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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE            Claim no. KB-2024-002336        

KING'S BENCH DIVISION 

 

B E T W E E N : 

GATWICK AIRPORT LIMITED 

Claimant 

-and-  

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHOSE PURPOSE IS OR INCLUDES PROTESTING ABOUT 

FOSSIL FUELS OR THE ENVIRONMENT WHO ENTER OR REMAIN ON THE 

PREMISES AT LONDON GATWICK AIRPORT SHOWN OUTLINED IN YELLOW AND 

SHADED YELLOW ON PLAN 1 ATTACHED TO THE CLAIM FORM (WHETHER IN 

CONNECTION WITH THE JUST STOP OIL CAMPAIGN OR EXTINCTION REBELLION 

CAMPAIGN OR OTHERWISE) 

Defendants 

 

 

THIRD WITNESS STATEMENT OF GRAEME JAMES ROBERTSON 

 

 

I, GRAEME JAMES ROBERTSON, of Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer LLP, Exchange 

House, Primrose Street, London EC2A 2EG WILL SAY as follows: 

1. I am an Of Counsel in the firm of Herbert Smith Freehills Kramer LLP ("HSF 

Kramer"). I have conduct of this matter on behalf of the Claimant, Gatwick Airport 

Limited. 

2. I make this witness statement in support of the Claimant's application for a second 

review of the injunction order of Ritchie J dated 19 July 2024 (the "Injunction 

Order"). The Injunction Order was first reviewed and continued (with minor 

administrative amendments) by the order of Mr Duncan Atkinson KC (sitting as a 

Deputy Judge of the High Court) dated 18 July 2025 (the "2025 Order"). In this 

statement, unless otherwise indicated, where I refer to the "Injunction Order" I am 

referring to the Injunction Order as amended and continued by the 2025 Order. 
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3. The Claimant invites the Court to order that the Injunction Order remain in full force 

and effect, subject to one minor administrative amendment which I explain below. I 

am duly authorised to make this statement on the Claimant's behalf.  

4. Save where I indicate to the contrary, the facts and matters within this statement are 

within my own knowledge and are true. Where they are not within my knowledge, I 

have identified the source of the information and believe such facts and matters to 

be true.  

5. There is now shown to me a bundle of documents, which I exhibit as "GJR3". I 

confirm that the documents in those exhibits are true copies of the documents. 

References in this witness statement to the page numbers in GJR3 are in the format 

GJR3/x.  

Injunction Order and periodic review 

6. By the Injunction Order, the Defendants are forbidden from entering, occupying or 

remaining on any part of London Gatwick Airport (the extent of which is specified in 

the Injunction Order) for the purpose of protesting about fossil fuels or the 

environment, without the prior consent of the Claimant.  

7. Paragraph 3 of the Injunction Order provides for periodic review of the Injunction 

Order on application by the Claimant at intervals not exceeding 12 months. By an 

application dated 4 July 2025, the Claimant applied for the first review of the 

Injunction Order (the "First Review Application"). Following a hearing on 18 July 

2025, Mr Duncan Atkinson KC (sitting as a Deputy Judge of the High Court) made 

the 2025 Order. Paragraph 2 of the 2025 Order confirms that the Injunction Order 

remains subject to periodic review as per paragraph 3 of the Injunction Order. A 

transcript of the judge's ex tempore judgment is reported with the citation [2025] 

EWHC 2228 (KB). 

8. The Claimant's present application is for the second review of the Injunction Order.  

Confirmations 

9. I confirm that, as at the date of this statement, no acknowledgment of service, 

admission or defence has been received from any of the Defendants and that 

nobody has engaged with the present claim on behalf of the Defendants.  
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10. The Claimant is aware of its continuing duty to provide full and frank disclosure to 

the Court and considers that this duty has been complied with via the provision of 

this witness statement.  

11. I am informed by the Claimant's in-house legal team that there have been no 

changes to the London Gatwick Airport Byelaws 1996 from their description in the 

Witness Statement of Neil Harvey dated 17 July 2024 filed with the claim in 2024. I 

am further informed that the plans at Schedule 1 and Schedule 2 of the Injunction 

Order remain accurate.  

