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Dear Mrs. Jordan:

You have sent to this offioce oclaims Nos, 27 and
28 from the State Dontal Board, with the request that
this office determine whether the expenditures involved
are for a public purpose,

Exactly what is a public purpose is very difficult
to define, It depends, in part, upon the time, the plaocse,
the objects to be obtalned, the modus operandi, the eco- -
nomics involved and many other circumstances, See ggfgg
of Regents v. Frohmiller, 69 Ariz, 50, Each individua
case, therefore, must stand on its own set of facts, and
in the instant case we then must determine whether the
property purchased would, in faot, eerve a public purpose,

A publioc purpose has for cne of its objectives the
promotion of the public health, safety, morals, general
welfare, security, prosperity and contentment of publioc
employees or officeres who are exersising the sovereign
powers of the atate in the promotion of public purposes
or public business, Schwartz v, Joprdan, 82 Ariz, 252,

It appears from the correspondence and thes informe-
tion that we have that the items purchased by the Arizona
State Dental Board are beyond expenditures authorized under
Section 32-1212, Arizona Revised Statutes, which states as
follown:

"# % # A1] monies in the Dental Board Fund
are appropriated for use of the Board for
the payment of salarles, offlce and travel
expenses and otherwlse in enforcing the pro-
visions of this ohapter, % * #

The items covered by the above mentioned claim numbers
are of such & personal nature that it 18 not possible to
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approve the claim, even keeping in mind the above clted
cage of Schwartz v. Jordan,

It is, therefore, our conclusion that the clalm
should be denled.

Very truly yours,
ROBEFT W, PICKRELL

The Attomw

ANDY BAUMERT
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY QGENERAL




