to reGUlat e t he int&rnal govern­
~ent and poli~e .thereor , and to alt er 
b.nd ubol1sh their Constitution e nd 
f or m of government \'thane e r they may 
deem it necessary to t heir &efoty and 
happ i ness : l~ovided , ~uch chan~ be 
no t repugnant t o tho Constituti on ot 
the Un i"&ed ~tates . " 

AS v."e have pointed out , the I'ederal government 
has given blanket ~pproval in advance to\mrds t he inter­
stat e compact where no boundary lino of !:I t~ tes would be 
recogni zed , as far a s it rela ted to subpoenas of 
witnesses . The ~.Jtate of lacsouri ·.uving the right to 
r egulate the interna l aoverrurtent e.nd )olice thereof, the 
authorization of the I,egislature of such f. compact would 
no t violate the above Constitutional provision . 

Section 30 of .t.rticl e 2 ot t he t rissouri 
Constitution ~rovides : 

"That no per son shttll be depr ived ot 
l i :t'e , liberty or property \lithout 
due process ot l e. 1." 
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In the case of Tvie v . Bailey, 5 ::; ; ; • ( 2d) 
50, l.o. 54, 319 ~o . 474 , the court, in construing 
the ' due process clause of the Constitution' , s a id: 

"Nor do tho statutory sections 
violate the due process provisions 
of either the st~te or the federal 
Constitution. By due proaess of law, 
defined in tf'rms ot the equal pro­
tection ot t he l aw, neaua , in ee.ch 
particulcr case, such a n exercise 
or the powern of government as the 
settl ed ~xtms &pd rules of procedure 
sanct~on, and bUCh safeguards for the 
protection of individual rights as 
t hose maxims and rules prescribe for 
the class of cases to v:hi oh the one in 
question beloncs . It means , in short , 
th law of the l &nd . n 

hll safeguards tor the protection or indiVidual 
rights have been pr ovided for in this .t"ct, and there ­
fore cannot be said to be a Violation of the ' due process 
clause' ot the Constitution. 

It is to be noted t hat pr~vision is onde in 
~e o . 3 of the above Act that where an officer ot another 

• state, in conformity w1 th a valid writ, .l>rinf)B a person 
charged w1 th or convicted of a crime • in or through 
this state, he I'!JAY use our state _pen 1 institutions or 
county jails t or the temporary lodeing or such person . 

No provision is ·made for reeding such prisoners, 
and vs have bGen unable to find uny Constitutional or 
statutory provision \lhich would prohibit the opera tion 
o~ Sec . 3, supr& . As a rna tter of tact, "We understand 
that although there is no pr oTision tor same a t the 
present time , many penal officers o'f our state have ooen 
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co-opere.ting \.ith the penal officers of other states 
in tempornri~y hous i ng pe r sons char ged with or con­
victe d or crime, when in the custody of an of'tioer of 
anothe r state , i n cont"ormity vith a valid writ . 

bttos . 1 a nd 5 or the ~bove .hot authorize the 
Gover nqr , as agent and re~resentative of tho ~tate, 
to ent er into reci~rooal agr oenent s with other states, 
and ~eoa . 2 and 3 proscribe the provisiono tha t must 
be contained in the reciprocul ur.,ruertents . This author­
ization of the GoTer nor cannot be &ttacked na repugnant 
to Article 4 , ueotion l of the Mi nsouri Constitution, 
providing t~at the Legis lative power shall be vested 
in t he Gener a l .h.saembly, s inoe it gives t he GoTernor no 
authority t o make a l aw, but only to det ermine a tact 
or t hing on 1ihioh tha a otion ot the law de,endo . 

J nd i n case of ~tate ex rel. Fi e l d v . Snith , 
~9 b . Y/ . (2d) 74 , l.c . ?c , 329 !.~'o . 1019, the court sa id: 

"T".o.e Legi alature .t.ay Aot delegate 
tho poYier to en~ct a l aw, or to 
declar e what tho law shall be , or 
to exercise a ny unreotricted die ­
cretion in &ppl ying a la~; but it 
rr.uy enact a l aw complete in itself , 
des i gnod to accomplish a eenera l 
public purpose , a nd may expressly 
aut horize do signa ted officials wi l:ihin 
definite valid limitations to provide 
rules and regulations for t he ooo­
pl e te operati on and enforcement o'£ 
t he l aw n thin its expressed t;enero.l 
pur poe e • Bailey v. van Pe 1 t, 78 Fla • 
S3? , 62 So . 789 , 793 . 

"The Legi ::.. l a ture may • w1 thout viola ting 
any rule or principle ot the Constitu­
tion, confer upon an e. dministratiTe 
board or of ficer a l ar se ~asure of 
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discretion, pr oTided t he exercis e 
thereo~ is gui ded &nd co#trolled by 
rules pres cribed ·t herefor.• ?eople 
v. Product s Co ., 195 Cal. 548 , 234 
P • .598 , 402 , 38 .... . 1 . • 1 • • 1186; see , £. lao , 
Ex parte Ct...vanc...ugl"L v . Ger k , 31 3 110 . 3?6, 
28C ~ • . • .:>1 ; ...Jt . Louis v . Icc ........ :"uel 
(.)o . , .31? I. o . 1307, 296 >-~ : :. • 993 , 54 
. • I .h . 1082; ! erchanta' .2xch ..... nge v. 
Knott, 21~ Lo . 6l b , 111 tJ . \ • 5o5 , und 
cc.ses cited . " 

'l'he t:uthoriz!<.tion of thu Governor t;o a ct as 
agent and representt. ti ve of the .;tate to en tel~ i nto 
reci procal (,l.gr oomonts u ith other states being con­
trolled by definite valid l icl.tations iio:) not a dele­
gation of :1o\'ler to enact e. law or to c1ecla.re \,110. t the 
l aw sha l l be , or to exercise a n unreDtricted di s cretion 
in a.ppl yin,oo tho lt..w , E.nd hence is not t, conflic t \ii tll 
Article 4 , beotion 1 of the Fi f::..,ouri ConDt1tut1on. 

From a consider ation of the whole ..... ct, \ Ia are 
ot the opinicn tha t the a dopti on ot same by the Gener a l 
As s embly would not be in conflict uith the Constitution 
of Mi~o ·uri, or t he Consti tution of United vt~tes. 

Hespoct:f'ully subnitted, 

Jd?PROVED : J-' • OP.R .Jit. \ t'YERS 
~ssistant Attorney- Gener al. 

J . L • ifl,.YLuh 
(a oting ) Att orney- General . 


