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Letter to Kerrie Freeman and Adrian Schrinner, 100 pages, numbered 1-100, sent on 19-11-25.
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David Manteit

128 Ashridge Rd

Darra 4076
davidmanteit@hotmail.com
PH 0424 739 923

19-11-25

Dr Kerrie Freeman

CEO

Brisbane City Council

GPO Box 1434

Brisbane QId 4001

Delivery by email and registered post.

Dear Dr Freeman

128 Ashridge Rd Darra 2916/24 A006565555 Information Request

1) I require you to provide information as requested in this letter by 26-11-25, in
advance of the Contempt of Court application of which you are named as a
defendant. This letter is to be considered the last, full and final advance warning of
the contempt of court case against you.

2) | require you to provide a response to any allegations made where your name is
mentioned in this letter and Council is mentioned, since you run the Council
business, and have instructed Hedge, McCabe, Corrigan and Ryan. You are
ultimately responsible for the actions of not only your employees but the actions of
persons you pay for on behalf of the Brisbane residents.

3) You are now in the business of concocting flooded plans. You have become the
expert in flooded hydraulic plans. Every hydraulic plan plan you instruct turns in to a
flood for the residents of Darra. This has to stop.

4) You are oblivious to not only your employees illegal actions, but allegedly your
own legal representatives and allegedly now your witnesses, who have broken
many laws or proposed the breaking of many laws. This has spilled over to all
persons you instruct, or come in contact with, as your web gets wider. This has to
stop, for the sake of the residents of Brisbane.

You intitial attempts to hide the alleged illegal acts of unlicenced Council employees
has rippled through to anyone you are involved with, in this case. The web gets
wider. The longer you persist, the deeper your grave you are digging, on behalf of
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the residents of Brisbane.

This now has ramifications for every Brisbane homeowner who need to make a
statement to purchasers that there is no unlawful approved pipes on their property.
Especially by unlicenced council employees. Every person in Queensland must be
made aware of your actions. They may not be able to sell their house. Every
building industry association such as the Master Builders must be made aware.

A new book is coming out soon, published by me, to that effect. The story is just
beginning. Names cannot be removed from that story. That time has passes.

It is now time for you to halt your alleged dishonesty.

Much of this information has been requested to RTI on 17-1-25. A copy of that letter
is attached. As CEO you would have read that RTI request.

5) This request for information and response is to be read in conjuction with -

Letter of 20/10/25 delivered and emailed to Schrinner and Freeman on 20-10-25.
All court files pertaining to Manteit V Brisbane City Council 2916/24

RTI 41 pages supplied by Brisbane City Council.

Town Planning Application AOO6565555, approved

Affidavit of Corrigan

Affidavit of Ryan.

The names “Dr Kerrie Freeman”, "Lord Mayor Adrian Schinner”. “Susan Hedge”
“Sara McCabe” and “Brisbane City Council” have been abbreviated to Freeman,
Schrinner, Hedge, McCabe and Council for ease of reading.

6) Your alleged charades must be stopped now, in order to stop any more alleged

obvious further charades and wasting hundreds of thousands of ratepayers money
to allegedly protect your own interest. This will only get worse for you, as there will
be more court cases to come.

Judge Williamson KC has stated twice, “this litigation is a public interest matter”
The residents of Brisbane have had a gutful of your alleged criminal actions.
7) I note that you have intentionally chosen not to respond to my letter of 20-10-25. |

shall be filing court documents soon for specific performance orders against you,
Schrinner and Council. This all adds to the web of alleged deceipt.
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8) Take this as your last warning of the imminent Contempt of Court application in
the Planning Court. You are personally named as a defendant.

| intend to seek an order for 2 year imprisonment against you, for Contempt of
Court. It would not be appropriate for you to appoint Hedge or McCabe or City Legal
due to conflict of interest. | will object to the Planning Court if you propose to have
them represent you.

| am staving of a referal to the DPP at this stage since it may be considered
doubling up of resources.

9) In additon to alleged employee corruption allegations, it is alleged that you
instructed Council employees to design, engineer and approve 4 flooded hydraulic
plans, both shown in the Brisbane City Council RTI report and the DA approval.

10) Itis alleged that you have chosen to hide the breaking of Council laws and
Brisbane Planning Scheme Policies by the said unlicenced council employees and
witnesses —

Council Brisbane Planning Scheme Codes
Brisbane Planning Scheme Policies
Trespass

Laws of gravity

e Queenland Urban Utilities Manual

in order to protect their jobs and reputations and to protect your own job and
reputation.

11) It is alleged that you intentionally proceeded to file all court files to be relied
upon for the trial 2916/24 in contempt of court outside the order date, so as to
thwart and prejudice the prosecution by Manteit of his case. This is contempt of
court. You even signed and filed two of your own affidavits on 24-4-25, in contempt
of court.

12) It is alleged that you have

Judge Williamson KC - "yod éive the Council all the material

!ntent!ona"y chosen t(? (_jefy the you want to rely upon a trial and then I'm going to ask the
intentions of Judge Williamson KC council to do the same in rturn, and then we are going to trial
on 12-2-25 which was asking the S ——

" - , “ I do mind. You've had plenty of opportunity. i's my turn. Sorry. This is what 'm going to do. I'm going to order the matters
CounCII to ﬁle thelr materlal and s&caso‘;dmnagedbym There are not going to be any joint meetings. What we're going to do is, we're going to do this old

then I'm going to ask the COUNGIl {0 | mevs g tsbe n chpe of motwist. 5o . st o o o e, SEEESEESS =S
want to roly upon a trial, and then 'm going to ask the council to do the same in refum. and then we are going o trial.

do the same and then We are gOING [ we rws e vt cosre rre Hove yor ot ey v i rocoe?

to a trial”
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13) Itis alleged that you knew the original date to filed was 21-4-25, but due to
Easter, this would have brought the date for filing back to business day of 18-4-25.

14) Itis alleged that you have filed all material to be relied upon for the trial in
contempt of court.

15) Itis alleged that you 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.

You allegedly chose the dumbest barrister in Australia, instead of an intellegent
barrister, since no other barrister would have lied to the Planning Court every time
they represented Brisbane City Council or be be that stupid not know that a pipe is
flooded below the kerb, or support the hundreds of alleged incompetent and
fraudulent statements by Corrigan and Ryan.

The alleged forcing of witnesses to change their position and hide “a major factor in
this case” Is a major concern to any Court or DPP.

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.

You intentionally withheld that information from the Court for 7 months. That
is contempt of Court.

Your witness Corrigan and Ryan, private engineer Civil Works, and Manteit agree
that your unlicenced Council employee plan is flooded in depth 1.2m below
the kerb and illegal velocity 76 L/s at the kerb. That is Contempt of Court.

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 them.

Why are your Council employees that incompetent that they are incapable of
reading the survey plan provided in the DA application on 12-7-24, indicating
their own plan flooded by 1.2m?

brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au displayed the pipes showing 1.2m under
the kerb, since 10/10/24, to 8 billion people over the world.

16) It is alleged that you 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-
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1-25, meaning that the approved red line pipes did not flood. That is alleged
contempt of court.

17) It is alleged that you chose the dumbest barrister in Australia to be used as
cannon fodder and collateral damage. No other barrister would be that stupid.

You knew that Hedge solemnly sworn to other courts that she loses her emails and
memory. “does not now remember”, “has no recollection of her emails”.”no
independent recollection”. “Indicates to me that my memory... is not accurate”

I “I do not now remember the dalc.ll

my recollection would be greatly assisted by reviewing

my emails

(a) I have no independent recollection «

indicates to me that my memory stated in two parts of my statement is not accurate.

How in god’s name can you justify wasting ratepayer’s money on this lying fool to
represent the ratepayers of Brisbane? As | said, the only reason would be for
cannon fodder. Sara McCabe is the alleged accomplice and is therefore implicated
as well.

Susan Hedge memory loss affidavit

18) It is alleged that you deliberately attempted to avoid any contest of arguments

of the proven flooded Upstream Drainage and Onsite Drainage plans until the day of
the trial, to avoid corruption charges against the unlicenced Council
employees, yourself and Schrinner. This is alleged contempt of court.

19) Itis alleged that you deliberately attempted to avoid any contest of arguments
of the flooded Upstream Drainage and Onsite Drainage plans until the day of the
trial, to avoid corruption charges against your employees, you and Schrinner.
This is alleged contempt of court.

20) Itis alleged that you 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 Keiran report, when an entirely different position was lodged in Court in as little
as one hour later.This is alleged contempt of Court.

21) Itis alleged that you deliberately instructed Hedge to lie in Court on 24-4-25 by
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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.

This is alleged contempt of court.

22) It is alleged that you deliberately instructed Hedge to lie in Court on 24-4-25 by
stating that the Council position for the timing of the submission of engineer
plans, after construction of the pipes. was as of 31-1-25, when entirely different
position was filed in Court in as little as one hour later.This is alleged contempt of

court.

23) Itis alleged that you 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 you and Hedge. This is alleged

contempt of court.

24) It is alleged that you deliberately instructed Hedge not to table Document 49 to
Judge Williamson KC on the opening day of the trial. You did this in order to
deflect that fact that Document 49 was filed in contempt of Court. The alleged hiding

by you goes on and on and on.

25) It alleged that you 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 esge wouuld have
been generally in accordance.”

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”

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, and therefore would not be generally in accordance
with the indicative line shown on the plan.

And the consequences of the change rnade it more difficult for easements, and the like ‘I’hat would

Hedge had no response to the statement by Judge Williamson KC. The charade by
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Hedge and yourself to claim a red hydraulic line can go anywhere must stop
immediately. Any statements by Hedge or you that the approved red lines, or any
other red lines can be designed by a private or in fact any RPEQ must stop
immediately. My RPEQ will lose his licence.

26) It is alleged that you filed your own two $232 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.
That is alleged contempt of Court.

27) It is alleged that you filed false Contours 2019 in your S$232 certficate, to
assess the case, which is not Council law and you attempted to fool Judge
Williamson KC and the court, with this intended action. This is contempt of court.

28) It is alleged that you instructed Corrigan to use Contours 2019 to asses the
case, to fool the court. This is alleged contempt of court.

Your incompetence is astounding when your own laws pertaining to Contours 2002
were displayed in your own certificate. In additon, Contours 2002 are displayed on
your own website, City Plan 2014 and are used by thousands each day.

In addition, your own letter to myself dated 15-11-25, letter proves that you have
supplied the the lawful contours for assessment is Contours 2002.

29) Itis alleged that you intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to concoct
another 4 flooded plans, to fool the court.

You have used the ratepayers money to pay for 8 flooded plans to date.

30) Itis alleged that you intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to place around
150 errors in his report to fool the court. You got the dumbest engineer in
Queensland, as more cannon fodder. This is alleged contempt of Court.

31) Itis alleged that you intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to base his
engineering on fake level Il drainage, to fool the court.

32) Itis alleged that you intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to boast his use of
two zeros, when this idiot used different decimal places all over the place in his
report. This is alleged contempt of court to fool Judge Williamson KC.

33) Itis alleged that you intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to base his
engineering on half houses, to fool the court. This is alleged contempt of court.
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34) Itis alleged that you 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.

39) Itis alleged that you intentionally instructed Andrew Corrigan to base his
engineering on placing 7 kerb adaptors in the middle of lot 2, to fool the court.
This is alleged contempt of court.

36) It is alleged that you intentionally instucted Andrew Corrigan to base his
engineering on illegal rainwater tanks, to fool the court. This is alleged contempt of
court.

