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Skeleton argument on behalf of [Sarah Morgan/claimant]

Introduction
Sarah Morgan, the claimant and ex-partner of the defendant, is bringing a claim against Jennifer Williams on the grounds that she is entitled to a 50% portion of the property under a constructive trust. Miss Morgan is also entitled to half of her share of the Gatehouse in accordance with proprietary estoppel providing that she had a beneficial interest in the property following the principle established in Curran v Collins (2015).

Issues
Miss Morgan is contesting the notion that a constructive trust should grant her an equal share of the Gatehouse. According to Mackenzie (2016), based on the ruling in Geary v Rankine (2012), a constructive trust is intended if there is adequate evidence of a partnership between the couple regarding the property. Additionally, Miss Morgan is employing proprietary estoppel to support her claim, providing she had a beneficial interest in the land. Stated by Overend (2025), proprietary estoppel usually applies when someone makes a promise of land or an interest in a property and then breaks the agreement after the promise has been relied upon.

The facts 
[bookmark: _Int_Wl0nRiG8]In 2004, the claimant Miss Morgan moved into the Gatehouse with defendant Jennifer Williams. The couple cohabited and paid household expenses from an integrated bank account that was registered in both of their names. The couple additionally developed joint wills and consulted a solicitor. The surviving spouse would inherit their entire estate if either of them passed away, according to the terms of their joint will. However, the couple did not follow through with signing the wills. Sarah discussed her worries about the property in person with Jennifer who assured her that if it came to them separating that they would split the property equally. The text messages between the broken-down couple, which are attached, demonstrate that Jennifer reassured Sarah that she did not need to worry about the Gatehouse. Jennifer contests this, claiming that she meant any property accumulated during the relationship when she indicated “50/50.” Jennifer also addressed Sarah’s sizable savings, which she could utilize to pay for a new house. However, a few years later, Sarah spent her savings repairing and renovating the Gatehouse. 
Claim arising under a constructive trust 
Stated by Bray, Turner, and Martin (2004) a constructive trust is a trust established by the court due to it being “unconscionable” for the property’s owner to preserve it for themselves. When Sarah and Jennifer moved into the Gatehouse together, their shared goal was to live as a family and raise their kids when they came along. Even though Sarah did not pay for the Gatehouse, she may have increased it is worth when it was renovated and relied on the assurance that she would not have to worry about her portion of the property if their relationship ended. The Theft Act of 1968 treats property as belonging to anyone who has ownership or control over it, according to (Lawson and Rudden, 2002). Although the Gatehouse is unaffected by this Act because it does not relate to land, it may apply to the property’s chattels. Even though Jennifer bought the home, Sarah lived at the Gatehouse with her for over 10 years, helping with household expenses and raising their two children. They would have lost the Gatehouse if Sarah had not used her savings to repair it. Because she relied on Jennifer’s assurances, she also increased the property’s worth when she improved it.

Submissions for a constructive trust
A constructive trust is created, according to Smith (2015), when an individual has acted in such a way that it would be unfair to deny them a beneficial interest in the acquired land. Jennifer not only gave Sarah assurances about her rights with the Gatehouse, but she also left herself with nothing when she used all her savings to upgrade and repair the property, potentially raising its value. This would not have happened if Sarah had believed she might not be entitled to any portion of the property. According to McFarlane, Hopkins, and Nield (2018), Stack v Dowden (2007), establishes that the use of constructive trusts, such as Sarah’s contributions to the Gatehouse, has led to the development of a flexible approach to common intention and quantification of beneficial shares when it comes to cohabitation in sole ownership circumstances. According to Bevan (2022), a claimant may establish an interest in property under a ‘common intention constructive trust’ by demonstrating that she and the legal owner have an express or implied common intention. When Miss Morgan spent £60,000 renovating and repairing the Gatehouse, she demonstrated her proprietary interest and reliance on her detriment. The text message conversations that are included further demonstrate how Miss Williams reassured Miss Morgan that she did not need to worry about the property. The house of lords ruled in Gissing v Gissing (1971) that indirect payments provided by the wife, such as furniture and clothing, could not prove a common intention under a constructive trust. This demonstrates the size of Sarah’s contributions to the Gatehouse. She used her life savings to repair and renovate the property, raising its worth, in addition to helping with other household expenses. Bannister v Bannister (1948) illustrates agreements made about rights to property that will be trusted. The defendant’s message “You’ve got nothing to worry about x” demonstrates Sarah’s reliance, and without it, she would not have spent money on improvements and repairs (Bray, Turner, and Martin 2004). According to section 53 (1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, equitable interests must be in writing. This is in Jennifer’s favor because sections (a) and (b) stipulate that no interest in land may be created other than in writing. However, because section (2) has no bearing on how constructive trusts operate, it benefits Sarah. As a result, Sarah is exempt from having to officially declare her interest in the Gatehouse in writing (Kenny and Hewitson, 2002).
Conclusion 
The couple lived their relationship as a partnership given they had a joint bank account in both their names used for all household expenses. There is a common intention between the parties even though they did not sign the wills with the solicitor section (2) of the LPA 1925 exempts that equitable interest from having to be in writing. 
Claim arising under proprietary estoppel
Carruthers law (2025) states that assurance, reliance, and detriment are the essential principles for proprietary estoppel. Sarah fulfils all three elements required for a claim of proprietary estoppel. The defendant disputes that the pair ever discussed in person that Sarah would receive her portion of the Gatehouse in the event of something going wrong. In their text exchanges, Jennifer reassures Sarah that she need not worry about the property. Additionally, Sarah texted, “Why wouldn’t I? It is our home- mine as much as yours. So, I will pay the builders.” Jennifer did not dispute that the house was divided 50/50 between them; she merely expressed her gratitude to Sarah. According to Richards (2014), Errington v Errington and Woods (1952) demonstrates how proprietary estoppel can be used to create an oral contract. The defendant cannot retract a commitment once it has been made. In this case, the couple were paying monthly instalments to reside in a property, and because they fulfilled this commitment, the house would be theirs. This benefits Sarah because Jennifer assured her that she would not have to worry about her share of the house and let her spend all her savings on updating and fixing the Gatehouse. If Sarah had known that Jennifer would deny her a share of the house when their relationship ended, she would not have suffered such a detrimental loss.

