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Suggested Pre-Reading (Time Estimate: 2 hours of judicial time)
- The Claimant’s chronology
- 19 July 2024: Order of Ritchie J (“2024 Order™) [5-15]
- The note of the hearing before Ritchie J [242-255]

- 18 July 2025: Order of Duncan Atkinson KC (Sitting as Deputy High Court Judge)
(“2025 Order”) [16-29]

- Judgment of Duncan Atkinson KC [2025] EWHC 2228 (KB) (“the 2025 Judgment”)
[446-458]

- 19 July 2026: Robertson WS#3 [468-491]
- 10 July 2026: Culot WS#1 [655-661]
- The draft order [464-467]

Introduction

1. C owns and operates Gatwick airport (“the Airport”). In July 2024, C obtained an
injunction, provoked by a threatened campaign of disruptive protest at airports in the UK
by Just Stop Oil (“JSO”).



5.

On 18 July 2025, Duncan Atkinson KC (sitting as a Deputy Judge of the High Court)
carried out the first annual review of the injunction and determined that it should continue
in force. This hearing has been listed as the second annual review.

As explained by the Supreme Court in Wolverhampton CC and others v. London Gypsies
and Travellers and others [2023] UKSC 47; [2024] 1 AC 983 [AB/77], the purpose of a
review is that it:

“225. ...will give all parties an opportunity to make full and complete disclosure to the

court, supported by appropriate evidence, as to how effective the order has been; whether

any reasons or grounds for its discharge have emerged; whether there is any proper

justification for its continuance; and whether and on what basis a further order ought to be
made.”

That formulation assumes a “contested” review in which at least one person comes
forward with objections to the order, or to aspects of the order. In practice, in the case of
an un-contested review, the Courts have held that the primary focus for the Court on
review is not to revisit the merits of the case as if de novo but, rather, to assimilate the
matter sufficiently to take an informed view about whether the injunction has outlasted
the compelling need which led to its being made in the first place, in view of any changed
circumstances. That is really the only — and certainly the best — practical / proportionate
way of dealing with these matters. For a convenient recent judicial summary of the
appropriate approach, see Valero Energy Limited v. PU (2026 review) [2026] EWHC 397
(KB) at 995—13 [AB/85-87].

C seeks an order that the injunction remain in full force.

Notice of this hearing

6.

In accordance with the process set out in the 2024 Order, C has carried out the following
steps to notify Ds of the application, the evidence and the hearing:

(1) C uploaded the application for continuation of the injunction, the draft order,
evidence and the notice of hearing to the dedicated website on 24 June 2026 [656
at 96].

(2) C’s solicitors sent emails to the email addresses identified in the 2024 Order [12],
as well as email addresses for other organisations who have emerged promoting
direct action, namely Take Back Power (whose involvement is explained more
fully below); Fossil Free London and Youth Demand [657 at §910-11; 673-680].
The emails identified that an application had been made and that the relevant
documents could be found on the dedicated website.

3) Between 24 June — 3 July 2026, notices were affixed at the locations shown
marked with blue circles and red squares on the plan at [665], which identify the
date and location of the hearing and explain where copies of the relevant



documents can be found [658 at q15].

C has also sent a “Gatwick Airport Directive” to those entities which operate at the
airport. This indicates that the application has been made and the date of the hearing and
identifies where documents can be found [658-659 at §916-17]. As at 10 July 2026, no
responses had been received.

Ds’ Convention right to freedom of expression is engaged. Further, Ds are (by definition)
neither present nor represented. Therefore, it might be said that by virtue of s.12 of the
Human Rights Act 1998 (“HRA 1998”), before making the order, the Court must be
satisfied either that (1) C has taken all practicable steps to notify the respondents, or that
(i1) there are compelling reasons why the respondents should not be notified. The steps
taken by C are “all practicable steps” which might have been taken to notify the
respondents.

The original threat and events up to the first review

9.

10.

The background to these claims is explained in the note of the hearing before Ritchie J
and the 2025 Judgment, as well as Ritchie J’s judgment in the case of Leeds Bradford
Airport Limited v. Persons Unknown [2024] EWHC 2274 (KB) [AB/118]:

(1) JSO appeared to have been planning a campaign of disruptive protest during the
summer related to the environment and opposing fossil fuels at airports since at
least 9 March 2024 [989 - 90 of the note of hearing before Ritchie J [251]; 93 of
the 2025 Judgment [447]; 94 of Leeds Bradford Airport v. PU [AB/119-120]].

