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         David Manteit 
         128 Ashridge Rd 
         Darra 4076 
         davidmanteit@hotmail.com 
20-10-25 
 
Dr Kerry Freeman 
The Chief Executive Officer 
Lord Mayor Adrian Schrinner 
Brisbane City Council 
266 George St  
Brisbane 4000. 
 
cc. Crime and Corruption Commission 
 
Dear Dr Freeman/Lord Mayor Schrinner 
 

128 Ashridge Rd Darra A006565555 - 2916/24 
 
This case is a matter of public interest - Judge Williamson KC  
 
 
 
 
 
 
1) Request for written advice by Brisbane City Council prior to instructing RPEQ 
engineers to prepare civil and hydraulic plans for Council approval, as per Condition 
17 and Condition 7. Response from you required by 31/10/25. 
 
2) This report provides further clarification of matters of interest and responses 
regarding your alleged corrupted and licenced and unlicenced Council employees 
("The Council employees") corruption, that have come to light, up to 5/8/25, being 
the last court date. The findings in this letter and your responses will be referred to 
the Crime and Corruption Commission. Transcripts of all hearings are now in my 
possession. 
 
3) Statement to Lord Mayor Adrian Schrinner ("Schrinner") and CEO Dr Kerry 
Freeman ("Freeman")  or "You" 
 
David Manteit states that it is not possible to provide "Upstream Drainage" as 
required under Condition 17, to the rear lots 97, 99, 99 without the breaking of 
certain laws, being the list of laws broken, in Table 1, that your or your unlicenced 
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employees or witnesses have already broken. 
 
a) The alleged laws broken in Table 1 are a summary of laws allegedly broken -  
 

• Laws allegedly already broken by your own accused corrupt licenced and 
unlicenced Council employees 
 

• Laws already allegedly broken by your shonky winemaster witness Corrrigan 
 

• Breaking of laws forced on the owner, his civil and hydraulic RPEQ engineer and 
licenced plumber 
 

• Trespass 
 

• Alleged contempt of court by Susan Hedge, Sara McCabe, Adrian Schrinner and 
Dr Kerry Freeman 
. 

New separate allegations of corruption by Schrinner and Freeman will be made to 
the Crime and Corruption. 

 
b) The hydraulic and civil design drawings required by the current Condition 17 
cannot even be commenced to be prepared by the applicant's RPEQ engineer for 
approval, without the breaking of Council, gravity and criminal laws and losing of 
the RPEQ licence by the applicant RPEQ himself. 
 
c) The laws broken by our RPEQ, if designed by him, in order to comply with 
condition 17, would be- 

 

• Loss of applicant RPEQ licence for any illegal civil and hydraulic design 
prepared by him and criminal charges against him resulting from the Board of 
Professional Engineers from legal actions taken in the Magistrates Court by you. 
 

• Stormwater Code  
 

• Brisbane Planning Scheme Policies 
 

• Brisbane Standard Drawings 
 

• Newtons's law of gravity 
 

• S163 and S164 of the Planning Act 2016 
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• Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 
 

1) There is no RPEQ in Australia that could intentionally design 
something that breaks laws and therefore provide illegal design 
plans to comply with the current Condition 17. They will lose their 
licence. 
 
Nothing has changed. Our RPEQ would have lost his licence and be 
jailed if he designed to the DA approved Upstream Drainage and 
Onsite Drainage red lines. 
 
 
 
 
a) Council would have been entitled to produce a S167 enforcement notice like you 
always do, for any building work that contravenes the previous DA approval, 
whether dry or flooded. You were warned of this in numerous filed affidavits. 
 
b) Even draft hydraulic design made by our RPEQ Civil Works in the plans lodged 
for Onsite Drainage, filed on 31-3-25 are at risk of those consequences of S164. 
The preparation of hydraulic plans is carrying out building work. If that building work  
contravenes the DA approval, then the RPEQ loses his licence and attracts a fine of 
$751,000 under S164 of the Planning Act 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 
You forced our RPEQ and plumber to potentially lose their licences, for 7 months. 
Why did you do that? Please advise the Crime and Corruption, the Master Builders 
and all builders. I will be doing so. 
 
c) The RPEQ design building work, 
for onsite drainage whilst only for 
discussion, complied with Brisbane 
City Council laws, but  unlawful as it 
contravenes the DA approved plan 
and therefore may attract a charge of 
4,500 penalty units being caught under S164 of the Planning Act 2016. The building 
work would never be approved by Council, since it contravened the DA approval. 
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e) The same principle 
applied to your own 
Upstream Drainage 
and Onsite Drainage 
red line lines approved 
on 25-9-25, that were 
removed on the day of 
the trial, 28 April 2025.  
 
The red lines and conditions in the DA approval were proven to be illegal and 
flooded. You said on 31-1-25 they were "one way". They were in fact not "one way". 
 
The plans were flooded in depth and velocity at the kerb. You refused to take action 
on this allegedly corrupt employee conduct. 
 
This is allegedly corrupt conduct on that basis alone. 
 
f) Any contravention of the DA approved drawings potentially made by our RPEQ in 
design or construction by our plumber of both those flooded Upstream Drainage and 
Onsite plans would have attracted fines of 4,500 demerit points and a fine of 
$751,000 under S164 of the Planning Act 2016.  
 
 
 
 
 
Judge Williamson KC - "a solution, even though it worked, would not be generally 
in accordance with the indicative line shown on that plan" 30-4-25 
 
These comments crystalize the fact that I could not make any changes to the red 
lines whatsoever, lawful or not. 
 
You never offered to remove the red lines until 28-4-25.  
 
As Judge Williamson KC states - 
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" That would be the reason why a solution, even 
though it worked, would not be generally not in 
accordance with the indicative line shown on the 
plan"   
 

Judge Williamson KC 30-4-25 
 
There was no way Manteit could have lodged any 
change without starting another full Planning 
court application.  
 
All thanks to Freeman and Schrinner. 
 
Your damages can be summed up in one 
paragraph. 
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This statement is all one needs to explain the cause of my damages for at least for 
9 months including holding costs and lost profits.  
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2) Generally in Accordance. 
 

A change to your illegal flooded red lines and conditions for Upstream and Onsite 
Drainage in the approval date 25/9/25 to make them lawful would not be 
"generally in accordance". 
 
Your own advices to Brisbane residents, online on your own website - 
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3) Manteit not able to make changes to the red lines whether dry or 
not 
 
a) Judge Williamson KC has made comments on your red line hydraulic plans, 
and explained it sufficiently in Court on 30-4-25.  
 
b) It is alleged that you were very lucky not to get a determination and referral to 
the department of prosecutions during the trial. You allegedly knew this and that is 
why you allegedly chose to remove the red lines on the day of the trial. What a 
coward. 
 
You should seek legal advice now and find a barrister that doesn't lie in Court, like 
Susan Hedge, to advise you in this matter, for 7 months , including 24-4-25. 
 
c) Why have you hidden these flooded pipes from the public for 7 months? Are 
Freeeman and Schrinner are responsible for their employees and witnesses they 
rely on. 
 
Your Council solicitor Sara McCabe is allegedly implicated as well. The CEO was 
warned about Sara McCabe, one year ago, by me, about her practices.  
 
Feel free to phone South and Geldard for further advice on the 4,500 penalty units. 
 
It seems like you are not getting good advice from City Legal. 
 
d) The obligation to comply with the DA plans and conditions passes on to all 
subsequent owners.  
 
This topic has been covered ad nauseum by myself in my lodged files 
 
e) It will be a question you to advise myself and the Crime and Corruption 
Commission if you have now stamped out this corrupt practice of Council staff 
drawing illegal DA approved red lines that "it won't work (Susan Hedge)" and 
expecting that owners can contravene the DA approval, to fix up your alleged 
Council employee corruption. The Master Builders and all homeowners need to be 
aware. 
 
f) I advise you now that if you persist with practice of encouraging owners to carry 
out building work contrary to the DA approval and conditions that it is my belief that 
you will allegedly be charged, as a criminal offence. You were warned in 2020 by 
the CCC.  
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4) Warning to Master Builders and REIQ 
 
a) The REIQ will be informed since owners need to check their site for unlicenced 
Council employee pipes on their land. They will never sell their house, as 
declaration now needs to be made to buyers. 
 
b) I will seek orders that you inform the Master Builders and REIQ and affiliated 
organizations of your alleged illegal employee unlicenced engineering practices. .  
 
c) An owner of a house in Brisbane will not be able to sell their house, as a result of 
your placing illegal red lines on a property. New rules having come into place 
1/8/25. 
 
d) You have destroyed the values of many homeowners if this practice under your 
employee has not been stamped out. 
 
Does the Lord Mayor wish to continue to cause the landowners of Brisbane to 
fail to sell their house? 
 
Every time an owner that has an illegal Council employee red line placed on 
their property, they have a legal obligation to advise purchasers. 
 
Hence their property value has plummeted.  
 
When will the Lord Mayor stop house owners from being able to sell their 
property? 
 
I intend to inform every home owner in Brisbane to check for illegal Council 
employee red lines. They will not be able to sell their house. 
 

5) You have hidden the flooded pipes for 7 months 
 
a) You were warned about these alleged corrupt practices ad nauseum. It is 
alleged that you have continued to encourage Council employee corruption and that 
you knew pipes were flooded  
 
b) Why have you attempted to hide the evidence of the alleged corruption of your 
Council employees, for 7 months? Then you allegedly attempted to hide your 
employee corruption from 6/5/25 to 5/8/25, from your failed legal case.  
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c) Take note of your bumbling barrister, Susan Hedge words. She thinks the pipes 
can go anywhere. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) You have allegedly forced a judge and myself to stare at and assess flooded red 
Upstream Drainage and Onsite Drainage hydraulic plans prepared by your allegedly 
corrupted unclicenced Council employees for 7 months, even on 24-4-25, and then 
turn up in Court with no red lines. 
 
You have wasted court resources for seven months, by your own admission. You 
have caused me damages by holding costs and lost profits. 
 

6) The Susan Hedge timing of RPEQ plans con 
 
a) When was Schrinner and Freeman involved? They are 
responsible for the actions of their bumbling barristers 
 
b) On 24-4-25 at the pretrial hearing, Susan Hedge answered a question from 
Judge Williamson KC about timing of when RPEQ plans are required to be 
submitted. 
 



   Page 12 of 220 
 

c) Hedge correctly advised Judge Williamson KC on 24-4 -25 that the RPEQ plans  
were only required to be submitted, 'as constructed", after construction of the pipes. 
 
(d) You and Hedge filed a totally different condition, requiring the RPEQ to provide 
plans before construction of the pipes, as little as one hour later. 
 
e) Susan Hedge had basically conned Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25 into 
thinking that Condition 17 and 18 would be staying the same for the trial. 
 
f) Susan Hedge has misled a judge, on the basis of that a different position was 
already instructed by Schrinner and Freeman to Susan Hedge prior to 24-4-25 
The different position for trial was filed as little as one hour later (CCTV requested). 
 
g) Hedge then instructed witnesses Corrigan and Ryan to change their 
witness statements in order to cover up your mess. 
 
(h) You knew that there was no way for the appellant to submit any new RPEQ 
plans, whether wet or dry, without a court application.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why has Freeman and Schrinner refused to change this condition for 7 months, but 
change it on the day of the trial, in order to disguise you alleged corruption. This is 
alleged contempt of court. 
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7) Raising pad level fantasy by your goldfish Corrigan and dumbo  
barrister Hedge. 
 
a) The laws that nobody can break is Newton's law of gravity. In this case the 
gravity needs to be minimum .5% and 1% respectively. All Corrigan’s plans and 
"solutions" end up under the Ashridge Rd Kerb. 
 
b) It doesn't matter if you raise any building pad, since you can't change the rear 
lot surface level, pit depth and kerb invert level. Why do you employ simpleton 
barristers and goldfish witnesses?   
 
c) I have done further analysis on lot 97, for transparency purpose only, and confirm 
my original advices. 
 
d) due to - 
 
Gravity - the pipe would not drain through the development - gravity - I cannot 
physically build it. It ends up .9 m below It is impossible to provide rear lot 
connection to lot 97the kerb.  
 
That makes around 8 flooded Council plans so far, that you have instructed. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court to continually wasting ratepayer’s money. 
 
In addition, the flow at kerb is around 70 L/s, which contravenes S7.6.3.1(2). 
 
Council employees - 4 flooded plans.  
Corrigan 4 flooded plans. 
 
If you have any more flooded plans, please advise myself and the Crime and 
Corruption Commission 
 
Why has Schrinner and Freeman paid your rates money for 8 flooded plans? 
 
Kerb velocity over 70 L/s for Lot 97. 
 
You dumbo barrister Susan Hedge and goldfish Corrigan knew the pipe would be 
flooded and tried to fool Judge Williamson KC. 
 

Illegal easements 
 
a) I object to any easement going across my yard, since it blocks all construction 
and services.  
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b) The placing of easements in my front means that there is impossible to obtain 
plan sealing. 
 
c) The withholding of the easement document was a major impediment to my 
appeal. It is alleged that you gave the instructions to withhold the easement 
document. Judge Williamson KC forced you to provide this document to me one day 
after the appeal ended. 
 
d) The easements eliminate any chance for a third block of land in the future. 
 
e) The fact that you have instructed your corrupted Council employees to 
refuse a request of Manteit for a copy of the easement document around 100 
times is considered to be corrupt conduct by the Council employees. 
 
The withholding of the easement document is alleged corrupt conduct by you 
as well.  
 
f) A likely request for retrial will be forthcoming due to your alleged contempt of 
court and alleged instructions to thwart my case. The upcoming contempt of court 
case will preceed the retrial case. 
 

8) Current condition 17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - court order condition 17. 
 

9) Response to the Crime and Corruption Commission 
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I request that you provide a letter addressed to the Crime and Corruption 
Commission stating that you have read all the court files. 
 
To clarify, I request that you respond to all previous Crime and Corruption 
allegations that pertain to the actions of your accused corrupt licenced and 
unlicenced Council employees. 
 
I also request that you respond to new Crime and Corruption allegations provided in 
this letter. 
 
There will be a fresh complaint of alleged corruption made to the Crime and 
Corruption Commission regarding allegations of your attempts to thwart David 
Manteit's case. 
 
Schrinner and Freeman are alleged to have given instructions to thwart the case, 
be in contempt of lodging files and instructing lies by barrister in Court for 7 months 
including 24-4-25 and 28-4-25. 
 
The second category of alleged Corruption of the Lord Mayor and Dr Freeman, 
whilst normally would be regarded as independent, stem from the continual alleged 
attempt to hide the possible prison sentences to the Council employees and intent 
to keep your jobs. 
 
You are alleged to be responsible for actions commenced by you and your lying 
barrister and also your assisting solicitor, who has been allegedly proven to prepare 
false documents to this Court. Who else gave instructions to allegedly lie in Court 
for 7 months? 
 

10) Table of laws already broken  
 
A summary of past laws allegedly broken by unlicenced Council employees and 
Corrigan have been stated in Table 1 of this report. 
 
Some laws are mentioned every day by your own excellent employees. 
such as Planning Scheme Policies to be achieved, requested by your normal 
Council assessment officers. 
 
I have given examples of this excellent conduct, filed in Court, including my 
Crime and Corruption Commission audit, 259 pages filed around 25/1/25  and 
should be used as the standard to shine a light to. 
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11) Your "normal" council employees, like Christensen, in relation 
to Upstream Drainage, ask DA applicants to comply with PO11, 
Brisbane Planning Scheme Codes, Planning Scheme Policies. 
 
Your goldfish in Court, Corrigan, does not comply with any Brisbane Planning 
Scheme Codes, Planning Scheme policies, QUDM manual, whatsover. In 
addition he intentionally uses fake formulas. You should be very ashamed. 
 
Your witness Ryan stated he has not examined the rear lots whatsoever and states 
that he has no knowledge of S7.5.3 (rainwater tanks) because that's "town 
planning" Where did you find these witnesses? 
 
It is alleged that you and Susan Hedge had instructed both Corrigan and Ryan to 
not discuss Brisbane Planning Scheme Policies as part of a strategy, since your 
accused corrupted unlicenced Council employees have broken every Planning 
Scheme policy in the book. 
 
Then you pay Corrigan with ratepayers money to insert illegal flooded plans, 150 
intentional errors and illegal rainwater tanks. 
 
Why did you spend ratepayers money on a shonky witness that does not act like 
your normal assessment managers and refuses to comply with Council laws? 
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“Normal assessment manager process".  
 
Filed in court for Mr Christensen and Ms 
Bernard. 
 
 
 
 

 

12) Your refusal to accept offer on 29-4-25 by Manteit to Council to 
breaking laws PSP S7.5.3(6) and PSP S 6.3.3.1 in the conditions 
 
An offer was presented by David Manteit to Council via Judge Williamson KC on 
29/4/25 in Court, that David Manteit for agreement that these following conditions 
should be placed in the final approval - 
 
 Contravening of Brisbane Planning Scheme policy PSP S7.6.5.3, which would  
allow the installation of illegal rainwater tanks by rear lot neighbours. 

 

• Flow velocity at kerb is to be allowed is greater than the legal 30 l/s at the kerb 
for the entire catchment plus existing against PSP S7.6.3.1 (1) and (2). 

 

• These proposed conditions would also have accepted Manteit breaking of Council 
laws BSD 8111, BSD 8113.  

 
38) Susan Hedge barrister screamed and yelled in Court (transcript) by attempting 
to force Judge Wlliamson KC to believe the alleged fraudulent Corrigan report, 
despite Corrigan's intentional promoting the breaking of numerous Council laws and 
the laws of gravity.  
 
Refer transcript. 
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Susan Hedge advised Judge Williamson KC that Council would not allow those 
conditions above to be placed in the final approval, due to being unlawful. 
 
