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David Manteit V Brisbane City Council 2916/24 

Reference material and responses to Brisbane city Council 

Expert Witness reports 

Corrigan report. 

 

 
 

 

 

1. Corrigan thinks that Condition 17 is for upstream 
drainage and drainage to the low surface of the lot 
in the Southwest corner, discharge to Ashridge Rd 
 
2. Corrigan doesn’t know what the red lines are. 

 

3. David Manteit doesn’t know what the red lines are, 
except they are charged, illegal, non-certified and will 
cause nuisance flooding of around 9 million litres of 
water a day. 
 
4. I believe the Court doesn’t know what the red lines 

are either, to the best of my knowledge 

5. Corrigan confirms Council employee non RPEQ 

certified red line is charged under the kerb (same 

as Manteit plan since 4/10/24, 19/11/24, 27/3/25 and 

around 70 other references.) 
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6. Depiction by Manteit Master Plan of  Corrigan Master Drainage 
plan tanks for one hour rainfall = 169,000 litres only. 
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7. Corrigan’s report is “Rudimentary” and “indicative” (Corrigan).  
 
Rudimentary is not the level or standard accepted by other licenced engineers or the 
Public. 
 
8. Indicative of what? Nobody knows. Does Corrigan want to escape from his report? 

 

No RPEQ certification 
 
9. Is there RPEQ certification to the hydraulic plans? 
 

10. Corrigan says his report is Rudimentary and indicative. Therefore it should be 
determined by the Court as such. This is Council third illegal, unlawful and charged 
rudimentary and indicative plan. 
 
I believe that the Court must place 100% weight on the report as being unsatisfactory 
professional conduct. 
 

Corrigan refuses to report a conclusion on flows  
 

11. Corrigan has no conclusion. Just some tiny numbers in a table. The reader is to 

guess. 

12. The Corrigan report is a master shamble in my opinion. 

13. The report demonstrates that allegedly Corrigan has no knowledge and experience 
in or of - 
 

• engineering methodologies for stormwater 
 

• types of pipes and pits used 
 

• Water falling downhill (charged pipes) 
 

• Detention  
 

• Council assessment procedures into filling requirements for a usable pad (14m) 
 

• QUDM policies 
 
 
14. Corrigan states that the Council employee illegal non RPEQ certified plan is 
charged under the kerb, the same as Manteit stated in the Notice of Appeal and since 
1/10/24. 
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Corrigan hydraulic plans are charged 
 

15 This is the third Council plan that is charged and therefore illegal and will cause 
nuisance flooding and cause damage to people and property. 
 

Corrigan uses unlawful parameters to understate 
flows by 15% 
 
See below. 
 
16. Corrigan uses fi (fraction imperveous) instead of Coefficient Q2 and Q20  
 
17. Corrigan report uses intentional illegal engineering methodologies, eg fi instead of 
Coefficient C2 and C20. 
 
Apparently. 
 
 

Corrigan – it’s ok to not comply with a 
Development permit $725,000 fine. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
18. Council have never allowed Manteit build something that is contrary to the  
the Development Permit. 
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19. Corrigan – “I used the same parameters as Civil 
Works” – an alleged false statement with intention to 
show lower flows. 
 
20. Corrigan allegedly intentionally fudges flows by 
15.2% lower by using fi instead of C2 and C20. 
 
 

Proof 
 
Corrigan acknowledges Civil Works parameters but use his own to lower flow 
rates by 15% 
 
Civil Works                              Corrigan                         Corrigan intentionel fudging 
 
.(91+.74)/2 = .825                      .7                              .7/.825*100 = 84.8%   = 15.2% 
lower                       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
21. Corrigan states that he uses the same methodologies as Civil Works. This is a 
false statement. Corrigan used .7 instead of .91 and .74. 
 
Corrigan used fraction impervious instead of a Coefficient. 
 

22. Corrigan plan is charged by .43 m, 
option 1 and .790 m option 2. This will 
cause nuisance flooding. 
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23. Corrigan system shows filling required which illegally disguises a charged pipe that 
would cause nuisance flooding, action damages.  
 
24. Corrigan plan shows around 40 mistakes. 
 
25. Corrigan sometimes like one decimal place. Sometimes Corrigan like two decimal 
places. Sometimes Corrigan likes 1 decimal place. Sometimes Corrigan likes no 
decimal place. 
 