Procedural steps following the 2025 Order 

12. Paragraph 4 of the Injunction Order specifies the steps required to be taken by the 

Claimant to serve documents on the Defendants. I described in my First and Second 

Witness Statements (dated 4 and 16 July 2025 (respectively) and filed with the First 

Review Application) the steps taken by the Claimant to comply with those 

requirements in serving the Claim Documents (as defined in the Injunction Order), 

the Injunction Order itself and the application documents for the First Review 

Application.  

13. Paragraph 2 of the 2025 Order provided that the 2025 Order should be served by 

the steps set out in paragraph 4 of the Injunction Order. Those steps are:  

a. uploading a copy onto the following website: 

http://www.gatwickairport.com/injunction.html (the "Website"); 

b. sending an email attaching the document to the email addresses listed in 

Schedule 3 of the Injunction Order (being juststopoil@protonmail.com, 

juststopoilpress@protonmail.com, info@juststopoil.org and 

enquiries@extinctionrebellion.uk) stating that the documents can be found on 

the Website; and 

c. affixing notices in the form of Schedule 5 of the Injunction Order at regular 

intervals around the perimeter fence and at suitable entrances/exits to London 

Gatwick Airport that note where the documents can be found and obtained in 

hard copy. 

14. Pursuant to paragraph 2 of the 2025 Order and paragraph 4 of the Injunction Order:  
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a. I understand from an email exchange with a Digital Communications Executive 

employed by the Claimant that the 2025 Order was uploaded to the Website on 

23 July 2025 and was available for viewing on 24 July 2025.  

b. On behalf of the Claimant and pursuant to paragraph 4(b) of the Injunction Order, 

an associate in my team at HSF Kramer sent emails from the email address 

injunctions@hsfkramer.com to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 of the 

Injunction Order on 25 July 2025 [GJR3/52 – 55]. These emails each attached 

a PDF copy of the 2025 Order.  

c. I understand from email exchanges and a video conference with the Claimant's 

in-house legal team and its Head of Stable Operations, Aaron Bassett (whose 

role includes responsibility for the crisis management team and airport 

operational stability), that the affixing of notices in the form of Schedule 5 of the 

Injunction Order at regular intervals around the perimeter fence and at suitable 

entrances/exits to London Gatwick Airport was completed: 

i. by 12 August 2025 around the 14 km perimeter fence; and 

ii. by 16 August 2025 within the North Terminal and South Terminal. 

d. Mindful of the Claimant's duty of full and frank disclosure, in relation to the 

affixing of signs I understand from a video conference with Mr Bassett that:  

i. Following the 2025 Order, the Claimant had to appoint companies to (a) 

manufacture the revised warning notice signage, (b) affix the revised 

warning notices in the locations described in my First Witness Statement 

and shown on the plan at GJR3/63 and (c) remove the previous signage 

affixed following the granting of the Injunction Order and in advance of 

the application hearing for the First Review Application.  

ii. The contractor appointed to produce the signage produced a single type 

of sign, which was large and made of metal so that it could be affixed 

around the perimeter fence without issue, but which did not comply with 

health and safety requirements to be affixed within the terminal buildings. 

The Claimant affixed these signs around the perimeter fence at the 

locations marked with red squares on the plan at GJR3/63 by 12 August 

2025. However, the Claimant had to procure replacement signs for the 

internal signage. 
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iii. Whilst this permanent replacement internal signage was being procured, 

the Claimant affixed smaller, paper signage inside the terminal buildings 

bearing the revised form of warning notice at the locations marked with 

blue circles on the plan at GJR3/63. This was completed by 16 August 

2025.  

iv. At the time these signs were affixed, some of the older signs bearing the 

previous form of warning notice remained in place, at locations other than 

those shown with blue circles on the referenced plan. The previous form 

of warning notice is very similar to the current version, save that it did not 

refer to the 2025 Order and it included an outdated contact telephone 

and email address for HSF Kramer. 

v. Once the permanent internal signage was produced, this was affixed 

within the terminal buildings in place of the smaller temporary signage. 

At the same time, the Claimant checked the terminal buildings for copies 

of the superseded form of notice and ensured that these signs were 

removed. This exercise was completed by 24 November 2025.  

