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David Manteit V Brisbane City Council 2916/24 

Further submissions for Trial  

Deeming of hydraulic lines and conditions unlawful  

 
1. The Appellant seeks the determination by the Court that the red stormwater lines 
     and conditions 7 and 18 are removed from the approval, upon the  
    commencement of the hearing, or before. 
 
2. The Appellant seeks the Court’s determination at the first instance in the  
     Hearing that the 81 metres of hydraulic red lines, pits and kerb adaptors 
     drawn on the approved plan by the Council employees for Upstream and Onsite 
     Drainage are declared unlawful and illegal, due to there being no RPEQ 
     hydraulic licence attached or signed off, of the plans. A hydraulic stormwater 
     licence being an RPEQ licence.  
 
3. The red lines and conditions 7 and 18 are to be removed immediately by the 
    Court, at the hearing. From that moment on, the red lines are to be referred to as 
    “sketches” for discussion only, as similarly described in the Appellant  
     independent engineer report. 
 
4. It is my submission that it is untenable for the Court to discuss any unlawful  
    condition, at the hearing, as if it were lawful.  
 
5. The Appellant is very interested in discussing and pursuing all matters, especially 
     the matters of unsatisfactory professional conduct, under schedule 2 and 115 of  
     the Professional Engineers Act, which may be a criminal offence, or Criminal 
     conduct as per S15 (1) of the Crime and Corruption Act. 
 
    
 6. The Appellant now declares that the hydraulic plans are not signed off by any of 
    the “Council employees”, or any RPEQ person, wchich is in contravention of 
    S115(1) of the Professional Engineers Act 1002.I request that this Court finds 
    the same conclusion, at the first instant, for the purpose of advancing the hearing, 
    and other adverse findings and arguments for any other matters. 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Submissions for the Hearing                                                Filed by David Manteit 
Unlicenced hydraulic plans                                                       82 Rowe Tce Darra                                                
                                                                                  davidmanteit@hotmail.com 
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7. The Council employees not only have allegedly committed offences themselves  
    for unlicenced engineering but leave a trail of destruction in their wake, by  
     forcing the real RPEQ engineers to commit offences of up to $725,000 by the  
     real engineer having to guess what is complying with the Council employees 
     illegal plans.  
 
    (a) In the case of Onsite Drainage there is no guessing. It is a fine of $725,000 for 
    building a pipe to the low side of the kerb, by complying with S7.6.2, BSD 8111 
    and BSD 8113, but not complying with S164 of the Planning Act in contravening 
    the Development permit.  
 
    (b) Should the real engineer at 5.1m from the low side of the kerb, there  
     could be hundreds of thousands of dollars fines by designing / building at the  
     at 5.1m from the low side of the kerb and not complying with Council laws. 
 
    This Council employees are hell bent on keeping (b). This sham has to end. 
    The Onsite Drainage red lines have to go. The Council employees actions must 
    be held to account for this shameful unlicenced engineering. These sort of 
    reckless actions must be stamped out immediately. 
 
 8. With respect, His Honour refused on12/4/25 the Appellant’s request for the  
     seven Council employees to be a witness at the hearing. The hearing at which 
     would have been the last chance for the witnesses, being the “Council 
     employees” to provide the said RPEQ licence number. That chance is now gone,  
     by default, due to the determination by the Court.  
 
     There is no fault caused by the Appellant. There is simply no more chances for  
     Council employees to declare that they have signed off the hydraulic stormwater 
     plans with an RPEQ licence. 
 
 9.  Mr Manteit requested the Court for orders on 14/4/24, extract below -   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These above proposed orders by the Appellant were denied by the Court.  
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10. It was discussed, however, with His Honour, with the Appellant and it was  
    expected by His Honour (The Appellant is not saying guaranteed, or  
    certain, or ordered) that the Respondent would provide this information to the 
    Appellant, on 22/4/25.  
 