(2) On 2 June 2024, protestors affiliated with Extinction Rebellion (“XR”) carried
out a protest at Farnborough airport [91 of the note of the hearing before Ritchie
J[251]; 95 of Leeds Bradford Airport v. PU [AB/120]].

3) By an email dated 6 June 2024, JSO emailed its members stating that the summer
action at airports was coordinated internationally across Europe, taking the fight
to airports [45 of Leeds Bradford Airport v. PU [AB/120]].

4) On 20 June 2024, direct action by two JSO protestors occurred at Stansted
Airport, in which they spray painted a private jet [93 of the note of the hearing
before Ritchie J [251]; 95 of Leeds Bradford Airport v. PU [AB/120]].

&) On 25 June 2024 protestors were apprehended at Gatwick Airport with bandages
in their bags []993 and 105 of the note of the hearing before Ritchie J [251]; 423
of Leeds Bradford Airport v. PU [AB/125]].

On 19 July 2024, Ritchie J granted an injunction in respect of the Airport [5-15]. That
order prohibited Ds from entering, occupying or remaining on the Airport for the purpose
of protesting about fossil fuels or the environment without C’s consent. It was granted



11.

12.

with immediate effect and until varied, discharged or extended by further order and
subject to periodic review on application at intervals not exceeding 12 months.

In addition to Gatwick (which is the only airport to which this review relates) twelve
other airports have obtained the Court’s protection by way of injunctions substantially to
the like effect: London City Airport, granted by Knowles J on 20 June 2024; Manchester,
Stansted and East Midlands Airports, granted on 5 July 2024 by HHJ Coe KC; Heathrow
Airport, granted by Knowles J on 10 July 2024; Leeds Bradford, Luton and Newcastle
Airports, granted by Ritchie J on 18 July 2024; Birmingham, Bristol and Liverpool
Airports, granted by Jacobs J on 6 August 2024; and Southend Airport granted by Farbey
J on 14 August 2024 [473 at q18].

Relevant events which occurred after some or all of those orders were made included:

(1) On 24 July 2024, ten JSO activists were arrested at Heathrow Airport, seemingly
equipped to cut through fences / affix themselves to parts of the land or aircraft.
Nine of those individuals were later found guilty by a jury of conspiracy to cause
a public nuisance, receiving sentences ranging from prison terms of 15 months to
suspended sentences: 422 of 2025 Judgment [452]; §18a of Mr Robertson’s first
statement dated 4 July 2025 [281].

(2) On 27 July 2024, a protest which was due to occur at London City Airport was
relocated to the Department of Transport: 422 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 18b
of Mr Robertson’s first statement dated 4 July 2025 [281].

3) On 29 July 2024, eight JSO activists were arrested at Gatwick Airport on
suspicion of interfering with public infrastructure: 422 of the 2025 Judgment
[452]; 918c of Mr Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [281].

4) On 30 July 2024, two JSO activists were arrested at Heathrow Airport after
spraying orange paint around Terminal 5’s check-in areas and on the departure
boards: 918d of Mr Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [281].

(%) On 31 July 2024, a protest by JSO and Fossil Free London was held at the
Docklands Light Railway Station at London City Airport, being an area excluded
from the scope of the injunction: 422 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; §18e of Mr
Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [282].

(6) On 1 August 2024, seven JSO activists were arrested after they blocked access to
departure gates at Heathrow Airport: 422 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; §18f of Mr
Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [282].

7 On 5 August 2024, five JSO activists were arrested on their way to Manchester
Airport, with bolt cutters, angle grinders, glue and sand. Four of them were
subsequently found guilty of conspiracy to commit a public nuisance and



(8)

)

(10)

(11)

(12)

sentenced to terms in prison: 422 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 418g of Mr
Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [282].

On 17 February 2025, XR held a demonstration at Inverness Airport against
climate change: 922 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 918h of Mr Robertson’s
statement dated 4 July 2025 [282].

On 27 March 2025, JSO made an announcement which appeared to give the
impression that it was withdrawing from mounting protests by direct action: 423
of the 2025 Judgment [453].

On 18 May 2025, GB News reported that JSO was considering a dramatic U-turn
and, on 21 May 2025, JSO emailed its subscribers with the comment “GB News
was right for once. We are ‘plotting a comeback’: 25 of the 2025 Judgment
[453].

On 21 May 2025, London City Airport received intelligence that a protest
planned to take place at Heathrow Airport had been relocated because of the
injunction obtained by the airport and “to remove an injunction now would open
up to further protests™: 426 of the 2025 Judgment [453].

JSO was advertising training programmes teaching those attending the theory and
practice for “the non-violent democratic revolution that is coming” and was
taking donations for a “new campaign that is in the works”: 427 of the 2025
Judgment [454].

13. On 18 July 2025, Duncan Atkinson KC heard the first annual review of the injunction

granted by the 2024 Order. He determined that there had been no material change in

circumstances that removed or seriously diminished the rationale for the injunction and
that it should continue in force: §930-37 of the 2025 Judgment [454-456].

14. The orders made in respect of the twelve other airports were also continued following the
Court’s first annual review on 24 June 2025, 23 July 2025, and 22 October 2025: 19
[473-474].

Service of the 2025 Order

15. The 2025 Order was served in the following manner:
(1) On 23 July 2025, it was uploaded to the Airport’s dedicated website, available for
viewing on the following day [471 at §14a].
(2) On 25 July 2025, C’s solicitors sent an email with the 2025 Order to the email
addresses listed in Schedule 3 of the 2024 Order [471 at §14b].
3) On 12 August 2025, C affixed notices around the 14km perimeter fence at the



16.

Airport at the locations with the red squares on the plan [471 at §14ci; 546].

(4) On 16 August 2025, C affixed notices inside both terminals at the Airport on the
locations with the blue circles on the plan [471 at §[14ci; 546]. The notices affixed
on 16 August 2025 were paper notices, while permanent notices were being
produced. Those permanent signs were latterly affixed on 24 November 2025 at
which point C checked to ensure that all 2024 notices had been removed [472 at
914diii-v].

C complied with the directions for service set out in 44 of the 2024 Order [7], being the
means by which C was to serve the 2025 Order [17 at §2].

Events since 18 July 2025

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

A description of the relevant events since the injunctions were granted is set out in C’s
chronology and in the evidence. Among them are these noteworthy matters:

On 18 September 2025, two JSO protestors who had spray painted private jets at Stansted
Airport in June 2024 were found guilty of criminal damage at Chelmsford Crown Court
and received suspended custodial sentences: §34a [478; 558; 570].

On 21 September 2025, development consent was granted to C for its “Northern Runway
Project”, which permitted C to bring the existing northern runway into use alongside the
main runway [475 at 924, 561]. That consent generated a lot of interest, in particular
because of the perceived environmental harm caused by the increased flights departing
from the Airport in light of the increased capacity due to the second runway [475 at €25].
For example, XR protested against the northern runway in February 2024 due to carbon

emissions.

On 20 October 2025, JSO produced a press release in relation to a review by Eyre J of an
injunction granted to Shell. In that press release, JSO stated [481 at §40; 566]:
“...Shell’s lawyers are right. For as long as the UK government continues to allow the
extraction of fossil fuels and the export of weapons to genocidal states like Israel and treats

its own citizens of conscience like criminals and terrorists, there will be resistance. For as
long as climate criminals like Shell are allowed to hide behind private laws instead of facing
justice in the International Criminal Court, there will be resistance. Just Stop Oil may have

ended but our supporters will continue to tell the truth in court and challenge the UK’s
oppressive anti-protest laws.”

On 3 December 2025, three protestors affiliated with Take Back Power deposited a large
pile of manure underneath a Christmas tree at the Ritz in London [483 at 448].

On 6 December 2025, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power were arrested and
charged with criminal damage after throwing desserts at the Crown Jewels [483 at €47].

On 20 January 2026, XR protestors staged a protest outside the Macquarie Group
Headquarters to protest against the expansion of Farnborough Airport. Two activists



24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

occupied the entrance to the building unfurling a banner that called for a ban on private
jets and urged for ties to be severed with fossil fuels: 433 [478; 578].

A judicial review was brought against the Secretary of State’s decision to grant
development consent for the “Northern Runway Project”. This was heard in January 2026
and dismissed on 23 June 2026 [476 at 426; 659 at §19]. Permission to appeal to the
Court of Appeal has been sought, with an oral permission hearing listed within the
window 27-29 July 2026.

On 6 February 2026, two protestors affiliated with Take Back Power “locked on™ at
Carriage Gate at the Houses of Parliament. Subsequent publicity by the activist group
stated “It is absurd that we live in a country where 156 billionaires hoard wealth,
splashing out on private jets” [483-484 at q[48].

On 5 March and 1 May 2026, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power took various
items of produce from supermarkets without paying for them [484 at €[48].

