OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
AUSTIN

June 7, 1959

Irs TeJes Crowe, Scoretsry
Toxas 3tate Lo:rd of kedleal Exaalrsrs
Yeroantile Dulléing
Tullno, Texas

Lecr Oirg

Opinlon Xo. 0=B78
Ret Ce . oﬁﬁanmvon <

TThis deps
quest of lay 20
Tollowing suest mo"..

¢ the returp of ¢ll appliica-
tious »n. graduates of Ghleege ked-
foe) Sehdo) unleas a racently adopiol
oty .&.u report thereon 1s of rooord
the minutoz of the Doardé lavelve
»Posrd in litigationy

*1s the sixty (60} houre ccllege
verk resuired to teo taken before the
nedioal treiving?"
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Hotie Tede Crowe, sccrotarj. June 7, 1938, Paze &

¥o answer your first qusstion in the
nogativo. ¥e anoworsd this questicz ant guve
tho reasons thersfor in cur opinion Noe. 0-806,
Guted June 1, 1939, & copy of wkiek, was nalle
ed 5 you on or about June Z, 183%.

Your ssoond queaticn 4is also answered
in the negalive. o angwersd that cuestion in
our Opmim live 0-8662 dated Juno 1‘ 1939, a
copy of whiah, was pailad tc you on or about
Juhie 2, 1939, '

Your third guestion as to whether the
aotions of the Board in rofusing to almit cere
tain applicants to exaulnation may involre ths
Board in litigstion, tunless ths receat adverse
ropoart on the schooi fro= whioh the applicants
carr is of record.in the ninutes of the Loard,
we oannot advise you what soticn the applicants
might teke in the avent they are rejesticd. In
the evant suit 1o dbrought toc force the Bosrd to
ad=it these applioants to exasination, the pose
ition of the Doaré might be embarrassing since
ths precords of the Board €o not é&isoloss why
the apggcanta ware refusal alnission to the exe-
aninat . : ’

The questfon liated am autber € in
your reguest has bean snswered by this depart-
ment in our opiniocns Nosi 0-579 and 0-866, &ated
Lay 10, 1939 and Juae 2, 1930 respeectively, In
each of those opintons this departzent held that
the article 4501, ReCeS., as now writien, doo
pot require that the sixty (¢0) hcurs ccilcgc
work shall be obtalzed before gntranee to modi-
cal sohool, bul requires coly that it bo acquired
Lx;ior to application for mémispion to the oXan-

ation of the Doard,
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Hon., Hubert Yorman, Hay 22, 1939, Page 3

with the audit held be sufficient to oreate “an imperative
pubdblic necossity” for a second or reoaudit, same must de
detearmined by the cxmissioners court,

It is, therefore, the opinion of this department
that it is withia the authority of the cormissioners' court
to determine whether or not "am imperative pudlic necessity
.xi:ta" for a county audit as contexplated within ths pro-
visions of Articles 1841 and 18468a Revised Civil Statutes
1925 - thers bdeing no 1limit as to the number of audits that
oan be had 80 long as such reasonsa and necessity as enumer-
ated in Artiels 1641, in the judgment of the couzmissioners'
eourt orestes such "imperative public neceasity”™ therefor.

Yours very truly
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS

kK jm

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS




