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David Manteit V Brisbane City Council 2916/24 

Response to objections 

1. The Appellant rejects the Respondent’s objections, totally, and intends to rely on 
all filed material and any other material that the Court accepts by leave, by filing 
or delivered in person. 

 
2. The responses to the objections are – 
 

• The Respondent has not provided any disputed facts. There has been no 
disputed facts by the Respondent provided to the Court or the Appellant to this 
date, after 9 months. 

 

• David Manteit is in fact an expert in all the areas of Small Lot Subdivisions for 
over 20 years. David Manteit has prepared Town Planning applications, 
subdivision plans, installed all types of stormwater pipes, sewer pipes, and 
other services. David Manteit has a 4.7/5.0 rating from 85 of his peers from his 
lectures and courses. David Manteit has written the only book in the world 
devoted to Small Lot Subdivisions. Examination, application and auditing of 
Council laws and approved plans is very very simple.  
 

• Water falls down. Very simple. 
 

• There are around 7 relevant sections of PSP Chapter 7 and 3 BSD drawings. 
There is one survey plan. Anyon/e can read these documents in one hour, 
online. The Appellant has read 412 survey plans of Council Approved cases. 
That is my expertise. One does not have to be an expert to read the City Plan 
or read a survey plan.  

 
         The Respondent should not blame anyone except themselves if they can’t do 
          a 30 second calculation. That is not the fault of the Appellant. The  
         Respondent may need to find a person who is an expert with a calculator to 
          assist them. 
 

• The suggestion by the Respondent that one needs to be an expert to read 
City Plan and do a few numbers that take 60 seconds, is ridiculous. This is 
more evidence that the Respondent still has absolutely no idea of what the 
relevant Council laws are, and has never read them. 

 
 
__________________________________________________________________ 
Response to objections                                                           Filed by David Manteit 
                                                                                              82 Rowe Tce Darra 4076                                               
                                                  davidmanteit@hotmail.com 
                                                                                                                  0424739923 
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The Respondent’s most intelligent statement so far in 
9 months – Notice of disputed reasons 31/1/25 -
“There will be additional stormwater runoff” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

QBCC - “many of the laws are just common 
sense” 
 

 

• Time has come and gone for objections for any material filed up to 12/2/25. 
It’s not the boy who cried wolf play, here.  

 

• There is no evidence that the Council employees have ever read the survey 
plan or have ever read Chapter 7. 
 

• The Respondents had no objections for the Court on 14/4/25. The 
Respondent’s game is to pile up 6 months of objections to 11 days before the 
hearing. Too late. That is not expeditious.  
 

• The Respondents had no objections for the Court on 12/2/25. 
 

• The Respondent had no objections for the Appellant as of 31/1/25. 
 

• The Respondent had no objections for the Court on 12/12/24. 
 

• The Council employee individuals are relevant because the individual’s 
actions have caused them to be relevant all by their own doing. 
 
 
 
 

• Criminal charges are laid first to the individual, not the Employer. 
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• The Council employee individuals caused themselves to be relevant, all by 
themselves. Their plans are not RPEQ certified and they have allegedly 
committed criminal offences from alleged corrupt engineering. The individuals 
were were sent multiple emails by David Manteit requesting information and 
RPEQ licence. Lucy Ting refused to supply calculations in a phone calls, after 
30 seconds. 
 

• The individual employees have caused the case to be a matter of public 
interest for many reasons, including - 

 
-  preparation of hydraulic plans without certification by a RPEQ. 
 
-  preparing hydraulic plans that will allegedly flood the properties downstream 
    with millions of litres of floodwater each year in a Q1, causing damage to 
    peopl  and property. 
 

• Evidence pertaining to future potential criminal offences is extremely important 
to the Appellant’s arguments for removing certain conditions. See further 
below. 

