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I. STATEMJTNTOFTREC ASE AND F A m  

A. Procedural History, 

This is an appeal from a Final Judgment entered as a result of a proceeding under 

Chapter 75, Florida Statutes, as amended, for the validation of revenue bonds of St. Johns 

County, Florida (the "County"), designated as the "St. Johns County, Florida, Taxable 

Convention Center Revenue Bonds, Series 1995," in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed 

$18,000,000 (the "Bonds"). (Appellants' Appendix-Exhibit ("App.") B). The Final Judgment 

was entered after a full, evidentiary hearing that was held on July 18, 1995. (App. B). At the 

time of the entry of the Final Judgment, the trial court had heard several hours of testimony and 

had the benefit of the Plaintiff's Memorandum of Law, which addressed all of the issues to be 

determined by the trial court. Thus, the Final Judgment was based upon substantial competent 

evidence and should be affirmed. 

Elmanuel A. "Bubba" Rowe, a party to the action below, filed a timely Notice 

of Appeal (Appellee's Appendix 1). Although Mr. Rowe was the party to appear below and to 

file the Notice of Appeal, Mr. Rowe did not submit the Appellants' Initial Brief on appeal. 

Instead, the Initial Brief was fded by Jeffrey Grainger on behalf of Herbert M. Johnson, Tommy 

Harrison and Jean Switzer, individually, and as representatives for TACO, an unincorporated 

association, and others (collectively, the "Appellants"). 

In the interest of an expeditious resolution of the issues presented in this appeal 

and to avoid any negative impact of a delay pending submissions by the proper parties, the 

County requests that the Court treat hk. Rowe's Notice of Appeal as that of the Appellants and 

that the Court rule upon the issues presented by the Appellants' Initial Brief pursuant to the 
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Motion for Expedited Relief filed contemporaneously herewith. As set forth in the Motion, any 
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a 
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delay in the resolution of this matter will prejudice the County. 

B. Factual Backmound ' 

The County is a noncharter county. On May 23, 1995, pursuant to the County's 

home rule power, the Board of County Commissioners (the "Board") of the County enacted 

Ordinance No. 95-21 (the "Ordinance") for the purpose of providing for the acquisition, 

construction, renovation, improvement, furnishing and equipping of public convention center 

facilities within the County. (App. E). In the Ordinance, the Board found and determined that 

it is necessary and desirable for the economy and general welfare of the County and its citizens 

and of the businesses and industries which operate within the County that provisions be made 

in the County for the acquisition, construction, renovation, improvement, operation, furnishing 

and equipping of public convention center facilities and for the fmancing and refinancing of such 

facilities. (App. E, Pg. 3). The Board also found and determined that the provisions for 

financing and refinancing the cost of the facilities with the proceeds of bonds in the manner 

provided in the Ordinance is in the best interest of the County and its citizens and of the 

businesses and industries which operate within the County and is necessary for the economic and 

general welfare of the County. (App. E, Pg. 3). 

Under the Ordinance, the County is authorized, among other things, to enter into 

contracts to purchase convention center facilities, finance the cost of the facilities with the 

proceeds of bonds of the County and to enter into agreements to operate the convention center 

facilities, all in the manner provided in the Ordinance. (App. E). The Ordinance also provides 

that any bonds issued pursuant to its authority will not be deemed to constitute a general 
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obligation debt of the County or a pledge of the faith and credit of the County, but will be 

payable solely from any specifically pledged funds, which may include only certain legally 

a 

available non-ad valorem funds, as described in the Ordinance, or any combination of such funds 

as designated by the Board for payment of the principal of, premium, if any, and interest on the 

bonds. (App. E, Pg. 5-6). 

On June 13, 1995, pursuant to'chapter 125, Part I, Florida Statutes, as amended, 

the Ordinance and other applicable provisions of law (collectively, the "Act"), the Board adopted 

Resolution No. 95-1 17 (the "Resolution") for the purpose of providing for the acquisition by the 

County of certain public convention center facilities (the Tonvention Center Facilities") to be 

located in the World Golf Village (as defined in the Resolution) and authorizing the issuance of 

the Bonds. (App. F, G and H). In the Resolution, the County provided for the terms of the 

Bonds. (App. F). The Bonds will be payable solely from and secured by a lien upon and 

pledge of (a) the Pledged Revenues (as defined in the Resolution), none of which consist of ad 

valorem tax revenues or tourist development tax revenues, (b) moneys derived from certain 

limited lawfully available Non-Ad Valorem Funds (as defined in the Resolution) that have been 

budgeted and appropriated in the annual budget of the County specifically for the payment of 

the Bonds pursuant to Section 4.3 of the Resolution and (c) until applied in accordance With the 

provisions of the Resolution, the proceeds of the Bonds and all moneys, including investments 

thereof, in the funds and accounts established under the Resolution, all in the manner and to the 

extent described in the Resolution (collectively, the "Pledged Funds"). (App. F, Pg. 15, 35-36). 

