Question 1:
The United Kingdom have no official legal definition of what an easement is and there is also not an exhaustive list of types of easements. An easement is however in the definition of Land in S205 of the Law and Property Act 1925. As presented by, the House of Lords (2006), the case Dyce V Lady James Hay (1852) 1 Macq 305, New types of easements can be recognised by the understanding that, mankind's circumstances change, servitude and easements must change and expand with them. New forms of easements are recognised through being analogous to pre-existing easements, an example of this can be the right to erect a satellite dish can be equivalent to the right to erect a sign, along with the right to park as being analogous to an easement for storage. In order for an easement to be legal there must be a dominant and servient tenement, however an easement can only exist if it is attached to the dominant land, (Davies and Tagartt, 2021) . Therefore, it is essential that there is identifiably a dominant and servient tenement in existence at the time of said grant, (An easement is essentially a benefit of any owner, or future owner of the dominant tenement). An easement however cannot exist ‘in gross’ as this is where only a servient tenement is identified, without any dominant land. There is, however, a rational rule for this which states, when an easement is created, it becomes part of the land, (HM Land Registry, 2016).   
Heart, Clarke and Fazzani, (2013), present that in terms of permitting an easement to be created in gross, it would require creating burdens of uncertain extent which may make land unattractive to the buyer.  Therefore, ensuring a identifiable dominant tenement creates greater certainty, any attempt to create an easement without an identifiable dominant tenement will create a license only. Although, a profit can exist in gross and only a servient tenement needs to be identified when creating a profit. 
When discussing how easements must accommodate the dominant tenement, the right must be connected with the normal enjoyment of the dominant tenement, in order to identify the connection it is down to a question of fact, similar to the case of Bailey V Stephens (1862) 12 CB (NS) 91. Although the dominant and servient tenement are not needed to join each other, however, they should be in close enough proximity to establish the connection between the two, (Thomas , 2020). 
In terms of critically assessing to which extent it is possible for an easement to park a vehicle on land to exist it is vital to acknowledge the case of London and Blenheim Estates v Ladbroke Retail Parks [1992] 1 WLR 1278. Morgan (1999), provides that within this case the claimant owned part of a shopping centre and claimed that the right of the customers to park on a central car park was an easement. The judge, obiter dicta, accepted that there could in fact be an easement to park vehicles on a piece of servient land provided that the servient land was sufficiently large. However, there was a question of degree stating the right would not be an easement if the effect of it was to leave the servient owner without any reasonable use of their land. 
Another case which can provide reason for whether it is possible for an easement to park a vehicle on land to exist is the case of Batchelor v Marlow [2003] 1 WRL. Within this case the respondents, who were owners of a garage business, had claimed the right to park up to six cars on land belonging to the appellant between 8.30am and 6pm, Monday to Friday. In this case six cars would cover the s whole of the servient land. It was concluded by the court of appeal that this left the appellant with ‘no reasonable use of the land’. This rendered the appellant’s ownership of the land illusory contrary to the underlaying principles regarding easements. In this case the right which was claimed was not capable of being an easement, (Martinet et al., 2022). 
Finally in the case of Moncrieff v Jamieson [2007] 1 WLR 260, the Privy Council decided the test established in Batchelor v Marlow was criticised. It was expressed by Lord Scott that the test needed some qualification. The obiter comments were that the test (is not) whether the servient owner is left without reasonable use of his land (but) whether he retains possession and control of the servient land. It was further noted by Lord Scott that where rights to park were granted, the servient owner still retained the ability to build above or under the parking area, or to place advertising hoardings on the walls. It was concurred between Lord Neuberger and Lord Scott that ‘a right can be an easement notwithstanding, (Goymour, 2008). 
Although these cases provide possibilities for an easement to park a vehicle on land to exist and against it, it is recognisable that it is more often than not possible for an easement to park a vehicle on land to exist. 

Question 2:
In order to provide Olivia with advice and clarity on what Harrison is permitted to remove or not, it is essential that Olivia has a full understanding of what Harrison can or can not move and why. 
In order to distinguish whether something can be removed from the property or not, it is vital to interpret whether it is a fixture or a chattel. In 1977 a new law was developed in order to provide a two-stage test to determine whether an object is a fixture or chattel due to the case of Berkley v Poulett [1977]. Within this case Lord Poulett decided to sell his estate, the estate included Hilton House, which had been in the Poulett family for 500 years. Mr Berkley had purchased the property with the intention to develop the estate into a tourist attraction. Mr Berkley, the plaintiff claimed that certain fixtures, including six pictures in the Queen’s dining room should be passed with the estate on sale. The defendant, Mr Poulett, strongly contested the claim.  The rule which was applied was that of the fact that there is no fixture if there is no physical annexation. On completion of a land sale contract, the vendor is bound to convey the land he agreed to sell. Sub purchasers can have specific performance only if they perform the purchaser's part of the head contract. Finally, the court ruled that despite the items which were desired by the plaintiff, they were not fixtures that passed with the house on sale to Mr Berkley.  The court dismissed the appeal due to the plaintiff not offering to perform the estate contract and completed the contract without pursuing his claim against Lord Poulett. 