It has already been stated by Council in Court on 29/4/25 by Susan Hedge barrister, 
that certain conditions put forward by Manteit, below, for inclusion in the Court 
conditions of the allowance of contraventions of 6 Council laws. They were refused 
by you. 
 
7.6.3 (2) are not acceptable as conditions in a future Council approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conditions offered by David Manteit in Court 29-4-25 not accepted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Extract of Susan Hedge court advice re the Council refusal of conditions. 
 

13) Not possible for water to drain through the development. 
 
It is not physically possible for any water from the rear lots 97,98,100 to drain 
through the development (128 Ashridge Rd development) as per PSP S7.6.5. 
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This relates to Newton's law of gravity and the legal minimum gradients stupulated 
by Council laws, .5% and 1%. In addition what cannot be changed is - 
 

• Depth at the rear lot neighbour's boundary of pipe size plus cover. Eg, starting 
invert level (depth) = 450+375 = 825 depth. 

 

• Kerb invert level. 
 
See tables calculations. 
 
The goldfish Corrigan and dumbo Susan Hedge mistakenly think that the middle of 
the block can be raised in order to fix up their flooded plans. 
 

14)  Court transcripts 
 
I am in the possession of both audio and written transcripts of every word of all 
hearings, before, during and after the trial, 28-30 April 2025. In addition I have 
transcripts of all subsequent hearings, up to 5/8/25, for use at my discretion for any 
proposed further court cases. 
 

15) Further corruption allegations imminent. 
 
There will be further corruption allegations made against you and others, by me, as 
a result of those findings in the transcripts and the conduct of certain individuals 
prior to the trial and in the trial. 
 
There will be a contempt of court case filed, which is being prepared 
currently. 
 

16) Consequences should Council refuse to supply list of Council 
laws that can be broken by the applicant. 

 
• If there are no responses advices by you and Council by 3/11/25, I shall consider 

all actions possible. 
 

• Should Council refuse to supply a list of Council laws that are consented to can 
be broken, in order to enable preparation of hydraulic plans to be in compliant 
with Condition 17, it will be assumed by Manteit that your accused corrupted 
unlicenced Council employees and Corrrigan have broken all the laws as 
mentioned in table 1 and this report. 
 

The material in this letter will and may be used in any - 
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• Current Crime and Corruption Commission investigation 
 

• Any future Crime and Corruption Commission investigation  
 

• Any Contempt of Court application 
 

• Any fresh Planning Court application 
 

• Any damages action claims against you and individual Council employees 
 

• Referral to the Department of Prosecutions. 
 

• Should you and Council not provide the responses by 3/11/25, as requested, I 
will take action in a Court to recover the application moneys of this letter 
immediately, without further notice, since you have provided guidelines for 
services upon payment of monies on your website, of which I have followed. 

 

• Your response, actions and any correspondence including this letter will be made 
public, to any journalist, or on brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au. This letter 
and report is not confidential. 

 

• Take it that you have been warned of all of the above mentionings and actions by 
me shall take place without further notice. 
 

17) Damages claim 
 
a) Either way, there will be a separate damages claim in the future. The outcome of 
your response to this letter, will determine the quantum of those damages. You and 
Council has the chance to limit those damages now. 
 
b) You changed the assessment process, of when RPEQ plans are approved.  
 
This action by you, in effect proves beyond doubt the previous inability of myself to 
make changes to the red lines and a damages claim.  
 
This is also evidence of your corruption since you could have offered to change the 
approved red lines, but you chose not to. You allegedly chose to protect yourself 
and the Council employees. That alleged tactic did not work. You are allegedly now 
in very deep.  
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c) Then allegedly you and or your barrister lie to a judge's face, in Court, on 24-5-
25, one day before the trial, on may counts. Did you instruct someone to lie? 
 
d) Your dumbo barrister Susan Hedge allegedly caused Judge Williamson KC to lie, 
(inadvertently)13 times, on 24-4-25, by her stating to Manteit that Council's position 
for the trial was as of Court document 23, dated 31-1-25. 
 
e) In addition, there is no doubt that the evidence suggests that Susan Hedge lied to 
Judge Williamson KC for 7 months and on 24-4-25 and advised him - "he (Manteit) 
has everything in exactly the form that will be filed or relied on" (for the trial). 
 
f) In addition, Susan Hedge stated to Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25, stating that 
Council's position that there was no method for Manteit to provide submission 
for Council approval of plans prior to construction of the pipes. 
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Ryan acknowledges Council employee intentional error. 
 
Council refused to advise Manteit for 7 months of their error until the day of the trial. 
Hence a retrial is necessary and damages paid. 
 
g) Susan Hedge explained in Court it was a mistake. That's called a $750,000 
mistake. And corruption if you were not transparent to Manteit and Court, 
previously. 
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Ryan thinks that there would be a further submission of plans. 
 
The changing of any red lines is a major change including the requirement that an 
RPEQ hydraulic engineer needs to make the changes. 
 
In addition, only a small change is traditionally accepted by Council, say by 50mm, 
but in the case of a flooded pipe by 1.2m, no small change is generally I 
accordance. 
 
Council have never invited any lodgements of a change to the red lines for approval. 
 
The only way for Manteit to lodge the plans is build a pipe 1.2m under Ashridge Rd, 
get a fine of $751,000 and the RPEQ loses his licence. 
 
The corrupt unlicenced Council employees refused to supply invert levels. 
This is because they have attempted to hide from the Crime and Corruption 
Commission. 
 
Lucy Ting knew the pipes were flooded the day Manteit phoned her around 
11/10/24 and asked her for levels. She hung up the phone in 30 seconds. 
 
mistake and contempt of Court by up to 4 accused persons. More to come. Stand 
by. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
i) Slippery Susan Hedge the bumbling barrister makes two different 
statements in two days. One before court and one on day one in 
Court. 
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Susan Hedge coralled her two witnesses in Court to  
Make them the scapegoats, as if it was the witnesses' idea. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Why has the Lord Mayor allegedly sunk to the lowest depths by 
using two shonky witnesses to control Council assessment 
process? And allegedly use them as scapegoats. How much were 
they paid ? 

 
The dog at my homework. 
 
18) Susan Hedge - Condition 18 - which seems to be the one there is 
the most concern 
 
a) Susan Hedge intentionally did not mention to Judge Williamson KC about 
Council's intention to remove Onsite Drainage red lines, condition 17, simply stating 
"Condition 18 which seems to be the one there is the most concern" This was 
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another lie by Hedge, in order to hide discussion of this condition 17 red line 
removal. 
 
b) As little as one hour later, a different position by you was filed in court.  
 
Which person gave the instructions to file the affidavit in Court on 24-4-25 to 
change the Council’s position after fooling Judge Williamson KC and myself ? 
 
Freeman or Schrinner? 
 
In addition, you did not notify Judge Williamson KC of the change in position 
until the opening day of the trial. 
 

19) Hedge hides affidavit of table of conditions in Court. 
Investigations are under way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It appears that Hedge has attempted to hide the affidavit re table of conditions. 
 
The affidavit was filed on 24-4-25.  
 
Judge Williamson KC asked Slippery Susan Hedge "Ms Hedge, has Council 
supplied  all of its material to Mr Manteit ?" 
 
Hedge "He has everything he needs" This is called contempt of court. 
 
This affidavit was filed after Susan Hedge lied to Manteit stating previously on the 
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same day that "he has  
 
An investigation is underway. 
 
 
 

20) Table 1 - List of laws allegedly broken in the past by - 
 
Unlicenced Council employees 7-10 persons 
Licenced Council employees Blake and Ting 
Council instructed witness Andrew Corrigan (that you relied on) 
Forcing of Applicant's RPEQ and plumber to lose their licence and receive fines of 
$751,000. 
Trespass into rear neighbour's properties by construction of hydraulic pipes. 
 
Table 1 - list of laws broken 
 

Acceptable Outcomes  

AO11 Numerous 

  

Performance Outcomes  

PO2 Numerous 

  

PO3 Numerous 

P11 Numerous 

  

Planning Scheme Policies  

PSP S7.6.3.1 (1) 30 L/s 10+ 

PSP S7.6.3.1 (2) 30 Max L/s inc external catchment  10+ 

PSP S7.6.1 (1) 10+ 

  

PSP S7.6.1 (2) 10+ 

PSP S7.6.5 14+ 

S 7.6.2 (3) 4+ 

PSP S 7.3.3.1 - Fraction impervious 8+ 

PSP S7.5.3.6 - Rainwater tanks not allowed 8+ 

PSP S7.6.2 - 400mm from low side of kerb 8+ 

  

Tables  

Table 7.2.2.23A - Coefficient of discharge 4+ 

Table 4.5.1 QUDM  4+ 

Table 7.2.2.3 B - Level III 4+ 
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Brisbane Standard Drawings  

BSD 8111 12+ 

BSD 8113 12+ 

  

BSD 8091 - stormwater pits 2+ 

BSD 8114 - kerb adaptor 4+ 

  

Newtons law of gravity 16+ 

  

Laws punishable by possible imprisonment  

S 115 (1) of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 24+ 

Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 24+ 

S15 (1) of the CCC Act 2002 20+ 

  

Queensland laws  

S163 Planning Act 2016, 4500 penalty units $751,000 30+ 

S164 Planning Act 2016,4500 penalty units $751,000 30+ 

  

Trespass 3+ 

 

21) Responses in relation to broken laws required from you by 
3/11/25 

 
a) It is requested by you and Council to respond  David Manteit, by 3/11/2025, to all 
matters raised in this letter and including responses to which of the laws already 
broken by your council employees and witnesses (refer table 1) can be consented 
to be broken by David Manteit, or placed illegally in any hydraulic and civil design, in 
order to finalize those plans for Council approval. 
 
b) I require you to make a statement that you have read all filed documents. 

 
22) 41 pages of RTI records demonstrating your unlicenced Council 
employees performing of unlicenced non-RPEQ certified Civil 
earthworks and hydraulic engineering. 

 
a) An audit of the RTI records by David Manteit has already been filed in Court with 
substantial evidence of your unlicenced employees performing unlicenced 
engineering and corrupt conduct S15 (1) of the CC Act 2001 and S115 (1) of the 
Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
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b) You instructed 7-10 Council employees (as per RTI) to prepare and approve 
unlicenced, flooded, non-RPEQ certified Upstream Drainage hydraulic engineering 
and approving of plans that nobody asked for. If it wasn't you, who instructed, who 
was it? 

 
c) There is now no dispute the pipes were flooded by 1.2m in depth at the Ashridge 
Rd kerb, and flow velocity of over 30 L/s at the kerb, as per your own shonky 
winemaster witness Corrigan and lying barrister Susan Hedge now advises. 
 
d) If you didn’t instruct the preparation of these concocted plans with false lot 
numbers, then who did? 
 
e) You and your licenced and unlicenced Council employees were found out by your 
own shonky winemaster witness. 
 
f) The Upstream Drainage plans prepared included some 61 metres of pipes and 
pits.  
 

• You and the accused corrupted Council employees have allegedly chosen to 
flood Darra by flooding the kerb, in both depth, being 1.2 m below the kerb and 
velocity greater than 30 L/s. 

 

• Nobody asked you or the accused corrupted unlicenced Council employees to 
prepare these flooded plans. It was allegedly your (Schrinner and Freeman) 
instruction to prepare the flooded plans. If not who was it? 

 
g) If not, please advise who did instruct these illegal red lines and conditions? 
 
h) The Onsite Drainage plans included a kerb adaptor placed 5.1m from the low 
side of the kerb which would have caused $751,000 in fines to the RPEQ, plumber 
and owner ,if built under S163 and S164 of the Planning Act 2016. 
 

23) IIlegal fill conditions removed by you on 31-1-25 
 
a) You (Schrinner and Freeman) or your unlicenced Council employees initially 
instructed licenced and unlicenced Council employees (with no RPEQ licence) to 
insert illegal non-RPEQ certified Civil engineering fill conditions in Conditions 12, 17, 
18, in the approval dated 25/9/24. Another sham.  
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You had 4 months to fix up this 
sham.  
 
You, and the unlicenced 
Council employees were 
caught out.  
 
b) Susan Hedge tried to con 
Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-5 
to state that they were removed 
since they were unnecessary, 
simply because the fill 
conditions were not required 
since S18 already provided for 
the pipes being built. 
 
c) Your own barrister says there's no need for the fill condition12. But Hedge failed 
to mention that Council removed Condition 17 - Onsite drainage, 
 

Susan Hedge sham lies continue - "the condition" is actually 
"three conditions" removed by Council 
 
 
 
 
 
"the" is singular. "three is plural" 
 
 But there IS a need to pay Manteit damages for you and your Council doing nothing 
for 4 months when there was no need for the THREE fill condtions. 
 
You need to explain to the Crime and Corruption Commission why you removed 3 
illegal fill conditions and why you refused to respond to Manteit as to the reason for 
the illegal fill conditions in the first place when your barrister says Hedge says  
 
 
 
 
d) However, the fill conditions related to Onsite Drainage as well and in fact the fill 
stopped Manteit from obtaining a lawful point of discharge for the Onsite lots, since 
your corrupt employees refused to advise the quantity of fill required and where it 
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was to be replaced. It was a sham by your Council employees. There was no fill 
required.  
 
e) The existing surface level of the land is as high as 37.00 and the kerb 35.080. 
That’s around 2m higher than the kerb. Your dumbo unlicenced Council employees 
wanted to fill even higher that 37.0, to make it like Mount Everest.  
 
f) No response from your corrupted unlicenced council employees, who did not 
respond to Manteit due to their attempt to hide from the Crime and Corruption 
Commission. The ratepayers should be ashamed of the unlicenced Council 
employees and Schrinner and Freeman. Your time is up. 
 
You need to respond to the Crime and Corruption Commission allegations about the 
unlicenced employee acts, and soon, your own acts. 
 
g) Manteit asked the unlicenced Council employees, since 1/10/24 where to place 
the imaginary fill, required in Condition 12,17,18. No response by the corrupted 
unlicenced Council employees, or you. 
 
h) Condition 17 Onsite Drainage included fill conditions. You removed those 
Onsite Drainage fill conditions. Susan Hedge lied to Judge Williamson KC. 
 
Susan Hedge used the goldfish Corrigan as some sort of scapegoat. Why is Hedge 
always that stupid?  
 
i) Manteit mentioned to Judge Williamson KC on 12-12-24 in court to His Honour 
that it could take 500 days for the engineer witnesses to work out where the fill 
goes, and your approval was a mess due to your fill conditions 
  
Another Susan Hedge sham and an alleged sham by you, since it took you 4 
months to remove the fill conditions that were unnecessary, as stated by your own 
representative in court, 24-4-25. 
 
 
 
 
  
j) You removed those illegal Civil engineering fill conditions prepared by your 
unlicenced Council employees on 31/1/25. 

 
Why did you wait four months ? At no stage did you have any queries to Manteit. 
 
Damages will apply. 
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24) You can't force a judge and an 
applicant to stare at illegal fill 
conditions prepared by your 
unlicenced employees for 4 months. 
 
a) Why were your licenced and unlicenced 
employees that incompetent that they cannot 
read a survey plan, provided in the DA on 
12/7/24, in order to determine the lay of land?  
 
b) Why did the unlicenced engineer Joel Wake 
refuse a site visit, to inspect the land, offered 
by David Manteit, on 15/8/24?  
 
c) Why did you not use an RPEQ licenced 
Civil engineer to assess fill required in the 
first place? Have you fixed your alleged 
corrupted engineers to read survey plans yet? 
 
d) How could your licenced and unlicenced employees make so many intentional 
errors? Did you personally train them? 
 
e) The proof of unlicenced Council employees performing corrupt engineering, is 
voluminous and astounding. 
 
It is my allegation that actions taken by you and your Council employees during 
assessment between 12/7/24 and 5-8-25, have allegedly been - 
 

• With the intent to thwart the completion of the development by Manteit, and 
 

• In order to protect the unlicenced and licenced employees from being found  
guilty of corruption and prison sentences. 
 

• In order to protect your own reputation as persons responsible for corrupt 
conduct. 

 
f) Why was there no information request sent to Manteit? You and the Council 
employees were therefore adamant in holding onto those illegal fill and hydraulic 
conditions for 4 months, come hell or high water. 
 
g) Why did Council officers fail to follow procedure of informing the applicant that 
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a change in red was coming ? 
 

25) The CCC alleges that you are responsible to stamp out your 
employee corruption. You were warned in 2020. 
 
The CCC has requested you to respond to your systemic employee 
corruption. 
 
a) It is alleged that you instructed your Council employees to perform unlicenced 
Civil (and hydraulic) engineering (evidence - See 41 pages RTI).  
 
If it wasn't you who instructed the unlicenced Council employees to perform 
unlicenced engineering, who was it? 
 
b) Your Council employees were given warnings by Manteit commencing on 1/10/24 
to Margaret Orr and other unlicenced Council employees performing Civil 
Engineering design and hydraulic design without an RPEQ licence. 
 
No response by them or you to date. Why is that? 
 
d) Your unlicenced Council employees cannot work out that land falls down, with a 
survey plan lodged with the DA, then you need to pay me damages accordingly. 
 
e) Damages due to Council and Council employees for intentional incompetence 
and intentional delays caused by you and unlicenced Council employees will be 
claimed. 
 
f) You have had 210 days of chances to remove the red lines and conditions, but 
left it until the day of the trial, allegedly to hide your own incompetence and possible 
corruption charges. 
 

26) What methods did you use to stop the subject unlicenced 
Council employee systemic corruption, during the assessment 
period 12-7-24 and 25-9-24, as per the instructions sent to you by 
the Crime and Corruption Commission in 2020, plastered on their 
website ? 
 