On 27 April 2026, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power covered a painting at
Sotheby’s auction house with a picture of Nigel Farage’s face [484 at q48].

On 30 April 2026, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power occupied a Ferrari
dealership and protested at the Burlington Arcade and Harrods [484 at §[48].

On 30 April 2026, the Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre, which is the body responsible for
setting the terrorism threat level for the UK, raised the terrorism threat level from
“substantial” to “severe”, meaning an attack is “highly likely in the next 6 months”. The
specific increased threat level is in crowded public areas, as opposed to aviation [478 at

311

On 14 May 2026, the two individuals affiliated with JSO who carried out the incident at
Heathrow Airport in July 2024 were found guilty of criminal damage [479 at §34b].

In June 2026, the five JSO protestors who planned to enter onto Heathrow Airport
between March and July 2024 to glue themselves to taxiways or runways had their
convictions upheld by the Court of Appeal [479 at §34c].

On 30 June 2026, Soole J continued the injunctions made in respect of London City
Airport, Manchester Airport, Stansted Airport, East Midlands Airport, Leeds Bradford
Airport, Luton Airport, Newcastle Airport, Birmingham Airport, Bristol Airport and
Liverpool Airport [660 at 922, items 1, 2, 4, and 6].

On 2 July 2026, Soole J continued the injunction made in respect of Southend Airport
[660 at 922, item 7].

! Although the date in the table is 2 July, that is a typing error and it should read 30 June 2026 [e.g., 688].



34.

On 9 July 2026, the second annual review of the injunction made in respect of Heathrow
Airport was heard. No order is available on the airport’s website as yet, although a case
digest on Westlaw indicates that the injunction was continued by Soole J also [AB/132-
133].

The appropriate test for review

35.

Please see 93 — 4 above.

Submissions: introduction

36.

Overall, C’s position is that the circumstances which justified making the order in July
2024 have not materially changed in a way that casts doubt on whether there continues
to be a compelling need for the relief. There are no legal or factual developments or
changes which necessitate the Court going behind the findings by Ritchie J or Duncan
Atkinson KC.

(1) The basis for the orders

37.

The original threats leading to the orders are set out at 9 above.

(2) Circumstances since the grant of the order

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

This is addressed generally in 417 — 34 above.

There is no evidence of any incidents of direct action carried out by persons connected
with JSO, since JSO’s announcement in 2025.

We make two points about that:

First, JSO does not appear to have entirely disappeared [481-482]. What appears to have
happened is that activists historically connected with JSO have now started to protest
under a different banner known as “Take Back Power”: §940-42 [481-482; 629-630].
Protestors protesting under the banner of Take Back Power have been routinely engaged
in direct action since around December 2025 and, as an organisation, Take Back Power
is avowedly committed to this as a means of achieving its aims: 9444-45 [482-483; 633;
637]. So far, no airports have been targeted by Take Back Power protestors.

Secondly, the injunction obtained by the Airport was not exclusively directed at JSO. The
apparent quietening down of JSO activity does not correspond with the end of direct
action by other protest groups [483-488 at §948-68]. In addition to Take Back Power,
XR and Fossil Free London have repeatedly carried out protests by direct action since the
2025 review hearing [485-487].

(3) Compelling need for the orders

43.

The evidence broadly indicates the following:



44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

(1) There has been no direct action at any major airports in the United Kingdom since
the 2025 Order: 433 [478].

(2) There has, in contrast, been direct action at other locations in that period: §948;
55, 60; 65 [483-486; 487-488].

As against C, it might be said that the evidence in paragraphs 43(1) and 43(2) above
indicates that the injunctions have outlasted the compelling need which led to their initial
imposition: airports have stopped being the focal point for activists’ attentions, as they
have turned their sights on other targets as demonstrated by the evidence summarised in
paragraph 43(2) above.

However, C says that this would be a misinterpretation of the evidence. What the
evidence suggests overall are two strong indications that the threat remains and that C’s
concern about the resumption of further incidents at the Airport is not misplaced:

First, the campaigners continue to maintain their strength of feeling about fossil fuels
and/or climate change and continue to be prepared to engage in disruptive protest in order
to draw attention to their causes and bring about their objectives [481 at Y40; 485 at §54;
486 at 959]. The focus of certain campaigners seemingly now includes wealth inequality
[482-483 at 9944-45]; but, they have demonstrated that they continue to be prepared to
use the same tactics and that climate change remains on the agenda.