The Resolution provides that neither the faith and credit nor the taxing power of 

the County is pledged to the payment of the principal of or interest on the Bonds and that no 
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holder or owner of the Bonds will have any right to compel any exercise of the taxing power 

of the County to enforce payment. (App. F, Pg. 28, 35). The Bonds will not constitute a lien 

upon the Convention Center Facilities or any other property of the County, except the Pledged 

Funds, and will be payable solely from the Pledged Funds in accordance with the terms of the 

Resolution. (Am. F, Pg. 28-29). 

The proceeds from the sale of the Bonds will be used to finance the cost of 

acquiring the Convention Center Facilities, funding capitalized interest and a debt service reserve 

fund for the Bonds and paying certain costs of issuance incurred with respect to the Bonds. 

(App. F, Pg. 22-23). Under the Resolution, the County also (a) authorized the acquisition of 

the Convention Center Facilities in the manner provided in the Resolution and that certain 

Purchase and Sale Agreement by and between the County and John Q. Hammons Hotels Two, 

L.P., a Delaware limited partnership ("JQH-LP"), to be executed prior to the issuance of the 

Bonds (the "Purchase Agreement") and the operation of the Convention Center Facilities in the 

manner provided in the Resolution and that certain Operating Agreement by and between the 

County and JQH-LP to be executed prior to the issuance of the Bonds (the "Operating 

Agreement") and @) approved the form of the Purchase Agreement and the Operating 

Agreement, substantially in the forms attached to the Resolution as "Exhibit B" and "Exhibit A," 

respectively. (App. F, G and H). The County is authorized to enter into the Purchase 

Agreement and the Operating Agreement with JQH-LP under the Act and the Resolution. 

The trial court found that all requirements of the Constitution and laws of the 

State of Florida pertaining to the Bonds, the security therefor, the proceedings relating thereto 

and all other matters connected therewith have been complied with and strictly followed. (App. 
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B, Pg. 6). The Appellants’ sole contention on appeal is that the County does not have the 

authority to issue the Bonds under the laws of the State of Florida. This contention is not 

supported by the facts or the law. As a result, the Final Judgment validating the Bonds should 

be affmed. 

4 
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II. SUMMARY0 F ARGUMENT 

THE TRIAL COURT’S VALIDATION OF TEE COUNTY’S 
TAXABU C 0 ” T I O N  CENTER REVENUE BONDS, 
SERIES 1995, SHOULD BE AFFIRMED BECAUSE THE 
COUNTY HAS “‘HE AUTHORITY TO ISSUE THE BONDS 
UNDER ITS HOME RULE POWERS. 

The trial court’s validation of the Bonds should be a f h e d  because the County 

has full authority under the Constitution and laws of the State of Florida to issue the Bonds to 

finance the acquisition of the Convention Center Facilities. The County has the authority to 

issue the Bonds pursuant to its broad home rule powers by the enactment of the Ordinance. No 

general or special law precludes the issuance of the Bonds. The issuance of the Bonds is not 

inconsistent with any general or special law applicable to the County, Thus, the County has full 

authority to enact the Ordinance, adopt the Resolution and issue the Bonds to finance the 

acquisition of the Convention Center Facilities in the manner provided in the Resolution. 

Accordingly, the trial court’s validation of the Bonds should be affirmed. 
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IU. ARGUMENT 

WHETHER THE TRIAL COURT'S VALIDATION OF THE 
COUNTY'S TAXABLE CONVENTION CENTER REVENUE 
BONDS, SERIES 1995, SHOULD BE AFFIRMED BECAUSE 
THE COUNTY HAS TEE AUTHORITY TO ISSUE "EIE 
BONDS UNDER ITS HOME RULE POWERS. 

