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ATYORNEY SENERAL

Honorabdle X, ¥, Essterling

Gounty Attorney
Jefferson County
Besumont, Texas

Pear Birt Opinion No. 0-1089 )~
' : Re: Can @ i.hu-u made

gusted from the pro-
: x levied under

or) with the gquestions mm.
“opinien, the conclusions
and said opinion is

to Article 18, smlon Ssa, of the
Artiale 7880, et seq., of the E-vim

g. The munc pro tune order descoribed in your
letter is based wpon & power ecnferred by Article 11,
Seation 7, of the Constitution, emd Article 68350 of the
Revieed eivu Statutes, which we comalude to be a re-ensot-
pent of this provision of the Constitution.
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3. That irrespective of either of the fore-
going, this 1s not such an expenditure s can be made
from the Fermanent Improvement Fund of the county.

It oscurs to us that the recitations in the
nung pro tunc order can pot in anywige determine or
suthorize an expenditure out of e fund not created for
such purpose. To carry the matter further, we presune,
for ressons of clarification, thet if it were within:
the power of the county to pay these items of expense
at all, it would bhe ghargeable to the Cenersl Fumd
alone, and then only after it hed been oatablished as
an sxpense for a "county purpese®,

Y¥e are of the opinion that an iftem of expense
incurred in behalf of the oreation and establishment of
& Y¥ater Control end Improvement District, formed pursu-
ant to the laws auvthorizing such dintriet, can not in
any manner be determined s gensral county purpose (e
purpose beneficial to the county as a whole),

Assuring you of our desire to cooperate at
all timee, we are’
~ Yours very truly
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS

Clarence E. Crowe
Assistant
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