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' Décembe? 25, 1947 i\ﬂr
To Leon L. Spimney, Esq., Brunswick Municipal'coﬂrﬁ

I héve your letter . .. .-in-which you refer td}ﬁha Publiic
Laws of' 1947, Chapter 290, Section 20, which provides:

"No wltness shall be allowed in a oriminal .

case for more than one travel, or for travel

end attendance In more than one case at the

seme time before any judicial tribunai,”

You ask my opinion on the interpretation of this languege,

and you sé% forth a hypothetical case as follows: "Suppose John
Jones is m witness in four csases all heard on the same morning,
18 ‘John Jones entitled to a witness fee in each oxe’ of the four
cases , providing they are against different respondentat”

My answer 1s that John Jones would be entitled to okly one
witnesa fee and one attendance for the four cases, having in mind
that this applies only %o :0riminal cases, If it were not this way,
an officer could run up & large witmess fee blll by having eight
or ten cases in oné morning and charging a witness fee for each one,

" Let us take another hypothetiocal case on travel, Suppose John
Jones 15 an officer and he goes from Brunswiek te Freeport to = -
arrest John Doe, Bnd ke serves three other compleints at the sesme
time on.the same. trip. Is John Jones, the officer, entitled to tra-
vel for the other cdaest Wy answer %o this question would be, No,
He 1s entitled. to only one travel, : e

You ask, "Suppose John Doe 1g a witness in three cases against
the same respondent which might be tried separately or at the same
time, what thent™ ' '

in'my oﬁinidﬁ he%would be entitled to only oné-iitnqss fee.

Ralph W. Farris

RWi:e
' Attorney Genersl