 
 

Appellant facts not disputed 
 
3. The Respondent has not disputed any single fact whatsoever of the Appellant’s 
    filed material, which dates back to letter to Council of 1/10/24, being initial letters 
    sent to Council and the individual Council employees, in every single email, to the 
    best of the author’s knowledge. 
 

References to individuals 
 
4. Note that a separate submission has been filed by the Appellant for Court’s 
immediate removal on the commencement of the hearing, (if not earlier) for the 
unlicenced amended plans in red to be removed and corresponding conditions 7 
and 18, due to no RPEQ licence. 
 
5. References to individuals are necessary to be admissible, firstly, due to the 
following alleged criminal offences that apply to individuals and not Councils in the 
first instance, under the following laws -  
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• Professional Engineers Act 2002 S115 (1) 
 

• Crime and Corruption Act 2001 S15 (1) 
 
6. The alleged criminal offences by individuals in this case relate to – 
 

• The nonexistence of Council employee RPEQ licence certification of approved 
unlicenced hydraulic stormwater plans for Upstream Drainage or Onsite 
Drainage. This causes the approved hydraulic plans to be unlawful, and 
therefore the hydraulic plans must be immediately removed from the approved 
plan and therefore conditions 7 and 18. It is untenable to debate illegal plans 
in a Court of law. 
 

• Council does not and is not eligible to hold an RPEQ licence. 
 

• Unsatisfactory professional conduct performed by the Council employees by 
engineering an alleged charged pipe system for Upstream and Onsite 
drainage, some 1.2m below ground.  
 

• Unsatisfactory professional conduct performed by the Council employees in 
engineering and allegedly forcing Upstream drainage system that will cause 
nuisance flooding and damage to people and property. 

 

• Unsatisfactory professional conduct performed by the Council employees in 
preparing hydraulic plans and engineering and allegedly forcing flows of 
greater than 30 l/s to the kerb, meaning that this is an unlawful point of 
discharge. 

 

• Unsatisfactory professional conduct performed by the Council employees in 
engineering and onsite drainage system that would cause an alleged 
$725,000 fine under S164 of the Planning Act, from the use of the Council 
employee drainage system. 
 
Alternatively the Council employee plan would draw from Council to the owner 
fines anywhere up to $500,000 for using the Council employee drainage plan 
kerb location that is unlawful pursuant to three Council laws. 
 

• The individual Council employees have had 200 days to allow another 
engineer to design concept stormwater plans. But they individually refuse. 
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CCC brochure above 
 

Crime and Corruption public brochure 
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7. The Crime and Corruption Commission (above) refers to actions by individuals 
that work for Council. The individuals in this case all work for the Brisbane City 
Council. 
 
Note - “You, you, your, your, You.“ (Individual, not Council). 
 
8. The seven Council employees have  performed their activity (hydraulic 
engineering plans) as part of their employment, in a manner that is contrary to the 
law, that being S115 (1) of the Professional Engineers Act.  
 
The seven Council officers have also allegedly performed unsatisfactory 
professional conduct as per schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act. 
 

9. CCC - Advice to all UPA’s 
 

1. “The CCC wrote to all Council CEOs, requesting that they undertake 
an audit of any positions that employed engineers to ensure that they 

were providing those services in a manner which was compliant with the 
Professional Engineers Act 2002.” 

 
David Manteit did that audit of 412 cases. 

The CEO has not. 
 

“To prevent the recurrence of such complaints –“ 
 

2. “Review the registration status of employees undertaking engineering 
services to compliance with the Professional Engineers Act 2002.” 
 

(David Manteit has attempted that 71 times) 
The CEO has not. 

 
3. “Take appropriate action to address practices, if any, if contrary to the 
Professional Engineers Act 2002”. 
 

(David Manteit has attempted that 71 times) 
The CEO has not. 

 
4.”Flag such matters with the internal audit and review Team”. 
 