11. It was mentioned to His Honour that David Manteit has asked for the RPEQ 
    licenced since 1/10/24 from 5 of the 7 Council employees. 
 
12. The Appellant has generously offered the said Council employees seven months 
     of chances to “come clean” and advise Manteit and the Court who the licenced 
     RPEQ person was that prepared and performed engineering of the approved 
     plans and their RPEQ licence number. There is no RPEQ signoff on those  
     hydraulic plans. 
 
13. It can therefore now be declared that these stormwater plans are unlawful and 
     illegal due to no RPEQ licence sign off attached to the hydraulic stormwater  
     plans. There are offences, including criminal offences that may apply from  
     various bodies. 
 
14. David Manteit advised the Court on 12/12/24 that unless another engineer knew 
     what the red lines were, the surface levels and invert levels and other 
     engineering information from the author of the red lines, then any discussions by  
    other engineers may take hundreds of hours to identify what the engineering 
     makeup of the red lines is, due to the incompetence of Council employees 
   ’ design and no RPEQ signoff. 

 
15. S45 of the Planning Act provides for the Appellant to prove his assertions. That  
     is correct. The first proof argued by the Appellant is that the red lines and 
     conditions are illegal and they must be removed along with Conditions 7 and 18 
     S45 done. 
 
16. Condition 7 and 18 are unlawful due to there not being any signoff RPEQ  
      licence and therefore must be removed at the commencement of the trial. 
 
17. In 412 Council approved cases audited last calendar year, there were no  
     approvals that Council nominated in the conditions a hydraulic plan amended in  
     red that did not have an RPEQ signoff.  
 
18. That is the standard expected by Brisbane City Council. That is the standard 
      expected in Schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act. 
 
 
 



Page 4 of 57 
 

 
 
19. It is untenable for the Court to return any red line to the Council as the red line  
      would not comply with Brisbane City Council own standards, of RPEQ licence 
      required. 
 

Below is an example of Excellent Council 
employee conduct.  
 
20. Council employee Erik Christenson wrote to the applicant of 22 Parnassus St 
Robertson, on 25/7/24, requesting the applicant engineer to design an Upstream 
Connection. 
 
This request was 15 days after Manteit lodged his application on 10/7/24 and 2 days 
after Manteit application was properly made on 23/7/24.  
 
The Council employees for 128 Ashridge Rd Darra would have known of the correct 
procedures that Mr Christenson does, but chose to become unlicenced engineers 
themselves without an RPEQ licence, and commit alleged criminal offences. 
 
Mr Christenson has chosen not to engineer himself. Good work, Mr Christenson. 

 
Erik Christenson has proven to be an excellent Council 
employee, who knows Council Codes and Standards, and 
an RPEQ is required for the red lines. 
 
The Respondent says his excellent actions are just 
“hearsay” 
 
The Appellant, by virtue of their objection responses, the following is alleged - 
 
Basically the Respondent allegedly says this Council employee Mr Christenson is 
not to be believed under any circumstances. His word is hearsay. 
 
Basically, the Respondent allegedly says that we must trust the word of the 128 
Ashridge Rd Darra application Council employees who have committed offences 
and performing engineering without an RPEQ licence.  
 
Is there anymore evidence this Court needs of unlicenced engineering by the 
Council employees of 128 Ashridge Rd Darra. 
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Respondent allegedly says -                           Respondent allegedly says -                                          
 
Trust these Council employees                          Don’t Trust Mr Christensen – his 
who perform engineering                                   words are only hearsay. 
without a RPEQ licence and                              This person is irrelevant. 
commit offences                                                   
81 metres of red pipes                                         
No Council laws followed                                                                             
Whatsoever. 
 
