
The case of Davis v Davis displays developments within the regulation on 

proprietary estoppel 

Summary 

A farmer's daughter who has sued for a part of her mother and father's family farm, her financial 

praise has been reduced with the aid of a court of enchantment in the latest ownership case. 

Daughter Irian Davies worked on her parent's dairy farm in Wales for 25 years, presenting the 

Cinderella story in which the farm took a free toll and she or he was pressured to "stay home 

with a fork" while her sisters carried on their feet were socialized. He insisted that his praise for 

years of low wages be a promised part of the estate. At various levels, she made sure that she 

was entitled to a percentage of the land and agricultural property.1 

The relationship became sour and the daughter left the farm on 3 separate events after a rift along 

with her mother and father. However, each time a reconciliation changed into executed thru the 

guarantees made to him. 

Even as the court of appeals recounted that the daughter had ownership, it held that she had no 

longer continually held her aspect of the settlement and therefore failed to show that she had 

"held her whole life based totally on her parents' assurances." ". An earlier choose had rejected 

the daughters declare that agricultural belongings be transferred to her; as a substitute, the "last 

reward (will) be a purely economic one" and rejected his claim for £1.3 million and provided 

him £500,000.1 

Facts 

❖ The claimant labored on her dad and mom's farm, and become paid to milk the cows 

❖ The claimant did plenty more than this, underneath the assurance that the sector would 

sooner or later be his 

Problem 

❖ Did the claimant go through a loss that changed into capable of giving upward push to a 

proprietary withholding? 

Perception 

❖ The case reaffirmed that proprietary estoppel required assurances given to the claimant, 

reasonable reliance, and damages, none of which were to be 'handled in water-resistant 

packing containers'. 

❖ By way of reducing wages, after which contributing significantly to the achievement of 

the farm, the claimant is at a loss 

❖ His award may be determined at a later hearing 

History 

An enormous land conserving 



Mr. and Mrs. Davis had farmed for greater than fifty years. Starting in 1961, he delivered to his 

land over time, with a significant holding of the dairy-led commercial enterprise totaling £3.15 

million in CGT (at 28% on the land) by the point of the declare.2 

By age 17, it had become clear that Irian turned into the only one among his kids who wanted to 

start a family business. This pleased Mr. Davis and he informed Irian that he would one day have 

a farm. In return, Irian understood that he could need to work at the farm, which he did to begin 

with for no wages other than money for the board, housing, and apparel and enjoyment. 

Four years later, Irian left after a controversy together with his father. Even though reconciled a 

yr. later, arguments among a circle of relative participants would shape the subsequent years.3 

In 1990, Irian again to the farm together with her new husband, doing the milking, veterinary, 

and general farming paintings. In 1997, a partnership agreement was made between Arianne and 

her dad and mom, however, turned never entered into it. Via 1998, Irian and her husband had 

been dwelling in a rented farmhouse, even though they made home enhancements, for which 

they have been best partially reimbursed. Presently, eirion turned into under the influence that 

she turned into an associate and might be entitled to an equal percentage within the profits of the 

business.4 

Misplaced hopes? 

In 2001, Irian left the farm. He had had enough and with the aid of his admission, had no hope of 

a future within the business. She had a few extra involvements until 2006, whilst she again after 

her marriage broke up. This withdrawal becomes short-lived after additional arguments. On 

Boxing Day 2007, Irian returned at his father's request, when he instructed him the assets would 

be his to remaining for existence.5 

Eirian labored the farm for the next 4 years in exchange for £1,500 a month, which accelerated to 

£2,000 a month via 2012. At some stage in this time, eirian becomes shown a draft of a will that 

left him an element inside the land and homes and. Organization. Ultimately a will became made 

wherein Mr. Davis left his proportion inside the agribusiness to arion. Irian reacted angrily to this 

and brushed off it. The connection deteriorated similarly and she or he moved in for the ultimate 

time in 2012 after a physical altercation that ended all hopes at the farm. 

In 2013 Irian introduced declare for hobby inside the land and commercial enterprise. He used 

the precept of equitable injunction to make him declare. That is, she claimed that her parents had 

promised her land and a percentage within the business. Had he not worked at the farm, he 

claimed that he could have located employment for running fewer hours and for better wages. 

The chancery court docket located that erian became entitled to certain equitable remedy and 

offered £1.3 million as an affordable mirrored image of the expectation and loss skilled with the 

aid of erian.6 

A complex collection of different expectations 

The court of appeal observed that decide had applied too large a broom and didn't competently 

analyze the records. Irian's equity was raised thru a complex series of 'one of a kind, sometimes 



mutually incompatible' expectancies. In some instances, those hopes had been rejected or 

dropped after a later walk-out in which Irian admitted to leaving himself at the farm. This 

certainly put a quit to the expectations. The weight implemented to Irian’s expectations (which 

the court docket discovered to be inflated) needed to be considered within the context of the 

overall assessment. This gave upward thrust to an extra 'modest' measure of £500,000.7 

Proprietary estoppel claims - two tactics 

There is a 3-element test to locate the proprietary estoppel: 

❖ Whether or not a sufficiently clean guarantee changed into given; 

❖ Whether or not the claimant had relied on this guarantee; and 

❖ Whether the claimant has suffered any loss because of his affordable reliance. 