27) What methods have you employed since 25/9/24 to stamp out 
systemic unlicenced employee corruption?  
 
a) What methods do you currently use to stop your unlicenced employees from 
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performing unlicenced engineering? 
 

28) Approved 25/9/24 Upstream and Onsite Drainage plans. 
 
Again, you allegedly instructed your unlicenced Council employees 
to prepare illegal non-RPEQ certified Upstream and Onsite Drainage 
plans. If it wasn’t you, who was it? 
 
a) Your unlicenced Council employees refused to provide invert levels for the 
pipes to David Manteit, thereby eliminating any chance to construct the hydraulic 
pipes, causing Manteit damages of $750,000. Even if the plans were not flooded. 
 
b) You were aware that the flow L/s at the kerb was around 76 litres per second 
based on Council laws, the QUDM and the conservative site cover. 
 
c) You allegedly forced my RPEQ to lose his licence if he prepared fraudulent as 
constructed hydraulic plans. 
 
d) You forced my plumber to build a pipe that is flooded, that would have caused a 
$751,000 fine under S164 of the Planning Act.  
 
e) You provided no information request to Manteit and therefore assumed 
responsibility yourself. 
 
f) You knew that there was no way for water to traverse above the land  
 
g) You knew that red arrows by Manteit (as agreed by Corrigan) indicated that 
surface water was falling to the rear of the site. 
 
h) My applicant RPEQ would have lost his licence due to designing Upstream 
Drainage pipes that ended up 1.2m under the kerb.  
 
i) My applicant RPEQ would have lost his licence due to designing Onsite 
drainage that ended up more than 400mm from the low side of the kerb, being AHD 
35.463, instead of 35.083 (as per ONF surveys). 

 
j) I would have been handed a fine of $751,000 being an offence under S164 of the 
Planning Act 2016 if built something contravening the DA approval.  
 
Alternatively I would have been handed a fine of $751,000 being an offence by 
constructing without Council approval. 
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k) Hence, Manteit could not design nor construct the Upstream and Onsite Drainage 
plans. This was caused by you and your allegedly corrupted employees. 
 
l) Hence, you have forced the applicant (myself) to incur damages of around 
$750,000.  This was caused by you and your allegedly corrupt employees. 
 

29) How you have thwarted Manteit's application causing damages 
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Judge Williamson KC stated on 12-2-25 "you ask the Council to do the same 
and then we are going to trial" 
 
You never "did the same" 
 
You filed all your documents in contempt of Court. 
 

30) You have contravened the intention of Judge Williamson KC in 
that you should have filed all material you rely on, by 21/4/25, but 
have intentionally filed all of your material after 21/4/25, and also 
after the extended 22/4/25. Why? Why prejudice my appeal? 
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24-4-25 Judge Williamson KC "Is there anything else that needs to 
be dealt with before Monday? 
 

Hedge - "No I don't think so" 
 
Hedge stated on 24-4-25 that "no other approval was required" (prior to hydraulic 
pipe construction). 
 
However, later that day, Council lodged a totally different position that states Manteit 
must lodge RPEQ plans prior to construction. 
 

31) Council's change in RPEQ submitting drawings 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
32) Council's intentional actions 
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a) You have insisted on the Upstream Drainage and Onsite Drainage red line pipes 
being lawful until the day of the trial 28-4-25.  
 
b) Manteit did not cause any delay in the proceedings. 
 
c) You had 7 months to redact the red lines. You did that on 28-4-25, 7 months 
after the approval date of 25-9-24. 

 
d) You, Council and Council employees were forcing Manteit, the applicant RPEQ 
engineer, civil contractor and plumber, to be fined by Council and lose their 
licences for life, by the actions of you and the Council employee Upstream 
Drainage and Onsite Drainage hydraulic designs. 
 
e) The consequences of contravening of S164 of the Planning Act means that fines 
of $750,000 apply to Manteit if the pipes were built the pipes which contravened the 
DA approval. The pipes could not have been constructed. You stopped the 
development for 7 months. Damages apply. 
 
f) Obtaining approval from of "another way" of some other solution that worked (all 
hypothetical, as it was not possible) was impossible to obtain, as it would not have 
been generally in accordance with the original red lines (refer Judge Williamson KC 
comments 30-4-25). 
 
g) The breaking of S163 of the Planning Act meant that fines of $750,000 apply if 
the owner constructs something that is not approved. The pipes could not have 
been constructed. 
 
 h) Council employees were forcing any applicant RPEQ engineer to lose their 
licence by providing flooded as constructed Upstream Drainage plans and Onsite 
Drainage plans that were greater than 400mm from the low side of the kerb. 
 
i) You continually requested extensions for filing of affidavits. All in contempt of 
Court. 
 

33) No opportunity for the applicant to obtain Council approval of 
plans prior to constructing the Upstream Drainage pipes 1.2m under 
the kerb. 
 
a) There was no process in the original DA whereby the applicant could present to 
Council any modified RPEQ plans.  
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Any changes would not be considered generally in accordance. 
 
The position of Council on 31-1-25 was that it was "one way". You categorically 
stated therefore red lines worked. 
 
Why do you employee such incompetent Council employees? 
 
Why do you not audit your Council employees for systemic corruption? 
 

The fact that Council changed condition 18 on the opening 
day of the trial to include allowance for the applicant to be 
able present an applicant RPEQ plan is admittance by 
Council that there was no way previously that Manteit 
could have lodged any change to the red hydraulic lines in 
the past. 
 
Hence, another proof of a future valid damages claim 

against you and Council employees.Thanks for that.  
 
 
34) You have failed in your responsibilities to the ratepayers and the 
CCC to control and audit your corrupt employees. 
 
35) Your CEO (prior to Freeman) was given a warning in 2020 by the 
CCC to make sure you audited your Council employees and train 
them not to become unlicenced engineers 
 
You were supposed to have a method of auditing to stop systemic 

employee corruption. You didn't. 
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a) You are responsible for your own actions as well as the unlicenced Council 
employees. 
 
b) The individual accused corrputed unlicenced Council employees also have 
responsibilities and may incur a fine of up ot $137,000 each and/or prison. 
 
c) As per S34 and 35 of the Crime and Corruption Act 2001, you have a duty to 
investigate Council employee Corruption, known as the process of devolution. 
 
 
 
 
 
You have  now been asked by the Crime and Corruption Commision to 
invesigate your Council employee corruption. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
d) I have made the CCC aware that this matter is a public interest matter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
e) Your flooded hydraulic plans have caused flooding to Darra. Eight flooded plans 
so far. 
 

36) Your approved Upstream drainage plan causes a flood to the 
residents of Darra.  
 
f) These Onsite Drainage and Upstream drainage hydraulic plans were the only 
approved Upstream Drainage plans with Council employee red hydraulic lines and 
conditions. in 412 Brisbane City Council cases that were prepared by Council 
employees for the calendar year, 2024.  
 
Why is that ? 
 
g) The Upstream Drainage hydraulic plan was flooded pipes in both depth (1.2m 
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below the kerb) and flow velocity at the kerb (> 30 L/s). You knew that. 
 
Why did you maintain the validity of those flooded hydraulic plans for from 12-7-24 
to 28-4-25, being 280 days ? 
 
You had 280 days to make changes to the red lines. You chose not to, until the day 
of the trial. Why? 
 
You will need to tell the answer to the next judge. 
 
Who forced Susan Hedge to lie for 7 months? 
 

37) Corrigan report 
 
a) Corrigan has intentionally and allegedly fraudulently compiled an incompetent  
report that breaks many Council laws that you and Council relied on. 
 
Why did you instruct this shonky report? 
 
The summary starts on page 60. 
 
b) The list of Council laws broken by Corrigan is endless.  
 
You should be very ashamed to use ratepayers money for the preparation of this 
shonky report.  
 
c) Why was the shonky Corrigan report prepared ? What was the reason? 
 

d) You know very well that the past condition 18 and the current condition 17 

require the applicant to adhere to the appropriate codes and Brisbane Planning 
Scheme Policies. 
 
Why did you instruct Corrigan to allegedly break Council codes and Brisbane 
Planning Scheme Policies? 
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Hedge used Corrigan as the scapegoat for changing  condition 18 to require 
that the RPEQ is to lodge drawings prior to constructing the pipes. 
 

38) Ryan report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ryan has demonstrated incompetence in in knowledge of 
engineering and Planning Scheme policies. He could not assist with 
S7.5.3.6 rainwater tanks.  
 
Why would Schrinner pay for this non-town planning expert? 
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39) Written response required  by Council 
 
A written response by you is requested as to what - 
 

• Brisbane City Council Planning Scheme Policies  
 

• Brisbane Standard Drawings (as referred to in the Brisbane Planning Scheme 
Policies) 

 
are allowed by Brisbane City Council to be broken by the applicant's engineer in 
designing the Upstream Drainage drawings and engineering calculations for 
Condition 17, Court order, 6/5/25, of AOO656555.  
 
If there are no laws allowed to be broken then you need to consider what 
alternatives you may offer, by 3/11/25. I have previously given you warnings of the 
next stages in the process. 
 

40) The "Council employees" are: 
 
Andrew Blake-        
Lucy Ting -              
Margaret Orr -         
Joel Wake -            
Scott Ruhland -      
Zarndra Piper -       
Roger Greenway -  
 
These licenced and unlicenced Council employees performed allegedly corrupt 
unlicenced engineering. The unlicenced engineers have committed allegedly corrupt 
engineering as defined by S15 (1) of the Crime and Corruption Act 2001 and S115 
(1) of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
 
There were at least 10 Council employees allegedly "in on the act" and were made 
aware that Andrew Blake approved for the illegal flooded red hydraulic lines and 
illegal fill conditions to be placed on the approval, without informing Manteit. These 
10 Council employees are listed in the email from Lucy Ting below. 
 
The Council employees refused to supply to David Manteit any RPEQ signoff for 
their own Upstream Drainage and Onsite Drainage hydraulic plans - 
 

• 81 metres of red lines,  

• 6 stormwater pits and  
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• 2 kerb adaptors. 

• Fill conditions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - Lucy Ting informing 10 Council unlicenced employees of impending 
secret red lines, without Manteit's knowledge. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Example of Scott Ruhland unlicenced engineer providing engineering 
information 
 
 



   Page 46 of 220 
 

41) You allegedly continue to hide, only to put off the inevitable 
 
Your actions have been to allegedly continuously hide the actions of your licenced 
and unlicenced employees, from the Brisbane public. You are now under 
investigation by the Crime and Corruption Commission for the actions by your 
alleged corrupt employees and your own actions and failure to stop the systemic 
Brisbane City Council corruption. 
 

42) You and your Council employees have thwarted and prejudiced 
my appeal. 
 
There will be further allegations to the Crime and Corruption Commission of 
Freeman's actions that were alleged to thwart the prosecution by Manteit of his case 
2916/24 in the Planning and Environment Court. 
 

43) Your attempt to stop the Council employees being witnesses at 
trial 
 
Council provided no Council engineers as witnesses at the trial. You continue to 
hide. 
 
In addition you gave instructions for them not to attend the trial. Why hide? 
 
Why did you attempt to hide your Council employees pitiful engineering by your 
court claim on 29/5/25.   
 

44) Refusal by you to supply Council easement document 
 
a) Magaret Orr and other Council employees, refused to supply the Council 
easement document to Manteit, since requested by Manteit, on 1/10/24. This 
impaired the applicant's ability to both construct the approved hydraulic pipes and 
subsequently prosecute his case in the Planning Court.  
 
b) Schrinner and Freeman have allegedly intentionally instructed the licenced and 
unlicenced Council employees to withhold the easement document from Manteit 
which has impacted on the ability for Manteit to prepare a Court application. 
 
c) Schrinner and Freeman have intentionally instructed Susan Hedge and Sara 
McCabe to withhold the providing of the document from Manteit to thwart Manteit's 
ability to run the prosecution of his case against Council 28-30 April 2025. 
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45) Judge Williamson KC forced Council and Susan Hedge to come 
clean and provide the easement document to Manteit, on the last 
day of the trial, 30-4-25. (transcript). 
 
The damages claim will include the alleged intentional delay of withholding the 
easement document by Schrinner, Freemen, Council employees, Council, Sara 
McCabe, Susan Hedge  
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46) Contempt of Court 
 

It is anticipated that a contempt of Court application will be filed in 
the near future by Manteit. 
 

This discussion below is not an exhaustive list of material to be 
provided for the anticipated contempt of Court case, but purely a 
tiny sample. 
 
There is alleged to have been contempt of Court in the case Manteit V Brisbane City 
Council 2916/24 by - 
 
Susan Hedge - Counsel for Brisbane City Council 
Sara McCabe - Council employee 
Dr Kerry Freeman - CEO 
Adrian Schrinner- Lord Mayor 
 
"The accused persons" 
 

Overall intent 
 
It is alleged that the abovementioned individuals have taken or played a part, either 
fully, or partially, into - 
 

• Thwarting and prejudicing Manteit's case for want of protecting Crime and 
Corruption claims and damages claims against them by Manteit. 

 

• Hiding alleged corrupt conduct of the licenced and unlicenced Council employees 
of performing allegedly corrupt Civil and Hydraulic engineering.  
 
These actions invite offences under - 
 
o S115 (1) of the Professional Engineers Act 2002, 
o Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 and 
o S15(1) of the CCC Act 2001. 

 
This corrupt conduct by Council employees may invite prison sentences for the 
employees. 
 

• Hiding of actions of certain Council employees performing Civil and Hydraulic 
engineering that is Unsatisfactory Professional Conduct, of a registered 
professional engineer, which invites offences under Schedule 2 of the 
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Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
 
If these actions are found to be of a substantial nature, it would allegedly invite 
offences under corrupt conduct provisions of the CC Act. 
 

• Alleged hiding from any possible Crime and Corruption investigations of them 
due to inaction over their responsibility to control systemic corruption. 

 
Deliberately filing of affidavits and statements in 
contempt of the court orders 

 
The accused allegedly deliberately lodged Court files after the required Court order 
date, being in Contempt of court orders. 
 
All Council's files you relied on for the trial were in contempt of Court, being filed 
after the date of the Court order? . 
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Judge Williamson KC stated on 12-2-25 "you ask the Council to do the same 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The action to deliberately disobey court orders by Schrinner and Freeman, with 
the intent on causing Manteit to be prejudiced in his appeal. 
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Original court order file due date 21/4/25 ,  
which meant that Council should have filed in court on                    17/4/25 
 
Council filed Ryan and Corrigan report                                             23-4-25 
 
Council filed Freeman affidavit                                                          24-4-25 
 
Council filed McCabe affidavit                                                           24-4-25 
 
Council file McCabe new position after hearing 24/4/25                   24-4-25 
 
 

Freeman and Schrinner have intentionally 
filed these affidavits  (including one from 
Freeman herself) in contempt of Court. 
 
 

Knowingly withholding of flooded plans for 7 months. 
 
The accused persons above knowingly withheld of the alleged corrupt Council 
employee Upstream Drainage flooded to the Court that the Council employee 
Upstream Drainage was flooded was flooded 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd kerb.  
 

The accused persons are alleged to have 
been aware of the Council employee flooding 
since 25/9/24. 
 
Susan Hedge said on 31-1-25 this was "one 
way" 
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Susan Hedge said on 24-4-25 "It won’t work"   
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The unlicenced Council employees 
were made aware of their flooded 
plan by Manteit around 16/10/24. 
 
This relates to S7.6.5 "That part of 
the lot that would drain through the 
development" 
 
Any fool could see that it was 
flooded. 
 
Manteit provided a survey plan on 
12-7-25. 
 
It stated in bold red 35.192 at the 
rear. 
 
It stated 35.25 at the kerb.                    
 

Guess what - the land sloped uphill as of 12/7/24 
 
That does not take into account 450 cover, pipe width 
300 mm and fall of 250 mm. 
 
Note that the survey plan was provided by Manteit in the DA application for all 
allegedly corrupt licenced employees could see. 
 
Note that the survey plan has been acknowledged twice by Corrigan. 

 

24-4-25 False statement by Susan hedge to Judge 
Williamson KC - "Council's position for the trial is as 
of 31-1-25" 

 
a) Susan Hedge lied to Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25 by making many 
allegedly fraudulent statements that Council's position for the trial was as of 31/1/25. 
 
b) The Susan Hedge lies on 24-4-25 to Judge Williamson KC forced Judge 
Williamson KC to state lies to David Manteit 13 times, at the Court hearing on 
24/4/25, stating to Manteit that Council's position for the trial was as of 31/1/25 
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It is a lie by Judge Williamson KC if His Honor had knowledge that 31-1-25 was not 
Council's position. If Judge Williamson KC did not have knowledge of the Council's 
fake position of being as of 31-1-25, then Judge Williamson KC has not lied. 
 
The alternative theory means that Susan Hedge has simply told lies, and was 
dishonest not to correct Judge Williamson KC statements 13 times. 
 
Susan Hedge has used lies to deliberately prejudiced Manteit Court's case. 
 
c) Sara McCabe handed Susan Hedge a copy of Court document 23, when Hedge 
asked her for Council's position. McCabe is guilty by her actions. 
 
d) It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman instructed Susan Hedge to lie in 
Court, 24-4-25 to protect their own reputation and possible charges. 
 
e) Somebody gave the orders for Susan Hedge to lie. The persons that had the 
authority to instruct Hedge are Schrinner and Freeman.  
 
Schrinner and Freeman need to come clean to set the record straight. 
 
f) Manteit took Susan Hedge's words in good faith. And Judge Williamson KC, it 
seems, as well. 
 
g) It would have been known for some weeks or months prior to 24-4-25 of 
Council's position to remove the red lines and prepare appropriate wording. 
 
h) What date did you instruct for the changes to the red lines and conditions me 
made, Lord Mayor and Freeman? 
 

