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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. 

2005 

Page 1.  Our properties are miniscule water users 

 

Page 7.  No basis for saying discharges generally from fire hose reels can enter the sewer 

 



Page 9.  Only water entering sewer is in reality from realistic sources.  Some increases up to 1200%.  

Every non-residential ratepayer with a meter larger than 32 mm is disadvantaged 

 

Page 11.  Guidelines ignored. 

- Calculated  SDF’s a farce 

-  
- $6.66 turnover to pay $1 for rate increase is anti-business 

-  



- The “reasonable” approach.  Reasonable approach is in Councils policy but ignored 

-  
-  

 

Page 13.  Question – Why did BRC adopt their “method”  Non-residential  charges increased many 

hundreds of percent.  Political implications?? BRC Staff are so helpful to politically ambitious Councilors. 

 

Page 29.  How to achieve an appropriate sewer usage charge 

 



Page 33.  Nominal size again rejected.  BRC warned about residential increase;  certainly not fairness to 

non-residential ratepayers. In reality , nominal sizing (ie the size effectively and actually needed for 

domestic purposes is the size that would supply the water that may enter the sewer. The increased size 

on the nominal size is only needed for fire fighting purposes.) 

 

 

Page 35.  Hydraulic Engineers report concludes same as Minister Sartors department. BUT Sartor does 

not act on this either. 

 



Page 36.  Obviously Orange abides by the guidelines properly acknowledging, fairness, load actually put 

on the sewer and comparable with the residential charge 

 

Page 81.  Simplots objection – an illogical charge 

 

Page 83.  What was the Bathurst Regional and Residents Assn proposal? 

 

Page 97.  John Humphries report rejected 

 



Page 99.  Carter’s submission rejected 

 

Page 101.  John Humphries report rejected yet Council tell DEUS it is willing to consider a rebate 

scheme??? Talk about duplicity. 

 

Page 102.  Hose reels deliver significant peak loads.  For goodness sake!!  Where did Mr Nemztow go???  

HE knew full well what Council was up to. See our submission done on this in our 2010 Submission to 

the Management plan. 

 



Page 109.  Council splits required revenue between access and usage charges.  The access charge is 

mentioned elsewhere as picking up only the remainder 

Usage charge determined – Yes; low to appease “political 

concerns”

 

 

Page 117.  Just as the now Engineer Services Director thought that the Experts report option was 

available obviously so did Neil Allen. 

 


