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Ret VYhat esmatitmtes o t
anily Peper, ‘a0 that 1t
be slasaed an a leop
“for 1egal wetd ng
paper 1¢ 4 dx—da Rpe nd re-

.y nou'ood-t newy 1tem ¢
¥ 'QMeo mide mometiwe Vud
T that ‘digeontinued - .
- -would 1ike to h
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a 4. - That effest will 'pu‘biid:ia‘ the paper out-
wide the sommty 1f 1¢ 1a mailed ‘Ineide the soumty
‘and sarries address of the plase of mailingt
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"Ya have a =ix dey Aally reper here in the cauntLy
which frequent)ly does not publich @ paper on a holiday
and as 1 remomber elomed Aown feor three days during
the thankasgiving holidaya. DBeing a aaily peaper and
the statute reguiring that it be published *regularl
and contipuously for noet Yesx tham twelve (lgi months
prior to the making of any publication“, wounld not one
day break in ptfbHcttion cntige 1t not to eomply with
the atatute?

“This paner sowe few weeks ago suspended operations
mtirely for one vhole wesk to inatall a nev preas. If
tho above irrepgnlarity does net disqualify 1¢, in yeur
epinion would nmot this Yasgt bresk of one whole week
diaqualify 1t for taking lepgal nublicaticng?t™

¥e shall snevar yoor uestionas categorically.

1. In commen pariance s daily novapaper {x ono vhose
rubl{cation 4« 4aily, as ecomtradistinguished from weekly, Wi~
veekly, monthly, and the like. Ordinarily, whee publication e
roquired or futhorized to he made in & daily newspaper, the
conurts in esaing upon legal eufficianey of publication, have
given to the term a momming in seoord with the pepular mder-
standing.

This popolar-senwse role han bean applied in the fol-
owing cares:

Eanaon v. City of Bavre, 114 Pne. (2) 10K3;

Etate ex rel Itowm Cowpeny v. G'weildl, 4 Bo.
(2) a33;

Yatrhaven TNub. Co. v. Bellimgham, € Pea.07)

City of Richmond v. iller, 10V ¥W. R. B80;

Alley v. Nugkogea, 184 Pae. 3183

¥4Ywem v. Patrold, 74 5. ¥. 10039,

Trihmme Tub. Ca. v. Duluth, 47 ¥. ¥, 809,

Richardeom v. 10"1]"' 4% 0.\11’. 20.

An examination of thess suthorities w171 sghow that

1t 1w not required that such nevepaper shall be published meven
dayy in the wveek. Failure, hovofor. to not any one or were of
the requirements of Article 28°%0f Vernom's Oivil statutas weuld
defent el1gibilityt om@ & rammption of publ{oatien after there
head mee heon on abandonrent would not, of course, restore atat-
vtorry «1irinility. It vould he the hegiming of a revw tapor or
yahldiaontion.
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2. Ve Vave maid that 11t wag not oasenmiizl Tthet o
duily paper ehould he pudlighad evary Ary in the wack. Yore~
over, ne “discontinuance” of ane day would acomstitute o hreak,
vbere the "discontinusmos” 1s mat sn akandonment of the enter-
Prige, hut 2 were fsilure to print =n adition, e uprm famdays
or loge! holidave, or in ¢nne of aceident or capoalty of any
wert.

3. What we hove esid in anaeter to qunestions 1 and
2 lirevige eonatitutas an snever t¢ your quastion 3. 4 were
feilure to get out the umal weekly edition by reascon of ac-
cldomt, cssualty, or the like, weuld not ba & fatel hreak in
the puhlieation, making 1t no Joager eligihle to accert legal
neticas for phlieation. Of eouree, there wight ariee a sft-
netion vhere failure te print vould be for sush a time, and
onder suth ciremmstansss, s wonld raise the femie of an adan-
donnent w0 ae to deprive the paper of itg prior elipfdility.
The facte amd siroumstanses surrowmding the fuilure to primt
eould thue raise a fuotl {sene.

4. A paper 1s puoblished at the time and place vhere
i1t 15 releseed to the yublic, mot Yhere it 1w machanieally pro-
duced. Ve o held $n eur Opinicn Mo. 0-711R, tu which you re-
for in your letter, a eopy of which opinion we hend you bhere-
¥ith. ¥e adhere to that helding.

Any holaing in that opinton, hevever, in confiiet
vith wvhat we holéd herein 1s hore waw overruled.

¥e moed hardly teo add, hovever, that vhere s publica-
tion 1e required te %o wale for, sy, four weeks In s nove
paper, snd there sheuld By reason of Gamalty or socident, or
frowm eny other sause, bde & failure »f pudliestion for one week,
there veuld de sueh & Wreak ag to be fate]l to validity of the
rublication — met betsuss of any vamt of @ligibility of the
vaokly paper, but betsuse ¢f the insuffisient puklication there-
in for the time vequirsd. The publicatien would have to start
spein. Youm will Reer 1w wind the partienlar requirenent of smy
ziven wtatute, or fnatrument vhatwoever ag (0 the tiwe znd ns-
ture of the pubiteation 1¢ net a question of eligivility of the
nevepaner, but one of eowplismse with the atatute e to suffi-
‘atewney of pyplicstion.
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