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IN THE PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT COURT 
AT BRISBANE  
 
                                                                                                             No. 2916/24 
 
Between:          David Manteit                                                                 Applicant 
  
And:                  Lord Mayor Adrian Schrinner                          First Respondent 
 
                         Dr Kerrie Freeman                                        Second Respondent 
 
                         Susan Hedge                                                     Third Respondent 
 
                         Sara McCabe                                                   Fourth Respondent 
 
 
APPLICANT’S OUTLINE OF ARGUMENT FOR CONTEMPT PROCEEDINGS 
 
Introduction 
 
1. The Applicant and Respondent’s names in this contempt of court application have 
been shortened for easier reading. 
 
David Manteit - “Manteit” 
Lord Mayor Adrian Schrinner - “Schrinner” 
Dr Kerrie Freeman - “Freeman” 
Susan Hedge - “Hedge” 
Sara McCabe - “McCabe” 
Brisbane City Council - “Council” 
 
Orders sought 
 
2. The applicant firstly seeks an order that the respondents be punished for 
contempt of court by contravening orders of the Court. 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
  
APPLICANTS OUTLINE OF                                                             David Manteit 
ARGUMENT FOR CONTEMPT                                                   128 Ashridge Rd 
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                                                                                                     PH 0424 739 923 
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Compliance with court orders is critical for the continued administration of justice 
and to ensure public confidence in the judicial system 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. The Applicant also seeks an order that the respondents be punished for lying to 
the Court about the facts, for 7 months. The lying in court by the Respondents must 
stop. 
 
4. The court must not allow for these methods of contempt to be used as a strategy 
for any party to be applied in any case, the Court in the future. If these types of 
contempt strategies are not stopped by the Court, then this precedence may be 
considered “normal” by any other party in the future. 
 
The court must decide now, if the conduct by the Respondents is to be the future 
standard for all future cases. 
 
5. The Applicant seeks an order that the punishment, if found guilty, is 2 years 
imprisonment, or otherwise determined by the Court, for the individual 
Respondents.  
 
6. It believe that it is beyond reasonable doubt that all of the Respondents have 
committed contempt of court. 
 
7. The Respondents must be stopped by this court from continuing to lie, hide the 
facts, dishonestly and the only finding by the court can can be one of guilty of 
contempt for all the Respondents. 
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8. The contempt of court incidences are alleged to have occurred on a grand scale, 
from 12-12-24, the initial hearing, to 30-4-25, the last date of the trial. The facts 
revealed in this application are not exhaustive, but I believe sufficient for the orders 
requested by the Applicant. 
 
9. The Applicant has applied for these contempt of court orders now and not before, 
since the evidence had to be compiled to a standard that makes it undeniable that 
contempt of court has occurred. 
 
Particulars 
 
10. The Respondents are alleged to have thwarted the prosecution by Manteit of his 
case by the their use of improper actions, with ulterior motives. 
 
They have been caught out. 
 
11. It is alleged that there has been consistent lying by Susan Hedge in court and 
McCabe by her actions. It is alleged that they received instructions from Freeman 
and Schrinner. 
 
12. Hedge and McCabe have a duty to the court to be honest at all times in the 
Court and it is alleged they have breached their duty to the Court. They have 
allegedly not been honest to the court, for 7 the whole months 
 
13. Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge and McCabe had every day since 25/9/24 to 
“come clean” on the facts of the case, inlcuding flooded pipes and timing of 
engineering submissions. 
 
14. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman have at all times, given instructions to 
Hedge and McCabe in the case. 
 
15. The power of the Planning and Environment Court to conduct this hearing is 
stated in S36 of the Planning and Environment Court Act 2016. 
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16. Schrinner and Freeman and Council have intentionally chosen not to respond to 
my letter to them of 20-10-25, which detail contempt of court allegations.  
 
17. Schrinner and Freeman and Council have intentionally chosen not to respond to 
a written request for information in the same letter of 20-10-25, for information prior 
to lodgement of a minor change application. $722 paid. This is alleged 
unconscionable conduct. 
 
18. Schrinner and Freeman have intentionally chosen not to respond to a final 
warning by Manteit of court action, in my letter to them on 19-11-25. 
 
Further alllegations by Manteit 
 
 19.  It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman instructed Council employees to 
design, engineer and approve 4 flooded Upstream Drainage and Onsite Drainage 
hydraulic plans, both shown in the Brisbane City Council RTI report and the DA 
approval. 
 
It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman instructed and paid for these flooded plans. 
 
20. It is alleged that Schrinner, Freeman and Council intentionally proceeded to file 
all court files to be relied upon for the trial 2916/24 in contempt of court 
outside the Court order dates, including affidavit 49, so as to thwart and prejudice 
the prosecution by Manteit of his case. This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
21. Freeman even signed and filed two of her own affidavits on 24-4-25, allegedly  
in contempt of court. That implies the blatant alleged contempt of the court in that 
the affidavits could have been signed weeks before. 
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22. It is alleged that 
Freeman, Hedge, 
McCabe  and 
Council have 
intentionally chosen 
to defy the intentions 
of Judge Williamson 
KC on 12-2-25 which 
was asking the 
council to file their 
material “and then 
I’m going to ask the 
council to do the same and then we are going to a trial” 
 
23. Schrinner and Freeman knew the original date to filed was 21-4-25, but due to 
Easter, this would have brought the date for filing back to the business day of 18-4-
25. Continual extensions were sought by Council. 
 
24. It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Hedge to lie to Judge 
Williamson KC and the Planning Court commencing from 12-12-24 all the way 
through to 30-4-25, the last day of the trial, on various occasions. 
 
25. Is is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner chose the dumbest barrister in 
Australia, instead of an intelligent barrister, since no other barrister would have 
allegedly lied to the Planning Court every time they represented Brisbane City 
Council or be be that stupid not know that a pipe is flooded 1.2m below the kerb. 
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26)  It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Hedge to lie to Judge 
Williamson KC, on 24-4-25, by making the statement “No I don’t think so” when 
Judge Williamson KC asked Hedge “Is there any more from the Council’s side I 
need to know about before Monday?” 
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court, of the higest order. 
 
27) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Hedge to lie to Judge 
Williamson KC o 24-4-25, when Hedge was asked “Has Mr Manteit been given all 
the material to be relied on?” 
 
Hedge lie – “he has all material in exactly the form that will be filed or relied 
on”. This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
28) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Hedge to lie to Judge 
Williamson KCon 24-4-25 when Judge Williamson KC asked “Is there anything 
else from the council that needs to be dealt with before Monday?” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hedge – “No I don’t think so” 
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
29) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Hedge to be silent, under all 
circumstances, even when Judge Williamson stated to Manteit thirteen times 
that Council’s position for the trial as 31-1-25. Even after Manteit checked with 
Judge Williamson KC 4 times.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court of the highest order. 
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30. Freeman, Schrinner and Hedge are alleged to have forced the two witnesses 
to change their position on the day of the trial , from their position in their signed 
affidavit od 22-4-25 and hide “a significant issue in this case” (as admitted by 
Hedge, Freeman and Schrinner) in relation to the timing of submission of 
engineering drawings. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court of the highest order. 
 
Freeman, Schrinner and Hedge would have known of this “significant issue” 
when the DA was approved, or at the very latest, on 19-11-24 the date of the Notice 
of appeal. Manteit brought up the matter many many times in filed material. 
 
This should be a major concern to this Court and the Department of Prosecutions 
 
31. Freeman, Schrinner, Freeman and Hedge hid their “mistake” until the day of 
trial. That fact is not in question But Susan Hedge lied to the court on 24-4-25. 
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court. 
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32. There is nobody on the face of the earth that was not aware that the Council 
Upstream Drainage plan ended up 1.2m below the Ashridge Rd Kerb and the 
Onsite Drainage plan was placed 5.1m up from the low side of the kerb. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
33. Corrigan, the private engineer Civil Works, and Manteit agree that the 
unlicenced Council employee plan is flooded in depth 1.2m below the kerb and 
illegal velocity 76 L/s at the kerb.  
 
Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge, McCabe have hidden this fact from the court, until 5 
minutes from the end of the hearing on 24-4-25.  
 
That is alleged contempt of court. 
 
34. Freeman, Schrinner, Council, Hedge and McCabe intentionally withheld that 
information of the flooded Upstream Drainage pipe from the Court for 7 
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months.  
 
That is alleged contempt of Court. 
 
35. The unlicenced Council employees were made aware by Manteit by letter, on 
10/10/24 to all the unlicenced Council employees, that the pipes were flooded 
1.2m under the kerb. No response has ever been received by the unlicenced 
Council employees to Manteit. 
 
36. It is alleged that Freeman, Schrinner and Council instructed all their council 
employees to not respond to Manteit because they they knew that the pipe was 
flooded, on 10-10-24. 
 
37. Council employees are so incompetent that they are incapable of reading the 
survey plan provided in the DA application on 12-7-24, which would have 
indicating their own plan flooded by 1.2m.  
 
38. brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au displayed the pipes showing 1.2m 
under the kerb, since 10/10/24, to 8 billion people over the world.  
 
39. It is alleged that Freeman, Schrinner, Council and Hedge attempted to fool 
Judge Williamson KC and the Court by stating “represent one way” (the red lines) in 
the Notice of Disputed reasons, on 31-1-25, meaning that the approved red line 
pipes did not flood.  Freeman, Schrinner, Council and Hedge knew the pipe flooded. 
They were caught out by their own winemaster witness, Corrigan  
 
That is alleged contempt of court, of the highest order. 
 
40.  It is alleged that Shrinner and Freeman chose the dumbest barrister in 
Australia to be used as cannon fodder and collateral damage. No other barrister 
would be that stupid to not know that the pipes were flooded. 
 