26. Corrigan plan shows water going uphill, 
charged pipes and fill without Manteit consent. 
 

27. Corrigan wants to fill Manteit’s front yard by 385mm 
without Manteit consent. 
 

Corrigan causes Manteit driveway to be unlawful with BSD 2024 maximum height 
difference from kerb to front boundary. 
 

28, Corrigan is willing to break Council law BSD 2024, 
without Manteit consent, to get pipes to work. 
 

Manteit has a plan to the millimetre for the front yard and driveway. Filed on 19/11/24 
in the Planning Court. Filed again on 31/3/25. 
 
Corrigan wants Manteit to build a 385 high mound of concrete in the driveway 
and front yard without consent, 
 

29. Corrigan master plan for the catchment only area will create 75 l/s Q20. This is 45 

l/s greater than 30 l/s  

30. Corrigan rainwater tanks required - 

162,000 litres flooding per hour  

4,888,000 litres flooding per day 

27, 216,000 litres flooding per week  
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This excess flooding nuisance will flood the subject land, and  

31. The master plan does not identify the flood water that.  

32. Corrigan master plan has no way for the owner of the subject land to stop flooding 

when the rainwater tanks are faulty after one year. 

33. Corrigan master plan has no management plan for installation of the rainwater 
tanks and overflow of the rainwater tanks 
 
 

Around 100 Corrigan mistakes on plans and tables 
 
 

34. There are allegedly around 100 intentional mistakes found in the report. This is not 

a standard that can be upheld by his engineering peers or the Public. 

Corrigan design is for “half a house” 

35. Corrigan expects there will be many “half a house” 

36. It is expected that upstream owners will drink the water from the rainwater tanks so 

that the water won’t spill onto Manteit’s yard. 

37. There is no nomination of what limit in litres per second each rear lot is to spill into 

the undersized 225mm pipe. 

38. Mr Corrigan refuses to nominate what the site 

storage limits and discharges will be for each site 

are, Lot 97, 98, 99. 

 

39. QUDM says that these are the design standards set by 
regulating authorities (Brisbane City Council) -  
 

 

• Specified minimum site storage requirement SSR and 
permissable site storage PSD relative to the site area and land 
use. 
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• A permissable site discharge … for the specific storm 
frequency  
 

• A requirement not to exceed pre-development peak discharge 
rates for a range of storm frequencies. 

 
 

“Above ground stormwater detention systems are rarely used on 
single use residential properties because of the risk of the tanks 

being converted solelly to rainwater tanks”. 
 

 

40. Corrigan says one must look at the Development 
assessment process and what he has found in his experience. 
I agree 100%. We must look at 40 pages of RTI and audit of 412 
cases studies. 
 

41. In my view, Corrigan has demonstrated he has no knowledge of the components of 

construction of a stormwater system. He thinks a sewerage I/o will be the pit 

infrastructure and a field gully are satisfactory engineering. 
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Corrigan thinks BSD8114 is for 
gullies (as above) 
 
 
42. Corrigan thinks that a new house on Lot 2 will be a barrier to stormwater flow, 
when a house is not required to be built.  
 
42. If the Council employee plans are indicative only. Indicative of what ? 
 
43. Why are Corrigan plans indicative only. 
 
Such as  
 

• Dodgy rainwater tanks 
 

• Installing and maintaining a dodgy plastic or rusty rainwater tank. 
 

• Any action required by an owner upstream needs to be a condition placed on the 
title if the upstream owner   

 
44. Corrigan has supplied some numbers that show his proposed system is over 75 

litres per second to the kerb, without detention tank. This is unlawful with S7.6.3.1 (2). 

Total litres per second 75 l/s without detention systems. 

    Corrigan’s new proposed mysterious dwelling  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Corrigan makes a false statement that he obtained the location of the new proposed 
dwelling. 
 

• There is no new proposed dwelling.  
 

• Civil Works have provided demontration of a usable building pad that satisfies – 
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• Usable dry pad of greater then 14m setback from boundary, as per 115 Pope St 
Tarragindi. 

 

• Lawful point of discharge to the kerb 
 

• Complies with the boundary setbacks of the Small Lot Code, without any fill. 
 

• The usable pad has AEP of 1% fall from 35.46 at rear to 35.798 at front of pad. 
 

• Full proposed site plan also provided in the Notice of Appeal 19/11/24. 
 
 

In my view, Corrigan has demonstrated -  
 

• zero knowledge of site pads and AEP. 
 

• onsite earthworks required for subdivisions and lawful point of discharge. 
 

• Zero knowledge of town planning assessment requirements. 
 