37) Itis alleged that you hid 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.

38) It is alleged that you instructed Keiran Ryan to state that he had no knowledge
of Brisbane Planning Scheme Polices, in order to fool the Court.(transcript).

39) Itis alleged that you instructed Keiran Ryan to state words in court to the effect
that he had no engineering ability whatsoever, to fool the court (transcript)

40) It is alleged that you instructed Keiran Ryan to change his witness statement
in Court, to that of supporting submitting the engineer plans after construction,
instead of in his report, which supported engineer plans being submitted before
construction. (transcript), since that would have admitted another mistake prior to the
trial. This is further alledged dishonesty and deception by you and Hedge. This is
alleged contempt of court.

41) 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
applicatons. This is alleged contempt of court.

You have allegedly displayed complete contempt to the people of Brisbane, and
contempt of court, to think that the new way to assess all future development
applications is to use two dumb witnesses, to determine the order of
assessment.

Can these witnesses now be head of Adrian Schrinner's commitee for deciding
changes to the assessment procedures in City Plan?

In the words of your own lying barrister, Hedge, this was a major factor in the case.
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42) Itis not cqntendgd by any person 28-4-25 Hedge - "This is a significant
that you have intentionally hidden a issue in this case”
significant issue in this case, for 7 s STV
months. o
e ;v:'v:;\::;. 18E. uncer iewng. Mine's 2ty lwo sentences Iat say Mo serme ing, S0, e se0ond of Tiosa wr

s . Susan Heage Hedge - "This is a significant

Judge Williamson KC agreed with Tasm—————— jSSye in this case”
¥ @ ” Judge Williamaon KC

n i s”. -

Hedge and said ye ™ Judge Williamson KC - "Yes"

43) It is alleged that you knew about your 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 your “mistake”.

It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to lie to Judge Williamson KC on 24-4-25
many times, including that Council’s position for submission of the engineers plan
was after construction of the pipes, as per Keiran’s report. (transcript).

Yet you filed a totally different position in court, in as little as one hour later.

This is alleged contempt of court.

44) It alleged that you instructed Hedge to blatantly lie to Judge Williamson KC on
24-4-25, by stating that “its in the report of Keiran Ryan”, 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.

45) It is alleged that you knew of your major mistake since 25-9-24. This is
alleged contempt of court.

46) It is alleged that you have intentionally 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. This is alleged contempt of court.

47) Itis 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.

48) 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.
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49) It is alleged that you knew that you 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 contempt of court.

50) Itis alleged that you 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.

51) 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.

52) Itis alleged that you instructed Corrigan to place fake easements in Lot 2 to
stop any services being provided and the development of that lot. You 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
contempt of court.

53) It is alleged that you instructed Corrigan to place illegal pipes in 3 neighbours
yards, causing trespass and prosecution and to fool Judge Williamson KC and the
court. This is contempt of court.

54) Itis alleged that you instructed Corrigan to build two fake houses on Lot 2, to
fool Judge Williamson KC and the court. This is contempt of court.

59) Itis 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 contempt of court.

Where do you find these dumb people?

56) It alleged that you instructed Corrigan to hide PSP $7.6.3.1 (2) in his report
which states that the maximum velocity at the kerb from Level Ill drainage, being
from the total development must total maximum 30 L/s. This is contempt of court.

57) Itis 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. This is alleged contempt of court.
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58) It is alleged that you knowingly spent ratepayers money on incompetent
witnesses.

59) It is alleged that you could not now support the Corrigan report, but you have, in
the past.

60) Itis alleged that you could not now support the Ryan report, but you have, in the
past.

61) It is alleged that you could not now support Hedge be appointed as Counsel,
in any further Council court cases.

62) It is alleged that you could not now support McCabe to be appointed as
solicitor, in any further Council cour cases.

63) Itis alleged that you instructed Hedge to lie to Judge Williamson KC, making
the statement “No | don’t think so” when Judge Williamson KC asked Hedge “Is
there any more from the Council’s side | need to know about before Monday?”
This is alleged contempt of court.

64) It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to lie to Judge Williamson KC 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.

65) It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to be silent, under all circumstances,
even when Judge Williamson advised 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.

66) Your position of CEO is allegedly untenable and will be argued as such in the
contempt of court applicaion and at the Contempt of Court trial.

67) You have allegedly attempted to invite the causing of loss of RPEQ licence of
my and any private RPEQ. This is alleged contempt of court.

68) It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to make the statement “Can I just put all
the cards on the table to assist, Your Honour?” to Judge Williamson KC, in the
hearing on 24-4-25, only 5 minutes before the hearing finished. This statement is
allegedly an acknowledgement that Hedge lied for 7 months, to judge Wlliamson
KC.
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69) It is alleged that you instructed Hedge to make the statement “that won’t work”
and “then that will not work”. You have intentionally hidden to the court of the
flooding of the red lines for 7 months. That is contempt of court.

70) These are the various documents below that require information and/or
response, from you, with the following headings -

1. Right to Information document supplied by Brisbane City Council Court

IO DT 1 s im0 000 N S S5 515 8 S S s e 4
2. DA approved plan 25/9/24 AQB565555........cccuuiuemmirmirreeeeeieneresessessessensasrenns 8
3. Notice of disputed reasons dated 31-1-25, filed...........c.cooeeiieeeei 12

4. Court hearing 24-4-25 hiding by Hedge of change to

(o5 16 1 1 S S 14
9. Hearing 24-4-25 Hiding by Hedge of change to condition 17.......................... 18
6. Susan Hedge further lies to Judge Williamson KC and the Court

ON 24-4-25. ... ——————— 20
7. Council's change in timing of Condition 18 —

applicant RPEQ to submit egineering drawings............c.coooeeenieeeiee, 25
8. Forcing of witnesses by Susan Hedge to change their witness statement

re timing of the engineer SUbMISSIONS..............oooiiiiii e 30
9. Affidavit 49 — opening day of the trial 28-4-25.............cooeiie 36
10. Can | just put all the cards on the table, to assist, Your

P G EEIND s 0 R RS NS s s A SRS s s 39
11. Hedge requiring pipe to go straight through the middle of the lot ................... 42
12. Judge Williamson KC - request for Council material to be filed..................... 46
13. Freeman S232 certificate - contempt of Court...........ooovemeeeeie 48
14. Costs incurred by Council for the case 2916/24...........ccouueeeeeeeei 54

15. COrTIQan rEPOM. .. .. 55
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16, RYBDITBHOI oo s s s K ss s syt 64
17. Forcing of my engineer to lose his iCeNCCe. ...........ovvvvveeeieeee 69
18. Intentional withholding of Easement document..............c.o.oovveivnoiiiiii 70
19. Laws allegedly broken............ouuiuniinii e 77
20. Use of fake fill conditions by Freeman and Schrinner..............covvueeiiiiiiil, 82

21. Susan Hedge and Sara McCabe intentionally placed a fake name on
GOUTT OFCBE T 21228 5500055 s s 9 S 84

Minimum information required generally

e All correspondence between Freeman, Schrinner, to Susan Hedge and Sara
McCabe in relation to the court case, Manteit V Brisbane City Council 2916/24,
including any instructions as to Susan Hedge and Sara McCabe as to any
statements they made in Court to Judge Williamson KC.

 All correspondence between Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge and McCabe to Andrew
Corrigan in relation to the court case, Manteit VV Brisbane City Council 2916/24,
including any instructions as to statements made in Court by Susan Hedge and
Sara McCabe.

e All correspondence between Freeman, Schrinner, Hedge and McCabe to
Keiran Ryan in relation to the court case, Manteit v Brisbane City Council
2916/24, including any instructions as to statements made in Court by Hedge
and Ryan/

e Answers to all questions below, put to Freeman and Schrinner, where
mentioned.

Yours Faithfully

DAVID MANTEIT
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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 P;,';L;;f,',\.ﬂq-' . o
become aware that the -1 part g
Upstream Drainage plan ot P
above of 61 metres, ( a 5

\ % Plan o Ivision

128 Ashridge Rd
. Darra 4076
Lot 2 on RP 117157
- :

prepared by the
unlicenced Council
employees used falsified

oL
%z Existing

lot numbers on the & | Fakeiot -
Upstream Drainage R ‘numpers
Plan? - — o
& 1. . Flogded 1.2m
2) What date did Freeman, o Ttr‘ : \ T, |5 MRder Ashridge Rd
Schrinner and Council i 00 Wl s _ ’ ’

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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A Comgan S, the Crsl Werks Engineors ropon says that whers the red line s the indeative ine

e pian. that It wonY work Hedge - “that
JUDGE WILLIAMSON won't work"

CGeay Well thore we 9o

Judge Williamson KC - "Well
there we go

Thats Crvil Works Engnocrs That's the lelter Yos
————————

SUSAN HEDGE

A Comgan agrees that where that red Ime is, ke #f you take 3 fteral mtorpretation of what is in fact

snndcatie dawng. REARMWERINSE “then that will not work"
He's dentiSed two Ofher warys It you G achieve the GUICOMe of the CONBIoN. w"« 1 ~ 1 xov.te

ugslope dranage

Hedge - "He's identified two other ways that
JUDGE WILLIAMSON you can achizve the ....condition.”

susavneoce  24-4-25 Hedge "It won't work™

24-4-25
Susan Hedge

then that will not work.

9.11.1. In Section 4 of the report by Civil Works Engineers, a long section of the
suggested Respondent pipe route is depicted as Diagram 2. | do not disagree

with the levels shown by Civil Works Engineers. However. the route of the pipe
is the long way around the perimeter of the site and this route suffers two

problems: -

9.11.1.1.  Alonger pipe has a greater fall and greater depth than a shorter route.
In the case of the long route. the depth of the pipe becomes too deep to

discharge to the Ashridge Road kerb (as correctly identified by Civil Works

s oasen Corrigan 22-4-25

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 neighbou'rs
yards, causing trespass?

e

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. okl

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 R

The unlicenced RPEQ Council employees | jeve | e =

prepared an Upstream Drainage plan of g s T e i |
61m of hydraulic pipes and pits. o
: »ﬂ,»f“j’”’ ’ : 128 Ashridge Rd
i i il Lot 3 on RP> 117167
These hydraulic pipes were flooded and i Exeuna
ended up 1.2m under the Ashridge Rd N2z \ A
kerb, with over 30 I/s velocity at the kerb. % “ \ N

This is illegal under many Council laws
and the laws of gravity.

The flooding was admitted by:

e Council barrister Susan Hedge in court on 24-4-25

susanveoce  24-4-25 Hedge "It won't work"

Mr. Corrigan... So, the Civil Works Engineers report says that where the red line is. the indicative line

on the plan, that that won't work. Hedge - "that
JUDGE WILLIAMSON won't work"

Okay. Well there we go.

B Judge Williamson KC - "Well

SUSAN HEDGE
there we go "
That's Civil Works Engineers. That's the letter. Yes.

Mr. Corrigan agrees that where that red line is, like if you take a literal interpretation of what is in fact
an indicative drawing, then that will not work. ' - '
9 "then that will not work'

He's identified two other ways that you can achieve the outcome of the condition. which is to provide

upslope drainage.
Hedge - "He's identified two other ways that

JUDGE WILLIAMSON you can achizve the ....condition."”

Yep.
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e 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.

