
812 OPINIONS 

\rhich you and not the Auditor of State must account to the 
electors of Ohio .. , 

I think that the italicized portion uf the quotation \\·ottld be equally 
applicable to your Commission and that under the circumstances there 
described, not only \rould the 1\uditor havc no authority to issue his war­
rant, but it would be within the po\\"er oi the Department of Finance to 
rciuse to approve the voucher. 

ln conclusion, it is my opinion that the Department of Finance 
docs not have the pO\\"lT to rciuse to approve a voucher ior traveling ex­
penses "of the secretary or mcmbcrs oi your Commission simply because 
the voucher calls for a total cxpenditure in excess of $3.50 pcr day. 

2302. 

1\cspectfully, 
] IEIWEJn" S. DUFFY, 

.-ltturncy General. 

;\1'1'1ZOVAL---BOXDS, CITY OF L01V\1N, LORAIN COUNTY, 
01110, $170,000.00, DATED 1\IARCH 15, 1938. 

(oLnJBL·s, OiilO, April 13, 1~3tl. 

T!tc lndltslrial Commission uf Ohio, Culnmb11s, Ohio. 
GENTLE~! EN: 

1{1·:: Bonds uf City of Lurain, Lorain County, Ohio, 
$170,000.00. 

I h;t\·c examined thc transcript relatin: to the abm·c bonds pur­
chased by you. Thesc b()nds comprise all oi an issue of reiunding 
iJunds datcd 1\larch 15, 193~, bearing- interest at the rate of 2)4% per 

annum. 
From this examinati()n, in the light of the law under auth01·ity 

uf which these bunds ha ,.e been authorized, I am of the opinion that 
bonds issued under these proceedings constitute valid and legal obli­

gations of said city. 
Respectfully, 

HERBERT S. DcFFY, 

Attorney General. 