David Manteit has flagged such matters with the RTI review Team and 
discovered hundreds of examples of alleged practices that need to be 
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addressed with the Crime and Corruption Commisison since the CEO 
refuses flag him/herself. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“A person who is not a practising professional engineer must not carry out 
professional engineering services”. 
 

“If you work for a ….Council…. and if your conduct is in breach of section 

115 you may be committing corrupt conduct.”  

 
It is a criminal offence (by the individual) to be in contravention of 115 (1) of the 
Professional Engineers Act, if the seriousness is warranted. 
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10. It is a criminal offence (by the individual) to commit an offence if fraudulent 
documents are found, under - 

 

• S289 of the Criminal Code in Queensland 
 

11. There is no defence by an individual for removing or defending a criminal 
offence due to being an individual instead of being a Council. Council do not hold 
RPEQ licences. 
 
12. References to individuals are relevant because Margaret Orr, Team leader, said 
so. Orr stated to David Manteit on 3/10/24 that certain individuals were responsible 
for the assessment, namely the Delegate and the Development Services Team 
members. Not Council, only individuals. And that they had taken all assessment 
matters into account.  
 
13. The individuals have chosen to uphold their unlicenced hydraulic plans for 200 
days. The individuals refuse to allow any other engineer to design stormwater 
systems. Where is the certified plans? 
 
14, The individuals have had 71 chances to supply the individual RPEQ licence 
number and certification to David Manteit, and the chance to appear in court as a 
witness to advise the court of the RPEQ number. 
 

Other Council employees - Excellent 
 
15. Many excellent Council Assessment employee individuals have called for the 
applicant to prepare the concept stormwater plans, along with the certification of an 
RPEQ. 
 
See examples below Erik Christenson, 25/7/25. Jenny Bernard. 
 

Right to information 
 
16.   Right to information review provides information on the actions of Council 
employees, during their assessment of this case. 
 
17. The Right to information has found that there are alleged unlicenced engineers 
that have performed engineering services 
 
18. The Right to information has found that unlicenced engineers have allegedly 
caused major design changes to the unlicenced plans, without any engineering 
analysis whatsoever. 
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19. The Right to information has found that unlicenced engineers allegedly have 
done zero engineering assessment of flows, or checked for charged pipes. 
 
 

Independent Engineer report and plans 
 
20. The Respondent has not disputed any finding or calculations of the engineering 
    report provided by Civil Works, dated 28/3/25. Including the findings that the  
    sketch (individual unlicenced employees plan) will cause nuisance flooding to  
    downstream properties.  
 
21. The Respondent has not disputed the findings or calculations of the engineering 
    report provided by Civil Works, dated 28/3/25 find that that the individual Council 
    employees unlicenced Upstream drainage plan will cause flow greater than 30 l/s 
    at the kerb which is unlawful with S 7.6.3.1 (2) of the PSP Chapter 7. 
 
22.  The Respondent has not disputed that Council that the individual Council 
     employees are forcing an Upstream connection that will force downstream  
     nuisance flooding of 76 litres per second in a Q20, based on fully 
     developed roof area of 600 sqm, and this will cause nuisance flooding to  
     downstream properties, that will cause damage to people and property  
      
     I am awaiting a response from Mr Andrade in relation to his accepting phone  
     enquiries, during the trial, as per his letter to Council and the 
     Planning Court suggests. 
 
23. It is not disrupted by the Respondent that any of the calculations done by the  
    Appellant of the Council employees unlicenced Upstream Drainage plan show a  
    charged pipe of 1.2m under the kerb, that will cause nuisance flooding, 
    damage to people and property and loss of life. 
 
24. It is not disputed by the Respondent that by the individual Council employees 
    unlicenced illegal Onsite Drainage plan is a charged pipe and located 5.1m from 
    the low side of the kerb, causing the owner hundreds of thousand of dollars in 
    fines by building the kerb adaptor 400mm from the low side of the kerb. 
 
