IN THE HIGH COURT OF ENGLAND AND WALES 
(CHANCERY DIVISION)
CLAIM NUMBER: 2024/840A3
BETWEEN:
	
	SARAH MORGAN
	Claimant 

	
	-and-
	

	
	JENNIFER WILLIAMS
	Defendant



1. Introduction
1.1 This skeleton argument is submitted on behalf of the Defendant, Jennifer Williams, in response to the claim brought by Sarah Morgan for the establishment of a constructive trust and/or proprietary estoppel in relation to the property at The Gatehouse, Trinity, Swansea. The purpose of this submission is to demonstrate that Sarah Morgan has failed to satisfy the necessary legal criteria for either of these claims. The Defendant respectfully submits that no constrictive trust or proprietary estoppel should be found, and the claim should be dismissed. 

1.2 The Defendant will address the issues raised by the claimant, which centres around whether a constructive trust or proprietary estoppel should be imposed over the property. The Defendant will argue that neither of these claims should be imposed over the property. The Defendant will argue that neither of these claims apply, as the Claimant has failed to prove the necessary elements of either. The Defendant respectfully ask the court to reject the claim for a constructive meeting trust and/or proprietary estoppel and to dismiss the proceedings accordingly.

2. The Issues

2.1 The primary issues in dispute are whether Sarah Morgan is entitled to a share of the property under a constructive trust or a proprietary estoppel. Specifically, the issues for the court’s determination are:
· Whether a constructive trust has arisen on the facts presented by the Claimant.
· Whether proprietary estoppel has been established, thereby giving rise to a claim to share in the property.

2.2 The defendant disputes both claims and the focus of these submissions will be on demonstrating that the claimant has not met the required legal standards for either claim. It is essential to establish first whether either constructive trusts or proprietary estoppel apply to the situation before any determination of share allocation can be made. The Defendant submits that neither of these claims is applicable to the present case.

3. The Facts

3.1 Sarah Morgan claims that she should be entitled to a share in the property, The Gatehouse on the basis of either a constructive trust or proprietary estoppel. She asserts that her contributions to the property and the representations made by Jennifer Williams have created an equitable interest in the property. However, the Defendant disputes these facts and contends that no constructive trust or proprietary estoppel exists in this case.

3.2 The Defendant, Jennifer Williams contends that Sarah Morgan’s involvement with the property was limited and did not give rise to the legal claims asserted. There was no agreement, express or implied that would support a claim for a beneficial interest in the property. Furthermore, the Defendant asserts that the Claimant has not demonstrated that any reliance was placed on representations made by the Defendant that would justify a claim under proprietary estoppel.

3.3 The Defendant maintains that the Claimant was no involved in the acquisition or improvement of the property and no representations were made regarding joint ownership or a beneficial interest. As such, no basis exists for either a constructive trust or proprietary estoppel.

Claims Arising a Constructive Trust
4. The Law: Constructive Trust

4.1 A constructive trust arises where a person has been unjustly enriched at the expense of another and equity requires that the trust be imposed to prevent such unjust enrichment. The key principles of a constructive trust are outlined in Stack V Dowden [2007], where the House of Lords confirmed that a constructive trust may arise where there is an intention to share the property, evidenced by contributions made to the property or where a party has acted to their detriment based on an expectation created by another party.

4.2 In Lloyds Bank plc V Rosset [1991], the court held that a constructive trust arises when one party contributes to the purchase price or when there is an express or implied agreement between the parties that will share the property. The Claimant must demonstrate that there was a common intention to share the property. Without this, no constructive trust can be established.


4.3 The Defendant submits that no such intention to create a trust existed in this case. There is no evidence to suggest that the Claimant contributed to the purchase price or that there was any express or implied agreement for her to share the property. Moreover, the law requires clear evidence of an agreement or understanding between the parties to create such a trust and no such evidence has been presented.

4.4 The case of Gillet V Holt [2001] further reinforces the requirement for a common intention and detrimental reliance. The Claimant must prove not only that an agreement was made but also that she acted to her detrimental based on that agreement. The Defendant contends that the Claimant has failed to prove either of these factors.

5. Submissions: Constructive Trust

5.1 The Defendant submits that no constructive trust arises in the case for the following reasons:

· Absence of Financial Contribution: The Claimant has not provided any evidence of financial contributions towards the property, such as payment towards the purchase price or significant improvements to the property. As noted in the case of Rosset, contributions towards the purchase price or the enhancement of the property are crucial for the establishment of a constructive trust. The Claimant has not proven that she made any financial investment in the property.

· No Common Intention: The Defendant denies any agreement or understanding between herself and the Claimant regarding joint ownership of the property. The Claimant has not demonstrated any specific agreement or intention by the Defendant to share ownership, nor has she proven that the Defendant held out the property as being co-owned by both parties.

· No Detrimental Reliance: There is no evidence to suggest that the Claimant relied on any representation or conduct of the Defendant to her detriment. A key feature of a constructive trust is that one party’s conduct must cause another party to alter their position to their detriment. The Defendant submits that this criteria is not met in the present case.

5.2 The Claimant’s case is based on alleged representation by the Defendant regarding joint ownership, but these vague and unsupported by any clear evidence. In Muschinski V Dadds [1985] the High Court held that a constructive trust requires that the parties’ common intention is clearly shown by their conduct. The Defendant submits that Sarah Morgan’s case lacks that clarity.

5.3 Furthermore, there is no case law supporting the imposition of a constructive trust based merely on informal discussions or assumed intentions. Without clear and unequivocal evidence of a shared intention, the court should not impose a constructive trust.

