AFFIDAVIT
Planning and Environment Court
Application in Pending Proceedings — Contempt of Court

David Manteit V Brisbane City Council & Orrs 2916/24

|, David Manteit of 128 Ashridge Rd Darra, under affirmation says:

1. | sent emails to the Lord Mayor, City Legal, McCabe and various Councll employees without any
response by them in return.

See attached exhibit ‘A" &S F49inated /h pPagser 65 f‘;
A

Date Correspondence No. pages Outcome
14/10/24 Letter to Orr, Piper, Ruhland, Wake, Ting, 30 pages Mo response
Gibs, City Legal
2110724 Letter to Lord Mayor, McCabe, City Legal, 4 pages No response N
| Wake, Gibbs, Ruhland, Orr
21/10/24  Letter to City Legal, Crr, Gibbs, Piper, | 5 pages No response
 Wake, Ruhland - |
22/10/24 Letter to Lord Mayor, Ting, Wake, Piper, | 5 pages Mo response
Gibbs
2411024 Letter to Lord Mayor, Ting, Wake, Piper, 5 pages Mo response
Letter of ‘ Gibbs ‘
22M10/24 .
25/10/24 Stat dec to Lord Mayor, McCabe, Orr, 4 pages No response
| Wake, Piper, Ruhland, Gibbs -
25110124 Letter to Lord Mayor, McCabe, City legal, | 7 pages Mo response
Orr. Wake, Piper, Ruhland, Ting, Gibbs
| 11/11/24 | Letter to City Legal, Wake 3 pages No response
| (T e n®
Eponent Justice of the Peace .}
Afffidavit — David Manteit
Manteit V' Brisbane City Council 2916/24 82 Rowe Tce Darra 4076
Fited by David Manteit Ph 0424730923

Email davidmanteit@hotmail com



G
Affirmed by the said deponent at Richlands, this &, n% January 2026, po®

Befora me.

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

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

oy (£ s

Deponent Justice of the Peace.
KENNETH GEOFFREY FINNEY




Exhibit “A*
Planning and Environment Court

Application in Proceedings Pending
David Manteit V Brisbane City Council & Orrs 2916/24

‘Date Correspondence No. pages | Qutcome
| 14/10/24 Lefter to Orr, Piper, Ruhland, Wake, Ting, 30 pages No response
| Gibs, City Legal |
| 21110/24 Letter to Lord Mayor, McCabe, City Legal, | 4 pages | No response
‘Wake, Gibbs, Ruhland, Orr
2110424 Letter to City Legal, Orr, Gibbs, Piper, 5 pages No response
Wake, Ruhland
22110/24 Latter to Lord Mayor, Ting, Wake, Piper, 5 pages Mo response
Gibbs
24/10/24 Letter to Lord Mayor, Ting, Wake, Piper, | 5 pages No response
Gibbs
Letter of
22/10/24 - |
25/10/24 Stat dec to Lord Mayor, McCabe, O, 4 pages No response
Wake, Piper, Ruhland, Gibbs
26/10/24 Letter to Lord Mayor, McCabe, City legal, | 7 pages No response
Orr, Wake, Piper, Ruhland, Ting, Gibbs
1111724 Letter to City Legal, Wake 3 pages No response

TBaer ME R
Bweem (A rmed before ma =r.F.‘—_‘.!n¥._ ""‘-""i:"_-:_ﬂ'l.u.m;.l;'
e T S S G :




Page 1 0f 30

14 October 2024

The Manager

Brisbane City Council.

For lodgement on Development |

For lodgement on brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au

128 Ashridge Rd Darra questions arising from the approval including request for

release of Council engineering calculations prior to S75 notice or 5230
application. ADDE565555.

T pirpeose of Tk laciube? & o hep cuslomers e process of comphang with Conailions 35e0celod el o el kfeent apporsd | oo sty mooma s apacke somboms (el
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Understanding your development approval conditions:
Condlinms: cowes warous aspes . nolaing sNQapumas nesamrnts. OoriToolon 506w bes. asd rn] fon wives speciic s e o oo
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PROECT TEAM
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Linsi WAKE IZamdra PIFER oot FUHLAND
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{07 3403 G005

Ms Margareret Orr — Brisbane City Council
Mr Zamdra Piper — Brisbane City Council
Mr Scott Rhuland — Brisbane City Council
Mr Joel Wake — Brisbane City Council

M= Loy Ting — Brisbane City Council

Mr Tom Gibbs — Brisbane City Council

City Legal — Brisbane City Council

Flease be aware all and any of my correspondence in this letter will or may be
published on any of my websites or books, your websites, or any public space as a
matter of public interest.

0
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| am seeking responses to questions below as to some conditions of the approval, as
per BCC advice attached with approval. | have not received responses to these
questions as of Friday 11/10/24 | provide more information below and more questions,

It is also noted that there has been no response to my last letter re easement
questions, on 1/10/24.

Please provide your answers to the following questions by Tuesday 12pm 14/10/24 or
any action may be commenced forthwith requiring the proper responses before any
decision notice by Council in relation to a S75 notice by the by applicant, or court order
made from an appeal. Alternatively it will be ordered that certain clauses of the
approval will be deleted and costs awarded to the applicant.

| wish to advise that any refusal to provide truthful and transparent responses could be
cause legal and other costs to the applicant, as awarded in the Planning and
Environment Court.

Time is of the essence.
Please file this correspondence on Development |

Applicant to file on website brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au

In a nutshell, Counci is deliberately impacting and denying the ability of the applicant to
provide a robust S75 notice representations and/or 5230 appeal due to the withholding
on the misleading detail of approvals conditions.

Council is making irresponsible, misleading and untruthful representations in both the
approval conditions and in the Council notes on the approved plan.

Joel Wake has refused to provide answers verbally or in writing to the following
guestions.

Maragert Orr has refused to provide answers in writing to the following questions.

Lucy Ting on 9/10/24 by telephone has refused to provide answers to these questions
and hung up after 60 seconds. Please desist in this sort of behaviour.

Flease do not use words in your responses such as "happy” or “unhappy”, as Ms Orr
has done. Just be direct and specific.

The following are provided for your information —

®
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Crossections and plan view of Council design.

Side elevations and plan view of Council engineered designed sham charged
stormwater line ending between .904m, .984m and 1.269m below lawful point of
discharge 35.100.

Applicant plan view and side elevations of applicant design.

Usable building pad areas, including finished ground levels.
Cut areas.

Fill areas (zero)

Remaing areas untouched

Lawiful point of discharge on Ashridge Rd

Location of stormwater pits and lines for Lots 1 and 2

Legal point of dicharge for Lots 1 and 2

Driveway location

Retaining walls

Calculations of falls of Council sham stormwater proposal red line.

Scenario 1 — minimums as per BSD 8111. 225 pipe, 450 cover, .5 degree fall.
Includes BCC sham triangle not compliant with BSD 8111 required setback of 600mm.

Scenario 2 - minimums as pre BSD 8111. 225 pipe, 450 cover, .5 degree fall.
Includes compliance with BSD 8111.

Scenario 3 — conservative 225 pipe, 600 cover, 1 degree fall



Page 4 of 30

128 Ashridge Rd
rra 4076

Z2on BRP 117157
avid Mantait

0424 739 923

Fit
r— Y
Existing
o= Tt

Flan of usabla
block and charged
BCC stormwater

Example of usable house
= Dixon Homes 14.1m long
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128 Ashridge Rd Darra

Stormwater side elevations
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Scenario 1 - 450 cover and .5% fall as per BSD 8111 requirements
Caiculations done against red line shown on BCC approved plan.

Pix 1 2 3 4 5 Crozs
. Gheck

Fipe Lengin 18.370 B.OBC 29500 3750

5L at boundary 38.700 35,680 a5.162 5853

Fafl of matiral greund - rear beighbour or Askridge Rd Femrnsgiton R seghtany

(A BL weed Tar FiE 37000 35.TBO 38 3200 35,859 L

Maw start of Wne inver leval Broughl faeward 368,325 35076 14525 54 250 5. 408

(B] Min depth - pipe 225 and and cover $50 0a7Ts

() Min Invert level depth 36,378

Min 5% dagres all , 1% ower werge 0,147 0,055 0,266 0,067 -0.534

(D} Invvert leved @nd of line ather fal 36178 35,020 34 260 H.185

(E) Prima fasie depth [reeds to be « 8BTS, « 250 (kesh) 0425 0.1 80 16040 1.0E67

Distance the plipe nesds ba be lewared by Taf min cover 1.103 0.485 <A 558

Adapied Min invert level with 225 pipe and 450 covar 3BOTs 34525 34260 34,193 34.184

carmed forward

Irverd lewal af ke 35,400

BCC charged systerm malfunction in metres <0.907

Scenario 3 - Service Lots 98, 99 BSD 8111 pipe 600mm from boundary at all times.
Note pit 2 disappears but is included in calculations due to requirement of maintaining
cover at all times. 450 cover .5% fall,

Pit 1 2 3 i 5 Crass
check

Pipe Length 18.37% 7362 33750 3750

5L Pn 37000 35. 760

Fall of rabural ground - near beighbour or Ashridge Rd fimrmeghbar  Rex neghbosr  Bam neighbau

(A} 5L al neighbour boundary (1.2) or 800 in, 5,45 358 Tod 38 6%0 38182 25853 38250

Herw start of lire Fvert vl browught fonsand /Os 34 875 34 487 34,183

(8) Min depih - pipe 226 and and cover 450 OBETS

(T} Mininverl level depth 35,025 36,025

Min 5% degree fal , 1% over verge 0,147 9,068 0,304 0.0&7 0,584

() nveri level end of ine. with fall AEATR 348049 34 183 34118

(E) Prima facie daph (needs to be « G675, + 250 (kerk) 1228 0253 1,670 1,154

Pipe needs to be lowered by fo make i work, 0.903 0422 =1.524

Adopbed Min e eeal 225 pipe and cover 450 34 OTE 34 4487 ag1R3 4118 34117

Irreeert bl at kerts 35100

BCC charged system malfunction in metres 34.975 =0.984
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Scenario 2 - More conservative 600 cover and 1.0% fall.

