Question 1
An easement refers to the legal right granted to one landowner to utilise another's property for a particular purpose, such as accessing a pathway or obtaining natural light.   An easement must provide an advantage to the dominant property and impose a burden on the servient land (Thompson and George, 2017).   It is necessary for an easement to have the quality of being able to be the subject of a grant, which means that it must be precisely defined and must not result in the complete control of the land on which it is imposed (Clarke and Greer, 2022). 
The issue of whether it is possible for an easement to be granted for parking a vehicle on a piece of land has been the subject of controversy in various UK property law issues. According to the general concept, a right to park can be considered an easement, provided that it does not hinder the owner of the land that is being leased from having any reasonable use of his land or that it does not deprive him of possession and control of the land that is being leased (Bogusz and Sexton, 2019).   Nevertheless, the implementation of this principle relies on the specific details and conditions of each situation, including factors such as the dimensions, position, and quantity of parking spaces, the regularity and length of parking, and the type and degree of infringement on the rights of the owner of the property being used. 
Some of the leading cases on this issue are:
· London & Blenheim Estates Ltd v Ladbroke Retail Parks Ltd [1994] 1 WLR 31: In the case of London and Blenheim Estates v. Ladbroke Retail Parks, the concept that an easement to park vehicles may be recognised provided the servient land was sufficiently vast was presented for the first time. As part of his obiter dictum, the judge acknowledged the potential, but emphasised the significance of ensuring that the landowner of the servient is not denied the opportunity to make acceptable use of their property (Lees, 2020). This case established that the acceptability of parking easements is contingent on the size of the servient land.
· Copeland v Greenhalf [1952] 1 Ch. 488: In the case of Copeland v. Greenhalf, the court denied the petition for an easement that would allow the land to be used for the storage and maintenance of transports. This denial was mostly because there were no limits on the number of cars or the amount of time they could be stored. The court thought the claim was the same as asking for shared beneficial use, which goes against what an easement is all about (Mackenzie and Aruna Nair, 2018). This ruling set a standard that made it clear that claims for parking easements need to clearly state the types of uses that are allowed.
· Batchelor v Marlow [2003] 1 WLR 764: In the case of Batchelor v. Marlow, the significance of making appropriate use of the land that is under servient status was reaffirmed. According to the decision of the Court of Appeal, the appellant's ownership was seen as illusory because of a claimed right to park six cars on the full servient land from 8:30 in the morning until 6:00 in the evening (Nair, 2023). This ruling emphasised that an easement must not extinguish the reasonable use of the land by the owner of the servient property, which helps to maintain the equilibrium of interests between the parties participating in the transaction.
· Moncrieff v Jamieson [2007] UKHL 42: The method used in Moncrieff v. Jamieson was different from that used in Batchelor v. Marlow. Lord Scott disagreed with the test set up in Batchelor and said that the most important thing is not the reasonable use of land but the servient owner's ability to keep ownership and control (Bray, 2016). With this more complex view, it became easier to recognise parking easements, even if they seem to give the dominant owner exclusive use.
The instances demonstrate the delicate balance needed to determine whether a car parking easement is viable. The underlying principle is use limits, as shown in Copeland v Greenhalf. This prevents the dominant owner from seeking joint beneficial use, which is not allowed by easement law. The conflict between Batchelor v Marlow and Moncrieff v Jamieson raises important questions about parking easement standards. Batchelor emphasises the servient owner's appropriate land usage; Moncrieff emphasises possession and control. This move expands parking easements, allowing dominant owners to occupy exclusively as long as the servient owner controls the site. London and Blenheim Estates v Ladbroke Retail Parks adds to the discussion by claiming that servient land size matters. This criterion recognises parking easements' utility but emphasises not burdening the servient owner.
Hence, the feasibility of establishing an easement for parking a car on a piece of land is contingent upon the equilibrium between the privileges of the dominant and servient owners, as well as the level of disruption it causes to the servient owner's utilisation and pleasure of the land (Malcolm, 2020).   If a right to park meets the criteria of being clearly defined, not granting exclusive possession, and not depriving the owner of the land from any reasonable usage, it might be considered an easement.   Nevertheless, the determination of the validity of an easement relies on the specific facts and circumstances of each instance, and there is no definitive criterion or guideline to establish its legitimacy.
Question 2
The central question in this situation pertains to whether Harrison has the right to take away the specified objects from Primrose Cottage prior to its completion. These goods include the statue, terracotta pots, summerhouse, hot tub, tapestries, and kitchen equipment along with integrated appliances.   The answer hinges on whether these objects are categorised as fixtures or chattels.  Fixtures are objects that are affixed to land or a building, so constituting an integral component of the immovable property.  Chattels refer to movable personal property that is not affixed to land or a structure and can be readily detached without causing harm (Luther, 2010). A fixture is permanently attached to the land and is therefore owned by the landowner, while a chattel is movable and may be owned by someone else.   It is crucial to differentiate between fixtures and chattels, particularly when there is a change in property ownership.   All fittings shall be owned by the transferee.   For land sales, the fixtures become the property of the buyer once the sales contract is legally binding according to s.62 of the law of Property Act 1925, and the seller is prohibited from removing them from the property (Purssord, 2019).