5.4 Given the absence of these essential factors, the Defendant submits that the Claimant has failed to establish a constructive trust and therefore her claim should be dismissed.

6. Conclusion: Constructive Trust

6.1 The Defendant respectfully submits that Sarah Morgan has failed to satisfy the criteria necessary to establish a constructive trust. No common intention to share the property has been demonstrated, nor have a detrimental reliance or contributions towards the property have been proven. As such, the claim for a constructive trust should be dismissed.

Claim Arising Under Proprietary Estoppel 

7. The Law: Proprietary Estoppel

7.1 Proprietary estoppel arises where a party makes a representation or assumption to another, knowing that the other party will rely on it and the other party does not rely on it to their detriment. The essential elements of proprietary estoppel are:

· Representation or Assumption: A representation or assumption must be made by the Defendant to the Claimant about their rights in the property.

· Reliance: The Claimant must have relied on the representation or assumption to their detriment.

· Detrimental Reliance: The Claimant must have taken action or refrained from acting in a way that results in detriment or hardship.

7.2 The leading case on proprietary estoppel is Thorner V Major [2009], where the House of Lords confirmed that proprietary estoppel can arise even in the absence of formal agreements, provided that there has been reliance and detriment. Similarly, in Crabb V Arun [1976], it was established that a clear and unequivocal representation must be made to the Claimant about their rights in the property.

7.3 In Jennings V Rice [2002], the court of Appeal Clarified that the expectation created by the Defendant’s actions must be clear, unequivocal and capable of leading the Claimant to believe they will acquire an interest in the property.

8. Submissions: Proprietary Estoppel

8.1 The Defendant Submits that the proprietary estoppel arises in this case for the following reasons:

· No Clear Representation: The Claimant has failed to establish that the defendant made any clear or unequivocal representation that she would share ownership of the property. Any vague or informal discussions about the future of the property do not constitute a representation capable of supporting a claim for proprietary estoppel.

· Lack of Detrimental Reliance: The Claimant has not demonstrated that she relied to her detriment on any representation made by the Defendant. There is no evidence that the Claimant altered her position in any way that would justify the creation of an estoppel. For example, the Claimant has not shown that she made any decision based on assumption that she would be entitled to a share of the property

· No Unconscionability: Even if there had been a representation, the Defendant submits that it would not be unconscionable for her to deny the Claimant a share of the property. There is no expectation, nor any action by the Claimant that would give rise to an unconscionable claim.

8.2 The Defendant relies on the case of Gillet V Holt [2001], where the court emphasised that proprietary estoppel arises only where the reliance is both substantial and detrimental. In this case, the Claimant has not met this threshold.

In conclusion, I respectfully submit that the Claimant has not satisfied the requirements for either constructive trust or proprietary estoppel. The evidence presented fails to demonstrate the necessary elements for either claim. Therefore, I request that the court reject the Claimant’s case and rule in favour of the Defendant, dismissing the claim in its entirety.


Case Note
Parties:
· Jennifer Williams (Defendant)
· Sarah Morgan (Claimant)

Procedural History:
The case was initially heard in the High Court. The Claimant Sarah Morgan sought to establish a share in the Defendant’s property under the doctrines of constructive trust and proprietary estoppel. The Defendant, Jennifer Williams, denied the claims and maintained that no such equitable claims should be recognised. The Claimant’s claim was dismissed in the High Court and leave was sought to appeal to the Higher Court. 
Sarah Morgan claims an interest in the property owned by Jennifer Williams under the theories of constructive trust and proprietary estoppel. The Claimant asserts that her contributions to the property, both financially and non-financially should entitle her to a share. Jennifer Williams, the Defendant disputes these claims, arguing there is no evidence of agreement or reliance that would justify such a claim.
Legal Questions for the Court:
1. Whether Sarah Morgan is entitled to a share of the property through the application of constructive trust
2. Whether Sarah Morgan is entitled to a share of the property based on the proprietary estoppel, due to alleged reliance on promises made by the Defendant.
Claimants Arguments:
Sarah Morgan argues that based on the doctrine of the constructive trust, her contributions to the property (both financially and otherwise) gave rise to an equitable interest. Additionally, she claims that proprietary estoppel should apply due to the promises made by Jennifer Williams, which Sarah Morgan relied upon to her determent, expecting a share in the property. 
Defendants Arguments:
Jennifer Williams argues that no agreement was made to grant Sarah Morgan any interest in the property. She denies that any promises were made that could rise to proprietary estopell and she contends there is insufficient evidence of detrimental reliance or contributions that would justify the application of a constructive trust.
Decision of the Court:
The court Dismissed Sarah Morgan’s claims, refusing to grant a share of the properties based on either constructive trust or proprietary estoppel.
Rule of Law:
The court upheld the principle that for constructive trust to arise, there must be a clear evidence of agreement or contribution that entitles the Claimant to a beneficial interest in the property. Additionally, for proprietary estoppel, the Claimant must show clear reliance on a promise, causing detriment. 
Reasoning:
The court found that Sarah Morgan’s contributions, while acknowledged, did not meet the necessary threshold for the creation of a constructive trust. There was no agreement or understanding that a share in the property would be transferred to the claimant. Furthermore, the court ruled that proprietary estoppel did not apply as there was no evidence of a promise upon which Sarah Morgan relied to her detriment. The court noted that merely contributing to the property or expecting to benefit did not constitute sufficient grounds for either of the equitable claims presented.
