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indicated how the law is to be ad'ministered in this regard. They
'have charged no person or board with the duty of determining when
it is impossible to sell whole quarter sections, or when larger prices
may :be obtained 'by selling in smaller tracts; nor have they given
any person or board discretion in determining this matter, unless
it can 'be found in that portion of Sec. 34 above quoted. The question, therefore, resolves itself into one of 'business judgment and
administration on the part of the state land board, and' you are advised that the law does not specifically authorize you to sell lands in
smaller tracts than one hundred and sixty acres, though the state
land board might, in its discretion, where it appears that it would
be for the best interests of the state, order lands to be sold otherwise.
For this reason, such matters should 'be referred to the state land
board for its consideration and approval.
Very truly yours,
D. M. KELLY,
Attorney General.

Board of County Commissioners, Authority to Contract
Debt. County F'air, Improvement on Ground of. Indebtedness Exceeding $10,000, Election for.
A board of county commissioners cannot lawfully subd'ivide
eX'pense.... for general improvements and 'e}Cpend $ro,ooo for
ea:oh sn'Oldivisi'on. vVher,e bhe a'glgregate eX'ceecis $ro.ooo rhe
ques,ti'O[, mast be su'bmitt'ed to the electors.
July 13th, 1913.
Hon. O. C. Cooper,
Chairman Board of County Commissioners,
Hamilton, Montana.
Dear Sir:
I am in receipt of your letter of the 9th inst., submitting the
question: Wlhether the board of county commissioners has authority
to contract for the erection of a grandstand, costing at least four
thousand dollars, on the county fair ground, the board having already
contracted to expend $7,150.96 for other improvements thereon?
Sec. 5, Art. XIII, of the State Constitution, provides, in part,
that no county shall incur any indebtedness or liability for any single
purpose to an amount exceeding $10,000 without the approval of the
electors, etc. It appears that this expenditure is all for one general
purpose, to-wit:
Improvements on the county fair grounds.
The
courts give this section a very strict construction.
Hefferlin v. Chambers, 16 Mont. 349.
Hoffman v. Commissioners, 18 Mont. 224.
Hotchkiss v. Marion et aI., 12 Mont. 218.
Jenkins v. Newman, 39 I\1'ont. 77.
Morse v. Granite County, 44 :\iont. 78.
Reed v. Lincoln County, 46 Mont. 31.
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I am, therefore, of the opinion that it would 'be an invasion of
this provision of the constitution to let the contract for the grand·
stand for an amount which would exceed in the aggregate the sum
of $10,000.
Very truly yours,
D. M. KELLY,
Attorney General.

Bounty Claims, Legality of. Transfer, of Bounty Claims.
11he Iuu.!"'chaser of all' tll/:pedec1ed bounty clai'm takes nothing
by the transfer, and the state is under no o'bJ'igation to recognize such al'leged daim.
July 17th, 1913.
State Board of Examiners,
Helena, Montana.
Gentlemen:
Under date of the 15th Inst. you wrote to this department for
an opinion based upon a statement of facts contained 'in a letter
written by Mr. J. L. Fisco, sheriff of Musselshell County, and by him
addressed to Mr. D. W. Raymond, secretary of the stock board,
Helena, Montana. The letter referred to states:
"A number of the old' bounty inspectors throughout the
county, among the last things done in office, cut off the heads
of a number of coyotes, and the party 'having the claims for
'bounty assigned their claims to merchants and whoever cared
to 'buy them. Now the parties 'holding these claims are asking
us to receive them so they can get the bounty, but so far I
have ibeen unable to find anything in the law allowing us to
receive any of these ,heads Where they have ,been severed
from the rest of the skin."
Inquiry is then made as to whether, where the old bounty in·
spectors made the inspection and severed the heads of the animals,
and the parties having claims for bounty having transferred the same
to other parties prior to the perfection of the bounty claims, under
such circumstances, the parties to whom assignments had been made
could lawfully pel'fect the claims and collect the bounty upon the
animals so killed.
It has ,been held by this department that claimants for bounty
must conform strictly to the statutory provisions relating to bounty
claims.
(Opinions Attorney General, 1905·06, p. 103.)
In Opinions
Attorney General, 1905·06, p. 123, the proper mode of procedure is
outlined, and it is there held that where a party claims bounty he
must exhibit the heads for inspection to a ;bounty inspector, in ac·
cordance wih the requirements of the law. That thereupon the scalps
of such animals being severed from the heads and strung upon a
wire and sealed, that both heads and scalps are to De redelivered
to the claimant, and that, to enable the claimant to perfect his claim

