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EVIDENCE AGAINST MERCY’S CLAIM OF THE CONNECTION BEING
WITHOUT AUTHORITY AND NOT FOR 1611 BOWEN LOOP

Attached to this document is a photo of the last bill sent to Mr. Blalock for
the account under Reba Ivey’s name, that he paid on the 6™/7" of August of 2020.
This bit of evidence should be able to properly dispute the claim that the
connection was illegal, since a company wouldn’t bill for an illegal connection and
Mr. Blalock have lived in his residence since before Reba Ivey’s passing in 2015.
And, the fact that Reba Ivey lived in the same house for more than two (2) decades
prior to her death, and had a house at the same spot as the current dwelling of Mr.
Blalock. It should also answer the question of which property the meter is for,
since companies do not usually send bills to residences/properties that are not
receiving services from their company and if the service/meter was for 1601
Bowen Loop, then the bill would be sent to that address and returned to Mercy
since there is not a mailbox at that address. And, the USPS cannot/will not deliver
mail to an address without a proper mailbox, and in most cases where the mail
cannot be delivered, they send it back explaining it could not be delivered. This
lends to the notion/fact that Mercy had knowledge on which property the meter
was for, and placed the meter where it is in 1995 with the same knowledge. And,
under the Texas Water Codes memberships/accounts go with the parcel of land
that was originally designated for service which by all records submitted by both
Mr. Blalock and Mercy have showed the parcel of land being 1611 Bowen Loop
(formerly 154 Bowen Road).

The aforementioned bill is the same one that Mercy has also claimed was
sent to Mr. Blalock and that he paid in full, but have not produced a copy despite
the amount of times they have mentioned it. And, Mr. Blalock does not understand
what the reasoning behind that would be. The reason that it has taken as long as it
has for Mr. Blalock to submit a copy is, he had to find the correct file that had his
previous water bills in it.

Conclusion
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This piece of evidence should counteract the arguments of Mercy on if the
connection was illegal and without authority, since those kinds of connections are
not billed for. It should also answer on which parcel of land was originally
designated for service from Mercy, since bills go to the property receiving service.
And, this bill combined with the application and agreement for service (a contract)
between Reba Ivey and Mercy, which Mr. Blalock inherited since there is not a
clause in the written agreement saying that the agreement ended with the death of
Mrs. Ivey nor is it written in Mercy’s tariff that agreements for service end with the
death of the individual that makes the original agreement, will show that Mr.
Blalock was a legal customer with Mercy and that he had authority for the
connection and use of service provided by them.
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