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DISAPPROVAL, BOXDS OF .JEFFERSOX TOWXSHIP RGRAL SCHOOL DJH. 
TRICT, SCIOTO COl:XTY, 812,600.00. 

CoLU~IBU~, Omo, l\larch 4, 1925. 

Re: Bonds of Jefferson Township Rural School District, Scioto County, 812,600.00 

Retirement Board, State Teachers Retirement System, Columbus, Ohio. 

GENTLE~tEx:-·The transcript for the above issue of bonds discloses that the 
electors of Jefferson Township Rural School District, Scioto County, approved at 
the last election an issue of bonds in the sum of 812,000.00, for the purpose of pur­
chasing a site and erecting and equipping a new school building. 

Section 2295-11 G. C. provides as follows: 

"The cost of construction of any building, utility or improvement may 
be construed to include interest-payable during construction on bonds issued 
for such construction. A sum not to exceed one year's interest on any bond 
issue may be included in the amount of the issue to the extent necessary to 
care for interest maturing previous to the receipt of the taxes or assessments 
from which sueh interest is to be ultimately paid." 

As this issue was only approved by the electors in the sum of $12,000.00, and ag 
no authority is given in the section last quoted for inereasing the amount as approved 
by the electors, I am therefore of the opinion that the board of education of this school 
district has exceeded its authority in issuing the foregoing bonds in the amount of 
$12,600.00, when the same had only been approved by the electors in the sum of 
$12,000.00. 

You are therefore advised that the issue has not been legally made in the amount 
for which the same has been sold to you, and you arc accordingly advised not to pur­
chase said bonds. 

-·--~----

2261. 

Respectfully, 
c. c. CRABBE, 

Attorney-General. 

DISAPPROVAL, BONDS OF NEWTON FALLS CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT, TRUMBULL COUNTY, Sl6,500.00. 

COLUMBUS, 0Hro, March 4, 1925. 

Re: Bonds Newton Falls Consolidated Schooi District, Trumbull County, 
816,500.00. 

Retirement Board, Stale Teachers Retirement System, Columbus, Ohio. 

GENTLEMEN:-! have examined the transcript submitted to this department 
in connection with the foregoing issue of bonds and find that the tax valuation of the 
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Xewton Falls Consolidated School District is 88,405,330. The financial statemmt 
as shown in the transcript, together with outstanding bonds, also discloses that on 
December 4, 1924, there were issued by this sehool district under the provisions of 
section 7629 G. C. bond>~ in the sum of 812,400.00. The school board has provided 
that a tax levy for the payment of the present issue shall go upcn the tax duplicate 
for the year 1925, and also that the issue of December 4, 1924, must necesmrily go 
upon the tax duplicate for the year 1925. 

Section 7629 G. C, as amended in 109 0. L., page 252, provides in part as follows: 

"The board shall pay such bonds, and the interest thereon when due, 
but provide that no greater amount of bonds be issued in any year than would 
equal the aggregate of a tax at the rate of t1co mill~, for the year next preced­
ing such issue." 
It is therefore apparent that the issue of December 4, 1924, must necessarily be 

added to the present issue, within the e:mtemplation of this statute, and the two issues 
being considered, it is therefore also apparent that the maximum amount of two mills 
on the tax duplicate has been exceeded. 

I am therefore of the opinion that this issue iu the sum of 816,500.00 cannot be 
legally issued, and you are therefore advised not to purchase said bonds. 

2262. 

Hespectfully, 
c. C. CRABBE, 

Attorney-Genera/. 

DISAPPROVAL, BONDS OF VILLAGE OF ROCKY lUVER, CUYAHOGA 
COUNTY, $.5,137.50. 

COLUMBUS, Omo, J\tfarch 4, 1925. 

Re: Bonds of Village of Hocky River, Cuyahoga County, 5)5, 137.50. 

Department of Industrial Relations, Industrial Cornmis.1ion of Ohio, Columbus, Ohio. 

GEJI.'TLE~1EN:-An examination of the trans<·ript submitted in connedion with 
the above bond issue discloses that the bonds are being issued under the proviRions 
of section 3939 G. C. for necessary improvements, and for buildings in connection 
with the fire department of the village. 

The first legislation passed by the council of the village in connectiPn with tl.i.; 
is3ue of bonds was on January 7, 1925, at which time the bond ordinance was pas~ecl 
providing for the issuance of bonds, and the ordinanee provided that the hondH Rhould 
be dated October 1, 1924. 

I know of no authority or provision as found in the General Code which authorizes 
council of the municipality to issue bonds bearing date prior to the elate of the pa~sal!e 
of the legislation authorizing their issuance. For various reasons, it certainly cannot 
be assumed that the mere absence of any provision as to the date of the bonds will 
authorize the officials of any taxing di~trict to issue the bonds bearing elate prior to 
their authorizing act. 

This same rule was laid down in Opinions of the Attorney-General, 1921, Volume 
I, page 168, and I know of no reason why the same rule should not now be followed. 
This practice should at least be disapproved, and I therefore advi~e you not to aec!'pt 
these bonds. 

Respectfully, 
c c CRABBE, 

Attorney-General 