The trial court's validation of the Bonds should be affirmed because the County 

has the authority under the Constitution and laws of the State of Florida, particularly Article 

VIII, Section l(f) of the Constitution ("Article Vm, Section l(f)"), Chapter 125, Part I, Florida 

Statutes, as amended ("Chapter 125"), and the Ordinance, to issue the Bonds to fmance the 

acquisition of the Convention Center Facilities. Article Vm, Section l(f) and Chapter 125 

secure to the County broad home rule powers to taffy on county government. These broad 

home rule powers provide the authority for (a) the enactment of the Ordinance, @) the adoption 

of the Resolution, (c) the issuance by the County of the Bonds pursuant to the Ordinance to 

finance the acquisition of the Convention Center Facilities in accordance With the provisions of 

the Resolution, (d) the acquisition of the Convention Center Facilities in the manner provided 

in the Resolution and the Purchase Agreement and (e) the operation of the Convention Center 

Facilities in the manner provided in the Resolution and the Operating Agreement. Thus, the 

issuance of the Bonds by the County to finance the acquisition of the Convention Center 

Facilities in the manner provided in the Resolution is fully authorized by law. 

In several validation cases, the Florida Supreme Court has held noncharter 

counties have the authority to issue bonds pursuant to home rule ordinance. & Tavlor v, 

Lee County, 498 So. 2d 424 (Fla. 1986) ( a f f d g  validation judgment of transportation facility 

revenue bonds issued pursuant to home rule ordinance and secured by a pledge of bridge tolls); a 
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SDWr v. Olson, 367 So. 2d 207 (Fla. 1979) (affirming validation of general obligation bonds 

issued pursuant to home rule ordinance and Secured by a pledge of bath ad valorem tax revenues 

and non ad valorem tax revenues); State v. Oranee Cou nty, 281 So. 2d 310 @a. 1973) 

(affirming validation of capital improvement revenue bonds issued pursuant to home rule 

ordinance and secured by a pledge of racetrack and jai alai funds). In Taylor, and Orange 

County, the Court recognized that the grant of authority to issue revenue bonds pursuant to home 

rule ordinance originates from the home rule powers granted to noncharter counties under 

Article VIII, Section l(0, which states in pertinent part: 

Counties not operating under county charters shall have such 
power of self-government as is provided by general or special law. 
The board of county commissioners of a county not operating 
under a charter may enact, in a manner prescribed by general law, 
county ordinances not inconsistent with general or special law. 

The unquestioned object of Article Vm, Section l(f) is to grant noncharter counties broad home 

rule powers. Orange Cou nty, 281 So. 2d at 312. 

The home rule powers granted to counties by Article Vm, Section l ( f )  are 

implemented by Chapter 125. Speer, 367 So. 2d at 210. Section 125.01(1), Florida Statutes, 

as amended ("Section 125.01(1)"), provides in pertinent part: 

"The legislative and governing body of a county shall have the 
power to carry on county government. To the extent not 
inconsistent with general or special law, this power includes, 
is not restricted to, the power to: 

(c) Provide and maintain county buildings. 

(r) Borrow and expend money; issue bonds, revenue certificates, 
and other obligations of indebtedness ... 
(t) Adopt ordinances and resolutions necessary for the exercise of 
its powers ... 
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(w) -t r ~c~nsistent wl 'th law, which acts 
are in the common interest of the people of the county, 

rohibited bv exercise all -and pnvileees not s~ecificallv - D 
h. (Emphasis Added.) 

. .  

Moreover, Section 125.01(3), Florida Statutes, as amended ("Section 125.01(3)"), 
states that: 

(a) The enumeration of powers herein shall not be deemed 
exclusive or restn 'ctive, but shall be deemed to inmrporate all  
implied powers necessary or incident to carrying out such powers 
enumerated, including specifically, authority to employ personnel, 
expend funds, enter into contractual obligations, and purchase or 
lase and sell and exchange real or personal property. 

(b) The provisions of this section shall be liberally construed in 
order to effectively carry out the purpose of this section and to 
secure for the counties the broad exercise of home rule powers 
authorized by the State Constitution. (Emphasis Added.) 

Thus, Article VIII, Section l(f) and Section 125.01, Florida Statutes, as amended 

("Section 125.01"), generally provide that counties have the authority to perform any act not 

inconsistent with law and exercise all powers and privileges not specifically prohibited by law. 