41. It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner knew that Hedge had solemnly sworn 
to other courts that she loses her emails and memory.  
 

• “I do not now remember”  

• “my recollection would be greatly assisted by reviewing my emails.” 

• ”I have no independent recollection”.  

• “Indicates to me that my memory… is not accurate” 
 
e 
 
 

https://brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au/
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Susan Hedge memory loss affidavit 
 
 
42. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman deliberately attempted to avoid any 
contest of arguments of the flooded Upstream Drainage and flooded Onsite 
Drainage plans until the day of the trial, to avoid corruption charges against 
themselves and  employees, you and Schrinner. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
43.  It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner deliberately instructed Hedge to lie in 
Court on 24-4-25 on various matters, including by stating that the Council’s position 
for the trial was as of 31-1-25, when an entirely different position was lodged in 
Court in as little as one hour later. 
 
This is alleged contempt of Court. 
 
44. Hedge lied in court on 24-4-25 by stating that the Council position for the trial for 
condition 18 was as of 31-1-25, and even used the “Mr Ryan’s dealt with that in his 
report”, as example to emphasise the point, when an entirely different position was 
lodged in Court in as little as one hour later (or earler).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.dnaproject13inquiry.qld.gov.au/assets/exhibits/wednesday/susan-hedge-second-declaration-1-11-23_redacted.pdf
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This is clearly contempt of Court, of the highest order. 
 
45. It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner deliberately instructed Hedge to lie in 
Court on 24-4-25 by stating that the Council position for the trial for condition 18 
was as of 31-1-25, and the Ryan report, when an entirely different position was 
lodged in Court in as little as one hour later. 
 
This is alleged contempt of Court. 
 
46. It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner deliberately instructed Hedge to lie in 
Court on 24-4-25 by stating that the Council position for the trial for condition 17 
was as of 31-1-25, when an entirely different position was filed in Court in as little as 
one hour later. (or earlier). In additon Hedge stated that Condition 18 was the 
condition most in contention, when Manteit had argued that condition 17 was to be 
modified, since the Notice of appeal. 
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court. 
 
47. Hedge lied in Court on 24-4-25 by stating that the Council position for the timing 
of the submission of engineer plans, was as of 31-1-25, being after the 
construction of the pipes, when entirely different position was filed in Court in as 
little as one hour later.  
 
This is clearly contempt of court. 
 
48. It is alleged that Freeman, Schrinner deliberately instructed Hedge to lie in 
Court on 24-4-25 on many occasions, by stating that the Council position for the 
timing of the submission of engineer plans, was as of 31-1-25, when entirely 
different  position was filed in Court in as little as one hour later. (or earlier).This 
action by Hedge, and instructed by Schrinner of Freemen or both.  
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court. 
 
49. Susan Hedge deliberately waited until the last 5 minutes in the hearing on 
24-4-25, to inform Judge Williamson KC that the Upstream Drainage pipe was 
flooded 1.2m under the kerb with illegal 76 L/s velocity. 
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court. 
 
50. Hedge paid disrespect to Judge Williamson KC at the hearing on 24-25, by 
allowing Manteit to converse about the Upstream Drainage and the proposed order 
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of trial, for around 10 minutes, without a word of interjection by Hedge. 
 
This is an alleged dishonest tactic by Hedge, Freeman and Schrinner.  
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court. 
 
51. It is alleged Freeman, Schinner and Council deliberately instructed Hedge to 
wait until the last 5 minutes in the hearing on 24-4-25, to inform Judge 
Williamson KC that the Upstream Drainage pipe was flooded 1.2m under the kerb 
with illegal 76 L/s velocity. This is an alleged dishonest tactic by Freema, Schrinner 
and Hedge.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
52. Hedge did not to table Document 49 to Judge Williamson KC on the 
opening day of the trial, as confirmed in writing by the registrar, Hedge did this 
in order to deflect that fact that Document was actually filed in court in contempt of 
Court.  
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of the court of the highest order. 
 
53. It is alleged that Schrinner, Freeman and Council deliberately instructed Hedge 
not to table Document 49 to Judge Williamson KC on the opening day of the 
trial. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman instructed Hedge to hide the affidavit 
in order to deflect that fact that Document 49 was filed in contempt of Court, on 24-
4-25. 
 
54. It alleged that Freeman and Schrinner deliberately instructed Hedge to attempt 
to fool Judge Williamson KC at the trial, on 30-4-25 by stating “our position is that 
many many stormwater options 
including going straight 
through the middle of the lot 
rather than around the edge 
wouuld have been generally in 
accordance.” 
 
Judge Williamson KC informed Hedge immediately words to the effect that any 
departure from the red lines other than minor, would not be generally in 
accordance with the approved red line. 
 
In addition, Judge Williamson KC stated to Hedge on 30-4-25 that any alternative 
design, even if it worked, would not be generally in accordance with the 
indicative line shown on the plan. 
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55. Hedge stated to Judge Williamson KC “I 
accept that” So Hedge, by her statement, 
basically admitted that she, Freeman, Schrinner 
and McCabe had been allegedly lying to the 
court for 7 months, about where red lines and 
easements can be placed on a lot. 
 
The alleged charade by Hedge, Freeman and Schrinner to claim that a red hydraulic 
line can go anywhere on the lot, including the middle of the lot is preposterous and 
must cease immediately.  
 
Schrinner is responsible for introducing new planning scheme laws. He should know 
better. 
 
Any statements by Hedge, Freeman or Schrinner that the DA approved red lines, or 
any other red lines can be designed lawfully by a private or in fact any RPEQ must 
stop immediately. My RPEQ will lose his licence.  
 
56) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Hedge to make the 
statement “Can I just put all the cards on the table to assist, Your Honor?” to 
Judge Williamson KC, in the hearing on 24-4-25, only 5 minutes before the hearing 
finished.  
 
This statement is a clear an alleged acknowledgement that Hedge and the other 
Respondents lied for 7 months, to judge Wlliamson KC. 
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court for 7 months. 
 
57. It is alleged that Freeman filed two S232 certificates in contempt of court, in 
order to obstruct and prejudice Manteit’s prosecution of his case. Your own 
affidavits were not reliant on any other person and could have been filed any time. 
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That is alleged contempt of Court. 
 
58.  It is alleged that Schrinner filed false Contours 2019 in her S232 certficate, to 
be assess the case, which is not Council laws, in order to fool Judge Williamson KC 
in court.  
 
This is alleged contempt of Court by Freeman and Schrinner. 
 
59. It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner and  instructed Corrigan to use 
Contours 2019 to assess the case, to fool the court. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
60.  Council’s own laws pertaining to Contours 2002 Contours 2002 are displayed 
on their own website, City Plan 2014 and are used by thousands each day.  
 
61. In addition, the CEO letter to myself dated 15-11-25, provides that Contours 
2002 is the correct Council law and not contours 2019. That letter proves that 
Freeman has intentionally supplied unlawful Nearmaps and Contours 2019 contours 
to the Court, to allegedly confuse the court. Nearmaps is not the lawful contours and 
neither is Contours 2019.  
 
This act is alleged deception and is therefore alleged contempt of court. 
 
62. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman intentionally instructed Andrew 
Corrigan to concoct another 4 flooded plans, to fool the court. If Schrinner and 
Freeman did not instruct Corrigan to prepare 4 flooded plans, it is alleged that 
Freeman have intentionally shown disrespect to the court and falsely wasted the 
ratepayers money. 
 
Council is not in the business of preparing or paying for hydraulic plans. 
 
63. Schrinner and Freeman have used the ratepayers money to pay for 8 flooded 
plans to date. This is practice of Council becoming hydraulic plan designers is 
unheard of in the western world. 
 
Council should not in the business of preparing or paying for hydraulic plans. 
 
Schrinner and Freeman need to explain to the ratepayers of Brisbane why they 
have not only designed flooded plans but paid for witnesses to allegedly  
intentionally design and concoct a further 4 flooded plans. 
 
64. It is alleged Freeman and Schrinner intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to 
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place around 150 errors in his report to fool the court. It is alleged that Freeman 
and Schrinner got the dumbest engineer in Queensland, cannon fodder, in order to 
confuse the court and unnecessarily flesh out court time. 
 
Corrigan had no answer to around 90 of Manteit’s simple and reasonable questions, 
in the trial.  
 
This is now documented, and is alleged contempt of Court.  
 
Corrigan boasted he applied a better standard to his plans than his peers by using 2 
zeros. Corrigan must be very dyslexic since the evidence is that he used 2 zeros on 
less than half of his measurements. This is only one of 150 intentional errors placed 
like hand grenades in his report, to allegedly fool the court and soak up court time. 
 
65. It is alleged Schrinner and Freeman intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to 
base his engineering on fake level II drainage, to fool the court. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
66. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman intentionally instructed Corrigan to bas 
ehis engineering on two illegal fake houses on one lot, inviting penalties to the 
owner of $163,000. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
67. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman intentionally instructed Andrew 
Corrigan to boast his use of two zeros, when he used different decimal places all 
over the place in his report.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court to fool Judge Williamson KC. 
 
68. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freman intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan 
to base his engineering on half houses, to fool the court.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
69. It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman intentionally instructed Andrew 
Corrigan to base his engineering on two illegal townhouses, instead of 3 legal 
townhouses, to fool the court.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
 It is alleged that Schrinner and Freeman intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to 
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base his engineering on placing 7 kerb adaptors in the middle of lot 2, to fool the 
court.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
70. It is alleged Freeman and Schrinner intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to 
base his engineering on illegal rainwater tanks, to fool the court.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
71. Freeman and Schrinner have hidden the easement document from Manteit 
since 1/10/24, in order to obstruct and prejudice the prosecution by Manteit of his 
case. But you were caught out by Judge Williamson KC who ordered you to supply 
to Manteit.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
72. It is alleged Freeman and Schrinner instructed Keiran Ryan to state that he had 
no knowledge of Brisbane Planning Scheme Polices, including PSP 7.5.3(6), in 
order to fool the Court. (transcript). 
 