Calculations done against red line shown on BCC approved plan.

Pit 1 2 3 4 5 Cross
check

Pige Length 16.370 B, D& 20,5800 3780

&L @t boundary |IOD 356N

Fall of natural growund - rear beighbour or Ashridge Rd P migtcns  Auar raghilasa

IA) SLused faf Pit 370000 357E0 35250 35850 25250

Mew start of ins e level brought forwand 36,175 34825 34425 23808

{5 Min depth - pipe 225 and and cover GO0 0.825

{3 Min Invert lmved degith 3847 IEATS

Mir ore degres tall 0.291 0108 0.524 0.087 -0.968

(D] Iervt vl @nd of ling wilhout min cover 35,964 J4BIT 33BN 33EM

|E} Prima facie depth (reeds o ba + B35, + 250 [larh) -0.134 0.433 1.858 1,418

[siance e pips reeds o b lowered by for men cover 0.558 0.392 -1.352

Adopbed Min pit invert level 225 pipe and cover 800 M.925 34 428 30688 38 33,828

carried fonwad

inseart vl a4 karb 35.100

BCC charged system malfunction in metres -1.269

The crossections and calculations for the Council sham rear block stormwater system
design (or no design) is charged under all three scenarios.

The crosssections and calculations by the applicant for the Ashridge Rd lots show that
the applicant has demonstrated legal point of discharge.(See further below).

S 12) Filling and/or Excavation

[1:1 Filling andior Excavaticn
All sarthworks must be carried oul im aoccordance with the relevant Brisbane Planning Scheme Codes
12(a) Bubmit Earthworks Drawings

Submit to, and obtain approval fram, Doveloprrent Serices earthworks drawings prepared and oerlibed by @ Ragistarad
Prodessional Enginesr Oueensiand in accordance with the relevant Brisbana Planning Schamie Codes

Tha Earthworks Dvawings musl include the folowing:

-7hﬂmmﬁfﬂﬂuﬁb¥¢ hwldn'rgp&dl'tﬁl'prnpnﬁd Lol 2 and any Bﬁl:":iﬂ‘lild Earlhwrksle:lanabte Iawful paint of dischange
] ad kerk and channel and the poog o ok

The attached drawings show the usable building pad at AHD 36.00. The existing AHD
and future AHD of the land on Lot 2 on the right side is 35.667. The area within one

metre of the right side of the boundary will remain without land disturbance, requiring
neither cut nor fill.

On this basis, not a teaspoon of fill is required for legal point of discharge, even if the
usable building pad were lowered to 35.667.
®
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“enable lawful point of discharge for the proposed lots to Ashridge Road kerb
and channel”

The invert level at the kerb as per the BCC approved plan is 35.100. This was arrived
at by the applicant using his laser level in conjunction with the surveyor kerb site datum
of 36.303. This took me 60 seconds, as both marks are only some 5 metres away from
each other and both on the kerb. | have taken the bottom of the kerb and not the
middle of the kerb as being the appropriate invert level.

Datum point nominated by surveyor at kerb 36.303
Lawful point of discharge as measured by 35.078
David Manteit using laser comparison to surveyor

datum point

Rounded up - 35.100
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referance 36.303 ONF surveyors, Manteit mark 96.5

Above - David Manteit — Laser
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David Manteit — laser level 220 at lawful point of discharge.

B
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Surveyor site datum level 36.303

David Manteit lawful point of discharge 220.0

David Manteit Surveyor datum 96.5

Difference/drop 123.500
Lawful point of discharge 35.078
Rounded up 35.100

“Took all assessment matters into account -
Margaret Orr , Brisbane City Council

| Margaret Orr
Team Manager, Planning Services Development Services
City Planning and Sustainability BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL

and in accordance with the provisions of the Planning Act 2016 (the Act). Council's Delegate took all

assessment matters into account, and concluded that the applicaton was in accordance with the
ey R Y S S 1 (PR Ny, SRt S SIS v Oy | !

Ms Orr — you have taken all matters into account. You will therefore
have no problem in providing answers to all the questions in this
letter.

1. Can the Council please advise what lawful point of discharge AHD they used
as shown in the Council approved plans red line?

2. How was the fall through the development calculated ? Please supply all BCC
crosssections and fall calculations, surface levels , pit depths and invert levels.

See below “Stormwater mark ups are indicative only and subject to further detailed
design”

o,
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STORMWATER MARK UPS
ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND

SUBJECT TO FURTHER
DETAILED DESIGN

Council owns the land. | have already invited Joel Wake to inspect the property with a
free laser, but he refused. No wonder he said to myself on the phone on 1/10/24 he
hadn't assessed the stormwater calculations, nor engineering, nor "easement
document to be prepared by Council”

3. Please provide all information Council used in the calculation of their note

above. Who is lying — Margaret Orr, or the red line? Which one is it? You have
either assessed in full or you havn't,

4. Why is there no “detailed design ?"

Why should an applicant be required to make a S75 or $230 on a sham Council
red line that is subject to detailed design?

“Took all assessment matters into account -

Margaret Orr , Brisbane City Council
| Margaret Orr

Team Manager, Planning Services Development Services
City Planning and Sustainability BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL

and in accordance with the provisions of the Planning Act 2016 (the Act). Council's Delegate took all
assessment matters into acmunt, and tmc!uded that the apphn;;tmn was in av:mrdanl:e with the

L. e, . PP [ S P T A L o W e YRR
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Given required one degree fall, a minimum of AHD 35.166 invert level is required at the
boundary. The invert level at the boundary is proposed AHD 35.166.This level will
command the the existing site levels for both Lot 1 and Lot 2 without the placement of
any fill. There is no point on the block that is lower than AHD 35.166, except he right
back corner of 35.162 (which is not part of the usable building pad).

Q
@ :

N B
m o
N g8
Ashridge Rd lots ﬂ M= R—30—
100*75 RHS steel 1% fall ﬁ'ﬁ_ﬁfﬁ*
accross verge 0 I
IL 35_1 0—c—— SR N ==
IL 34.193 L;b%
8 g
BCC IL 34.193 %4
H ,..,-‘: _
Charged line il As
— 5Ll1

5. Is Council prepared to defend their sham stormwater design using lazy

markups and no detailed design against the applicant in a S75 notice or
Planning Court appeal? Please advise.

It is proposed by the applicant to leave all remaining areas outside of the usable
building pad to be untouched and not filled.

There are hundreds of examples of approved Council plans where a usable building
pad level is provided to BCC and accepted as a usable pad for stormwater and
building purposes. This usable building pad is what is assessed for feasibility of legal
point of discharge. More examples will be provided to BCC in due course.

A plan of a usable building pad has been provided by me for your perusal in this
material.
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| mention that the requirements for calculations of lawful point of discharge for the
building pad for Lot 2 should exclude the following -

Areas within one metre from the left boundary
Areas within one metre from the right boundary
Areas within 6 metres from the front boundary
Areas within 6 metres from the rear boundary

The areas mentioned above are areas that cannot be built on under the Residential
Design Small Lot Code, and will have no roofwater collected, therefore it is
unnecessary to account for these areas to be serviced by a legal point of discharge

pipe.

Therefore, 100% of the site that can be built on has provision for rainwater
collection as per the Small Lot Code. It is mentioned that the finished surface level will
include AEP 1% from back to front of the usable pad. The pad will commence at F.G.L
of 36.0 at the front of the pad.

The abovementioned areas cannot be built on. | have demonstrated a suitable building
pad with not a teaspoon of fill required.

This principle was adopted in the approved development plan at 16 Quirinal Cr Seven
Hills, of which | was the applicant. Approved plan. Approved bulk earhwaorks plan.

A Dixon Homes house plan has been provided in this material for reasonableness
sake. This does not limit the type of house that can be placed on the usable building
pad though.

6. Please advise if Council accepts the applicant's usable building pad
dimensions in the attached applicant’s plans as a suitable usable building pad.

7. Please advise what associated earthworks would be required to “enable”
when it is painfully obvious the AHD 35.166 at front boundary commands the
block and a legal point of discharge is already enabled for all existing and future
levels are above 35.66 on the right side and pad level is 36.0 which is some 834
mm above the AHD 35.166 at the front boundary.

8. Please demonstrate why the site must be filled to enable lawful point of
discharge for the Ashridge Rd lots if all site levels are serviced by the

“Provision of a stormwater drainage connection for upslope properties,”

O,
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| have attached plan view and crosssection to demonstrate that the BCC red line
shown of the BCC approved plan is charged.

The red line is charged by .907 m using BSD 8111 requirements of 225mm pipe, 450

cover and .5% degree fall, but using illegal sham triangular line which is not within 600
mm of the boundary.

The red line is charged by .984 m using BSD 8111 requirements of 225mm pipe, 450
cover and .5% degree by using legal method of keeping line 600mm of the boundary.

The red line is charged by 1.269m by using conservative 225mm pipe,450 cover and
1% degree fall.

9. Please advise if you disagree with the above statements highlighted in yellow.

10. Please provide BCC surface and invert levels of BCC proposed stormwater
red line plan for supposed upslope rear lots used in the assessment of the red
line. This has been asked many times to BCC including Joel Wake verbally and
letters in writing recently. Council refuses to supply same. Dishonest. It is your
design, not mine.You take ownership of the red line.

Upslope definition

There is no definition of “Upslope” or "Upslope Lots in BCC definitions”.

THS Presimios of dtainage for Buture upsbape develapment af o naighbouring propemy

Y. Provision sousd ba mas for s lulite odedy davalopmont of adsoent properbes. asn respect i sloremwaber Sranags whers o ikl pat ol Bhose wsiope
Fopeies moed drain Tusugh e Seaiopmendt. of e most loosible lecation ior vieeme
|Hl|..nl|ﬂ':|—==|

. N pigesdl drisivage connection is proveded o up-slops devioprman. e dramage nfrastnactues mos] Tuly exdersd 1o P Boumiaey of the LEnnpE sie lu
araLte thal e up-slopa projuey wner dosa rod have (o onderiaie sk @ ha den-ainge seasaarty I Sonned bn the shamwalnr inkasiuch e

3 Where a pos I8 used 'o IS a7 LP-E0EG BIOMTWANE CONPRCIGN (NOW OF N AEENE ) Tl MR S0 Sy i 225 norral dimeler for ey
deeiopmanl Thes slomesidid pipa Ml B connached to a eful poirg of discrangs

A, Tha derriicpmnes 4 %0 dewgn 87y Up-Eop sinmsaior coreaeion dor Tl deyvalabes catchmar? Roas

66 -
It is my contention that no part of the rear properties WOU Id drain

through the development”.

