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SCHOOLS AND SCHOOL DISTRICTS—CHANGE OF BOUNDARIES—NOTICE.—
Notice of a proposed extension of the boundaries of a school dis-
trict must be posted 30 days before filing the petition with
the county board of education.

Appeal from Washington Circuit Court;J. S. Combs,
Judge; affirmed. :

J. V. Walker and Karl Greenhaw, for appellant.

Earl Blansett and John Mayes, for appellee.

Huwmpareys, J. This is an appeal from the circuit
court of Washington County dismissing the petition of
appellants to the county board of education to change the
boundary lines of Winslow Special School Distriet No. 9
so as to bring within its boundary all of the territory in
Common School Districts Nos. 37, 129 and 145 under the
provisions of act No. 156 of 1927 (page 549).

The record reflects that notices of the intention to
file the petition for consolidation of said school districts
with the county board of education were not posted thirty
days before but thirty days after filing the petition. The
statute governing the notices to be posted is found in
§ 8821 of Crawford & Moses’ Digest, and is as follows:

‘“When a change is proposed in any school distriet,
notice shall be given by parties proposing the change by
putting up hand-bills in four or more conspicuous places
in each district to be affected, one of said notices to be
placed on the public school building in each affected dis-
trict. All of said notices to be posted thirty days before
the convening of the court to which they propose to pre-
sent their petition. Said notices shall give a geographical
description of the proposed change.’’

This court has construed the statute with reference
to the time of posting the notices in the recent case of
Texarkana Special School District v. Consolidated Spe-
cial School District No. 2, ante p. 213, to mean that same
must be posted before, and not after, the filing of the
petition in order to give the county board of education



jurisdiction to hear and determine the application. It is
argued in appellants’ reply brief very earnestly that the
court should recede from the interpretation placed upon
the statute in the case referred to, but the court is of
opinion that it correctly construed the statute and
adheres to the construection placed upon it in that case.

This case is therefore ruled by the case cited.

No error appearing, the judgment is affirmed.