Did the person who removed the red lines have an 
RPEQ licence? This is another matter that needs to be 
investigated by Freeman and Schrinner. 
 
a) What Council employee removed the red lines? Was that person an unlicenced 
accused corrupt unlicenced employee? 
 
Only a licenced RPEQ engineer is legally able to design by modifying 81 metres of 
Upstream and onsite Drainage 
 
 

Susan Hedge lied to Judge Williamson KC and states condition 18 is 
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the one that is of most concern 
 
Unlicenced Council employees designed Onsite Drainage 
was a concern by Manteit in all 10,000 pages of filed documents. 
 
It was a concern that my RPEQ and plumber was not able to design 
any pipes that contravened the DA and invites a penalty of of 
$164,000. 

 

24-4-25 Stating to Judge Williamson KC – Hedge "he 
has everything he needs in exactly the form that will 
be filed or relied on" 

 
Judge Williamson KC asked Susan Hedge - 
 

"Ms Hedge, has Council provided all of its material to Mr 
Manteit ?" 
 

Susan Hedge then lied to a Judge and stated "he has 
everything he needs in exactly the form that will be 
filed or relied on" 
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24-4-25 Judge Williamson KC - "Ms 
Hedge, has Council now provided all 
of its material to Mr Manteit ?" 
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Susan Hedge then lied to Judge 
Williamson KC and state "he has 
everything he needs in exactly the 
form that will be filed or relied on" 
 
I allege that you (Schrinner and Freeman) had already instructed a completely 
different position to Hedge, up to 2 months earlier, as it would have taken some time  
to change the Upstream Drainage red lines and Onsite Drainage red lines.  
 
I allege that Schrinner and Freeman instructed Susan Hedge to lie, in order to 
protect their own interests and the accused corrupted Council employees. 

 

24-4-25 Susan Hedge stated that Council's position 
before the trial is that RPEQ plans should be lodged 
after construction and then one business day later 
states to court that RPEQ plans must be provided 
before construction. 
 
Hedge gets 2 witnesses to say it's reasonable to have 
RPEQ plans lodged before constructing the pipes. 
 
Discussion of red lines in court 24-4-25. 
 
a) Susan Hedge sat down listening to Manteit and Judge Williamson KC discuss the 
red hydraulic lines ad nauseum on 24-4-25. 
 
b) Hedge did not utter a word about red lines until she said she needed to "put the 
cards on the table" 
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Susan Hedge sat in court completely silent, when red lines were discussed. 
 

Freeman did not sign the S232 statements until 
24/4/25, intentionally prejudicing Manteit's case. 
 
Why did Freeman only sign this document on 24-4-25, knowingly in contempt of 
court ? 
 

How much money has Schrinner and Freeman spent 
of ratepayers money on 7 flooded plans? 
 
Please advise how much money you have spent to date, on the case AO6565555 
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and the trial. 
 
All this is wasted moneys. Will you hide the cost of that as well?  
 

Fake document handed to Judge Williamson KC 
on 12-12-24  
 

• Intentionally handing by Susan Hedge to Judge Williamson KC a false document, 
on 12-12-24 with the wrong name of the Appellant. 

 

• Manteit gave Sara McCabe and Susan Hedge 3 warnings to fix up the name or 
be considered for contempt of court. No response. 
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Susan Hedge false statements to Judge Williamson 
KC 24-4-25 
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There are numerous lies stated by Susan Hedge and Sara McCabe. And 13 forced 
lies (if you call them that, or misstatement) by Judge Williamson KC out of of his 
control, due to Susan Hedge and Sara McCabe lies. 
 
What part did Adrian Schrinner and Dr Kerry Freeman play in the Susan Hedge 
lies?  
 

Judge Williamson KC, on 24-4-25, seemed to be unaware that Condition 18 did not 
require submission of any engineering drawings until the pipes were constructed. 
This in itself is a problem that a judge did not know what the condition was.  
 
However, that has forced dumbo Hedge into confirming that the correct statement 
that Council's position as of 24-4-25 was that conditions 17 and 18 were "as 
constructed" conditions, meaning there was no requirement or possible way for 
Manteit to lodge RPEQ drawings until after the flooded pipes were built. 
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24-4-25 Susan Hedge to Judge Williamson KC  
 
"Condition 17 and 18 - RPEQ drawings are required 
after construction of pipes." 
 
"The Council's position is that no other approval is 
required" 
 
My witness Ryan says so in his report. 
 
Susan Hedge woke up on 28/4/25, one business day 
later.  
 
Susan Hedge - "Council's position is that RPEQ 
drawings are required prior to construction  
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"Hedge forced two witnesses to change their 
recommendation of the new condition to RPEQ 
drawings required before construction." 
 
This is admittance by Susan Hedge, Freeman and 
Schrinner that Manteit had no way to present or even 
talk to Council about a solution since any change to 
the DA required an application to Court. 
 
Council never asked Manteit to file any changes to red 
lines. There was no way, that would not incur a fine of 
$751,000 and possible imprisonment. 
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Susan Hedge was correct about being a significant 
issue. 
 
An issue for contempt of Court and a damages claim. 
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Flooded Council employee plan No. 1 
 
From RTI records voluntarily provided by Brisbane City Council - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - Council employees flooded plan Noo. 1 - RTI records 
 
Unlicenced Council employee preparation of an illegal flooded non - RPEQ certified 
Upstream Drainage Plan including - 
 
Flooded 1.2m in depth and >30 L/s velocity 
60 metres of hydraulic pipes 
4 pits  
1 kerb adaptor 
.  
Unlicenced Council employee preparation of an illegal flooded non - RPEQ certified 
RPEQ Onsite Drainage Plan including - 
 
15 metres of hydraulic pipes 
2 pits 
1 kerb adaptor 
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You (Freeman and Schrinner) instructed 7-10 Council licenced and unlicenced 
employees ("The Council employees") to prepare Upstream Drainage and Onsite 
Drainage. 
 
The Upstream Drainage hydraulic plan was as per shown on the Brisbane City 
Council 41 pages of RTI ("RTI plan"). This was prepared between 12/7/24 and 
25/9/24, by the Council employees. This was a falsified plan with false lot 
numbers 98-101. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - alleged fraud 
 
It was prepared in order to allegedly deceive the applicant and the public of 
Brisbane.  
 
The Onsite Drainage hydraulic plan was as per shown on the Brisbane City Council 
41 pages of RTI ("RTI plan"). This was prepared between 12/7/24 and 25/9/24, 
by the Council employees. This was a falsified plan with false lot numbers 98-
101. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - alleged fraud 
 
Both of these Onsite Drainage hydraulic plans were - 
 
Designed and engineered by your unlicenced Council employees 
 
Upstream Drainage 
 
Flooded - ended up 1.2 m below the Ashridge Rd kerb (as per your engineer 
witness you relied on).  
 
Flooded - flow velocity of 38*2=76 litres per second at the kerb (>30 L/s) - as per 
Civil Works report date 76 litres per second. Agreed by Corrigan, Manteit and your 
barrister Hedge ("It doesn't work" - 24-4-25) 
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5) Corrigan confirmed that the Council employee non RPEQ certified plan 
approved Upstream Drainage red line is 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd kerb.  
and velocity >30 L/s at the kerb.  
 

Confirmed flooded by your barrister Susan 
Hedge, on 24-4-25, in Court. 
 
You lied to the Court for 7 months.  
 
Susan Hedge said on 31-1-25 this was "one 
way" 
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Corrigan confirmed that the unlicenced Council employee plan would end up 1.2m 
under the kerb. Any child over 8 years of age would have known that would happen 
as stated in the Notice of Appeal, by Manteit, that the pipes would end up 1.2m 
under the kerb. 
 

Are your unlicenced Council employees that dumb? 
 

Seven months of being dumb? 
 

Please advise why this is not dishonesty and 
unlicenced employee corruption. 
 
It had been advertised on Brisbane City Council Complaints since 10/10/24. 
 
Any person over 8 years of age would have known the pipe ended 1.2m under the 
Ashridge Rd Kerb. 
 

• Civil Works as per report dated 31/1/25 
 

• David Manteit - the applicant, as per Notice of Appeal dated 19/11/24 
 

• Susan Hedge barrister - Court hearing 24/4/25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

file:///D:/brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au
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                Susan Hedge had cards 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In other words, Susan Hedge had lied for 7 
months 
 

"I have to put my cards on the table" - 
indicating previous alleged dishonesty of 
Hedge Freeman, Schrinner, Council and 
Council licenced and unlicenced 
employees, from 25/9/24 to 24/4/25 (7 
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months). 
Why did Schrinner and Freeman have 
cards? Why did you hold cards and what 
were the cards? 
 

• Engineered by your licenced and unlicenced Council employees 
 

• Non-RPEQ certified (illegal) 
 
Nobody asked for the Council to prepare these plans. There is no dispute that 
these plans were flooded and drawn in an illegal kerb adaptor location. 
 
There was no request by David Manteit to provide Upstream Drainage plans to 
Council at any stage. 
 
There was design by you and your unlicenced Council employees, of some 81 
metres of pipes, pits and kerb adaptor prepared by the licenced and unlicenced 
Council employees. 
 
You, Council and the Council employees were found out. 
 
The Upstream and Onsite drainage plans were unlawful and would have caused to 
be incurred  fines by persons both designing and constructing these unlawful plans. 
 
These plans, if followed will cause the applicant RPEQ, the applicant, and plumber 
to break up to 20 Council laws.  
 
S164 of the Planning Act meant that you and your Council employees would have 
caused fines of $751,000 to be applied, if Manteit designs or builds the pipes which 
contravened the DA approval. 
 
S163 of the Planning Act meant that fines of $750,000 apply if the owner constructs 
something that is not approved.  
 
Council employees were forcing any applicant RPEQ engineer to lose his 
licence by designing flooded plans. 
 
There was no process whereby the applicant RPEQ to change the plans or even 
know what the invert levels were for the pipes. As mentioned previously by Susan 
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Hedge in Court. 
 
Hence, the applicant could not design nor construct the two Council flooded 
Upstream and Onsite drainage plans. 
 
Hence, the applicant has incurred damages of around $750,000. 
 

Council employees used falsified lot numbers 
 
1) The Council employees intentionally concocted a non - RPEQ certified Upstream 
Drainage plan and a non- RPEQ certified Onsite Drainage plan with falsified lot 
numbers.  
 
This alleged fraudulent action by the unlicenced Council employees to use 
fake/falsified  lot numbers has never been disputed by Council. 
 
Law broken by Council employees- Alleged fraud 
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Upstream Drainage 
 

Council employees break laws 
 
2) The Upstream Drainage plan by the Council employees has not been RPEQ 
certifies which contravenes S115 (1) (a), (b), (c), (d). 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002. Unsatisfactory Professional Conduct, for a registered professional 
engineer. (a) - (d) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(a) conduct that is of a lesser standard than that which might reasonably be 
expected of the registered professional engineer by the public or the engineer's 
professional peers. 
 
(b) conduct that demonstrates incompetence or lack of adequate knowledge, skill, 
judgement or care, in the practice of engineering. 
 
(c ) Misconduct in a professional respect. 
 
(d) Fraudulent or dishonest behaviour in the practice of engineering 
 
(d) either improper or unethical conduct. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Unlicenced engineering - S115 (1) of the 
Professional Engineers Act 2002  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - S115 (1) of the Professional Engineers Act. 
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It is my allegation that the unlicenced Council employees have committed offences 
under all of the above. 
 
Lord Mayor Schrinner and CEO Freeman have allegedly not taken action to stop 
this alleged corruption. 
 
The Crime and Corruption Commission and the Board of Professional Engineers will 
decide to make their findings followed by the appropriate enforcement action. 
 
Law broken by the Council employees - S115 (1) of the Professional 
Engineers Act 2002. Unlicenced engineering 
 
Law broken by Council employees - S15(1) of the CC Act 2001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3) Council employees intentionally and fraudulently used fake lot numbers. 
Lot 98-101. Lot 101 is behind a property two doors down the road. 
 
Schrinner, Freeman and Council employees and Susan Hedge have not disputed 
this fact, of this lot being behind another property, not the subject property. 
 
Law broken - alleged Fraud, Queensland Police referral.  
 
4) Stubs and Hydraulic pipes placed illegally in neighbour's yards without 
neighbour's permission.  
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Above - PSP S7.6.5 - states that the pipe is to extend to the boundary, not past 
the boundary. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - PSP S7.6.5 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002  
  
Law broken by Council employees - S115 (1) of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002 
 
Law broken by Council employes - Allegedly a criminal offence of 2 years jail 
for trespass and destruction of neighbour's property 
 

5) The Upstream Drainage plan is flooded by 1.2m under the 
Ashridge Rd kerb as stated by Civil Works and Corrigan.  
 
Law broken by Council employees – Newton’s Law of gravity - Upstream 
Drainage 1.2m under Ashridge Rd. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - S 115 (1) of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineer 
Act 2002 
 
Law broken by Council employees- Corrupt conduct S15 (1) of the CC Act 
2001 for both unlicenced engineering and incompetent engineering 
 
Law broken  by Council employees - Building Act 1975 
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Law broken by Council employees - PSP S 7.6.5 - would not drain through the 
development. 
  

6) Nuisance flooding caused by Council employees will bring an 
action or claim for damages arising out of the nuisance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - PSP S7.6.1 (1)  
 
The flow of 76 litres per second at the kerb is greater than the lawful 30 litres 
per second. This will cause nuisance flooding to many properties in Darra, 
including the subject lot. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7) The rear lot surface water is not discharged to a lawful point of discharge 
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Law broken - S 7.6.1 (2) - Council employees have not discharged to a lawful point 
of discharge. 
 
Law broken - Newton's  law of gravity, BSD 8111, 8113, S7.6.5. 
 
8) Discharge to kerb and channel for the development including any external 
catchment must be limited to 30 l/s. 
 
Flow velocity based on Civil Works based on conservative 60% roof cover 
 
        
     Lot 98                                            Lot 99 
 
38 litres per second = > 30 l/s          38 litres per second = > 30 l/s 
 
Civil Works report 31-3-25 
 
 
Total flow t kerb - 38 litres per second * 2 = 76 litres per second.  
 
This velocity is greater than 30 litres/second. 
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Law broken  by Council employees - PSP S7.6.3.1 (1) and PSP S7.6.3.1 (2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8111 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken - BSD 8113 
 



   Page 81 of 220 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees- BSD 8111 
 
9) Pipe is flooded by 1.2m at the kerb. Therefore the pipe grade is more than 
.5% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8113 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8111 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8111 
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11) Sham triangle at rear right. 
 
Placement of pipes by Council employees do not comply with Upstream 
Drainage pipe being more than 600mm from boundary, without owner 
consent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8111  

Onsite drainage 
 
11) Pipes do not comply with Onsite drainage kerb adaptor being placed more 
than 400mm - 600mm from the low side of the kerb. 
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Law broken - BSD 8113 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken - PSP 7.6.2 
 

Council employee plans would have forced applicant 
RPEQ engineer and contractor to commit offences. 
 
Law broken by applicant - S163 Planning Act - $751,000 fine from Brisbane City 
Council to the applicant if Onsite Drainage is built to Council laws, and not the red 
lines. 
Law broken by applicant - S164 Planning Act - $751,000 fine from Brisbane City  
Council to the applicant if the Onsite Drainage is built to the red lines, which would 
be contrary to the DA approved plan in red. 
 
There are fines to the applicant either way. 
 

Upstream drainage 
 
12) Applicant private engineer would lose his licence for designing to the red 
lines, which are illegal, since they were flooded by 1.2m. 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 
2002.            
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - S164 fines apply to the hydraulic engineer of 
$751,000 for illegal hydraulic designing not conforming to the DA approved plan. 
 

Plumber forced to lose his licence by building 1.2m under Ashridge 
Rd 
 
Building Act 1975 
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Law broken by applicant plumber -  S163 of Planning Act 2015 - fine by Council 
to the applicant of $751,000 for building a pipe 1.2m under the kerb not approved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - Notice of appeal 
 
 
 
12) Applicant Private engineer would lose his licence for designing kerb 
adaptor more than 400 - 600mm from the low side of the kerb. 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 
2002. Unsatisfactory conduct of a professional engineer. 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - PSP 7.6.2.3 (400 mm from low side) 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - BSD 8111 (600 mm from low side) 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - BSD 8113  
 

Plumber forced by Council employees to lose his licence for not 
building to Council laws - kerb adaptor halfway up the kerb. 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - S163 Planning Act - fine by Council to the 
applicant of $751,000 for building a pipe more than 400mm from the low side of the 
kerb. 
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Flooded Council employee plan No. 2 - 
Approved plan 25/9/24. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DA approved plan 25/9/24 
 
The unlicenced Council employees have intentionally contravened the 
following Council laws - 
 

Upstream Drainage 
 
You (Freeman and Schrinner) or your Council proxies instructed 7-10 Council 
licenced and unlicenced employees ("The Council employees") to prepare the 
Upstream drainage plans that were illegal, broke many Council's own laws, and 
were flooded in both depth (1.2m) and velocity >30 L/s at the kerb. 
 
If you did not instruct, who did? 
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There was design by you and your unlicenced Council employees, of some 61 
metres of pipes, pits and kerb adaptor prepared by your licenced and unlicenced 
Council employees. 
 
You, Council and your unlicenced Council employees were found out. 
 
The Upstream drainage plans were unlawful and have would have caused Manteit 
fines of $751,000 under S163 and S164 of the Planning Act 2016, by persons both 
designing and constructing these unlawful plans. 
 
These plans, designed or constructed, will cause the applicant RPEQ, the applicant 
and plumber to break up to 23 Council laws.  
 