The guestion of "would drain through the development " needs ta have the tests
applied.

©
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It is beyond doubt that the rear properties do not drain through the subject property
currently. One only has to place a hose 100mm behind the rear boundary and waich
where the water goes. The water does not drain through the subject property. Video
can be supplied,

11. Can Council please provide a list of what BCC tests were used to determine if
the the rear properties are an “Upslope” property.

In the abscence of a definition of “Upslope”, one must take into account or apply the
following tests -

A Council BSD 8111 design drawings mentionings of upslope, arrows.
B Precedence from other BCC approvals.

C Fall at the rear boundary — is there a fall to the rear lot or a fall away from the rear
lot at the boundary ?

D Whether a system can be designed and subsequently correctly installed to ensure
that it works properly and will not be in danger of malfunction by using “minimums
only"” design at the very least.

E Whether water would normally fall from the rear properties to the front property (in
this case Ashridge Rd) in the ordinary course of rainfall.

F. If a stormwater legal point of discharge design requires fill for one reason only. le,
to assist upslope properties that are really downslope, and no other, how on earth is a
rear block "Upslope™ 7 Any judge or reasonable man would think this is utterly stupid.

12. If one has to fill dirt on the subject block for no other reason than to assist
with legal point of discharge, by the laws of nature, how can this rear property
be upslope? Can you explain that to the normal man in the street?

There is certainly no fill required to service a building pad for Lot 2 or the existing Lot 1,
for legal point of discharge purposes, or any purpose.

G If one puts a hose on any part of the rear lots will that water be seen trevelling onto

the subject block? The answer is no. That is one of the tests. | am happy to provide a
video with a witness proving same.

©
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A BSD 8111 Council standard drawings.
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BSD 8111 does not provide detail for a valley situation at the rear. It assumes that the fall

is one way only. The subject site is a valley situation between the two neighbours.

BSD 811 provides that all pipes are to be 600mm from the boundary. BCC design does not

comply.

B Precedence from other BCC approvals..

13. Please advise why 134 Ashridge Rd (17 metres away from the subject

development) approval did not require a 225mm pipe to rear properties if the fall at
rear boundary is to the 134 Ashridge Rd property whereas tha slope at the rear for the

subject property 128 Ashridge Rd, is to the rear properiies.

@
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Approved BCC plan showing fall at the rear boundary is to the subject property.
Overall slope test

Therefore, this is not one of the tests that BCC use to determine if a property is
“Upslope”
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Melghbouring Property Consant
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The above plan of approval for 134 Ashridge Rd Darra shows zero overall
fall from rear to front of 32.0 to 32.0.

So obviously a design could not be invented for the overall slope purposes, from
rear to Ashridge Rd. There is a valley, of which at first glance, the rear property falls
to the approved property. But overall, there is zero slope. So would the water “drain
through the development” ? No. So Council has used this principle. Hence it should
use the same principle of overall fall to determine “drain through the development”

&
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14. How was the decsion in relation to stormwater made for 134 Ashridge Rd? What
tests were applied? In relation to the 134 Ashridge Rd property the BCC decision was
not to provide a stormwater legal point of discharge to rear properties.

Only on the basis that there was no overall slope? Noted again. The fall at the rear
boundary was from the rear property to the approved property.

C Fall to the rear boundary test. The subject property falls to the rear properties. However,
the site 134 Ashridge Rd Darra falls from the rear properties at the boundary, tothe
subject property but still didn’t require rear property stormwater provision by BCC,

D Can the design work ? The subject property cannot provide a BCC stormwater design

to the rear properties that is not charged. The property 134 Ashridge Rd cannot design a
Stormwater design that is not charged. From this point of view, the sites are the same.

15 How is the applicant able to construct a BCC designed charged line? Can BCC
show BCMT how this is done ? | called them today to ask Margaret Orr to explain how
to construct the pipe.

16. Will BCMT be able to inpect a stormwater end of line at the kerb that is
S07mm, .984 mm, 1.269 mm below the kerb?

17. Will BCMT sign off on the inspection of the kerb at the construction phase
that is a sham design?

E Whether water would normally flow from left to right at the rear, and to the right and rear
properties. itis impossible for water to fall to Ashridge Rd due to the slope to the right side
and the slope to the rear.

It doesn’t matter whether the rear valley is on the rear neighbour's property or the subject
property (which it is not), there is no way water would suddenly decide to go uphill once it
hits the valley.

The Council is trying to "tunnel” their way through my property because Council think the

other side of the tunnel can meet the Gutter of AHD 35.1. The pipe is too low by at least
-S04m.

In addition, | provide as assessment below of the overall fall from front to rear.

@
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As can be seen from this analysis, any fool can see that normal surface water cannot
travel from any part of the rear to the front of the subject block.

18. Can Council please explain how the rear properties of the subject property are
“Upslope Properties” under this overall test 7

F. Fill. It does not make sense that a site should be filled if it is already supposedly
downhill from the upslope site.

19. Can BCC advise why there is a need for fill if the subject site is downslope
from the rear lots ? A very simple question | am sure the judge will ask.

Council fraud cutting corners with pipe not placed within 600 mm from boundary
Council has not complied with BSD Drawing BSD 8111 by providing the pipe 600mm
from the boundary. This would appear to be intentional deception and fraud by BCC as
BCC has shortened the line on purpose. The result of this deception is -

- Ashorter line, thereby attempting to pervert the fact that the proposed line is
charged.

&/
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- Avoiding a lower pipe. The ground falls to the right side and the rear property, not
the subject property.

- In contrast to Urban Utilities guidelines for a manhole easement to be against tha
boundary. This was covered in my letter of questions re easement, which is still
unanswered.

Charged line BCC cutting comers - 907 mm lower than the 35.1 at the kerb
Charged line without BCC utting corners 984 mm lower than the 35.1 at the kerb -

There is your proof.

20. Is there any other way to describe the design of the line away from 600mm
from the boundary to not be BCC fraud ?

There is a natural valley between the lots. The valley bottom invert is in the rear lots,
not the subject lot. That is where the water wants to go.

The water doesn't want to go uphill by artificial means to Ashridge Rd. The surface
level at the rear right is 35.162. The pipe is 225 mm. The cover is 450 mm.

21. For simplicity sake, why would BCC want to fill a site if the site is supposedly
downhill of the rear lots? BCC is attempting to pervert the watercourse for some
unknown reason.

Any layman can look at the site and see where the water goes during a rainfall event.

22. Can the Council please advise what tests Council did during their
assessment which categorises the subject site as a “downslope site” ?

23. Is Council proposing a Roman Aquaduct system toi be incorporated into
their design?

S 17 On site drainage minor

“The development site must be filled to ceate a usable building pad for proposed Lot 2"
"A charged system does not achieve an acceptable point of discharge”

AHD of 35.166 at boundary will command the lot without a teaspoon of fill required.
Minimum existing AHD of proposed building pad is 36.0
&
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See crossections and Calculations. It is proposed that the site is to have an AHD of
36.0 on the building pad, sloping away to existing levels for the rest of the site, without
requiring filling.

24. Can the Council please advise why the Council believe the AHD of 35.166 at
the boundarey, minimum levels of 35.6 existing and 36.0 of the usable pad the
Ashridge Rd lots will be charged.

BCC Stormwater Code.

The code provides for the ground to not be disturbed so as to cause nuisance.

The proposed BCC filling will cause the rear lot water to rush more quickly into my right

neigbour property instead of soaking into the ground. | have seen many Coucil
applications denied due to retaining wall backwash.

PO2 A2
Uevetcpment ensures thal the slormmwater managemesni system and site werk  Development does not mault in 60 Incfease in flood beval ar fioad hazard on

does nol adversely impact Apoding o dEnege charsclenstics of premises up slope, dovwn alops of adjacen! promiscs

‘WHGH @re up Siops, oo S00e o adiacent o tha ska ACZZ
Dwvelopmend providas & somrwater managernent system which i3 designed
in compliance with the afandards in e (ntastuchen design planning scmems

Q Can the Council please demonstrate compliance with PO2 of the Stormwater code

11 3
which specifically refers to u ps I o pe

513 Retaining walls and S 17 — Onsite Drainage Minor

17] On Site Drainage - Minor

Provide a stormwater connection to all new of existing aloiments and provide drainage infrastncture fo ensune stormwalar run=cff
frem &ill Fool and developed surface areas will be collected Internally and piped in accordance with the relevant Brisbane Planning
Scheme Codes to the existing kerb and channel in Ashridge Road and generally as shown on the APPROVED Plan of

Subdiviskon SHO received 10 JUL 2024 and a5 amendad in red. The development site must be filled to create 8 usabis buibd
pad for pr d Lot 2 and fo achieve & lawlul poénl of dischange via gravidy ta the kerb and charged systoem doas nod
acheve an ecceptable point of discharge,

e
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13] Retaining Walls
Design and construct all retaining walls and associated fences, in accordance with the relevant Brishana Planning Schemse Codes
and the following:

- All rataining walls Including the fotings, must ba located

- Runoff from surface draire and subscil drainage associated with the rataining wals mus! e collecied and connected to a lewéul pain
HWELFEEWH possibla, ¥ no LPD s avalable the surface drains and sub-soil drainage must be desigred, instaled and é|%rgedtﬂ
e o

no ponding, nuisance o conceniraion of stormwater diecharge to adiacent propeitss,

- Retaining walls to slabilise excavation must be set back from property boundaries to accommodate subsoll drainsge without
encroachment into the neighbouning property. This sel back may vary depending on the height, structure and design of the
refaining wall. surcharge loadings from neighbouring properties, and to provide & surface draén along the fop of the retaining wall

= For relgining waks in exoess of 1.0m n hai
- wals must be mmﬁlﬁeren by & rate of 1:1 unless an alternative has been approved by Development

Barvices
= wials must be de and cortified by & igtarad Professional Enginesr Queansland
- wals facing of Broperty (inciuding the road reserve and pa rLst ned be constructed from fimbar

NOTE: Refer bo Cily Plan 2014; Infrastructure Design Planning Schame Policy (IDPSP) tor Councds definition of a LBD,

Mote your own approved conditions are warning you that you must provide a legal
point of discharge. This reguires some space at the front of the retaining wall,

25. Has the Council assessor taken not of his own conditions and therefore will
need a setback from the neighbour’'s boundary.