• Corrigan has not spoken or discussed with any planner the site in relation to 
what is the fully developed  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

45. Corrigan and (according to Corrigan) Ryan do all their 

assessment on what they think is the most likely instead of 

what complies with Council laws. 

This is Corrigan’s stated intention of how to assess a development site and application 

– whatever is “most likely”. 

Corrigan has not assessed City Plan 2014, especially in relation to the Small Lot Code 

boundary setbacks. 
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45. Corrigan alleged false statements of condition 17.  
The long list continues. 
 

 

 

 

 

Corrigan continues to make false statements. This list is endless.  

47. Corrigan thinks that the illegal Council employee flooded non-certified by an RPEQ 
hydraulic plan is for future drainage for Lot 98 and Lot 99 
 

48. Corrigan thinks that illegal Council 
employee flooded non-certified by an RPEQ 
plan is to provide drainage for the southwest 
corner. 
 
Corrigan thinks that Council plan is for drainage to the low part of the South West 
corner ?????? 
 
Now I know, after 9 months of guessing. Thanks Mr Corrigan. 
 

49. Corrigan thinks that conditions 17 and 18 are both for future 
development of Lots 98 and 99. 
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50. Corrigan thinks that Condition 17 and 18 are both for Upstream drainage. 

These statements by Corrigan indicate that Corrigan either - 
 
- Corrigan has not read the development approval. 
 
- Corrigan seems to have never spoken to the RPEQ Council employee who prepared 
the hydraulic plan. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

51. Corrigan makes alleged false statements 

“must ensure” 

City Plan ensures that there is no nuisance flooding and damage to people and 

property. 

There is no drainage of upslope future development. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

52 Corrigan continues to  make alleged false statements. There is no new house 
required in the approval. 
 
52. Corrigan statements demonstrated allegedly -  
 

• zero knowledge of site pads requirements for AEP fall. 
 

• zero knowledge of onsite earthworks required for subdivisons and lawful point of 
discharge. 
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• Zero knowledge of town planning assessment requirements. 
 

• Corrigan has not spoken to any Town Planning expert to provide advice as to his 
report. 

 
53. Ryan said there no trigger for bulk earthworks approval. Why is Corrigan proposing 
earthworks. 
 

54. Manteit has demonstrated a usable pad of at least 14 metres from the front 
boundary, as example 115 Pope St Tarrangindi (Civil Works) and Council red lines. 
 
The LPD of 35.053 will command the lot. 
 
Manteit provided a site plan in the Notice of Appeal 19/11/24 – 
 
Council solicitor thought you had to be an expert to work out if 35.053 could  
support a pad of 35.798. 
 
Civil Works has supplied a site plan stating – 
 
 Lawful point of dicharge at kerb                            35.053 
  
Lawful point of discharge on site                           35.125 
 

- FSL front of pad                                                   35.798  
 
- FSL rear of pad                                                    35.946 
 
AEP 1% fall from rear of pad to front of pad              .200 
 
All rainfall will fall 1% to the front the back of the pad to the front of the pad. This is 
standard practice for subdivisions to finish off prior to plan sealing. 
 

- to leave no water ponding in the future on the earth (grass to be replanted as well) 
 
There is not proposed nor any requirements to fill the site, only cut. Civil Works plan 
may show some minor fill, but this is only due to computer modelling and this does not 
modelling does not allow for 
 
-  fall away from the future house, generally, to guarantee house not flooding. 
 
- pathway ground to be100mm below pad ground, as pathways ned to be 75mm 
  below house slab, minimum 
 
- Existing and future retaining wall is TOW AHD 36.4. Therefore the retaining wall is 
400mm  above FGL, and will support the pad. 
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55. Downpipes of 90mm to SN6 grade sewerage pipes placed in ground.  Field gullies 
suitably located to concentrate any flows of the roof rainwater to these stormwater 
Pipes,  
 

56. It appears that Corrigan, in his 40 years experience is not aware of BSD 8113, roof 
drainage. 
 
57. The stormwater pipes are then connected to the stormwater pit on site and lawful 
point of discharge which is the kerb in the street, 
 
It is an absurd idea to have a house LPD around the side of a house when the kerb is 
much lower. 35.053 is available. 
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58. Manteit has no obligation to provide a solution. The Application was argued 

honestly and transparently that there was no solution. 

Joel Wake never issued the information request drawn up by him on 21/8/25. 
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59. Corrigan makes an alleged false statement. 
 
There is no requirement to fill the rear of the lot.  
 
There is no bulk earthworks required. 
 
