Ase Police Offi€ers entitled to reward for the capture
of eriminals.
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Aonorable Guy Be Park
sovernor
Joffeorson City, Noe

—sar Sirs

This department is in receipt of your request for
an opinion relative to the spplication of certain police of-
ficers of the eity of 5t. Louls for the reward of £200 for
tho arrest end comvietion of the person or persons guilty
of murdering John 7, Thitted and ldwin C, Shane.

It appears from the papers attached to your request
that Lieutenant Iras L. Cooper and detectives Charles .. Johne
san, Frank Crook sad Arlends Ryan of the Department of Police
of the oity of Ste Louis, apprehended one William koland for
the murder of John i, thitted end tdwin C, Shene, and that
Holand was subsequently tried and oconvioted of this crime end
was later hanged on April 12, 1936 in confermity with the
sentence of the courte

The precise guestion involved is whether these
police officers are entitled to the reward of {200 offered
by you as Governor of the State of Jssouri,

In the early cese of Kick v. Merry, 25 Moe 72, Judge
Seott in holding that an agreement to reward & public officer,
a policeman, for doing that which is his duty by law to do,
is void against publie policy, said

"Under the circumstances, the officer
has no right to insist that he acted
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his dutye Te received a
for his sorvices. Ihe
ered were within the duties
ficese All his emergies had
voted to the service of the
such ciroumstances, to permit
ficer to stipulate for extra
tion for services to whieh the publie
was entitled, would lead to great core
ruption and gppression in office. It
wo 1ld follow that whenever a orime was
comzitted, instead of speedy efforts
for the arrest of theo offender, there
would be a holding back, in the hope
that there would be a reward given
for his spprehension. If once a habit
of taking & reward is introduced,
nothing w 11 be dome unless the sere
vice is previously purchased by extra
paye ‘The other judges eoneurring,

the judgment w 11 be reversed."
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A recent case oun this subjeet has been decided by
Louis Court of Appeals in the cese of Lemnett ve
Se Ve 24 241, decided June 20, 1923, In thet case
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"However, these claiments (uGroshong,
sheriff, Semmett end leiregor, deputy
sheriffs), being publie officials,

it is egainet public pelicy to allow
them to receive a reward for the pere
formance of thelr sworn official duty
and for which they reeeived fixed fees
md galeries, snd we must rule that
the delivery to the police officers
of the eity of St. Louis was not such
an act or extreordinary service alike
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beyond snd cutside the limits of thelr
official duty which would emtitle them
to cleim the reward, * ¢ = + & » = » #

The principle thet at common law it
was egainst publie policy for a publie
olficer to take any additiomel sum in
the wuy of a reward for extra services
has been dealt with in strong lenguege
by our courtse "atech v, Mann, 15 Jend.
{(NeYe) 49«80: ‘*lhat a public offieer,
whose fees are preseribed Ly law, may
maintain en setion to recover en ede
ditional sum promised him by a party
for deing his offieial duty, is & mon=
strous proposition, freught with every
kind of mischief,' "

CONCLUSION

In fiew of the foregoing it is the opiniom of this
department that it is egainst the public policy of the State
of iiasouri feor publie officials to receive a reward for the
performance of their offieial duties and for which they ree-
celve fixed fees and salaries. For this reason it is our
further opinion that the applicents herein seekings the reward,
being police officers of the City of 8t. Louls, Missouri, are
not entitled to receive said reward,

kespectful ly sutmitted,

JOUN n, WOFFMAN, JR.
Assistant Attorney UYeneral
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ROY WeKITIRICK
Attorney General
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