Secondly, the other analysis of paragraph 43(2) above is that the injunctions have proved
to be an effective deterrent and that protestors are prepared to ‘take their chances’ with
the Criminal Courts but not where sites are protected by injunctions: 435 [479-480].

Indeed, C is concerned that, in removing the protection afforded by the injunction, the
Airport would become a target for such activity — especially given it appears all of the 12
other major UK airports continue to have injunctions which protect them, leaving only it
unprotected. As the second largest UK airport, the Airport is an obvious target. That is
amplified by the failed judicial review challenge against the northern runway and the
recent publicity arising out of it [659 at §20; 683]. C’s concerns are augmented by the
police’s view that the “injunction is a useful and necessary tool to support [the police’s]
ability to keep the airport safe and operational” in circumstances where the expansion
plans for the Airport “mean there is a real risk [it] will be targeted again in the future”
[540].

As Swift J explained in Exolum Pipeline System Limited v Persons Unknown [2025]
EWHC 1913 (KB) at 914 [AB/114-115]:

“The continuation of the Order made by Bennathan J has become necessary as orders of this
type have themselves become features of what appear to be contests of attrition between
activist organisations, such as Just Stop Oil, and any event or operation that those activists
consider will, if disrupted, obtain publicity for and advance their cause. The attacks that Just
Stop Oil undertakes are essentially opportunistic. As one or other target is made less



50.

51.

accessible by orders such as the one now under consideration, activists will turn their
attention somewhere else. The application to continue the Order made in 2022 rests on the
premise that were this order to be discharged these terminals would once again be targeted
and, having previously been the subject of an injunction, those terminals would be all the
more an attractive target. Experience shows that such pessimism is warranted. I fear that,
once made, the need for orders such as this one can almost become self-perpetuating, in that
any decision to remove the order would, from the point of view of the activists, wave a flag
above these terminals marking their return to the category of targets for disruption. Even
though Just Stop Oil and other likeminded organisations may be opportunistic, experience
shows that they are also persistent and will take any opportunity that presents itself.”

This risk is particularly acute at airports where there is a premium on orderly conduct and
which are acutely sensitive to chaos: 44 of 2025 Judgment [448] and 929 of Robertson
WSH#3 [476-477].

The fear of chaos is, in part, because of the risk it poses from the point of view of
terrorism. Duncan Atkinson KC took this into account (“terrorism is facilitated by chaos”
[448], quoting from Ritchie J in Leeds Bradford Airport v. PU at §31). Ritchie J was there
summarising evidence about the potential for even modest disruption to be treated by
airport security as part of, or as a precursor to, a terrorist attack, out of an abundance of
caution. The recently elevated terrorist threat for crowded spaces, which self-evidently
terminal buildings are, only increases the risk of harm caused by protest activity at the
Airport: there may be no ready way to tell, in the moment, whether disruptive protest

activity is part of something more sinister.

(4) Other Wolverhampton factors

Full & frank disclosure

52.

53.

54.

C has sought to address the points of full and frank disclosure occurring to it, as well as
points which might be taken against it, in the course of this skeleton argument.

In addition to those points, it might be said against C that the evidence of direct action by
Take Back Power is not relevant to whether there is a continuing risk in this case because
protestors connected with Take Back Power would not be captured by the injunction,
given the activist group’s aims are seemingly geared towards wealth inequality.

As against that:

(1) Take Back Power’s website identifies the need for an economic and political
revolution in view of “corrupt politicians [...] serving the interests of billionaires”
and various national and global issues [630]. It invites those visiting the website
to join Take Back Power to demand a permanent “House of the People with
powers to tax the rich and fix Britain” [634]. Although there is a clear indication
that one of its aims is to redress wealth inequality, the group does not overtly
designate itself as focused on wealth inequality.

(2) In any event, there appears to be an overlap ideologically, in the eyes of the

10



activist group, between wealth inequality and global warming [482 and 484 at
9942, 44 and 49].

Just and convenient

55.

In the round, therefore, this is a case where the relief has not outlasted the risk. It would
be just and convenient to continue the injunction.

The draft order

56.

57.

C’s proposed order [464-465] replicates the form of the 2025 Order made at the first
annual review, which C commends to the Court as the approach to take subject to any
adjustments it considers appropriate in light of the practical operation of the injunctions
and any changing circumstances: Esso Petroleum Company Limited v. Persons Unknown
[2025] EWHC 1768 (KB) at 48 per Sweeting J [AB/93].

