GERALPR C. !JANN
ATTORNEY GENERAL

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
AUSTIN

{ Fedbruary 21, 193¢

Hon. ¥, Bugene Tats
Oounty Attorney
Hamilton County
Hamilton, Texas

Dear Bir:

Opinion Xo, 0-281
Be: Authority Coumissionexs'

to e oy stwpogrepher fo
Administration, and

of Fedbruary 3rd relstive
Commissiorers! Court of Hamil-
for the United
istration office
romn ecounty funds.

txe County Judge as presiding officer,
sBiall compose the County Commissioners Court,
whie all exeroise such powers and Juris-
diotion over all eounty business, as is oon-
ferred by this Constitution and the laws of
the State, or as may be hereafter prescribed.”

The statutory suthority for the court's powers
18 oontained in Article 2351, R. C., 8,, containing tir-
tesn specified sub-divisions, two of which we quote:

®11, Provide for the support of paupers
vessrenidents of théir county, who are unabdle
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%o support themselves......By the term resi-
dent as used hereln, is meant s person who
has been a dona fide inhabitant of the éounty
not less than six months and of the State

not less than one Yyear.

*15. B8aid eourt shsll have all such
othcr powers and jurisdiction, and shall per-
form all such other duties, as are now or may
hereafter be prescribed by law."

¥We cbserve that the sonstitutional propvision,
surra, limits the jurisdietion of the Commissioners?
Courts to strictly ¥"county dbusiness™. Even the legisla-
ture has no authority to enlarge théir powers or juris-
dilotion. Any attempt, from any source, to eonfer upon
the oourt authority or Jjurisdiction of a matter which
is not “oounty dusiness” is void. 8Sec. 11, Tex. Jur.
$65, Bun Vapor EKlectrie Light Co, v. Kennan, 88 Tex. 197,
30 SW 868; Ranken v. MoCallum 85 Civ. App. 83, 60 8SW
975; Landman vs. State, 97 Sw(24) 264 (Civ. App., writ
refused).

The Yarm Credit Administration 1s a ereature
of the Tederal government. The county Commissioners'
Court of Hamilton County eould have no jurisdietion,
express or implied, to supervise or direct Its activity.
It might recommend, dut such recommendation would have
no more force or effect, insofar as the law provides,
than that of the humblest ocitizen. Thus, we sce no
reasonable deduction to be made that employment of a
stenographer for an agency of the ¥Yederal government
would be within the scope of “ocounty business®,

' The statutory language of the "pauper” statute
(Subdivision 11 of Art. 2351, supra), is not sufficient
to perxuit the employment and coapensation of sald steno-
grapher by the sounty. We do not congede by any means
that all a~plicants for assistance from the Federal Farm
Credit administration are paupers. I1If such were suscepti-
ble of no other designation, we think it would be the
duty of the Commissioners' Court to pass on the necessity
and need of the applicants. ZRach individual case would
need to be considered separately. We fall to perceive
how this might be done by the court approving, sppoint-
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ing and paying n'stonographor-

With reference to subdivision 15 of Article
£351, for the matttr before us to come within its pur-
view, thers would of neceszity be a s;ecific statute
authorizing such stenographer. ¥e fall to find suech
legislative snactment, general or spescial.

' You are therefore advised it is the opiniocn
of this department the Commissicners' Court of Hamilton
County has no authority to employ a stenographer for
the United States Farm Credit Administration and pay
such atenographer from Couhf§y funds.

We wish to thank you for your clear presenta-
tion of the matter in your lettsr and esnclosed brief.

VYery truly yours -
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF TEXAS
By {eigned) Benjmmin Woodall
Ben jamin Woodall
Assistant
BW:AW
AFPPROVED:

(signed) Gerald C. Mann
ATTOREEY GERERAL OF TEXASB