Small Lot Code provides that no building can occur within the setbacks, except 
allowed , such as a shade structure. 
 
The rear lot setback of the Small Lot code for over 25 metres is 6m. 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

 

60 Corrigan allegedly demonstrates  

- zero knowledge of the Small Lot Code 

- zero knowledge of Council assessment procedures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

61. Corrigan false statement “the construction of the new dwelling, again and again 

and again.” 

Again, can anyone train Corrigan about Council assessment produres, the AEP of the 

building pad and condition 17. 
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Civil Works site plan, which is similar to David Manteit site plan 19/11/24 
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62. Corrigan acknowledges siting Manteit proposed building pad, lodged 19/11/24. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

63. Corrigan is aware of an existing retaining wall on the right side of Lot 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

64. Corrigan is aware of the proposed lot levels.  

A full A3 copy of this plan was handed to Council at the ADR conference 19/11/24. 
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65. 14 Pope St Tarragindi – 14m setback 

This site is example where Council employee decided that a 14 setback is the 

standard for a usable pad, falling down from the street. 
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66. Corrigan thinks a private certifier will check stormwater. That is a false statement. 
 
67. Corrigan demonstrates time and time again, he has allegedly has no knowledge of 
Council’s  assessment processes.. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Can someone please straighten Corrigan out ? 
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68. The approved DA is on the record for maybe 10 years. But there is no guarantee 

that DA will still be there when required. 

69. A DA is a development application, not a master plan. 

70. Am upstream owner may find there is a stormwater pipe on record. But the 
upstream owner will not know what the litres per second limit that owner is to design 
to, when there is a combined stormwater drain. 
 
71. There is danger to Manteit in that if a pipe is built as a 225mm pipe, then the owner 
would think that they have the right to connect 30 litres per second and not say 10 
litres per second. 

 
 

 

 

72. Corrigan wants a “townhouse” roofwater to climb up hill by around 2 metres to the 
kerb, No fill mentioned. 
 
Corrigan refuses to say what method the font dwelling will use to obtain lawful point of 
discharge.  
 
72. There is no house in Killarney St that has a kerb adaptor, on that side of the street. 
 

Fallacy of a future house. 

74. Corrigan is mistaken. The subdivision plan will be sealed without a house. 
There is no requirement for a house in the DA. 
 
75. Evidence that Corrigan allegedly has no expertise in Subdivisions, nor Town 
Planning, or Council assessment procedures,  
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   Upstream pipes calculation checks 
 

76 Corrigan RPEQ certified hydraulic systems are charged in my opinion as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Corrigan option 1, corrected by Manteit.  
 
This is Manteit’s calculations.  
 
77. All figures have 3 decimal places, unlike Corrigan, which can have one, two or 
three decimal places. All surface levels crosscheck to the Civil Works site plan.  
 
78. The plan maintains exactly .5% gradient. So Manteit pipe not falling down due to 
gradient greater than .5%. 
 
79. The result is that the RPEQ Corrigan certified Upstream hydraulic system is 
charged by 363 mm to the kerb 35.053 
 
80. RPEQ Corrigan wants to send water uphill from pit This is a charged pipe that is 
called a flood. 
 
Corrigan proposes to flood the site, in the same way as the Council employee illegal 
red line with no RPEQ certification. Who would have thought another flooded pipe 
would be seen. 
 
81. RPEQ Corrigan wants to raise the land at pit 6 by 385 mm.  
 
82. There is no requirement by Manteit to change the levels of the land. Corrigan 
proposed to flood the site, with a charged pipe, in the same way as the original illegal 
red line with no RPEQ certification. Who would have thought another flooded pipe. 
This time by an RPEQ, certified.  
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Corrigan option 2 , corrected by Manteit 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Updated survey plan showing spot survey 35.460 for Council  
 

Conflict of location of Upstream Pipes  
 

83 Corrigan plan to cause the demolition of the existing house. 
 

84. Pipe between Lot 97 and Lot 98 will travel within 700mm of back fire escape steps. 
Hence part of the house would need to be demolished. 
 
85. In addition, It is not possible to place a concrete pit 600mm to centre, and have 
sufficient drainage gravel. 
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86. Corrigan thinks building pad is a barrier, but there is no building required. 
 
. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

87. Corrigan system requires demolition of the existing house. 
 

Corrigan udermining of the rear retaining wall. 
 
88. The stormwater pipe would undermine both the rear retaining wall and the steps 
footings. 
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89. Corrigan stormwater pipes traverse under the proposed 
new house slab. 
 