As stated in the first sentence of Section 125.01(1) and in Section 125.01(3), a county's home 

rule powers include, but are not restricted to, the powers specifically enumerated in Section 

125.01. As stated in Section 125.01(3), the provisions of Section 125.01 are to be liberally 

construed to secure to the counties the broad exercise of home rule power authorized by the 

Constitution. This Court stated in that unless a particular subject has been pre-empted by 

either special or general law, a county has full authority to act through the exercise of home rule 

powers. $-peer, 367 So. 2d at 211. 

Based upon this broad grant of power, the Florida Supreme Court has consistently 

concluded that counties have the authority to issue bonds pursuant to their home rule powers by 
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the enactment of home rule ordinances. Section 125.01(1)(r), Florida Statutes, as amended 

("Section 125.01(1)(r)"), authorizes the issuance of county bonds. Section 125.01(l)(t), Florida 

Statutes, as amended, authorizes the adoption of ordinances and resolutions necessary for the 

exercise of county powers. The Court stated in w e  Cou ntv that "[tlhere is little need for 

Section 125.01(l)(r) if a county still has to go to the Legislature to get special enabling 

legislation each time it wishes to issue bonds." Oranye Coum, 281 So. 2d at 311. See also 

$peer, 367 So. 2d at 211. Additionally, the Court has noted that a great many capital projects 

have been f i n a n d  throughout the State, of Florida by using the device of a home rule ordinance. 

Speer, 367 So. 2d at 21 1. Accordingly, unless there is a general or special law to the contrary, 

the County clearly has the authority to issue the Bonds pursuant to the Ordinance. 

No general or special law precludes the issuance of the Bonds. The issuance of 

the Bonds is not inconsistent with any general or special law. In this context, the term 

"inconsistent" means "contradictory in the sense of legislative provisions which can not coexist." 

&te e x rel. Dade Cou ntv v. Braub 'Pam, 224 So. 2d 688, 692 (Fla. 1969); See also Orange 

County, 281 So. 2d at 312. 

Nevertheless, the Appellants argue that the issuance of the Bonds by the County 

is invalid because there are alternate methods available to counties to issue revenue bonds to 

finance convention center facilities. In support of this argument, the Appellants direct the 

Court's attention to certain statutory provisions contained in Section 125.0104, Florida Statutes, 

as amended (relating to the Local Option Tourist Development Act); Sections 125.011 and 

125.012, Florida Statutes, as amended (relating to certain authorized Char€a county projects); 

and Chapter 159, Florida Statutes, as amended (relating to the Revenue Bond Act of 1953). The 
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issuance of the Bonds by the County pursuant to its home rule powers is not in any manner 

prohibited by or inconsistent with any of these statutory provisions. 

Section 125.0104 and Chapter 159, Florida Statutes, as amended, are expressly 

stated to be supplemental and additional to any other powers conferred upon counties by law. 

$125.0104(5)(c), Fla. Stat. (Supp. 1994); i159.14, Fla. Stat. (1993). That language is not a 

limitation or prohibition of any power otherwise conferred upon a county but is instead an added 

grant of power. sI>eer, 367 So. 2d at 212; m, 498 So. 2d at 426. Supplemental and 

additional statutory provisions may be rejected in their entirety by a county and any other 

applicable law may be used in its place. Speer, 367 So. 24 at 213. The County is not 

prohibited from issuing the Bonds pursuant to Section 125.0104, Florida Statutes, as amended, 

or Chapter 159, Florida Statutes, as amended. Moreover, the issuance of the Bonds by the 

County pursuant to the Ordinance is not inconsistent with those statutory provisions, Therefore, 

the County is authorized to issue the Bonds pursuant to its home rule powers in the manner 

provided in the Ordinance. 

Sections 125.01 1 and 125.012, Florida statutes, as amended, are expressly stated 

to be applicable only to certain charter counties. #125.011(1), Fla. Stat. (1993). Because the 

County is a noncharter county, those statutory provisions are totally unrelated and irrelevant to 

any exercise of the County’s home rule powers. Because those provisions are not applicable to 

the County, they do not prohibit and are not inconsistent with the exercise of the County’s home 

rule powers. Thus, the issuance of the Bonds by the County pursuant to the Ordinance is not 

prohibited by or inconsistent with those statutory provisions. 

