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 Executive Summary (One Minute Read)

Dig It Landscapes Pty Ltd (in liq) v Bupa Aged Care Australia Pty Ltd (No 2) (FCA) -
statements by a principal that induced a subcontractor to return to work had not caused a
contract to be formed between the principal and the subcontractor, and were not misleading or
deceptive

J&Z Holding (Aust) Pty Ltd v Vitti Pty Ltd (NSWCA) - an amount paid under a poorly worded
contract was an option fee and not a deposit, and did not have to be refunded

Tarkine National Coalition Inc v Director, Environment Protection Authority (No 2)
(TASSC) - applicant in unsuccessful public interest litigation ordered to pay one half of the
mining company’s costs
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 Summaries With Link (Five Minute Read) 

Dig It Landscapes Pty Ltd (in liq) v Bupa Aged Care Australia Pty Ltd (No 2) [2024] FCA
31
Federal Court of Australia
Jackson J
Contracts - a principal commissioned a builder to build a residential aged care facility, and the
builder engaged a number of subcontractors - one of the subcontractors sued the principal,
claiming that the principal had assumed contractual obligations directly to the subcontractor,
when it induced the subcontractor to return to work by assuring it that it would be paid for the
work it still had to do on the project - the subcontractor also claimed that the principal had
engaged in misleading or deceptive conduct in this respect - held: the magnitude and
complexity of the subject matter of an alleged contract will bear upon the likelihood that the
parties intended to reach legally binding terms in an informal manner - the principal's
communications to the subcontractor were that the principal had procured payment of existing
arrears, and put a contractual framework in place to give increased confidence about future
payments, and that the subcontractor should accept that enough had occurred to make it
reasonable to go back to work - the principal did not convey that, in return for the subcontractor
going back to work, the principal would assume an obligation to ensure payment in future - no
contract had been formed between the principal and the subcontractor - the subcontractor had
established that certain representations had been made, but not that those representations
were misleading or deceptive - proceedings dismissed.
Dig It Landscapes Pty Ltd (in liq)

J&Z Holding (Aust) Pty Ltd v Vitti Pty Ltd [2024] NSWCA 2
Court of Appeal of New South Wales
Payne & Kirk JJA, & Griffiths AJA
Contracts - parties entered into an option agreement regarding land, and a later amending deed
- the documents required the purchaser to pay a an option fee equal to 20% of the purchase
price, and that the fee would be subtracted from the purchase price if the put option were
exercised, and the documents also made reference to the fee being part of the deposit - the
seller exercised the put option, causing a contract for sale to come into existence - the
purchaser subsequently terminated the contract for sale on the ground of repudiation by the
seller - a dispute arose as to whether the option fee was a deposit (and therefore refundable) or
a mere option fee that became the property of the seller subject to being credited against the
purchase price should the contract be completed - the primary judge held that it was merely an
option fee and therefore the seller did not have to refund it to the purchaser - the purchaser
appealed - held: the contract was poorly worded, and contained numerous errors - although the
disputed sum was described in various parts of the documentation as the deposit, this was not
determinative of its true legal character - in determining whether an amount is a deposit, the
nature of the obligation agreed between the parties is more important than the terminology the
parties use - the essential character of a deposit is that it is an earnest of the bargain or its
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performance - cases that applied the principle that a deposit which is released to the vendor
may be recovered by the purchaser on restitutionary principles where the purchaser terminates
the contract for breach by the vendor were distinguishable - in those cases, the consideration
for which the deposit had been paid was the seller's performance of the contract by conveying
the land to the purchaser, whereas here the consideration for which the disputed sum was paid
was for the grant of the option - appeal dismissed.
View Decision

Tarkine National Coalition Inc v Director, Environment Protection Authority (No 2) [2024]
TASSC 1
Supreme Court of Tasmania
Blow CJ
Environmental law - the Tarkine National Coalition applied for judicial review of a decision of the
Director of the Environment Protection Authority to relax conditions imposed on a planning
permit for the development and use of a hematite mine by Venture Minerals - the Court had
previously dismissed the proceedings - Venture applied for an order that the Tarkine National
Coalition pay its costs - held: a hematite mine in the Tarkine wilderness area was a
controversial matter, and the development was and is opposed by a significant number of
people who are interested in the preservation of Tasmania's wilderness areas - as a general
rule, an unsuccessful party to litigation will be ordered to pay the costs of each successful party
- there can be circumstances warranting a departure from the general rule when the
unsuccessful party has conducted proceedings in the public interest - Venture's status as a
private company rather than a public sector entity was a factor that weighed against departure
from the ordinary rule and must be given appropriate weight - however, in environmental
litigation it will often be the case that a developer is a more appropriate contradictor than a
public authority or statutory decision-maker who would ordinarily be expected to remain
impartial and submit to whatever decision the court might make - the protection of the
Tasmanian devil population and other native fauna was a matter of public importance - it could
not be said that ground 1 of the judicial review application had lacked merit, although grounds 2
and 3 had - it seemed to the Court that the work done by the parties' lawyers regarding ground
1 was distinct form but roughly equal to the work done on grounds 2 and 3 - Tarkine National
Coalition ordered to pay one half of Venture's costs.
Tarkine National Coalition Inc
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