
Opinion No . 352 Answered by Letter (Slicer) 

Honorable Paul L. Bell 
Prosecuting Attorney 
Crawford County 
steelville, M1esour1 

Dear ~. Bell : 

October 9, 1962 

'l'h1s department 1s 1n receipt or rour recent Nquest 
for a legal opinion reading 1n part as follows: 

"The Count{ Court or Crawtor<l County has 
requested hat I obtain en opinion as to 
whether or not they are legally obligated 
under Cl'ulpter Z79.030 or llleeour1 Roviaed 
statutes to continue to par bounties- 1n 
spite of tbe tact that they have received 
a notice that the State Treasurv cannot 
retund two-th1.rds of the bounties paid, 
because there is insufficient unencumbered 
balance in the appropriation covering the 
period from February 5, 1962 through June 25; 
1962." 

Initially. as you know, pursuant to Section 28j Article 
IV, Constitution ot 1111asour1, 1945, as aMnded 1958, and 
Section 33.170, RSIIo 1959, no warrant can be paid bJ the state 
treasurer to ~ countv upon sat1afaot1on of the requirements 
ot Section 279.030, RSJI.) 1959. unless there ia 1n the appro• 
priation tor such purpose an unencumbered balance autt1c1ent 
to P&¥ ea1d bounties. Your 1nqu1r,- evidences that there bas 
been no eu.ch unencumbered balance since Pebl'U&rJ 5j 1962., and 
that therefore the "state 'l'reasurr cannot retuneS two-thlrds 
of the bounties paid" by tlae cotmtiea as provided tor in Section 
279.0301 aQPra, \Dlti1 rurtber tunda are appropriated bJ the 
General AaaellblJ tor such purpose. 
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Honorable Paul L. Bell -2-

In answering your question as to "whether or not the¥ 
(the county court) are legally obligated uncler Chapter Zf9. 030 
ot M1asour1 ReviaecS stat¢es to continue to Par bounties, 1n 
spite of the" state•a ln4lb111ty to repar the counties at 
present1 it is our view that e1nce the Lepalature apec1f'1cally 
stated 1n Seotione 279.010, RSMo Supp. 1961, and 279.030, supra, 
that the bounties shall be pa14, tbe county court is "legally 
obligated • • • to continue to par bount1ea, • • • " 

It would be well to note at tbls ~1nt that Section 
~9. 010, a-..pra., further provldee that '• • • tbe count7 court 
me¥ by unanimous vote atter bol41ns a public haartng on tbe 
•tter reduce ~ ot these laounties by such amount as it finds 
advisable. • • •' 

In oonolucH.ns, we would sussest that pursuant to Section 
279.030, supra,. tbe clerk should as:>ng other requireaents 
continue to certify to the state cODI)tl'Oller the amount of 
bounty paid by tbe county eo that the oomlty could be repaid 
out of ~ tu:rthett funds appropriated bJ the Oeneral Assembly 
for that pUl'po&e. 

A aomewbat s1m1lar question wae raised an4 oonclua1on 
reached in an opinlon of tbia ottice UDder date of Jul.J 'Z7, 
1955. 1saued to Honorable J. Marcus nrtleJ', a copy ot which 
1a enclosed. 

PAS1lt 
Enclosure 1 

Youx-a veey truly1 

fiiJJfls P. IXOLi'l'OR 
Attorney Oeneral 