11 
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The County duly enacted the Ordinance pursuant to its home rule powers granted 

by Article VIII, Section l(f) and Chapter 125. The Ordinance authorized the County to issue 

revenue bonds pursuant to resolutions adopted by the County in order to acquire convention 

center facilities. The County duly adopted the Resolution pursuant to and in compliance with 

the Ordinance. Pursuant to the Resolution, the County authorized the issuance of the Bonds to 

finance the acquisition of the Convention Center Facilities in accordance with the Ordinance. 

The trial court specifically found that all requirements of the Constitution and laws of the State 

of Florida pertaining to the Bonds, the security therefor, the proceedings relating thereto and all 

other matters connected therewith were complied with and strictly followed. The County has 

full authority pursuant to the Act and the Resolution to enact the Ordinance, adopt the 

Resolution, issue the Bonds pursuant to the Ordinance to finance the acquisition of the 

Convention Center Facilities in the manner provided in the Resolution, acquire the Convention 

Center Facilities in the manner provided in the Resolution and the Purchase Agreement and 

operate the Convention Center Facilities in the manner provided in the Resolution and the 

Operating Agreement. Therefore, the trial court’s validation of the Bonds should be affirmed. 

a 

a 
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IV. CONC LUSION 

a 

d 

a 

For the foregoing reasons, this Court should affirm the trial court’s validation of 

the Bonds. 

James G. Sisco 
Florida Bar No.: 144113 
County Administration Building 
4020 Lewis Speedway 
St. Augustine, Florida 32095 
(904) 823-2458 

and 

FOLEY & LARDNER 

By: 

F k d d 3 a r  No.: 0501123 
Tracy S. Carlin 
Florida Bar No. : 0797390 
200 Laura street 
Jacksonville, Florida 32202 
(904) 359-2000 

Attorneys for Appellee, 
St. Johns County, Florida 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT a copy of the foregoing has been submitted by 
HAND DELIVERY this 28th day of September, 1995, to JEFFREY GRATNGER, Esquire, 211 
N. Liberty Street, Suite 3, Jacksonville, Florida 32202. 
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IN THF, CIRCUIT COURT, SXVZNTH 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY, FLORIDA 
mDrcrkt CIRCUIT, XN ANQ FOR 

CASE NO.: CA 95-928 

DIVL5Ibff:  55 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY, a political 
subdivision of the State of Florida, a 

P l a i n t i f f ,  

vs 

a STATE OF FLOmDA, and t he  TaxpayerE, Property 
-ers and citisens of St. J P ~ S  county, 
including nonresidents owning prclperty or 
subject to taxation therein, et al., 

v 
Y 

Defendants. 

J 

NOTICE IS GIVEN that E L M U E L  A -  RD-, Defendant/ 

Appellant, appeals to Wle SUMPRmE COURT OF FLORSDA, the 

order of this C o u r t  dated July 18, 1995. The order is a 
final, order validsting bonde of indebtedness. A Copy of the 

a 
order is attached. 

I HEREBY cEItTrFY that copy of t h i s  dowment has heen 

a to J m s  STSCO, Attorney for 9tc Johns County, and to The 

Offices of the Stat8 Attorney in  and for St, J0hnsp)unty. 

Jacksonville, FL 32202 
( 9 0 4 )  358-9818 
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ST. JOHNS COUNTY, a political 
subdivision o€ the SW of Florida, 

Plaintiff, 

VS . 
STATE OF FLOIUDA, ct al., 

Defmdaxlts. 

The a h  and foEgokg cause having come m for f d  hearing on the datG and 

at the time and place set forth h the Ammded Order to Show Cause herctofom i d  by tl& 

Corn md h the n ~ t i c ~  a d d m d  to the Statt of Fl& and the sevezaf property owners, 

taxpay- and citizens of Plaintiff, indoding nunresidents Owning pmperty or subject to taxdon 

thW and all others having or claiming any 6ght, title or intcrWt in p r o m  to be gffsctDd by 

the issuance by Plaintiff of not excaxlhg $lS,OOO,OOO of its Taxable Comaation Cater 

Revenue Bonds, StricS 1995 (the "Bonds"), or to be affected in my way thereby, d .= 
heremfore issued against the State of Florida, and the State A t t m y  for this CmUit having Hcd 

an answer h&; and the Court, having considtred said ZUIM and hard the and 

1 
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1. PlainWis, and at all times hereinafter rxlentioned was, a pofitiml subdivision 

of the State of Florida, crested and misting under the pmyisions of the Constitution and the laws 

of the State of Florida. 