Corrigan has proposed location of the Upstream pipes crossing under the House Pad 
is absurd. The new house may be built to 3 metres from the boundary, with Council 
consent. 
 
In addition, a carport will be built. 
 
90. Upstream pipe would conflict with the future and current house rainwater pipes, 
150 cover, 450 depth, connecting to the proper lawful point of discharge. 
 
91. Would need a concrete manhole 900mm wide to cater for the depth of the pipe 
between the house and the Boundary fence. 
 
92.  BSD 8111 requires that the stormwater pipe is to be 600mm away from the 
boundary. 
 
93. It has been uphelf by the Planning Court, 4139/18 a Council red pen shown an 
upstream pipe did not show a pipe outside 600mm from the boundary.  
 
94 This Council drawn red line plan has been upheld by Council 3 times last year, 68 
Molonga Tce Graceville, as the source document. The notation of the plan was “BSD 
8111”. There was no sham triangle. 
 
95. Every time Manteit drives in or out of the driveway, he will need to call Council to 
get consent to cross the easement. 
 

96. Corrigan plan is unlawful with BSD 8111   
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97. It is unlawful to place an Upstream pipe more than 600mm away from the 
boundary. 
 
98. 4139/18 Planning and Environment Court Henderson V Brisbane City Council 
 
Other Upstream approvals last year also, show no diversion from the 600mm away  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
99. Henderson V Brisbane City Council 4139/18 
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from the boundary. 
 
21 Gabwina St Fig Tree Pocket. 
 
The only exceptions to stormwater pipe over 600mm from the boundary have been in 
the case where the owner has provided consent. 
 

Manteit does not give consent. 
100. It is proposed by Manteit to build a 6000*6000 carport to boundary. It is usual for 
the Council site variation team to approve these structures. I have personally arrange 
for around 200 of these carports to be approved and built, in my job as a design 
consultant 10 years ago. 
 
No services can get past the Upstream pipe due to – 
 

The Upstream pipe requires an easement to be placed over the pipes. 
 
Easement will not allow any other services to traverse the pipe. Council employees 
refuse to provide the easement document. 
 
Services 
 
(b) Water supply 
( c) Phone/NBN 
(d) Electrical 
( e) Driveway 
(f )  Carport 
(g)  front retaining wall. 
 

Zone of influence 
 

101. The existing structures have priority, not the water pipe. 
 
The stormwater pipes are within the zone of influence of  
 
The existing house 
 
The retaining wall and drainage, and fence. 
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Above S 7.4.7 Easement  
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102. Other sites do not place Upstream pipes in the front 
yard, only Corrigan. 
 

A site, 85 Rowe Tce Darra, 60 metres across the road from myself, there has been 
bulit an Upstream pipe sandwiched between to proposed lots. The pipe extends to the 
front boundary before it diverts to 300mm from the left side of the driveway. 
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85 Rowe Tce Darra approved plan – Upstream stormwater kerb 
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                        Corrigan’s calculations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

103. Corrigan wants to design as per Level II instead of Level III. 

Wrong 
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104. Corrigan’s worst case scenario is two townhouses per lot. 

Wrong 

105. One townhouse will discharge to Killarney Ave. 

Wrong 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

106. Corrigan – “I considered potential upstream development and 

adpoted the town planning report of Keiran Ryan of Reel Planning at 

sections 5.9 - 5.11” 

That fact is that there is no evidence that Corrigan adopted anything whatsover from 

Ryan report. 

Corrigan thinks that all front lots are 440 sqm. (Even if the dividing 
fence is put through the lounge room. 
 
Corrigan thinks all rear lots are 620 sqm 

Corrigan thinks all rear lots are 1,060 sqm. 

Corrigan insists on Level II drainage, not Level III 

Manteit advises that Level II drainage is not the correct level. Level III is the correct 

level, as per Chapter 7. S7.2.2.3.B. Nobody knows why. 
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Corrigan want to force two townhouses of 180 sqm on each rear lot. 
 

107.  “Worst case scenario is two 180 sqm townhouses 

per (rear) lot”. 

This is not the fully developed, as Per S7.6.5. 

Corrigan is forcing the rear lots to have only two townhouses of 180 sqm 

each. There is no town planning basis for that. 
 

Ryan states that Lot 2 is LMR3 and will be  

 

 

 

 

Ryan 

 

 

 

 

 

Ryan 
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Above - Ryan 

Corrigan refused to listen to Ryan, Town planner 

Ryan stated that Reconfiguring a Lot in lots 180 sqm was one option. 