Note that | do not intend to obtain permission to build a boundary wall and do not wish
to be obliged to maintain the wall for the next 100 years,
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Above Form 15 RPEQ approved STA replacement retaining wall engineering.

26. |s BCC aware that no amount of fill, one inch or ten metres, can raise the
alleged Upslope property stubs?

It is simply ludicrous that Council think that fill can magically change the height of the
neighbours stub.

This stub needs the appropriate amount of cover.

There no future walls proposed in excess of 1.0m in height on the site. The existing
retaining wall on the right will be replaced and is not a part of the scope of works for

this site. A form 16 structural certificate will be provided. A Form 15 is in my possession
MW,

STA Consulting have provided a Form 15 for the right side retaining wall.

“Retaining wall and footings are to be wholly within property boundaries”

It appears that the BCC proposed retaining wall needs to be set back over one metre.
In the asbence of a legal point of discharge for the retaining wall, there needs to be
enough grass to soak up any multiple ag pipes protruding out of the wall.

27. Once again, Is the Council proposing a Roman agquaduct system to achieve
legal point of discharge for Lot 997
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Possible crosssection of council
225 mm pipe mid air Roman agquaduct
stage one. To be confirmed by BCC.

i-in-:|E|

Hmllnda-r:.-'

Possible crosssection of council
225 mm pipe mid air Roman aquaduct
complete. To be confirmed by BCC.

A0 Fillarmey S

28. Can BCC RPEQ please provide their crosssections and mathemetical

calculations used to determine legal point of discharge 7 This includes
crosssection at the stub location of Lots 98 and 99 to demonstrate they are/are

not not proposing a Roman Aquaduct system as above.

| have provide my calculations. Please provide your calculations by Spm
Thursday 10/10/24.

“Stormwater mark ups are indicative only™

“Stormwater mark ups are indicative only and subject to further detailed design.”

(

STORMWATER MARK UPS
ARE INDICATIVE ONLY AND

SUBJECT TO FURTHER
DETAILED DESIGN
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29. Please advise why stormwater markups are indicative only when BCC has no
excuses to be indicative only after 9 weeks since 23/7/24, the Properly Made
date.

BCC had at least 9 weeks to assess all matters.
There has been no information request to the applicant.

(a) It is your (Council) plan not mine. You invented the red line, not me. The onus
is on the author of the design to be transparent
and truthful, not be mischevious and hiding.

(b) There has been no information request to the applicant regarding engineering
requirements.

( ¢) There has been no request by BCC to the applicant for an extension of time
for assessment.

30, Please advise why there has there been no information request by BCC to
the applicant for stormwater engineering? The fact of BCC designing a red line
is BCC responsibility to respond to applicant's questions re surface levels,
invert levels and anything else required that was used to design the pipe.

31. Please advise why there has been no BCC request for extension of time.

Joel Wake of no specific title said in a phone call to myself when he called me on
1/10/24 that he had not personally assessed the stormwater requirements for the site.

32. Please advise why Joel Wake of multiple titles refused to assess stormwater
reguirements in the assessment process.

33. Please advise why Joel Wake of multiple titles refused to discuss stormwater

matters other than in a telephone conversation “have you got a hydraulic
consultant 7"

Joel Wake with various BCC titles, except Assessment Manager under the Planning
Act, was offered by myself in a phone call to myself on or around 15/8/24 a chance to
inpect my site from the ground plus first floor view from the lounge room. | also offered
him free use of my laser level. Wake refused this offer.

34. Please advise why Joel Wake of multiple titles did not accept my offer to
inspect the subject site.

iy,

@
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| require your responses by 12pm Tuesday 15/10/24.

Should you choose not to respond, this action or nonaction may be taken into account
by an Planning Court Judge. | reserve my right to claim damages for your no
responses which may cause extra costs to Council.

| am entitled to responses to all questions since Council is the author and designer of
the stormwater line. | am not the author. | would have responded to an information

request should one have been sent, Once again, you have boxed myself into extra
costs now.

If you are proven to be wrong it is BCC who will pay the costs. You had your chance.

| shall be fleshing the site brisbanecitycomplaints.com.au out soon with this case study
and will publish your response or no response for the public to see any time anywhere
in the world, 24 hours a day. It will be the team members chance to shine. Think of it
as a positive.

Council No response.

35. Why is it that no members of the Margaret Orr team can respond to
questions?

| give an example of BCC Principal Engineer below providing a response to a
stormwater question within 24 hours of a question on a BCC designed stormwater
system.
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ﬂ Outlook

82 Rowe Tee Darra

From Andrew Blake <Andrew Blake@brizbane.qld govaus
Date Fn 231002020 11:47 PM
Ta dawvidmanteit@hotmail com <davidmantetihotmail com>

Hi Dawd,

As discussed in our recent phone conversation, Brisbane City Council has overland flow flood Infarmation for
this progperty.

The 50 overland flow flood level for B2 Rowe Terrace Darda = 25 7m AHD,
Regards

Andrew Blake

Principal Engineear {Stormwater & Flooding) | Development Services
City Planning & Sustainabdity | BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL
Brisbane Square | 266 Geaorge Streel, Brishane, Qld 4000

Email: andrew.blakefbrisbane oid oov.au

LIRS

Yours Faithfully

D P

DAVID MANTEIT - APPLICANT

&




& Outlook

REQUEST TO LORD MAYOR FOR SARA MCCABE TERMINATION

From daved manteit <davidmanteit@hotmail.com=
Date Mon 271/10/24 10:16 PM
Te  lordmayor@brshane.gld.gov.au <lord mayori2brisbane.gld.gov.au=

Cc  sarahmocabe?2@brisbane.gld.gov.au <sarah.mocabe? @brisbane.gld.gov.aus;
city legalihbrsbane,. gld govau <city legal@brisbane.gld, govaus=; Margaret Orr
<klargaret Orm@brisbane qld.gov.au=; Joel Wake <joelwake@brisbane.gld.gov.aus;
tom.gibbs@brishane.gld.gov.au <tom.gibbs@brisbane.gid.gov.au>; Scott Ruhland
=scott rubland @hrishane gid gov.au=

B 1 attachment (261 KB)
better to Council 21-2-24 {2.pdf;

éf#ﬂw f"q:_-. -Cf_r“ﬁ?( = ‘E'-"}""’-.l-f--’

Dear Lord Mayor
v/ /e [2F

Letter attached.

Regards
/I/)ﬂ e pPanse

-df._/::) W'
David Manteit
CEO

0424 739 923
howtowineveryday.com.au
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David Manteit
82 Rowe Tce
Darra 4076

21-10-24

The Lord Mayor

Brisbane City Council

266 George St

Brisbane 4000

By email Lord Mayor@brisbane.gld.gov.au

cc. The Registrar Planning and Environment Court
Sara McCabe - City Legal (allegedly)

City Legal

Margaret Omr

Joel Wake

Luecy Ting

Scott Ruhland

Zarndra Piper

Tom Gibbs

Dear Lord Mayor

Request for Sara McCabe of City Legal to be terminated as representative of City Legal in
the Case David Manteit V Brisbane City Council Planning and Environment Court 2916/24.

| served an action against seeking orders in the Planning and Environment Court last Friday, 21-
10-24,

Ms McCabe position is untenable due to her dishonesty.
| spoke fo Ms McCabe today on the telephone.

| asked her if she had sighted all the emails | sent City Legal ra this casa.

Ms McCabe of City Legal replied — "1 don't have any emails except the papers you served on the
Council last Friday. Ms McCabe of City Legal then stated ° | do not have access to City Legal
amails”.

| said, as a metter of courtesy, “Would you like four hours to investigate these emails then get back
to me ? These emails gave wamning to City Legal that Court action will proceed forthwith if City
Legal did not respond. In addition, there would be cost orders sought”

Ms Cabe said “No | will not investigate City Legal emails. | do not have access to City Legal
emails. "

She then hung up. This Is straight out dishonesty and unprofessional behavour of a Brisbane City
Council employee and of any practising solicitor.

How can your City Legal team staff member in charge of a case pretend that | did not give

notice of Court Action and cost orders 7
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Six other members of your staff received those emails as cc. Their names are above. They are a
party to this achion,

By writing this letter | also request that Sara McCabe be removed from the case due lo dishonesty.
Since your City Legal email does not respond to emails, | have no option but to write to

The Lord Mayor and the registrar of the Planning and Environemitn Court to put it bluntly — get rid
of her.

Otherwise the ratepayers will undoubtedly pay for Sara McCabe dishonest aclions and cause
delay and misunderstandings in the future by all parties. This could be some hundreds of
thousands due to Ms McCabe actions.

| will lodge this request of termination to the Planning and Environment Court in the next few days,
far them to do same.

| have sent McCabe a copy of the other two emails today.

By the way, | have sent Paul of City Legal two emails. No response. Are all your City Legal team
ghosts?.

| await your advices.

Regards

T
=] s
_.,.-"' _,.;_...-'

DAVID MANTEIT
0424 739 923

128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA FURTHER QUESTIONS DAVID MANTEIT -

& v letter 29-10-24,po

‘ daneld rmanteit € vy g B8 e
T citylegal@brisbane qid gow.au Kion 217 100208S T2:50 Ak .

Co Margaret O, Joel Wake  tomogibbs@brisbane clclgov.au;
Famdra Piper; Scott Rubland; lucyting@brishane.qid.gov.au

@ vou forwarded this message on Man 21/1002024 4:06 PM

letter 21-10-24.podf
' wawn

Lelter attached.