 
25. One doesn’t need to be an expert to demonstrate that the Council employees 
   have allegedly engineered an onsite Drainage system that is allegedly reckless. 
 
26. The Respondent advised on 31/1/25 that there would be increased density and 
additional stormwater from the development of the rear lots. One does not have to  
be an expert to know that the Council employee statement of 31/1/25 will cause  
additional stormwater. The Respondent is aware that their hydraulic plans will cause 
flooding nuisance. 
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Extract of the Respondent Notice of disputed reasons. 

 
Who is the Brisbane City Council expert that 
made these two statements. Does he exist ? 
 
Does the Respondent have an RPEQ to provide advice on the above statement? 
 
Annual Rainfall 
 
27. One does not have to be an expert to know the Annual Rainfall as advised in 
PSP Chapter 7 is not hearsay. 
 
Is the annual rainfall as advised in PSP Table 7.2.2.2.A  and the Bureau of 
Meteorology advice just hearsay? Can the Council website flooding section please 
update to advise to all Brisbane residents this table of rainfall is just hearsay ? 
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28 Onsite Drainage  
 
 
 
 
 
/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Is it hearsay the 7 Council employees are forcing a $725,000 fine for any engineer 
or plumber that complies with PSP S7.6.2, BSD 8111, BSD 8113 and engineering 
methodologies used in the Roman times when it was first discovered that water falls 
downhill ? 
 

Does anyone need to be an expert to know 
that water falls down? 
 
Does anyone need to be an expert to be able 
to read City Plan? 
 



Page 12 of 36 
 

Is there a warning on the “go to City Plan” ? 
page – “Stop, you need to be an expert to 
read City Plan”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The above Council employee unlicenced stormwater plan demonstrates pure 
alleged engineering incompetence by placing the kerb adaptor 5.1m up from the low 
side of the kerb. 
 
It is hearsay that persons will receive fines for not complying with Council laws  
S7.6.2, BSD 8111, BSD 8113 for placing kerb adaptor in the unlicenced Council 
employee drainage plan location? 

 
Do Council laws state that one must be an expert, when they 
hand out the $500,000 fine for not complying with Council laws? 
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29. QBCC – “most licencees do the right thing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

QBCC - “many of the laws are just common 
sense” 
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QBCC - “Some are serious and can 
include going to court or being the 
subject of a public warning.” 
 
30. David Manteit has given the 7 individual Council 
employees over 71 warnings of offences of unlicenced 
engineering since 1/10/24. 
 
These are the 7 individual Council employees referred to 
that might receive fines for committ/ing alleged offences: 
 
Andrew Blake 
Roger Greenway 
Lucy Ting 
Joel Wake 
Margaret Orr 
Scott Ruhland. 
Zarndra Piper 
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31. QBCC provides that individuals must hold a licence for hydraulic services design 
for drainage. There is no licence stated by any of the 7 Council employees, on the 
unlicenced illegal hydraulic plans of 81 metres of stormwater pipes. 
 
Brisbane City Council and flood warnings – “hearsay?“ 
 
32. Everyone in Brisbane is aware of flood levels and gets warnings from Mr Adrian 
Schrinner, Brisbane City Council mayor and employee, regarding impending 
additional stormwater. Run-off. Is Mr Schrinner advice just hearsay? Why were over 
200,000 sandbags collected from the downstream Darra depot in March?  
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33. Is this Council employee and staff just telling hearsay that Council employee 
     staff will be on standby at the downstream Darra depot? I think not. With respect,  
    Mr Shrinner, who is an excellent Council mayor and employee in my opinion,  
    knows when water might fall downhill. Very simple. The Council employees 
    in this case do not. 
 
It is not disputed by the Respondent that the Appellant has given the Respondent 
    and the Council employees around 71 chances since 1/10/24 to prove that there 
    has been RPEQ sign off for the Upstream and Onsite Drainage hydraulic plans. 
 
