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OFPICERS s
. Bonding Requirement
of State Treasurer

Bonerable Alan J. Dixon
Treasurer of the State of

ch. 103, pard: through 14.5.) You first ask if the
office of state treasurer comes within the purview of the
new provisicns, and in my opinion, it does.
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Section 14.1 of "AN ACT to revise the law in rela-
tion to official bonds® (Ill. Rwl. Stat. 19?5_.- ch. 103, par.'
14.1) provides that:

“Wherever State officers, State mloyccu or
officers, trustees, menbers or employees of any
department, board, bureau, commission, university,
authority, or other unit of State government are
required by law, now or hersinafter enacted, to
obtain a fidelity or surety bond or bonds to
qualify for office, the bonding requirement shall
be satisfied by a blanket bond or bonds contracted -
for as provided in the Illinois Purchasing Act,
by the Dopartment of Finance through its Division
of Risk Management." '

Thus, any "state officer” required to odtain a bond or bonds
to qualify for office is covered by the new provision.
Absent a specific definition of the phrase "state officer®

it is to be presumed that the legislature intended that these
words be given their ordinary or commonly accepted meanings.
(Bowman v.VAmur & Co., 17 X1l. 24 43.) 1t has been held
in Illinois that, generally speaking, an officer whose powers
and duties are co-extensive with the state is a state officer
(Ramsay v. VanMeter, 300 Ill. 193) and there can be no doudt
that the state treasurer qualifies in this regard. As to

the honding requirement specified in section 14.1, section 1




Honorable Alan J. Dixon - 3.

of 5an ACT to revise the law in relation to the state treas-
urer” (Ill, Ré?.’stat. 1975, ch. 130, par. 1) requires the
tiea#urar to give bond bafore entering office, |
It is therefore ﬁy opinion that the state treasurer
comes within the puxview of -cctidn‘lé.l‘of "AN ACT to revise
the law in relation fo official ﬁonda“. | |
" You next aek whether by adherence to these new
provisions the state treasurer would satisfy all constitu-
tional and statutéry honding reqguirements.
‘with regard to the Iillhotb Constitution of 1950;
section 20 of article V provides only that:
;civilrofficerm of th§ Executive Br&nch may
be required by law to give reasonable bond or
other security for the faithful performance of
their duties. If any officer ia in default of
suach a requirement, his office shall be deemed
vagant." . .
It ie evident-fruﬁ tﬁis that the matter of official bonds
has been left to the discretion of the legislature.
As élready noted, the legislatuxe has recently
provided in section 14.1 of "AN ACT to revise the law in

relation to official bonds™ that any bonding requirement




Honorable Alan J. Dixeon ~ 4.

provided by law for mstate officers “shall be satisfied” by
a blanket bond or bonds contractaed for pursuant to that act.
Section 14,2 of the Act (Ill. Rev. &tat. 1975, ch. 103, par.
14,2) further provides that:

“The penal sum of the blanket bond or bonds
shall be fixed by the Director of Finance with
the approval of the Governor and shall satisfy
the bonding regquirements of other laws, hereto-
fore or hereinafter enacted, if the blanket bond
amount or amounts per loss are equal to or
greater than the bond amount required per person
in said other laws."”

_ It is therefore my opinion that if, as required
by section 14.2, the amount per loss of the blanket bond
or bonds contracted for is equal to or greater than the
bond amount requized by law for the office of treasurer,
then the blanket bond or bonds will satisfy all bonding
requirements for that office,

Very truly yours,

ATTORNEY GENERAL