73. It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Keiran Ryan to state words 
in court to the effect that he had no engineering ability whatsoever, to fool the 
court (transcript) 
 
73. It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Keiran Ryan to change his 
witness statement in Court, to that of supporting submitting the engineer plans 
after construction, instead of in his earlier report, which supported engineer plans 
being submitted before construction.(transcript), since that would have admitted 
another mistake prior to the trial.  
 
This is further alleged dishonesty and deception by Freeman, Schrinner and Hedge.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
74. It is alleged that you have used the witnesses as scapegoats to hide behind 
your them to disguise your Council’s ability and your own ability to assess DA 
applications.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
75. Freeman, Schrinner and Council have allegedly displayed complete contempt to 
the people of Brisbane, and contempt of court, to think that the new way to assess 
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all future development applications is to use two dumb witnesses, to 
determine the order of assessment. 
 
I understand that Schrinner is on the committeee for introduction of new planning 
policies and should be ashamed of himself for allowing two scapegoat witnesses to  
decide how Council assess development applications. 
 
Should every Council asessment manager now call Corrigan every time to get his 
instructions of when the applicant is to submit engineering plans? 
 
Maybe Corrigan will get 400 phone calls every year from Council assessment 
officers for his absolute advice. 
 
Can these witnesses now be head of Adrian Schrinner’s committee for deciding 
changes to the assessment procedures in City Plan? 
 
In the words of Council’s own lying barrister, Hedge, “this is a significant issue in 
this case.”  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
76.  It is not contended by any person, including Hedge that Hedge, Schrinner, 
Freeman, Council and McCabe have intentionally hidden a significant issue in this 
case, for 7 months. 
 
This is clearly contempt of court. 
 
Judge Williamson KC agreed with Hedge and said “yes”. 
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77. It is alleged that Schrinner, Freeman and Hedge  knew about the admitted 
“mistake” of timing of engineer submissions after construction of pipes, since 25-9-
24, but dishonestly only changed the condition on the day of the trial. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
Hedge admitted it was a “mistake”.  
 
This is clearly alleged contempt of court. 
 
It is alleged that Freeman, Hedge and Council instructed Hedge to lie to Judge 
Williamson KC on 24-4-25 many times, enquired to Hedge about Council’s 
position for submission of the timing of the engineers submission of drawings. 
 
Hedge stated it was after construction of the pipes, as per Ryan’s report. 
(transcript). 
 
Schrinner and Freeman filed a totally different position in court, in as little as one 
hour later.(or ealier) 
 
This is clearly contempt of court  
 

• in its intention,  

• in its nature, and  

• the actual fact it was not lodged by 22-4-25 
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78.  Hedge blatantly lied to Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25, by stating that “Mr 
Ryan’s dealt with that in his report”, of Council’s position being  submission of 
the engineers plan was after construction of the pipes.  
 
Council filed a totally different position in court, in as little as one hour later.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
79. It alleged that Freeman, Schrinner and Council instructed Hedge to blatantly lie 
to Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25, by stating that“Mr Ryan’s dealt with that in 
his report”, of Council’s position being  submission of the engineers plan was after 
construction of the pipes. Yet you filed a totally different position in court, in as little 
as one hour later.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
80. It is alleged Schrinner and Freeman knew of the “major mistake” since 25-9-
24. This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
81. Susan Hedge has intentionally and dishonestly not changed the condition 
18 in relation to timing of engineering submission on 31-1-25. You have hidden 
your own mistake for 7 months. 
 
81. It is alleged that Freeman, Schriner, Hedge and McCabe have intentionally 
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and dishonestly not changed the condition 18 in relation to timing of 
engineering submission on 31-1-25.  
 
Council had hidden their own mistake for 7 months.  
 
This is clearly contempt of court, by your own admission. 
 
82. It is alleged that you have intentionally caused Manteit major suffering and 
damages due to your admitted major mistake in respect of timing of 
engineering submission. This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
83) You continue to thwart the process of Manteit developing the site, due to your 
non-response to Manteit letter of 20-10-25, being a paid request for written 
information. The hiding by the CEO and Lord Mayor continues on. 
 
84) Schrinner, Freeman and Council restricted Manteit from submitting  any 
engineering drawings for Upstream and Onsite Drainage plans that did not 
conform with the red lines, since they would not be generally in accordance, as per 
Judge Williamson KC advices on 30-4-25.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
85) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner deliberately instructed to Hedge to lie 
to Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25 that Council’s position for the trial is as 
court document 23, filed 31-1-25, yet in as little as one hour later you intentionally 
filed a totally different position. This is contempt of court. 
 
86) It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to lie to Judge Williamson KC on 12-2-
25 that the handing by her to His Honour of a false document on 12-12-24 was 
an error, when it was filed in Court by Manteit on 17-1-25 that McCabe was asked 3 
times to fix up the intentional error, otherwise this would be considered contempt of 
court. This is contempt of court. 
 
87) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Corrigan to place fake 
easements in Lot 2 to stop any services being provided and the development of 
that lot.  
 
Schrinner and Freeman allegedly already knew that is illegal, especially in light of 
Judge Williamson KC advice to Hedge on 30-4-25 that any change to red lines 
would create problems in relation to easements. This is clearly contempt of court. 
 
88) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Corrigan to place illegal 
pipes in 3 neighbour’s yards, causing trespass and prosecution and to fool Judge 
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Williamson KC and the court. This is clearly contempt of court. 
 
89) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Corrigan to build two fake 
houses on Lot 2, to fool Judge Williamson KC and the court.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
90) It is alleged that you instructed the incompetent and allegedly fraudulent 
Corrigan and the lying Hedge to fool the court by pretending that raising the house 
pad would stop the pipes from being charged.  
 
This is allged contempt of court.  
 
91) It alleged that you instructed Corrigan to hide PSP S7.6.3.1 (2) in his report 
which states that the maximum velocity at the kerb from Level III drainage, being 
from the total development must total maximum 30 L/s.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
92) It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to promote the allegedly fraudulent 
statements and engineering in the report of Corrigan in order to fool Judge 
Williamson KC and flesh out the trial. Corrigan refused to answer around 90 
questions whilst in the witness box. 
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
93) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner knowingly spent ratepayers money on 
incompetent witnesses. 
 
94) It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner could not now support the Corrigan 
report, but you have, in the past. 
 
95 It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner  could not now support the Ryan report, 
but you have, in the past. 
 
96) It is alleged that you could not now support Hedge be appointed as Counsel, 
in any further Council court cases. 
 
97) It is alleged that you could not now support McCabe to be appointed as 
solicitor, in any further Council court cases. 
 
98) It is allegeded that Freeman and Schrinner attempted to invite the causing of 
loss of RPEQ licence of my and any private RPEQ, if they prepared any 
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engineering plans whatsoever.  
 
This is alleged contempt of court. 
 
99. It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to make the statement “that won’t work” 
and “then that will not work”. 
 
Freeman and Schrinner have intentionally hidden to the court of the flooding of the 
red lines for 7 months.  
 
That is clearly contempt of court for 7 months. 
 
100. It is alleged that Hedge lied to the Court on 12-12-24 by handing His Honour a 
false document, from McCabe. 
 
Manteit asked McCabe 3 times to change the name of the Appellant. McCabe 
refused. 
 
Hedge lied to Judge Williamson KC on 12-2-25 stating that it was just a 
typographical error. The lying Hedge knew that a document was filed on 27-1-25, 
some 16 days before the hearing on 12-2-25 by Manteit, stating that he had given 
McCabe 3 warnings of contempt of Court. 
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Adrian Schrinner 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adrian Schrinner is the chair of the Civic Cabinet – Establishment and Coordination 
Committee. Schrinner is head of the committee that assists with  “infrastructure”. 
 
Schrinner would therefore be aware of S6.16 – “Infrastructure design policy  
Chapter 7 Stormwater drainage. 
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Why would Schrinner and Freeman allow 2 incompetent witnesses to set the 
order of engineering assessment for every future Council application ? 
 
Schrinner is head of the Council committee for infrastructure. Will it be the 
new rule that a council assessment officer must check with Corrigan and 
Ryan each and every subdivision case to get their approval? 
 
Why would Schrinner, Freeman allegedly instruct Hedge lie  to state in court on 24-
4-25 in the court hearing it is Counil’s position that the submitting of engineers plans 
is after construction. Ie, agreeing with as constructed, as identified in Ryan’s report? 
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Why would Shrinner, Freeman and Hedge state in court, on 28-4-25, in as little as 4 
business hours later change their position that this is one of the most significant 
matters of the case? 
 
This act is an allegedly highly dishonest act to the Court. This is alleged 
contempt of court. 
 
Why was this not a significant issue on 24-4-25 ? Hedge admitted it was a 
mistake on 28-4-25. 
 
Why was this not a significant issue on 31-1-25, in the Notice of disputed 
Reaons? 
 
Why was this not a significant issue on 24-9-24 when Council approved the 
flooded DA plans? 
 
Why would Freeman and Schinner cause my RPEQ to lose his licence and pay a 
fine of $751,000 for designing a flooded pipe? 
 
Why would Freeman and Schrinner cause my RPEQ to lose his licence and pay a 
fine of $751,000 by designing something that is not generally in accordance with 
his red line? 
 