Once those three conditions are met, the court will decide whether the perfect remedy is based 

totally on one of the two distinct approaches bobbing up in the preceding case regulation. 

Within the landmark case Davis v Davis [2016] ewca civ 463 those two processes have been 

described as follows: 

"One line of authority holds that the crucial item of [the court's] discretion [to determine an 

appropriate remedy] is to give effect to the claimant's expectation except for its miles 

disproportionate to do so. The alternative is of the view that [ the] essential object of discretion is 

to make sure that the based hobby of the claimant is included, so that he may be compensated for 

such loss which he has suffered. The 2 tactics, in their most powerful form, are essentially are 

special." 

The court of appeals in Davis felt that it became no longer essential to determine which of the 

two methods become correct. Regrettably, this lack of guidance has brought about some troubles 

in subsequent proprietary estoppel decisions. Problems often encountered consist of challenges 

in measuring claimant's expectancies and struggles to degree the volume of damages attributable 

to claimant's reliance.7 

The court docket of enchantment's decision 

This brings us to the courtroom of attraction's choice in Moore v. Moore [2018] ewca civ 2669. 

Even though the court suggested that it does now not intend to remedy the controversy once and 

for all, the selection offers useful steerage on the court's scope. Discretion. 

It becomes a claim of ownership attached to a circle of relative’s farm. The claimant, Stephen 

Moore, alleged that his father, Roger, had promised him on extra than a dozen activities that he 

could inherit a part of his father's farm. By the time of the trial, roger had lost his intellectual 

capability and changed into not being able to manage the farm. Key proof of the relationship 

between Stephen and roger got here from family individuals, such as the claimant's uncle, who 

testified that he had sold part of his farm to Stephen at a steep discount due to the fact he had 

usually understood that it belonged to roger. The purpose was to capture Stephen. Farm. 



Within the first example, the judge located that the claimant had finished a three-part take look to 

withhold possession of his father's whole hobby in the subject. The choice ordered that roger's 

interest be transferred to Stephen, but Stephen must then permit his dad and mom to live within 

the predominant farmhouse, pay them a weekly allowance, and pay for his or her estate and all 

their reasonable care charges. Ought to do. Its aim becomes to "mirror it as intently as possible 

which could not have generated controversy". 

The court of enchantment expressed some concerns about the practicality of this method. It 

became felt that choose must have directed similarly listening to with an in-depth presentation on 

the difficulty of treatment, earlier than making the choice. It states: 

"[Judge's] solution became based at the false premise that the state of affairs on the date of the 

trial ought to in any way be equated with the state of affairs of the future death of the survivors 

of roger and Pamela [Roger's wife], noticeably altered irrespective of the situations. The 

dissolution of the partnership, roger's lack of competence, and the breakdown of ties inside the 

circle of relatives. [solution] forced the parties to come to be financially depending on each 

different, whilst clearly for an easy ruin changed into called from, and it will pay off insufficient 

regard for Pamela’s claims on her husband's property as a companion for a long and satisfying 

marriage which fortunately nonetheless has subsistence."8 

The appeals court eventually referred the matter to the excessive courtroom for a similar hearing 

but cautioned that making the right choice must affect the plaintiff's expectations and some 

changes were made for realistic reasons:  

Rogers Farm and part of the club's membership must be transferred to Stephen;  

Stephen must immediately pay Pamela a lump sum in cash so that she can live comfortably 

again, take advantage of the financial benefits, and support Roger and the rest of the family; and 

while obliged to do so, Stephen Rogers must pay reasonable prices for the care directly. 

Importance 

It stays to be seen how Moore can be dealt with in destiny affairs. In the interim, the choice 

provides a beneficial reminder that proprietary estoppel claims are regularly made in opposition 

to a backdrop of complex own family relationships. If this context is ignored, a judgment or 

agreement may additionally show impractical.8 

That stated, and while the courtroom wants to mention that the instances must be treated on a 

case-by-case basis, this debate is probable to keep with none clean steering on the problem. I 

hope this may cause greater appeals on the floor that the judge made a mistake in determining 

the appropriate treatment.8 

Conclusion 

Davis v. Davis is a claim rooted in a bitter circle of relative’s dispute. However, the precept of 

withholding ownership would pertain to any landowner: the precept that a hobby inside the land 

might be created with no goal or any formality.  



If such equality is hooked up, the court has to offer vital remedies to avoid an unintended effect. 

Proportionality is at the heart of the theory however the broader judgment is discretion. The case 

was exercising inside the management of that discretion, however, it becomes additionally an 

indication of the way hard it could be to select a claim that is closely based totally in truth. 

Whichever aspect of the debate you are on, the key to eliminating Davis vs Davis must be the 

importance of well documenting messaging systems. Or perhaps that irrespective of how suitable 

the treatment is in regulation, family relationships are regularly hard to mend. 

It's far possible that the choice might be of most interest not for its analysis but its tenure. The 

courtroom of attraction has sent a message that the award, and specifically the vast award, ought 

to be reasoned and I suppose that the award specifically, if no longer the award, needs to flow 

closer to compensation for damages. In which the expectancy (as is often the case with massive 

assets values  in recent times of assets) exceeds the financial loss, failure to gain the expectancy 

might also suggest that the cost of declare will fall off a cliff. This encourages the court to 

evaluate the cost of the entirety, at the same time as knowing the cost of nothing. 
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