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T in, Mr usig

to yur letters of oftomev 27, 1%7 and IMst 19t 1968v
you request our opinion as to mbethr the ftaseadttvs
Act (1IRU.S.C. 1385) prohiiLts i..v - of sptal police

commision tmlitary esmlfrteproeo ~ln

them to be emly in off-duty hou" as d#;pity sheriffo,
special Poliemm security Vsrds, bouners, ov mebn
patrolme. Your letter of )arth 19 make it eler that mili-
tary per$mel w14d not be a1*Wloe in these pootilns by
public law .areamit agencies, but by "'thir4-pwrty iudivi&.

Ve refrred your initial inquiy of Dcebe 270 1967,
to the Depamt of tbo Amy ,ad on February 27, 1%68, tb
Acting General Cone of the Army cmey to rma p o
that the Pose* Caitatu* Act did not prohibit e~loyamt of

awrvtse on the mosad em.4tcas 4eortW i our
letter. Yous now wish to kno wthor this to also the opfrw
ion of the Departost of justie*.

Xu ou opinion, the "wply ygo re..ivod trw the Deart-
wmt of tb Arm~y correctly states the law. The Mt dos not

prhibit the private employmeat ff-dt seviaS, La
their unoficial individual epacities, in paitima of the
kinds described in your lotter of Derb 27, 1967. Nor



does the Act probibt issuae~ of speial polite CieetUS
tO Brviam ftr the PurE vof *! .sling tha to met.

InII hi rpl to you the* Acting CoeSe Cmse of the
Army noted, hoevr that off-duty e.qoat *f servicmen
is siubjeet to r~strictis acoding to policies. ud regula-
tion of the uy and Air Vome. Ve hav no eo u an this
aspet of the matter.

We hp-that the forogoing will be of assistae to your
Offt.

ra* M. Vaxecaft
Assistan~t Attorney Coeal

Offiee of 1*gl cumse1