Submissions for proprietary estoppel
[bookmark: _Int_VoqWTpXy]According to Bevan (2022), a claimant may establish an interest in property under a ‘common intention constructive trust’ by demonstrating that she and the legal owner have an express or implied common intention. When Miss Morgan spent £60,000 renovating and repairing the Gatehouse, she demonstrated her proprietary interest and reliance on her detriment. The text message conversations that are included further demonstrate how Miss Williams reassured Miss Morgan that she did not need to worry about the property. The house of lords ruled in Gissing v Gissing (1971) that indirect payments provided by the wife, such as furniture and clothing, could not prove a common intention under a constructive trust. This demonstrates the size of Sarah’s contributions to the Gatehouse.  Bannister v Bannister (1948) illustrates agreements made about rights to property that will be trusted. The defendant’s message “You’ve got nothing to worry about x” demonstrates Sarah’s reliance, and without it, she would not have spent money on improvements and repairs (Bray, Turner, and Martin 2004). According to section 53 (1) of the Law of Property Act 1925, equitable interests must be in writing. This is in Jennifer’s favor because sections (a) and (b) stipulate that no interest in land may be created other than in writing. However, because section (2) has no bearing on how constructive trusts operate, it benefits Sarah. As a result, Sarah is exempt from having to officially declare her interest in the Gatehouse in writing (Kenny and Hewitson, 2002). Sarah meets all three of the requirements for proprietary estoppel since she received assurances via text messages from the defendant Jennifer Williams. “You’ve got nothing to worry about x,” “Nothing will happen, we’re strong. I’ll always look after you.” “Nothing will happen. And anyway, you have your savings, don’t you?” Sarah would not have upgraded and repaired the property if she had not relied on Jennifer’s assurances that the Gatehouse belonged to them both. The defendant’s decision to let Sarah rely on her promises and utilize her savings to the Gatehouse was unethical. According to McFarlane, Hopkins, and Nield (2021), even without a contract, a party may be protected against a landowner by proprietary estoppel. The fundamental elements of proprietary estoppel were outlined in Thorner v Major (2009). Since the land was not identified, the assurance in this instance was insufficient. In contrast, Sarah received the assurance straight from her ex-partner. According to Cooke (2012), the ruling in Ramsden v Dyson (1866) demonstrates, a court of equity will order a landlord to carry out a promise made to a person who takes ownership of land and spends money with the landlord’s consent. Based on the reliance Sarah received from Jennifer, she would not have spent her savings on the Gatehouse if she had not relied on the assurances. 

Conclusion
Every essential component of proprietary estoppel has been met by Sarah. Sarah relied on Jennifer’s assurance and had a monetary loss as a result. This demonstrates that Sarah should not be prevented from having a beneficial interest in the Gatehouse.
Overall conclusion
Due to Sarah’s reliance on the defendant’s representations, Sarah has satisfied all three requirements of proprietary estoppel. According to section (2) of the Law of Property Act, this is not required. Sarah also suffered monetary loss due to relying on these assurances. However, Sarah did not contribute to the purchase of the property, which may affect her grounds for relying on a claim for a constructive trust. However, there was a common intention between the parties in which the defendant disputes. Sarah did however pay £60,000 in repairs in 2019 potentially raising the value of the Gatehouse.
Case note
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House of Lords
Parties
Lloyds Bank plc (appellant)
Mr. and Mrs. Rosset (Respondent)

Procedural History 
House of Lords
Material facts 
Mr. and Mrs. Rosset were interested in buying semi-derelict property on registered land. Mr. Rosset's family trust in Switzerland provided the funds for the purchase, and the trustee stipulated that the property may only be registered in his name. To pay for the renovations, Mr. Rosset immediately obtained an overdraft from Lloyd's bank. But because he did not repay the loan on time, the bank seized the residence. Despite not having contributed to the purchase price or renovations, Mrs. R attempted to assert a beneficial interest in the home.
Legal Questions for the court 
The issues that arise are whether a beneficial interest can occur with no financial contributions.

Appellant arguments 

Respondent’s arguments 

Decision of Court 
It was held that Mrs. R could not claim beneficial interest in the home. 
Rule of law

Reasoning
The court could not grant Mrs. Rosset a beneficial interest in the property as she was not the sole owner of the property and did not contribute to the price of the property or the renovations that occurred. 
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