15. In addition and for completeness, whilst not required by paragraph 2 of the 2025 

Order: 

a. I have been forwarded an email by the Claimant's in-house legal team showing 

that the Claimant's Communications Officer, Hannah Duncan, sent a copy of the 

2025 Order by email to several individuals from Reuters on 13 August 2025, 

reflecting paragraph 5 of the Injunction Order [GJR3/56]; 

b. I understand from email exchanges with the Claimant's in-house legal team that 

the Claimant issued a 'Gatwick Airport Directive' ("GAD") (reference GAD1011) 

on 23 July 2025 about the 2025 Order [GJR3/50]. A GAD is a directive circulated 

by email to all companies that operate at the airport; and 

c. I understand from an email exchange with the Claimant's then-Digital 

Communications Manager, Max Howick, that HSF Kramer's note of the review 

hearing on 18 July 2025 was uploaded to the Website on 6 August 2025 and 

was available for viewing on 7 August 2025. 

16. A screenshot of the Website taken by an associate in my team on 15 June 2026 is 

exhibited at GJR3/59. 
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Other airport injunctions 

17. So that the Claimant's present application may be properly contextualised, and to 

provide the Court with an update on material discussed in my First Witness 

Statement, I turn to discuss the current status of injunctions at other airports in 

England.  

18. As I set out in my First Witness Statement, including the Injunction Order I am aware 

from publicly available information on the websites of the respective airports of the 

following injunctions that have been granted to prevent environmental protesters 

from disrupting airport operations in England:  

 Table 1: Injunction orders 

 Airport Claim number Date of order Judge 

1 London City Airport KB-2024-001765 20 June 2024 Knowles J 

2 

Manchester Airport 

Stansted Airport 

East Midlands Airport 

KB-2024-002132 5 July 2024 HHJ Coe KC 

3 Heathrow Airport KB-2024-002210 10 July 2024 Knowles J 

4 

Leeds Bradford Airport 

Luton Airport 

Newcastle Airport 

KB-2024-002317 18 July 2024 Ritchie J 

5 London Gatwick Airport KB-2024-002336 19 July 2024 Ritchie J 

6 

Birmingham Airport 

Bristol Airport 

Liverpool Airport 

KB-2024-002473 6 August 2024 Jacobs J 

7 Southend Airport KB-2024-002596 14 August 2024 Farbey J 

19. I am aware from having reviewed the websites of the airports listed in Table 1 that 

the following orders were made in 2025 to continue the injunction orders listed in 

Table 1:  

 Table 2: Orders continuing injunction orders following review 

 Airport Claim number Date of order Judge 

1 London City Airport KB-2024-001765 24 June 2025 Bourne J 

2 Manchester Airport KB-2024-002132 24 June 2025 Bourne J 
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Stansted Airport 

East Midlands Airport 

3 Heathrow Airport KB-2024-002210 23 July 2025 Turner J 

4 

Leeds Bradford Airport 

Luton Airport 

Newcastle Airport 

KB-2024-002317 24 June 2025 Bourne J 

5 London Gatwick Airport KB-2024-002336 18 July 2025 

Duncan 
Atkinson 
KC, sitting 
as a Deputy 
Judge of the 
High Court 

6 

Birmingham Airport 

Bristol Airport 

Liverpool Airport 

KB-2024-002473 24 June 2025 Bourne J 

7 Southend Airport KB-2024-002596 
22 October 
2025 

HHJ 
Freedman 

20. Copies of the orders referenced in Table 2 are exhibited at GJR3/5 – 49.  

21. I am also aware from the websites of these airports that the following application 

hearings have been listed for a second annual review of the injunction orders in 

Table 1:  

 Table 3: Airports having applied for a second review 

 Airport Claim number Date of hearing 

1 London City Airport KB-2024-001765 30 June 2026 

2 

Manchester Airport 

Stansted Airport 

East Midlands Airport 

KB-2024-002132 30 June 2026 

3 Heathrow Airport KB-2024-002210 9 July 2026 

4 

Leeds Bradford Airport 

Luton Airport 

Newcastle Airport 

KB-2024-002317 30 June 2026  

5 London Gatwick Airport KB-2024-002336 To be listed 

6 
Birmingham Airport 

Bristol Airport 
KB-2024-002473 30 June 2026  
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Liverpool Airport 

7 Southend Airport KB-2024-002596 2 July 2026 

 

22. As can be seen from the above, all of England's major airports have the protection 

of an injunction order until June (and, in some cases, July or October) 2026. Each 

of them has applied to extend this protection for a further year.  

