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Current issues in listed building regulation: Dill, 
“building” and curtilage



Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990



LBCAA 1990 s. 1(1)

“1.— Listing of buildings of special architectural or historic interest

(1) For the purposes of this Act and with a view to the guidance of local planning authorities 
in the performance of their functions under this Act and the principal Act in relation to 
buildings of special architectural or historic interest, the Secretary of State shall compile lists 
of such buildings, or approve, with or without modifications, such lists compiled by the 
Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (in this Act referred to as “the 
Commission”) or by other persons or bodies of persons, and may amend any list so 
compiled or approved”



LBCAA 1990 s. 1(3), (5)

“(3) In considering whether to include a building in a list compiled or approved under this section, 
the Secretary of State may take into account not only the building itself but also—

(a) any respect in which its exterior contributes to the architectural or historic interest of any 
group of buildings of which it forms part; and

(b) the desirability of preserving, on the ground of its architectural or historic interest, any 
feature of the building consisting of a manmade object or structure fixed to the building or 
forming part of the land and comprised within the curtilage of the building.”

“(5) In this Act “listed building” means a building which is for the time being included in a list 
compiled or approved by the Secretary of State under this section; and for the purposes of this 
Act—

(a) any object or structure fixed to the building;

(b) any object or structure within the curtilage of the building which, although not fixed to the 
building, forms part of the land and has done so since before 1st July 1948, shall, subject to 
subsection (5A)(a), be treated as part of the building.”



Dill and “building”



LBCAA 1990 s. 91(2)

• S. 91(2) provides that “building” shall have the same meaning as in s. 336(1) of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990

• S. 336(1) provides as follows:

– “‘Building’ includes any structure or erection, and any part of a building, as so 
defined, but does not include plant or machinery comprised within a 
building”.

• Cases on “building” in the planning context prior to Dill include Cardiff Rating 
Authority v Guest Keen Baldwin’s Iron and Steel Co Ltd [1949] 1 KB 385 (a rating 
case) applied in Barvis Ltd. v Secretary of State for the Environment (1971) 22 P. 
& C.R. 710 at 715-7 (Bridge J.) and Skerritts of Nottingham Limited v Secretary of 
State (No 2) [2000] JPL 2015 at 1031-4 (Schiemann LJ).



Dill v Secretary of State  

• Supreme Court judgment allowing the appeal [2020] UKSC 20, 20 May 2020

• Inspector refused to allow a challenge to the listing of a pair of large early 18th century 
ornamental lead urns (c.1700) on limestone piers (c. 1720) at Idlicote House, 
Warwickshire, as part of a LB enforcement appeal. The urns and the piers had been 
moved several times and at the time of listing in 1986 were not located on the property 
for which they had been made. The owner had removed and sold them at auction in 2009 
for £55,000 without knowing they were listed. The listing decision and paperwork on 
which it was based could not be found.

• Mr Dill did not use either of the non statutory routes for seeking to have the items 
delisted but appealed a LBEN and refusal of LBC and argued that the items were not 
“buildings”, lacked special interest and that in any event LBC should be granted. The 
inspector rejected his appeals, and Singh J. and Court of Appeal [2018] EWCA Civ 2619 
agreed with the Inspector







Dill v Secretary of State  

• The two issues for the Supreme Court were:

– Whether an inspector considering an appeal under section 20 or section 39 of the 
Listed Buildings Act can consider whether or not something on that list is a 
“building”;

– What criteria are relevant in determining whether an item appearing in its own 
right in the statutory list is a “building” for this purpose. 

• Supreme Court disagreed with the courts below in a unanimous judgment given by 
Lord Carnwath

• That judgment has significant implications in terms of both procedure and the 
approach to determining whether an item is a “building” that may be listed under s. 
1 LBCAA 1990



Dill: the ability to challenge listing (1)

• On a listed building enforcement notice appeal an applicant may 
challenge whether or not the item listed is a “building”. 

• The qualification of the item for listing as a “building” is an essential 
element of the definition of “listed building” in s. 1(5) LBA 1990. 

• S. 7 LBA 1990 will only be contravened in relation to a “listed building” 
which necessarily requires the item to be a “building”. Accordingly, the 
scope of an appeal under s. 39(1)(c), that is that the matters alleged to 
constitute a contravention of s. 9(1) do not constitute such a 
contravention, enables such an argument to be made (para. 25).



