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1. MR JUSTICE SOOLE:  This is the second annual review of the injunction that was 

granted to the claimant airport by Ritchie J on 19 July 2024.  The first review took place 

before Mr Duncan Atkinson, KC, sitting as a deputy judge of the High Court on 18 July 

2025.  The Claimant appears by leading and junior Counsel.  There is no attendance by 

or representation on behalf of any person and in particular any person falling within the 

definition of “Persons Unknown”.  The injunction granted by Ritchie J was in respect of 

the restraint by precautionary injunction of those who might be protesting about fossil 

fuels or the environment at Gatwick airport.  The causes of action were and are in trespass 

and private nuisance.  It is unnecessary on a review to set out the background to the order 

that was made.   

2. The test to be applied at a review hearing is set out in its essence in the judgment of the 

Supreme Court in Wolverhampton City Council v London Gypsies and Travellers [2024] 

AC 983, where at [225] the Court indicated that such review hearings would “... 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.” 

 

3. In a number of subsequent first instance decisions High Court judges have elaborated on 

the process to be followed, including in particular that the court is not on a review starting 

de novo.  The question is whether there has been any material change of circumstance 

which might affect the decision on whether the order should continue, and if so, on what 

terms.  Those cases are helpfully cited by Lambert J in her decision on a review in Valero 

Energy Ltd & Ors v Persons Unknown & Ors [2026] EWHC 397 (KB) at [5]-[13].   

 

4. As to the procedural aspects of this application, the steps taken by the Claimant are set 

out in the witness statement of Mr Leon Culot, a senior associate in the Claimant’s 

solicitors.  His statement, dated 10 July 2026, identifies the steps that have been taken to 

notify potential defendants of this review hearing, steps taken in accordance with 

paragraph 4 of the injunction order of Ritchie J.  Further steps have been taken in sending 

an email to a number of email addresses, including addresses not previously deployed or 
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required, in particular relating to other campaigning organisations protesting about these 

and related matters, namely Take Back Power, Fossil Free London, Youth Demand and 

Shut The System. Mr Culot also sets out steps taken in accordance with the injunction 

order to affix warning notices appropriately.  I am satisfied that all necessary steps have 

been taken, both in accordance with the existing order and in order to ensure that notice 

of this review hearing is given as widely as possible, including to those further 

organisations. 

 

5. As to the substance, the updated information is provided by the witness statement of 

Mr Graeme James Robertson of counsel in the claimant’s solicitor’s firm.  This sets out 

the steps that were taken to give due notice of the review order of 2025 made by 

Mr Duncan Atkinson KC, which continued the order with a minor revision.  It then sets 

out the various injunction orders that have been made in respect of a number of other 

airports across the country and of the second annual review of those injunction orders 

which have taken place between 30 June 2026 and 9 July 2026.  In fact, in every case I 

was the judge who made those orders, the effect of which was to continue the injunctions 

in each case.  That is material background which I bear in mind, whilst of course looking 

at this application individually.  Mr Robertson reminds the court that London Gatwick 

Airport is the second largest airport in the UK after Heathrow. Noting the continuing 

injunctions in respect of so many other airports, he observes that London Gatwick would 

be particularly exposed if it were the only major English airport without the continuing 

protection of an injunction in place.  It is the view of his clients that such a situation 

would increase the risk that London Gatwick would be targeted by protesters over the 

summer months. 

 

6. Mr Robertson also points out that on 21 September 2025 the Secretary of State for 

Transport granted development consent to the claimant for its Northern Runway Project 

to bring the existing northern runway at Gatwick into routine use alongside the main 

runway.  This application had led to considerable objections, a common theme in which 

was the perceived environmental harm, including the effect of increased greenhouse gas 

emissions.  Two objectors have brought claims for judicial review of the grant of 

development consent, and these were heard together by Mould J in late January 2026.  

His judgment was handed down on 23 June 2026 and, as Mr Culot’s statement records, 

dismissed the claims for judicial review in their entirety.   
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7. Mr Robertson states that the Claimant is concerned that this particular focus on the 

Northern Runway Project and associated interest from objectors heightens the risk that 

the airport will be targeted by environmental protesters over the summer months if the 

injunction is not continued.  He also exhibits an email of 16 June 2026 from 

Mr Justin Berkenshaw, the Chief Superintendent of Sussex Police and the head of 

protective security command with responsibility for London Gatwick Airport.  He says 

that he would “very much welcome” the continuation of the order and expresses the view 

“that there is a real risk that Gatwick will be targeted again in the future”, and “that the 

injunction is a useful and necessary tool to support Sussex Police’s ability to keep the 

airport safe and operational”.   

