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1965. 

1\ P P R 0 VA L-HONDS CITY OF DAYT0:\1, lVIONTGO?vfERY 
COU:--JTY, OHlO, $3,000.00, PART OF ISSUE DATED JU:-.JE 
15, 1928. 

COLl':'IIIll'S, 01110, February 21, 1938. 

f?ei'irement Hoard, State Public School h'mployes' Netiremrnt System, 

Colun1b11s, Ohio. 
(;E::\TLE:\IE:'\: 

1\ 1•:: Bonds of City of Dayton. :VIontg·omery County. 
Ohio. $3,000.00. 

have examined the transcript oi proceedings relativ,• to the above 
bonds purchased by you. These bonds comprise part of an issue of 
sewage disposal plant bonds, Series G, in the aggregate amount of 
$250,000, dated June 15, 1928, bearing interest at the rate of 4y;% 
per annum. 

From this examination, in the light of the la\\' under authority of 
11·hich these bonds have been authorized, T am oi the opinion that bonds 
issued under these proceedings constitute valid and legal obligations 
of said city. 

1966. 

Respectfully, 
HERREHT S. DL'FFY, 

Attorney General. 

PROSECUTI::\TG ATTOI<.~EY-l\IElVI 1\ERSHll' DUES IN PRI
VATE ORGA~IZATJO~-SHER1FF'S ASSOCIATlO~-MAY 
NOT 1\E PAlD FROM FUNDS ALLOWED UNDER SECTTO~ 
3004 G. C.-SEE OPJ NTO:\' 2959, SEPTE:\TBER 13, 1938. 

SYLLABUS: 

The 111embcrship dues of a prosecutinu attorney in a private organ

i:::ation· formed lo suppress crime and to carry on investigations 111ay not 
be paid from the funds allowed the pro.secutiny attorney u.nder Section 
3004, General Code. 
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CoLe ;'.IIH;~, 011 10, Febrt:1ary 23, 1938. 

HoN. vVILLlA;\[ J. PORTE!{, Prosccutiug Attomey, illarysville, Ohio. 
·DEAR SIR: This will acknowledge the receipt of your recent C<~m

munication which reads as follows: 

"J am desirous of knowing whether or not a Prosecuting 
Attorney can join the Buckeye Sheriff's Association, which is an 
organization in the State of Ohio whose purpose among other 
things is to suppress crime and to carry on investigations at 
the request of the I'rosecuting Attorney, Sheriffs, Police Officers 
and other. like officers. 

This Association, as ] understand it renders its services to 
the l"rosecuting Attorneys by furnishing for them investigators 
who are skilled in the detection of crime which investigators 
services are less costly than like persons who might be employed 
elsewhere. 

* * * * * 
The question ts as to whether or not this membership 

insoiar as the Prosecuting Attorney's office is concerned may 
be paid from the funds provided for by Section 3004, General 
Code of Ohio." 

Section 3004, General Code, referred to by you provides in part: 

"There shall be allowed annually to the prosecuting attor
ney in addition to his salary and to the allowance provided by 
Section 2914, an amount equal to one-half the official salary, 
lo provide for expenses which may be incurred by him in the 
performance of his official duties, and in the furtherance of 
justice, not otherwise provided for * * *" 

The language of this section is broad and confers wide discretion 
111 the use of this fund upon the prosecuting attorney. Indeed, the only 
limitations imposed by the section are that expenditures under it shall 
be for matters "in the performance of his official duties, or in the 
furtherance of justice, which are not otherwise provided for." 

A review of the opinions issued by this office upon expenditures 
which may be properly allowed under Section 3004, General Code, 
reveals that the Attorneys General have at all times been most liberal 
in construing the section. 

It does not appear that this office has ever adopted a policy to 
hamper or restrict with narrow statutory construction those important 
and far reaching powers given the prosecuting attorney by law. 
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Tn an opinion. of the i\ Horney General for 1920, Vol. 11, page 977, 
it was held that the prosecuting attorney could purchase under Section 
3004, General Code, scales or other \\·eig-hing devices which were reason-
;1 1>1 y necessary 
uf the state. 
allowed under 

to procure evidence ag-ainst persons violating traffic ·laws 
In this opinion several earlier opinions on expenditures 
the section \\·ere cited. 