Corrigan never mentions that in his report. Corrigan fails to follow QUDM advice. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

108. QUDM says that designers are responsible for conferring with relevant local 

authorities to determine local design requirements. 

109. Corrigan has failed to refer to Brisbane City Council design requirements in 

relation to providing calculations for fully developed. 

110. Corrigan refused the advice of Ryan to examine a subdivision of 180sqm each. 
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Corrigan thinks that fraction impervious is the Coefficient. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S 7.6.5 – “fully developed catchment flows” 

Corrigan refuses comply with Council laws to design for the fully developed catchment.  

111. Six Corrigan townhouses is not Brisbane City Council laws  

Corrigan already has the advice from Ryan that a 310 sqm lot of same zoning will be 

186 site cover and roof.  

Corrigan knew that Ryan said that site cover excludes eaves, gazebos and sunshade 

devices. 

Ryan refuses to allow additional 100 sqm eaves, sunshades, gazebo for roofcover 

allowances. 
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Ryan 5.9 - 5.1 

Ryan didn’t mention “three” townhouses. Corrigan seemed to rely on his own town 

planning ability. 

 

 

 

 

 
Multiple dwelling is 3 or more dwellings, whether attached or detached. 
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102. Manteit calculation of roof areas based on fully developed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Manteit proposed lawful subdivision plan 

103. The most fully developed situation for lots 97, 98,100 is a subdivision of 10 lots. 

Below are 3 already approved and subdivided examples, 1012 sqm LMR2, each. 

104. Manteit master subdivision plan 
 

Lot 97 4 lots 
 
350 sqm 
350 sqm 
238 sqm 
238 sqm 
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Lot 98 3 lots 
 
350 sqm 
350 sqm 
312 sqm 
 
Lot 98 3 lots 
 
350 sqm 

350 sqm 
312 sqm 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Above - Small lot Code site cover 
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105. Front lots above. Rear lots are maximum 350 sqm. 
 

106. Roof calculation Small Lot Code conservative example 85 and 97 Ducie St 

Darra, 35 Killarney Ave Darra. 

Lot size                  331 

Site cover 60%      198 

Eaves                      36 (lawful) 

Patio                        40 (lawful) 

Carport                    36 (site variation) 

Total roof size         310 

% roof cover           95% 

Conservative          90% 
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107. Calculation of roof areas  

Based on the three examples, the existing houses cannot be reused. They will be  
demolished. 
 
There is not available a 3.5m driveway for access to a rear lot. 
 
The question is if the front lots are built up at the rear. They may fill to 14m from the 
front boundary, based on 115 Pope St Tarragindi. It is up to the owner if they wish to fill 
the rear of the front lot, or batter instead. The owner would require bulk earthworks if 
over 1 metre. 
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108. The owner is able to declare that advice up front to Council, with the subdivision 
plan.  
 
The later owner would be required to accept that there is fill or not. 
 
If there was fill provided, then the downstream requirement is for 6 lots. 
 
If there is no fill provided, then the downstream requirement is for 10 lots. 
 
 

109. Manteit master plan calculations 
 
Lot 97   

                                                                          C2 = .74      C20 = .91           

                                         Land     Roof              Land              Roof                                                                                                                  

Roof size  4 lots @90%    1176    1058                  37                   69               

Roof size 2 lots @90%      700      630                   22                   41                                     

Lot 98                                

Roof size  3 lots @90%     1012    910                   31                   59                                            

Roof size 2 lots @90%        700    630                   21                   41                                             

Lot 99                               

Roof size  3 lots @90%     1012    910                   31                   59                                            

Roof size 2 lots @90%        700    630                   21                   41                                             

Totals  

With front lots                                                          99                 187 l/s 

Without front lots                                                     64                 123  l/s                                                                                
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                         110. Corrigan calculations of flow using .7 

                           A                 B               C                      Total 
 
Q20                12.0               13.3            21.0                  46.3   
Q2                   26.0              13.2            32.0                  71.2                                                    
 
Highest            26.0             13.3            32.0                   71.3   
 
Calculations are after fixing Corrigan mistakes because he uses Fraction Imperveous 
instead of C2 and C20.  
 
Corrigan thinks Fraction imperveous is the good all round Coefficient. 
 
Corrigan has never heard of the Frequency factor.  
 
 

Corrigan’s adjusted figures after expert David Manteit fixed up 

Corrigans fascination with fraction imperveous.  