Pagedofd

£ Has attachments =~ Unread = Tome @ Mentions me 4 3

' david manteit &, % A Bl e
To: citylegal@brisbane.qid.gov.au Fri 14/10,/2024 4:09 PM

From; david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmail.cormz

Sent: Friday, 11 October 2024 £:07 PM

To: citylegal@gld gov.au <city.legali@qld. gov.au>

Ce: Margaret Orr <Margaret.Orr@brisbane.gld.gov.au>; tom.gibbs@brisbane.gid, gov.au
<tom,gibbs@brisbane.qld. gov.au>; lucy.ting @brisbane gld. gov.au <lucy ting@brisbane.qld.gov.aus; Sealt
Ruhland <scott. rubland@brisbane. gld. gov.au=

Subject: Fw: 128 AHRIDGE RD DARRA A DOB565555

Att Paul, City Legal

This email is not confidential and may be published on
brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au.




® Outlook

Fw: 128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA FURTHER QUESTIONS DAVID MANTEIT

From david manteit <davidmanteit@hatmail com>

Date Mon 21/10/24 4:06 PM

To  sarah mecabe?@brishane.qld govau <sarah.mocabe2 @ brisbane.gld gov.au >

Cc  Margaret Orr <Margaret,Orri@brisbane gld gov.au=; Joel Wake <joel wake@brisbane gld gov.aus>; CPAS-
DS-PlanningSupport <DSPManningSupport@brisbane qid gov.au>; city legal@brisbane.gld gov.au
< ity legal@brisbane gld.gov.au=>; lucy ting@brisbane.gld.gov.au <lucy ting@brisbane.gld.gov.au=,

tom_gibbs@ brisbane gld.gov.au <tom.gibbs@brisbane.gld govaus; Scott Ruhland
<scatt.rubland@brsbane.gld.gov.au=

24 1o 24
¥ 1 attachment (408 KE) ’/_j:, ff-,”.- —+a
latter 21-10-24. pdf;
. ,1"'} CCa be
EYI . 7 [ﬂﬁrﬁ;!"ﬁrﬂphy.{u'

Aft Sarah McCahe, City Legal

Cc. brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au - publishing department
Margaret Orr

Tom Gibbs

Scott Ruhland

Zarndra Piper

Lucy Ting

Joal Wake

Planning and Environment Court

Dear Ms Sarah McCabe

You have advised today by telephone that you personally act for Brisbane
City Council and the matter of David Manteit V Brisbane City Council and others.

Today by telephone 3.15pm , 21-10-24, you advised myself you have no knowledge
of any emails that have gone to City Legal re 128 Ashridge Rd Darra.

| asked, as a matter of courtesy, if you need time to check these emails
to city.legal com.au.

You advised that you refuse to check these past emails.
You said you only handle your own inbox, not City Legal email inbox.

Here is one such email, dated 21/20/24 with no response from City Legal.

Please advise why City Legal denies receiving this record.



Does City Legal not man/woman their email inbox at all 7 Please clarify
50 the Planning Court and | and my readers may get a better understanding of the

workings of City Legal and the method of no response.
Please advise by 12pm 22-10-24,

Yours Faithfully

David Manteit

CEO

0424 739 923
howtowineveryday.com.au

From: david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, 21 October 2024 12:50 AM
To: clty.begald brisbane . qhd. gov.au <city.legal@brisbane.qld. gov.au>

Ce: Margaret Orr <Margaret, Drr@brisbane, qld, gov.aus=; loel Wake <joelwake@ brisbane gld gov.aus;

tom.gibbs@ brisbane.gld. gov.au <tom.gibbs@brisbane.gld.pov.au>; Zarndra Piper
<zarndra.piper@brisbane.gld.pov.aus; Scott Rubland <scott.ruhland@ brisbane.gld gov.aus;
lucy.ting@brishane.gld, gov.au <lucy ting@brishane gld. gov.au=

Subject: 118 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA FLIRTHER QUESTIONS DAVID MANTEIT

Letter altached.

Yours Faithfully

< e

David Manteit
CEO
0424 739 923
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David Mantait
82 Rowe Tce
Darra 4076

21M10/24

The Manager
Brisbane City Council

Att

City Lagal
Margaret Orr
Tom Gibbs
Zarndra Piper
Joel Wake
Scott Ruhland

cc. brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au

123 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA STORMWATER PIPE CONFLICTING WITH
SEWERAGE PIPE

| have some questions below that are vital to the sham stormwater red line oan the
approval plan and conditions.

| request that you provide your answers to my email plus place in affidavit form for
the Planning and Environment Court by Tuesday 22/10/24 as time is of the essence.
The Court date is listed for 18/11/24.

It is intended by the applicant 1o utilise the existing sewerage stub for future Lot 2 .
The existing sewer and sewerage stub of 100mm is owned by Urban Utilities.
There is an existing private drainage connection. There will be a future private

drainage connection to the existing Urban Utilities sewerage pipe for Lot 2.

Margaret Orr, 3/10/24 - "The delegate took all assessment matters into account™.
How is this possible when the approval conditions say sewerage is not assessed by
Brisbane City Council? Can Margaret Orr please confirm or deny if this matier has
been asssed.

Or simply did Margaret Orr just believe delegate Joel Wake (somelimes he just calis
himself an asssessment officer) ¥ There is no dispute that there is a conflict between
Council statement " All matters were taken into account and Council statement " and
the approval condition "Council dees not assess sewerage.”

f you don't assess sewerage, that's your problem, not the applicant.



®

But it s an untruth if you don't assess but you state in a letter 3/10/24 that all matters
have been assessed.

The applicant has no cbligation to provide information In a development application

where the proposed sewerage line wil go. You should have telephoned the applicant.
You had 9 weeks to assess. Laziness reeks.

Note however, Council does require a flinal certificate from Urban Ulilities.

It appears that the following Development Services Team members did not assess
this matter because they didn't ring the applicant. They just placed a red line on the
approved plan straight over an Urban Utilities sewerage line. This is laziness and
demonstration of an untruth or a professional blunder, One or both.

Margaret Orr
Joel Wake
Lucy Ting
Scott Ruhland
Tom Gibbs
Zarndra Piper

This connection of private to Urban Utilities will have a new /O (Inspection Outlet).
This connection will be vertical, in the middle of the Brisbane City Council easement
af 900mm wide. The /O will have a cap on top with three screws for inspection when
there is a problem.

If the problem is in the Urban Utilities pipe, they are responsible for the mainenance..
if the problem is in the private drainage pipe, the land owner is reponsible.
Questions —

1.See below Queensland Development Code requirements and Building Work
definition. The stormwater pipe is Building Work.

Plaase advise —

How the stormwater pipe “will not adversly affect the operation of the infrastructure
(exiting sewerage)”

How will the stormwater pipe not “Place a load on the infrastructure that could
adversely affect the infrastucture.”



&

2) Can Brisbane City Council forward me a copy of the consent from Urban
Utilities to have a vertical 1/O sticking up through the heart of the proposed
Stormwater Pipe 7

3] Can Brisbane City Council provide a statutory declaration signed by Margaret Orr
stating that the proposed stormwater pipe and easement are not in conflict of the
Zone of Influence legislation under the Queensland Debevelopment Code of the
sewerage pipe and stub proximity to the proposed stormwater pipe.

4) Can Brisbane City Council lodge with the Planning Court a statutary declaration
signed by all Development Services team meambers a 3d design of -

- the vertical 1/O
- the sewarage pipe
- the private drain connection.

5) Can Brisbane City Council lodge with the Planning Court an affidavit of the
consent from Urban Wtilities for Brisbane City Council to have an easement
over the same land that Urban Utilities has a statutory easement over 7

6} Can Brisbana City Council lodge an affidavit with the Planning Court a copy of the
proposed easement document showing the arrangements if there should be a future
requirement for Urban Utilities to excavate the land to either replace their 100mm
sewerage pipe, or repair.

71 | have ordered a Council drainage for further clarity. Note Melinda of Brisbane City
Council Service centre , 11.57 am 19/10/24 said to me "] warn you that Council
cannot gurantee the accuracy of the Brisbane City drainage plan”.

Please forward the applicant in affidavit form a guaranteed location of the sewerage
stub and height in AHD, surface level, invert level, distance from all boundaries on
Lot 2. Please put this in affidavit form, for Planning Court purposes. The judge needs
this.

B) Margaret Orr, Team Leader, said in an email to David Manteit ™ been
assessed by Council's Development Services Team™ "All matters have been
taken into account.” Can Margaret Orr please provide an affidavit to state that
this matter has been assessed, in accordance with her previous statement "all
matters have been taken into account”

6) Could any of the Brisbane City Council Development Services Team advise
which person assessedladdressed the design of the private drain to sewerage
stub in the proposed easement plan and easement documentation.



Margaret Orr
Joal Wake
Lucy Ting
Tom Gibbs
Scott Ruhland
Zamdra Piper

7) The approved Form 15 STA engineering requires a spoon drain of around 100mm.

This means that the cover of the pipe is not BSD 8111, It is at least 550mm. Has
Council taken the spoon drain depth into account.

8) The approved Form 15 requires loose drainage (not compacted) for 300mm from
the retaining wall. Please advise what compaction your easement document or

standard drawing is calling for in each layer of drainage gravel, ground below the
Invert level of the stormwater pipe (which will severely affect the integrity of the
sawer pipa).

It appears thal on this topic alone | your requirement for a stormwater pipe is
doomed. Let alone sham fall calculations as previously provided plus yout sham
trangle plus your sham fill. The list is endless.