The contravening of S164 of the Planning Act meant that you and your Council 
employees would have caused fines of $751,000 to be applied, if Manteit designs or 
builds the pipes which were not matching the DA approval. 
 
The contravening of S163 of the Planning Act 2016 meant that fines of $751,000 
apply if the owner constructs something that is not approved.  
 
Council employees were forcing any applicant RPEQ engineer to lose his licence by 
designing flooded plans. 
 
There was no process whereby the applicant RPEQ could change the plans or 
even know what the invert levels were for the pipes. As mentioned previously 
by Susan Hedge in Court, on 29/4/25. 
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Susan Hedge forces Corrigan to admit that there is a 
problem with Council approval. 
 
Susan Hedge forces Corrigan to admit that Manteit could 
not lodge any other plan to Council prior to constructing 
the flooded pipes (precis). 
 
Thanks for the admittance of Council making it impossible 
for Manteit to lodge another plan, flooded or dry. 
 
If it is reasonable now, for plans to be produced prior to 
construction, then how come it was not reasonable in the 
original Condition 18? 

 
 
 



   Page 89 of 220 
 

That fact alone has cost Manteit $750,000, 
Lord Mayor Schrinner. Take note. 
 
Schrinner and Freeman knew this change in assessment  
coming months before the court case, but allegedly hid this 
until the day of the trial. 
 
Freeman is the CEO. The change came on the day of the 
trial. Why? Why hide before? 
 
Freeman is responsible for her unlicenced employees and 
corruption, says the Crime and Corruption Commission. 
 
Your unlicenced Council employees refused to advise Manteit of the invert levels of 
the pipes, which meant that if the pipes were built one millimetre contravenes the 
red line, then Manteit would have incurred a fine of $751,000 under S164 of the 
Planning Act 2016. 
 
Hence, the applicant could not design nor construct the Council employee flooded 
Upstream Drainage plans, or in fact any other plan, since it would have contravened 
the DA approval, as per S164 of the Planning Act. 
 
Hence, the applicant has incurred damages of around $750,000, due to your 
unlicenced Council employees and you insistence on holding onto your system of 
refusing to allow the owner to make a change to the DA approved plans. 
 

Council employees broken laws 
 
1) The Upstream Drainage plan by the licenced and unlicenced Council 
employees has not been RPEQ certified, which is therefore unlicenced 
hydraulic engineering.  
 
Law broken by the Council employees- S115 (1) of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002 - unlicenced engineering  
 
Law broken by the Council employees - Schedule 2 (a) - (d) of the 
Professional Engineers Act 2001 Unsatisfactory professsional conduct, for a 
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registered professional engineer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
 
(a) conduct that is of a lesser standard than that which might reasonably be 
expected of the registered professional engineer by the public or the engineer's 
professional peers. 
 
(b) conduct that demonstrates incompetence or lack of adequate knowledge, skill, 
judgement or care, in the practice of engineering. 
 
(c ) Misconduct in a professional respect. 
 
(d) Fraudulent or dishonest behaviour in the practice of engineering 
 
(d) either improper or unethical conduct. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - S115 (1) of the Professional Engineers Act. 
 
It is my belief that the unlicenced Council employees have committed offences 
under all of the above.  
 
The approximate penalty to each Council employee is a maximum of around 
1,000*161.30 = $161,300.  
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It is an alleged criminal offence and may be corrupt conduct under S15 (1) of the 
CC Act 2001. Jail may allegedly apply to your unlicenced employees. 
 
In addition, the Lord Mayor and CEO have not taken action to stop this alleged 
Council employee corruption. 
 
There will be corruption allegations against the Lord Mayor and CEO by Manteit, yet 
to come. 
 
The Crime and Corruption Commission and the Board of Professional Engineers will 
make their findings followed by the appropriate enforcement action. 
 
Susan Hedge stated on 6/5/25 to the Court that Council had no problems with 
anything in the RTI review, thereby indicating Council's acceptance of the Council 
employees breaking of laws. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - S115 (1) of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2) The Upstream Drainage plan is flooded by 1.2m under the 
Ashridge Rd kerb as stated by Manteit, Civil Works, Corrigan and 
Susan Hedge.  
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Flooded - ended up 1.2 m below the Ashridge Rd kerb (as per Corrigan your 
engineer witness you relied on).  
 
Flooded - flow velocity of 38*2=76 litres per second at the kerb (>30 L/s) - as per 
Civil Works report filed 31 March 25. 76 litres per second. Agreed by Manteit, Civil 
Works, Corrigan, Susan Hedge Council barrister. 
 
The estimated depth of 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd kerb is undisputed by - 
 

• Your own winemaster witness - Corrigan, as per his report dated 22-4-25. 
 

• Civil Works as per report dated 31/1/25 
 

• David Manteit - the applicant, as per Notice of Appeal dated 19/11/24 
 

• Susan Hedge barrister - Court hearing 24/4/25 
 

 
"I have to put my cards on the table" - indicating previous alleged dishonesty of 
Susan Hedge, Freeman, Schrinner,  Council and Council licenced and unlicenced 
employees, from 25/9/24 to 24/4/25 (7 months). 
 

Dumbo Susan Hedge - "It won't work."  
 
It was designed, prepared and engineered by your licenced and unlicenced Council 
employees 
 
It was Non-RPEQ certified (illegal). 
 
The hydraulic plans were the only plans designed, engineered and drawn in red, 
with conditions reflecting red lines, by Council employees, of 412 approved cases, 
for the calendar year 2024. 
 
Nobody asked for the Council to prepare these plans. There is no dispute that these 
plans were flooded. 
 
Laws broken by Council employees - a tiny list here. More to follow. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Law of gravity - Upstream Drainage 1.2m 
under Ashridge Rd. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - S 115 (1) of the Professional Engineers Act 
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2002 
 
Law broken by Council employees -  Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineer Act 
2002. Unsatisfactory Conduct of a registered professional engineer 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Alleged Corrupt conduct S15 (1) of the CC 
Act 2001 for both unlicenced engineering and incompetent engineering 
 
Law broken by Council employees - Building Act 1975 
 
Law broken by Council employees - PSP S 7.6.5 - would not drain through the 
development. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - S7.6.3.1 (2) flow velocity >30 L/s 
 
Other laws broken here -  
 

 3) Nuisance flooding caused by Council employees will bring an 
action or claim for damages arising out of the nuisance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - PSP S7.6.1 (1)  
 
4) The development site is not discharged to a lawful point of discharge 
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There is either no lawful discharge of stormwater from the rear lots, therefore the 
rear lot owners must build a pipe through all their backyards somewhere else, if they 
want to develop their own site. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - S 7.6.1 (2) - Council employees have not 
discharged to a lawful point of discharge. 
 
Law broken by Council employees - the law of gravity  
 
5) Discharge to kerb and channel for the development including any external 
catchment must be limited to 30 l/s. 
 
Flow velocity at kerb based on Civil Works conservative 60% site cover = roof cover 
Note that Town Planning Small Lot Code roof cover is up to 90% of the site. See 
elsewhere for Town Planning interpretation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



   Page 95 of 220 
 

                Lot 98                                                 Lot 99 
 
38 litres per second = > 30 l/s           38 litres per second = > 30 l/s 
 
Civil Works report 31-3-25 
 
 
38 litres per second * 2 = 76 litres per second.  
 
This velocity is greater than 30 litres/second. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - PSP S7.6.3.1 (1) and PSP S7.6.3.1 (2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8111 
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Law broken - BSD 8113 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken - BSD 8111 
 

6) The Council employees Upstream drainage pipe pipe grade is 
less than .5% (charged, going uphill). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken - BSD 8113 
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Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8111 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken - BSD 8111 

 
7) Does not comply with Upstream Drainage pipe being more than 
600mm from boundary, without owner consent. 
 
 
Sham triangle 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken - BSD 8111  
 
Ratified by Henderson V Brisbane City Council 4139/18 and a 3 approved S81 
applications in 2024. 
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Onsite drainage 
 
You (Freeman and Schrinner) or (your proxies) instructed 7-10 Council licenced and 
unlicenced employees ("The Council employees") to prepare the Onsite drainage 
plans that were illegal, broke many Council laws, and were flooded. 
. 
There was design by you and your Council employees, of some 15 metres of pipes, 
pits and kerb adaptor prepared by the licenced and unlicenced Council employees. 
 
You and the Council employees refused to remove the Onsite Drainage red lines for 
7 months, from 25-9-24 to 28-4-25. 
 
You, Council and the unlicenced Council employees were found out. 
 
You were found out by your shonky witness and your barrister. 
 
You are responsible for your corrupt employees actions. 
 
The Onsite drainage plans were unlawful and would have caused to be incurred 
fines by persons both designing and constructing these unlawful plans, of up to 
$751,000 per person, under S163 and S164 of the Planning Act 2016. 
 
These Onsite Drainage plans, if designed and constructed, will cause the applicant 
RPEQ, the applicant, and plumber to break up to 23 Council laws.  
 
S164 of the Planning Act meant that you and your unlicenced Council employees 
would have caused fines of $751,000 to be applied, if Manteit designs or builds the 
pipes which contravened the DA approval. 
 
S163 of the Planning Act meant that fines of $750,000 apply if the owner constructs 
something that is not approved.  
 
Council employees were forcing any applicant RPEQ engineer to lose his licence by 
designing flooded plans. 
 

There was no process whereby the applicant RPEQ 
could change the plans or even know what the invert 
levels were for the pipes. As mentioned previously by 
Susan Hedge in Court. 
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Susan Hedge forced Corrigan to admit this problem, in 
Court and change the requirement to loge RPEQ plans 
prior to construction. 
 
That fact alone has cost me $750,000 in damages. 
 
Hence, the applicant could not design nor construct the two Council flooded 
Upstream Drainage plans, or any other plans. 
 
Hence, you, Council and the Council employees have caused losses to Manteit of 
$751,000. 
 

8) The Council employee kerb adaptor was placed 5.1m from the low 
side of the kerb, by your Council employees and does not comply 
with BSD 8111, PSP 7.6.2,  being more than what the law provides, 
being 400mm - 600mm from the low side of the kerb. 
 
Why did you and Council design and approve a plan, which placed the kerb adaptor 
halfway up the hill at AHD 35.463, instead of 400mm from the low side of the kerb at 
AHD 35.083 ? 
 
You or the Council employees didn’t bother to remove the Onsite Drainage red 
lines, indicating your alleged vindictive methods to destroy the applicant's livelihood 
and ability to seal the subdivision plan for for 7 months. 
 
The Onsite Drainage plan was designed and engineered by your licenced and 
unlicenced Council employees. 
 
You allegedly chose for 7 months to attempt to protect your own reputation and the 
possible imprisonment of your alleged corrupted Council employees.  
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Above - Unlicenced Council employee alleged sham Onsite Drainage plan, 
forcing the owner and applicant RPEQ $751,000 in fines by S163 and S164 of 
the Planning Act, if designed or constructed. 
 
It's the only one of it’s kind in 412 approved Council cases in 2024. Why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - BSD 8113  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Council employees - PSP 7.6.2 
 
Law broken by Council employees - S164 Planning Act - $751,000 fine from 
Council to applicant if Onsite Drainage is built to Council laws, and not the red lines, 
being built 400mm from the low side of the kerb and not the red lines. 
 



   Page 101 of 220 
 

Law broken by Council employees - S163 Planning $751,000 fine by Council to 
applicant if Onsite Drainage is built to the red lines, and not being 400m from the 
low side of the kerb. 

 
Offences committed by the RPEQ engineer if pipes designed 
or built. 
 

Upstream drainage 
 
12) Applicant RPEQ engineer would lose his licence for designing to the red 
lines, and conditions, which are illegal since they were flooded by 1.2m. 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 
2002. Unsatisfactory professional conduct, that of a registered professional 
engineer.         
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - Planning Act S164 fines apply to the 
hydraulic engineer of $751,000 for illegal hydraulic designing, of departing from the 
DA approved plan. 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - Planning Act S163 fines apply to the 
hydraulic engineer of $751,000 for illegal hydraulic designing, of designing or 
building without approval. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Plumber forced to lose his licence by building pipe 1.2m under 
Ashridge Rd 
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Building Act 1975 
 
Law broken by Plumber -  S164 of Planning Act 2016 - fine by Council to the 
applicant of $751,000 for building a pipe 1.2m under the kerb and by contravening  
the DA approved plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notice of Appeal 
 
12) Applicant Private engineer would lose his licence for designing 
the kerb adaptor more than 400 - 600mm from the low side of the 
kerb. 
 
The applicant hydraulic engineer, Civil Works has already provided a lawful design 
that complies with Council laws and the laws of gravity, being 400mm from the low 
side of the kerb. Filed 31/3/25.  
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 
2002. Unsatisfactory conduct of a professional engineer. 
 
Law broken by applicant engineer - S163 of the Planning Act 2016, fines apply to 
the hydraulic engineer of $751,000 for illegal hydraulic designing. 
 

Plumber forced by Council employees to lose his licence for not 
building to Council laws - kerb adaptor 5.1m up the kerb. 
 
Law broken by applicant plumber - S163 Planning Act - fine by Council to the 
applicant of $751,000 for building a pipe more than 400mm from the low side of the 
kerb. 
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14) Council easement forces house to be demolished. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dr Freeman supplied this document in the S232 Certificate. 

Dr Freeman uses unlawful document in affidavit. Why? 

This document shows that it is impossible to run a pipe within an easement of 

900mm behind the house. The house will need to be demolished. 

It is also alleged that Dr Freeman has used an illegal document since the lawful 

ground levels are Contours 2002.  

It is stated by myself that the levels of the ground have not changed since 2002. 

On that grounds, the evidence of Freeman is alleged misleading and invalid and a 

retrial is necessary. 

Why did Freeman use a document that is not in the City 

Plan? 

Freema supplies one unlawful contour plan and one legal 

document that contradict each other. Freeman contradicts 

herself in the same document. Why?  
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Forcing of demolition of house by Corrigan - forcing owner to demolish house  
- S163 Planning Act. 
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Flooded Council plan No. 3 - Corrigan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan states its not used in this context. 
 
You (Schrinner and Freeman) or your proxies instructed the 
incompetent Corrigan (you relied on) to design, engineer and 
prepare, for Court evidence, two more flooded hydraulic plans 
breaking 23 Council laws.  
 
In addition Corrigan promoted two further flooded plans. 
 
It is simply impossible to build the hydraulic pipes that all end up under Ashridge Rd. 
 
Corrigan was found out by David Manteit. 
 
You (Freeman and Schrinner) and Council were found out yet again. 
 
The proven intentional incompetence by your witness Corrigan is astounding and 
alleged to be fraudulent.  
 
Why would you instruct someone to provide plans that causes the breaking of so 
many Council laws? You allegedly specifically ordered this allegedly incompetent 
allegedly fraudulent corrupt witness report to fool Judge Williamson KC and the 
public.  
 
The discussion of the fake formula falsified report soaked up time in Court. 
 

Susan Hedge - "you said this is one solution". "This is one solution 
to convey stormwater from lots 97, 98 and 99 to Ashridge Rd" 
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Susan Hedge made it quite clear that this "IS" one solution, not a possible solution. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan stated he considered the survey plan provided by David Manteit on 
12-7-25. 
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For the second time Corrigan examined the ONF survey plan provided by 
David Manteit  
 
The accused corrupted unlicenced Council employees never read the survey plan 
provided on 12-7-25. 
 
Corrigan has used Contours 2019 which are illegal, as described in other parts 
of this report. Why use something illegal ? Contours 2002 are the lawful ground 
level, being the prescribed level in the absence of the existing subdivision final 
contour plan. The use of Contours 2019 could be considered as alleged fraud by 
Corrigan 
 
Laws broken by Corrigan - alleged fraud 
 
Corrigan, thinks he is better than other RPEQ engineers has attempted to "pass off" 
the report as a standard of engineering better than his peers as per Schedule 2 of 
the Professional Engineers Act 2002, and no less standard than his peers. 
 
Here is the proof that Corrigan attempted to "pass off" his report as "better" than his 
engineering peers. 
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Corrigan was so proud that he did 3 zeros. The goldfish engineer was paid by your 
rates money. Why use ? To stretch out the trial hearing? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Certainly Hedge attempted to classify the report as one solution. 
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Goldish Corrigan states around 10 times in his report that the proposed 
dwelling and building pad will interfere with the natural drainage. 
 
Corrigan is deluded and 
Susan Hedge promoted 
this garbage. 
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Corrigan loves doing Rudimentary reports. 
 
Corrigan describes his own report as "rudimentary" Why would 
ratepayers have to pay for a rudimentary engineering report ? 
 
What was the purpose? To protect your interests? Please advise the public and the 
Crime and Corruption Commission. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct of a registered professional engineer. 
 
You knew these two Corrigan plans were flooded in depth (1.2m) and flow velocity 
(>30 L/s) at the kerb, but still instructed the allegedly fraudulent report and paid for it 
anyway. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
You knew that rainwater tanks are illegal as per PSP S7.5.3 (6).  
 
 
 
 
You knew that more than one kerb adaptor is illegal, when Level III drainage is 
required S7.6.3..2. 
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Why was ratepayers money spent on an alleged fraudulent winemaster witness 
report? 
 
Ratepayers of Brisbane have been fooled 
 
What was the purpose? You have allegedly made fools out of the 
ratepayers of Brisbane and Judge Williamson KC. 
 
Will Schrinner and Freeman be ordering anymore allegedly licenced or 
unlicenced, fraudulent civil and hydraulic plans? Please tell the ratepayers of 
Brisbane now. 
 
Is there any more flooded plans coming from Council that the Crime and Corruption 
Commission should be aware of? 
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Corrigan flooded Plan 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan flooded Plan 1 
 
Above - some of the hundreds of intentional errors marked in red, placed by 
Corrigan, like hand grenades, in his plans, in order to fool Judge Williamson 
KC and the Brisbane public. 
 
