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The above purchase oi bonds appears to be part oi an issue oi 
i>omls of the above city dated December 1, 1917. The transcript relative 
to this issue \\·as approved by this ofh.:e in an opinion rendered to the 
Teachers H.elirement System under elate oi April 15, 1938, being Opinion 
:\o. 2319. 

It is accordingly my opinion that these bonds constitute valid and 
legal obligations of said city. 

2670. 

IZespectfully, 
HE!WI·:wr S. IJL· FFY, 

.·//lome)' Gou.:ral. 

J\I'J>l\J)V,\L--CO:\TRACT, STAT!·: OF OHIO, THROUGH DI
RECTOR OF 1-IJGIIWAYS, WITH JlOARD OF COU:\TY 
COl\1":\flSSIO:\ERS, CUYAHOGA COU\TTY, 01110, COX
STRUCTIO:--.J 1\:--.JJ) 11\IPROVEl\IENT, STATE H IGHW.AYS 
:\Ul\IJ:ERS 17 A~U 460, DESIG.'JATED LOCATIO:"J, CUYA
IIOGA COU.\'TY, 01110. 

CoiX:IIIlL·s, 01110, July 6, 1938. 

llo:--:. jo11X JASTI·:R, ]R., Director of 1/iy/rways, Colulllbus, Ohio. 
DEAR SiR: You have submitted for my approval as to legality and 

form, an cxecukd contract in duplicate by and between the Board of 
County Commissioners of Cuyahoga County, and the State of Ohio, 
acting by and through John Jaster, Jr., as Director of Highways, provid
ing for the co-operation in the construction and improvement of state 
high\\·ays Xos. 17 and 460 at locations designated in said contract in 
Cuyahoga County, Ohio. 

Attached thereto is the cntificate oi the acting auditor of the Uepart
Jnent oi Highways and the Director oi Finance, setting aside the State's 
share of the money to be paid and certifying sufficient iunds for said 
pro j eeL 

There is also attached the certil1cate of the auditor of Cuyahoga 
County certifying that the money required for the payment of the cost 
of the improvement assumed by Cuyahoga County is in the treasury 
to the credit of or now on the duplicate in process of collection for the 
state and county road improvement fund and not appropriated for any 
other purpose, or as being obtained by ~ale of bonds, which bonds are 
sold and in the process of delivery. 
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1\ iter careiully examining said executed contract, it is my opmton 

that the same is correct as to legality and form and is a binding contract 

ior the purposes ior ll'hich the same \\·as executed het\\'een the county 
o i Cuyahoga and the State of Ohio. 

I have, thcrdore, endorsed my approval un said contract in duplicate 
and ;tm this clay returning the same herewith. 

Res pectf ull y, 
HERBERT S. DL'FFY, 

./lttorncy General. 

noc; l'OLJ~D-:.rO:\EY FOR CO~STRUCTJON SHOULD BE 
TAKE\' Fl\0?11 CI·:\'J•:RAL FU~D ~OT DOG A?\'11 KE:'-JNF.L 
FU:.JD. 

Sl'LL/I/1US: 

J1/ oncy for the cons/ruction of a dog pound by county commissioners 
should he taltcn from th,· ,qcncral fund and not from the dog and !tcnnel 
fund. 

Cm.nt nL·s, 011 ro, July 7, 19~8. 

lin:-; llt·,;o AtYXAl\TER, Prosecuting ... ittomc)', Steubenville, Ohio. 

DEAR Sm: This \\'ill acknoll'ledge the receipt oi your recent com
nnmiration. Your request for an opinion reads as follows: 

''The County Commissioners of our County arc desirous 

oi building a dog pound. The question arises from which fund 
money necessary ior the building of the same should be taken. 
Should this money be taken for the building of said pound from 
the dog and kennel fund or irom the general fund.'' 

Those provisions relating to the responsibility of licensing and im
pounding dogs may be iound in Sections 5652 to S65J, General Code. 
inclusive. Section S65z'-8, General Code. relative to the duties of com
tnissioners. specifically provides: 

"County commissioners shall provide nets and other suitable 
devices for the taking of clogs in a humane manner, and except 
as hereinafter provided, also provide a suitable place for im-