9.11.3. Civil Works Engineers then depicted Diagram 3 where correct ground cover
was assumed and the conclusion made that the dischargeievel of the pipe
accordingly would be lower than the kerb level in Ashridge Road. As stated
above, | don't disagree with the levels shown by Civil Works Engineers‘
However, in my experience, a stormwater designing civil engineer would move
to a design such as in my Attachment D which does achieve the necessary

levels. Corrigan 22-4-25

22-4-25 9.11.1.1. Alonger pipe has a greater fall and greater depth than a shorter route.
In the case of the long route, the depth of the pipe becomes too deep to

discharge to the Ashridge Road kerb (as correctly identified by Civil Works
Engineers).

Whistleblower witness - pipes are
too deep under the Ashridge Rd
kerb.

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

Dizgram 3: Stormwater schematic based on Council’s approved sketch with minimum cover

It will result in 2 ed system with an approximate drop of 1.181m between the internal network
and the kerb outlet resulting in a charged system that would be inefficient.

 David Manteit in letters to the unlicenced Council employees commencing
1/10/24, Notice of Appeal dated 19-11-24
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e 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

Notations in red on approved plan 31 ] _25 Susan Hedge

14. The notations identified in red on the Approved Plan:

"Represent one way’
(@) are administrative in nature (for example, the identification of the plan and drawing

number); or

(b) as indicated, they are “indicative” only and represent one way, but not the only

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 25-9-247

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.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON C o u rt 24_4_2 5

Well, sorry. | thought... They have given... Council have given position statements. That's their
response. (1st) .But the submissions. Council, you'll be ....that's Wednesday of the trial after the
evidence is closed. Just like you will have an opportunity to...

DAVID MANTEIT
Well, correct me if I'm wrong, but the 600 pages of the chief executive, | couldn't see any positions in

there about red lines or anything like that. | couldn't see. | don't know of any of their positions, but I'll
have a look at that if that material is accepted.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Sorry, | thought a position... Council had filed a position statement.(2nd)

SUSAN HEDGE
Yes, I'l find out. do you have the court document? (to Sara McCabe). It was filed on the 31st of January.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Court

b 24-4-25

SUSAN HEDGE

It's about a two-page document.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Yep (4th)
SUSAN HEDGE

| Court document number 23. |

JUDGE WILLIAMSON
Ok (5th)

DAVID MANTEIT

Oh, sorry, that is the notice of dispute.
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JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Yep (6th)

That's.... 24_4_25
DAVID MANTEIT

That's the position.?

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Yep (7th).

DAVID MANTEIT

Oh, | thought, well, we're starting afresh. But no, that one is. That is relied on, it?
JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Correct. (8th)

Yes (9th)

OAVID MANTEIT Court 24-4-25

So we can say that rainfall..

.Stormwater falls down. There'll be extra stormwater. Okay, thanks for that. So that's the position?
JUDGE WILLIAMSON

That's Council's position. (10th)

That's the position (11th)
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DAVID MANTEIT

Court 24-4-25

But there was a position to get rid of the fili conditions. So that is taken as fill conditions are gone. 31st
March. That is their position?

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Correct (12th).

DAVID MANTEIT

Start afresh, but that was their position.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Yep (13th time)

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 compilicit 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
31/1125.

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 -

e Condition 18 red lines and conditions.
e 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

SUSAN HEDGE 24-4-25

Yes._So Condition 18, which is the upstream connection condition, which seems to be the one most in

debate, the main condition is to provide a stormwater drainage connection for certain upstream lots.
And then the sub-conditions are: I'm just giving you the short version, prepare stormwater drawings,
which have to be certified by an RPEQ. Then implement those certified stormwater drawings is 18B.
And then 18C is submit as constructed drawings to the council. And the timing of that, I'm sorry.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

That's not the condition | have in mind. There's another condition which talks about, | thought, a
submission of an engineering plan, but that's...

SUSAN HEDGE
17, which is the on-site drainage.

Also just requires the submission of the as-constructed drawings. And could | just indicate the timing
of the submission is prior to Council's notation on the plan of subdivision?

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,

JUDGE WILLIAMSON Court 24-4-25

Ms. Hedge, has the Council now provided all of its material to Mr. Monty?
SUSAN HEDGE

| can't say yes or no to that, so if | can explain.

We've provided the two affidavits which are attached, reports of the two expert witnesses to be called
by the Council.

That's Mr. Kieran Ryan in the area of town planning and Mr. Andrew Corrigan in the area of civil
engineering.

We've provided a draft CEO certificate, and that's the only reason | can’t say yes is because it's still in
draft.

The reason for that is that the CEO has been ill.

I'm not aware of the details of that, but sufficiently ill as to be not in the office to sign the CEO certificate.
So | expect to have a signed one in exactly the same form by Monday.

But that's the only reason | can't say 'yes'— he has everything in exactly the form that will be filed or
relied on.

Jupce wiLLiamson Has the Council now provided all of its material to

Mr Monty ?
Ms. Hedge, has the Council now provided all of its material to Mr. Monty?

SUSAN HEDGE
| can’t say yes or no to that, so if | can explain. We've provided the two affidavits which are attached,

reports of the two expert witnesses to be called by the Council. That's Mr. Kieran Ryan in the area of
town planning and Mr. Andrew Corrigan in the area of civil engineering.

We've provided a draft CEO certificate, and that's the only reason | can't say yes is because it's still in
draft. The reason for that is that the CEO has been ill. I'm not aware of the details of that, but sufficiently
ill as to be not in the office to sign the CEO certificate. So | expect to have a signed one in exactly the

same form by Monday.  Hedge - that's the only reason | can't say yes

But that's the only reason | can't say ‘yes'— he has everything in exactly the form that will be filed or
relied on. | do have an affidavit that identifies the things that have cccurred since the last review. Could
| seek leave to read and file that affidavit of Sarah Jane McCabe. dated 24 Aoril 20257

Hedge - that's the only reason | can't say yes

24-4--25

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

You can leave.
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JUDGE WILLIAMSON 24-4-25

So, if the hearing proceeds as we've covered this morning, objections, or the material is treated in the
way that we've discussed, is there anything else from the council side that needs 1o be dealt with
before Monday?

“Is there anything else from the council
— side that needs to be dealt with before
No, | don't think so. Mon day?..

SUSAN HEDGE

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 | can’t
say ves”

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, |
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, | 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 24-4-257

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 24-4-257?

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

24-4-25 Susan Hedge - submission of
as-constructed plans (both 17 and 18
prior to plan sealing")

SUSAN HEDGE

Yes. So Condition 18, vhich is the upstream connection condition, which seems to be the one most in
debate, the main condition is to provide a stormwater drainage connection for certain upstream lots.

And then the sub-conditions are: I'm just giving you the short version, prepare stormwater drawings,
which have to be certified by an RPEQ. Then implement (consruct) those certified stormwater
drawings is 18B. And then 18C is submit as constructed drawings to the council. And the timing of
that, I'm sorry.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

That's not the condition | have in mind. There's another condition which talks about, | thought, a
submission of an engineering plan, but that's...

SUSAN HEDGE

17, which is the on-site drainage which alsc
drawings.

And could | just indicate the timing of the submission is prior to Council's notation on the plan of
subdivision?

JUDGE WILLIAMSON
Yeah, prior to sealing. yeah.
SUSAN HEDGE

And then the other... Yeah, so condition 12 might be what Your Honour was thinking about. It's about
filling and excavation. Yep. And 12A is submit earthworks drawings prepared by an RPEQ.
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24-4-25 Susan Hedge - "17... also just
requires the submission of the as-
constructed drawings"
JUDGE WILLIAMSON
That's not the condition | have in mind. There's another condition which talks about, | thought, a
submission of an engineering plan, but that's...

SUSAN HEDGE

17, which is the on-site drainage which also just requires the submission of the as-constructed
drawings.

And could | just indicate the timing of the submission is prior to Council's notation on the plan ¢
subdivision?

wocewiuamson  Perhaps one hour later - Council *

veanprorwseagvean.  Changed their position to requiring
submitting of RPEQ plans prior to
construction of pipes. Filed in
Court.

24428 "and the Council's position is that no other

SUSANHEDGE gpproval is required” - Susan Hedge lie.
Yes. Well, there is, if it assists. The current conditions as they are do not identify a required
engineering solution. They are an indicative solution. And then a RPEQ-designed solution is to be
implemented.

Your Honour asked me at the last review about whether a further operational works approval or some
other approval is required, and the Council's position is that no other approval is required.

Mr. Ryan's dealt with that in his report, so as to provide an expert opinion about that.
JUDGE WILLIAMSON

But the conditions themselves require the submission of an engineering plan.

24-4-25 Susan Hedge - *Council'’s
position is that no other approval is
required.

Mr Ryan’'s dealt with that in his report"

SUSAN HEDGE

Yes. Well, there is, if it assists. The current conditions as they are do not identify a required
engineering solution. They are an indicative solution.

And then a RPEQ-designed solution is to be implemented.

Your Honour asked me at the last review mm;mm ml!uaw or some
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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

Could | make an amendment though to our conditions which is on page 12.  28.4.25

Judge Williamson KC

Yes.

Susan Hedge 'the timing for 18A™
Your Honour, we'll see timing right at the top of the page and that's the timing for 18A.

Judge Williamson KC

Yes.

— Hedge - "that's just by error there"

And the part that's underlined, which reads, and after approval is obtained from council about stormwater drawings, that's
just by error there. That inclusion should be in 18B, because 18A is about obtaining approval.

Judge Williamson KC
Ah right

susanvedge  HEdge - "it doesn't make sense

And so it doesn't make sense to obtain approval after you've obtained approval. So, in 18B, 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.

28-4-25 Hedge - "This is a significant
issue in this case"”
Judge Williamson KC

Right. So, that part of the note is deleted from 18A and removed to 188

Susan Hedge

Yes, thank you. In 18B, under timing, there's actually two sentences that say the same thing. So, the second of those can
be struck through.

Susan Hedge Hedge - "This is a significant

Thatis enissue, asigniicantissusinthes  jgsyye jn this case”
Judge Williamson KC

*  Judge Williamson KC - "Yes"




Page 36 of 100

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-
257?

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

5.11. | defer to the opinion of Mr Ryan that no further operational works permit will be
required for the Applicant to install a stormwater solution required by the conditions
of development approval. In my experience, the further approval that will be needed
is a building permit from a private certifier. There is no later opportunity for Council
to review detailed design of the stormwater system. Hence, in my experience, an
appropriately detailed stormwater master plan is submitted at the DA stage which
has sufficient design detail to demonstrate compliance of the stormwater drainage
for the proposed development. At the time of the later assessment, the private
certifier will check compliance of plans for the building permit with the scope of

stormwater defined in the DA. Corri gan 22-4-25

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 report
8.10. I consider that condition 18 is an appropriate response to the City Plan provisions
above in paragraph 8.8 because it provides for the connection required for the

future development of the upstream lots.

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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Susan Hedge

And is your view that 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?

Corrigan

Yes, | think it's a reasonable response. | think it adds, the addition adds some clarity to ensure that the approval is
obtained prior to those works being carried out.

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.

Ryan - 22-4-25

(b) Condition 18(a) requires stormwater drawings and engineering calculations, to be prepared
and certified by an RPEQ in accordance with the relevant Brisbane Planning Scheme Codes,
prior to works commencing.