                           A                 B               C                      Total 
 
Q20                15.6               17.3            27.3                  60.2   
Q2                   27.5              14.0            33.8                  75.3                                                    
 
Highest           27.5               17.3            33.8                  78.6   
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111. Coefficient of discharge as per fi = .7 and worst case = townhouses. 
Townhouses are not allowed unless there are three of them. Not 2 or 1 townhouse. 
 
Fi is not the Coefficient of Discharge, it is the fraction impervious.  
 

  

 
 
Corrugatuon 
 
 
 
If Corrigan has used the fraction imperveous, this report should be determined as 
unsatisfactory professional conduct, being a lesser standard than his peers.  
 
112. Civil Works got the correct C2 and C20.  
 
113. David Manteit got the correct C2 and C20. 
 
114. Corrigan just used .7 
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115. The above is possibly where Corrigan got his 180 sqm of roof from. Who knows. 
No calculations done for full development of catchment whatseover. He just used a tiny 
note. 
 
116. The truth is that for a lot size 350 sqm, around 90% area is the real roof area = 
315 sqm, not 180 sqm. 

 

It is unsure how Corrigan can get 71.3 
litres per second into 2 kerb adaptors 
of 30 litres capacity. 
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117. Corrigan has not done a reconciliation of his numbers 

72.1 / 75 l/s “? Unsure. Corrigan has no conclusion. 
                                                                         

118. Detention tanks                                                                                    
 

• Limited one year warranty, one year on exposed metal 
 

• no labour included even if no fault of owner 
 

• non transferrable, base must be perfect, not guaranteed in a storm. 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Depiction of rainwater tanks at Killarney Ave site. 
 
119. Council would need to condition a statutory covenant of the title of all blocks 
that were proposed to use the detention pits. 
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119. Council cannot condition David Manteit site for works beyond the rear boundary. 
 
Council cannot condition the subject approval with the rear lots having above ground 
detention systems.  
 

120. A detention system is not a lawful point of discharge. 
      
121. Calculation of rainwater tank sizes required for one hour 
 
Example 350 sqm  59/2 = 29 litres/second = 104,000 litres required 
 
A Q20 rainwater tank for 104,000 l/s is required. 
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Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUDM 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
QUDM 
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Council PSP Chapter 7 laws required for calculations 
 

122. Corrigan thinks that a townhouse is the only built form possible, on the rear lots. 
 
Zoning LMR3 allows for a multiple dwelling.  
 
Notes – 
 
123. A multiple dwelling is max 45% site cover (plus roof) This is less than the Small 
Lot code which allows for up to 80%.  
 
124. The Small Lot Code provides for the highest site cover, and therefore the highest 
roof cover and is therefore the most fully developed. 
 
125. Note, one townhouse cannot be built. There must be at least 3 townhouses. 
 

Corrigan has engineered an unlawful townhouse. 
Corrigan’s argument for a townhouse is gone. 
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127. The total discharge from the development including 
any external catchment to the kerb is only permitted id 
the total discharge does not exceed 30 l/s. 
 
 
 
 
 
BSD 8113 
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QUDM above – frequency factor 

Council C10 for low - medium density =  .87.  

This figure is to be used to obtain C2 and C20 or any other  
C factor. 
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C2 = .7*.85       =  .74  (As per Civil Works) 

C20 =. 87*1.05 =  .91 (As per Civil Works) 
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S7.2.2.3A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Annual Rainfall Chapter 7 PSP. 
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Examples of how to calculate flow calculation from Quilty, below. 
 
128. Note that whilst the C10 calculation may be estimated using the QUDM, 
 as per S 4.51 
 
129. By using the fraction Intensity and fraction imperveous for oneself, Council has 
provided the C10. 
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130. Quilty calculation of the Coefficient of Runoff C10, using the table crosssection as 

above. 

131. This is not a formula, but a table. 

131. The rainfall intensity is for one hour. Ie, 60 minutes. 

132. The frequency factor Fy comes straight from the QUDM table. Note 39% =Q2. 
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133. Corrigan 169,000 l/s per hour (who knows) 

rainwater tank plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

134. No detention pits drawn by Corrigan? Why not ?  
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135. Above - depiction of 16 water tanks that will provide water  
protection for one hour, when the expected rainfall comes. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

136. Red line and mistakes and charged flooded pipes abound, that will create 
nuisance flooding and action claims from the proprietor and downstream 
neighbour to the designer, as per S7.6.1.  
 