When deciding whether an object is a fixture or chattel, the courts consider both the degree of attachment and the purpose of the attachment.  The possibility of safely removing an object from the site is proportional to the degree of annexation.  The purpose of annexation depends on the will of the person who fastened the item and whether it was meant to be permanent or temporary. The test was established in the prominent case of Holland v Hodgson [1872] LR 7 CP 328, in which Blackburn J asserted that the prevailing principle of the law is that anything attached to the land becomes an integral part of it. However, determining what qualifies as a sufficient attachment for this purpose is a complex matter.   Both the degree of connection and its intended use are indicators of purpose, which means that the solution to this problem depends on the details of each individual case (King, 2015).
Applying this test to the items in the scenario, the following conclusions can be drawn:
· The statue: This is likely to be a fixture, as it is cemented by its base to the ground and intended to be permanent. The degree and purpose of annexation are both high. Elitestone Ltd. v. Morris [1997] 1 WLR 687 involved comparable objects; the House of Lords ruled that a bungalow supported by concrete blocks constituted a fixture because its removal would result in its destruction (Shaw, 2010). Furthermore, the statue bears a striking resemblance to the artefacts in the case of Berkley v Poulett [1977] 1 EGLR 86. In that particular case, the Court of Appeal determined that a sundial and a statue resting on stone plinths were fixtures because they were both permanently attached to the ground and meant to serve as garden ornaments.
· The terracotta pots: These items are most likely considered chattels because they are not physically connected to the land or structure and can be easily relocated.  The level and intent of annexation are both minimal.   In the case of Leigh v Taylor [1902] AC 157, the House of Lords determined that tapestries hanging on walls by hooks were considered chattels because they were not permanently attached to the walls and were designed to be transportable. Furthermore, even if an item is attached to a surface, it is not necessarily a fixture. Because it was the only way the object could be enjoyed, it was attached to the land. The pots in question have a resemblance to the articles discussed in this case (Megarry et al., 2012). 
· The summerhouse: The degree and purpose of annexation are both high. The summerhouse is similar to the items in D’Eyncourt v Gregory (1866) LR 3 Eq 382, where the Court of Chancery held that things like stone garden seats were fixtures, as they were firmly fixed to the ground and intended to be permanent improvements of the land (Clarke and Greer, 2012). This is likely to be a fixture, as it is anchored by bolts onto a concrete base and intended to be permanent.
· The hot tub: This is likely to be a chattel, as it is inflatable and can be easily moved. The degree and purpose of annexation are both low. The hot tub is similar to the items in Chelsea Yacht and Boat Company v Pope 2 All ER 409, where the Court of Appeal held that a houseboat resting on wooden piles was a chattel, as it was not fixed to the land and intended to be movable (Card, Murdoch and Murdoch, 2011). 
· The tapestries: These items are most likely considered chattels because they are enclosed in frames and can be readily transported and cleaned.   The level of annexation is minimal, and the objective of annexation is not to improve the land or structure, but rather to save the tapestry.   In Leigh v Taylor [1902] AC 157, the House of Lords determined that tapestries hanging on walls using hooks were considered chattels. This classification was based on the fact that the tapestries were not permanently attached to the walls and were designed to be transportable (Bevan, 2022).   The tapestries bear resemblance to the objects in Berkley v Poulett [1977] 1 EGLR 86, where the Court of Appeal determined that paintings affixed to walls using screws were considered personal property, as they were not permanently attached to the walls and were intended to be transportable.
· The kitchen units and integrated appliances: These are likely to be fixtures, as they are bolted to the walls and intended to be permanent. The degree and purpose of annexation are both high. The kitchen units and appliances are similar to the items in Botham v TSB Bank plc [1997] 73 P & CR 99, where the Court of Appeal held that fitted kitchen units and appliances were fixtures, as they were firmly fixed to the walls and intended to be permanent fittings (Duddington, 2019). The kitchen units and appliances are also similar to the items in D’Eyncourt v Gregory (1866) LR 3 Eq 382, where the Court of Chancery held that a marble structures even though they rested on their own weight were fixtures, as they were firmly fixed to the walls and intended to be permanent ornaments of the house.
In conclusion, Harrison is only entitled to remove the terracotta pots, the hot tub, and the tapestries from Primrose Cottage before completion. He is not entitled to remove the statue, the summerhouse, and the kitchen units and integrated appliances, as they are fixtures and belong to the transferee. The contract is silent on these items, but the legal test of fixtures and chattels applies. Harrison should have specified in the contract if he wanted to retain any of these items or reserve a right to sever them.
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