Why would Freeman and Schinner waste the court and Manteit’s time for 7 
months by hiding the “significant matter of this case” ? 
 
Schrinner needs to front up to the ratepayers of Brisbane and provide the answers, 
for transparency. 
 
It is alleged that Freeman had full knowledge of every detail of this case, even 
perhaps as early as 12-7-24, when Council started assessing. He would have been 
aware of the email by Ting to Blake and 10 other coucil officers advising them that a 
red line was being placed in the approval without Manteit consent. 
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           “Annexure A” 
 
Table of documents that require a detailed response by all 
Respondents, to all allegations. Responses to be filed and 
served by___________(Date) 

 
1. Right to Information document supplied by Brisbane City Council Court  
document 27………………………………………………………………………………... 
 
2. DA approved plan 25/9/24 A06565555…………………………………………..…… 
 
3. Notice of disputed reasons dated 31-1-25, filed.…………………………..….…….. 
 
 
4. Court hearing 24-4-25 hiding by Hedge of change to 
conditions………..………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
5. Hearing 24-4-25 Hiding by Hedge of change to condition 17…………………..….. 
 
6. Susan Hedge further lies to Judge Williamson KC and the Court  
on 24-4-25……………………………………………………………..…………….….….. 
 
7. Council’s change in timing of Condition 18 –  
applicant RPEQ to submit egineering drawings………………………………..……..... 
 
8. Forcing of witnesses by Susan Hedge to change their witness statement  
re timing of the engineer submissions………………………………………………..….. 
 
9. Affidavit 49 – opening day of the trial 28-4-25…………………………………....….. 
 
10. Can I just put all the cards on the table, to assist, Your 
Honour………………………………………………………………………………….…… 
 
11. Hedge requiring pipe to go straight through the middle of the lot …………....….. 
 
12. Judge Williamson KC – request for Council material to be filed………………….. 
 
13. Freeman S232 certificate - contempt of Court………………………………….….. 
 
14. Costs incurred by Council for the case 2916/24………………………………..….. 
 
15. Corrigan report…………………………………………………………………………. 
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16. Ryan report………………………………………………………………………....…. 
 
17. Forcing of my engineer to lose his licencce……………………………………….. 
 
18. Intentional withholding of Easement document………………………………..….. 
 
19. Laws allegedly broken…………………………………………………………......... 
 
20. Use of fake fill conditions by Freeman and Schrinner…………………………….. 
 
21. Susan Hedge and Sara McCabe intentionally placed a fake name on  
court order 12-12-24……………………………………………………………………..... 
 
22. Thwarting and prejudicing of the case by Freeman and Schrinner………………. 
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1. Right to information documents supplied by 
Brisbane City Council - Planning Court document 27 
 
Background 
 
On 24-4-25 around 11.30am Hedge stated to Judge Williamson KC and the Court 
that the approved unlicenced Council employee Upstream Drainage Plan “did not 
work” and flooded 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd Kerb, and was 76 L/s flow velocity, 
as confirmed by Council witness Corrigan. 
 
The Upstream Drainage plan below was prepared by unlicenced Council 
employees, sent by Lucy Ting to Andrew Blake for approval. 10 Council employees 
were included in the email. 
 
The Council employees used falsified lot numbers and placed pipes in neighbour’s 
yards. 
 
1) What date did Freeman, 

Schrinner and Council 
become aware that the 
Upstream Drainage plan 
above of 61 metres, 
prepared by the 
unlicenced Council 
employees used falsified 
lot numbers on the 
Upstream Drainage 
Plan? 

 
2) What date did Freeman,  

Schrinner and Council 
become aware that the 
Upstream Drainage plan 
was flooded 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd kerb, and 76 L/s, as stated by - 

 

• Susan Hedge 

• Andrew Corrigan 

• Civil Works 

• David Manteit 
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3) What date did Schrinner, Freeman and Council become aware that the 
unlicenced Council employees Upstream Drainage Plan was flooded 1.2m under 
the Ashridge Rd Kerb.? 
 
4) What date did Schrinner, Freeman and Council become aware that the 
unlicenced Council employees designed and engineered, placed pipes illegally, in 
three rear lot neighbour’s yards, inviting trespass, an offence punishable by 
imprisonment? 
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5) Why did Schrinner, Freeman and Council instruct the 
Council employees for the pipes to be designed, engineered 
and placed in three neighbour’s yards, causing trespass, an 
offence punishable by imprisonment? 
 
6) Why did the Council employees place pipes in neighbour’s 
yards, causing trespass? 
 
7) Why did the Council employees place the Onsite Drainage pipe unlawfully 5.1m 
up from the low side of the kerb, which in turn would result in - 
 
Manteit could not build a house without raising 
the pad unnessarily, by around .5m, costing 
$172,000 in building pad adjustments.  
 
The pipes were flooded under Ashridge Rd. 
 
8) Lot 101 does not adjoin the rear lot. Why was 
Lot 101 fraudulently included in the RTI 
Upstream Drainage plan, but removed before the DA approval date of 25-9-25 ? 

Who instructed Lot 101 to be removed from the original plan? 
 

9) How much Brisbane ratepayers money was spent by Schrinner, Freeman and 
Council preparing these proven RTI falsified, illegal and flooded plans? 
 
10) What are the names of the Council employees who prepared the flooded and 
falsified plans? 

 
11) Who instructed the Council employees to prepare the falsified flooded plans?  
 
12) Did Freeman or Schrinner instruct the Council employees to prepare the 
flooded and falsified plans? 
 
13) Why was Lot 101 included in the plan when it does not adjoin the subject lot? 
Who instructed for Lot 101 to be fraudulently included in the plan? 
 
14) Who is responsible for the placement of Lot 101 in the plan? incompetency? Is it 
Freeman or Schrinner? 
 

13) Who instructed the Council employees to prepare the falsified flooded plans? 
Was it Schrinner or Freeman? 
 
14) What date did Schrinner, Freeman and Council become aware that the 
unlicenced Council employees placed pipes illegally, in three rear lot 
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neighbour’s yards, inviting trespass, an offence punishable by imprisonment? 
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2. DA approved plan 25/9/24 

 

Background 
 
The unlicenced RPEQ Council employees 
prepared an Upstream Drainage plan of 
61m of hydraulic pipes and pits. 
 
These hydraulic pipes were flooded and 
ended up 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd 
kerb, with over 30 l/s velocity at the kerb. 
This is illegal under many Council laws 
and the laws of gravity. 
 
The flooding was admitted by: 
 

• Council barrister Susan Hedge in court on 24-4-25 
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• Andrew Corrigan in his report dated 22-4-25, filed. 
 

• Corrigan was instructed by Freeman and Schrinner to prepare the report. The 
ratepayers of Brisbane paid for this report. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Civil Works report dated 31-3-25, filed. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

• David Manteit in letters to the unlicenced Council employees commencing 
1/10/24, Notice of Appeal dated 19-11-24 
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• David Manteit in numerous publicly available documents filed in the 
Planning and Environment Court 2916/24. 

 

Information required from Freeman and Schrinner and Council 
 

14) What date did Schrinner, Freeman and Council become aware that the 
Council employee DA approved pipes ended up 1.2 m below the Ashridge Rd kerb? 
 
15) What was the reason for Freeman and Schrinner and Council refusing to 
notify the Court, prior to 24-4-25 that the Upstream Drainage pipes ended up 
1.2m under the Ashridge Rd kerb and over 30 L/s velocity? 
 
16) Why is this not dishonesty by Hedge, McCabe, Schrinner and Freeman? Why 
is this not contempt of Court by Hedge, McCabe, Schrinner and Freeman?  It is 
inconceivable that anyone could be that deceptive to the people of Brisbane. 
 
17) Why has Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge and Council been a displayed that much    
stupidity to a Judge for 7 months, in the alternative, is also contempt of Court. 
 
18) Why did Schrinner, Freeman, Hedge and Council employees fail to examine 
the survey plan provided by Manteit in the DA application 12-7-24 as anyone could 
examine the AHD 35.192 and 35.250 to determine that the surface water of the land 
was uphill from the rear to the front boundary of Ashridge Rd. 
 
19) Why is this not contempt of Court of contempt of court, as any 8 year old can do 
the maths? 
 
20) Why did Schrinner, Freeman and Council waste Judge Williamson KC, Court 
staff and David Manteit’s time for 7 months by not advising that the Upstream 
Drainage plan was flooded, by 1.2m depth, and pipe velocity >30 L/s? 
 
21) Why was Schrinner, Freeman and Council hiding the fact of Upstream and 
Onsite Drainage being flooded pipes for 7 months? 
 
21) Why did the Council employees place the Onsite Drainage pipe unlawfully 5.1m 
up from the low side of the kerb, which in turn would mean that - 
 
22) Why did Schrinner and Freeman force Manteit into not being able to build a 
house without raising the pad by around .5m, costing $172,000 in building pad 
adjustments.  
 
23) Why wetre the pipes flooded under Ashridge Rd? 
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22) Which Council employees prepared the flooded plans? 

 
23) Who instructed the Council employees to prepare the flooded plans?  
 
24) Did Freeman or Schrinner instruct the Council employees to prepare the 
flooded plans? 
 
25) Who instructed the Council employees to prepare the flooded plans? Was it 
Schrinner or Freeman? 
 

26) How much Brisbane ratepayers money was spent by Schrinner, Freeman and 
Council preparing these proven illegal and flooded plans 1.2m under Ashridge Rd? 
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3. Notice of disputed reasons 31-1-25 
 

Background 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

On 31-1-25, Council filed a Notice of Disputed reasons. 