Roger Greenway                                                Mr Christenson, asks the applicant 
Andrew Blake                                                     to use RPEQ an RPEQ engineer 
Lucy Ting                                                            engineer to draw plans and  
Zarndra Piper                                                     demonstrate Council Codes and  
Joel Wake                                                           Planning Scheme Policies. 
 Scott Ruhland                                                    Mr Christenson action is hearsay                                               
.Margaret Orr 
 
It is alleged that the Respondent is trying to hoodwink the Court into believing that 
the conduct of the Council employees does not attract criminal offences.  
 
It is alleged that the Respondent wants to make the illegal and criminal actions of 
the Council employees swept under the carpet. 
 
There can be no better example than 22 Parnassus St Robertson to demonstrate 
what a proper Council employee of good conduct does. 
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Erik Christenson -“The proposal must 
comply witht the Brisbane Planning Scheme 
Codes, Brisbane Planning Scheme Policies 
and must be certified by a registered 
professional engineer of Queensland.”  
 
21. Mr Christenson requires plans drawn by RPEQ and to demonstrate compliance 
with Council Codes and Planning Scheme policies. 
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22. Another case above of a Council employee above, requesting an RPEQ for 
Upstream drainage design. 
 
Jenny Benard is an excellent Council employee. She has demonstrated knowlegde  
That a concept upstream stormwater plan must be designed by an RPEQ  engineer. 
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Jenny Barnard …”provide an upslope 
stormwater connection to Lot RP83676. 
Ensure any amended stormwater 
management plans/report addressing the 
above is  
 

signed/certified by a 
RPEQ.” 
 
The list is endless where excellent Council employees demand a standard of the 
RPEQ is to be certified by an RPEQ. 
 
The individual employees for the subject case have not provided certification by an 
RPEQ. 
 
22. According to the CCC, Brisbane City Council CEO should have been looking for 
any emplyees that have commited offences under S115(1) of the Professional 
Engineers Act.  
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23. The seven Council employees for 128 Ashridge Rd have drawn “markups” that  
 
-  do not demonstrate compliance with Council Codes and Planning Scheme 
    policies 
 
- are not drawn or signed off by RPEQ engineer. 
 

- will cause a fine of $725,000 if any person 
designs or constructs contrary to their 
unlicenced allegedly criminal hydraulic plans. 
 
24. Only a licenced hydraulic person can draw plans, whether it be concept plans 
or “ready for construction” plans or “As constructed” plans. 
 
This applies to all engineering licences whether it be plumbing, electrical or similar. 
 
25. S164 of the Planning Act provides that no person can contravene the 
Development Permit.  

 
This means that the RPEQ engineer in the designs as required by S18 
must comply with the DA permit to the millimetre of face a fine of 4,500 
demerit points @$160.30 = $725,000. 
 
26. S84 of the Building Act provides that a certifier must not approve a development 
permit (BA) that will not comply with the earlier approval (DA). This situation will be 
triggered at the building of a structure and will cause a major problem since Council 
have designed the kerb adaptor 5.1m from the low side of the kerb, for no reason. 
 
27. The action of the Council employees are to be deemed as an adverse finding by 
the Court to be referred to other bodies. 
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The following in pages 8-48 are mentionings and requests made by David Manteit, 
or by the DA applicant or by the Appellant in respect of Council employee RPEQ 
licence and engineering carried out under that licence. 

 
• request for RPEQ licence 

 

• request for engineering information of the approved hydraulic plans 
 

• Statements by David Manteit and the Appellant of the repercussions of 
penalties to the Council employees for performing unlicenced 

        engineering of the approved hydraulic plans.  
 

Council employees have been given 71 
warnings/chances by David Manteit to provide 
the RPEQ licence.  
 

Document 10 Notice of appeal 

1. 
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Document 11 
8. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9. 
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Document 12 
 

14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Page 20 of 57 
 

 
 

15. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Document 13 

16. 
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Document 15 
 

27. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28. 
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Document 21 
 
Nil 
 

Document 22 
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Document 28 
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Extracts of laws 
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Cases prosecuted by the Board of Professional Engineers 
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