23. London Gatwick Airport is the second largest airport in the UK after Heathrow 

Airport. If the airports noted in Table 3 above are successful in their applications to 

have their injunctions continued and the Claimant's Injunction Order were to lapse, 

London Gatwick Airport would be particularly exposed as potentially the only major 

English airport without the protection of an injunction in place. From a video 

conference with Mr Bassett, I understand it is the view of the Claimant that such a 

situation would increase the risk that London Gatwick Airport would be targeted by 

protesters over the summer months and subsequently. It is possible that many 

protesters would be aware that they would not face a potential contempt of court 

and committal proceedings by trespassing at London Gatwick Airport, in comparison 

to Heathrow Airport or any other airport protected by a continued injunction.   

Northern Runway Project 

24. 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 London Gatwick Airport into routine use alongside the main 

runway (the "NRP"). The grant of development consent was covered by a number 

of press articles, one of which is exhibited at GJR3/78.  

25. The planning process for the NRP and the Secretary of State's resultant grant of 

consent has generated a great deal of interest, both locally and nationally, in London 

Gatwick Airport and its growth intentions. I understand from discussions with 

colleagues at HSF Kramer who advised the Claimant on the planning process for 

the NRP that a common theme in many of the objections to the NRP was the 

perceived environmental harm, including due to increased greenhouse gas 

emissions resulting from the greater number of flights at the airport that will be 

facilitated by the routine use of the northern runway. I note from the Extinction 

Rebellion website that they protested against the NRP during the examination of the 

project in February 2024 at the airport (before the Injunction Order was in force) 
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[GJR3/64] on the basis of the increased carbon emissions said to be occasioned by 

the project.   

26. Two objectors to the NRP have brought claims for judicial review of the Secretary of 

State's grant of development consent for the project. Several of the grounds of these 

claims relate to alleged errors of law in the way in which the Secretary of State 

assessed the environmental impact of greenhouse gas emissions as part of the NRP 

decision. The claims were heard together by Mr Justice Mould in late January 2026; 

judgment was reserved and is anticipated imminently. The Claimant will update the 

Court prior to or at any application hearing listed in the present claim if there is an 

update on this judgment. 

27. The handing down of this judgment is likely to generate further press coverage and 

public discussion of the NRP and London Gatwick Airport, including amongst those 

concerned about the project's environmental impacts. From email exchanges with 

the Claimant's in-house legal team and a video conference with Mr Bassett, I 

understand the Claimant is concerned that this increased interest heightens the risk 

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

and subsequently if the protection afforded by the Injunction Order is not continued 

by a further order.   

28. I exhibit at GJR3/57 an email dated 16 June 2026 to Mr Bassett from Justin 

Burtenshaw, 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 Injunction Order and that, 

mindful of previous protest activity in England involving aircraft, whilst "we appear to 

be [in] a period of less activity, as much is based on other events around the world, 

[the Claimant's] expansion plans for the Northern Runway and associated increase 

in flights will no doubt bring Gatwick into focus again". Ch Supt Burtenshaw 

expresses the view that "there is a real risk [Gatwick] will be targeted again in the 

future" and "[t]he injunction is a useful and necessary tool to support [Sussex 

Police's] ability to keep the airport safe and operational".  

Raising of the terrorism threat level 

29. I note that the Witness Statement of Neil Harvey dated 17 July 2024, filed with the 

Claimant's claim, stated as follows at paragraph 46.3 in relation to the link between 

disruptive and unplanned protest activity at the airport and the risk from terrorism:  
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There are also serious health and safety implications of unauthorised 

persons accessing the airside areas of the Airport to carry out any forms of 

protest:  

[…] 

Armed security services patrol the airports to counter potential terrorist 

activity. Any activity outside the usual operation of the airport could be 

viewed by security as a potential threat and/or would distract them from 

their duties, heightening any terrorist risk. There is also, always, the 

possibility that any protest does turn violent or is used as a cover for terrorist 

activity.  

30. The judgment of Mr Duncan Atkinson KC (sitting as a Deputy Judge of the High 

Court) following the First Review Application referenced this factor, referring to the 

judgment of Ritchie J in the original injunction application for Leeds Bradford Airport, 

as follows:  

3. […] The evidence identified the serious consequences of unplanned or 

uncontrolled protests as including a risk to emergency services by having 

to climb up structures, the knock-on effect on passengers, the effect in 

relation to jet engines which are sensitive and potentially hazardous, and 

implications in relation to fuel which could cause an explosion. 