Later an Opinion of the Attorney General for 1927, Vol. I, pag-e 
212, held that mileag-e expenses of an out-of-state witness who had 
assisted the prosecutor in a criminal investig-ation could be properly 
paid i rom the fund allowed under Section 300-1-, supra, ;ts such an 
expenditure \\·as "in furtherance of justice". 

Again in 1931 an Opinion oi the Attorney (;eneral,-Vul. lll, pag·c 
1327, held that services of a special secret service agent who was 
employed hy the prosecutor could he paid for out of the ''300-1-"' fund. 

Jn all those instances it must be observed that the expenditures 
allowed were made ior definite services which \\"ere of direct use and 
assistance to the prosecutor's office. 

The matter before us, however, does not quite measure up to this 
standard, as membership in the Buckeye Sheriffs' Association is in no 
\\·ay an oA.icial duty of the prosecuting- attorney, even though it woulcl 
be laudable action on his part. :\loreover, the opportunity to obtain 
investigators sponsored by the association, which membership in it 
afiords, is an accessible convenience rather than a direct service to the 
prosecutor's office. 

Since logic permits no alternative, 1 regretiully conclude that this 
association really stands in no better place than the hundreds of asso
ciations offering some iniormation, convenience aml service which coul\
ties, municipalitcs and boards of educ1ton arc invited to organize and 
;tfTiliate with annually. It is ;L now well established precedent that public 
innds cannot be used to pay dues in such org-anizations or to pay the 
traveling expenses of officials \rho attend the conventions or meetings 
oi such organizations, even though they have purposes consistent with 
lite duties o~ officials concerned and do arlord information and inter
change of ideas. 1 do not see hm\· the l ltH:kL·) e Sheriffs' Association 
can be taken out oi this rule. vVhile it may be contended that member
ship in such an association is "'in iurtherance oi justice", l do not 
believe that this phra;~c as used in the statull' was meant to include 
expenditures ior joining organizations. 

In the construction and interpretation ui statutes certain rules have 
evolved which aid in the discovery of the true intent of the law. One 
oi the most well established of these rules is that a statute should be 
l'<Jnsiclered as a whole and that all that has been said in the law presents 
a better view of legislative intent than the selection of isolated passages 
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and phrases. Tn other words, all the phrase:-; and clauses must be read 
11·ith a vic11· to ascertaining what object the legislature intended to ac
l·omplish. 

There arc, l am sure, a thousand activities which anyone could 
pursue with the general and abstract idea of justice in mind, and all 
such activities would be "in furtherance of justice." One can hardly 
believe that the legislature intended to open the door on these activities 
l>y inserting that phrase in this special section. A far more logical vie11· 
is that the legislature intended to limit the phrase "in furtherance of 
justice" to that which is directly connnected 11·ith the official duties and 
re:-;ponsibilitics imposed upon the prosecuting attorney's oHice. There 
is, 1 believe, a real difference bet11·een membership in a private organiza-
1 ion 11·hich m;tkes the employment of a certain class of investigators 
an·cssiblc, and hiring directly a special investigator or agent. 

In view of these facts, it is my opinion that the membership clues 
of a prosecuting attorney in a private organization formed to suppress 
crime and to carry on investigations may not be paid from funds allmved 
the prosecuting attorney under Section 3004. General Code. 

!%7 . 

Respectfully, 
I 1~-:tWERT S. DuFFY, 

Attorney GcJ!cral. 

. \1'1'1\.0VAL-BON])S VTLLAGE OF WEST UNITY, WILLTA1\IS 
COU:\TY, OHIO, $28,000.00, DATED APRTL 1, 1937. 

Cou;~un;s, 01110, February 23, 1938. 

The .Industrial Co111missio11 of Ohio, Colu111bus, Ohio. 
( ;1·::\"TLE:\IEK: 

l~F.: nonds of Village of \~Test Unity, \Villiams 
County, Ohio,· $28,000.00. 

I have examined the transcript of proceedings relative to the above 
bonds purchased by you. These bonds comprise all of an issue of 
waterworks bonds dated April 1, 1937, bearing interest at the rate of 
3 .)4% per annum. 

From this examination, in the light of the law under authority of 
1rhirh these bonds have been authorized, J am of the opinion that bonds 