 34.  It is not disputed that the Respondent has total disregard and contempt for all 
    Council employees, including David Simons of Brisbane City Council, who  
    supplied the RTI report. 
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   It is not disputed by the Respondent that the Respondent has total disregard and 
   contempt for all Brisbane City Council assessment officers by regarding the RTI 
   advice from Brisbane City Council as hearsay. 
 

35.The Respondent, Brisbane City 
Council, thinks that evidence of 2000 
assessment officers from Brisbane City 
Council as, supplied voluntarily by 
Brisbane City Council is hearsay. 
 

Did I hear that right ? 
 
   
36. It is not disputed by the Respondent that Council employees have - 
 

• Committed a criminal offence by not certifying their unlicenced hydraulic plans 
by an RPEQ licenced person. 

 

• committed offences under S 115 of the Professional Engineers Act by 
performing unlicenced engineering. 
 

• committed offences under S15 (1) of the Crime and Corruption Act. 
 
 

Affidavit of 412 case studies. 
 
37. This case study shows that – 
 

- No Council assessment officer has engineered and 
  prepared hydraulics plans let alone not plans that are not 
  certified by RPEQ except the 7 Council employees in this 
  case. 
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That makes around 411 *5 = 2,044 excellent 
Council assessment officers who have not 
engineered and prepared hydraulic engineered 
plans without being certified by an RPEQ. 
 
In fact, they haven’t even prepared hydraulic 
plans whatsoever. 
 
That makes alleged 7 Council persons who are 
alleged by David Manteit to have committed 
offences. 
 

This information collected in the report by David Manteit is 
publicly available to anyone. This is not hearsay. 
 
38. The audit is relevant to the evidence of the case 
since – 
 
The Crime and Corruption Commission advised all Council 
CEOs to do such an audit, in 2020. 
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/ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The audit report by David Manteit demonstrates in regards 
to the Council employees, the standards stated that are a 
offence, being unsatisfactory conduct - 
 

• Conduct that is of a lesser standard …. By the 
public.  
 

•  By the engineer’s peers. 
 

• Demonstrates incompetence. 
 

• Improper conduct 
 
The report has allegedly demonstrated all of the above, and more, in the case of the 
seven Council employees. 
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The Council employee unlicenced hydraulic stormwater plans demonstrate - 
 
There is no RPEQ licence signoff. 
 
The plans are charged by 1.2m, based on the engineers report 
 
The unlawful flow will cause catastrophic flood nuisance to the site downstream 
neighbours, based on the engineers report. 
 
The Onsite Drainage kerb adaptor will cause the owner $725,000 fines (S164) 4500 
demerit points and cannot build a house. 
 
Alleged lesser standard than the public expects 
 
Alleged lesser standard than engineering peers expects 
    
Alleged incompetence  

 
39. The Respondent has never responded to any requests by David Manteit nor the 
Appellant since 1/10/24 for engineering information and RPEQ licence signoff on 
their unlicenced approved Upstream Drainage plan. 
 
40. It is undisputed by the Respondent any calculations provided by David Manteit 
or the Appellant are incorrect in relation to - 
 

• calculations that demonstrate that the Upstream unlicenced hydraulic system 
are charged by around 1.2m. 

 

• calculations that demonstrate that the flow from the Upstream Drainage to the 
kerb is greater than 30 litres per second and therefore illegal. 

 
41. It is undisputed by the Respondent that the Onsite and Upstream hydraulic 
drainage systems do not have RPEQ signoff and are therefore unlawful and will 
attract criminal offences to be issued to Council and Council employees.  
 
It is undisputed by the Appellant that Council employees have purposely designed 
an Upstream Drainage system that will cause nuisance flooding, damage to people 
and property.  
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It is undisputed by the Appellant that the 225mm pipe for the unlicenced Upstream 
Drainage system is deliberately and dishonestly designed by the Council employees 
to be undersized, in order to disguise the nuisance flooding, damage to people and 
property.  
 