Pease supply your responses and affidavits by Tuesday Spm, as time is of the
2558nce,

Yaours Faithfully

Pl

DAVID MANTEIT — APPLICANT




Bui

Building work is a term used to infer wark that
requires a QBCC licence and includes worl:

» yalued over £3, 300
¢ walued over S1100 whara i imvolves Fnedraubc services
design
¢ of any value where it involves:
o dralmage
mnd drarnagé

Iding work

o gas fitting

= permite managemeant —chemical

# fire protection

a2 completed residential bullding inspection

Purpose

The purpose of this QDC part is to ensure_building work for a building or

structure on a fot that contains, or is adjacent to a fof that contains,
refevant infrastructure is camied out so—

(a)

the work does nol—

(b}

(i) adversely affect the operation of the infrastroctura; or

(i) place a load on the infrastructure that could adversely affect its
structure; and

the integrity of the budding or structure is unlikely to be affected as

a result of the infrastructure—

()  being maintained or replaced; or
(i) failing to lunction properly: and
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128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA DAVID MANTEIT EASEMENT DOCUMENT AND OTHER

From david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmail.coms
Date Tue 22/90/24 11:34 P34
To  LordMayor <lord mayor@brisbane.gld gov.au>

Cc  Margaret Orr <Margaret. Orm@brisbane gid gov.au = tom. gibbe@ brisbane.gid.gov.au
<tom.gibbs@brisbane. gid gov.au=; Joel Wake <joel wake@ brishane qid gov.au >
lugy.ting@brishane gld.gov.au <lucy.ting@brisoane gid.gov.aus; Scott Rukland

<scothrubland @brisbane qid.gov.au >; Zamdra Piper <zamdra.piper@brishane.q Id.gov.aus;

sarah.mccabel @brisbane.gld. gov.au <sarshmccabeZ @brishane.gld.gov.aus:
city legal@brsbane.gld.gov.au <city legal@brisbane.qgld gov.aus

Letter attached.

Response required 10am Wednesday.

Yours Faithfully

< Mt

David Manteit

CEO

0424 739 923
howtowineveryday.com.au

)
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Fw: 128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA DAVID MANTEIT EASEMENT DOCUMENT AND OTHER

Fram david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmall.coms
Date Thu 2470724 3:21 BPM

To  LordMayor <lard mayor@brisbane.gld.gov.aus; sarahmecabe2@brisbane gld.gov.au
<sarah.mccabe2 @brishane.gld.gov.au>; Margaret Orr <Margaret. Orm@brisbane old.gov.aus;
luey ting@brishane.gld. gov.au <lucy.ting@brisbane.gld gov.au=; Joel Wake
<joel wake@brisbane.qld.gov.su>; Scott Ruhland <scottruhland @ brisbane.gld.gov.aus; Zarndra Piper
<zarndra.piper@brisbane.gld.gov.eu > | toro.gibbs@brisbane. gld gov.au <tom.gibbs@brisbane qld.gov.au >
LPAS-D5-FlanningSupport <D5PlanningSupport@ brishane.old gov.au>

B 1 attachment (470 KB}
lettor 22-10-24,pdf;

]Lﬁ:ff-ﬂ/’lf
Lette o Lord Mago

i)
et &t Frilabeas

David Manteit

CEO & Counc| €mployes
0424 739 923

howtowineveryday.com.au

From: david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmall.coms

Sent: Tuesday, 22 October 2024 11:34 PM

To: LardMayor <lord mavor@hrisbane, gld.gov.au>

Cc: Margaret Orr <Margaret.Orr@brisbane ghd. gov.au>; tom.gibbs@ brisbane.gid. gov.au

<tom.gibbs@brisbane.gid. gov.au>; Joel Wake <joel wake@ brisbane.qld. govaux;

lucy.ting@brisbane.qld.gov.au <lucy.ting@brishane gld. gov.au=; Scott Ruhland @
=scoft.rubland@brisbane.gld.gov.aus; Zarndra Piper <zarndra.piper@brizbane.gld. pov.aus:

sarah.mccabel @brisbane, qld govau <sarah. mccabe2 @brisbane.gld.gov.au>; city. legal @brisbane.qgld.gov.au



<citylegal@brisbane.gld.govau>
Subject: 128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA DAVID MANTEIT EASEMENT DOCUMENT AND OTHER

Letter attached.

Response required 10am Wednesday.

Yours Faithfully

David Manteit
CEO

0424 739923
howtowineveryday.com.au
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David Manteit
82 Rowe Tce
Darra 4076

22110124

The Lord Mayor
The Manager
Brisbane City Council

CC.

Sara McCabe

City Legal

Margaret Orr

Tom Gibbs

Zarndra Piper

Joel Wake

Scott Ruhland

cc. brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints.com.au

cc. Planning and Environment Court Registry

128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA EASEMENT DOCUMENT REQUIRED BY 10AM
WEDNESDAY 23-10-24 AND OTHER

| have written to the Lord Mayor again because all the named parties refuse to
respond, including City Legal.

City Legal have been sent six emails and no acknowledgement or response, It is
incredible that the City of Brisbane has no working legal section or apparent legal
representation.

| have served documents for a Planning and Envirnment Court case and no
acknowledgement from Brisbane City Council in writing.

Brisbane City Council appears to have no ordinary nor legal representation. You
leave me no option but to correspond with the Lord Mayor and filing with tha
Planning and Environment Court until the matters are resolved.

1) | require the document wording.of the easement document, as per your duty
of the approval. | need this -

« In the ordinary course of business of progessing design.
- Possible 575 representations

- Possible S230 appeal, rolling over from the current matter.
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- The Planning Court judge will want this material filed now. Time is of the
essence. Your failure to provide may be seen as general contempt of the
applicant, your ratepayers who will be footing the bill, and the Court Judge,
since | have asked Council some 20 plus guesticns on the easement
gucum&nl many times including of 1/10/24. That is 21 days ago. Silence. Why

- Silence. Council is hindering my business. Damages have already been
requasted in orders for loss of busines,

[ Faghieriisg

f} Grant Easements

Grani e lokowing cosamankis ) as may b fagiined:
{1} Ensarrsbnis, i favour of Brisbane City Coumncdi Tor

= Lindangrmund drainage and acces pLrposes (no e than B00m wide) dver the drainoge iInfmstuchss provided for e
upsiream iois o preserve e nghts of upsiresm osmers

Timenge s part of thas plar of sibckvision rotetd by Goondll and Son o5 msedeenl
Via) Ssiterat Plan of Subsdiviskos and Docsmantation {Souncd Easement in Gross)

Subimil o, and abtain appecyal noen, Development Savices a plan of subdivision hawing the casemert and o reques! for
Ciainil lo prepane tho necessany sasamant decumentstion jo demonsirole complonce with e reuiraments of (his

Hobe: Eazemants in favour of the Brisbers City Counci must have The necessaany easemen] documerns

Bifisbani: City Coungl, fres of cost o Coundl.

the plan of subdvision recessany D cormody’ with |is condition o gree efiarg i 1his appoesl

hon prepared by i

Timreg: Prior 0 submistion of B reguest pursuent o Schadula 18 of the Planning Regulaton 2017 for Councl's noation on

| mention that the easement will affecl many many items for construction,

P —
1Iu"zlrln:nu; St _5
compagted ; § =
jayers : e Private =

» e Ll house drain —
UI[I:nmpaI:tecl B S . A—
gravel - Easement - hﬂF'

S %.F— — far up ? How far-=-
0 — .: E dﬂ-wn? :
Retainfhg wall hatf Sewer, I/O, -
in the -:... '\N retaining wall, all
--5-,;-;-_-_‘:* Sewer living together as <=
o NP compjaction alewed | ner sham BCC red
= line on approval : —

&
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Is Lucy Ting in possession of a crosssection of how sewerage, retaining wall and
stormwater pipe would cooexist, or even get signed off for design and construction?
Pleasa supply.

Mame of private certifier to sign off the building works, ie, that comply with the
Queensland Development Code in that the stormwater pipe compaction during the
construction will nol adversely affect the sewerage assels in the zone of influence.

This is why | need to sight the specific wording of the easement. | must identify all
easement constraints additional to the construction constraints,

We still don't know if one has to use a helicopter to jump over the sham triangle.

The stormwaler pipe itseff is already mutually incompatible with the retaining wall
and the sewerage pipe. No engineering can successfully have all items of
stormwater pipe enginearing, sewer pipe enginearing and retaining wall engineering
ta be constructed on top of each other. The retaining wall engineer will not sign off
because of your stormwater pipe. Urban Utilities will not sign off with the presence of
your stormwater pipe, which will be compacted down on top of their sewsrage pipe.

Council designed the red line. Council has a responsibility to advise how to construct
the pipe such that any party can recover damages from the other party for failure of
their system.

This is apart from the charged sham pipe calculations ending up1-1.5m below the
kerb.

This is apart from the sham requirement to fill the block, which will not raise the
requirement for the neighbour's stub to be 450 cover.

| assume your employee solicitor has now been struck off, due to refusal to
acknowledge the existence of applicant to Council Court warning emails, including
email of 11/10/24. This is -

- Adishonest but very foolish and childish tactic for a solicitor since 6 other
employees were cc. at the same time. | offered her fours to check and get
back lo me. She still refused.

- tampering with evidence

- reduces my atternpt to obtain cosls

- dilutes my argument.
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This email s not confidential and may be publizhad on brsbanecitycouncilcomplaints com.au.

|q:!;i!ful-F'll.l.!fﬂ'l'_|rl.lﬂhﬂ=.'.
| infermies borm that | need -

1]Amﬂhm-tﬂuumuhmmqﬁm-wm
o prapan..

2| Retpenss b e quesfions s seiting | ssieiled CoINGE o0 17150 regarcing T propassd shomamies 8 ke
Councl iites Imbed b send o respenes afier 10 ooy,

'nmﬂwﬁwanI Fiind 1o ledge Bn seeking & sl oo for | BCC te respend i my quaslions of 171024, 10/10524 and
110bw.

The arder | shadl sew miy S one of i kikseng -

-lﬂnﬂmﬂmd#umthhdp 8579 repressniaions,
alar notice ghen.

This and another City Legal emails will be in affidavit with the Court in the next few

days. You are already in possession of all of these emails with fo response or
confirmation to the applicant.

Does City Legal exist ? The receptionist on Lavel 16 last Friday there was nobody
present in City Legal in the building.

The Council choice not to respond fo a legal natice warning on 11/10/24 is your
problem niot mine. You now need to pay my damages.

| await your urgent advices.

