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'~ We have your request for an opinion based upon facts
Bubmitted;to you by lMr. E. Rs Rledell of Phwenix, Arizona.

;  In gubstance the facts are: IMr. Riedell on Septomber
9, 1929 applied for a birrberts and permsunent waver's license
under the law approved March 18, 1929, Hls barber!s liconse
was lssued on Sepbember 18, 1929. The books do not show the
aprlication for a peimancent wave licensoe, although tlisre are
entries showlng tie receipt oi the money therefor,

He was subgequently, on October 1, 1929, advised to
present hlmgelf for ezaminatlon. He thought that he was
belng dlscriminated by belng asked to take the examinatlon,

-and, as he states, he advised tho board "that they just ro-

turn my epplication fee and consider the matter closed,"”

The board, however, advisod nim that 1t was impossibilo to
return the fee., He roturmod to PFuoenix and agaln insisted
that he was entltled to a llcense. The present board advised
him that therd was nothing to be done in the mattor unless he

goes to school to qualify him to take the examination,

fChaﬁtef 76, Laws of 1929, approved HMarch 18, 1929, in

- 8ectlion 4 thereof provided, among other matbters:

/M™% & % Every barber or cosmotlclan vho has

/ followed his trade for six months wifhin

- the stateo, Immediately preceding the effece
;tive date of thls act, shall apply to the

‘board under like terms for reglstration

.and upon payment of the feec prescribed

'shall recelve a license. s+ s &f :

The above chapter was amended by Chapter 39, Laws of 1931,
Section 2 of the 1929 law and all laws in conflict wlth the pro-
vlslons of chapter I, laws of 1931 were specifically repecaled.
We do not at thls time express any opinion as to whether the 1ia
censes obtained by virtue of the 1929 law were continued in force
by the 1931 act, but 1t 1s obvious that the 1931 act required an -
examination of ell spplicants for a license to practice barbering
or cosmetologye. '
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~ The law was agaln amended by Chdpter-52;_Laws 1935 and
the existing licenses werc speclflcally continued in forces

We believe that any rights wiich ifr. Riedell may have had would
- dnure to him under the act of 1929, I wo should say that he

made bimely anplicabion to be llcensed uwmier the "Grandfather
clause™ or the 1929 law which igs convained in section 4 of
Chapter 78, Laws of 1929, we believe he should have exercised
his rights at that time, against the then exlgting board and
‘beforo tho repeal of the 1929 act for the 1031 lew d1d not cone
tain a grandfather clause. We furtihsr belisve thet wheon ilve

Rledell wrote to 4o hoard andt ashkod for a Witharaial or nis
applicaticn he chose %o cbandon hilg righta under the grandfather

clauss, Vo ars, thorefore, of tho opinilon that 1t 1s beyond the
power of this bouard to consider Mr. Riedoll's case and lsaue hin
8 licensc without exmainaticn and unless he noasgesges the guali=«
Llcabions required by the rroesent lawve .

Yours very truly,
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