It is undisputed by the Respondent that opinions, conclusions and calculations 
stated in the Civil Works report is incorrect or can be challenged in any way. 
 
42. It is undisputed by the Respondent that any information in the survey plans 
provided by ONF Surveys is incorrect in any way. 
 
43. It is undisputed by the Respondent that any information in the Form 15 RPEQ 
engineering report by STA Consulting is incorrect in relation to the retaining wall. 
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Extract of Notice to Appeal 19/11/24 
 
44. One does not have to be an “expert” to see within 60 seconds that water does 
not fall to Ashridge Rd from any part of the land. 
 
It is undisputed by the Respondent that ground water does not fall to Ashridge Rd. 
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It is undisputed by the Respondent that the 7 individual Council employees never 
assessed the existing terrain due to alleged laziness and incompetence. 
 
 

David Manteit expertise. 
 

45. I have previously provided extensive detail on David Manteit expertise, as filed 
by affidavit with the Court - 
 
Subdivision plan preparation in CAD for self and clients 
 
Town planning preparation for self and clients 
 
Installation of stormwater pipes including 150mm and 225mm. 
 
Installation of sewer manholes and sewer pipes. 
 
Installation of all services required for Small Lot subdivisions 
 
All types of retaining walls including masonry and timber 
 
Extensive filling including to AS 3798 and bulk earthworks. 
 
Lecturer to students in 52 meetups and courses, from 2hr courses to 2 day courses 
as pictured below. 
 
Previous licenced Income Tax agent 
 
Batchelor of Commerce. Qld University 
 
8 years accountant with Australia wide firms including 4 years with the biggest 
accounting firm in the world, Price Waterhouse. 
 
Previous licenced mortgage broker for 30 years. 
 
Top design consultant of 200 consultants for Home improvement companies, 
drawing up and engineering of structure plans within 20 minutes to 10,000 clients, 
including lawful point of discharge to water collection devices called sun shade 
devices under the Small Lot Code, roof design to sag factor, uplift factor, wind 
ratings, and the inclusion of lawful point of discharge at all times, including onsite 
detention pits. All ready for private certifier and Council site variation team. 
Completed within 20 minutes. 
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This proof of some of David Manteit’s expertise can be found today, publicly, 
on Meetup Group Subdivision Millions, owned and operated by David Manteit, 
who has conducted every single meetup. 
 
Lecturer to students in Small lot subdivisions, since 2018. 
 
46.   2 meetups held, ranging from 2 hours to 2 full days course, charging $650.00. 
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85 of my peers have given David Manteit 4.7 out of 5.0 
rating, as an expert in small lot subdivisions, stormwater, 
fill, operational works, sewerage, plan preparation, town 
planning. 
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47. Book authored by David Manteit. 5,000 books sold at $97 each. 
 
This is the only book on the planet earth, devoted wholly to Small Lot land 
subdivisions. 
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48. Please ensure the Respondent witnesses have  
The appropriate and current experience in Stormwater 
and fill engineering in the Brisbane City Council area. 
 
49 Case examples below from David Manteit audit of 412 
Council approved cases. 
 
These are examples of what the Public and engineering 
peers expects under Schedule 2 of the Professional 
Engineers Act. 
 
These are examples of the standard of what any Brisbane 
Council employee’s assessment standards should be. 
 
Example of Excellent Council employee conduct.  

Erik Christenson 
 
50. Council employee Erik Christenson wrote to the applicant of 22 Parnassus St 
Robertson, on 25/7/24, requesting the applicant engineer to design an Upstream 
Connection. 
 
This request was 15 days after Manteit lodged his application on 10/7/24 and 2 days 
after Manteit application was properly made on 23/7/24.  
 
The Council employees for 128 Ashridge Rd Darra would have known of the correct 
procedures that Mr Christenson does, but chose instead to become unlicenced 
engineers themselves without an RPEQ licence, and commit alleged criminal 
offences. 
 