137.This hydraulic engineering standard is less that what a peer engineer would 
perform and the public would expect and is unsatisfactory conduct under schedule 2 of 
the Professional Engineers Act. 
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Comments on Corrigan plan 

138. Sends water uphill from one pit to the next 

He is confusing cover with depth. 

139. Corrigan thinks BSD 8114 is for field gully. 

140.Uses 335mm fill for final pit 35.5 to 35.885.  We have no obligation to fill to make 

his system work. 

141. Bizarre he says house will be a barrier. Civil Works plan is tiny fill at rear. My plan 
was no fill, but your computer proved some fill. In any case, the retaining wall of 36.4 
(existing) will protect water to right neighbour. 
 
142. Can’t cross land for Upstream Pipe – see BSD 8111 600mm from boundary 
 

Roof cover 
 
143. This is not allowing for a fully developed site. 
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Corrigan Second solution 

144. This concept works on the Corrigan argument that Council laws will allow two 
kerb adaptors of maximum 30 litres per second. 
 

145. Corrigan proves this solution doesn’t 
work. 
 
146. Corrigan numbers say 75 litres. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
147. Corrigan second solution still requires 75 - 60 = 15 
litres of detention. 
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       Corrigan solution 2 
 
148. 15 Litres per second detention 
 
149. 54,000 litres per hour. 
 
150. Six dodgy rainwater tanks will last one hour. 
 
151. 60 litres per second to the kerb which is inlawful 
with S7.6.3.1.1(2) and BSD 8113. 
 
Council assessment of Killarney Ave properties 
 

152. A Council assessment manager will observe that the properties fall downhill. 
 
153.Assuming that the Killarney Ave lots require lawful point of discharge, the 
assessment manager. 
 
154. The assessment manger will asses the survey plan provided by the applicant to 
see if there is any fill provided for the front lots. 
 
Examples – 
 
115 Pope St Tarragindi 
 
161 Baskerville St Brighton 
 
16 Quirinal Cr Seven Hills 
 
19 Idriess St Oxley 
 
The last two projects have been completed by Manteit 
 

155. If the applicant proposal is to fill the front lots, then they should be filled to 14m 
setback, then batter or more fill to the boundary. 
 
156. The Assessment Manager will then possibly be notified by the applicant that the 
rear lots have a detention system plan from 128 Ashridge Rd Darra.  
 



Page 66 of 74 
 

 
157. If the assessment manager accepts that perhaps 3 of the rear lots will have 
rainwater tanks, The assessment manager will still be seeking lawful point of discharge 
for the middle lots perhaps sideways to the lots on the left, in Killarney Ave. 
 
158. The point is that without a lawful point of discharge demonstrated for all the lot, 
then the development will not be approved. 
 
159. Council laws already state that they will not approve a subdivision application 
based on detention tanks, there is no need for Manteit to supply upstream drainage. 
 
160. On the whole, considering all information, the Killarney lots should look to provide 
a 375mm concrete pipe at the rear, from right to left.  
 
161. Who will the owner of 128 Ashridge Rd call when the rusty hardware falls apart on 
the rainwater tanks and 9,000,000 litres a day floodwater fall onto his site? The 
assessment manager. Sorry, but this is true. 
 
162. The Wivenhoe Dam is a great example where the dam stores drinking water plus 
flooding. 
 
They spent 10 years after 2011 to find out who was to blame for the flooding. This 
situation will happen with any rainwater tank proposal. 
 
 

163. Corrigan invites developers and private certifiers to 
commit offences under S164 of the Planning Act and 
S84 of the building Act. 
 

164. Corrigan thinks a private certifier will allow any changes made by a 
development that do not comply with a Development Permit under S164 of 
the Planning Act and he won’t get a $725,000 fine under the Planning Act. 
 
165. Corrigan thinks that private certifiers are prepared to lose their licence 
by contravening S84 of the building Act. 
 
However, my experience is that private certifiers are bound by the previous 
approval (DA). 
 
166. For Corrigan to imply that persons should commit offences, is a 
serious matter, and Mr Corrigan advices should be reported to other bodies. 
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166. Onsite drainage and red line plan changes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Informal advice from Professional Cerification Group. 
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Advice from another Certifier. 
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                            Pipe and pit construction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Typical pipe and pit. 

 

 

                                                                                             Typical pipe and pit. 

Other stormwater examples 
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161 Baskerville St Brighton - fill 
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Above - 161 Baskerville St Brighton – letter from 
Andrew Blake verbal advice of plan is ok. 
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There is never a formal approval given. 
 

Onsite Drainage 
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Water tank information 
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One year warranty on metal parts 