(c)_Condition 18(c) requires ‘As Constructed’ drawings prepared and certified by a Registered

Professional Engineer Queensland or a Queensland Building and Construction Commission

licensed hydraulic consultant (where applicable) to be submitted to Council, prior to
Council's notation on the plan of subdivision.
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Ryan 22-4-25
5.12 In my opinion Condition 18 appropriately fulfils the planning purpose and requirement of the

assessment benchmarks identified above, to provide a stormwater connection for upstream
lots. Condition 7 appropriately fulfills the planning purpose of ensuring there is access available
to those connections for upstream owners.

29-4-25 Ryan mistakes

You've prepared an affidavit in this proceeding which is dated the 22nd of April 2025, is that
correct?

Susan Hedge

Ryan

That's correct.

Susan Hedge

It's become Exhibit 7. Your CV appears at page 24 of that 2.5?
Ryan

Yes

Susan Hedge

Okay You have two corrections to that as | understand it. Yes, please. The first on page 7.
Ryan

Yes.

Susan Hedge

In paragraph 2.5e

Ryan

Yes in the first line after the words in each of the examples above, comma, | would insert the word
council, so it would read in each of the examples above, council would be confident.

Susan Hedge

Thank you. And is there a second correction on page 197

Ryan

That's correct.

Susan Hedge

Subparagraph J, which is right at the top of the page, and what's the

Ryan

Thank you. The correction is it currently says Stormwater Code Performance Quicome AO1. That
should read Stormwater Code Acceptable Outcome AQ1.

Susan Hedge

Thank you. Are there any other corrections?
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29-4-25

Those are the corrections, thank you.

Ryan

Susan Hedge

Your affidavit and report corrected as we have this morning. Are the facts stated in that report
correct to the best of your knowledge and knowledge?

Ryan
Yes. they are.
Susan Hedge

| was now going to act on your Honour's leave yesterday to ask about the amended conditions.
Do you have a copy of the table, Mr Ryan, which is Exhibit 9, called Conditions Contended by

Respondent?

Ryan

Yes, | do.

Susan Hedge

Can | ask you to turn tc page 11?2

And you understand the left-hand side is the decision notice condition and the right-hand side is
what the council's contending in the trial?

:,, Hedge -"Counci's contending in the trial"

On page 11. in the middle of the page, you see the underiined section which requires that the

stormwater drawings and engineering calculations that are certified b-‘ Registered Professional

Engineering Queensland in accordance with the relevant Brisbane Planning Scheme codes be
submitted to council for approval?

Ryan
Yes | see that.
Susan Hedge

Yesitis.
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29-4-25

I think in this case condition 18 is dealing with upstream stermwater drainage. It requires, as is
commonly the case, a detailed design to be prepared.

Ryan

And | think in instances where it deals with stormwsater and other properties and potential impacts
on downstream properties, | think it's reasonable that Council woukl review that detailed design

before it's implemented.

Susan Hedge

Review and approve?

Ryan

Review and approve. that's right.
Susan Hedge

Thank you. Turning to page 12, and yesterday | think you were in court when | indicated that the
underlying sections right at the top of the page in fiming for 18A should actually be in the timing of
188B.

Ryan
Yes. Do you remember that? | do remember that.

Susan Hedge

Alright. And is your view that 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 fo the planning scheme provisions that are relevant?
Ryan

Yes. | think it's a reasonable response. | think it adds, the addition adds some clarity to ensure
that the approval is obtained prior to those works being carried out.

Susan Hedge
Thank you.
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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

29) 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, 2916/247
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9. Affidavit 49 - Opening day of the trial 28-4-25

Background
44 Affidavit AD CORRIGAN & EXHS ADC-1 Respondent 1
45 Affidavit  [K RYAN & EXHS KR-1 ] Respondent "X
47 14/04/2025 Order WILLIAMSON KC DCJ - 14.04.2025 Respondent "%
48 Affidavit  [of S McCABE & exh "SIM-1" - "SiM-3" ] Respondent "%
49 Affidavit  [OF: S J MCCABE, EX SIM-4 | Respondent ™%
50 Certificate Respondent "X
51 Certificate | OF: K FREEMAN, EXS 27 - 29 ( VOLUME 2 OF 2)| Respondent %

Judge WilliamsonKC ~ 28-4-25

Well, and Mr... One, two, three, four, five. Okay, so, looking at paragraph one of the agreement four, court document
number 23, | will... Il mark court document 23, that'll be exhibit five. The affidavit of Mr. Corrigan, which is court document
44, that'll be exhibit six. The affidavit of Mr. Ryan will be Exhibit 7. That's number 45. And court documents 50 and 51,

which are the CEA certificate of Freeman, I'll mark collectively Exhibit 8. the Table of Conditions. ..

Susan Hedge

Can | tender a copy of that? It's the same as was attached to the affidavit but the affidavit's not necessary.

Judge Williamson KC
Okay, Council's Table of Conditions will be Exhibit 9.

necessary"
Susan Hedge

Hedge -"the affidavit's' not

| might give Your Honour a moment to read the opening submissions if that's appropriate. Mr Monty also hasn't had a

chance to read them. | gave them to him a few minutes before we started, so he might all read
Judge Williamson KC
them. Mr Monty, I'm just about to read the Council's opening submissions.

Hedge to Judge Williamson

KC - “the affidavits’s not

necessary”
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12/11/2025, 07:47 Mail - dawwd mantet - Cutiook

& Outlook

RE: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION MANTIT V BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL 2916/24

From Steven Adams <steven.adams@justice.qid.gov.au>
Date Tue 21/10/25 11:53 AM
To david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmail.com>

David.

Further to my previous email | have investigated whether the affidavit of Sarah J McCabe filed on 24 April 2025,
being Court Document 48, was tendered as an exhibit at the hearing.

I have reviewed the list of exhibits tendered and the exhibits themselves. | have also listened to the court
recording of the hearing.

On 28 April 2025, the Respondent tendered a document being a table called "Conditions contended by
Respondent”. It was referred to by His Honour (HH) in the recording as “the table of conditions”, which HH
marked as Exhibit 9. Listening to the recording (at approximately 10.38am) Ms Hedge for the Respondent in
tendering the document indicates it is a copy of the attachment to the affidavit.

I have compared Exhibit 8 to Document 1 attached to the affidavit at Court Document 49. Both documents are
entitied “Conditions contended by Respondent”. | can confirm the contents of both documents match.

In answer to your question, Court Document 49 as a whole was not tendered as an exhibit. However. the
document (table) tendered and admitted as Exhibit 9 matches Document 1 attached to the affidavit at Court
Document 49.

I trust this information is of value.

Regards

Steve Adams

ADR Registrar (Planning and Environment Court)

Queensiand Courts — Supreme, District and Land Courts Service
Department of Justice

QEll Courts of Law. 415 George Street, Brisbane Qid 4000

P: 3738 7998 M: 0402 766 235

E: steven.adams@justice gid.gov.au

COURTS E: PE.Registrar@justice.qld.gov.au

00

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 | just put all the cards on the table, to assist,
Your Honour?”

Hedge - "can | put all the cards on the table to assist,
?
Your Honour? 24-4-25

SUSAN HEDGE

So, less than the trigger for accessible development. And perhaps, can | just put all the cards on the

to assist, Your Honour? Mr. Corrigan...

So, the Civil Works Engineers report says that where the red line is, the indicative line on the plan,
that that won't work.

22-4-25 Corrigan the goldfiish - the discharge
level of the pipe accordingly would be lower
than the kerb.

9113 Cwil Works Engineers then depicted Diagram 3 where comect ground cover
was assumed and the conclusion made that the discharge leve! of the pipe
accordingly would be lower than the kerb level in Ashridge Road . As stated
above, | dont disagree with the levels shown by Civit Works En@ee:s
However, in my expenience, a stommwvater designing civil engineer would move
to a design such as in my Attachment D which does achieve the necessary

levels

Dumbo Byth Chambers barrister either
couldn’t work that out for 7 months or has lied
for 7 months. It can only be one or the other.

Which one is it ? Please advise the ratepayers
and the CCC.

Your Lord Mayor paid your rates bills for this
rubbish.
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Background

Hedge stated to Judge Wiliamson KC — “can | 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 | 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

Judge Williamson KC 30-4-25 JW comments about the Upstream red lines

And then during the appeal. the council has taken a step back from that and said rather than, us tell
you what the solution looks like, here is a condition that allows you to demonstrate whatever option
you like achieves compliance with the planning scheme in circumstances where we will say to the
court that you can be satisfied there is a solution, it's just a matter of detail.

Susan Hedge

That is true but could | add this that the council's position is that the removal of the red line really had
mmmmmmwummdﬁmwasmmmmmmmm
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmnmmmsmamy
around the edge would have been generally in accordance wrth because of the purpose of the
condition and the line, taking them together, is to provide upslope drainage connections.

So where the pipe runs isn't really the point.

The point is to provide the upslope connections if they're provided with a pipe that runs in a different
line.

And so rather than having that dis his trial. we I 2 red line, because the red line
has become a matter of ﬁxatnon and dlstractlon So but lt s not accepted by the Council that the red
line was inappropriately put on the plan or any of those aspects.

Judge Williamson KC
Sorry, I'm not suggesting i, but | have to say. I'm not sure it's as fluid.

It has fluidity, but 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 | say that is because generally in accordance with would be assessed by reference to
the consequences of the change.

And the consequences of the change made it more difficult for easements, and the like. Thatwould

ldon'tmn'saseasyassayilg look, this is one way, but if you don't do that, there's many other
ways.

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 | don't think indicative in and of itself gives
much more than generally in accordance with.

There's some flexibility, but it's not open slather.
Susan Hedge

| accept that.
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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
middie 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.

e This is a totally preposterous statement only a child would make.

Judge Williamson KC —
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Judge Williamson KC 30-4-25
Sorry, 'm not suggesting it, but | have to say, I'm not sure it's as fluid.

It has fluidity, but '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 conseguences of the change made it more difficult for easements, and the like. That would

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 | 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 | 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) | 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

12-2-25
Judge Williamson KC - "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 rturn, and then we are going to trial
Judge Williamson KC

| do mind. You've had plenty of opportunity. It's my turn. Sorry. This is what I'm going to do. I'm going to order the matters
case managed by me. There are not going to be any joint meetings. What we're going to do is, we're going to do this old
school.

There's going to be an exchange of material. So Mr. Manteit, you bear the onus, 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.

And do we have the trial calendar here? Have you got your diary there Ms Hedge?|

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 497

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 uses unlawful Nearmaps and
Contours 2019 to fool the Planning Court

Freeman supplied the above document in the S232 Certificate.

Legend

Suburb Boundaries

1m Contour (2019) —— 1m Contour 2019

wes  50m Contour

wwie  10m Contour

e Freeman uses fake
Pro Holdin
o Contours 2019 to fool
|| Parcel
; P:rcel-Outside Brisbane the Court
World Imagery

Low Resolution 15m Imagery

High Resolution 60cm Imagery S 2 3 2 ce rt |fi Cd t -

High Resolution 30cm Imagery
Citations




Freeman
S232

—_———
Ground level Ground level means—
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a. the level of the natural ground; or
b. if the level of the natural ground has changed, the

level lawfully changed.
Editor's note—Section 1.7.5 provides that for the purpose
of the definition of ground level in Schedule 1, the level of
the natural ground is deemed to have been lawfully
changed if the level of the natural ground level is the
prescribed level.