Dill: the ability to challenge listing (2)

• This also applies to a prosecution under s . 9 LBA 1990 (para. 24). 

• Application to any context appears possible where a listed building may 
be in issue e.g. as part of a planning application or appeal (see s. 66 
LBCAA).

• The NPPF guidance with regard to listed buildings especially at paras.193-
196 (where the designated heritage asset is a listed building) is also 
predicated on the duty in s. 66 and the validity of the listing of a building, 
applying Lord Carnwath’s logic (see Sales LJ in Jones v Mordue [2016] 1 
WLE 2682 at [28]).



Dill: the ability to challenge listing (3)

• Current procedures do not make any provision as to what should happen 
if listing is challenged e.g. on a LBEN appeal of a planning appeal or the 
consequences of a determination that the item in question is not a 
“building” (regardless of its historic or architectural significance). 

• Is the decision prospective only?

• Does this impose a duty on the SoS under s. 1(1) immediately to review 
the list and to remove the item from it, or to undertake a separate 
assessment in the light of the decision? Will it require Historic England to 
participate in all such cases?

• What if a LPA purports to question the listing in the court of determining 
an application? 



Current listing and de-listing guidance

• See DCMS Principles of Selection for Listed Buildings (2018)

• Historic England’s guidance Removing a Building from the List (2019) –

– “If a building is considered by the Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport 
to be of special architectural or historic interest it will be included on a list of such 
buildings. The List is maintained by Historic England. This guidance provides an overview 
of the application process for removing a building from the List, also known as de-listing. 
It should be noted that an application for de-listing is a separate process from the 
review of listing decisions, which is a challenge to the validity of a recent listing 
decision…

– … The statutory criteria for a building being included on the List are that it holds special 
architectural or historic interest. The Secretary of State will remove a building from the 
List only if it no longer meets these criteria.”

• Unsurprisingly, the guidance does not take account of the new procedural landscape 
created by Dill



Dill: the meaning of “building”(1)

• Lord Carnwath appeared sceptical of the listing of what he described (as he did 
in argument) as “vases” but (contrary to some reports of the case) did not reach 
a concluded view which was a matter for later  assessment

• These “vases” with their (listed) plinths were both 9 feet high (274 cms), lead 
and limestone, and dated from the early 18th century when they had been 
installed in Wrest Park, Bedfordshire

• Mr Dill noted in his evidence -

– When they were taken from Idlicote House the finials and the top of the piers 
were lifted together and then the remaining part of each pier lifted. The 
items were lifted onto a Hiab lorry by its crane…” (w/s of Mr Dill)



Dill: the meaning of “building”(2)

• He held

– As to the approach to “buildings”, there is an important distinction between 
items which are listed in their own right as “listed buildings” and items which 
derive protection from the extended definition in section 1(5) LBA 1990 which 
catches fixtures and curtilage structures (paras 34-44).

– In relation to items listed in their own right, the three tests from Skerritts of 
Nottingham Ltd (No. 2) [2000] JPL 1025, para. 39 are relevant. See also Bridge J. 
in Barvis (1971) 22 P & CR 710, 716-7

– This involves considering size, permanence and degree of physical attachment. 
This requires an evaluative judgment in a reasonably flexible way reflecting the 
facts of the individual case (paras 45 – 56).



Dill: the meaning of “building”(3)

“50. Skerritts itself is of importance, both because it was the first time that the issue was 
considered at Court of Appeal level, and also because the three-fold test derived from the 
Cardiff case was treated as of general application in the planning context. It is also useful 
as an illustration of how the planning inspector was able to treat those tests as workable 
guidance in a very different factual situation from that considered in the earlier cases. In 
the definition of “building”, Parliament has used the general concepts of “erection” and 
“structure”, rather than more precise and specific terms, and these are applicable across a 
very wide range of cases. Therefore, the application of the definition requires an 
evaluative judgment to be made. The Court of Appeal confirmed that where the relevant 
decision-maker, in that case the inspector, directs himself by reference to Barvis and the 
guidance in the Cardiff case and arrives at a rationally defensible conclusion, his decision 
on the application of the statutory definition will be upheld as lawful.”