Yours Faithfully

_‘,jf/f%

DAVID MANTEIT — APPLICANT

™,



Building work

Bullding work is a term used to infer work that
requires a QBCC licence and includes work:

= walued over 53 300

* walued over 31100 where it involves hydraulic services
dasian

= of any vaiue whera it involves:

& frainage
e plumbing and drainage

& gas fitting

& termite managsment—chemical

= fire protection

a_campl idantial building | ctiom
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Purpose

The purpose of this QDC part is to ensure_building work for a buiiding or
slructure on a ol that contains, or is adjacent to a lof that contains,

refevant infrastruciure is carmied out so—
(@] the work does not—

(i) adversely affect the operation of the infrastructure: or

(i) place a load on the infrastructure that could adversely affect its

, dlt

(b)  the integrity of the bulding or structure is unlikely to be affected as

a result of the infrastructure—
(i) being maintained or replaced: or
(i) failing to function property; and

Purpose

The purpose of this QDG pan is to ensure_ buiding work for a building or
siruciure on a ot that contains, or is adjacent to a fol that contains,

refevant infrastructure is carmied out so—
(a) the work does nol—

(i) adversely affect the operation of the infrastructure: or

(i) place a load on the infrastruciure that could adversely affect its

Siracture and
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STAT DEC FAVID MANTEIT 128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA 2916/24

From david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmail.coms
Date Fr 25/70/24 1220 PM

Te  Sarah McCabe <sarah.mccabe2 ®brisbane.gld.gov.au>; Margaret Orr
<Margaret Orr@brisbane.gld.gov.au>; loel Wake <joslwake@brisbane.gld.govaus;
lucy.ting@brishane gd gov.au «lucy ting@brishane.gld.gov.aus; Scott Rubland
<sooft.ruhland@brishane.gld gov.aus; tom.gibbs@brishanagld. gov.au <tom.gibbs@brzbane.qld.govaus;
Lamdra Piper <zamdra. piper@brisbane.gld.gov.au>; CPAS-DS-Planning Suppaort
< DSPlanningSuppart@brisbane.qld gov.au>; LordMayor <lord mayor@brisbane.gld govau=

B 1 attachment (9 w3
A0 dec 25-10-24.PDF;

Sta dec attached.

Yours Faithfully

< N

David Manteit

CEOQ

0424 739 923
howtowineveryday.com.au




STATUTORY DECLARATION

QUEENSLAND Stat Dec
Oaths Act 1867 25> 'J,;,{,.

|, David Manteit of 82 Rowe Tce Darra 4076 state under oath as follows:

1.

| sent by email the following correspondence to City Legal and other Brisbane
City Council employees

. As of 25/10/24 | have received no response from City Legal and or other

Brisbane City Council employeeas.

. The alleged Brisbane City Council Solicitor Sara McCabe has repeatedly

intentionally refused o acknowledge these documents.

s McCabe said to David Manteit in a telephone conversation on 21/10/24
that she refused to examine emails sent by David Manteit to City Lagal.

| offered her 4 hours to check, She said | don't have access to City Legal
emails and | am not willing to access those emails.

This is a childish and foolish attempt to hoodwink the appicant and hinder the
court process.

The actions by McCabe has caused the triggering of this Court Case by the
applicant after two legal warnings on 11/10/24 and 14/10/24, MeCabe has
deliberately and categorically hidden the acknowlegdement of those wamings.

The actions by McCabe have caused additional costs to the applicant and
Brisbane City Council and ratepayers . McCabe has now caused a
requirement for subpoenas o be issued to the Development Serices Team.

Ms McCabe has refused to acknowledge legal warning notices sent to
Brisbane City Council on 11/10/24 and 14/10/24.

Sara McCabe should be struck off the defence team of Brisbane City Council.

The alleged improper actions by Council employees are of public interest to
ratepayers and Brisbaneites at large.
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| am seeking responses fo queslions below 8s fo some conditions of the approval, as
per BOC advice attached with approval. ive 585
guastions as of Friday 11/10/24 | provide more information balow and more questions,

It is also noted that thara has been no response to my last leter re easement
guestions, on 110424,

Please provide your answers 1o the following questions by Tuesday 12pm 1410424 or
any action may be commencad fothwith raquiring the proper responees hafare any
decision notice by Council in relation to a 575 netiee by the by applicant, or court order
mada from an appeal. Allematively il will b2 ardered thal cedain clauses of the
approval will be deleted and coate awarded to the applicant.

I 'l'Mh to H'-l'll:& that any refusal fo pdeE truthful and reni responses could be
CHLIS A ather costs o ppicant as awarded in the Planning and
Em’ln:lnmem Court,

Extract of court case warning by David Manteit 14/10/24.

Pt il ik ]« i el e
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Sy b bl peetsi < fiom Bublsed oo shbed Sk elioses. old gracse -

abjeex: Far LW AMFIHHS BIDTHHAL B 53756455

Al Faus, L3ty Legad
This email is nol confidantal and may ba published on brisbanecitycouncicomplanis. com au.

| spoke o & P ©f GRy Legal maay.
1 b Ivirry Hhl | s -
114 comy o s easarn dosumest e skenmvalsn whith = cousl isssansliliy
R
2h Response b 1o cuesbons o wiling | aralod Councd on 1064 (2paning S propossd Siorenter ks
Concil hes Tailad 5 sandd o resgonss aflne 10 doys.

| st tem Coumicl on nodios that | imlend toindge a0 sesking 8 court aedar i | ACC B resgons tn my gesdions: of 1710602, 1001024 and

PR 34,

This crder | shal Seak my b one of B iobeesing -

+~ Extension of ime o I Susiess days o iocge a 570 neprosenlaioes
aflmr molice ghan.

Extract of court case warning by David Manteit 11/10/24.
4. These correspondences are part of the material of this Court Case.

5. The list of correspondences are as follows;
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and | make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true and by virtue
of the provisions of the Oaths Act 1867

e === e il i

| declare that the contents of this statutory declaration are true and correct. Where the
contents of this declaration are based on information and belief, the contents are true
to the best of my knowledge and | have stated the source of that information and
grounds for the belief,

| understand that it is a criminal offence to provide a false matter in a declaration, for

| example, the offence of perjury under section 123 of the Criminal Code.

| state that:

This declaration was made, signed and witnessed under part 6A of the Oaths Act 1867

DECLARED by — %/_

D BRI s aire o et

R R e S e e e i

Signed for apdat the direction of the
declara

a&fie fmald




In the presence of;

Charmaae dnasle Mﬂ

[insert full name of witness]

Tastice ofithe Race Cloalid

[insert type of witness]
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DRAIMAGE PLAN AFFIDAVIT

From david manteit <davidmanteit@hotmailcom =
Date Fri 25/10/24 7:33 AM

To  Sarah McCabe <sarah.mocabe2@brisbane gld.gov.aus, Margaret Orr
<Margaret. Crr@brisbane.qld.gov.aus; Joel Wake <joelwake@brisbane.qid.govaus;
ey tingabrishane.gld.gov.au <lucy ting@brisbane.gld.gov.aus; tom.gibbs@brisbane.gld.gov.au
<tom.gibbs@brishane.qid. gov.aus; Scott Ruhland < scottruhland @ brishane old gov.au>; LordbMayor
<lord mayor@brisbane gid gov.aus; Zamdra Piper <zamndra,piper@brishane gld. gov.aus; CPAS-DS-
F‘Ianningﬂuppurt -r[}S-F'IanningEuppurt@-brishane.qld.gml.au=-; Emmirmna Merzina
=emma.mezzina@brisbane.qld.gov.au>

B 1 attachment (339 K8)
letter 25- 10-24 pdf:

Hi
Please see affidavit required from Margaret Orr na Jpe; Wake.

If this affidavit is not provided by 5pm today | reserve the right to subpoena these persons
forthwith.

Please acknowlege this comespondence of this date.

| still have no acknowledgement of specific correspondnce. | require a list of received
documents and their dates.

The Lord Mayor will continue to be provided my correspondence until this proper list of
correspondence is provided lo me, as every
other solicitor in Brisbane would,.

Yours Faithfully

<0 N

David Manteit

CEO

0424 739 923
howtowineveryday.com.au
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Dawvid Manteit
82 Rowe Tee
Darra 4076

25/10/24

The Lord Mayor
The Manager
Brisbane City Council

CC.
Sara McCabe

City Legal

Margarst Crr

Tom Gibbs

Zarndra Piper

Joal Wake

Scott Ruhland

ce. brisbanecitycouncilcomplaints, com.au

ce. Planning and Environment Court Registry

128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA DRAINAGE PLAN AFFIDAVIT REQUIRED

Altached and below is a copy of the Council supplied drainage plan.
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Above — Margaret Orr letler of 3/10/24.

"Council's delegate took all assessment matters into account”

“Assessed by Council's Development Services Team”

1. Bath and Basa
1 WE 1|l'|‘|l.||'|'l:nllll-iI wdml
& Wash Tubs o Hinderg

P L P g

& Seorvs oA Yare Leves
EXIATING SEFTIC TANK - FIRLTER - SYPHON
FALED ¥ A DRECTID o aishpcr
AT Ske o f= mg” i
afmﬂfea" ‘%
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.::-f I w7 A

ABF3. Listean 10 UE MOORIED TO COMPLY
WITH BY LaW 4a

WImAE AN WMFERVIOUA FLOOR OR SAFE @
REQIAED M ACCORDAMCE WITH EITHER &Y LAW
130 O 1B A HIHWAR 2-PCH FLOOR WaiTE

BHALL BE PRoWCED,

BRET PO R TR

—

Above - extract of sewer/private drain /O 128 Ashridge Rd Darra
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FPERFORMANCE

CRITERLA

Ensuring building work does
amage relevant
infrastructurs

Bueling wark for a buifding or
sirpciure on a ot that contains,
oI5 EEI]&DE!FI[ 1o A o that
coniaims, relevan
infrastrucisre does not—

(a) adversely affect the
aperation of the relevant

Al

ACCEPTABLE
SOLUTIONS

(1] The requirements set out in
subsaction (2) apply for
bualcing work for a bedllding o
struciune on & ot that
CONtains, of is adiacent 1o a
it that cantains, redevant
irfrastruciure that is—

Fage 3of 7

irtfrastriciLine; o (8) & sewerwith & ON niot
more than m that
(b} piace any load on the is Mot & pressure
Fedevant infrasiruchre. pmlllm of
by a stormeaster draim with
a O mot more than
375mm that is not a
pressure pipafing; of
[c) Wﬂﬂa
Compaction by vibration
not permitted
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alhar giructire
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R
5 ! Finished surtece
; : leenl
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! ¢ drain or combdned
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Above - Extract of Queensland Development Code.



