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As a Contrived 3™ Party Bond Charge, | am being forced to pay for{fthe)Reclaimed Water
“Availability'Fee , against my willl

I have no desire to use Reclaimed water, nor have | been given a Choice to such charges.

I have been given(no base consumption use permit) allowing a minimal usﬁgﬁccess my vital

water needs, before applying such 3™ Party Toll Charges.

For Example:

My Electric bill has a féasonable use base permit) for electric. Should | exceed that reasonable
base allowance, then additional billing charges apply and “only then” are additional charges
applied to discourage excessive usage, encouraging “only” the basic needs of consumer use
due to the strain on the electrical grid.

My Water bill hasfho essential base e allowancebefore AdHocing additional charges.
In effect, my Supply and Rate Delegated by the Special Acts of 1953 have been disregarded
“in light of” the Reclaimed Water fee, as a 3rdParty Toll charge.(In which the Reclaimed
Water Availability Fee delivers nothing))Based on statute 153.11 the Fee supports a Direct
3rdParty Bond Charge which in turn is in disrespect of my Essential Water “Supply and Rate”,
which (now) my vital/my essential water is considered a “privilege” to access.

As the Electric company employs a basic use policy before AdHocing additional charges.

The Water company must (also) employ a “Supply and Rate” basic use policy as to@

consumer water usage) as the water company in is violation of delegated law based on the

Special Acts of 1953.

As my right to water has been violated; FormokaTiva CapiTalisiic 'pb;;‘g’;?a
| am adamantly opposed to invoking any further, AdHoc 3" party Hedgefun CEhba—cfsz"ﬁiTe
continuing to deprecate the quality of our water supply.

The aggregating of our ground water supply in so much as injecting reclaimed water into the
aquifer is to engage in a criminal form of capitalistic pursuit.

This Board is in Default.

Political capitalistic pursuits “doing as you please” are based on dissention and contrivance,
as exhibited in numerous bills tabled in Tallahassee, as of late.
And, are not pure in their intentions.

The long standing “motives” in regard to our water issues Uniformly Nationwide are
Constitutionally criminal in Nature, as based in the 14" Amendment.
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10 The Court also considered the Beach Cities’ Counterclaim (AP-H) and
Motion for Preliminary Injunction (AP-L) as well as the County’s Motion for Judgment
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