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MY LEGAL JOURNEY
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• Commenced work as an article clerk at wilson/ryan/grose in January 1983.

• Admitted to practice as a solicitor in December 1988.

• Became a Partner at wilson/ryan/grose in July 1996.

•



WILSON/RYAN/GROSE
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• Continuous operation as a legal practice in Townsville since 1895 (127 years).

• Agnes McWhinney – First female solicitor admitted in Queensland. 

• Lachlan Chisolm Wilson – T



PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT COURT

Types of matters I have been involved in:

• Planning and Development

• Environmental Protection

• Coastal Protection and Management

• Fisheries and Marine Parks

• Heritage

• Transport Infrastructure

•



PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT COURT
Regional Courts



PLANNING & ENVIRONMENT COURT
Legislation and Rules

•



OTHER COURT JURISDICTIONS

• The Land Court is separate and distinct from the Planning and Environment Court.  In its appeal 
process there is a Land Appeal Court prior to any appeal to the Court of Appeal.

• The Land Court principally deals with claims for compensation under the Acquisition of Land Act, 
claims for compensation under the Mineral Resources Act and determination unimproved 
valuations which form the basis of rentals under the Land Act, land tax assessments and Council 
rates.

• Prosecutions in both the District Court and Magistrates Court.

• Development Tribunals and Queensland Civil and Administrate Tribunal (QCAT).
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PIKE v TIGHE
The Relevant Facts

• A development approval was issued by the Townville City Council on 29 May 2001 which 
r



The Land
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PIKE v TIGHE
Section 245 of Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (‘SPA’)

245 Development approval attaches to land 

(1) A development approval—

(a) attaches to the land the subject of the application to which the approval relates; and 

(b) binds the owner, the owner’s successors in title and any occupier of the land.

(2) To remove any doubt, it is declared that subsection (1) applies even if later development, 
including reconfiguring a lot, is approved for the land or the land as reconfigured.
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PIKE v TIGHE
Applicant’s Argument

• The Applicant contended that the development condition required the easement to address on-
site manoeuvring and the connection of services and utilities, and it did not.

• That Section 245 meant that the new owners (the Tighe’s) were required to provide an 
easement in the terms of development condition 2.

• That the Respondents were continuing to commit a development offence. 
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PIKE v TIGHE
Respondent’s Argument

• The Respondent contended that the registration of the plan created an interest in fee simple and 
that title to the property was free from any encumbrance or interest that might otherwise have 
been recorded at registration of the plan of survey. 

• The Respondent relied on the High Court decision in Hill palm Pty Ltd v Heavens Door Pty Ltd 
[2004] 220 CLR472.  

• The Respondent accepted that Section 245 of SPA applied to the development conditions, 
however proceeded on the basis that the development condition itself was spent at the point of 
registration of the plan and creation of Lots 1 and 2. 

• The Respondent contended that the application should be dismissed on that basis.   
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PIKE v TIGHE
Judgement of Planning and Environment Court

• The presiding Judge concluded that the requirement for an easement (including the purpose for 
t



PIKE v TIGHE
Appeal to the Court of Appeal

• An appeal to the Court of Appeal requires leave to appeal before the matter can proceed, 
ho



PIKE v TIGHE
Tighe’s Grounds of Appeal



PIKE v TIGHE
Ground 1

The learned primary Judge erred in deciding the Application on a basis neither put nor argued by 
any party namely that the Respondents had no indefeasible title to their land sufficient to deny the 
applicant claim to relief – the imposition of an easement in their favour over that land because 
s.185(1)(c) of the Land Title Act 1994 (Qld) applied in that particulars of the easement sought had 
been omitted from the Land Title Registry – a fact of which there was no evidence and which could 
not in any event have constituted a development offense [sic] giving the Court jurisdiction to the 
make the order sought.
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PIKE v TIGHE
Ground 2

The primary judge erred in finding that the Court had jurisdiction to make the Order made by 
reason of the commission of an ‘offense’ when there was no such offence and no proper basis to 
find as a fact that there was.
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PIKE v TIGHE
Ground 3

