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these considerations, it follows that the district court of the county 
which includes the locality where the offeuse is alleged to have been 
committed" has jurisdiction of such actions. The information or com­
plaint, however, should allege the fact that at the time the offense 
was committed, the locality was within Chouteau County, but that 
said locality is now within the County of Blaine, so as to show that 
the defendant is being tried in the county which includes the locality 
where the offense is alleged to have been committed. 

Very truly yours, 
D. M. KELLY, 

Attorney General. 

Board of County Commissioners, Purchase of Land by for 
County Fair Purposes. Land Purchased for County Fair Pur­
poses, Must Be Appraised. County Fair, Purchase of Land for 
Purposes of. 

The provisions of Sub-division 8, Sec. 2894, Revised Codes 
relating to the appraisement of lands purchased by the c()unty 
for any purposes, should be obeyed. 

Hon. Dan J. Heyfron, 
County Attorney, 

Missoula, Montana. 
Dear Sir: 

February 16th, 1913. 

I am in ~eceipt of your letter of the 15th inst., submitting the 
question: 

"Where the board of county commissioners desire to 
acquire land for county fair purposes, is it necessary to 
have the same appraised, as provided by Subdiv. 8, Sec. 2894, 
R. C., prior to consummating the purchase?" 
The provisions of Chap. 30, Session Laws of 1911, confer upon 

the county board the specific authority to purchase, etc., land for 
"county fair grounds." This chapter, while more specific than the 
first clause of Subdiv. 8 of Sec. 2894, d"oes not either directly or 
impliedly amend the last clause of said subdivision, which requires 
the appraisement of real property prior to purchase. This clause of 
the statute is emphatically that "no purchase of real property must 
be made" unless the same has been appraised. The question relating 
to the purchase of land by Missoula county for fair purposes was 
once submitted to this department, and in an opmlOn given to Hon. 
Edward C. :.'.Iulroney, then county attorney, attention was called to 
said Subdiv. 8, Sec. 2894, 

Opinions of Attorney General, 1910-12, 295 et seq., 

And in :.'.Iorris v. Granite County, 44 :\lont., at page 91, cited by you, 
the supreme court has at least impliedly held" that the provisions of 
Subdiv. 8, Sec. 2894, must be followed. 
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It therefore follows that the provisions of Subdiv. 8, Sec. 2894, 
R. C., relating to the appraisement of land purchased by the county 
for any purpose, s,hould be obeyed. 

Bond Election for School District, Notice of. Election for 
School District Bonds, Time of Notice. Notice of Election, 
Time of. 

Fifteen days must intervene between the giving of the notice 
and the day on which the election is held, counting election clay 
as one of the days. 

Hon. State Board of Land Commissioners, 
Helena, Montana. 

Gentlemen: 

February 19th, 1913. 

I herewith return transcript and correspondence relative to bond 
issue of $4,500, by School District No. 56, Chouteau County, Montana, 
for the reason that not sufficient time was given for the election at 
whicll such bonds were issued. It appears that the notice of election 
was posted on the 3rd day of August, 1912, and that the election 
was held on the 17th day of the same month. Sec. 1005, R. C., 
provides that such election shall be held in the manner prescribed 
for the election of school trustees, and Sec. 852, R. C., relating to 
the election of school trustees provides that not less than fifteen 
days notice before election must be given. Sec. 11, R. C., provides 
that in computing time,. the first day shall be excluded' and the day 
on which the act is to be performed may be includetJ.. The day on 
which the notice is posted must be therefore excluded from the com­
putation, but the day on which the election is held may be included. 
As this notice was posted on the 3rd of the month and the election 
held on the 17th, it follows that only fourteen cays notice was given 
instead of fifteen as required' by law. 

Coe v. Beweel, 6 N. W. 621. 
State ex reI. v. Tucker, 32 :\10. App. 628. 
Opinions Attorney General, 1905-06, pp. 212-213. 

Respectfully submitted, 
D. :\1. KELLY, 

Attorney General. 

Inspecticn of Stock, When Required. Stock, Inspection of 
by Inspector. Inspector, Acting Without Authority Liable. 
Ca.rrier Shipping Without Inspection, Liability of. 

Stock must be inspected prior to shipment by someone 
authorized to make such inspection. \Vhether the party signing 
as inspector was, in fact, at the date of such inspection an 
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