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Question 1
An easement allows one landowner to use another's land. Legal easements are property interests, not personal rights. Section 1 (2) (a) of the Law of Property Act allows an easement    be legal if conditions are met. Deeds create legal easements (s 52(1) LPA 1925). The deed must meet LPMPA 1989 section 1 requirements. Legal easements can be created without a deed. Section  2 of LPMPA 1989 state that easement agreements are equitable like in the case of Walsh v. Lonsdale
  The case of Re Ellenborough Park is considered a seminal legal precedent that exerted a substantial influence on the evolution of property law in the United Kingdom. The Court of Appeal was required to deliberate on a privilege that certain home owners had to utilise a garden or park in the vicinity. It was determined that the park usage right could function as an easement. The key features of an easement were delineated by the judges of the Court of Appeal in their decision, thereby establishing the criterion for an easement. The following constitute the test's components:
1.Tenements must consist of both dominant and submissive tenants.
2. The dominant tenement must be accommodated within the easement.
3. It is necessary for the dominant and servient owners to be distinct individuals.
4. In order to qualify as an easement, an obligation over land must have the capacity to be the subject of a grant.
   The Copeland v Greenhalf case highlights the likelihood of issues arising in the domain of storage and parking, which can be considered a distinct variant of storage. Nevertheless, although the claim was dismissed on the grounds that the right asserted by the claimant was excessively broad to qualify as an easement, it is evident from other cases that this kind of easement can indeed be recognised. In Wright v. Macadam an easement for storage was valid. It is expected to be an argument of degree and fact, similar to parking. The issue of parking rights has garnered significant attention, as they bear some resemblance to the rights asserted in the Copeland case. Several cases have addressed this subject, however, the earlier ones carry little weight and are reported in a concise manner. All three English law lords in the Moncrieff case, which originated in Scotland, unanimously acknowledged that a right to park can indeed be classified as an easement. This legal principle is now widely accepted and established. It aligns appropriately with the right to retain and is applicable to cases such as Miller v Emcer Products Ltd.
The sole noteworthy issue at present pertains to the scope of parking rights. Prior to Moncrieff, Judge Baker QC had acknowledged the entitlement to park vehicles on a designated parking area in London & Blenheim. The scope of the right was explicitly specified and did not violate the concern that it would deprive the owner of the land from any practical use, such as parking or other activities. The privilege to park in London & Blenheim was applicable to a seemingly extensive parking area. Additionally, it appears that the right to park in designated areas, shared with others residents, can be classified as an easement. Although the owner may be effectively excluded, this exclusion is not due to a right held by any specific claimant. Is it possible for an individual's entitlement to park in a specific location, particularly within a typical residential garage, to be classified as an easement? Indeed, certain rights could potentially be expressed as a lease or fee simple. The issue at hand emerged in Batchelor, where there was a proposition to reserve space for six cars on the side of a road, thereby preventing anyone else from parking there. The Court of Appeal unequivocally determined that this situation rendered the servient owner incapable of making any practical use of the land. The court found the claim's limitation to nine and a half hours per day (daytime) on weekdays (Monday to Friday) to be unimpressive. This was considered to deprive the owner of the servient property of any practical or reasonable use.
The refusal of the easement in Batchelor should also invalidate a request to utilise a typical residential garage. An alternative counter argument could be that the servient owner possesses the entitlement to store personal belongings in the garage, as it is frequently observed that garages often accommodate more than just vehicles, even in cases where space is limited. This implies that the owner of the property is only able to utilise the garage to a certain extent, although the usability is still considered reasonable. Ultimately, it can be assumed that having the right to park one car in a double garage would be acceptable, as there is no exclusive ownership of the entire garage. This conclusion is derived from the principles established by easements for storage purposes.
The acceptance of the easement in Hair v Gillman involved the privilege of parking one vehicle on a parcel of land with sufficient space for four vehicles. The decision rendered by the House of Lords in Moncrieff v. Jamieson presents noteworthy arguments concerning the classification of the right to park as an easement. Only persuasive in nature, the case in question was an appeal from a Scottish court. Nonetheless, similarities exist between the Scottish law of servitudes and the English law of easements, and English authorities were referenced in the case. Waterman v Boyle, which followed, examined the precedent set by Monreiff v Jameson. The Court of Appeal ruled that it is not easily possible to infer a right to park into an easement of way. The decision in the Moncrieff case was reached solely on account of the completely exceptional circumstances.
In Virdi v Chana  Judge Purle QC determined that the case was not overturned and continues to be a binding precedent, notwithstanding the criticisms levelled against Batchelor v Marlow in Moncrieff v Jameson. However, the claimant's right to park one vehicle on a strip of land that was partially in their ownership was upheld, as the land had no other practical purpose and the defendant did not obstruct the claimant's use of it.
In conclusion, based on what we have seen through case law, it is difficult to establish a right to park. Establishing a right to park is a contentious matter, as the judiciary may not perceive it as sufficiently broad.
