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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. 

2009 

Page 3.  Questions put to BRC 

 

Page 5.  Submission re exercise of right to use ET’s 

 



Page 7.  Council deflects our right to use ET’s by trying to make out that (b) is allowable by ignoring the 

qualifier.  “In the absence of such a report”.  Council at last acknowledge that they disallow the ET 

option for us. Effectively this ends all chance of fairness in regard to the issue. 

 

Page 9. Again Council disallow their own adopted policy i.e. the ET method 

 

Page 17.  Councils adopted policy is not (should not) to be broken ie separated  into (a) and (b) as 

Councils attempts. 

 

 

Page 21.  It cannot be realistically claimed that water from fire hose reels enters the sewer. In a latter 

internal email Mr Roach tells Councilors that Carter will not be successful in this matter because the 

Minister is in agreement with him in regard to the use of hose reels. In reality this demonstrates the 

length that Mr. Roach has gone to in order to achieve his goal and most likely his influence on those 

people.  Regardless of this piece of hypothetical non sense, other rules, in fact LAW, take precedence 

and those are to do with fairness, load put on the sewer and comparability with the residential rate. 

 



Page 27.  Water from any hose whether fire or garden is not going to enter the sewer.  How can Council 

justify the rip off Sewer Access Charge on this? 

 

 

 

 

Page 29-30.  Response to Councils rejection of our study 

 



 

Page 35.  Council duplicitously argues that they have made no overcharge and indeed levy the charge in 

accordance with the Management Plan while simultaneously not allow us to use the ET method 

contained in that Management Plan. Is this duplicity? Is it not intentional ? How can it possibly be 

justified ? Is it not then corrupted behavior with a view to extract a charge that is out of all proportion 

with that which is warranted ? 

 

Page 41.  Council presents the ET method as an “alternative” method of their adopted policy when in 

fact it is the non residential ratepayers FIRST option.  The Council introduces (invents) a brand new term 

“actual access” which serves to justify the method Council uses.  “ACTUAL  ACCESS” is a Council invented 

term , no doubt invented to sound like “ACTUAL  LOAD” on which the charge is supposed to be made.  

No doubt this phrase has been introduced to confuse the issue. 



 

Page 43.  Council admits that to adopt “a new charging structure would require recalculation of the 

entire sewerage user pays system”.  And so it should because what has been happening is entirely 

wrong. 

 

Page 44.  Council in this report  DUPLICIOUSLY speak of the “expert report to establish the peak load” as 

if it were available for ratepayers use.  In the next paragraph Council describes the way they charge that 

is actually used, which in practice completely denies the use of the peak load (ET) method.  Is this 

duplicity? Is it not intentional ? How can it possibly be justified ? Is it not then corrupted behavior with a 

view to extract a charge much larger than is warranted ? 

 

Page 47.  Engineer’s assertion that Councils charges are “in no way a reflection of the sewerage loads 

placed on the Council’s sewerage system” 

 



Page 65.  Submission to the Draft Management Plan 

 



Page 73.  Council again duplicitously mentions the ET’s method as though it were our idea instead of 

Councils actual adopted policy.  “Actual access” is NOT adopted policy NOR is it part of Councils 

Management 

Pla

n 

 

Page 83.  Low cost water is enjoyed at the expense of an overcharge on the Sewer Access Charge on 

non-residential ratepayers 

 



Page 91.  Appropriate pricing signals – What is the signal to non-residential toilet flushes who have to 

pay hundreds of times more than residential users meant to be? 

 

Page 113.  Council confirms that it does not intend to amend its practices 

 

Page 115.  Dept of Water and Energy contacts BRC Engineering Department direct with suggestions 

(ignored) to correct the anomaly in the Sewer Access Charge 



 

Page 145.  The Mayor spruiks the line that “if he pays less then someone else is going to pay more” 

 

Page 147.  Councilors are obviously not concerned about the fairness that using ET’s would introduce as 

intended but only that the larger number of residents would have to pay more.  Considering Bathurst 

has about the lowest cost water in the State where is the fairness in this issue? 

 

Page 160.  This report to Council makes out that the ET method is an alternative put forward by Carter 

when in fact it is the first method in Councils adopted Policy.  In an act of duplicity Council denies us the 

use of this option 

 



Page 162.  Carters submission thought to be ‘bizarre’ 

 

Page 178    Council introduces the term “actual access” as though it were the proper term “actual load” 

 

Page 182.  BRC takes solace from a letter to BRC from the Planning Minister and accordingly recommend 

to continue with the “existing Method” 

 

Page 195.  Where “access charge that Council has adopted” is documented as an adopted policy? 

 