That the primary judge erred in finding that a development approval which ‘runs with the land’ is an 
exception to the indefeasibility of title afforded by the Land Title Act 1994 such as to require the 
First Respondent to both recognize an unregistered interest in land and take unidentifiable steps to 
register such an interest.
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PIKE v TIGHE
Judgment of the Court

• All 3 members of the Court of Appeal allowed the appeal on the basis that the power of the lower Court to 
make the relevant enforcement order arose only upon the Court being satisfied that the Tighe’s had 
committed the alleged development offence.

• As the Tighe’s were not parties to the reconfiguration of the original lot it did not impose any obligations on 
them.

•



PIKE v TIGHE 
Special Leave
• Pursuant to Section 35A of the Judiciary Act in considering whether to grant an application for special leave 

to appeal the High Court may have regard to any of the matters it considers relevant but shall have regard 
to:

(a) whether the proceedings in which the judgment to which the application relates was pronounced 
involve a question of law:

(i) that is of public importance, whether because of its general application or otherwise; or

(ii) In respect of which a decision of the High Court, as the final appellate court, is required to resolve 
differences of opinion between different courts, or within the one court, as to the state of the law; 
and

(b) Whether the interests of the administration of justice, either generally or in the particular case, require 
consideration by the High Court of the judgment to which the application relates.
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PIKE & TIGHE
Special Leave Application

• Notification was received that the special leave application would proceed by way of hearing 
and not be determined on the papers.  

• The special leave application was listed in Sydney before 3 members of the High Court to 
determine the special leave application.  

• The High Court ordered that:

1. Special leave to be granted to the applicants to appeal to this Court from the whole of the 
judgment and order of the Court of Appeal of the Supreme Court of Queensland given and 
made on 23 December 2016.
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PIKE v TIGHE
Appeal Hearing 
• As the Appellant the issues which were put before the High Court were framed in the following manner:

• First, did the power of the Planning and Environment Court to make an enforcement order under s.604 
of SPA only arise upon that Court being satisfied that the First Respondents had committed the 
development offence of contravening a condition of a development approval (as held by the Court of 
Appeal)?

• Secondly, was s.245 of SPA inapplicable to the First Respondents for either or both of the following 
reasons (as held by the Court of Appeal):

(a)



PIKE v TIGHE
Judgment of the High Court

• In a unanimous Judgment all High Court Justices concurred Section 245(1) of SPA was not expressed to 
operate in relation to the carrying out of an approved development: it expressly gave the conditions of a 
development approval the character of personal obligations capable of enduring in their effect beyond the 
completion of the development which the development approval authorises.  

• They distinguished it from the previous High Court Decision of Hill palm Pty Ltd v Heavens Door Pty Ltd 
[2004] 220 CLR472.

• They decided the Court of Appeal erred in regarding the Section as applicable only to successors in title of 
the unsubdivided original lot.

• They accepted that a successor in title would need to be given an opportunity to comply with or to rectify 
any outstanding conditions.
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PIKE v TIGHE
Judgment of the High Court (continued)
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• They were satisfied that the owners of Lot 1 had ample opportunity to provide an easement as 
required by the development conditions and they failed to do so.  

• They therefore ordered that both the questions posed should be answered in the affirmative.

• The appeal was allowed, the orders of the Court of Appeal set aside and the Respondent was 
ordered to pay costs of the proceeding and in the proceedings of the Court below.  



GRADUATE POSITIONS
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• We are a firm that has a number of specialised practice 
groups.

• We regularly employ graduates to work in those groups 
e.g. Workplace Relations, Planning and Environment, 
Commercial Litigation, Family Law.

•

https://prosple.com/


QUESTION TIME
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This presentation including any documents distributed with it or in connection with it, is the view of the author and of wilson/ryan/grose (“the
firm”). As such, it may be the subject of copyright and/or other intellectual property restrictions. Any
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