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Honorable J. M. Williana
County Auditor ' :
farrant County

Fort Worth, Texas

Dear 8im

" Opinion Fumber 0-5691

Re: Under the given facts,
are the Tarrant County
Road and Bridge bonds
in queation subject to
being remndod?

e : We are in recoipt of yown l.et.tor or rocent dato,
,vhich ve quote as followss: - . :

"In 1912 Tarrant Oounty 1ssued ‘1,600,000 Ren.d
and Bridge bonds and bsaring interest at the rate
of S5§. .In 1922 the Commiasioners Court of Tarrant

. County refunded & part of .these bonds at %-3/4%. .
There are nov cutstanding $360,000 of these Re-
funding Bonds and the District and County Road
Bond Comittee, through Mr, Joe Nelson has called
upon the Coumissioners Court of.this County to .-.
refund these bonds claiming they fall under the
ruling in the Cochran County decision of the
Supreme Court. Of course the Bond brokers are
oppoged to having these dbonds called and advise -
that there will be litigation if this County at~
tempts to refund these bonds. Among other con-
tentions they make, 1s the contention that the
rule announced in the Cochran County case would
not apply to refunding bonds, but only to the
original issue. In order that you may know vhat
the order of the Coumissioners Court was at the
time of the issuance of the refunding bends, with
respect to maturitiea, I enclose a copy of that
portion of the mert' ordsy daaling vith maturi-
ties,

RO . "I nhould nke to ha.ve your opinmn u to '
-  whether these bonds ere nov aubjoot. to being rehmdod,
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" HKonorable J . K. anians, h_.ge 2

and vhether rou could and vould approve such re- |
- funding bonds as tha lay would require you to do

- 4n order to render them valid obligations of thia
County.

®If we can legally romnd. theso bonds, we feel
ve muat do 80 under the demand of the Oounty and Dia-
trict Road Bond Mmpum cmtttoe. -

Replying to the t’oragoin.g queltion, you are adviaed
that the opinion in the Cochran County case seems to include
all bonds $ssued under suthority of Chapter 1, Title 21, Re-

- yised Statutes 1911, now Chapter 2, Title 22, Revised Statutes
1925.nut£c10 725 1s included in Chapter 2, Title 22, and resds
as followvss: : ' o _

"Where bonds have baen legelly iassued, or may
be hereafter issied for any purpose authorized in '
this chapter, new bonds in lisu thereof hearing :
-the same or & lover rate of interest may be lesued, -
in ¢onformity with existing lav, and the commission-
~ ers eourt may issue such bonds to mature serially .
" or otherwise, not to exceed forty years from their -
- date. Acts 201a Po 16; Acts 189’! p. 112; Gol‘h o
T VO].& 10’ p. ‘

It 1: our opinim that t.he au'premo Count vould hold
. - that thc rcﬁmding bonaa are opti.ml, aml ve are therefore ap--
ot mving such bonds, o o )

=0 | f o Very truly youra, .
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"BY  /s/ C. Y. Gi‘mm

¢, P, Gibson
v Assistant
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/s/ Grovex Sellers
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