4.  In another judgment of Ritchie J in response to the same issue in the 

case of Leeds Bradford Airport v Persons Unknown [2024] EWCA 2274 

[sic], he said (at paragraphs 30 to 31): 

"Airports are part of the national infrastructure which is acutely 

sensitive to terrorist threats and are highly regulated in relation to 

safety, maintenance and security. They are also complicated 

organisations involving the [movement] of thousands of members of 

the public, close to highly combustible materials and within fast-

moving and huge pieces of equipment. Such organisations are 

acutely sensitive to chaotic dysfunction caused by unlawful direct 

action." 

He went on: 

"I also take into account the fear, which I think is justified, of the 

Chief Executive Officers, that terrorism is facilitated by chaos […]" 
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31. I am aware from a press release from the Home Office dated 30 April 2026 

[GJR3/102] that the UK national threat level from terrorism was increased by the 

Joint Terrorism Analysis Centre from "substantial" to "severe" on 30 April 2026, 

meaning "an attack is highly likely in the next 6 months". I am aware from a video 

conference with Mr Bassett that the threat level to aviation has not increased, but 

the threat level in crowded public areas (which would encompass the terminal 

buildings) has.  

32. I understand from Mr Bassett that an increased threat level due to terrorism means 

that the risk from a chaotic situation at the airport as a result of an unplanned and 

disruptive protest is increased, particularly as responding to protest activity could 

distract the armed security personnel that patrol the airport from their primary 

counter-terrorism function. I understand from Mr Bassett that the Claimant considers 

that the increased terrorism threat level means it is even more important that 

activities at London Gatwick Airport remain predictable and controlled, which is 

supported by the Injunction Order.  

UK airport protests since the 2025 Order 

33. In my First and Second Witness Statements in these proceedings I set out details 

regarding protest activity at other UK airports in 2024 and 2025 of which I was aware. 

Having conducted an internet search and discussed with the Claimant, I am not 

aware of further environmental protest activity at major UK airports since the date of 

the 2025 Order. However, I am aware from a news article [GJR3/95] that Extinction 

Rebellion staged a protest on 20 January 2026 outside the headquarters of 

Macquarie Group to protest the proposed expansion of Farnborough Airport. The 

article reports that "[t]wo activists, dressed in airplane costumes, occup[ied] the 

entrance canopy while unfurling a banner that call[ed] for a ban on private jets and 

urge[d] the investment firm to sever its connections to fossil fuels."  

34. In addition, criminal proceedings in respect of protest activity in 2024/2025 have 

continued since the date of the 2025 Order, including:  

a. Two individuals affiliated with Just Stop Oil were found guilty of criminal damage 

at Chelmsford Crown Court on 18 September 2025 in relation to an incident 

where they cut through the wire perimeter fence of Stansted Airport and sprayed 

paint on two private jets in June 2024 [GJR3/75]. They received suspended 

custodial sentences [GJR3/87]. 
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b. Two individuals affiliated with Just Stop Oil were found guilty of criminal damage 

at Isleworth Crown Court on 14 May 2026 in relation to an incident where they 

sprayed departure boards with orange paint at Heathrow Airport in July 2024. 

The press release indicates that sentencing will be on 29 June 2026 [GJR3/110]. 

c. Five individuals affiliated with Just Stop Oil had their convictions for conspiracy 

to cause a public nuisance upheld by the Court of Appeal in June 2026. The 

convictions related to plans made by the defendants between March – July 2024 

to enter Heathrow Airport and glue themselves to runways or taxiways 

[GJR3/113].   

Deterrent effect of the Injunction Order 

35. Given the apparent lack of disruptive environmental protest activity at UK airports 

since the 2025 Order, I consider it possible that the Injunction Order and the 

equivalent orders granted to the other major English 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 

so as not to risk proceedings for contempt of court. In this regard I note:  

a. the incidents described at paragraphs 18.b, 18.e and 19.b of my First Witness 

Statement which describe the deterrent effect that an injunction can have on 

unauthorised protest activity; and  

b. the observations of Swift J in his judgment in Exolum Pipeline System Limited & 

Others v Persons Unknown & Another [2025] EWHC 1913 (KB) at [14], where 

he notes the tendency for this type of protester to turn their attention to sites not 

protected by injunction orders (emphasis added):  

14. 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 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 
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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.  