 
This notice of disputed reasons dated 31-1-25 stated - 
 
“represent one way”, meaning the pipes were lawful, and did not flood below the 
Ashridge Rd kerb. 
 
But on 24-4-25, Hedge stated to Judge Williamson KC and the Court many times 
that the Council employees Upstream Drainage plan was flooded and didn’t work.  
 
Hedge stated in Court to Judge Williamson KC that the Freeman, Schrinner and 
Council instructed witness stated he agreed with Civil Works that the pipes ended 
up 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd Kerb and were 76 L/s velocity at the kerb, breaking 
many Council laws, including the laws of gravity. 
 
Any designing of the pipes by Civil Works would have caused them to lose their 
RPEQ licence. 
 
Any designing of the pipes by Civil Works of any other system would not be 
generally in accordance with the red lines, as per Judge Williamson KC on 30-4-
25 to Hedge. 
 
This is alleged contempt of Court by Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge and McCabe 
 
Freeman, Schrinner and Council had allegedly been deceiptful in refusing to inform 
Manteit and the Court in seven months, of the flooded DA Upstream Drainage 
plans, since 25/9/25. 
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Information required by Freeman, Schrinner, Council. 
 
27) Why did Freeman, Schrinner and Council issue instructions to Council staff to 
allegedly fraudulently state “represent one way”, in the Notice of disputed 
reasons, when they knew the “one way” was flooded 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd 
Kerb? 
 
28) Why is this not contempt of Court by Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge and 
McCabe? 
 
28) Why did Freeman and Shrinner issue instructions to Council employees to 
prepare flooded plans, on 25-9-24? 
 
29) Why did Freeman and Shrinner issue instructions to Council employees to 
prepare the false statement “is one way” ? 
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4. Court hearing 24-4-25 Lies by Hedge of change of 
position. 
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Background 
 
Susan Hedge, Counsel instructed by Schrinner and Freeman for Council, around 
11.30am on 24-4-25, lied to Judge Williamson KC and the Court, stating that 
Council’s position for the trial was as of 31/1/25, Court file no. 23. 
 
McCabe handed Hedge the court document 23, in order to prove that the Council 
position was as of 31-1-25 and McCabe is complicit in this act of alleged deceipt to 
Judge Williamson KC and the court. 
 
In as little as one hour later, McCabe or another person from Council, filed a totally 
different position, in the Planning Court. 
 
A request for video has been requested to the Planning Court on 13-11-25 to Abigail 
of cubicle 3 to provide the time of lodgement to Manteit, for the Contempt of Court 
trial. 
 
Hedge forced Judge Williamson KC to state to David Manteit 13 times, that 
Council’s position for the trial was as of the Notice of disputed reasons, dated 
31/1/25. 
 
Neither Hedge, nor McCabe never uttered a word to Judge Williamson KC to 
correct His Honour’s 13 statements to Manteit, that the Council position for the trial 
was 31-1-25. 
 
Hedge nor McCabe did not rebut for one moment, the statement by Judge 
Williamson KC, thirteen times, stating to Manteit the position for the trial was as of 
31-1-25. 
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It would have taken a team of Council workers many days or weeks to change - 
 

• Condition 18 red lines and conditions. 

• Condition 17 red lines and conditions. 
 
And not one hour. 
 
It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner have staged their actions in order to thwart 
and prejudice the case of Manteit, using dishonesty, in order to protect their 
unlicenced employes and ultimately their own jobs and reputation. 
 

Information required 
 
29) Why did Freeman and Schrinner allegedly give instructions for Hedge to lie in 
Court, to Judge Williamson KC regarding the position for the trial was as of 31-1-25, 
when a totally different position was filed in as little as one hour later?  
 
30) Was it Freeman or Schrinner who allegedly instructed Hedge to lie? 
 
30) Who gave Hedge the instructions to lie to Judge Williamson KC and the Court? 
Was it Freeman or Schrinner? 
 
31) Who is the person that Hedge received her instructions from, for the entire court 
case? Was it Freeman or Schrinner? 
 
32) Who instructed Hedge to lie to Judge Williamson KC and the court on 24-4-25 
about Council’s position for the trial? 
 
36) Who instructed Hedge to wait around one hour at the hearing on 24-4-25, 
before disclosing to Judge Williamson KC that the Upstream Drainage pipes were 
flooded? 
 
33) Why did Hedge force Judge Williamson KC to lie to Manteit about Council’s 
position, 13 times and not utter a word in the negative? 
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5. Hearing 24-4-25 – Hiding by Hedge of change to 
condition 17 
 

Background 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On 24-4-25, Hedge deliberately refused to disclose to Judge Williamson KC that 
condition 17 would be changed, in as little as one hour later, for the trial.  
 
Hedge attempted to deflect from Judge Williamson KC, that Council held onto the 
conditions of Condition 17 for 7 months, without uttering a word of any changes to 
be made. 
 
In as little as one hour later (security video pending), McCabe or other Council 
person filed a totally different position, in Court, which was contempt of court. 
 

Hedge conned Judge Williamson KC saying that “So 
condition 18, which is the upstream condition, which seems 
to be the one most in debate” 
 
It is on record in hundreds of pages of filed documents in 2916/24 that the Onsite 
Drainage was flooded under the kerb and condition18 only was in debate. 
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It was deceiptful by Hedge to state to Judge Williamson KC, in order to hide the 
intention of Council to change the position in as little as one hour - 
 
“So condition 18, which is the upstream condition, which seems to be the one most 
in debate” 
 

Information required 
 
36) Who instructed Hedge to state to Judge Williamson KC “So condition 18, which 
is the upstream condition, which seems to be the one most in debate” 
 
34) Was it Freeman or Schrinner who instructed Hedge to refuse to notify Judge 
Williamson KC on 24-4-24 that condition 18 was the one most in debate? 
 
42) Was it Freeman or Schrinner who instructed Hedge to lie to Judge Williamson 
KC in not disclosing that condition 17 would be changed in as little as one hour’s 
time, being in contempt of court? 
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6. Susan Hedge further lies to Judge Williamson KC 
and the Court on 24-4-25.  
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Background 
 
Hedge again lied to Judge Williamson KC and the Court on 24-4-25, when asked by 
Judge Williamson KC  - 

 

24-4-25 Judge Williamson KC - "Ms Hedge, 
has Council now provided all of its material 
to Mr Manteit ?" 
 
Lie by Hedge - “We’ve provided a draft CEO 
certificate and that’s the only reason I can’t 
say yes” 
 

Hedge - “the only 
reason” 

 

Lie by Hedge - “He has everything in exactly the 
form that will be filed or relied on.” 
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Judge Williamson KC - “Is there anything else from 
the Council side that needs to be dealt with before 
Monday?’ 
 

Lie by Hedge – “No, I 
don’t think so” 
 

Information required by Freeman, Schrinner, Council 
 
34) Why did Schrinner and Freeman allegedly instruct Hedge to lie to Judge 
Williamson KC advising “no, I don’t think so”, when a new statement of position was 
filed in Court, by Hedge, McCabe or some Council person, in as little as one hour 
later, in contempt of court? 
 
35) What is the name of the person who filed the Council position in the Planning 
Court, on 24-4-25? 
 
36) What was the time of the lodgement of the new statement of position in the 
Planning Court? (awaiting video footage). 
 
37) Why was Judge Williamson KC and David Manteit not told of the change in 
Council position at the Court hearing on 24-4-25? 
 
38) Why did Susan Hedge force Judge Williamson KC to state to Manteit, the 
Council position for the trial was as of 31-1-25? 
 
39) Why did Susan Hedge refuse to utter a word after Judge Williamson KC stated 
to Manteit 13 times that Council position for the trial was as of 31-1-25? 
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7. Council's change in timing of Condition 18 – 
applicant RPEQ to submit drawings 
 

Susan Hedge statements to Judge Williamson KC on 
24-4-25 
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Lie by Hedge – “Council’s position (24-4-
25) is that no other approval is required. 
 

Mr Ryan’s dealt with that in his report.” 
 

Susan Hedge statements in Court to Judge Williamson 
KC on 28-4-25 re timing of engineering submission 
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Background 
 
On 24-4-25, Hedge stated to Judge Williamson KC and the court in relation to timing 
of the submission of engineering plans.  
 
Hedge – “The timing of the submission is prior to the Council’s notation on the plan 
of subdivision”  
 
Hedge - “It also just requires the submission of the as-constructed drawings” 
“Prior to sealing” 
 

In as little as one hour later, someone from Council filed a totally different position. 
This is dishonesty of the highest order by Hedge, McCabe, Freeman and 
Schrinner. 
 
On the day of the trial, 28-4-25, around 10.30am, Hedge presented Judge 
Williamson KC with the change in Council position, being amendments to Condition 
18. 
 
Hedge - “And so it doesn’t make sense to obtain approval after you’ve obtained 
approval. 
 
It should say timing prior to Council’s notation on the plan of subdivision and after 
approval is obtained from Council about the stormwater drawings” 
 

Hedge advised Judge 
Williamson KC that “it is a 
significant issue in this case” 
 

Judge Williamson KC agreed, 
and stated “yes” 
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Information required from Freeman, Schrinner and Council 
 
38) Why did Hedge lie to Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25 stating that Council’s 
position for the trial was that the applicant engineer is to submit engineering plans 
after construction, if Council changed this position in as little as one hour later, by 
filing a new position downstairs? 
 
39) Was it Schrinner or Freeman who instructed Hedge to lie to Judge Williamson 
KC stating that Council’s position for the trial was that the applicant engineer is to 
submit engineering plans after construction? 
 
In as little as one hour later, a different position was filed in court. This is contempt 
of court. 
 