In point of form / procedure, in all cases before Soole J except Manchester Airport,
Stansted Airport and East Midlands Airport, Soole J made orders which discharged the
original injunctions and replaced them with fresh orders [688-699; 700-736]. However,
in those cases amendments were being made substantively to the form of orders. It would
of course be open to the Court to replace the original order with a new order. However,
given C does not propose any adjustments, C invites the Court to make an order akin to
that made by Soole J in respect of Manchester Airport, Stansted Airport and East
Midlands Airport [700-702].

Conclusion

38.

The evidence shows that (1) the injunction has proved an effective deterrent in preventing
the sort of activity seen in 2024; (2) there continues to be a serious risk of that sort of
activity resuming at the Airport, if the injunction were to be discharged this year; and (3)
airports remain particularly sensitive to disruptive protest. C invites the Court to conclude
that the circumstances are not sufficiently changed this year to suggest that the injunction

has outlasted the compelling need for it.

TIMOTHY MORSHEAD K.C.

-@landmarkchambers.co.uk

EVIE BARDEN
- (@landmarkchambers.co.uk

LANDMARK CHAMBERS

15 July 2026
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	10. On 19 July 2024, Ritchie J granted an injunction in respect of the Airport [5-15]. That order prohibited Ds from entering, occupying or remaining on the Airport for the purpose of protesting about fossil fuels or the environment without C’s consen...
	11. In addition to Gatwick (which is the only airport to which this review relates) twelve other airports have obtained the Court’s protection by way of injunctions substantially to the like effect: London City Airport, granted by Knowles J on 20 June...
	12. Relevant events which occurred after some or all of those orders were made included:
	(1) On 24 July 2024, ten JSO activists were arrested at Heathrow Airport, seemingly equipped to cut through fences / affix themselves to parts of the land or aircraft. Nine of those individuals were later found guilty by a jury of conspiracy to cause ...
	(2) On 27 July 2024, a protest which was due to occur at London City Airport was relocated to the Department of Transport: 22 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 18b of Mr Robertson’s first statement dated 4 July 2025 [281].
	(3) On 29 July 2024, eight JSO activists were arrested at Gatwick Airport on suspicion of interfering with public infrastructure: 22 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 18c of Mr Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [281].
	(4) On 30 July 2024, two JSO activists were arrested at Heathrow Airport after spraying orange paint around Terminal 5’s check-in areas and on the departure boards: 18d of Mr Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [281].
	(5) On 31 July 2024, a protest by JSO and Fossil Free London was held at the Docklands Light Railway Station at London City Airport, being an area excluded from the scope of the injunction: 22 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 18e of Mr Robertson’s statem...
	(6) On 1 August 2024, seven JSO activists were arrested after they blocked access to departure gates at Heathrow Airport: 22 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 18f of Mr Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [282].
	(7) On 5 August 2024, five JSO activists were arrested on their way to Manchester Airport, with bolt cutters, angle grinders, glue and sand. Four of them were subsequently found guilty of conspiracy to commit a public nuisance and sentenced to terms i...
	(8) On 17 February 2025, XR held a demonstration at Inverness Airport against climate change: 22 of the 2025 Judgment [452]; 18h of Mr Robertson’s statement dated 4 July 2025 [282].
	(9) On 27 March 2025, JSO made an announcement which appeared to give the impression that it was withdrawing from mounting protests by direct action: 23 of the 2025 Judgment [453].
	(10) On 18 May 2025, GB News reported that JSO was considering a dramatic U-turn and, on 21 May 2025, JSO emailed its subscribers with the comment “GB News was right for once. We are ‘plotting a comeback’”: 25 of the 2025 Judgment [453].
	(11) On 21 May 2025, London City Airport received intelligence that a protest planned to take place at Heathrow Airport had been relocated because of the injunction obtained by the airport and “to remove an injunction now would open up to further prot...
	(12) JSO was advertising training programmes teaching those attending the theory and practice for “the non-violent democratic revolution that is coming” and was taking donations for a “new campaign that is in the works”: 27 of the 2025 Judgment [454].

