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It is m~' opinion that this act is not open to the objection of being
pither unreasonable or d.iscriminatory. A regularly established. dealer
or merchant rated in the commercial agencies is less apt to require police
supervision and. can be more readily compelled to live up to his engagements than a person or firm of transitory and tempol'an' character;
hence the reason for excepting the former class from the terms of the
act. The act also exempts dealers in grain, livestock lllHl poultry.
Grain dealers are already subject to regulation by the state under
the diyision of grain standards and marketing of the department of
agriculture; hence there is not the same reason for requiring further
police supenision of grain dealers as there is in the case of dealers in
the other farm prod.uce mentioned in the act. Livestock and poultry are
in my opinion not "farm produce" in the sense that this term is customarily used to designate grain, hay, potatoes, apples, vegetables and other
prod.ucts of the soil. Hence the legislature may. in my opinion, exempt
from the provisions of the act dealers in liYestock and poultry with the
same propriety with which it might h:we exempted dealers in hides,
bonemeal or feathers.
Very truly yours,

L. A. FOOT,

Attorney General.

Workmen's Compensation-Reclamation Service-Industrial
Accident Board-Contractors.
A contractor for the reclamation service engaged in contract
work is not required to come under the provisions of plan 3 but
may come under plan 2 of the workmen's compensation act.
Jerome G. Locke, Esq.,
Chairman, Industrial Accident Board.
Helena, Montana.

June 24. 1925.

My dear Mr. Locke:
You haYe submitted to this office for an opinion the question whether
a contractor performing work for the reclamation service is required to
come under the provisions of plan No.3 of the 'workmen's compensation
act, or whether he may come under plan Xu. 2. You have submitted
in connection with your letter a copy of your letter in re Victor Dostert,
the contraetor. In this letter ~'ou cite sections 2840 and 2886, R. C. M.
1921. in support of your contention that the contractor is required to
come unllPi' the proYisions of plan Xo. 3.
f'ection 2R40 provides:
"Where a public corporation is the employer, or any contractor engaged in the performance of contract work for such
public corporation, the terms, conditions and provisions of compensation plan No.3 shall be exclusive, compulsory and obligatory
upon both emplo~'er and employee."
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While section 2886 defines a "public corporation" as:
"The state, or any county, municipal corporation, school
district, city, city under commission form of government or special
charter, town or Yillage."
You will observe that all of these public corporations are creatures
of the state.
Assuming that the reclamation sen'ice is a "public corporation," it
is not a public corporation created by the state of Montana. Henc~'. any
act regulating public corporations within the state of Montana applies
only to those public corporations which are creatures of the state, and
does not apply to public corporations created by congress.
You may not, under these provisions of the statute or any other
which the state might enact, require the reclamation service to come under
the workmen's compensation act, as the state has no jurisdiction oyer it.
Any contractor for the reclamation service is not, therefore, goyerned
by the fact that he was performing work for a public corporation but
is in the same situation as any other contractor performing work for
a private corporation.
It is, therefore, my opinion that the contractor is not required to
come under the provisions of plan No. 3 of the workmen's compensation
act.
Yery truly yours,
L. A. FOOT,
Attorney General.

Taxation-Redemption-Tax Sale-Delinquent Taxes.
Chapter 63, laws of 1923, does not conflict with the provisions
of section 2233, R. C. M. 1921, as to the redemption of property
where the delinquency occurred after March 1, 1923, the date
chapter 63 took effect.
R. M. Hattersley, Esq.,
County Attorney,
Conrad, Montana.

July 1, 1925.

My dear Mr. Hattersley:
You have submitted to this office for an opinion the question whether
chapter 63, laws of 1923, is in conflict with the l!rovisions of section
2233, R. C. M. 1921, so as to permit the redemption of property from tax
sale without paying subsequent assessments, costs, fees and interest.
Chapter 63 provides:
"That from and after the IJassage and approyal of this act,
any person having an interest in real estate heretofore sold for
taxes to any county, or which has been struck off to such county
when the property was offered for sale, and no assignment of
the certificate of su('h sale has been made by the county making
such sale, shall be permitted to redeem the same by paying the
original tax plus seven per cent interest from the date of sale."