Dill: the meaning of “building”(4)

“52. … It is notable that in both Barvis and Skerritts there was a clear move away from 
real property analogies. That seems to me correct. As has been seen, real property 
concepts are relevant to the extended definition, but there is nothing to import them 
into the basic definition of building. Skerritts provides clear authority at Court of Appeal 
level for the three-fold test, albeit imprecise, of size, permanence and degree of physical 
attachment. No preferable alternative has been suggested in this court. Given that the 
same definition of “building” is adopted in the Listed Building Act, it is difficult to see any 
reason in principle why the same test should not apply. On the other hand, 
notwithstanding the apparent width of the statutory definition, the mere fact that 
something had been “erected” on land was not sufficient to make it a building.”



Dill: the meaning of “building”(5)

– “52… Skerritts is a good illustration of the practical application of the relevant tests, 
and in particular of the importance of the method of erection (“a sizable and 
protracted event … It is assembled on site, not delivered ready made”). In addition 
to the fact that installation occurred by erection, the degree of permanence of the 
location of the item on the site was significant.

– 53. In the listed building context that need for something akin to a building 
operation when the structure is installed can be seen as the counterpart to the 
reference to “works for the demolition” as the relevant contravening act under 
section 7 of the Listed Buildings Act, which clearly envisages some form of 
dismantling (ie “pulling down or taking to pieces” in the words of Jenkins J in the 
Cardiff case) when the item is removed from the site.”

• These considerations have potentially wide implications for the ability to list items of a 
decorative or commemorative nature which have simply been placed on land as does 
what Lord Carnwath added at [54] -



Dill: the meaning of “building”(6)

“54. It is also important to keep in mind the purpose of listed building control, which is to 
identify and protect buildings of special architectural or historic interest. It is not enough that 
an object may be of special artistic or historic interest in itself; the special interest must be 
linked to its status as a building. That is implicit in the reference to “architectural” interest. 
But it is relevant in my view also to the concept of historic interest. The historic interest must 
be found not merely in the object as such, but in its “erection” in a particular place.”

• These are not necessarily issues which take centre stage in the HE listing guidance e.g. for 
Commemorative Structure (2017) or Garden and Park Structures (2017), or Street Furniture 
(2017), although many items considered in those documents will be likely to qualify under 
Lord Carnwath’s application of the Skerritts test

• Implications for items (such as those in Dill) moved from their original location prior to 
listing?



Guidance - Commemorative Structures

Commemorative Structures Listing Selection Guide 
(Dec 2017)

“This guide looks at outdoor commemorative monuments, 
here taken to include public statues and memorials, 
funerary monuments in churchyards and cemeteries, and 
war memorials. They include some of our finest works of 
public art and, taken together, they are our history made 
manifest. Monuments and memorials play a special part in 
the public realm and are always deserving of respect and 
care.”

• Many examples of listed statuary, tombs, tombstones 
and pubic monuments (such as war memorials)



Guidance - Garden and Park Structures

Garden and Park Structures Listing Selection Guide 
(Dec 2017)

“This selection guide is devoted to individual built 
structures found in gardens and parks, rather than the 
designed landscapes themselves... All designed landscapes 
are likely to contain buildings and other hard landscaping 
features such as balustraded terraces that will often make a 
positive contribution to the overall character of the place. 
This selection guide helps identify which structures meet 
the test of special interest for listing..”



Guidance – Street Furniture

Street Furniture Listing Selection Guide (Dec 2017)

“Our streetscapes are greatly enriched by historic street furniture, 
which ranges from milestones to lamp posts, boundary walls to horse 
troughs, bollards to drinking fountains. But while roads are among the 
oldest features of the historic environment, their level of use makes 
their associated street furniture vulnerable to replacement, damaging 
change or removal. Its sheer ubiquity makes it sometimes overlooked 
and at risk of loss, especially items that are functionally redundant. 
Some features, such as drinking troughs, relics of horse-based 
transportation, or early gas lighting and overhead tram poles, which 
illustrate technology that once transformed everyday existence, can be 
quite modest. Others, such as the many drinking fountains erected 
from the 1860s onward, possess considerable intrinsic design quality. 
Humble as some structures might seem, their contribution to the 
public realm is often considerable ...”



Listed building examples (1)



Listed building examples (2)



Listed building examples (3)



Listed building examples (4)



Listed building examples (5)







Hampshire CC and curtilage

Guy Williams



What’s new

• The divergence within the meaning of “curtilage” as between its “ordinary” 
meaning and that specific to the listed building context (Hampshire CC v Secretary 
of State [2020] EWHC 959 (Admin)).