Pagedof 7

Dwalling or Baungary

Above — Extract of Queensland Development Code.

“Took all assessment matters into account -
Margaret Orr , Brisbane City Council

Margaret Orr
Team Manager, Planning Services Development Services
City Planning and Sustainability BRISBANE CITY COUNCIL

and in accordance with the provisions of the Planning Act 2016 (the Act). Council's Delegate took all
assessment matters intg account, and concluded that the application was in accordance with the

- CTE SRR ) R K R Rt S - B e [ PRSI P NI, R B I | P

Above - Extract of Margaret Orr letter 3/10/24

N
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e T | i Blacked ﬁ:;:-:;
e "l"'" | AR hioliat -
Varous -
compatted ‘12 = am =
layers Pen =9 Private ot
=

house drain |__.=

Uncompacted ' =
Easement - howWr =~

gravel : ]
,:,-Hn — far up ? How far=——
il;- """ = down? =
Retainivg wall hal - Sewer, VO, -

Intrur:mmn \h retaining wall, all
e Al Sol elr | living together as ~====

™ 0 ——— per sham BCC red

. line on approval =~ ——

Above — Notes to STA Consulting retaining wall.

Building work

Building work |2 & tarm used to Infar wark that
requiras a QBCC licence and includes work:

= waligd owvar 53,300
= wahied over S3LI00 whara It irvolves edraulic services
design
o ol ary value whera it irsolves
i drainsge
Wmd dranage
o gas fitting

o Lermite marsgament —chamical
o Fira protedtion

n_completed residential building inspaction

Above Building Work QDC including plumbing and drainage, ie Stormwater
pipe

Just so the judge can be clear | require Margaret Orr and Joel Wake or other Council
to provide an affidavit stating as follows:

1. The following were assessed as per your statement “the Delegate all
assessment matters were taken into account™

The sewerage pipe and end cap, in the middle, and crossing at around 90 degrees
of Council proposed stormwatar easement,

@
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The private drain pip in the middle, and crossing at 90 degrees of your proposed
stormwater easement.

Yes/No, Explanation,

2. | have in my possession proposed crosssections and plan view of all services
in and around the sewer pipe, private drain, /O preparad by an RPEQ
engineer, ready for construction. This matter was fully assessed by the
Development Services team and taken inta account by the delegate Joel
Wake as one of “all matters” .

| have in my possession proposed engineering wording of all services in and
around the sewer pipe, private drain, /O prepared by an RPEQ engineer,
ready for construction. This matter was fully assessed by the Development
Services team and taken into account by the delegate as one of “all matters”
in

Yes/No, Explanation.

3. I have in my possession proposed engineering for a concrete sleeper wall
that requires a service to be a minimum of 1m to 1.5m away from the retaining
wall .

tﬂa design has besn completad using the following oriteria. whre Eondilons diffar fram hose shown STA Consuhing
Noness. must b contBcisd immachataly B review.

of Rataiming Wall d: Concrate ] Gl menss
Typeds of Rataining Wall Proposed: o ] ool

WA =» 1.5m to
Wall Ca - Single Tior / Lovals
 Matural : Loas or Equal ta § ]
Proximity of Structures (Inciuding Retaining Walls|: or Equal to 1.6m Clearanta
af ] @'!I;:-Jmlpi-mm I

Above — extract from STA Consulting minimum distance to sarvices.

This matter was fully assessed by the Development Services team and taken
into account by the delegate as one of “all matters”

Yes/No. Explanation,

4. | have assessed the requirements of the Queensland Development Code 1.4
and have determined that the stormwater pipe cannot be built since it is in
conflict with the existing sewer pipe and private drain and 17O,
Yes/No/Explanation

This matter was fully assessed by the Development Services team and taken
into account by the delegate as one of "all matters™ .

Yes/No. Explanation.
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Please provide you affidavit and/orr written advice by Sopm Friday
25M10/24.

Time is of the essence 1o avoid Council further costs and damages.

Yours Faithfully

’/f"rzw-

DAVID MANTEIT - APPLICANT
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LEGAL WARNING ACTION re 128 ASHRIDGE RD DARRA - DAVID MANTEIT

From david marteit <davidmanteit@hotmall com >
Date Mam 17/77,24 1178 BM

To CityLegal <citylegal@brisbane.qgld.gov.aus
Cc  Joel Wake <joel wake@brisbane.gld.gov.aus>

B 1 arachment (312 KB)
12-11-24 [etter re Council stormwater bill pdf

Please find letter of legal warning attached.

71143 wakefield st bakid hills 2. pdf
1143 wakefield st bald hills. pdf

Regards

< e
David Manteit
CEO

0424 739 923
howtowineveryday.com.au

Je Hee T

E.{-.f‘f";.‘-' 8 c<ge

Foe | We e ¢
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Diavid Mantet
AZ Rowe Towe
Darra 4076
davidmanieit@hotmail.com
11-11-24
The Managder
Brisbane City Council
266 George St
Brishane
cc. Joel Wake
Dear Sir and Joel Wake

Schedule & Planning scheme policies 56.16 Infrastructire design planning scheme policy -
Chapter 7 Stormwater drainage.

Interest owing

Specific parformance

Council explanation required.

| require tha Council to provide explanation of how the requirements of 3 7.4.7 Bullding near or over
underground stormwater Infrastucture below can be satisfied in the Council drawn and dealgnad red line
of approval of 128 Ashridge Rd Darra by Wednesday 5pm 13-11-24.

The said line is approximately 55 metres long with 5 pits and multiple kerb adaptors,

This line has been designed by Council and not David Manteit, Therefore the Council has responsibility to
pravide this information to David Mantait forthwith.

This information has already bean requested by David Manteit.
In addition, the following is reguired -

Surface lavels and invert levels of the pits. Cover, pipe diameter.
Compliance of construction with Council's BsD B111.
Easement document as per 57 of approval.

Crosssection of tranch

Build over sewer consent.

Vibration and compactio details

MName of Council person who designed the red line and their icence number. @
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Bristune CRy Councl City Plan 2014: v30 ERactive Dmie: 1240000024

Seheduls 6 Planing scheme palicies | 506 15 Infrastuaciure design planaing sohieeme paiey | Srarus: Cuen

Chapier 7 Siommmiter crainage

T8 Giulty Inled capacitles

Pder o BS0-90T1 1o BED-8002 for the releveni hydravkc caplure chans or gully riels.

TAT Bullding near or over underground stormmwater infrastnictine

1 i 1 with M @ whare piped of CONCuTs 8ne greaiar Man or squal i
Eﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁlmm # the aile i subiect 1o 8ny 1 or moes of tha

w“mmm
L Wmdﬂﬂhwmﬂuﬂmmm of the stomrwaler drairege;
@ proposed property aoo=ss width of leas thar 2m fram ihe frord enirance or pooess road o any mainbenance hole ar progery
Connechon liocaded on s
h propoesd diarsweys o CONCTElE panermanis over mantenance holes or propery Sonneciang.
| pifer Ean sewen) with e shorrwates drpin b ihal may afect tha
mmmlum,wmwﬂm1MW#ﬂlem
2 Wihen buliding over siormeater an adequate bulfer 20re s equined betessn e adge of foundation sysiem and the ecge ol the:
mmmhmmmﬁluﬁmmﬂmﬂummi
3. The telowr DI BoiZooial CIaarances anv sequined wheve undenaking such yorks N8ar BSNTWRIT PAMSIUCHIg and may need 10
b increased i i & amicipaled that he pipe bedding wil be afeced
& 1m cleararcs apples 30 an excavabed fooling syelem such as beams and pad foolings sxcavaled by backhos of samiar,

B 1
T e o sk s

d mwuwwnmmmwwrmama-:m:numnumu-m Stormwater drsinags
Tyoscally, WFEEEWHIE. i = |G .
by Figues

£ Wihen debemnining s mnmum satback rom exising sbormwarer méfasiriciune, slowancs needs (o e mada for ulure upgrading ot the
ppaine o meet Gouncl's Sesign slandands whers ihg pipaling |s underszed

ol the

- &
EABOTTIHNL DODindary o .
St ‘;}.;' _:_,.5":
LY 1 I
ground ievel eratng surlace N vl foor wlab
1 A o o M e =
\ N 7 vip W o al 8 oy
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™ | 2l Lo
ceptn o e
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of tremch e o
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| ﬂ'-"w -I',: )
| ..F__'IE.‘;}I-’ “op s T lsohng exbenided
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Figure 7 4 Ta—Building near and aver siommwater and subsoll drains
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The delsgate Mr Joel Wake did not make an information request to David Manteit te prepars a stormwatear
plan for 128 Ashridge Rd Darra, as he did on the case of 143 Wakefield 5t Bald Hills, on 4-4-18.

The Council designed the red line. The Council is therefore responsible for the damages of the applicant
should the red line not being able to be constructed.

The Stormwater line cannot be built as per Council’s own guidelines.
Council refuse to supply a copy of the Easameant document, which is a requirement of 7.4.7.

Should the information not be provided by Wednesday 13-11-24, David Manteit shall lodge an application
to Court for specific performance and damages.

Specific performance to supply the said infarmation which currently pravents David Mantait from
construction of the red line.

Damages since tha due date for the Delegate to provide an information request to David Manteit to'
provide a starmwater plan, The interest rate of 12.75% compounded daily of purchase price and stamp
duty shall be applied. Approx $35,797.43 to 11-11-24.

| await your advices by Wednesday 13-11-24..

Court action shall be lodged to Council and Joel Wake personally, on or after 18-11-24.

Regards
N5

DAVID MANTEIT



