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8 bounty liabhis for damage to

shp6ugh sush stock falle
Sle guard oonstructed

&xxtr ::Em Toad?

3, s thp county iisbies for damgges
Bained )to & motor vehlels through & eole
“lo ? by the nsgligoence of a sounty

*3.Is the cmzi 1iable for s motor
vehiole dasmaged Ly the defyctiVve sondition
:;g bridge on the county luteral road sys~-

*4. I8 the county liable fur Sausges to
& county eaployes for injuries sustained by

Waznplom while working for the county?
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F Esoh of your guestions ahould be answered in the
! negative,

¥e have from time to time rendered opinione toushing
the liadbility of counties for the torts of its officers, asgents
and represensastives covering a variety of situatiosna. ﬁotioeably
among these opinions ers the following: 0-779, 0-208, 0-353, 0-2136,
0=2473, and 0=2779, bteing the opinions referred to by you in your
lettor of inquiry.

Ho useful purpose gould be subserved in further elusci-

dating the principles estabdlishing the non-liadility of @ oounty
for sush sorts.

: Thoss prinoiples are briefly stuted, rirst, the non-
liability of the State (including counties as the State’s
g:}itical subdivision sxercising the powers of soversignty),

the absenos of & atatute oreating such liadility; and, second,
the express provision of the Constitution (Artiecle IXIXI, Seotions
5), 52 and 53). Thosge gcnstisutional provisions have been Ais-
cunsged, and the court opinions conatruing them have beon clited
speoially in our Opinion Wo, 0-2135, a copy of which you alreedy
have in your posaession,

Yours very truly
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