1) Corrigan called his own report "Rudimentary" and "indicative". Why would 
the Lord Mayor or CEO pay a person on behalf of the ratepayers for a 
rudimentary report?  
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What CEO or Lord Mayor in Australia would pay for engineer to 
provide a "rudimentary" report, which by its own admittance, is 
Unsatisfactory Professional Conduct, of a registered 
professional engineer, Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers 
Act, 2002m being a lesser standard than the engineering peers.? 
 
This is an alleged offence which if found to be of a sufficient culpability may 
be punishable by imprisonment. 
 
Why would Schrinner and Freeman waste the Brisbane public and ratepayer's 
money for a rudimentary allegedly fraudulent report?  
 
Why did Freeman and Schrinner not supply a Council engineer for the trial, as 
Manteit requested, by subpoenas? 
 

It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman, and/or Susan Hedge and/or 
Sara McCabe allegedly instructed Corrigan to provide a 
"rudimentary" analysis, in order to hide legal actions against the 
unlicenced Council employees and their own reputations. 
 
What other reason for a rudimentary report is there ? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan report provided RPEQ certification. He should therefore be providing 
standards to that of his peers. His standard of engineering by his own admission is 
incompetent. "Rudimentary" is incompetent. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan- Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer. 
. 
2) Corrigan refused to supply a conclusion in his report on the total flow at 
the kerb.  
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Corrigan intentionally tried to hide any conclusion of flooding to fool Judge 
Williamson KC. It took about one hour for Corrigan to find his own report 
conclusion in Court, on 28-4-25 (after interrogation by Manteit) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - hiding of flooding 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 - 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a professional engineer. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Alleged fraud, punishable by prison. 
 
2) Corrigan - "I used the same parameters as Civil Works" 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This is alleged fraud by Corrigan, in order to deceive Judge Williamson KC and the 
public. Corrigan has not used the same calculations and parameters whatsoever, as 
Civil Works, the most respected engineer in Brisbane. 
 
 Was this lie instructed by Schrinner and Freeman?  
 
Corrigan used allegedly fraudulent parameters, as listed below. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Alleged fraud, punishable by prison 
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14) Corrigan use of illegal 2019 contours instead of Contours 2003 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Definition of natural ground level - City plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ground level is the prescribed level, which is Contours 2002. 
 
The owner of 128 Ashridge Rd Darra has no obligation to raise the level of land.  
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Use of illegal contours. 
 

3) Corrigan laws broken - 
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• Use of illegal rainwater tanks in rear lots. 
 

• Breaking of Council laws that require that the flow velocity for the development 
plus any external catchment is required to be no greater than 30 L/s at the kerb. 
 

• Use of Contours 2019 instead of Contours 2002. 
 

• Illegal use of Level II drainage instead of Level III drainage 
 

• Use of 7 illegal BSD 8114 kerb adaptors in the middle of lot 2 
 

• Use of fake fraction impervious (fi) used instead of Coefficient of discharge 
formula, understating rear lot flooding by 15%. 

 

• Illegal building of 2 houses on lot 2 
 

• Use of illegal two townhouses only, on rear lots to understate flooding. 
 

• Use of illegal flooded hydraulic plans ending up .5m and .8m under the kerb. 
 

• Use of numbers with many different decimal places, indicating Unsatisfactory 
Professional Conduct of a registered professional engineer. Corrigan claimed he 
was better than other engineers with his 3 zeros. 
 

• Describing a catchment as half a lot, whereas in practice, the Killarney St 
 

• Corrigan hiding of the fact that the rear lot numbers would be forced to use filling 
of a front lot to Killarney St, since the pipe place in 128 Ashridge Rd would not be 
sufficient to cater for the whole Killarney St lot.  

 

• Corrigan has destroyed the opportunity for the Killarney St owners to replace an 
undersized pipe placed in any development of 128 Ashridge Rd. 

 
This would invite legal action from Killarney St owners since they have no further 
option to negotiate with the owner of 128 Ashridge Rd for downstream development. 
(assuming 128 Ashridge Rd is downstream) 
 

• Using of illegal fill. 
 

• Illegal statement that a private certifier is required to seal a subdivision plan. 
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• Requirement of the existing house to be demolished 
 

• Placing of roofwater connection for the new lot under the proposed slab, 
instead of near the front boundary. 

 

• No placement of a roofwater connection as close as possible to the front 
boundary, to enable all possible construction, including a carport. 

 

• Understating of roof area in the rear lots, of 180*2 = 360 sqm. This statement  
on its own understates true flooding by 60%. 

 

• Use of a fake stormwater master plan. This is not required by Council law.  
 

• Not one Planning Scheme Policy was stated in the report. 
 

• Pretending that a "solution" must be provided, yet there is no word "solution" in 
City Plan. Nor do Council assessment officers ask applicants to provide a 
solution. Corrigan states that the trigger is that water falls over the boundary. 
 

• Corrigan failed to sight the fall of land affidavit supplied by Manteit, 
 

• Fraudulent statement that he used the same parameters as Civil Works. 
 
On the otherhand, Civil Works used the correct civil and hydraulic engineering 
principles and Planning Scheme Policies, at all times. 
 
4) Corrigan has not used flows pertaining to C2 and C20. This was done 
allegedly to deceive Judge Williamson KC. 
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Above - Legal PSP 7.3.3.1 Coefficient C10. 
 
The Coefficient C10 nominated by Council is used to calculate Coefficient C2 
and C20. 
 
The higher of C2 or C20 is taken to be the standard used for flooding 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S7.3.3.1 - Fraction impervious 
 
Law broken by Corrigan -  Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 

5) Fake formula used by Corrigan to allegedly deceive Judge 
Williamson KC 
 
Corrigan intentionally used a fake fi (fraction impervious) to allegedly deceive Judge 
Williamson KC to understate flooding. 
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Corrigan's states that the Coefficient of Dischage is fi = .7 …as per QUDM 4.5" 
 
This statement by Corrigan is 100% fraudulent, since fi (fraction impervious) is not a 
Coefficient of Discharge. 
 
Did Schrinner and Freeman instruct Corrigan to use a fake formula and be allegedly 
fraudulent? 
 
Why did Schrinner and Freeman allow this allegedly fraudulent conduct? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUDM above 
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Law broken by Corrigan S7.3.3.1 - Fraction impervious 
 
 
Table 7.3.3.1A - Coefficient C10 
Used in formula to calculate 
C2 and C20 
 
Law broken by Corrigan  
 
- Table 7.3.3.1 A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above statement by Corrigan is allegedly fraudulent, since fi is not a 
Coefficient of Discharge. It is simply fraction impervious, which is used in the 
formula of Coefficient of Discharge. 
 
Corrigan again allegedly demonstrated intention to deceive Judge Williamson 
KC by using fake formulas. This in turn lowers the estimated flood levels from 
the rear lots.  
 
This action alone by Corrigan understated the rear lot 
flooding by around 15%. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Table 4.5.1 of the QUDM. 
 
Law broken  by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional Conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - alleged fraud 
 
Once again the CEO Dr Freeman and Lord Mayor have wasted the ratepayers 
money by allegedly instructing a fake formula fool. 
 
5) Corrigan confirmed that the Council employee non RPEQ certified plan 
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approved Upstream Drainage red line is 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd kerb.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan confirmed that the unlicenced Council employee plan 
would end up 1.2m under the kerb.  
 
Any child over 8 years of age would have known that would happen 
as stated in the Notice of Appeal, by Manteit, that the pipes would 
end up 1.2m under the kerb. 
 
It had been advertised on Brisbane City Council Complaints since 10/10/24. 
 
Either you are allegedly very dumb or very dishonest. It has to be one or the other 
or both. 
 
Schrinner, Freeman and Susan Hedge have allegedly forced Judge Williamson KC 
to look at red lines for 7 months, intentionally wasting the Court's time. 
 
Susan Hedge lied in Court at least 4 times to Judge Williamson KC, stating on 24-4-
25 that - 
 

• Council's position for the trial was as of 31-1-25 and  
 

• Mr Manteit had everything that he needs that Council relied on for the trial. 
 

• Susan Hedge said she needed to put "all the cards" on the table. 
 

  

file:///D:/brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au
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Upstream and Onsite Drainage 
 
Corrigan proposed 2 hydraulic plans (and further flooded permutations) that are all 
flooded under the Ashridge Rd kerb.  
 
These are now the third and fourth flooded Upstream Drainage plans that Brisbane 
City Council have concocted, or instructed to be concocted. 
 
Corrigan combined the Upstream and Onsite Drainage. 
 
Both Corrigan plans require illegal rainwater tanks. 
 
It is alleged that the Schrinner, Freeman, Hedge and McCabe intentionally and 
unashamedly instructed the preparation of a shonky engineering report in order 
save the reputation and criminal charges being laid upon them and the Council 
employees, by the Crime and Corruption Commission and to avoid legal claims by 
the Applicant.  
 
The result was the preparation of a shonky engineering report by Andrew Corrigan 
that promoted two-four further flooded hydraulic plans, in depth and flow, filled with 
over 150 intentional errors like hand grenades and broke over 23 Council laws. 
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Corrigan System 1 - flooded under Ashridge Rd by at least 
363 mm. Corrigan relied on rainwater detention tanks. 
 
This flooded system was concocted by Corrigan which relied totally on fake illegal 
rainwater tanks as per PSP S7.5.3 (6). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As per Manteit later filed calculations, and tabled in Court. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corrigan claimed that fill will fix his flooding up but that is not correct. 
 
It doesn't matter what fill is placed on the land, one is constrained by  
Rear lot invert level, 375 pipe, 450 cover and kerb invert level, 
 
These cannot be changed. Goldfish Corrigan and bumbling barrister 
Hedge did not realize this.  
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Corrigan System 2 - charged by 790 mm - Corrigan 
relied on three illegal kerb adaptors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As per Manteit filed calculations 
 
The above levels calculations are very simple to calculate. 
 
Notes: 
 
a) Corrigan has intentionally disguised flooding by using illegal filling. That does not 
make any difference to being flooded or not. See below. 
 
b) Corrigan surface level of 36.0 for pit 4 is misleading by Corrigan, since the 
surveyors level states 35.610 for lot, at the boundary.  
 
In the same way, Corrigan surface level for stub 98 is also misleading, since the 
surveyors level is 36.790. 
 
This surface level must be used to command the lot, to prevent the rear lot owner 
from having to fill up his land. 
 
c) Filling of land will not assist in any way to remove their flooding. This point 
was extensively been explained by Manteit in filed documents. 
 
Susan Hedge and Corrigan both are very stupid to believe that filling of land will 
make the plans dry and have attempted to fool Judge Williamson KC yet again. 
 
Dumbo Susan Hedge and winemaster Corrigan had an allegedly fraudulent last 
minute gasp in the Court on 29/4/25 by stating that fill up to 1 metre would fix up 
Corrigan's delusions. 
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However, there are certain parameters that are fixed and cannot be changed - 
 

• Invert level below ground at the rear adjoining boundary as starting point 

• Invert level of kerb 

• 450 cover pf pipe 

• 150 depth of pipe, at kerb to allow 124*75 RHS steel and 75 durt cover. 

• 375 pipe for flow velocity over 84 m/s 
 
20,000 trucks of dirt placed on the land will not fix up Corrigan's alleged fraud in 
relation to the pipes being flooded under Ashridge Rd. 
 
Updated survey levels, ONF, filed - "Fall of land" affidavit. 
 

 
Updated survey levels, ONF, filed,                    Il 35.610 and 36.790 
Showing IL 35.080 
and IL 35.460 
 
 
Corrigan refused to examine this affidavit filed, and relied on in Court by Manteit. 
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Corrigan surface levels adjusted for proper survey levels. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was discovered after the trial that Corrigan failed to use the Court filed survey 
levels of ONF surveying in the affidavit called "Fall of Land" 
 
This affidavit demonstrated that the fall of land at the boundary was to the rear 
lots, 98 and 99. 
 
The above table has been updated with those levels and also highlights that the 
levels in green cannot be changed. 
 
In addition it shows the correct pipe 375 mm for over 84 L/s, not 250mm pipe. 
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Council flooded plan 5  - 
Corrigan up the garden path. 
 
Corrigan has suddenly designed a fifth Council flooded plan. 
 
Corrigan says to keep the pipe up at the pathway level so that his pipe works. 
 
Corrigan must be a goldfish. He has already drawn his pipe in the pathway !!!!!???? 
 
Corrigan has contradicted himself, since he states he has used the levels but 
already drew the pipes in the driveway as is. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   Page 128 of 220 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan the goldfish pathway plan does not change the flooded level of .503. 
 
Please note that Manteit does not accept that any easement can be placed in the 
yard, being more that 600mm away from the boundary. 
  



   Page 129 of 220 
 

Council flooded plan 6 - Corrigan 
goldfish "go straight across lot 97" 
"That would solve a lot of problems" 
 
"What was going through my 
mind when I was listening" 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Manteit depiction of Corrigan since he is too lazy to do a 
plan himself. 
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Please note that Manteit does not accept that any easement can be placed in the 
yard, being more that 600mm away from the boundary. This depiction has been 
done for transparency purposes. 
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Council flooded plan 7 -  including lot 98 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This plan was done by Manteit to cover another permutation 
not put forward by Corrigan, in the interests of transparency. 
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6) Corrigan and Council block off all services to Lot 2 - 
easements 
 
Corrigan intentionally placed the two hydraulic lines and easements in the 
front yard of lot 2, thereby eliminating any way for the owner to provide - 
 
Power 
NBN / phone 
Water supply 
Private drains 
Any construction of anything including a carport. 
 
Due to the Council easement, Council can/have - 
 

• Full and free right and liberty at all times to enter upon the servient tenement  
 

• To have, lay, construct and forever use and maintain such works 
 

• As the grantee considers appropriate. 
 

• Any works, or things located on or within the servient tenement. 
 

• Issue a notice in writing to the Grantor (Manteit) to rectify any breach of its 
obligations under this easement by undertaking works  

 
Corrigan has attempted to fool Judge Williamson KC and the ratepayers of 
Brisbane, causing the owner David Manteit to fail to seal the subdivison plan 
 
Law broken by Corrigan  -  Schedule 2 of the Professional Enginers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a professional engineer 
 

Law broken by Corrigan - Newtons law of gravity 
 

Corrigan and Council easements world force all construction in 
front of land including a carport 
 
As a person who has sold 200 carports within the first six metres behind the front 
boundary, I am aware of the town planning requirements for a carport. 
 
1) There is an existing carport. Corrigan and Council are forcing me to demolish that 
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structure. 
 
2) Council and Corrigan easements mean that I could not construct a future carport. 
 
3) Both houses on the left and right side of the subject lot have carports. Whilst a 
neighbour consent should be asked for. However it would not be rejected by 
Council. 
 
4) Council have the right to construct anything over the easement they want. 
 
This prevents any construction by the owner. 
 
Who instructed that Manteit was never to receive a copy of this easement ? 
 
Was it Schrinner or Freeman? Who? 
 
The withholding of the easement document has thwarted the prosecution of the 
case and stopped the subdivision. 
 
Damages will apply for withholding of the easement document. 
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Above - Easement document 2 of 3, hidden from Manteit for 7 months until the 
end of the trial, on 30-4-25 
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Above - Easement document 3 of 3, hidden from Manteit for 7 months until the 
end of the trial, on 30-4-25 
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Corrigan's easement terms implications -  
 
As owner, I would be banned from walking in my front yard. 

 
As owner, I could not possibly provide or install any underground services 
nor construct any structure such as a carport. The existing carport would 
need to be demolished. 
 
Manteit has requested this easement document to be provided to him on 1/10/24, 
from Margaret Orr and the other Council employees refused to supply a copy of this 
document. There have been many requests that have been filed. 
 
Schrinner and Freeman Council employees have refused to supply the easement 
document. This is another item on the list for Council employee corruption. 
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Manteit had supplied copious amounts of letters of request to the allegedly corrupt 
Council employees. Those requests have all been filed in Court. 
 
This is alleged Council employee corruption. Schrinner and Freeman either knew of 
all the past requests for the easement documents, or would have found out on the 
date of the Notice of Appeal 19/11/24. 
 
BSD 8111 
 
Non-compliance with maximum setback of boundary 600mm. Refer 4139/18 
Henderson V Brisbane City Council and 3 approved S81 applications in 2025. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - refer 4139/18 Henderson V Brisbane City Council and 3 approved S81 
applications in 2025. 
 
There are no cases in the David Manteit filed Crime and Corruption audit of 412 
cases where there was Upstream Drainage, in which the pipes were designed 
greater than 600mm from the side boundary, and easements outside 900mm unless 
there was owner consent. 
 
Council cannot force an applicant to provide an Upstream Drainage connection that 
deviates from BSD 8111. 
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BSD 8111 requires the stormwater pipe to be 600mm from the boundary, not 
traverse the front yard of a property. 
 
This case was upheld 3 times in S81 applications in 2024. The dogleg plan was 
therefore upheld, as well. 
 

Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8111 
 

On 30-4-25, Judge Williamson KC ordered Susan Hedge and Council 
to supply the standard easement document to Manteit. 
 
The Council employee easement corruption ended after 7 months. 
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Court extracts above 30-4-25 
 
Other cases of front yard stormwater 
 
This is an example of Upstream Drainage in 85 Rowe Tce Darra. 
 
This has now been completed. 
 
85 Rowe Tce Darra is a case of a 4 lot subdivision, being 2 lots at the rear and 2 
lots at the front. 
 
There is a 3.5m wide easement in the middle. The Upstream Drainage easement 
has been placed/overlayed in the driveway easement.  
 