40) When did Council or Schrinner or Freeman approve the change in position, in 
relation to the timing of engineer submitting of plans from before construction to 
after construction?  
 
41) What was the exact time and date that Freeman and Schrinner instructed the 
change in Council position of the timing of submitting engineering plans? 
 
42) Why did Schrinner and Freeman and Council require the RPEQ engineer to 
lodge RPEQ plans after the pipes were constructed 1.2m under Ashridge Rd? 
 
43) Why did Freeman and Schrinner instruct Council employees to originally draw 
up a condition 18 on 25/9/24 requiring submission of engineers drawings only after 
Manteit built the flooded pipes and not allowing Manteit to submit engineering 
drawings, or any other drawings, prior to construction, to avoid the flooding of  
Upstream Drainage pipes? 
 
44) Why did Freeman and Schrinner change the position on timing of submitting of 
plans? 
 
45) Why did Freeman and Schrinner not change this condition on 31-1-25 in the 
Notice of disputed Reasons, but changed it on 28-4-25 at the trial? 
 
46) Why did Freeman and Schrinner not change this position re timing of engineer 
plans, when it was a mistake, as per Hedge, in court, on 28-4-25, being a major in 
the case? 
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47) Why did Freeman, 
Schrinner and Hedge not 
inform Judge Williamson KC 
and the court that it was a 
significant issue in the case 
and a mistake, prior to 28-4-
25? 
 
47) What are the names of the incompetent Council employees who wrote the 
original approved condition, that was a mistake? 
 
48) What time and date did Freeman and Schrinner instruct Hedge and McCabe 
or any other person to change Council position re timing of engineering submission 
to walk into the Planning Court registry to file the changes to the conditions and the 
Council position?  
 
49) Which are the names of the Council persons instructed by Schrinner and 
Freeman to make the changes to Council position and condition 18, in respect of 
timing of the submission of RPEQ drawings prior to construction? 
 
50) What are the names of the Council employees did Freeman, Schrinner and 
Council instruct to intentionally place an admitted mistake in the DA approval? 
 
51) What are the name of the Council employees that intentionally placed an 
admitted mistake in the DA approval? 
 
52) Why did Schrinner and Freeman fail to inform Judge Williamson KC and 
Manteit for 7 months that is was a mistake? 
 
53) Why did Schrinner and Freeman waste the time of Judge Williamson KC, the 
Court and David Manteit, for 7 months by not changing this position ? 
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54) Why did Schrinner and Freeman instruct 
Susan Hedge to advise Judge Williamson KC 
that it was a mistake, on 28-4-25 and not 
24-4-25, only 5 business hours earlier? 
 

55) What time and date did Schrinner and 
Freeman instruct Susan Hedge to inform Judge 
Williamson KC that it was a mistake? 
 
 56) Why did Schrinner and Freeman fail to advise Manteit for 7 months it was a 
significant issue in the case and a mistake? 
 
57) What date did Schrinner and Freeman instruct Hedge that it was a significant 
issue in the case? 
 
58) Why did Freeman, Schrinner and Council prevent Manteit from submitting 
engineer drawings for 7 months? 
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8. Forcing by Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge of witnesses 
to change their witness statement re timing of the 
engineer submissions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corrigan statement  
 
Corrigan - “There is no later opportunity for Council to review detailed design 
of the stormwater system” 
 
This is a correct statement by Corrigan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Corrigan made his statement signed on 22-4-25 that Condition 18 is an appropriate 
response to the City Plan. 
 
On 28-4-25, Hedge, in Court, forced Corrigan to make a different statement to 
Judge Williamson KC. 
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28-4-25 Hedge to Corrigan – “and is your view that timing 
for 18b that is the implementation of the certified 
stormwater drawings that occur prior to council’s notation 
on the plan of subdivision and after the approval of the 
drawings, is that a reasonable response to the planning 
scheme provisions that are relevant ?” 
 

It was relevant to Corrigan on 28-4-25 but not relevant 
on 22-4-25, when he did his report. 
 

Freeman, Schrinner (allegedly) and Hedge had forced 
Corrigan into changing his position.  
 
Hedge tried desperately to fix up her and Freeman and Schrinner mistake. 
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Corrigan was forced to change his position by Freeman, Schrinner (allegedly) and 
Hedge on the day of the trial, 28-4-25. 
 
Ryan was forced to change his position by Freeman, Schrinner (allegedly) and 
Hedge on the day of the trial, 29-4-25. 
 

Information required 
 
59) Why did Hedge, Freeman and Schrinner (allegedly) force Corrigan and Ryan 
to change their expert witness statements in the trial, being a significant issue in the 
case ? 
 
60) Why did Hedge, Freeman and Schrinner (allegedly) refuse to advise Manteit 
any any stage, until the trial, that they intended to force Corrigan and Ryan to 
change their witness statements, being a significant issue in the case? 
 
61) Why has Freeman and Schrinner sunk to the lowest depths by allegedly 
forcing witnesses? 
 
62) Was it Freeman or Schrinner who instructed Hedge to force the witnesses to 
change their witness statements? 
 
63) How much money was Hedge paid by Freeman and Schrinner for Hedge’s 
services in the trial? 
 
64) How much money was paid to Hedge by Schrinner and Freeman for the whole 
case, 2916/24? 
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9. Affidavit 49 - Opening day of the trial 28-4-25 
 

Background 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Hedge to Judge Williamson 
KC - “the affidavits’s not 
necessary”  
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On the opening day of the trial, 28-4-25, Hedge produced a table of conditions, of 
which Judge Williamson KC marked as exhibit 8. 
 
This table of conditions was a new position statement that was totally different from 
the Council position, only 4 business hours earlier, on 24-4-25, being as of 31-1-25. 
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Hedge stated to Judge Williamson KC 
“the affidavit’s not necessary” 
 
Telling a judge that an affidavit’s not necessary is alleged contempt of court. 
 
The affidavit was not presented to Judge Williamson KC. Hedge hid the affidavit. 
 
It seems that Hedge played the game and intentionally hid the affidavit, on 24-4-25. 
 
Hedge refused to advise Judge Williamson KC that the affidavit was filed. 
 
Mr Steven Adams, registrar, has confirmed to Manteit as per letter above, that 
the affidavit 49 was not tabled to the Court, by Hedge. 
 
Information required 
 
65) Why did Schrinner and Freeman instruct Hedge not to table the affidavit 49 to 
Judge Williamson KC and the Court?  
 
66) Why did Schrinner and Freeman not inform Judge Williamson KC of the change 
in Council position, being totally different from only 5 hours earlier, on 24-4-25? 
 
68) On the opening day of the trial, 28-4-25, Susan Hedge Byth Chambers barrister, 
provided a Council position statement that included change in conditions, that 
removed both the flooded Upstream Drainage plans and Onsite Drainage plans. 
Why was the position change, being in contempt of court? 
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10. “Can I just put all the cards on the table, to assist, 
Your Honour?” 
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Background 

 
Hedge stated to Judge Wiliamson KC – “can I just put 
all the cards on the table to assist, Your Honour?” 
 
Susan Hedge had been lying to Judge Williamson KC 
and the Planning Court for 7 months 
 

In other words, Susan Hedge had lied for 7 
months 
 

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

Why did Schrinner and Freeman have 
cards? Why did they hold cards and what 
were the cards? 
 

Information required from Schrinner, Freeman and Council 
 
Who instructed Susan Hedge to advise Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25 that she 
had cards? 
 
Why did Schrinner, Freeman and Council have cards? 
 
Why was Hedge so dishonest to the court all this time?  
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Why did Hedge lie to Judge Williamson KC, that she had cards? 
 
Why did Schrinner and Freeman allegedly instruct Hedge to lie to the Court for 7 
months? 
 
Why did Schrinner and Freeman instruct a the dumbest barrister in Australia, who 
has zero intelligence? 
 
How much money has Schrinner, Freeman and Council paid for the whole court 
case? 
 
When did Schrinner and Freeman know that the Upstream Drainage Pipes were 
flooded? 
 
Why did Schrinner and Freeman instruct Hedge to state to Judge Williamson KC 
that she had cards? 
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11. Hedge requiring pipe to go straight through the 
middle of the lot 
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Background 
 
On 30-4-25 at the trial, Susan Hedge stated -  
 

Statement by Susan Hedge - “our position is that 
many many stormwater options including going 
straight through the middle of the lot rather than 
around the edge would have been generally in 
accordance” 
 

Susan Hedge - “Going straight through the 
middle of the lot” 
 
Going through the middle of the lot would mean contravening BSD 8111, which 
requires the Upstream pipe to be 600mm from the boundary, as demonstrated in 
Henderson V Brisbane City Council 4139/18. 
 
Going through the middle of the lot includes an easement though the middle of the 
lot. Therefore Hedge promoted - 
 

• Causing the building of a house or any other structure impossible 

• Blocking off all services to the lot 

• The Council easement precludes any building above or below the easement. 

• The Council easement requires that there must be a space beside the easement 
for maintenance. 

• This is a totally preposterous statement only a child would make. 
 
Judge Williamson KC – 
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Judge Williamson KC –  
 
“I’m not sure the red line, by calling it indicative and generally in 
accordance, in effect opened the door to a whole array of solutions” 
 
“And the reason I say that is because generally in accordance would be 
assessed by references to the consequences of the change” 
 
“And the consequences of the change made it more difficult for 
easements, and the like” 
 
That would be a reason why a solution, even though it worked, would not 
be generally in accordance with the indicative line shown on the plan. 
 