• Clarification of the approach to be taken in planning v listed building cases, and the 
role of statutory context (Challenge Fencing Ltd; Hampshire) 

• The meaning in the listed building context will now sit alongside Dill in potentially 
conferring protection on items that should not be listed in their own right but may 
count as ancillary structures or objects forming part of the land within the curtilage 
of the listed building. 



Broad or Narrow

• In Hampshire Holgate J. identifies two potential approaches to the identification of 
curtilage. At a high level of analysis:

• Narrower: whether the land (claimed as curtilage) is so intimately associated with a 
building that it forms part and parcel of the building [87];

• Broader: whether the land (claimed as curtilage) is associated with a building in such 
a way that the land and building comprise part and parcel of the same entity, a 
single unit, or an integral whole [15, 86]. 



Curtilage – Roadmap

• General law

– Methuen-Campbell v Walters [1979] QB 525 

– Dyer v Dorset CC [1989] QB 346

• S. 1(3) and (5) LBCAA 

– More flexible approach in listed building cases

• Attorney General ex rel Sutcliffe v Calderdale MBC (1983) 46 P & CR 399 

• Debenhams Plc v Westminster City Council [1987] AC 396 

• Skerritts of Nottingham Ltd (No. 1) v Secretary of State [2001] QB 59 

• Edgerton v. Taunton Deane DC [2008] EWHC 2752 (Admin) 

• Rationalisation in Hampshire CC v Secretary of State [2020] EWHC 959 (Admin)



Curtilage: Ordinary meaning.

• Earlier cases such as Methuen-Campbell v Waters (1979) and Dyer v Dorset CC (1989) 
emphasised that “curtilage” was an essentially small area intimately associated with the 
building(s) with which it was associated although it turns to some degree on the scale of 
the buildings in question.

• Lord Donaldson MR in Dyer at p. 357 –

– “”Curtilage” seems always to involve some small and necessary extension to that to 
which the word is attached.”

• Robert Walker LJ in Skerritts (No. 1) moved away from the notion of “smallness” –
although physical layout is relevant as is relative size of the building and the land (see 
Challenge at 18).

• Robert Walker also saw the interpretation as being in a dispropriatory context (though see 
Holgate J. in Hampshire CC – effectively he considers this the neutral interpretation)



Basis for the narrow approach

• Buckley LJ in Methuen-Campbell pp. 543-544 –

– “In my judgment, for one corporeal hereditament to fall within the curtilage of another, the former 
must be so intimately associated with the latter as to lead to the conclusion that the former in 
truth forms part and parcel of the latter. …. This may extend to ancillary buildings, structures or 
areas such as outhouses, a garage, a driveway, a garden and so forth. How far it is appropriate to 
regard this identity as parts of one messuage or parcel of land as extending must depend on the 
character and the circumstances of the items under consideration. … they constitute an integral 
whole. ..."

• Nourse LJ In Dyer p. 358

– “The authorities which were cited to us demonstrate that an area of land cannot properly be 
described as a curtilage unless it forms part and parcel of the house or building which it contains or 
to which it is attached. … While making every allowance for the fact that the size of a curtilage may 
vary somewhat with the size of the house or building, I am in no doubt that the 100 acre park on 
the edge of which Mr. Dyer's house now stands cannot possibly be said to form part and parcel of 
Kingston Maurward House…”



Curtilage: LB authorities

• A particular approach was taken to LB curtilages in 3 key cases:

– A-G ex rel Sutcliffe v Calderdale MBC (1983) 46 P & CR 399 (not cited in Dyer)

– Debenhams Plc v Westminster City Council [1987] AC 396

– Skerritts of Nottingham Ltd v Secretary of State [2001] QB 59. 

• Calderdale – there was a terrace of cottages, a mill and a “bridge” linking those two 
structures. A conveyance transferred the terrace to D’s predecessors but retained the mill 
and bridge. Following the listing of the mill, issue whether LBC required to demolish the 
terrace. Stephenson LJ set out the approach to curtilage in context of LB legislation agreeing 
that there were essentially 3 factors to consider 

– (1) the physical “layout” of the listed building and the structure

– (2) their ownership, past and present

– (3) their use or function, past and present. 