Prescribed level

Council law

The level of the surface of the land
a existing at the time the oniginal estate was subdivided
and roads created through the estate as determined
by a registered surveyor under the Surveyors Act
2003 using best available evidence which is based on
1. the "as constructed’ drawings for the subdivision
of the original estate lodged with the Council: or
i if paragraph éaﬁ(lz does not apply, the 2002
contours of the Council s mapping system, or
b that’is the resuit of operatlonai worE camed out as a
consequence of a material change of use or
reconfiguring a lot, if
1. the matenal change of use or reconfiguring a lot
was assessable development under the Council's
planning scheme in effect between 1 January
2002 and the commencement of this planning
scheme; and
ii. the operational work accords with the following:
A the development approval for the material
change of use or reconfiguring a lot;
B. the development approval which approved
the operational work.
Editor's note—Section 1.7 5 provides that for the purpose
of the definition of ground level in Schedule 1, the level of
the natural ground is deemed to have been lawfully
changed if the level of the natural ground level is the
prescribed level

Freeman supplied the above document in the S232 Certificate.

Freeman chose to fool the Court by using —

e Nearmaps
e Contours 2019

instead of Contours 2022

This is alleged contempt of Court.
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\ ¥y
Supplied by Freeman 2474125,
allegedly.to thwart prosecutien

. is it réliable.

| Freem;n knows th '
| Contouys 2002 is the lawful .

\: @roundievel. SeePpnprt. -
X g ‘ 2 "—. 'Q&v’ 3 .»\\

Freeman supplied the above document in the $S232 Certificate.

117112 The survey plan titled “2) Surveyor’s contours” by the Applicant
on Page 7 of the Assessment Report by the Applicant titled “Town

Planning Application” shows the contours (that agree with the
contours in Brismaps 2019 that | have used) and the fall of the land

towards Ashridge Road. | have marked this plan as follows.

2) Surveyor's contours,

Slope of land in
NW area of the
site, discharge to
Ashridge Road -
ignored by the
Application

e

~Water
flow o -

These arrows are correct
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TSTI2025 caas Mad - davnd rantas - Qubinok

' Qutlook

Enquiry regarding Natural Ground Level

From CPEDS-DS-ManagersOffice <CPEDS-DS-ManagersOffice@Brisbane.gid.gov.au>
Date Thu 13/11/25 451 PM
To  david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmail. com>

Goaod afternoon Mr Manteit,
Thank you for your enquiry regarding natural ground level.
Under Brisbane City Plan 2014, Natural Ground Level is defined as:
means —

a level of the natural ground: or

b. if the level of the natural ground has changed. the level lawfully changed.
Editor’s note—Section 1.7.5 provides that for the purpose of the definition of ground level
in Schedule 1. the level of the natural ground is deemed to have been lawfully changed if the leve] of
the natural ground level is the prescribed level.

TommauluywmmwwﬁoeMammmmwm
own independent advice.
Kind regards,
General Manager’s Office

Sesvices | City Planning and Economic Development Services | BRISBANE CITY
COUNCIL

Brisbane Square | 266 George Street, Brisbane, Qid 4000
Phone: 07-3403 8888

14-11-25 Freeman states to Manteit

that the lawful contours are Contours 2002,
not Nearmaps or Contours 2019

The contents of this emoil message and any attechments are intended only for the oddressee and
may be confidential, private or the subject of copyright. If you have received this email in error
please notify Brisbane City Council, by replying to the sender or calling +61 7 3403 8888, and
delete all copies of the e-mail and any attachments.

SECURITY LABEL: OFFICIAL

ntips five. I/AAKALGAAAAAAHY QDE apmEC2byACGACY 2F EWQOAZXElyGL1KCNDadY ZRqEpgAIWMNUWAA u
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€ C % cityplanbrisbane.gid gov.auseplan/property/2RP1 17157/0/2617_t=property =4 e I @  Fikhopdate §

) ) : Council search 15-11-25
i I
ey Eﬁibr?.’a’?, (2:(')t¥4counc' "Contours 2002"

Map Tools A

© Property Labels

{3 Property Boundaries
Railways
Waterways and Waterbodies

ol

© Contours -

£ Contours 2002

Parking v

y Specific City Plan Chapters

Y Veew Fuli City Plan Transparency ~

£ View Property Lot Repart (PDF) H B e T
& View Property Holding Report (POF) l

@ Zoom 1o selested propesty
= Ciear selected property

Version: v34
Effective Date: 19 Sep 2025

w Departrnser oF Rascrart s andd Brishwne Cotty Conns) |49 St of Casensland 2023 | Sriskare ity Fovwered by Est,

Search of Council City Plan online by Manteit, 15-11-25, showing the lawful
Contours 2002

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

e 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 in contempt of Court

e The filing to the registry on 24-4-25 was 2 days after the extended date for the
material to be filed. This is in contempt of Court.

e 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.

e 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.

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

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

Itis known that the Council employees never examined the survey levels.
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 fool the Court by
using fake Contour levels?

73) Why did Freeman 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 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 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 2916/247?

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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15. 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.

Two Options for Stormwater Drainage (:orrk;arrfhabﬂj

BT I used the Rational Method to estimate stormwater flows. | set out stormwater
design principles and assumptions for the calculations in this method in
Attachment C. | note that my assumptions for parameters for stormwater

calculations are the same as set out in the report by Civil Works Engineers. |

provide a table of calculations of catchment size and pipe flows in Attachment D.

In addition —

e Self describes his report as “rudimentary”

3.6. Detailed upstream stormwater modelling is required and has not been carried out
by the Applicant. | have undertaken a rudimentary analysis of upstream catchment
boundaries (in Attachment C) along with options for stormwater infrastructure that
satisfies the objectives (Attachment D). This stormwater infrastructure satifies the

intent of the red indicative mark ups on the approved plan SK01.

e 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

drainage reserve, but not within road reserves. Only above-ground detention storages will be
permitted in Council-owned lands. Tanks in public roads will not be accepted.

(5)  Above-ground detention basins should be integrated with water quality treatments by locating the
detention storage requirement above the water quality extended detention depth.

(6)  Council will not support the installation of on-site (lot-based) stormwater detention facilities in a
residential subdivision on each freehold lot as there is no provision to adequately ensure these
facilities are protected or maintained into the future.

(7)  Using stormwater detention tanks in commercial or industrial developments will be permitted

where located on lots or within privately owned roads/driveways. Similarly, tanks could be used
within roads/driveways owned by community title for residential developments.
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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...”

(6) The provision of stormwater detention does not negate the requirement for a lawful point of

discharge for development. Detention systems do not manage nuisance flows and may
concentrate water that would have otherwise sheet flowed across a site boundary, often have high
outlet velocity and will regularly release stormwater over extended periods of time. The provision o
sform water detention is not to result in uncontrolled scour, ponding and nuisance to adjacent
properties that would have otherwise not been experienced under existing conditions.

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."

5.4.2 On-site detention systems QUDM .

There are generally three design standards set by regulating authorities, they are:

* A specified minimum site storage requirement (SSR) and permissible site discharge (PSD)

relative to either the site area, land use, or the change in impervious area.

e A ?ermissible site discharge for the specified design storm frequency with no minimum storage
volume specified.

» Arequirement not to exceed pre-development peak discharge rates for a range of design storm
frequencies.

The first two design criteria are often adopted by local governments following the development of a
_regional flood control strategy, Master Drainage Plan, or Stormwater Management Plan.

Most small on-site detention systems incorporate underground tanks. When appropriate soil and
groundwater conditions exist, into i i

Above-ground stormwater detention tanks are rarely used on single residential properties because

of the risk of the tanks being converted solely to rainwater tanks.

Above-ground stormwater detention tanks are rarely use on
single residential properties

“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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Attachment D

Option for Stormwater Infrastructure (with roof water detention
tanks)

Corrigan -
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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).

e Material change of use (subdivision).

* Level lll drainage (applied for Upstream Drainage).

 Applied to the total discharge from the development, (meaning the subject site



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
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at the one and only kerb adaptor, forcing nuisance flooding to the Darra
residents.

7.6.3.1 Connection to kerb and channel

(M

()

3)

(4)

The maximum permissible discharge to the kerb and channel must be limited to 30L/s (i.e.
maximum 2 single house lots per discharge point dependenton roof area), and twin 100mm
diameter pipes (equivalent 150mm diameter) with approved kerb adaptors.

For development that is a material change of use (i.e. other than (1) above), Level Il drainage
(connection to kerb and channel) is only permitted i arge from the development

i i ment does not exceed 30L/s. Multiple hot dip galvanised rectangular
hollow sections (RHS) 125/150/200mm wide x 75mm or 100mm high must be used (refer to BSD-
8113).

Only approved full-height kerb adaptors, complying with BSD-8114 are permitted. The kerb
adaptors must be placed in a location where service pits on the footpath will not conflict with the
future pipe location.

Discharge into the high side kerb of a one-way crossfall street is generally not permitted for any
development other than a single-house dwelling.

Use of Contours 2019 instead of Contours 2002.

Attachment Corr |ga n

Brismap 2019 Contours

- unlawful

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.

n— T T S S — Y— : R ———

Corrigan hiding of flooding

-

=t T T

Corrigan hiding of flooding of 75 litres per /

second. Took around one hour to prize this
out of Corrigan in Court




e Intentional understatement of flooding. Alleged fraud.
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townhouse to discharge towards the subject lot.

b. Worst case upstream develogment assumed to be two townhouses per lot, each
180m2, the townhouse towards Killarney Ave to discharge to Killarnex Avel the rear

Corrigan

Corrigan false statements
Stormwater design assumptions

a. Levelll drainage as per QUDM Section 7.13.2, namely pipe system to convey the greater
of 5% AEP (1/20) roof discharge or 39% AEP (1/2) discharge of the roof plus allotment.
b. Worst case upstream development assumed to be two townhouses per lot, each

townhouse to discharge towards the subject lot.

180m2, the townhouse towards Killarney Ave to discharge to Killarney Ave, the rear

e lllegal use of Level Il drainage instead of Level lll drainage. Alleged fraud.

Stormwater design assumptions

a. Levelll drainage as per QUDM Section 7.13.2, namely pipe system to convey the greater
of 5% AEP (1/20) roof discharge or 39% AEP (1/2) discharge of the roof plus allotment.

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

\1 Stub Lot ssj
“". \\ \ ;/ ‘ /'/ I"/
Y\ \\ "K\» / Legend
‘\ \ \ v, IL’:;.‘;?JS 10 with grated cover,
J /1 4 acting as a field gully, as
\ i // /| sL3s.o | perBSD8114_
\ A% ’/' |
% Y 7 / Cover600mm IL=Invert Level \ BSD 81 14
4 S——
SL=surface level provides for
1L35.475
‘ Cover=pipe cover | kerb adaptors
Ex SL35.50, ! measure from IL to |
needs 675mm fill surface, Min 675 |
to 36.15, cover ok o
670 Min pipe size 225mm,
min grade ble
o BRge Sror 88"

e 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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Stormwater design assumptions (Corrigan)

d. Coefficient of discharge fi=0.7 (worst case = town house development upstream), as per
QUDM Section 4.5

Notes (Table 4.5.1):

1. Designer should determine the actual fraction impervious for each development. Local governments may
specify default values.

2. Typically for urban residential high density developments:

07 Take formula,

fownhouse type development
muiti-unit dwellings > 20 dwellings per hectare =085 promoted by
high-rise residential development fi=0.

Corrigan and Hedge'

e Corrigan's states that the Coefficient of Dischage is fi =.7 ...as per QUDM

4.5". Alleged fraud.

e lllegal building of 2 houses on lot 2. Alleged fraud.