 

8. Mr Robertson then sets out a number of matters which have happened since the second 

review hearing in 2025.  He refers to a protest by Extinction Rebellion, on 

20 January 2026 outside the headquarters of Macquarie Group, against the proposed 

expansion of Farnborough Airport.  A banner was unfurled calling for a ban on private 

jets and urging that body, an investment firm, to sever its connections to fossil fuels.  He 

refers to various criminal proceedings which have been unfolding relating to protests 

back in July 2024 and June 2024.  The statement acknowledges that there has not been a 

disruptive protest activity at UK airports since the 2025 order.  Mr Robertson states that 

he considers it possible that the injunction and the equivalent orders granted to the other 

airports may be having a deterrent effect on such forms of protest, and that potential 

protesters of this nature may be targeting their activities at locations that are not protected 

by an injunction. 

 

9. The statement then sets out the background of Just Stop Oil’s apparent abandonment in 

mid-2025 of its campaign followed by evidence of a change of heart later in 2025; and 

then refers to the emergence of other organisations to which Just Stop Oil was linked, in 

particular Take Back Power.  The statement exhibits material from the relevant websites 

of both Just Stop Oil and Take Back Power.  The latter in particular focuses on the 

conduct of the ‘super-rich’ and their conduct.  Whilst focused more broadly on wealth 

inequality, it also points, for example in a screenshot that was taken on 9 June 2026, to 

the alleged conduct of the ‘super-rich’ in ‘heating the world to boiling point’. The 

statement then sets out information about various actions taken by Take Back Power to 
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make their case, with protest activities at the Tower of London in December 2025, at the 

Ritz Hotel in the same month and also activities in April 2026 at Sotheby’s and at a 

Ferrari dealership in Berkeley Square.  He points to the reference often made to the use 

of private jets.  The statement also refers to the activities of groups such as the Extinction 

Rebellion, Fossil Free London, Youth Demand and Shut The System.   

 

10. The Claimant makes clear its acknowledgement of the right to non-violent protest in a 

way which does not involve trespass and private nuisance.  Indeed it has provided 

facilities for one campaigning group in respect of animal welfare to stage a protest in a 

designated area of the airport on 21 July 2026, i.e. in four days’ time.  However, the 

claimant contends, and Mr Morshead KC submits, that there remains a compelling need 

for the precautionary injunction to continue.  There remains, it is submitted, a real and 

imminent risk of harm to the airport if the injunction were to be lifted.  It is said that the 

fact that there have been no breaches of the injunction at Gatwick since it was imposed 

emphasises the importance of injunctions as a deterrent.  It does not follow, they submit, 

that there can be or should be any relaxation.  The evidence shows that, as injunctions 

are in place, protest activities move to alternative sites.  It does not mean that there is no 

longer the imminent and real risk of harm uncompensatable by damages that would 

result.  I am also reminded, as I have been in other cases, of the raised alert from 

significant to severe in respect of the terrorism threat which was effected by the relevant 

authority on 30 April 2026.  That is not to suggest that any of those within this definition 

are acting as terrorists; rather, as before, the concern is that if protests on the sites were 

to take place, they would readily result in the sort of chaos which others who have 

motives of terrorism would exploit and most dangerously. 

 

11. Any such review has to consider very carefully whether it is appropriate to continue the 

order.  In doing so, as in all the other cases, I keep very firmly in mind the cherished 

importance of the right of protest and public speech.  However I am quite satisfied for all 

the reasons that have been advanced by the claimant in its evidence and through 

submissions today that there is no material change of circumstance and that it is 

necessary, compellingly necessary, for the injunction to be continued.  Accordingly I so 

order.  I add that in order to ensure that anybody potentially affected by the order has 

only one document which they need to consult, I require, as I have done in the other 
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airport cases, a fresh order to be made today which contains the restraint and all 

information about addresses and places for notification. 
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Epiq Europe Limited hereby certify that the above is an accurate and complete record 

of the proceedings or part thereof. 
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