 The degree of annexation determines whether an item is a fixture or a chattel. Essentially, it determines whether an item has been attached to or annexed to a property. The test is inconclusive and merely measures the strength of an item's attachment to the ground or building. The purpose of annexation, the relationship between the parties interested in the land, the nature of the property, and the object of the annexation may also be taken into consideration, (Schoonmaker, 1933). 
There is, however, also the purpose of annexation. The purpose of annexation is to essentially understand why the object has been attached to the land. This is the key test and takes priority over the degree of annexation. The purpose of annexation defines a fixture as, if the object was attached to the land to enhance the land or to create a permanent improvement then it is determined as a fixture. Although, if the object was attached to the land for the better enjoyment of the object, then it retains its characteristics as a chattel. This question is dependent on the circumstances of each case with the onus of proof being the person claiming that the object has ceased to be a chattel, (Wheeler, 1965). 
In terms of providing Olivia with confirmation on what Harrison is and is not permitted to remove, preexisting case law will provide a clear understanding to Olivia. Aswell as implying the purpose of annexation along with the degree or annexation. To begin, the statue. The statue has been stated to have been cemented by its base to the ground, due to Harrison fearing that it could attracted unwanted attention and be stolen despite the fact it is quite heavy. When determining the degree of annexation for the statue it is easily understood that if the statue was removed if would more likely that do not cause significant damage to the patio, implying that the statue is a fixture. However, In terms of the purpose of annexation, which holds priority over the degree of annexation, the decision of whether the statue is a chattel or a fixture is quite complex. On one hand, the statue can be understood to have been attached to the land to enhance the land and to make permanent improvement, a fixture, yet it can also be understood that the statue is a chattel due to the object being attached to the land for Harrison’s enjoyment. 
Within similarity to the statue is the determination of whether the terracotta pots are a fixture or chattel. It is stated that the terracotta pots are filled with plants and that one contains ivy which has grown attractively up from the ground and around the bi-fold door which leads out to the patio. The degree of annexation for the terracotta pots would interpret that terracotta pot which holds the ivy would be a fixture and the other chattels. In terms of the purpose of annexation the terracotta pot which holds the ivy was attached to the land to enhance or improve the land, therefore making it a fixture. Once again, the terracotta pots which do not hold ivy was attached to the property for better enjoyment therefore clarifying they are chattels. 
In terms of the summer house and hot tub, it has been stated that the summerhouse has been anchored by bolts to a concrete base, and the hot tub is stated to be inflatable. The degree of annexation would prove the summer house as a fixture, as removing it would cause damage to the property, and the hot tub as a chattel as it can simply be deflated and taken away without causing any significant damage to the land. The purpose of annexation for the summer house would recognise the summer house as being attached to the land ti create a permanent improvement, therefore being a fixture. The purpose of annexation for the hot tub ultimately provides that the hot tub is an object which was attached to the land for the better enjoyment of the object and will remain as a chattel. 
In order to interpret the tapestries from primrose cottage as either chattel or fixture it is vital to have the understanding of the case of Leigh V Taylor [1902]. A. L. G., (1932) holds that the case of Leigh V Taylor [1902] finds that tapestries were held to not be fixtures where they were tacked to a wooden frame, which was itself nailed to the wall. This was because the purpose of the annexation was so that the tapestries could be enjoyed. Although in Re Whaley [1908] the purpose of annexation was to create beautiful Elizabethan house, tapestries were held to be fixtures. In terms of the tapestries in Primrose Cottage the tapestries have been protected from the ‘element’ and have been encased in frames, so they are easily moved and clean. Within this object it is clear to understand that due to the tapestries being nailed to the wall that removing them would make no significant damage to the house, making the tapestries a chattel, the degree of annexation. Finally, the purpose of annexation presents that the tapestries were attached to the property for the enjoyment of the object, clarifying again the tapestries are in fact chattels. 
Therefore, after careful consideration it is clear to suggest to Olivia the following; the terracotta pot filled with ivy and the summer house are fixtures. The remaining terracotta pots, the hot tubs and the tapestries can be seen as chattels, and the statue can be seen as both fixture and chattel.
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