Curtilage: Calderdale

• The context of the LB provisions was critical to Stephenson LJ’s analysis (p. 405):

– “…I would approach section 54(9) [s. 1(5)], its construction and application, and both its 
limbs with the obvious reflection that the preservation of a building of architectural or 
historic interest cannot be considered or decided, either by the Secretary of State or by 
those specialists he is required by section 54(3) to consult, in isolation. The building has 
to be considered in its setting, … as well as with any features of special architectural or 
historic interest which it possesses. The setting of a building may consist of much more 
than man-made objects or structures, but there may be objects or structures which 
would not naturally or certainly be regarded as part of a building or features of it, but 
which nevertheless are so closely related to it that they enhance it aesthetically and their 
removal would adversely affect it. Such objects or structures may or may not be 
intrinsically of architectural or historic interest, or worth preserving but for their effect on 
a building which is of such interest.



Curtilage: Calderdale

• Skinner J. (at first instance) had asked himself: “from a planning rather than a strict conveyancing 
viewpoint, whether the buildings within the alleged curtilage form a  single residential or 
industrial unit and, in this instance, whether the mill and terrace form part of the integral whole”. 

• The Court of Appeal effectively endorsed that test – to be addressed considering the three factors 
identified. Stephenson LJ referred to Buckley LJ’s test, noting:

– “Buckley LJ does not refer to Skinner J’s “single unit” but he does refer to his “integral whole”. 

– And he is of course dealing with a house and premises in common ownership.

- Stephenson LJ concluded:

“I have found this question difficult to answer, but I have ultimately come to the conclusion, 
not without doubt, that the terrace has not been taken out of the curtilage by the changes 
which have taken place and remains so closely related physically or geographically to the mill 
as to constitute with it a single unit and to be comprised within its curtilage in the sense that 
those words are used in this subsection.”



Curtilage: Debenhams & Skerritts

• In Debenhams Plc Lord Keith at p. 403 held that s. 1(5) implied an ancillary relationship
to the listed building –

– ”All these considerations, and the general tenor of the second sentence of [s. 1(5)] 
satisfy me that the word 'structure' is intended to convey a limitation to such 
structures as are ancillary to the listed building itself, for example the stable block of 
a mansion house, or the steading of a farmhouse, either fixed to the main building 
or within its curtilage. In my opinion the concept envisaged is that of principal and 
accessory. It does not follow that I would overrule the decision in the Calderdale
case, though I would not accept the width of the reasoning of Stephenson LJ. There 
was, in my opinion, room for the view that the terrace of cottages was ancillary to 
the mill.”

• Criticisms of Calderdale were also directed at the question of structures fixed to a 
building – see Debenhams pp. 402-3. See Holgate J in Hampshire CC at [104] 



Curtilage: Skerritts
In Skerritts (No. 1) the CA applied the 3 factor approach in Calderdale to find 
a stable block some 200m from the GII* hotel “Grimsdyke” but which had 
been designed by the same architect to fall within the hotel’s curtilage. 
Robert Walker LJ distinguished Dyer (and to an extent Methuen-Campbell) on 
the basis it was dealing with “dispropriatory” legislation. He did not put 
forward an alternative formulation. 

In addition he did not find the “notion of smallness” helpful. However, he did 
consider physical layout to be relevant:

– …. the curtilage of a substantial listed building is likely to extend to 
what are or have been, in terms of ownership and function, ancillary 
buildings. … physical "layout" comes into the matter as well. In the 
nature of things the curtilage within which a mansion's satellite 
buildings are found is bound to be relatively limited. But the concept 
of smallness is in this context so completely relative as to be almost 
meaningless, and unhelpful as a criterion”



Curtilage: recent cases

• Challenge Fencing Ltd v Secretary of State [2019] EWHC 553 (Admin)

• Hampshire CC v Secretary of State which drew some clear distinction between LB and 
other cases

• In Challenge (which was an industrial pd case – ie planning legislation =ordinary meaning) 
Lieven J summarised at [18] six principles applicable from both the Dyer line of authorities 
and the LB line of cases having first noted at [10] –

– “There is extensive caselaw on the legal approach to the decision as to what is the 
curtilage of a building. Most if not all of this caselaw concerns the curtilage of listed 
buildings, and to the degree that slightly varied considerations may be in play when 
considering the curtilage of an industrial building for the purposes of the GPDO..”

