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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
AUSTIN
fF::_‘:,":.::.tL‘" Narch 15, 1939
Eonorable Tom ¥, Coleman, Jr.
County Attorney
lurkin, Texss
Dear Sir:
employment
3t super-
Tied &
ia viola-
ute,

T king of his ¢ontraot
of employment, a superintendent ¢ donpibn Bchool distriect has
marriod the daughter of one of \theirustees of the school distriet,

u ask our opimnion as Y theye is any viclation of
tge Nepotism Statute #f continuing
B8 that “No officer . . .
of any . « « Bochgol ¢istric 1llappoint, or vote for, or
eonfirm the appoint office; position . . . of any

or compenseation of such ineligible
knowing him to de e£o ineligible.™

N
_ W;Shggg bepén unable to find and believe thare are noc cases
reportsd whie termine this point under the iexas statutes. How-
‘ever, bearing in mind the main purpose of the Nepotism Statute,
- we are quite certein that no violstlon of the above statutes is
“here involved. The main purpose of such statutes 1s to remove
the temptation to employ eloss relatives, thus eliminating kinship
to the employing or appointing psrsons snd boards as an elesment of
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gompetition. OUtherwise, in tot many instences Lhe position of
exployment would be awarded to a needy reletlve rather then to
another parscn vho astually possessed more satisfaotory qualifi-
cations. N=edlese Lo suy the public would suffer.

Here the euploywent wes made at a Lime when the relation-
ship did not exist and therefore 4id not induee or contribute to
induging the amployment.

Article 435 refers to Article 432, and forbids psying an
ineligidble officer or parson.

The superintendent is not ineligibvle under Articles 432, and
therefore Article 43D doss nmot Tordid paying him. The adove
guestion iz answered in the negative.

Tours very truly
ATTORREY OFNERAL OF TEIAS

By ‘ékz“**~’¥ézgéitxaa;

Glenn R. lLewis
. Assaistant

GRL1N | | ,
AFPROVED

/4§Z:>t/4_4,4i_46. PAA—ernn,

 ATTORWEY CENEK:L OF TEXAS \