	13. On 18 July 2025, Duncan Atkinson KC heard the first annual review of the injunction granted by the 2024 Order. He determined that there had been no material change in circumstances that removed or seriously diminished the rationale for the injunct...
	14. The orders made in respect of the twelve other airports were also continued following the Court’s first annual review on 24 June 2025, 23 July 2025, and 22 October 2025: 19 [473-474].
	Service of the 2025 Order
	15. The 2025 Order was served in the following manner:
	(1) On 23 July 2025, it was uploaded to the Airport’s dedicated website, available for viewing on the following day [471 at 14a].
	(2) On 25 July 2025, C’s solicitors sent an email with the 2025 Order to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 of the 2024 Order [471 at 14b].
	(3) On 12 August 2025, C affixed notices around the 14km perimeter fence at the Airport at the locations with the red squares on the plan [471 at 14ci; 546].
	(4) On 16 August 2025, C affixed notices inside both terminals at the Airport on the locations with the blue circles on the plan [471 at 14ci; 546]. The notices affixed on 16 August 2025 were paper notices, while permanent notices were being produced...

	16. C complied with the directions for service set out in 4 of the 2024 Order [7], being the means by which C was to serve the 2025 Order [17 at 2].

	Events since 18 July 2025
	17. A description of the relevant events since the injunctions were granted is set out in C’s chronology and in the evidence. Among them are these noteworthy matters:
	18. On 18 September 2025, two JSO protestors who had spray painted private jets at Stansted Airport in June 2024 were found guilty of criminal damage at Chelmsford Crown Court and received suspended custodial sentences: 34a [478; 558; 570].
	19. On 21 September 2025, development consent was granted to C for its “Northern Runway Project”, which permitted C to bring the existing northern runway into use alongside the main runway [475 at 24, 561]. That consent generated a lot of interest, i...
	20. On 20 October 2025, JSO produced a press release in relation to a review by Eyre J of an injunction granted to Shell. In that press release, JSO stated [481 at 40; 566]:
	“…Shell’s lawyers are right. For as long as the UK government continues to allow the extraction of fossil fuels and the export of weapons to genocidal states like Israel and treats its own citizens of conscience like criminals and terrorists, there w...

	21. On 3 December 2025, three protestors affiliated with Take Back Power deposited a large pile of manure underneath a Christmas tree at the Ritz in London [483 at 48].
	22. On 6 December 2025, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power were arrested and charged with criminal damage after throwing desserts at the Crown Jewels [483 at 47].
	23. On 20 January 2026, XR protestors staged a protest outside the Macquarie Group Headquarters to protest against the expansion of Farnborough Airport. Two activists occupied the entrance to the building unfurling a banner that called for a ban on pr...
	24. A judicial review was brought against the Secretary of State’s decision to grant development consent for the “Northern Runway Project”. This was heard in January 2026 and dismissed on 23 June 2026 [476 at 26; 659 at 19]. Permission to appeal to ...
	25. On 6 February 2026, two protestors affiliated with Take Back Power “locked on” at Carriage Gate at the Houses of Parliament. Subsequent publicity by the activist group stated “It is absurd that we live in a country where 156 billionaires hoard wea...
	26. On 5 March and 1 May 2026, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power took various items of produce from supermarkets without paying for them [484 at 48].
	27. On 27 April 2026, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power covered a painting at Sotheby’s auction house with a picture of Nigel Farage’s face [484 at 48].
	28. On 30 April 2026, protestors affiliated with Take Back Power occupied a Ferrari dealership and protested at the Burlington Arcade and Harrods [484 at 48].
	29. On 30 April 2026, the Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre, which is the body responsible for setting the terrorism threat level for the UK, raised the terrorism threat level from “substantial” to “severe”, meaning an attack is “highly likely in the ne...
	30. On 14 May 2026, the two individuals affiliated with JSO who carried out the incident at Heathrow Airport in July 2024 were found guilty of criminal damage [479 at 34b].
	31. In June 2026, the five JSO protestors who planned to enter onto Heathrow Airport between March and July 2024 to glue themselves to taxiways or runways had their convictions upheld by the Court of Appeal [479 at 34c].
	32. On 30 June 20260F , Soole J continued the injunctions made in respect of London City Airport, Manchester Airport, Stansted Airport, East Midlands Airport, Leeds Bradford Airport, Luton Airport, Newcastle Airport, Birmingham Airport, Bristol Airpor...
	33. On 2 July 2026, Soole J continued the injunction made in respect of Southend Airport [660 at 22, item 7].
	34. On 9 July 2026, the second annual review of the injunction made in respect of Heathrow Airport was heard. No order is available on the airport’s website as yet, although a case digest on Westlaw indicates that the injunction was continued by Soole...

	The appropriate test for review
	35. Please see 3 – 4 above.