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Question 2
In certain situations, it is crucial to distinguish between fixtures and chattels, for instance in situations involving the transfer or sale of land without a written contract, the classification of an item as either a fixture or chattel is determined in accordance with common law principles. Fixtures shall be transferred to the purchaser and, in accordance with section 62 of the LA 1925, shall automatically pass with the land upon its sale. Items identified as chattels shall not pass and shall remain the property of the vendor (individual selling the land). A dispute may ensue if the items are of significant value, as the newly acquired landowner may seek to assert that the items were transferred to them along with the land. Fixtures are classified as personal property, in contrast to chattels which retain their inherent nature as such. The conventional principle for differentiating fixtures and chattels is based on the Latin maxim quicquid plantatur solo, solo edit, which roughly translates to "everything affixed to the soil becomes an integral part of it."
An initial step would be to examine the two seminal cases in this field, namely Elitestone Ltd. v Morris (1997) and Holland v Hodgson (1872).In Elitestone Ltd v Morris, the House of Lords reexamine the demarcation between fixtures and chattels. When analysed collectively, the Holland and Elitestone cases illuminate a number of crucial principles for traversing the line separating chattel and fixtures. The court will ascertain the classification of an item based on two crucial criteria: (a) the degree of annexation and (b) the purpose of annexation, which is referred to as the stage test. The annexation test at hand focuses on two fundamental inquiries: Does the item remain on the land solely due to its own gravitational force? Furthermore, is it feasible to remove the item without incurring any harm to either the item itself or the surrounding environment? The principle of degree of annexation can be summarised as follows: the level of attachment and permanence of an item to the land determines the difficulty of its removal. If removing the item would result in demolition and damage, it is more likely to be considered a fixture. In the past, the degree of annexation test was considered highly significant. Nevertheless, this approach resulted in severe and inequitable outcomes, particularly for individuals who had attached highly valuable possessions to their property and subsequently lost them due to the emphasis on attachment. Consequently, the annexation test was developed as a means to alleviate this situation. Furthermore, as elucidated by Scarman LJ in Berkley. What factors does the court take into account when examining the 'purpose of annexation’? The test entails determining whether the item was attached to the land temporarily or for the purpose of enhancing the item's enjoyment, in which case it would be considered a chattel. Alternatively, if the item was affixed to the land to permanently improve it, then it would be classified as a fixture. Hellawell v Eastwood (1851) is a legal case.
 The absence of any mention of fixtures and fittings in the contract may result in uncertainty and possible conflicts. Under such circumstances, it is recommended for the parties involved to endeavour to achieve a consensus through the process of negotiation or mediation. In the event that a consensus cannot be reached, the determination of fixtures and fittings may be contingent upon factors such as the parties' intention and the level of attachment. 
A) A large marble statue of Adonis
The classification of a major marble statue as either a fixture or a fitting is contingent upon its method of attachment and intended function. A statue that is firmly attached to the property with the intention of improving the functionality or pleasure of the area may be classified as a fixture. Although easily removable and not permanently affixed, it may nonetheless be deemed as a fitting.  We can infer that it is substantial and difficult to manipulate based on its size and composition of marble. The potential of the massive marble statue being classified as a fixture increases when its base is firmly affixed to the property. The cementing process creates a strong bond, which signifies the intention to incorporate the item permanently into the property. The legal matter of whether statues qualify as fixtures or fittings was the subject of the Holland v Hodgson 1872 case. The court deliberated in this instance on whether a statue, a lion statue made of marble, constituted a fixture or a fitting. The statue was classified as a fixture by the court on the grounds that it was affixed to a stone plinth, which was subsequently secured to the ground. This case illustrates the significance of the statue's connection to the land in establishing its classification. 
B) The terracotta pots
In general, terracotta pots are regarded as fittings as opposed to fixtures. They lack a permanent attachment to the property and are therefore movable. In the event that a terracotta pot accommodates aesthetically pleasing ivy, it is probable that it would be classified as a fixture. In determining its classification, the court would take into account various factors, including the extent of annexation, the intended purpose of the annexation, and the intentions of the parties concerned. The ivy that has developed within the terracotta pot is presumably classified as a fixture due to the fact that it has become an inseparable component and cannot be removed without inflicting damage.
C) the summerhouse
A summerhouse is more inclined to be classified as a fixture if it is secured to a concrete base using bolts. The bolting secures the component, indicating that it is intended to be a permanent fixture on the property.
D) Hot tub
Given its mobile nature and lack of permanent attachment, the inflatable hot tub is more accurately classified as a fitting rather than a fixture. Typically, fittings are movable components that can be installed or removed from a structure.  The location of the inflatable hot tub within the summerhouse does not inherently alter its categorization as a fitting. Given that the hot tub retains its movability, it can be effortlessly extracted from the summerhouse.
E) The tapestries
In general, tapestries are regarded as fittings as opposed to fixtures. They are regarded as movable items because they are not permanently affixed to the property and can be removed easily for cleaning or relocation. Case example it’s Leigh v Taylor [1902] . In instances where the tapestries are affixed firmly to the walls or serve as ornamental elements, as was the case in Re Whaley [1908], they would be classified as fixtures.
F) the kitchen units and integrated appliances
In general, kitchen units that incorporate appliances would be classified as fixtures. The appliances' integration into the units indicates that they are designed to function as permanent components of the property.
   In conclusion, it is determined that Olivia shall retain possession of the following items, as they are deemed fixtures: the statue, the terracotta pots, the summerhouse, the kitchen units, and the integrated appliances. The hot tub and the tapestries shall be duly classified as chattels in accordance with property law.
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