100 s e S (5 sl SN B s B et B g [
Croghe T 265y

F‘)
P

9‘._,5\6'

oot e

... /' Susan Hedge

" i supports con plan
« for 2 houses
on Lot 2.

"roofs of both
houses on Lot 2"

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

fraud.
Multiple dwelling MumPle dwelling means a residential use of premises involving 3 or more  Apartments, flats, units,townhouses, row
Editor's note—The use tem is definedinthe - dwellings, whether attached or detached. housing, triplex
R T
Planning Regulation 2017 - Regulated
Requirements
e Use of illegal half houses. Alleged fraud.
Total Catchment AEP 5% Onetownhouse plus | Half atownhouse, | Same as above

discharge from upstream
townhouse roof 180m2
plus roofs on subject lot
namely 115m2 proposed
roof and 143m2 existing
house

half existing house on

subject lot
180m2+71m2=251m2

half existing house,
all of proposed
house on subject
lot
90m2+71m2+115
m2 =276m2

0.044ha
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e Use of illegal flooded hydraulic plans ending up .5m and .8m under the kerb.
Alleged fraud and incompetence. Alleged fraud.

e 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 is very proud of three zeros. 24-4-25
50me angceers 5 just h Arywdy 2 says i

"Some engineers would record that as just
the two decimal places.”

So what's this, Corrigan?)

§ Susan Hedge has zero idea of why the

| winemaster uses zeros all over the place.

|
|

Upstream pit

Pit { i [ st T pegth
Stub Lot 97 36625 3 731 0675 3
Stub Lot 38 36325 3 7ol &5 1
Stub L0299 539 2 %01 06 1

8 36 2 360 1 061

o 35.305 3 3651 1193

6 35125 3 3581 o653

7 35475 3 %152 0675 3

Susan Hedge winemaster witness 1 zero 9 times
2 zeros 3 times
3 zeros 8 times

e 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.

e 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 downstrea

e lllegal statement that a private certifier is required to seal a subdivision plan.

e Requirement of the existing house to be demolished, to make way for
stormwater pipes and easements.
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Sdia ' l Collect house downpipes “

ved Stub Lot 97
Vi |

1m,o.5%,225diT" Al 1L36.625

Sy S s S137.30 . Demolition of
puUSe existing house

o Fare Cover670mm
7% S
. /| stublotos
4 P o o

e 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.

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

Corrigan false statements
Stormwater design assumptions

a. Levelll drainage as per QUDM Section 7.13.2, namely pipe system to convey the greater
of 5% AEP (1/20) roof discharge or 39% AEP (1/2) discharge of the roof plus allotment.

b. Worst case upstream development assumed to be two townhouses per lot, each
180m2, the townhouse towards Killarney Ave to discharge to Killarney Ave, the rear
townhouse to discharge towards the subject lot.

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

e Not one Planning Scheme Policy was stated in the report, except the
misleading $7.6.3.1(1). Deceptive by not mentioning $7.6.3.1 (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.



Page 73 of 100

e 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.

- All stubs
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3 decimal 35 08 4 ' |
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pipe without
DM fill

1 decimal place

\ Ry
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pef
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G (a3 \
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No pipe <7 1™ e i Chuer60omm
size Coveriptbio ) 0757 wrong
; oY iV W7
/ p—— Depth 5
3 decimai e s —
—————— decimai .
"y / S " 8
2 decimai —_— ~— Table
places 6757 7254 60

Information required from Freeman, Schrinner and Council

87) How much money was paid by Schrinner, Freeman and Council to produce
this 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?7 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

e carport, preventing
e services to the lot, preventing
e 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 I drainage
instead of Level |l drainage? Was it Freeman, Schrinner or someone else?

98) Who instructed Corrigan to understate the flooding by the rear lots, 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

29-4-25 Ryan mistakes

You've prepared an affidavit in this proceeding which is dated the 22nd of April 2025, is that
correct?

Susan Hedge

Ryan
That's correct.

Susan Hedge

It's become Exhibit 7. Your CV appears at page 24 of that 2.57
Ryan

Yes.

Susan Hedge

Okay You have fwo corrections to that as | understand it. Yes, please. The first on page 7.
Ryan

Yes.

Susan Hedge

In paragraph 2.5e

Ryan

Yes in the first line after the words in each of the examples above, comma, | would insert the word
council, so it would read in each of the examples above, council would be confident.

Susan Hedge

Thank you. And is there a second correction on page 197

Ryan

That's correct.

Susan Hedge

Subparagraph J, which is right at the top of the page, and what's the
Ryan

mmkyw.mecouecﬁonhiwmwsmsbmwamcodepemmamoontThat
should read Stormwater Code Acceptable Outcome AQ1.

Susan Hedge

Thank you. Are there any other corrections?
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29-4-25

Those are the corrections, thank you.

Ryan

Susan Hedge

Your affidavit and report corrected as we have this morning. Are the facts stated in that report
correct to the best of your knowledge and knowledge?

Ryan
Yes, they are.
Susan Hedge

I'was now going to act on your Honour's leave yesterday to ask about the amended conditions.
Do you have a copy of the table. Mr Ryan, which is Exhibit 9, called Conditions Contended by

Respondent?

Ryan

Yes, | do.

Susan Hedge

Can | ask you to turn to page 117

And you understand the left-hand side is the decision notice condition and the right-hand side is
what the council's contending in the trial?

" Hedge -"Counci's contending in the trial"

Yes.

Susan Hedge

On page 11. in the middle of the page, you see the underlined section which requires that the
stermwater drawings and engineering calculations that are certified by Registered Professicnal
Engineering Queensland in accordance with the relevant Brisbane Planning Scheme codes be
submitted to council for approval?

Ryan
Yes | see that.
Susan Hedge

Yesitis.




Page 77 of 100

29-4-25

I think in this case condition 18 is dealing with upstream stormwater drainage. It requires, as is
commonly the case, a detailed design to be prepared.

Ryan

And | think in instances where it deals with stormwater and other properties and potential impacts
on downstream properties, | think it's reasonable that Council would review that detailed design
before it's implemented.

Susan Hedge

Review and approve?

Ryan

Review and approve, that's right.
Susan Hedge

Thank you. Turning to page 12. and yesterday | think you were in court when | indicated that the
underlying sections right at the top of the page in timing for 18A should actually be in the timing of
18B.

Ryan
Yes. Do you remember that? | do remember that.

Susan Hedge

Alright. And is your view that that timing for 18b that is the implementation of the certified
MW&&MW&MM%MMMMMWN

approval of the drawings.
Is that a reasonable response to the planning scheme provisions that are relevant?
Ryan

Yes, | think i's a reasonable response. | think it adds, the addition adds some clarity to ensure
that the approval is obtained prior to those works being carried out.

Susan Hedge

Thank you.




Page 78 of 100

24-4-25 "l don't thing | can assist with that question. Its a
Keiran Ryan matter of engineering design”

I'm sorry, |m1mnmmmmmnmrsamdmmm
which is outside my expertise.

David Manteit

Right, that's sort of, because there are other ones there, | don't want to bore you to tears, coefficient,
you know, it's in the town plan. So, would you say that anything with a number from the fown plan that
you can't assist?

Keiran Ryan | can't assist. ..is a matter of engineering

No, | wouldn't say anything with a number | can't assist, but this section that you've taken me to is a
matter of detailed engineering design that | can't assist with.

David Manteit

We're not reading it out, but have you ever known council to support lot-based stormwater detention

facilities in a residential subdivision on, | will read it out a bit, on freehold lots at all in your experience?

And if you have, could you give me the address?

Ryan - "] don't recall examples
keranRyan ~ Where they did or didn't”

I don't recall examples where they did or didn't, I'm sorry. | think anything, and so, as a town planner,
we would normally defer these matters across to the development engineer when it comes to a
development application, either assessing or lodging. So, | can't give you examples where they were,

and | can't give you examples where they are not. I'm not trying to be unhelpful, but again, | think
matters, particularly within this planning scheme policy, | think are largely matters outside my
expertise.

Ryan - "matters, particularly within this
planning scheme policy, | thnk are largely

matters outside my expertise"

Background

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

e 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?7 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.

And the consequences of the change made it more difficult for easements. and the like. That would
be a reason a solution, even thouah it worked, would not be generally in accordance with the

InGIcauve ine snd

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 | 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.

QUEENSLANDLAND REGISTRY SCHEDULE Form 20 Version 2
Land Tite Act 1994, Land Act 1894 ind Water Act 2000 Page2of 3

b 1

Title Reference to issue out of

This is the Schedule referred to in the Form 9 Easement between [##] (Grantor') and BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL (‘Grantee’).
The Grantor and Grantee DO HEREBY COVENANT AND AGREE with each other in the following terms: .

A Definitions and Interpretation

1.1 Inthis E . urless the othemai g
(E)] Authorised Persons means employees, officers, ! TS, subcont s, fic and other
persons claiming by, through or under the Grantee.
(b) Ea this d (which includes the Form 0 and this Schedule).
i<t . means buldings, ferces, walls, stuctures, (whether of the class just mertioned or notj or
pEMgs.

(d) Plant and Equipment means vehicles, equipment, machinery, tools and materials.

{e) Rel Works underground drains, pipes, conduits and channels for the passage or conveyance
of St Dramage arg al holes, mantole ch , inliets, b and fittings in conmaction
imov!whmmday-m‘ui\gm i g property or otherwise in the ion of the

Grantee's drainage powers.
{fy Servient Tenement the land d. ibed as such in tem 2 of the Form 9.

(@) Stormwater Drainage means rain water and associated drainage and stormwater run-off flowing in
concentration ether intermattently of accasionaly

hi The expression the Grantes shall include the successars of the Grantae
{i) The expression 'the Grantor' shall include the respective transferees and assigns of the Grantor and the
i S Rors dmini

registered proprielor, owner (and their respect ¢ 3 . s and igns as the
case may be) and the occupier for the time being of the Servient Tenement.

i} MMMWMMQiMMMmMMMVmNMSWW
gender inzlude the cther genders and wonds imp ing only p includ porati dfor iath
andior bodies and vice versa in each respective case

2. Grant of Easement

r 53 The Grantor hereby grants and t fers to the Grantee an L for the full and free right and Bberty at all times
0 enter upom the Serdent Tenement to have, lay, and ther F use and maintain any such Relevant
Works on, over. through ar under the Serviert Tenement as the Graniee i appropnate as wefl as obtaining
free and uni up to the Servient Ti and any works or things located on or within the Servient
Tenement.

3. Rights of Grantee

at The Gantee ard its Authorised P may, enter uponthe S it Te with full, free. unintenupted sccess,
mght and Iberty a1 all times

ja) for the purposes of installing any Relevant Wosks-

(b) for the purposes of changing the size and number of, operating, inspecting. patrolling. altering, removing.
replacing, raconstructing and/or repairing the Relevant Works:;
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QUEENSLAND LAND REGISTRY SCHEDULE Form 20 Version 2
Land Tite Act 1984, Land Act 1994 and Waler Act 2000 Page3of 3
Title Reference to issue out of

{c) 1o enter upon and remain, pass and repass over, along and under the Servient Tenement or any part thereof
with all Plant and Equipment considered necessary by the Grantee to undertake any Relevant Works:

d) to dig into, sink shafts in, erect scaffolding upon and to open and break up the soil of the Servient Tenement
or any part thereof (including the subsurface and the surface) and to bring and place Plant and Equipment
in and upon the Servient Tenement or any part thereof; and

(e} 1o do such other incidental works and things through, across, in or under the Servient Tenement as the
Grantee shall in its discretion think fit.

