
-- - TO\ 'NSHIP CLERKS : No fee for drawing or writing warrant . 

-·laY 15, 19 39 

FILED ---hon . Charl es ~ . Greenwood 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Livingston County ) 
::::l::::he, I issour1 

~; i s will acknowledge receipt of your 
letter of ·ay 4 , 1939 , in v;hicc jO\l request our 01 inion 
on the followin,. : 

" Sect ion 12510, session acts or 
1931 is bein~ construed in various 
ways by t he t mmship clerks. 

" I \'}j.sh your opinion on whether or 
not t Le townru_ip c l erk is enti t l ed 
to a fee o£ ten cents ( .10¢) for 
writing each \7arrant ov r and above 
the regular v2 . 50 per day . 

" I f t his s ection does not a uthorize 
such payment, is t here any autLority 
for the same . " 

Section 12310 , Laws of 1931, paGe 377 , provides 
thatthe township cl erk1 a s clerk , shall receive two dol­
lars and fifty cents ( ,,~2 . so) per day f or his services . 
The section also contains a proviso limiting t he fi rst 
part granting two dollars and fifty cents ( v2 . 50) per 
day , and to the e£feet that for certain services, the 
township clerk is not to be paid per diem for certain 
services, but is t o b e pat~ certain fees . These ser­
vices are for serving electlon notices; for ~iling any 
instrument of writing authorized by la:vr for copying 
and certifying any record in his office . 



Ron . Charles s . Greenwood - 2 .. Hay 15 , 1939 

It is apparent trAt tht R statute does not au­
thorize tl:e township clerk to receive anythin~ additional 
to t r e two dolJ.ara and fifty cents ( ~,2 . 50 ) per day for 
v;ritiug v1arrants . 

Our research does not disclose any statute 
w~1ch operates to gi ve the township clerk any additional 
coM~ensation f or writing war r ants . 

In Gtate ex r el . v . I3ro\m, 146 L'o ., l . c . 406 , 
the court said : 

"It is \7ell settl ed that no officer 
is entitled to fees of any kind un­
less provided for b~ statute, and 
being solely of statutory right, 
statutes allowing the same must be 
strictly construed. Stat e ex rel . v . 
\"/offo~.! ~16 -~ •. 220; Shed v . Rail­
road,. fS1 .lo . 687, GaMmon v . Lafayette 
Co. , 76 Mo . 675 . In the case last 
cited it is said : · ~~e r ight ot a 
public off icer to fees i s der ived 
from the s t a tute . I.e is entitled to 
no fees for services he may perform, 
as such officer, unless t he statute 
gi ves it. ~ben the stat ute fails to 
provide a f ee for services he is re­
quired to perform as a publ ic officer, 
he has no claim upon t he state for 
compensation for such services .' 
riilliams v . Chariton Co., 85 !.~o ,. 645," 

CONCLUSION 

1b erefore , it i s our opinion that t t e township 
c l erk i s not enti t led to any additional fee for v:rit1ng 
warrant s . 

AP.t'lOVED By : 

J . E . TlYtbR 
(Acting ) Atto~ey General 

Respect fully submitted, 

.LA\1REUCE L . i3RADLE.'Y 
Assistant Attorney General 
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