• Need to read Challenge Fencing at [18] in the light of Hampshire CC



Curtilage: recent cases (2)

• In Hampshire, Holgate J. took a careful analytical approach to an application to deregister 
c. 46 ha of common land which an Inspector had found to fall within the curtilage of an 
airport terminal building given their functional relationship, drawing a clear distinction 
between LB cases and the general approach in Dyer/MC.

• The real value of Hampshire is in analysing the caselaw by statutory purpose and whether 
that supported a broader or an ordinary meaning.

• Holgate J. did not agree wholly with Robert Walker LJ in Skerritts in that he held 

– the earlier cases did not treat the dispropriatory nature of the legislation as significant 
in their consideration of curtilage - [90]-[91], [97] – ie those case give ordinary meaning

• Considered the specific statutory context of para. 6 of Sched. 2 to the Commons Act 2006 
at [71] – which also warranted an ordinary meaning



Curtilage: recent cases (3)

• Note, though obiter, Holgate J.’s observation at [107] –

– “… the extended definition of "listed building” only brings "structures" or "objects" 
within the scope of the listing, not, for example, a garden or open land. In other words, 
s. 1(5) does not treat every aspect of the curtilage of a listed building as falling within 
that definition. Consequently, the controls in ss. 7 to 9 do not apply to any item of work 
carried out anywhere within the curtilage of a listed building (notwithstanding s. 66(1)). 
Those controls are specifically targeted at works to a listed building, or other qualifying 
structures or objects, because of their effect on the special architectural or historic 
interest of that building.”

• Similar comments are made in Dill at para. 33. 

• He considered at [121]-[123] that Challenge should be read “as a whole”, though Lieven J. 
referred to the LB cases, and this should be done consistently with Methuen-Campbell and 
Dyer including in planning cases and noted at [121] that Lieven J at [14] specifically applied 
the “part and parcel” approach in M-C



Curtilage: recent cases (4)

• Grouping the authorities in this way identifies:

– The ordinary meaning is the narrower one explained in Methuen-Campbell;

– The “ancillary” requirement referred to in Debenhams concerned “structures” and was 
specific to LB legislation and not relevant to “curtilage” generally, although the ancillary 
nature of the land to the building may be relevant - [103]

– The broader meaning derives solely from Calderdale – where it was justified by the 
purpose of the legislation (106-108, and 125):

“125: The wider approach to curtilage in Calderdale is justified for listed building 
control, which is concerned to bring within its ambit structures or objects which are 
closely related to the building which has been listed such that their removal or 
alteration could adversely affect its interest."



Curtilage: recent cases (5)

• Holgate J concluded that the Inspector had erred, essentially:

– (1) In applying the broad approach rather than the ordinary/narrower approach outside the 
listed building context (138);

– (2) The Inspector applied the "relative size" criterion by considering the purpose to which the 
land and the building were both put. The true question is whether the land qualified as the 
"curtilage of the building" and thus the focus should have been on the size of the land relative to 
that of the building (145);

– (3)Taking the broad approach, and so asking whether the building and claimed curtilage land 
formed a single unit with "functional equivalence", or in effect were used for the same overall 
purpose, other factors which have until now been treated as relevant considerations would have 
a much reduced, or even possibly no, significance. It would not matter whether the land serves 
any ancillary function. Equivalence of function, or being "mutually supportive”, would suffice.

– Calderdale does not apply to development control under planning legislation, for example the 
exemption from development control of the use of the curtilage of a dwelling-house for 
incidental purposes ( s. 55(2)(e) of TCPA 1990 ) or the ambit of permitted development rights.



Future?

• Holgate J. granted permission to appeal in Hampshire CC

• On basis of current law:

– (a) Dill has enabled greater scope for challenge of listed building protection, and 
firmer criteria for assessment of whether a “building”;

– (b) This may cause greater focus on whether garden objects and statuary are 
protected under the extended definition as objects or structures;

– (c) Hampshire confirms that the broader approach to the definition of curtilage in 
LB legislation should apply;

– (d) But it has highlighted a divergence in meaning of the same term as used in the 
related LB legislation and planning legislation based largely on Calderdale which has 
already come in for judicial criticism. 



Q&A

We will now answer as many questions as possible.

Please feel free to continue sending any questions you may have via the 
chat function which can be found along the top or bottom of your screen.



Thank you for listening
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