32 The Grantee will in exercising the Grantee's rights under clause 3.1 cause as iittle damage as possible. The Grantee
will only be responsible or held liable for such damage or inconvenience to the owners, or occupiers for the time
being. of any part of the land of which the Servient Tenerment forms partorany subdivisionthereof as may be caused
or suffered bymasmoﬂyolﬂ\snegbdorddwloﬂhe@mmnsmmad Persons.

33 For all or any of the above purposes, the Grantee and its Authorised Persons with or without Plant and Equipment,
may have the right to use such land of the Grantor immediately adjacent to the Servient Tenement as may reasonably
be required by the Grantee incomtectionvﬂhdola\yolmesa’dwposes.

4. Grantor's obligations

4.1, Notwithstanding the generality of the foregoing. the following provisions shall apply:
@) the Grantor shall not:

@) erect any Obstructions:; or

(i) erect, permit or suffer to remain any Obstructions on the land of the Grantor immediately adjacent to
the Servient Tenement;

and to the extent only that any such Obstructions are permitted in writing by the Grantee and only on such
ferms and conditions as the Grantee may impose or require in the event of such permission being granted.

(b) In the event the Grantor acts or omits to act or suffers an act or omission in contravention of the provisions
contained orimplied in this Easement. the Grantee may if it chooses to in its absolute discretion. but is under
no obligation to:

i) demolish, mveoroﬂunisodisooseofaw(bshﬂionormm:omaanvtimoonorin
the Servient Tenement in contravention of the foregoing provisions: or

(1) issue a notice in writing to the Grantor to rectify any breach of its obligations under this Easement
by undertaking works including, but not limited to. the works detailed in item (i) above:

at the cost of the Grantor.

(a) The Grantor is responsible for the cost of complying with the Grantor's obligations set out above including
where the Grm«actsoronﬂsbadorMmmmoromissionh contravention of the provisions
contained or implied in this Easement. and for the costs, charges and expenses of and incidental to the
preparation. stamping and registration of this Easement.

(b) The Grantee is responsible for the cost associated with the Rights of the Grantee as set out above and is not
required to contribute to the cost of maintaining the surface level of the Servient Tenement,
UGROUND DR
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Council have right to access and at all times to

R. Grant of Easement 2
Council ... to construct .. forever...such works
R.1. The Grantor hereby grants and transfers to the Grantee an easement for the full and free right and liberty at all times
i . construct and then forever use maintain an% Suc! evan
as the Crantee considers gpgroFriate as as obtaining
free and uninterrupted access to the Servient Tenement and any works or things located on or within the Servient
Tenement.
3. Rights of Grantee
B.1. The Craptee and its Authorised Persons may, enter uponthe Servient Tenement with full, free, uninterrupted access,
right and liberty at all times:
4. | Grantor's obligations|
4.1. Notwithstanding the generality of the foregoing, the following provisions shall apply:

(a) the Grantor shall not:

(0] erect any Obstructions; or  Carport

(i) erect, pgmit or suffer to remain any Obstructions on the land of the Grantor immediately adjacent to
the Servient Tenement. House -  Corrigan stormwater isunder the house pad

whereby the rights of the Grantee set out in this Easement are materially restricted or diminished unless
and to the extent only that any such Obstructions are permitted in writing by the Grantee and only on such
terms and conditions as the Grantee may impose or require in the event of such permission being granted.

(b) In the event the Grantor acts or omits to act or suffers an act or omission in contravention of the provisions
contained orimplied in this Easement, the Grantee may if it chooses to in its absolute discretion, but is under
no obligation to:

(i) demolish, remove or otherwise dispose of any Obstruction or thing whatsoever at any time onor in
the Servient Tenement in contravention of the foregoing provisions; or

(ii) issue a poti obligations under this

e i ing {o the Gra nv _breach of i =
by undertaking works including, but not limited to,_the works detailed in item (i) above;
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Judge Williamson KC 30-4-25

Because suspect what we find is that as a matter of practice, or at least my experience many years ago, Mr. Monty is
that when a plan of subdivision is ready to be sealed. or on its way for sealing, the Council are provided with as
constructor drawings and a plan of subdivision And then at that stage. with the benefit of where the pipes are

David Manteit

Iive on one now. | live one melre away from the backyard. We put the

Judge Williamson KC

No, no, you're not listeningto me_ It's a matter of timing

David Manteit

But the timing 1s, | need it now to run my next case, Your Honour. Am | going to be able to send an email tomorrow and
say, &p&um GmlmbMianwuw.umhwm‘mmm
can

Judge Williamson KC

Because what I'm leading to is, the gasement that would be granted in favour of council | suspect it has long had
standard conditions or standard terms of the easement and the actual location of the easement

David Manteit

Fantastic, where are they since 1st of October? But those standard terms need to be adjusted to reflect. Exactiy,
that's why | need them now. | need that, it's in file, 1st of Cctober. 28 questions_ It's on the website. 28 questions

1 don't know what's in there. | can't design this proje here if | don't have that standard before we change the standard |

Judge Williamson KC 30-4-25

Because you understand the easement has two parts 1o it at least you'd need to know where the underground
David Manteit

It has the survey plan to be lodged, and it has the wording of the easement documented.

Judge Williamson KC

Okay. Please don't interrupt me

David Manteit

Oh, you asked me a question, right?

Judge Williamson KC

No. | didn't. You said. do you know what that means? Oh. okay. Sorry. Strictly correct. Again, rhetorical. It has two__ It has
:; ;ﬁ:ﬂem document An easement, grant of an easement, has integers to it. One of them is the location of the

But here that's to go to the underground drainage and access over the drainage infrastructure provided for
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David Manteit

My Y 30-4-25

Judge Williamson KC

A you koo why ' a mystery? Because you haven't designed it Oh whcops
David Manteit

But | can't design it uriess | know what's in it Your Honour

Judge Williamson KC

Mmywm:«mwrrecwmmuywsmkanmderqvmzheywm!anemm:nmlacm w
your urderground deamage, oo less than S00 milimetres

David Manteit

Judge Williamson KC

Ar Moaty you toid me youte a developer. and youve geveioped other land whieh has Leen subdivided. As past of that
experence, have you happenad 1o come Hoross cazement dosuments fam the counct e dramage purpoes?

David Manteit

Tee got four easements one meire sway from my breakfast table ahich | have managed quite well by
documents in the past but they don't eeem to be forthe as of 1 Cetabet tefore any court cases

Judge Williamson KC

Just=hb quiet This & what we're going 1o do. Where's Mesge? | hisve an ey, usorhodar as # might be is it 3! ab
posuble that yout metnucing solicitor coud srovide 5 Mr. Monty the standard temmis of councls easements which irvohe
urderrounss drainage and scoess? Leanng i mng that @ would be standan terms #'s ot ntendad 1 be final and
zubject to detar that s 5o follow in the form of survey plans #0d desgn detul

Susan Hedge

f understand e queston. I'T gt some instrucions




Page 86 of 100

Susan Hedge
| understand the question. I'll get some instructions
David Manteit
o yhich

Judge Williamson KC

So you're not challenging?
David Manteit

30-4-25

Well I'm trying to get it for you as quickly as possible And wie're going to go through the same thing wait nine months

Susan Hedge

e Fanrng ane Encrormre Count N xaoe

Held 2 Bradere
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Planning and Environment Court 0]
Manteit V Brisbane City Council
Exhibit "A™
1. Emasl to Council 1110024
2 Emad to Councl 10010724

3 Emad to Counail 161024
4. Email 10 Councit 25/10124
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//0/27- @

V224, 900 Py 128 AHRIDGE RD DARRA A 006565655 Sawd mantel! - Cutloos
@ ook

128 ARRIOGE RO DARRA A 006455555

Frem duad marmine cdrnzmantet 3 otinailians
Dote Tue L1VE0E4 500 708
fo  sancher panenstiochane 4 gov a. < e Perbnwe g g .

T tem gbbethisrbore g¥ govay CIOMGLEIRITHDIC G covaus wstnslmABheh e gV « et lnd ik ore g 3.0 bocy heg ke “dgo as
ke trpdanabone B4 goe b -

Duar Sis

7} Grant Easements

Grant the faliomnn easement/s) as may be requind:

i) Ezmnments, in favour of Bristane City Cours? Jor-

- Uns 3 dt i 110 less than S00mm wide) over the drairage irfiastoastus peovided for the upstream wits to
(RESAIVE Tha fi EAM SRS

Turing: As Dar of the pan of subviasuon notated Oy Counct and Men 10 be maintsne,
7(a) S Plan of S and Do {Counci Ea: in Gross)

Subeit to, and obtan approval fom Developmont Seraces a plaa of subdivisnn SUEANG 1he SATAMent and & reques! Yor Councit
prepare the BcRSSary Gasament docurnentalun 16 daranstrate comphiance with the taquraments of this conditon

Nate: Easaments i favour of the Brstans ity Ceuncil must have the recessary easement docurmantation pes,
Counct free of oost 1o Council

Timing: Priof o subimission of the reques? pursuan 1 Sehediie 13 of the Fanning Regusation 2017 for Councils notation an Thes pitan of
EULIASI0nN necessary o comply with this condiion o G aftect 10 tis approval

71b) Suben Plan of Subcivision and D What other easement ? BC incor

Subymat 10, and cblain appraval from, Devaloprent Sandoss. o plan of sutdivision showing tha aasement and the necossAry gasemant
cocumentaton 10 demanstrate complince wh the teguirsmants of this condilion.

Nota: Easamants no? in Bvors of the Brishane City Conpwst st have the nncessary dotumentation prepared by the appinant's povate
solionoes

d by the Brsbave C.

I reguest that BOC respond 1o my request to the folicwing 1 relation 10 8§ 7 of the apgeovs] dated 25-6.74 (08 et racensd by me from an
ARZCEIMEN! MANAGar)

Coural never gave mysalt, as apgdcant. an mfornason feguast regunng mpsell s sopdicant 1o design & sormraate” poe Council has taven 4 ugen
m‘:::: Falf haked 04 line o & plan of subdivison, wimeat acy details. You Gesigned & 1 dig nee,

Ceunal e not provide this plan as orepared ty liem prot to Snal apptoval

| Gortang Vst s laziness snd incempetence by the Counal

This achon has feeuted and eliricatod the time afforded Dy the apohicant 1o taspord with e timely snalysis &g fesponse by pruate RPEQ
consultants.

The Cownct fas slready calaulled o rot praviding tha decCisgn oo o pro- ie 35 busness days. You had 8 this time but 518 couldn't be bathered lo
CEPAda an wrImalion recuest A manataty comeensalan wil be vigoroLsly pursued by myself « tha coming days

The Plarning Cowrt will see BCC sclizns as lary ang moomgetent.
My inzal asseasment of :he BCC Cusigres siommwaler plar i< that

= Cout Gl stotnvaner pley dues fot wark, fae macy raasons. This skai be reveaied after you provde % 13 the folloning cuess

- Thers &re 1o “welres: lols” o "USSITAm Hrrs” i he subject ste. in sddion, thera 5 ng torms 'n the City Plar 2014 of iesa cascrplions.

Counct hgva invenied and desiged the svarmawater pipe and propared the plan themselves, 20 the onus /s on BOC o fo provide snswers 1o e
inlloaing queztors

reqaest BCC provido 1he snswers by 120m, tamarrow, 2.10.24
Time iz of the @55600¢ |, 83 20 tw Plenning Act 2016 and the Planring anc Ervronment Court.
Eazement document.