There is no traversing of the front yards (outside the driveway easement) with  
Upstream Drainage. 
 
There is no known case of approved plans in any other Council approval where an 
Upstream Drainage easement and pipes have been placed in someone's front yard,  
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Above - 85 Rowe Tce Darra approved 6/12/23. 
 
In my filed audit of 412 approved Brisbane City Council cases, filed around 25/1/25, 
there were no Upstream Drainage cases that provided plans for an Upstream 
Drainage and stormwater easement to cross the front yard of a property. 
 

Schrinner and Freeman need to advise the applicant and the public 
why they have attempted to allegedly thwart by any means possible, 
the development application, including blocking of services to the 
development. 
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7) Corrigan proposes to build 2 houses illegally on one lot. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan attempts to fool Judge Williamson KC by building 2 houses on one 
lot. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
 
Law broken cause by Corrigan to owner - S163 of Planning Act 2016. Fine of 
$750,000 to the owner. 
 

8) Corrigan uses illegal rainwater tanks to hide flooding 
 
Rainwater tanks are illegal as per PSP S 7.5.3(6) 
 
Susan Hedge advised the Court on 29-4-25 to Judge Williamson KC that Council 
refused to allow the placement of the condition of rainwater tanks S7.5.3.(6) in the 
approval.  

 
Corrigan uses illegal rainwater tanks in neighbour's yards to fool 
the Court, by reducing the flood flows onto 128 Ashridge Rd Darra. 
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QUDM also states that rainwater tanks are not used in residential. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUDM 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - PSP S7.5.3.6 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S5.4.2 QUDM 
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/Why did Schrinner and Freeman pay for and instruct such a 
fool to use break laws and using illegal rainwater tanks ? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is what the back yard of the rear lots would look 
like to hold back floodwaters for one rear lot. 
 

Freeman and Schrinner supported, paid for and 
proposed these rainwater tanks for a Brisbane 
ratepayers backyard. 
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Manteit subdivision plan for fully developed. Legal 
contours 2002, as shown on Council’s website. 
 
This takes an 8 year old to prepare in 30 minutes. 
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PSP S7.5.3 (6) states that Council will not support rainwater tanks on each freehold 
lot. 
 
Why would Corrigan risk his licence by the Board of Professional Engineers 
Queensland in promoting illegal structures? Naturally this could allegedly end up in 
an alleged jail sentence for Corrigan and possibly the rear lot owners. 
 
Corrigan wants the rear neighbours to install illegal rainwater tanks to con the 
Council when they want to subdivide their property. 
 
Corrigan water tanks required are estimated by Manteit to be produce 651,600 litres 
of flooding per hour, based on 181 L/s. 
 
The owner of 128 Ashridge Rd Darra has no way to stop flooding when rainwater 
tanks are full. 
 
In addition, there is no guarantee that these tanks are readily available for flood 
protection, as the owners will keep the water for watering the grass.  
 
This in turn makes the ground wetter, and worse conditions for flooding. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - PSP S 7.5.3 (6) 
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Low broken by rear lot neighbours - S163 Planning Act $751,050 for structures if 
built without a building permit. 
 

PSP S 7.6.1 (6) - Rainwater tanks do not negate the requirement for 
a lawful point of discharge for development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PSP S 7.6.1 (6) - "Rainwater tanks do 
not negate the requirement for a lawful 
point of discharge for development." 
 
"Detention systems do not manage 
nuisance flows." 
 
Corrigan failed to mention S7.6.1(6) in 
his report. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S7.6.1.6. 
 

9) Incompetent engineering by Corrigan, using one zero, two zeros 
and three zeros in the two hydraulic plans. 
 
Corrigan was so proud of himself using 3 zeros. He said his peers only 
used 2 zeros. 
 
Another alleged fraud to add to the list. 
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Corrigan was so proud he used 3 zeros sometimes. 
 
Corrigan the goldfish is so dumb, he didn't even know he had zeros all over the 
place. 
 
Why did Lord Mayor Schrinner and CEO Dr Freeman use your ratepayers 
money to pay for this garbage allegedly fraudulent winemaster witness?  
 
What's the point? 
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Corrigan allegedly made these intentional errors to fool Judge Williamson KC 
and soak up time in Court. 
 
Law broken - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 

10) Corrigan intentionally placed hydraulic pipes immediately 
beside the existing house, which will cause the requirement of the 
house to be demolished, to seal the plan, in order to fool Judge 
Williamson KC and the Court. 
 

 
 
Corrigan demolition of house 
 
Law broken -  Schedule 2 of the Professional Enginers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 

12) Corrigan intentionally used 7 fake kerb adaptors "BSD 8114" 
instead of legal pits 600*600 as per BSD 8091, in order to allegedly 
fool Judge Williamson KC and the Court.  
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Corrigan used fake kerb adpators (BSD 8114) 
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Corrigan - BSD 8114 Kerb adaptors - they are not stormwater pits 
 
 
Lord Mayor Schrinner and CEO Dr Freeman used your ratepayers money to 
pay for seven kerb adaptors in your backyard. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8114 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8091 
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BSD 8091 - legal Council field inlets. Corrigan used illegal kerb adaptors. 
 
Corrigan refused to use the legal field inlets above in order to allegedly 
deceive Judge Williamson KC. Corrigan had no fear of breaking Council laws. 
 
The minimum width for a legal stormwater inlet is 900 mm wide.  This requirement 
means that the foundations of the wall would have to be removed, causing the 
house to fall down. 
 
The minimum depth is 900mm. The sewerage has no option but to be installed 
below that. 
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Law broken by Corrigan -  Schedule 2 of the Professional Enginers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

13) Corrigan promoted a fake Master Plan. There is no Brisbane City 
Council definition of a stormwater master plan. 
 
There is no example in any Town Planning approvals or City Plan of a Master plan 
being required for any 2 lot subdivision. 
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14) Corrigan illegally uses fill when all fill conditions, 12,17,18 had 
been removed by Council on 31/1/25. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
13) Corrigan wants to fill my front yard by 335mm. 
 
That means raising the whole block of land by 335 mm. 
 
The fact is, that this filling does not change the fact the pipes are still flooded. 
 
14) Corrigan use of illegal townhouses for fake stormwater calculations in 
order to blatantly understate rear lot flooding by 60-100%. 
 
The definition of multiple dwellings does not include 2 townhouses. It must be 
3 or more. 
 
A multiple dwelling is minimum 3 dwellings, not two dwellings. 
 
 
 
 
 
15)  Corrigan intentionally used half houses and townhouses. 
 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - alleged fraud 
 



   Page 156 of 220 
 

Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a professional engineer 
 

15) Corrigan intentionally uses half houses and townhouses to fool 
the Court and the public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corrigan suppled stormwater calculations for - 
 

• Half a house. 

• Half a townhouse 
 
In Australia we call that being a half wit. 
 
The Lord Mayor and Dr Kerry Freeman is paying your rates monies for Corrigan to 
be a half wit. 
 
Corrigan thinks providing stormwater provision for a half house is legal. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - alleged fraud 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
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16) Corrigan forces the rear neighbours to build illegal townhouses 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan promoted the rear neighbours to break many Council laws, by building 
illegal townhouses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by rear lot owners caused by Corrigan - S 163 Planning Court fines 
issued by Magistrates Court and Brisbane City Council of $755,050 for building 
structures that are not approved. 
 

Corrigan forces the Killarney Ave owners to build a massive 
retaining wall to achieve lawful point of discharge. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The townhouse towards Killarney Ave to dischrge to Killarney Ave. 
 
The land drops from the front boundary over say 20 metres, to the rear by about 2 
metres. Therefore Corrigan forces the neghbour to obtain lawful point of discharge 
by building a tiered retaining wall, maximum 1 metre in height and wide. 
(Subdivision Code). 
 
There are currently no houses on that side of the street that use the kerb and 
channel for roofwater. There are zero kerb adaptors on that side of the street. 
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Law broken by Corrigan - Alleged fraud to force Killarney Ave owners to build 2 
metre high retaining walls. 
 
Why does Schrinner and Freeman promote an engineer that forces an owner to 
build retaining walls in order to complete a subdivision? Why does Schrinner and 
Freeman promote this fool? 
 
Law broken by rear lot owners caused by Corrigan - S 163 Planning Court fines 
issued by Magistrates Court and Brisbane City Council of $755,050 for building 
structures that are not approved. 
 

17) Corrigan states -  
 
"Worst case upstream development assumed to be two townhouses 
per (rear) lot." 
 
Corrigan and Susan Hedge have allegedly intentionally misled Judge Williamson 
KC and the public into believing that 2 townhouses is legal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan false statement of worst case scenario …. Two townhouses per lot. 
Understating flooding by 60- 100% 
 
Who paid for Corrigan ? Freeman or Schrinner? Ratepayers money paid for 
this garbage. 
 
The land is zoned LMR3, which allows multiple dwellings. 
 
Two townhouses is illegal. Susan Hedge know this, but continued to promote 
breaking of Council laws. 
 
Brisbane City Council definition of a multiple dwelling provides for a minimum 3 
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dwellings. Corrigan says worst case is two townhouses, which is illegal in itself. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Susan Hedge screamed and yelled to Judge Williamson KC stating that this witness 
is very very believable (transcript). Dr Freeman and Lord Mayor Schrinner paid your 
ratepayers money for this lying garbage. 
 
The list of Corrigan lies is endless. The list of ratepayers money being wasted is 
endless. 
 
18) Corrigan stated another lie that he considered the Reel Planning Court 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan lies again. "and adopted the town planning report of Keiran Ryan of 
Reel Planning at sections 5.9 - 5.11" 
 
"containing two townhouses " 
 
"or the existing house plus a townhouse" 
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Reel town planning - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ryan witness report for trial 28-4-25 
 
Corrigan allegedly lies again and again. Corrigan's alleged lies are endless. 
 
Ryan never stated "containing two townhouses" or "existing house plus a 
townhouse" in his report S5.9 - 5.1.  
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Corrigan intentionally attempted to deceive Judge Williamson KC to understate rear 
lot flooding, yet again. Susan Hedge yelled and screamed(transcript) to Judge 
Williamson KC to believe this alleged corrupted engineer. 
 
Why is the Lord Mayor and Dr Freeman paying your rates money to allegedly fool 
Judge Williamson KC and the public? 
 
Ryan never mentioned "two townhouses" 
 
Corrigan, the CEO (or whoever BCC employee instructed the Corrigan report and 
Susan Hedge continue to attempt to understate and hide nuisance flooding from the 
rear lots, in any way that they can. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - alleged fraud 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a professional engineer 
 

20) Corrigan plan for 2 illegal houses 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - alleged fraud 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
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Law broken by owner - S163 Planning Act $751,000 
 

19) Corrigan uses illegal "likely outcome", instead of Council laws." 
 
No Council assessment manager makes information requests using the phrase 
"likely outcome"  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20) Corrigan used two illegal townhouses of 360sqm instead of Reel Planning 
site cover of 60% +5-10% additional for Small lot code allowances. 
 
Once again Corrigan continues to hide flooding. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan  - fraud 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 
Why did Schrinner and Freeman pay your rates money for this garbage? 
 

21) Corrigan wants to fill the low surface area of the lot in the 
Southwest corner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan is a very confused person. Corrigan makes a false statement. 
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Corrigan "this plan (SK)1) depicted…… drainage to the low surface area of the lot in 
the southwest corner, discharge to Ashridge Rd." 
 
Corrigan and Susan Hedge allegedly intentionally placed this statement in his report 
to intentionally fool Judge Williamson KC and the public. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - fraud 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a professional engineer 
 

22) Corrigan states that the construction of a new house should be 
addressed in a stormwater master plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This is again a false statement, allegedly fraud.  
 
There is no requirement to build a new house. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - fraud 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
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Law broken by Corrigan - 7.6.1 (1) 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - 7.6.1 (2) 

 
24) Discharge to kerb and channel must be limited to 30 l/s. 
 
Flow velocity based on Civil Works conservative 60% roof cover. 
 
            Lot 98                                            Lot 99 
 
38 litres per second = >30 l/s          38 litres per second = > 30 l/s 
 
Civil Works report 31-3-25 
 
 
38 litres per second * 2 = 76 litres per second.  
 
This velocity is greater than 30 litres/second. 
 
 
Civil Works show a flow velocity at kerb of conservative 38 litres per second 
for 1012 sqm for lot 98 and 99.  
 
Corrigan agrees that the kerb adaptor only allows 30 l/s. 
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Above - Level III drainage is only permitted if the total discharge from the 
development including any external catchment does not exceed 30 L/s. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S7.6.3.1 (2) . 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8111 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BSD 8113 - limited to one connection at 30 L/s 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8113 
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Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - discharge to kerb and channel must be limted to 30L/s.  
 
Only one connection to the kerb is allowed 
 
Only <30 l/s is allowed. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8111 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 

25) Corrigan states  "demonstrate a satisfactory solution" 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corrigan states that the applicant .. "demonstrate a satisfactory solution" 
 
Corrigan acknowledges that one must follow the Planning Scheme. 
 
However, there is no obligation by the applicant to provide a "satisfactory solution." 
 
The previous Condition and the current Condition 17 states that Planning Scheme 
codes and Brisbane Planning Scheme Policies must be followed, not "satisfactory 
solution" 
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Why does Corrigan go about to concoct flooded plans and cause rear neighbours to 
build illegal rainwater tanks and break over 30 laws? 
Corrigan solution? 
 
There has been no information request by an assessment manager in the Audit of 
412 cases approved, as filed in Court stating a requirement for a "solution", 
 
All information requests by Council officers ask the applicant how they can comply 
with Council Codes and Planning Scheme Policies, not a "solution". 
 
26) Corrigan has not supplied any evidence of how Corrigan has complied 
with Council Planning Scheme Policies and laws. 
 
Corrigan says that the rear neighbours must install stormwater infrastructure in their 
own properties and force roofwater of 4000 sqm of 3 story properties into one tiny 
kerb adaptor in Ashridge Rd. 
 
Corrigan's report has broken Council laws around 100 times. Those offences may 
incur Council fines of  100* $751,500  = $75,1500,000  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By Corrigan's own standards, his plans will flood Darra and he breaks all the 
abovementioned Planning Scheme Codes. 
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Law broken by Corrigan - PO2 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - PO3 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - P011 
 
 

27) Corrigan deluded again - "fill the Southwest corner" 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corrigan is deluded. Council operates on the no worsening principle. 
 
Corrigan wants the applicant to fill the southwest corner. Corrigan thinks a new 
house is a barrier. 
 
Corrigan is aware that there is no requirement by Manteit to place a teaspoon of fill 
on the site, in order to seal the plan of subdivision. But he still tries to con the Court. 
 
Condition 12 and fill conditions in 17 and 18 were removed by Council on 
31/1/25. 
 
 A replacement retaining wall shall be constructed, in any case, which has its 
own lawful point of discharge for stormwater to prevent nuisance flooding on 
any other lot.  
 
Why is Schrinner and Freeman paying for such incompetency? Why did Susan 
Hedge yell and scream to force Judge Williamson KC to believe in this fool ? 
(transcript) 
 
21) Corrigan makes false statement that a private certifier will be needed to 
review the design of the stormwater system. 
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Corrigan is deluded yet again. Corrigan makes false statement that a further 
approval will be needed is a building permit from a private certifier. 
 
Corrigan states that a private certifier is required. This is a completely false  
statement, designed to fool Judge Williamson KC and the public. Susan Hedge 
stated to Judge Williamson KC that Corrigan was very very believable (transcript). 
 
"is submitted at the DA stage to demonstrate compliance of the stormwater 
drainage for the proposed development". 
 
Corrigan has no knowledge of Council laws whatsoever. 
 

Corrigan is deluded yet again. The building of a house is not required for plan 
sealing of the subdivision. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
22) Corrigan is deluded yet again. The building of a house is not required for 
plan sealing of the subdivision. 
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Corrigan thinks that the building of a house will cause concentrated flows onto Lot 1 
RP117157. 
 
There is no house required to seal the subdivision. 
 
Corrigan knew that Condition 12 was removed by Council on 31/1/25, some 3 
months prior to the trial. 
 
Why had Susan Hedge not informed Corrigan of this fact? Susan Hedge has 
wasted ratepayers money by allegedly instructing the preparation of the Corrigan 
report. 
 
Law broken - alleged fraud 
 
Law broken - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. Unsatisfactory 
professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 

21) Corrigan plan requires demolition of the existing house. This 
would be a requirement not expected under S67 of the Planning 
Court Act 2016. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corrigan pipes traverse under the proposed new house slab.  
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Above - Corrigan pipes traverse under the proposed new house slab.  
 
 

Law broken by Corrigan  - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 
Unsatisfactory Conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 

23) Corrigan provides two positions of the rainwater stubs for the 
future house. 
 
1) Only one lawful point of discharge is required, not 2. 
 
2) The two stubs are placed under any future house slab. 
 
The lawful point of discharge stub for Lot 2 should be from a pit placed behind the 
boundary. In many cases, a single pipe instead of a pit is accepted. Full details of 
proper design are provided by Civil Works, as filed in Court. 
 
3) The stub provided for lot 1 is provided around the side of the house. How will any 
structure including a carport be able to connect to a lawful point of discharge ? 
 
4) There will be new sewerage installed under the walkway on Lot 2. The new 
sewerage is required to be at least 600mm below ground, by law, invert level of 
750mm. 
 
Law broken - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act. 2002. Unsatisfactory 
professional conduct, of a professional engineer 
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26) Corrigan forces a stormwater pit to be built next to my 
house.  
 
The Corrigan stormwater pit and Upstream stormwater line placed butting up to the 
existing house will cause- 
 
The private drain cannot be rediverted from the rear of the house to the new 
approved Urban Utilities connection as it will become too deep. 
 
