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This in turn ruises the question as to whether or not the method and duration 
of the publication of ordinances authorizing the issuance of bonds and of notices of 
the sale of such bonds cons'citutes a limit2.'uion upon the power of the rnunicip&!ity 
to incur debts for local purposes. 

The legisl2.tme is undoubtedly authorized to prescribe by general laws lirnit2.tions 
upon the debt incuning autho· ity of rnunicip2.lities. It was appa:-ently the intent 
::md purpo~c of the constitutior.al provision 2.bove quoted to e.u·~horize the general 
assembly to limit the mr.ount of the debts which e. municipal corporation m2.y incur 
r::.ther than the method of procedure to be followed in incmTing such debts, and I am 
convinced that the mere rn2.tter of publishing ordinances authOl'izing the issuance of 
bonds and the pub1ishing of notices of the public se.le of such bonds do not constitute 
a limitation upon the debt incun·ing c2.p:1city of n municipality, but are merely regula­
tions for the purpose of giving proper publicity to the p;·oceedings of council, and as 
such are rnatte:'S subjec·. to the horne rule powers of such rnunicip:1lities r.shave by proper 
p1·occdurc :;,doptcd ch:>.rters. 

Specifically answe;·ing the 'LWO quebiions presented in your letter, I am of the 
opinion 

First, that tho provisions of the cha~·ter of the city referred to in your lette:· that· 
"all o;·dinances and regulstions shr.ll be published once in one newspaper" supersede 
the provisions of the gene;·:1l law cont::.ined in section 4228 G. C., above quoted, r.nd 
that a compliance by the officers of said city with the provisivn£ of such charte · in the 
matter of publicr.tion of ordin2.ncesland resolutions will be sufficient. 

Second, tha< the provisions of the charter of the city refe Ted to in your lotte· will 
also govern in the matter of publication o: notices of ·<he public sale of such bonds. 

1319. 

Respectfully, • 
JoHN G. PRICE, 

Attorney-Geneml. 

APPROVAL, FINAL RESOLUTIONS FOR ROAD IMPROVElVIENTS IN 
FRANKLIN COUNTY, OHIO 

CoLUMBus, OHIO, June 8, 1920. 

HoN. A. R. TAYLOR, State Highway Commissioner, Columbus, Ohio. 

1320. 

DISAPPROVAL, BONDS OF WILLIAMS COUNTY, OHIO, IN AMOUNT OF 
$23,400 FOR ROAD IMPROVEMENTS. 

CoLUMBus, OHio, June 8, 1920 

Industrial Commission of Ohio, Columbus, Ohio. 

RE· Bonds of Williarr.s county, in the 8rr.ount of $23,400, for the im­
provement of Tile Fectory Road No. 164, in St. Joseph township~ 

GENTLEMEN'-! have examined the transcript of the proceedings of the county 
commissioners relative to the above bond issue, and decline to approve the validity of 
haid bonds for the following reasons~ 