“Because as soon as a line is drawn on a plan and generally in 
accordance with, unless there’s something in the condition that makes it 
very clear, and I don’t think indicative in red and of itself gives much more 
than generally in accordance with. 
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There’s some flexibility, but its not open slather” 
 

Information required from Schrinner, Freeman and Council 
 

41) I require Schrinner, Freeman and Council to advise why did Susan Hedge 
stated to Judge Williamson KC that “going through the middle of the lot would have 
been generally in accordance”  
 
Freeman, Schrinner and Council need to advise why Susan Hedge stated  “going 
straight through the middle of the lot rather than around the edge would have been 
generally in accordance.” This is contrary to Judge Williamson KC statement. 
 
Does Freeman and Schrinner agree with - 
 

“our position is that many many stormwater 
options including going straight through the 
middle of the lot rather than around the edge 
would have been generally in accordance” 

 
which is non-compliant and forces Manteit to not build a house? 
 
Did Freeman and Schrinner give instructions to Hedge to make the statement - 
 

“our position is that many many stormwater 
options including going straight through the 
middle of the lot rather than around the edge 
would have been generally in accordance” 
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12. Judge Williamson KC request for Council material 
to be filed. 
 

Background 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Judge Williamson KC stated on 12-2-25 - “you give the Council all the 
material, you want to rely upon a trial, and then I’m going to ask the Council to 
do the same in return”. 
 
Council never provided all the material for the trial until the day of the trial. 
 
It is alleged that Schrinner, Freeman and Hedge have deliberately and 
intentionally, and collectively defied court orders, in order to thwart the prosecution 
of Manteit’s case, in order to hide the conduct of their employees, and ultimately 
their own conduct. 
 
The residents and ratepayers of Brisbane are not fooled easily. 
 
To have seven Council employees falsify plans, prepare flooded plans is one thing. 
 
But then to contract a witness to concoct another 4 flooded plans is stupendous.  
 
That is why Freeman and Schrinner must be held to account. 
 
Susan Hedge and Sara McCabe are a given. 
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Information requested 
 
69) Why did Freeman, Schrinner and Council intentionally refuse to provide all the 
information for the trial before the trial, including affidavit 49? 
 
Why did Freeman, Schrinner and Council intentionally divert from the intention of 
Judge Williamson KC as to lodging documents ? 
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13. Freeman used unlawful illegal 2019 Contours and 
Nearmaps to fool Judge Williamson KC and the court. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Freeman supplied the above document in the S232 Certificate. 
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Freeman supplied the above document in the S232 Certificate. 
 
Freeman allegedly chose to fool the Court by using – 
 

• Nearmaps 

• Contours 2019 
 
instead of Contours 2022 
 
This is alleged contempt of Court. 
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Freeman supplied the above document in the S232 Certificate. 
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Search of Council City Plan online by Manteit, 15-11-25, showing the lawful 
Contours 2002 
 

Background 
 

• Freeman signed two S232 certificates as affidavits, on 24-4-25. 
 

• The signing by Freeman of the 2 certificates were 2 days after the extended 
Court order required date for the material to be filed.  

 

• This is allgedly in contempt of Court 
 

• The filing to the registry on 24-4-25 was 2 days after the extended date for the 
material to be filed.  

 

• Freeman provided Nearmaps and Contours 2019 as the lawful ground levels, 
when in fact contours 2002 is the lawful contours, if the surface levels of the 
original subdivision is not available.  

 

• Contours 2002 is displayed online, on the Council website. “City Plan 2014 
online”. Contours 2002 has been displayed since inception of the site. There has 
never been any other contours displayed on the website. 

 

• Freeman was aware that Manteit provided the ONF survey plan in the approval 
dated 12-7-25. 
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• Corrigan also stated that he used the unlawful Contours 2019, instead of lawful 
Contours 2002. 

 

• Freeman has allegedly deliberately attempted to deceive the Court by providing 
illegal contours to deceive the Court, which is contempt of Court 

 
It is known that the Council employees never examined the Manteit supplied survey 
levels of 12-7-24. 
 

Information required 
 
70) I require Freeman and Schrinner to provide the reason for filing the 232 notices 
in contempt of court when it is not dependent on any other person than her and 
could have been filed anytime. 
 
71) I require Freeman to provide the reasons why Freeman used Contours 2019 
and Nearmaps, instead of Contours 2002.  
 
72) Why did Freeman and Schrinner use ratepayers money to allegedly fool the 
Court by using fake Contour levels? 
 
73) Why did Freeman allegedly commit contempt of Court by signing the affidavit on 
24-4-25, after the extended required date of 22-4-25 ? 
 
74) What date did Council allegedly instruct Susan Hedge to make all the false 
statements to Judge Williamson KC in Court on 24-4-25? 
 
75) What date did Council provide instructions to Susan Hedge that Council’s 
position had changed? 
 
76) Who gave the instructions to Sara McCabe and Susan Hedge to lodge the 
affidavit Court file, on 24-4-25, in as little as one hour after 11.30am, being in 
contempt of Court? 
 
77) Why did Freeman, Schrinner and Council waste Judge Williamson KC and 
Court staff time for 7 months by not advising Court that the Upstream and Onsite 
Drainage plans were flooded and “did not work” (Hedge, 24-4-25) ? 
 
78) Why did Freeman allegedly instruct Council employees (Roger Greenway) and 
Corrigan to use the unlawful Contours 2019? 
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14. Costs incurred by Council for the Council 
employees preparation of the RTI supplied flooded, 
falsified plans prior to 25/9/25.  
 
79) How much money was paid to Council employees for the preparation of falsified 
and flooded plans prior to the DA approval, as per the RTI report supplied by 
Brisbane City Council? These plans included falsified lot numbers and pipes placed 
illegally in neighbour’s yards, causing prison sentence for trespass. 
 
Who authorized the payment of these costs? 
 
80) How much costs were incurred by Freeman, Schrinner and Council for the 
Council employees who prepared the DA approved Upstream Drainage plans that 
were flooded, including 1.2m at the kerb and over 30 L/s velocity? 
 

Costs incurred by Council for the Council employees 
preparation of the DA flooded plans of 25/9/25? 

 
81) How much money was paid to Council employees for the preparation of flooded 
plans prior to the DA approval, as per the RTI report supplied by Brisbane City 
Council?  
 
82) Who authorized the payment of these Council employee preparation costs? 
 
83) How much costs were incurred by Freeman, Schrinner and Council for the 
Council employees who prepared the DA approved Upstream Drainage plans that 
were flooded, including 1.2m at the kerb and 76 L/s velocity? 
 

Costs incurred by Council for the Court case 2916/24 
 
83) How much of ratepayers money has Schrinner, Freeman and Council spent 
overall on defending the court case A006565555 and 2916/24? 
 
84) How much money was paid to Hedge, barister, for the whole case?  
 
85) How much money was paid to McCabe, who assisted Hedge?  
 
86) How much money was paid to City legal to defend the case? 
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Corrigan report 
 
Andrew Corrigan, Council witness, provided a report to Court, that invented 
 

• Up to 8 flooded plans 

• Over 150 intentional errors 

• Broke scores of Council laws and the laws of gravity. 

• Stating by Corrigan that he used the same parameters as Civil Works. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In addition – 
 

• Self describes his report as “rudimentary” 
 
 

 
 
 
 
• Use of illegal rainwater tanks in rear lots, being unlawful against - 
  
PSP S7.5.3 (6) 
PSP 7.6.1 (6)  
QUDM 5.4.2 
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PSP 7.5.3 (6) – “Council will not support the installation of on-site (lot-based) 
stormwater detention facilities in a residential subdivision on each freehold 
lot…” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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." 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Above-ground stormwater detention tanks are rarely used on single 
residential properties because of all the risks being converted to rainwater 
tanks” 
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Corrigan has intentionally deceived the Court by not applying or stating S7.6.3.1 (2) 
which states - 
 

• 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, 
as per S7.6.3.1 (2). 
 

• Material change of use (subdivision). 
 

• Level III drainage (applied for Upstream Drainage). 
 

• Applied to the total discharge from the development, (meaning the subject site 
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development) plus any external catchment. In other words, both developments. 
 

• The more rear lots that are added, the greater the the flows will be applied 
at the one and only kerb adaptor, forcing nuisance flooding to the Darra 
residents. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Use of Contours 2019 instead of Contours 2002. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

• Hiding of total flooding by Corrigan, which took an hour in court for Corrigan 
under interrogation by Manteit to admit what his total flooding was. 
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• Intentional understatement of flooding. Alleged fraud. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Illegal use of Level II drainage instead of Level III drainage. Alleged fraud. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Use of fake fraction impervious (fi) used instead of Coefficient of discharge 
formula, understating rear lot flooding by 15%. Alleged fraud. 
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• Corrigan's states that the Coefficient of Dischage is fi = .7 …as per QUDM 
4.5". Alleged fraud. 
 

• Illegal building of 2 houses on lot 2. Alleged fraud. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

• Use of illegal half houses. Alleged fraud. 
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• Use of illegal flooded hydraulic plans ending up .5m and .8m under the kerb. 
Alleged fraud and incompetence. Alleged fraud. 

 

• 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. Alleged fraud and 
incompetence. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

• Corrigan hid the fact that the rear lot owners would be forced to use filling of a 
front lot to Killarney St, if they subdivided, under Corrigan reports. 
 

• 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. 
 

• Illegal statement that a private certifier is required to seal a subdivision plan. 
 

• Requirement of the existing house to be demolished, to make way for 
stormwater pipes and easements. 
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• 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% .Alleged fraud. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

• Not one Planning Scheme Policy was stated in the report, except the 
misleading S7.6.3.1(1). Deceptive by not mentioning S7.6.3.1 (2). 
 

