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The  following is an index associated with the information on the history of the 

Sewer Access Charge since 2002 as implemented by Bathurst Regional Council. 

On the pages noted are items that back our claims of corrupt conduct in regard to 

this matter. 

The numbering for this index is at the bottom right hand corner. 

2004 

 

Page 9.   Estimates used for non-residential properties  

 

Page 14.  Lower bills for residential and non-residential with low water use 

 



Page 15.  D G DEUS, strong letter to Council 

 



Page 23.  Fair pricing appropriate pricing signals – i.e. stop flushing  ? 

 

Page 26.  Customers with high water use likely to receive increase.  Assumption, low water use - no  

increase 

 

Page 28.  Common use of using hose reels furphy introduced 

 



Page 29.  The Administrator has concerns over “political implications”. Administrators ambitions are well 

known in the community. 

 



Page 38.  78c/Kilolitre (very low) Note  BRC still working on SC in July i.e. after it was supposed to have 

been introduced. This no doubt was a deliberate strategy in order that BRC Staff had greater influence 

during the Administration period. 

 

Page 39.  16 written submissions 

 

 



 

 

 



 

Page 39-41.  Option to use ET stated 7 times 

 



Page 47.  ET’s available before meter size method can be used, Reasonable approach and where meter 

sized for fire nil or moderate increase.  All ignored. 

 

Page 53.  BRC hand out given to media, 8.3 fire fighting connections “planning to charge based on 

estimated nominal connection size.  Ignored. 

 

Page 65.  This change in pricing, deviously worded. 



 

Page 89.  Minister Sartor understands BRC is to use “nominal size”, “large increases” mentioned in the 

article would not happen if indeed nominal size was used. Words seem to be a cheap commodity. 



 

Page 91.  We know what BRC is up to, even as they talk ET’s and Nominal size, BRC is so devious 



 

Page 93.  BRC reference to Carters letter, Page 51  

 

Page 127.  The access charge is a defacto charge on fire fighting capacity, nothing less 

 

Page 133.  Council considers it has followed the guidelines, then says the guidelines are guidelines only, 

Council “determines each enquiry on its merits” 



 

Page 137.  If the guidelines were followed the non-residential would reflect the load put on the sewer 

and be comparable to residential and be fair 

 

Page 139.  Size of water mains – possible maximum demand, i.e. All water , simultaneously, considered 

to be capable of going down the sewer. Not agreed to by Council engineering staff . See p 59 / 2007 

 

Page 143.  Minister Sartor assured that Guidelines have been met. THEY HAVE NOT. Define fairness ! 



 

Page 153.  What matters were “raised”.  Was it the surprise Council mentioned in getting a strong letter 

from the Director General.  Where is the reply? A subtle reference to Director General Nemztow ?? 

 



Page 159.  Gerard Martins understanding. He always agreed the matter was wrong but did not have the 

guts to put it right. 

 

 

 

Page 161.  To suit each situation – i.e. placate no doubt ! 

 



Page 163.  Still no mention of ET’s even though it is Councils policy 

 

Page 165.  Council would consider Nominal Size.  How much evidence did they want? 

 



Page 167.  The guideline here are guidelines only!!  Council to ensure all ratepayers are treated fairly 

and equitably.  Is this what happened to us? We do not think so ! 

 

 

Page 177.  Enabled Council – ET’s were the answer but they never used or allowed them, “view of the 

rate payers 

 

Page 179.  They maintain that the fire hose reel water goes down the sewer. That is a ridiculous 

assumption but used to cajole and confuse the uninformed.   

 



Page 181-185.  Indication of increases on our properties given to BRC 

 

Page 187.  This time BRC claim to have “applied the specific guidelines”. Always leaving out reference to 

compliance with the fairness and crucial load put on the sewer provisions.  BRC are always deceptive. 

 

Page 243.  Councils assurance to the Minister.  The resulting independent hydraulic report was 

consequently ignored.  In fact R Roach attempted to blackmail against the Engineer who was quite 

financially dependant on work from the Council. 

 



Page 246.  Minister Sartor’s understanding  is obviously from what council had been feeding him. The 

Minister an eye to ensure protégé Knowles popularity in view of her taking the State seat from G Martin. 

 