The house will be required to be demolished. 
 
Manteit calculations of depth of stormwater pipe next to house 
 
 450            cover required  
 300            pipe required  
100mm       inspection required   
50mm         pit  thickness of 50mm' 
150mm       compaction 
1100mm     invert level of compacted gravel 
 
This means that the new private sewerage pipe will need to be invert level of at 
least  
 
1100mm     below the stormwater pipe.  
250mm       drainage gravel 
150 pipe    1450 invert level of sewerage pipe 
1450mm     invert level of sewerage pipe 
 
150mm      drainage gravel below sewerage pipe 
1600mm    invert level of compacted gravel  
 
6) That would make the sewerage pipe too deep to meet the proposed Urban 
Utilities approved stub. 
 
7) Digging down 1600mm will cause will undermine the house and cause the 
house to fall over. 
 
The Freeman and Schrinner instructed Corrigan report will cause the house to fall 
over. 
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PSP S7.4.7 requires a minimum of 1 metre clearance between house 
foundation and any pipe. 
 

 
 

27) Retaining wall and vehicular driveway crossing 
 
There is a proposed retaining wall of up to 900mm high to constructed after the plan 
sealing. This will be built in order to bring the Lot 2 pad level down to 
36.04 and in keeping with BSD 2024 
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BSD 2024 maximum 238 mm from kerb to front boundary 

 
A retaining wall is required to lower the site pad to comply with BSD 2024. 
 
The maximum height above top of kerb allowed s 238 mm. 
 
Therefore the height of the front boundary needs to be AHD 35.798 in order for BSD 
2024 maximum 238 mm to kerb can be complied with. 
 

27 Corrigan intentionally used fake Level II drainage instead of Level 
III drainage 
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Quite clearly, Corrigan has attempted to fool Judge Williamson KC and the Brisbane 
ratepayers by using of illegal engineering to intentionally understate flooding from 
the rear lots. 
 

Law broken by Corrigan - alleged fraud. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct, of a registered professional engineer 
 

25) Corrigan deception - understatement of fully developed roof 
cover. 
 
Corrigan attempted to fool Judge Williamson KC with vastly understated site cover 
and roof cover. 
 

Keiran Ryan - roofwater calculations 60% maximum site cover. 
Plus eaves, sunshade structure (eg carport)  gazebo (eg patio) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ryan states for Lot 2 - the maximum site cover is 60%. For lots 300sqm -  400 
sqm is 60%. 
 
So 60% site cover is the minimum roof cover for an LMR site for a fully developed 
catchment according to Ryan. 
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Ryan agreed in Court that the Manteit design of 10 lots in Killarney St were lawful 
and met Brisbane City Council Town Planning requirements. 
It is also noted by Ryan that in the Manteit plan, the front lots could be 180 sqm, 
which could be 80% site cover. 
 
PSP S 7.6.5 requires roof cover for fully developed. Manteit's plan of subdivision for 
the rear lots is based on fully developed. 
 
Corrigan's two plans deceptively do not provide for fully developed and had 
understated site cover and roof area by around 100%. 
 
It is alleged that Corrigan intentionally deceive Judge Williamson KC that his 186 
sm+186sqm = 352 sqm was fully developed for each rear lot 
 
We all know that site cover maximum is 60% = 607 sqm. 
 
This is absurd and alleged fraud. Schrinner paid ratepayers money for this alleged 
deception. 
 
It is noted by Ryan that the definition of site cover does not include additional items 
such as  
 

• Eaves  

• Gazebo or shade structure. 

• Sun shade, example a carport. 
 
Ryan greed with Manteit on that principle. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ryan says that a multiple dwelling or reconfiguring a lot is likely. 
 
Warning - Ryan states what is "likely". This statement is irrelevant since it matters 
what Is lawful. However he does state that there are extras allowed, as per the 
Small Lot Code. 
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Manteit had filed arguments describing that the site cover was to include 60-80% 
site cover plus extras as allowed in the Small Lot Code. 
 

16) Corrigan was forced to admit in Court that there could be 60% 
site cover. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan was forced to admit in Court that there could be 60% site cover. 
 

16) Corrigan again attempts to understate flooding as often as 
possible.  
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Adrian Schrinner used your 
rates money for these 
Corrigan garbage statements. 
Why?  
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Anyone over the age of 8 years old can prepare a lawful subdivision plan 
in one hour, by following City Plan 2014 codes, Brisbane Planning 
Scheme Policies and Brisbane Standard drawings. 
 
Why did Schrinner pay for this idiot to represent Brisbane City Council 
and the ratepayers of Brisbane? 
 
Schrinner has allegedly used your ratepayers money for this garbage to 
allegedly fool Judge Williamson KC , and soak up time in court.  
 
How stupid could Schrinner be to present this garbage to a court to 
allegedly protect unlicenced engineers and the reputation of himself and 
the CEO? 
 
29) Corrigan failed to follow or refer to any Council laws 
 

There is no evidence that Corrigan has complied with any Council or QUDM laws 
whatsoever. 
 

QUDM states that designers are responsible for conferring with relevant local 
authorities to determine local design requirements. 
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30) QUDM - designers (Corrigan) are responsible for conferring with 
relevant local authorities to determine local design requirements. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
QUDM states that designers are responsible for 
conferring with relevant authorities to determine 
local design requirements. 
 

Corrigan states that he has examined the benchmarks. 
 
But Corrigan never mentioned this responsibility. 
 
S 7.5.3.6 - illegal rainwater tanks. 
 

. 
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Manteit rear lot flow calculations including Lot 97 
 
1) What does fully developed mean? 
 
1) Firstly one needs to refer to S 7.6.5 which states that the design must be for fully 
developed catchment flows. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2) What rear lots are up-slope. 
 

In the opinion of the Applicant, lot 98 and Lot 99 are not upslope of 128 Ashridge 
Rd, since there is no water that flows over the rear lot boundary.  
 
In respect of Lot 97, the rear lot land is around 600mm higher at the rear lot 
boundary. There is a retaining wall and the water falls to the right and not onto the 
subject land. 
 
In addition, the 128 Ashridge Rd land at the front boundary is higher than the rear 
lot boundary.  
 
So the slope is to the rear. In effect, a valley. 
 
How does one define upslope?  
 
Upslope Test 1 - on the boundary.  
 
It is stated by Manteit that if there is no water flowing over the boundary of the 
rear lot. 
 
Then that is the end of the argument of a rear lot being upslope. 
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There is a valley between the subject site and the rear lots 98 and 99. 
 
The rear lots are upslope of each other.  
 
At the rear boundary of those two lots,128 Ashridge Rd land is higher than lot 98 
and lot 99. 
 
The bottom of the valley are the rear lots, not 128 Ashridge Rd Darra. 
 
That is the end of the case for those rear lots 98 and 99 being upslope. 
 
The following is provided for further discussion if that argument is contended with. 
 
Upslope Test 2: 
 
The land of 128 Ashridge Rd Darra falls back from the front boundary to the rear.  
 
There is no way for water to flow on the surface from the rear land to the front 
boundary of 128 Ashridge Rd, since the land is upslope to Ashridge Rd. 
 
This test was already provided in the Notice of Assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Notice of appeal - filed. 
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The "Council employees" knew of these land surfaces from 12/7/25.  
 
It is therefore impossible to provide successful "would drain through the 
development" if the surface area of the land falls backwards to the rear lot. 
 
Why did the Council employees not examine this, on 12/7/25. 
 

3) What are the fully developed rear lot subdivided lots ? 
 

A subdivision plan is provided for the fully development lots. This plan has been 
filed, and was presented to the Court on 28-4-25. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   Page 195 of 220 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Above - Manteit proposed subdivision plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - City Plan 
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Lot 97                                              Lot 98                                        Lot 99  
4 lots                                               3 lots                                          3 lots 
 
238    sqm                                      260   sqm                                 260   sqm                                         
238    sqm                                       260   sqm                                260   sqm 
350    sqm                                      350   sqm                                 350   sqm 
350    sqm                                    1012   sqm                               1012   sqm 
1176  sqm 
 

4) Site cover 
 
Site cover is estimated as follows: 
 
Lot 97 
 
 700 sqm*60%                = 420 sqm 
 538 sqm*70%                = 376 sqm 
Total site cover                776 sqm                        Corrigan 368 sqm 
 
 
 
Lot 98   
 
1012 sqm * 60%            =  607 sqm                        Corrigan 368 sqm 
 
Lot 99     
 
1012 * 60%                   =   607 sqm                         Corrigan 368 sqm 
 
 
One can see the extent of the underestimate of rear lot floding 
calculations by Corrigan. 
 
These calculations do not allow for additional roof area lawfully 
from the Small Lot Cide. 
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Above - Small Lot code site cover. 
 

Maximum site cover is therefore 60% - 70%. 
 

Additional roof area  
 

Other roof areas allowed as follows - 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comparison to similar sites in Darra 
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Above -  examples of approved 1,012 LMR2 sites in Darra. All approved for 3 
lots. LMR2 requires a minimum of 250sqm for the front lot. Already 
subdivided in Darra. Corrigan intentionally left this 3 lot subdivision out of his 
report to deceive Judge Williamson KC 
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Manteit calculations of rear lot flow velocities at kerb. 
Note that lot 97 has been extrapolated from Civil Works report. 
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Total                                                                    187 L/s 
 
Kerb pipe flow velocity 
 
Note that one must take the higher of C20 or C2, as per previous filed reports. 
 

Summary of flow velocities at kerb. 
 

Total velocity =  187 L/s  Pipe required = 375mm. 
 
The flow for each lot is over 30 l/s and cannot use the kerb and channel as a lawful 
point of discharge, either individually or as a total. 
 
Therefore the kerb cannot be used as a lawful point of discharge for any of the rear 
lots  
 
This is not taking into account  
 

Examination of Lot 97  
 
David Manteit has done examination of Lot 97 for any requirement for Upstream 
Stormwater drainage. 
 
1) Fall over boundary.  
 
There is fall over the rear boundary of lot 97 to 128 Ashridge Rd.  
 
2) The fall of land is from the Ashridge Rd boundary front boundary to the rear 
boundary, to lot 97. 
 
As for the whole site of 128 Ashridge Rd, land falls from the front boundary to the 
rear boundary. On that basis alone, under PSP S7.6.5, water would not drain 
through the development (the Ashridge Rd development). 
 
3) There is fall of land from the kerb to the rear boundary. Based on surface level 
alone, water would not drain through the development. 
 
4) Corrigan report and Manteit audit of Corrigan report has already determined that  
the Corrigan proposed connection will be 390mm below the Ashridge Rd kerb 
or 790mm below the Ashridge Rd Kerb.  
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Corrigan came clean and admitted his flooded pipes in Court. 
 
Simple interpretation of fall. 
 
Cover                                                                         450 
Pipe                                                                           375 
Depth required at rear lot boudary (below surface)   775 
 
Example fall  50 metres                                             250 
 
Total average fall required to achieve                      1025 mm 
 "drain through the development 
 
 
In simple terms Rear lot land needs to be at least around one metre above the kerb 
to drain through the development (development means the subject lot 
development). 
 
It seems that solicitors do not understand this concept. The rear lot land may or may 
not have slope over the rear lot boundary. 
 
But on average 1025 fall from the rear lot land surface compared to the invert level 
of the kerb is required to achieve "would drain through the development" 
 
Therefore the rear lot boundary would need to be around 1025 mm fall, on the 
rear boundary compared to the kerb, in order to achieve compliance with PSP 
S7.6.5 "Would drain through the development" 
 
Solicitors do not understand this concept. 
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Net result - lot 97 is not upslope to the rear lot. 
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Flooded Council plan No. 4 - Corrigan 
 
Corrigan's second flooded plan. That makes a total of 7 flooded 
plans paid for with ratepayer's money, by your Lord Mayor and CEO 
Dr Kerry Freeman.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Above - Corrigan flooded plans. 
 
Corrigan says his second plan is without detention tanks and two kerb adaptors. 
 
This is new type of Corrigan con. 
 
Corrigan admitted that site cover could be between 60% and 80%.  
 
In addition, Corrigan admitted later in Court that his second plan would actually  
Corrigan admitted that his flow from the rear lots plus Lot 2 were at least 78 
L/s.  
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This Corrigan plan would require 3 kerb adaptors. 
 

Corrigan refused to supply individual flow L/s for each rear lot. 
 
Corrigan has never explained to Judge Williamson KC what the flow L/s is in his 
opinion is, for each individual rear lot. 
 
Corrigan has therefore gone for the "all rear lots, or nothing " approach" 
 

Why does Corrigan continue to break laws? 
 
In this Corrigan plan, Corrigan has made more intentional errors to fool Judge 
Williamson KC. 
 
Hedge had already told the Court that Council would not accept a proposal by 
Manteit for an illegal condition to placed in the approval for a kerb adaptor to take 
over 30 L/s.  
 
Both Corrigan's options are for detention. This one is for less detention. 
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Corrigan has prepared yet another flooded plan. It is possible for Council to 
come up with a 7th or 8th flooded plan? Corrigan is the flooded plan expert. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Manteit has proven that Corrigan has prepared yet another flooded plan. 
 
Corrigan accepted the fact, in Court, as a witness, that both his plans flooded, 
without raising the proposed pad in the Notice of appeal and Civil Works, 
 
That theory has been found to be false and is canvased in previous exercise. 
 
Goldfish Corrigan and Susan Hedge are so dumb they don’t realize that one cannot 
change - 
 

• The kerb invert level 35.083 and 35.460. 
 

• The rear lot surface level at the boundary  
 
Lot 97 AHD 37.300 
Lot 98 AHD 36.790 
Lot 99 AHD 35.610 
 

• Cover 450mm 
 

• Pipe width 375mm for velocity over 84 L/s 
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Above - Corrigan system 2 adjusted using correct surface levels as in the Fall of 
land Report by Manteit filed 24-3-25. 
 
This makes the Corrigan flooding worse. 
 
 
Corrigan and Hedge try to break Council law S7.5.3 (6) - Council will mot 
support rainwater tanks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S 7.5.3 (6) 
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S7.6.1 Lawful point of discharge 
 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S 7.6.1 
 
Susan hedge promoted the goldfish Corrigan 
 
Corrigan has not complied with - 
 
Compliance with the permissible flow width (used 225mm), Should be 375mm if flow 
is over 84 litres per second. 
 
Compliance with the depth - 790mm under Ashridge Rd. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S 7.6.3.1 
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Corrigan plan exceeds 30L/s at kerb since the total discharge from 
the development including external catchment is >30 L/s  
 

The development is 812 sqm 
 

The external catchment is 1076 sqm + 
1076 sqm  + 1176 sqm = 3,200 sqm. 
 
Corrigan is aware that site cover for lot 2 of 310 sqm is maximum 60%. 
 
Site cover is not roof cover. As per Manteit calculations - 
 
 

8) Discharge to kerb and channel must be limited to 30 l/s. 
 
Flow velocity based on Civil Works conservative 60% roof cover 
 
        
 
     Lot 98                                            Lot 99 
 
38 litres per second = >30 l/s          38 litres per second = > 30 l/s 
 
Civil Works report 31-3-25 
 
 
38 litres per second * 2 = 76 litres per second.  
 
This velocity is greater than 30 litres/second. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   Page 209 of 220 
 

 
Above - Level III drainage (connection to kerb and channel) is only permitted if the 
total discharge from the development including any external catchment does not 

exceed 30 L/s. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - S7.6.3.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken  by Corrigan - BSD 8111 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
"Discharge to kerb and channel - one connection at 30 L/s permitted only.  
 
Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8113 
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Above - discharge to kerb and channel must be limited to 30L/s 
 
Only one connection to the kerb is allowed 
 
Only <30 l/s is allowed. 
 
Law broken by Corrigan - BSD 8111 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Law broken - Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002. 
Unsatisfactory professional conduct of a registered professional engineer. 
 
Law broken - Unlicenced engineering - S115(1) of the Professional Engineers 
Act 2002  
 

The laws broken by Corrigan in flooded plan 3 are similar to 
Corrigan flooded plan 4. 
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Keiran Ryan, in Court advised it would be reasonable for 70% roof cover and 
sometimes 80% 
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Corrigan says he didn't really look at the difference between detention and 
less detention 
 

This garbage is what your Lord Mayor Schrinner paid 
your rates money on. 
 
Note - all the laws broken by Corrigan for his first flooded plan apply to this 
flooded plan. 
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Extracts of Council and other laws 
 
Existing/future lots 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Upstream drainage 
 
 
 
 
 
BSD 8111 
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BSD 8113 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BSD 8114 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BSD 8091 
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S115 - Unlicenced engineering 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S15 (1) Crime and Corrupion Act 1002 
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PSP 7.2.2.3 Drainage 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 7.2.2.3.B - Design standards for drainage systems 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 7.2.3A - gradients 
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Table 7.3.2  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PSP 7.3.2 - Council refers the designer to QUDM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Table 7.3.3.1A - Coefficient of discharge C10 for development 
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PSP S7.3.3 rational method to be used 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PSP S7.4.7 
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PSP S 7.5.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PSP S 7.5.3 (6) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S7.6.1 Lawful point of discharge 
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PSP S7.6.3.1 - limited to 30 L/s at kerb including any external catchment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Disclaimer 
 
Information has been provided for discussion and is true and correct to the 
best of my ability. 
 
In the conversion of the audio to transcript it is usual that a slight murmer of 
the top of someone else like “yeah” might not have appeared for example. 
(As stated by Judge Williamson KC) Anyone can obtain an audio, to check. So 
no one can hide. 
 
Any statement or allegations are only allegations until acknowledge, or 
proven in Court. The thing is, that Susan Hedge has provided a great deal of 
accusations herself. 