Mr Christenson has chosen not to engineer himself. Good work, Mr Christenson. 
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Erik Christenson has proven to be an excellent Council 
employee, who knows Council Codes and Standards, and 
an RPEQ is required for the red lines. 
 
The Respondent says his excellent actions are just 
“hearsay and not relevant” 
 
The Appellant alleges - 
 
Basically the Respondent allegedly says this Council employee Mr Christenson is 
not to be believed under any circumstances. His assessment is hearsay and not 
relevant  
 
Basically, the Respondent allegedly says that we must trust the word of the 128 
Ashridge Rd Darra application Council employees who have allegedly committed 
offences and prepared hydraulic plans without an RPEQ licence.  
 
Is there any more evidence this Court needs of unlicenced engineering by the 
Council employees of 128 Ashridge Rd Darra? 
 
Respondent allegedly says -                    Respondent allegedly says -                                          
 
Trust these Council employees                   Don’t trust Mr Christensen  - 
below who perform engineering                  he is not a relevant person nor 
without a RPEQ licence and                        is his assessment to require RPEQ. 
commit offences                                                   
81 metres of red pipes                                         
No Council laws followed                                                                             
Whatsoever. 
 
Roger Greenway                                          Christensen in fact requested the                
Andrew Blake                                               applicant to supply Upstream 
Lucy Ting                                                      stormwater plans to be certified by  
Zarndra Piper                                               a RPEQ 
Joel Wake                                                    However, the Respondent believes that                                                                                                                                                                                
Margaret Orr                                                 Christensen request for RPEQ  
Scott Ruhland                                               certification of Upstream   
                                                                      stormwater hydraulic plans                                                                                                                   
                                                                      plans is irrelevant and hearsay.                                                         
  
It is alleged that the Respondent is trying to hoodwink the Court into believing that 
the conduct of the Council employees does not attract criminal offences.  
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It is alleged that the Respondent wants to make the illegal and criminal actions of 
the Council employees swept under the carpet. 
 
There can be no better example than 22 Parnassus St Robertson to demonstrate 
what a proper Council employee of good conduct does. 
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Erik Christenson -“The proposal must 
comply with the Brisbane Planning Scheme 
Codes, Brisbane Planning Scheme Policies 
and must be certified by a registered 
professional engineer of Queensland.”  
 
51. Mr Christenson requires plans drawn by RPEQ and to demonstrate compliance 
with Council Codes and Planning Scheme policies. 
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52.  Another case above of a Council employee above, requesting an RPEQ for 
Upstream drainage design. 
 
Jenny Benard is an excellent Council employee. She has demonstrated knowlegde  
that a concept upstream stormwater plan must be designed by an RPEQ  engineer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
/ 
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Jenny Barnard …”provide an upslope 
stormwater connection to Lot RP83676. 
 
Ensure any amended stormwater 
management plans/report addressing the 
above is  
 

signed/certified by a 
RPEQ.” 
 
The list is endless where excellent 
Council employees demand the hydraulic 
plan is to be certified by an RPEQ. 
 
53. The individual employees for the subject case have not provided certification by 
an RPEQ. 
 
54. I remind you of His Honour’s words in Court to the Appellant on 12/2/25. His 
Honour gave an example to Mr Manteit of a listing of the Appellant submissions for 
the hearing would be. The example His Honour gave was “audit of 200-300 cases, 
etc”. 
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I thank His Honour for that mentioning. Perhaps this is purely an administrative 
advice/mentioning, for consideration for the Appellant by His Honour. Pehaps not.  
 
My understanding is that any audit report done by David Manteit that provides 
comparisons of enginering standards expected by the Public and other engineers’s 
peers in respect of schedule 2 of the Professional Engineers Act 2002 is extremely 
relevant. 
 
 
END 