1) Please provide peoposed surtace leveds and invert levels of T 225evr: stoemeater pige,

Dol tark 8
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1202724 &00 PM 128 AHRIDGE RD DARRA A DI6Z 165558 - davic manter - Cutloci
21 Mwase provids cover distance above, below, left and right of the 228 stormwat 2 pipe. Mote any regurements beioa shat May arect tis
Curvet o
WA,

J) ks there sasircton o other stormwater pipes, beticas the BGO P9, such as houss stormaater ppes If tere are no resinctinns

4} Is there restectons in ha easen et dosurend for other services wich 35 MEN poaer, water SUPESY Sopper pipes.
3} I thers resircton *or existing retaining wall sbove ground as to the comocnent insicds e tourdsery

S} Is thars remincton for existing ining retaining wall footings below ground 55 ™ e component nside the oungary,
7} 15 there restiction 10+ any future retaining wall above AIIUNE 35 2 e camponent inswds the baundary.
B} s thete resnicticn for arcune 300mr drainage gravel requirsd tey wanng wal ergnserec design
Sl theve restriction for a fence above retaining wall in %laton 1o 118 pa nside the boundary
10115 e & rasiicton for vegetation iz be alanted in the aasement

11) 15 there a restrction far a concrote slab pathway i1 the sazement. Note that the design for ths may rot be sessible
az it would te regarded as & #5100 Sab 1or eNgNEEng purposes.

12} Is there s requirement in the easement fr good malntenance By BCT o e cansr
13) What hours of the Cay can BCC inspect thais sasamant.
14] What is Me sropused type of surface =f the eazement This ragds to bo ITDETVEOUS.
151 Piagss trovde engineered drawings for the 103 iImpenasus sutate of e easement.
-~ Pusasa advise huw thick this surface wauld be.
Fase provae what materisl the surface iz If this is proposed 1o o coacrate. praase provide what MPA_
Poase POovds what s 24 mesh 1o be used, if ore o tao layers. FEZ er 572
- Qessign of 3poon grain 1o carty weer sway Foen e mperveos surfaze ard legal poirt of Sischange for the mpsrsous idace.
18) Paasa proade depth of spoon drain,
- Flesse aevdos minimum slope of imperiecus surtisss both in direction of trsvel and acceoss
Plegse provice arosseection of the asove far clarity This information s%ects surfase levels ent nver levals.
171 Please provide eny restrictions of the aasamart in any Wy, ZNane of fam
18) Pleass prowce ety oiher requrements of ary restrctar

19) 1a thers 2 guarantee that the Counch il repair 3 broken storravister pos that could CAUTR WRMAr INGo” the Pouse sigb,
aseng of e Pouze slab, 8nd pahaps en inhablatie hayse,

20) Soes the miserient cacument poacs for schutars urde” the Q land Devel Caode.

o

27} Can the casement be used by the orcpupant for fire esCape PurPoses as pan of a fre ssfely managerront plan
223 13 » fence required for the casement.

23} CR1 & LAMpOn weno st 190103 i e aasement be buill over slormmwatar sasemen:.

74) Noas the easamant allow for 8 106 fooling a3 per BCC standard forengs design,

251 12 3 stermwater maintananon Mole reguired, This will 2%act rved fevel heights,

26) Does the easement sestnct distances to retanng walls and houses Sea Cueansleng Davelopmer: Cace exampia
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2224, HUO Py 128 AHRIDGE D DARRA A DIE3€5S55 - dawet mantas - Cutlock

Boundary
fence

1 B

Retaining wall

Ciass 1or 10
building or
structure

Ornginal surface lovel

Sewer,

stormwater drain

or combined

sanitary drain
Excavation cannot
occur within the area
around the
infrastructure

271 Pleage caspand 2s 10 abal ‘ather easemen” mears 1 this BCC o petaroe ?

The atove listis not an exhaustive st Taere wil b Moo guashons

i you refuse to respond to these g i on "YOUR DESIGNED RED LINE™ then | encourage the court to consder this
action and 10 take into account any costs of the case

1= stated 0 the apaea) trat Councl wil prapare the rasament dzcument. This is your raspacabiity, nat ming

Please provide by Spm today responses to the sbove questions snd the following -

+ wording and
« all plan view snd
« cress sections front. back left, rght that take onto account all of the abave,

Aszessment Manager

Please advise who the assessment manager for Planning Act defaition | S50 fueposen

iz for the applization, There was a persar laday an te phare whi states bis name az Joel wasa wha

saict be i the aszeszment manager but on e caly corspondente peoviced by hien on 26-6-24 it sayshaiza
Senite Uty Plarner

Gn Deveinpmant | 1 53y3 hie 1 a dewsioprmant afficor. | have praviod 15y this QUERNIN 11 WItNg Many tres
wra 15 ths Planning At s3sa53ment managar. No resporse
trom BOG 20 far. Tha may a%ert tha intarast chergas to BCG comng shonly

It % nest yout appoint arather persan for your phone calis. matead of semeanra who cucks 20z waaves
emotuealy ursiable ir my opinan. Me relizes o anseer any guestars whaliomer, harranes the appicant withowt myself
caling lim. An inteligant, experienced parsan doss not act like this way.

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 from the Council employees?

20) Why did Schrinner, Freeman and Council refuse to supply this document until
you 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 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.

e 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 §7.6.1 (2) 10+
PSP S7.6.5 14+
5 7.6.2 (3) 4+
PSP S 7.3.3.1 - Fraction impervious 8+
PSP §7.5.3.6 - 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 lll 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

24-4-25 Susan Hedge fill con
SUSAN HEDGE

And then the other... Yeah, S0 condition 12 might be what Your Honour was thinking about. It's about
filling and excavation. Yep. And 12A is submit earthworks drawings prepared by an RPEQ.

Submit to and obtain approval from Development Services Earthworks Drawings. But the Council has
actually conceded in its position statement that that condition can be deleted.

Condition 12. Because the purpose of that condition was that to achieve the stormwater outcome,
you might need to do some filling.

wocewLamson  Hedge - "and there's no need
cnange the topography. for the fill condition™

SUSAN HEDGE

And so there's no need for the condition. If you're required to do the outcome, then you're
required to do the stormwater outcome no matter what. And so, Mr. Corrigan's solution that he says
would work daes invalve a little bit of filling, but less than one metre.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON

Yep.

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 intentional placed
a fake name on court order 12-12-24

™MS Yy

r the Planning and Ervirgrment Court Appoat No. 2916 of 2024

S Helaat Beabne

i fimgnig 0 \
i DA Pwtaananr U7 g }
| DAVID Matemr- T T Orde of
| WahMmen By "D ddiagd
: f MENTEY ST, ﬁt‘n
v AN »
e BRISBANE CITY COUNGIL ; S

T Aetrigy

/
ORDER P < s il

FiLE

# A\
Belore Hig Honour Judge Wikamsdn KQ
Date of HMearng 12 Dpcember 2024
Dste of Order 12 December 2024
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27-1-25 Sara McCabe and Hedge contempt reee4orse

I request a response to myself from City Legal why all these incorrect statements were made, and the
reasons why these statements were made, being incorrect.

Please advise why Sara McCabe has not requested to anyone including the Planning Court to take corrective

action to correct the Court Order 12/12/24 appellant name.

Please advise how long you insist on defaming my name and the good name of the Judge and the Registrar.

Sara McCabe was informed of this error by myself on 22/1/25, but still refuses to acknowledge the error, or

request the court to take corrective action.

Sara McCabe is an officer of the Court and has a duty to inform the Court of errors as soon as possible.

Why has Sara McCabe refused to acknowledge this mistake, after 46 days?

David Manteit 12'2‘25

Your Honour, you were holding a typo on the 12th of December. My name is spelled wrong We've left the other side now.
I bet you. There's no slip rule. 60 days. My name's being defamed. It's in the family tree now. We changed the name in
1879.

Judge Williamson KC
So where is it spelled incorrectly? My name Where?
Susan Hedge

I can assist Your Honour. On Your Honour’s order from 12 December 2024, in that order Mr Manteit's name is spelled
incorrectly. Two or three letters are in the wrong order just by typographical error. That's the issue that he's raising with
you

Judge Williamson K¢
Okay, well we can fix that.
David Manteit

Well, | would have had an order for Mr McCabe to write an affidavit as to the reasons because we've given that
information to her two weeks ago. There's still no response.

Judge Williamson KC

If it's spelled incorrectly, we can quickly deal with it Is that in the court header? Yes. Can the draft orders include a further
order that the court header is amended to say that Mr. Manteit's name is spelled correctly.

Susan Hedge

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 | 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

12-2-25 Judge Williamson KC - "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
Judge Williamson KC going fo trial.”
I do mind. You've had plenty of opportunity. It's my turn. Sorry. This is what I'm going to do. I'm going to order the matters

case managed by me. There are not going to be any joint meetings. What we're going to do is, we're going to do this old
school.

There's going to be an exchange of material. So Mr. Manteit, you bear the onus, 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.

And do we have the frial calendar here? Have you got your diary there Ms Hedge?

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.

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 until the day of the trial to hide -

e The Council employee alleged corruption
e Their own reputation

However, all they achieved was allegedly wasting further ratepayers money by

e instructing the incompetent and allegedly fraudulent Corrigan and the
e incompetent and allegedly fraudulent Ryan
e 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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Itis 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.

JUDGE WILLIAMSON 24-4-25

Given this is public interest litigation, public interest litigation, my inclination is to let the material in and

we deal with it. And what | mean by that is...




Page 100 of 100

v
»

age 1 of 219

David Manteit

128 Ashridge Rd

Darra 4076
davidmanteit@hotmail.com

20-10-25
Dr Kerry Freeman

The Chief Executive Officer D e I i V e re d a n d

Lord Mayor Adrian Schrinner
Brisbane City Council

265 George S mailed 20-10-25
cc. Crime and Corruption Commission
Dear Dr Freeman/Lord Mayor Schrinner

128 Ashridge Rd Darra A006565555 - 2916/24

This case is a matter of public interest - Judge Williamson KC

JUDGE WILLIAMSON 24_4_25

nterest itigation, public interest htmtvon, my inclination is 10 let the material in and
we deal with it. And what | mean by thatis ..

1) Request for written advice by Brisbane City Council prior to instructing RPEQ
engineers to prepare civil and hydraulic plans for Council approval, as per Condition
17 and Condition 7. Response from you required by 31/10/25.

2) This report provides further clarification of matters of interest and responses
regarding your alleged corrupted and licenced and unlicenced Council employees
("The Council employees”) corruption, that have come to light, up to 5/8/25, being
the last court date. The findings in this letter and your responses will be referred to
the Crime and Corruption Commission. Transcripts of all hearings are now in my

possession.

3) Statement to Lord Mayor Adrian Schrinner ("Schrinner") and CEO Dr Kerry
Freeman ("Freeman™) or "You"

David Manteit states that it is not possible to provide "Upstream Drainage” as
required under Condition 17, to the rear lots 97, 99, 99 without the breaking of
certain laws, being the list of laws broken, in Table 1, that your or your unlicenced




The contents of this affidavit are true, except where they are stated on the basis of
information and belief, in which case they are true to the best of my knowledge.

I understand that a person who makes an affidavit that the person knows is false in a
material particular commits an offence.

-

Affirmed by the said deponent at Richlands this 26" day of November , 2025.

Before me.

&, S )

DEPONENT /" J4STICE OF THE PEACE-