Caunty (the "Faditb~"), @) acquire the Fadlilies pursuant to and in accordance with that 

&n purchase and Sale Agreement (the 'Fmhase and Sale Agreement'), to be executed by 

and between Plaintiff and John Q, Hammons Hotels WO, L.P., a Dehvare Lmitd parhaship a 
("JQH-LP'), substantially in the form attached as 'Exhibit B" to die Resolution, as more 

0 

a 

particularly dcsuibd in the Purchase and Sdc Agreement md (c) opernb= the FacWw pumnnt 

to and in accordance with that Eertain Opaitbg Agrmncnt (b " O p m h g  Agreement"), to be 

memted by and between Plaintiff and JQH-LP, submt idy  in the f m  attachad as "Ekhibit 

A' to the Resolution, as more paxticukly described in thc Opemhg Agrsemt. Ia and by the 

ksoluthn Plaintiff m& all findings and determinations r e q u i d  by the Act; fud the details 

of the Ecmds; prwidecl that the intcrwt on the Bpnds shall not e x C d  the legal me, pmvidcd 

that the prinCipd of and interest un the m d s  shall be payable =My fKrm and m u d  by a lien 

upon and a pledge of the Pzedged Revcnw {as definbd irl the Resohdm), including Certain 

revenues &ved by Plaintiff in wnntction with the F i d i t i e ~ ,  Oertain moneys Specifidly 

* *- ' 

2 



a 

a 

a 

a 

until applied in accordance of the provision of the Resolution, the premeds of t)le Bonds and all 

of Florida, particularly the Act, to issuc revenue bcmds to financc thc cost of acquiring the 

Facilities and b pledge the Pledged Funds ia the manna pmvidod in thc Resolution, 

5. AU of the Bands shall d e q d y  as to fien on and source and security for 

payment frwm thc Pkdgcd Funds. The Bonds shall k payable as to both principal and hterest 

- solely from the Pledged Funds. The Bonds will not constitute a general indebtedness of - .  
Plaintiff, and no holder or holders of any of the Bonds SW ever have the dght to corn+ the 

The Bonds shall not Constitute a lien upon the Fa&* ot any other plroperty of M W ,  acept 

the Pledged Funds. 

6. Plaintiff, pursuant to the Constitution and laws of thc State of Florida, has 

the power and is authorized to pledge the Pledged Funds to the payment of thc phcipa! of and 

inmat on the Bonds. Said pledge is legal and valid in all and d m  not violate any 

prmkiions of the Constitution or laws of the State ofFlorida. 

3 
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0 

O + R I  

h d g ,  as required by hw; all as more fully appears fmm the affiaavit of the publisk of= 

* has been &u’&~lly mfisideffd by this Court. Such Answer shows cause why the p y a  of 

Plaintiff should not bc granted and didom no irreguhrity or illegality in the pmxcdilrgs set 

Sarth in said Complaint, and the objections conCainod in said Answer be and thc 9ams ~ t e  h d y  

mermled. 
& I  a 

12, One or mom proptrty owncxs, taxpaycn, C i W  or other psans h m  

intervend or made application to become a party to these Pr0ceedi”gs for the pu- of 

interposing objections to the granting of the prayers set forth in Said Campllaint iu w e d  by 

law. The objections of such pmons have been carefully considered by this Court. Such 

objections show no legal c a w  why W pray- of PhintiPP should not be p d  and disclose 

no irregularity or illegality ~II the pmcdings set forth in said CompZ$nt, and such objections 

a 

be and the same are hereby mezruled. 

a 



a 

a 

the state of Florida Perta;aing to the Wds, the security hd", the W g s  relating 

NOW, THEREFORE, IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, that the immcx 

thelegal me, is far apropcr, lEgal and public purpose and is fully authorized by &tw, Mdthat 

Horid& this day of July, 1995. 

f - -  

m u i t  Judge 

Copies t o t  

Kr. Ehaneul A. "Rubba" Zowe 
James G, Sisco, Esq., County AEtaraey 
Stephen Alexander, Esq,, Stare Attorney 
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COuNnr OF=. JOHNS 

Plaintiff 

IN RE: V. 

S A T E  OF FZORIZIA, and the l%>cpnyera, Propffty 
h e r s  and Citizens of S t .  Johns County, 
including numesidmts awning property Qr 
subject to taxation therdn, e t  al .  

I ,  

Defendants 

CASE NO.: CA95-928 


