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, fhis fofors te your lawar of eotabax- 15, 1958, réqmsking an
73 f‘;;;m fram this effice, which letter reads as follovs:

"The :?i‘diﬂ;l Bu:»oau of Rmployment aemruy, o
¥aghingten, Dv ﬁ';‘h&“'if’f"ﬁkeﬁ us to obw 2
tain from yo £1¢6 &n opinion on the use
of school buses fm» %‘:-f'[p&rhm agriouls |
tural daysbaul workers. | |

*%n the employment segurity progran it iy

aften nedesssry Lo transport agricultural

re j  ;;€¢ and frem work by a

aire ats 1s the precties in the
prod mg seotion, the sonmeraial

veget&b»ié growi ectima and the corn des S

tasaeling seatwu of the state. : ;

YWorkers are easamhlad at & certain peint
and someene with & ‘$rudk or other means of
conveyance pioks them up te go to work.

The driver, who may alao be the owner of

the truck mr obher conveyanoe, may of may
pot be an agriocultural werker and may or may
nat ssay all day. with the workers, but will
e - them. trum ﬁha“plaee of work to the

“?ﬁa Bureau 48 reo esﬁinﬁ us to obtain from
geur office an opinion as to whether school
usés oan be used for traasporting agrleul-
tural day-haul werkers and, if so, under
what oonditions."



Honorable J. E. Taylor

Your letter does not diatinguish between privately-owned buses
which are used te transport school children wnder coniracts between
the bus owners and school distriots and buses which are ouwned by
scheol districtay and, therefore, we shall deal with both types of

buses in this opimien.

In the casne of privately-cwned buses whioh are uased in the trans«
portation of sohool ohildren under gonbracts with school distriots, we
find nothing in the Miasouri statutes which prohibits the use of sudh
buses for purposes other than the transpertatien of asohool ¢hildrenjy
and, in fact, & requirement contained in Section 304.075, REMo Gum.
Supp. 1957, hereinafter quoted, expresaly resognives that the buses
may be used for other purposes. Acoordingly, we are of the opinion
that such buses may be used to transport agricultural day-haul workw
ers in connection with the Employment Security Program, provided that
such u#e is net prohibited by the contracts between the bus owners and
the school districts and does not interfere with the performance of

such contrapts.

In the event that a bus 18 so used, it weuld ceade to be a "school
bus® for licensing purpeses and it weuld be nevessary for the bus %o be
licensed in the same manner as theugh it were not used for the transs
portation of schodl children. It would dalso be necessary for the owner
of the bus to comply with a requirement of 3ection 304.075, RSMo Gum.
Supp. 1957, relating to the covering of signs on ssheel buses, whish
reads as followst . e S .

"# # ¢ #When any person operating a school bus
under contraet with a school district uses it
for purposes other than for the tranapertation
of school children, he shall sover the aigns
thereon in sush manner that it will not appear
ori the highwaye as a sochool bus, # & #"

We next consider the situation with respect to the use of school
districte-gwned buses for the purpose mentioned in your letter. In an
opinion furnished by this office to William L. Hungate, on August 29,
1953, & copy of whioh is enclosed, we concluded that a school diatrict
had ne authority te tranapert children to a privats school even though
- the cest of transportation might be pald by the children so transported,
That opinion was based upon the fact that, in accordanse with the author=-
itlea cited in the opinlon, school diastricts have only suech powers as

are conferred by statute or such as may be reascnably implied as necessar~

11y incident to a power expressly conferred, and the fact that there was
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#anmablﬁ §. E. Taylor

ne statutory suthorimetion for a school distriet to enter into a cone
kv&at of the kind under consideration in that epinlen.

- We £ind no statutery authoerization for & school dia%rznt to pro=
vide transpertation for agriculbural dayshaul workers or to enber inte
any ¢ontrast under which districteswned buses would be used feor that
purpese, Ageerdingly, it is our opinien that such action by & scheol
16t wWeuld be beyond the powers of the diatrict, While 1t 1s not
Py tﬁ ¢ur opinion, we also note that, as in the case of pri
Laly=oWned Huses, such udé of a distrietecwned bus licensed solely
'as glma'imlibus uanla be in vialatian of the lilcensing requirements

It 48 the eplnieﬁ of this office that privatalyvawnad buses which
are used in the transportation of schopl children under contracts bew
tween the bus ownere snd school distriots may be used for the transs
po?ba$1¢n of agricultural dayshaunl workers in ocnnection with the
Employment Security proégram, provided that (1) ouch use is not pros
hib&tod bg and does not inberfere with the performance of, the cons+
tracts with the schoel districts, (2) the buses are properly licensed
for such use, and {3} the bus owner cemplies with the requirement of
Seation 30l. 675, R8Mo Qum.: Supp. 1957, relating to the sovering of
signs on the buses. With respect to diastrict-owned schéol busies, it
is gur opinion thet such buses cdnnot be legally used for ﬁho trangs
portation of agri&ultural day=hau) workers.

The foregoing opinion, which I hereby approve, was prepared by
wy aﬁaistant, John ¢, Baumann..

Yours very truly,

Eng. (1) | Attorney General
FCB s : ,