• 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. 
There is in fact no mention of “falling over the boundary” in City Plan. There is no 
definition of upslope.  
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• Corrigan failed to sight the fall of land affidavit supplied by Manteit, which proves 
there is no fall over the boundary to the subject lot for lot 98,99. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Information required from Freeman, Schrinner and Council 
 
87) How much money was paid by Schrinner, Freeman and Council to produce 
this allegedly fraudulent and incompetent report? 
 
88) Who authorized the payment to Corrigan? Was it Schrinner or Freeman or 
someone else?  
 
89) Who instructed Corrigan to prepare this report? Was it Schrinner or Freeman 
or someone else? 
 
90) Who instructed Corrigan to provide a report that provides for Upstream 
development flows greater than 30 L/s at the kerb, being in contravention of PSP 
S7.6.3.1(2), BSD 8111, BSD 8113? 
 
91) Who instructed Corrigan to provide a report that includes illegal rainwater 
tanks, contravening PSP S7.5.3 (6) and PSP 7.6.1(6) of City Plan 2014? Was it 
Freeman, Schrinner, or someone else? 
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92) Who instructed Corrigan to provide a report that has 4 flooded plans, 
contravening Newtons laws of gravity, BSD 8111, 8113. Was it Freeman, 
Schrinner, or someone else? 
 
93) Who instructed Corrigan to provide a report that placed 7 illegal kerb adaptors in 
Lot 2? Was it Freeman or Schrinner or someone else? 
 
94) Who instructed Corrigan to place illegal stormwater easements in front of lot 
2, within the buildng area, preventing a  
 

• carport, preventing 

• services to the lot, preventing 

• sealed plan ? 
 
Was it Freeman, Schrinner or someone else? 
 
95) Who instructed Corrigan to prepare a report that provides for the fraudulent 
building of two houses on Lot 2, causing demolition and fines of $750,000? Was it 
Freeman, Schrinner, or someone else? 
 
96) Who instructed Corrigan to use fraudulent fake engineering being fraction 
impervious. Was it Freeman, Schrinner or someone else? 
 
97) Who instructed Corrigan to use fraudulent engineering of Level II drainage 
instead of Level III drainage? Was it Freeman, Schrinner or someone else? 
 
98) Who instructed Corrigan to understate the flooding by the rear lots, by using a 
fakle engineering formula, as admitted by him? Was it Freeman, Schrinner or 
someone else? 
 
99) Who instructed Corrigan to use illegal Contours 2019 instead of Contours 2002 
? Was it Freeman, Schrinner or someone else? 
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16. Ryan report 
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Background 
 

• Ryan admitted he has no knowledge of Brisbane Planning Scheme 
Policies. 

 

• Ryan admitted that he has no knowledge with any roof or engineering 
matters. 
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Information required 
 
43) Why did Freeman and Schrinner choose Ryan to represent Council, who has 
no knowledge of Planning Scheme Policies and rainwater tanks? 
 
44) Who instructed the hopeless Ryan? Was it Schrinner or Freeman? 
 
44) Why did Freeman and Schrinner intentionally choose a planner who is so 
incapable, and hopeless? 
 
Why did Freeman and Schrinner intentionally instruct Ryan to leave out (d) of 
S7.6.5? Any fool could spot that intentional error. 
 
Did Schrinner and Freeman give Ryan instructions to be hopeless and drag out 
Court time? Whas that the strategy of Freeman and Schrinner? 
 
45) How much money did Schrinner, Freeman and Council pay Ryan, with 
ratepayers money? 
 
46) Why did Schrinner and Freeman intentionally expose their own reputation and 
the reputation of Brisbane City, by paying money to an idiot such as Ryan, to 
represent Council and the City of Brisbane? 
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17. The forcing of my private RPEQ to potentially lose 
his licence 
 

Background 
 
Schrinner and Freeman have caused my RPEQ to potentially lose 
his licence. 
 
My RPEQ would have lost his licence if he designed to the DA approved Upstream 
and Onsite Drainage plans since they were flooded. 
 
My RPEQ could not have designed anything else, other than the approved red lines, 
due to any design would not be generally in accordance with the line shown on the 
plan. 
 
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. 

 
Information required 
 
100) Schrinner and Freeman are required to provide the reason for forcing my 
private RPEQ to potentially lose his licence for providing RPEQ drawings to Council 
after building the pipes that were flooded 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd Kerb. 
 
101) Schrinner and Freeman are to provide all documentation pertaining to 
instructions to Hedge and McCabe including letters, emails, instruction. 
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18. Intentional withholding of Easement document 
 

Background 
 

Manteit requested the easement document around 10/10/24 from the unlicenced 
Council employees. The document was only supplied to Manteit when forced by 
Judge Williamson KC to supply. The easement document as displayed by Corrigan 
in his flooded plans meant that no services could be provided to the block, hence 
making the block undevelopable. 
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Above – 26 questions on the easement sent to 7 Council employees on 
1/10/25. Never responded to Manteit. 
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Information required from Schrinner, Freeman and Council 
 
19) Why did Schrinner and Freeman refuse to supply Manteit with the easement 
document, requested around 10/10/24 (as filed) from the Council employees?  
 
20) Why did Schrinner, Freeman and Council refuse to supply this document until 
they  were forced by Judge Williamson KC on 30-4-25? 
 
22) Why did Schrinner, Freeman and Council stop all services from being provided 
on the block, thereby  preventing Manteit’s ability to seal the subdivision plan? 
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19. Letter to Freeman and Schrinner 20-10-25. 
 

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 as per letter to Schrinner and Freeman 20-10-25 
 

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+ 

  

Brisbane Standard Drawings  

BSD 8111 12+ 
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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+ 

 
Information required 
 
Why have all these laws been broken by Council employees and Freman unstructed 
witnesses? 
 
Freeman, Schrinner and Beau Walker refuse to respond to the request. Around 
$700 was paid on 20-10-25 to Council. 
  
Why do Freeman and Schrinner continue to thwart any attempts to hide their 
contempt of Court. 
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20. Use of fake fill conditions by Freeman and 
Schrinner 
 
Background 
 
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 and18, in 
the approval dated 25/9/24. Another alleged sham. 
 
Schrinner and Freeman had 4 
months to fix up the alleged fill 
sham.  
 
Schrinner and Freeman changed 
conditions in the Notice of disputed 
reasons dated 31-1-25. 
 
Freeman and Schrinner and the 
unlicenced Council employees 
were caught out.  
 
Hedge tried to con Judge 
Williamson KC on 24-4-5 to state 
that the fill conditions were removed since they were unnecessary, simply because 
the fill conditions were not required due to Condition 18 
 
Hedge deceptively failed to mention that Council removed fill conditions from 
Condition 17 - Onsite drainage.  
 
The top of Lot 2 is AHD 37.00 
 
The lawful point of discharge at the kerb is 35.080.  
 
That is a drop of around two metres. 
 
Hedge knew this was an intentional error by 7 unlicenced Council engineers. 
 
Freeman and Schrinner knew this was an intentional error. They chose to waste 4 
months of court time and Manteit lost holding costs and profit. 
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Information required 
 
Freeman, Schrinner and Council to supply all correspondence between Freeman, 
Schrinner Council and Hedge for the whole court case 2916/24, including any 
instructions given by them to remove condition 12, fill conditions from condition 17 
and condition 18. 
 
Freeman, Schrinner and Council to provide the reasons for wasting court time and 
Manteit holding costs and lost profit for 4 months partially due to the non-disclosure  
of fake fill conditions. 
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21. Susan Hedge and Sara McCabe intentionally 
placed a fake name on court order 12-12-24 
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Background 
 
On 12-12-24, Hedge handed Judge Wiliamson KC a fake document, prepared by 
McCabe, being a request for court orders. This was a proposed court order by 
Hedge and McCabe, with the Appellant’s name spelt incorrectly. 
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Manteit requested Sara McCabe in writing 3 times to fix this intentional error , 
otherwise I would consider referring the act to His Honour as being in contempt of 
court. 
 
McCabe refused to respond. 
 
Manteit even filed a court document on 27-1-25 stating that he has informed 
McCabe that this should be fixed up or else it would be considered contempt of 
court. 
 
McCabe still refused to act. 
 
Manteit was forced to notify Judge Williamson KC on 12-2-25 that - 
 
Hedge lied to Judge Williamson KC at the hearing on 12-2-25 and advised  
His Honour “just by typographical error.” 
 
The act by McCabe and Hedge can only be deemed contempt of court and 
interference with an appellant to run his case, and in addition defamatory. 
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22. Thwarting and prejudicing of the case by Freeman 
and Schrinner 
 

 

Background 
 
Judge Williamson KC stated on 12-2-25 to Manteit - 
 
“you give the council all the material you want to rely upon a trial, and then I’m going 
to ask the council to do the same in return and then we are going to trial” 
 
The problem is that Freeman and Schrinner filed every document in contempt of 
Court, being later than 22-4-25. 
 
It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner instructed Hedge to lie many times. 
 
It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner intentionally waited until the trial to 
change condition 17 and 18 and timing of engineering submisisons until the day of 
the trial to hide - 
 

• The Council employee alleged corruption 

• Their own reputation 
 
However, all they achieved was allegedly wasting further ratepayers money by  
 

• instructing the incompetent and allegedly fraudulent Corrigan and the  

• incompetent and allegedly fraudulent Ryan  

• Instructing the allegedly fraudulent Hedge 
 
It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner have intentionally prejudiced and thwarted 
Manteit’s ability to prosecute the case. 
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It is alleged that Freeman and Schrinner have intentionally used incompetent 
witnesses to drag out court time. 
 
This is a public interest litigation 
 
Judge Williamson KC made it known (twice) that the case is a matter of public 
interest litigation. 
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