	Submissions: introduction
	36. Overall, C’s position is that the circumstances which justified making the order in July 2024 have not materially changed in a way that casts doubt on whether there continues to be a compelling need for the relief. There are no legal or factual de...

	(1) The basis for the orders
	37. The original threats leading to the orders are set out at 9 above.

	(2) Circumstances since the grant of the order
	38. This is addressed generally in 17 – 34 above.
	39. There is no evidence of any incidents of direct action carried out by persons connected with JSO, since JSO’s announcement in 2025.
	40. We make two points about that:
	41. First, JSO does not appear to have entirely disappeared [481-482]. What appears to have happened is that activists historically connected with JSO have now started to protest under a different banner known as “Take Back Power”: 40-42 [481-482; 6...
	42. Secondly, the injunction obtained by the Airport was not exclusively directed at JSO. The apparent quietening down of JSO activity does not correspond with the end of direct action by other protest groups [483-488 at 48-68]. In addition to Take ...

	(3) Compelling need for the orders
	43. The evidence broadly indicates the following:
	(1) There has been no direct action at any major airports in the United Kingdom since the 2025 Order: 33 [478].
	(2) There has, in contrast, been direct action at other locations in that period: 48; 55, 60; 65 [483-486; 487-488].

	44. As against C, it might be said that the evidence in paragraphs 43(1) and 43(2) above indicates that the injunctions have outlasted the compelling need which led to their initial imposition: airports have stopped being the focal point for activists...
	45. However, C says that this would be a misinterpretation of the evidence. What the evidence suggests overall are two strong indications that the threat remains and that C’s concern about the resumption of further incidents at the Airport is not misp...
	46. First, the campaigners continue to maintain their strength of feeling about fossil fuels and/or climate change and continue to be prepared to engage in disruptive protest in order to draw attention to their causes and bring about their objectives ...
	47. Secondly, the other analysis of paragraph 43(2) above is that the injunctions have proved to be an effective deterrent and that protestors are prepared to ‘take their chances’ with the Criminal Courts but not where sites are protected by injunctio...
	48. Indeed, C is concerned that, in removing the protection afforded by the injunction, the Airport would become a target for such activity – especially given it appears all of the 12 other major UK airports continue to have injunctions which protect ...
	49. As Swift J explained in Exolum Pipeline System Limited v Persons Unknown [2025] EWHC 1913 (KB) at 14 [AB/114-115]:
	“The continuation of the Order made by Bennathan J has become necessary as orders of this type have themselves become features of what appear to be contests of attrition between activist organisations, such as Just Stop Oil, and any event or operatio...

	50. This risk is particularly acute at airports where there is a premium on orderly conduct and which are acutely sensitive to chaos: 4 of 2025 Judgment [448] and 29 of Robertson WS#3 [476-477].
	51. The fear of chaos is, in part, because of the risk it poses from the point of view of terrorism. Duncan Atkinson KC took this into account (“terrorism is facilitated by chaos” [448], quoting from Ritchie J in Leeds Bradford Airport v. PU at 31). ...

	(4) Other Wolverhampton factors
	Full & frank disclosure
	52. C has sought to address the points of full and frank disclosure occurring to it, as well as points which might be taken against it, in the course of this skeleton argument.
	53. In addition to those points, it might be said against C that the evidence of direct action by Take Back Power is not relevant to whether there is a continuing risk in this case because protestors connected with Take Back Power would not be capture...
	54. As against that:
	(1) Take Back Power’s website identifies the need for an economic and political revolution in view of “corrupt politicians […] serving the interests of billionaires” and various national and global issues [630]. It invites those visiting the website t...
	(2) In any event, there appears to be an overlap ideologically, in the eyes of the activist group, between wealth inequality and global warming [482 and 484 at 42, 44 and 49].


	Just and convenient
	55. In the round, therefore, this is a case where the relief has not outlasted the risk. It would be just and convenient to continue the injunction.

	The draft order
	56. C’s proposed order [464-465] replicates the form of the 2025 Order made at the first annual review, which C commends to the Court as the approach to take subject to any adjustments it considers appropriate in light of the practical operation of th...
	57. In point of form / procedure, in all cases before Soole J except Manchester Airport, Stansted Airport and East Midlands Airport, Soole J made orders which discharged the original injunctions and replaced them with fresh orders [688-699; 700-736]. ...

	Conclusion
	58. The evidence shows that (1) the injunction has proved an effective deterrent in preventing the sort of activity seen in 2024; (2) there continues to be a serious risk of that sort of activity resuming at the Airport, if the injunction were to be d...




