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CJL~TY WARRANTS: Mandamus lies to .compel 'county colacctor 
to accept warrant together with interest 
in payment of county taxes . 

October 4• 1940 

F l L ED 

HonorabJ.e L. Cunningham. Jr •• 
Proseo~ting Atto7.n87 
CaDXlen Coun t7 
Camdenton • .Missouri 

Dear Sira 

We are 1n receipt or 70ur letter or October 
2, 1940, wherein ,.-ou state as rollowa& 

"I would appreciate 7our o~inion 
upon the toll owing ua t ter. 

"A certain 1nd1 vidual be re hold • 
a Count7 Warrant 1n the amount or 
t 7o.oo upon which there is 6.00 
1ntereat due . The amount of" hia 
county taxes is $75.00J the collec­
tor i s willing to accept the warrant 
at its face value but not give credit 
for the interest. 

"I am. thererore, asking 70ur office 
tor an opinion as to whether a person 
presenting a county warrant tor the 
pa,._nt of county taxes is entitled 
to receive credit tbr the interest 
upon the warrant to the date of pa7-
ment as well as .tor the race value 
of the warrant. 

"I presume also that the proper pro­
cedure for forcing the collector to 
accept the warrant toge tber w1 th the 
interest and receipt the tax state• 
ment i s by mandamus. " 
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In reply to your reque at we are enclosing 
copy of an opinion rendered by this Department to 
Honorabile Paul !f. Chitwood- Prosecuting Attorne7 or 
Reynold!s Count7, under date of O.otober 3• 1938- wblr.1n 
we held! that Mndamus was the proper method to compe1 
the count,- collector to accept lawtul warrants that had 
been p~esented lawfUlly to ~ ~or the payment of taxea. 

With reference to the question of whether 
1ntereat on county warrants could be considered part ot 
the pr11neipal, the court 1n the case ot Hartley v. Jlaah, 
121 s. ~. (Ga.) 295, 1. c. 891, sa14: 

• But we think that 1t is perfectly 
well settled that the interest 1s 
as much a part of any debt aa ls 
the principal . Kpp1ng v. Columbus, 
117 Ga . 263, 276• 43 s. B. 803J 
Park v. candler, 114 aa. 466, 40 
s. B. 623. the interest followa 
the principal and ia 1n the ... 
elassitica tionJ am 1.f the principal 
1 s a valid obliga t1 on, then ne ce s­
aaril7 that portion Qf the debt 
us ually denomlna ted a s lnt4)rest 
must 11ltew1ae be valid and b1nd1.n8. • 

And again 1n tbe c~se of Americus Grocery eo., 
v. Pit~s Banking Co., 149 s. E. (Ga.) 777, 1. e . 779 ~ 
the oo~t~ referring to the same subject. sa14z 

"This court has held tba t m&J1damna 
will lie to require the payment or 
county warrant s . Maddox v. Anchor 
Duck tills• 167 Ga. 696• li6 s . E. 
561. Interest upon a valS.d subslat-
l.ng obligation ot a eount7 1s of the 
same nature as the principal. and ia 
collectible upon tba same terms and 
1n the same manner as the principal. 
Hartley v. Ba ah. 157 oa •. 402, l.Bl 
s . E. 295J Gaston v. Shunk Plow Co., 
161 Ga . 887 (6)• 1SO s . E. 580." 
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From the foregoing. we are of the opinion tll&t 
a per SOD.! pre sen t1ng a county warrant for pa,.men t of 
county taxes is entitled to receive credit for intere•t 
upon the warrant to the date of payment as well as fait 
the face value of the warrant •. and that mandamus will 1·1• 
to compell the county collector to accept the warrant 
together~ w1th interest in payment of the count,> taxea~ 

APPROVED: 

cOVELt R. H&fPl 
(Acting) Attorney-General 

MW:EO 
Bnc. 

Re sp~ c t:tnlly submit tad. 

MAX WASSEIUIAJl 
Assistant Attorney- General 