36. Paragraph 50 of the First Witness Statement of Neil Harvey dated 17 July 2024 in 

this claim states that the Claimant "has no wish to stifle protesters' rights to freedom 

of speech or freedom of assembly. For many years, [the Claimant] has worked with 

a number of protest groups who wish to conduct lawful and peaceful protests. 

Together with the airport policing teams, [the Claimant] has co-ordinated with those 

groups and allowed them on to the airport in pre-agreed locations, for pre-agreed 

times and activities".  

37. As per that evidence, I understand from email exchanges with the Claimant's in-

house legal team and a video conference with Mr Bassett that the Claimant's 

intention in obtaining and continuing the Injunction Order is to prohibit disruptive 

protest activity carried out without the Claimant's prior consent, which brings with it 

all the risks set out in the Witness Statement of Neil Harvey and supplemented (in 

respect of terrorism) in this statement. It is not to prevent lawful and peaceful protest. 

38. Through email exchanges with the Claimant's in-house legal team, I am aware that 

the animal protection organisation PETA made a request to the Claimant and 

Sussex Police to facilitate an authorised and peaceful protest on the airport site on 

14 July 2026. The Claimant internally approved that proposal on 18 June 2026, 

subject to the protest being contained to a specified area confirmed in advance and 

that no protester is to dress as or imitate any member of staff. I am conscious of the 

Claimant's duty to give full and frank disclosure and therefore note that a protest by 

PETA in relation to animal welfare may very well not fall within the scope of the 

Injunction Order in any case, given that it is made against "persons unknown whose 

purpose is or includes protesting about fossil fuels or the environment". However, 

the Claimant considers that approving a planned protest by PETA is consistent with 
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its commitment to facilitating controlled and peaceful protest where this can be done 

so safely and underlines the Claimant's purpose in seeking the Injunction Order of 

preventing unplanned and disruptive protest.  

Developments with Just Stop Oil since the 2025 Order and the emergence of Take 

Back Power 

39. I described in paragraphs 22 – 29 of my First Witness Statement the purported 

cessation of direct action by Just Stop Oil in mid-2025 (when they published that 

they were "hanging up the hi vis") and the subsequent news reporting suggesting 

that, notwithstanding this announcement, persons affiliated with Just Stop Oil 

intended to continue with some form of direct action.  

40. A press release dated 20 October 2025 on the Just Stop Oil website relating to the 

review by Mr Justice Eyre of an injunction order granted to Shell [GJR3/83] states:  

In their submissions, lawyers acting for the £154bn oil giant Shell argued 

that the continuation of the injunctions for another year was necessary 

despite Just Stop Oil having suspended its campaign in March 2025 after 

winning its original demand of ‘no new oil and gas’. They argued that there 

had been ‘no material change’ in circumstances since the injunctions were 

granted and that the orders remained ‘necessary’ and a ‘proportionate’ 

restriction on the right to protest, intended to prevent trespass, obstruction, 

and damage to Shell’s sites. In particular Shell argued that the Just Stop 

Oil website remains live and is “soliciting recurring donations for a new 

campaign” and that materials demonstrate that the campaign is being 

“retooled—not retired.” 

[…] 

A Just Stop Oil spokesperson said: 

“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.” 
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41. As of 9 June 2026, when an associate in my team took a screenshot of the 

homepage of the Just Stop Oil website [GJR3/146], the webpage prominently 

displays the following announcement: 

 !! NEW PROJECT ALERT !! 

The rich are killing us. To stop them and fix our broken country we need 

to… 

 Take back POWER 

 Join us at: takebackpower.net  

42. Further down the homepage there is the following message:  

Just Stop Oil launched in 2022, demanding the UK Government stop 

licensing all new oil, gas and coal projects. In 2024 the UK government met 

our original demand. Civil resistance works. 

But revolutionary change is needed now more than ever. Corrupt politicians 

are serving the interests of billionaires. Ordinary people are struggling to 

survive, and the media is shifting blame from their mates on mega yachts 

to the people in small boats. Meanwhile, the world is getting hotter and 

hotter. Nothing short of a political and economic revolution is going to get 

us out of this mess. 

It’s time to Take Back Power. 

43. There is a link to "SIGN UP TO OUR NEXT CAMPAIGN" which directs the visitor to 

the website www.takebackpower.net.  

44. As of 9 June 2026, when an associate in my team took a screenshot, the homepage 

of that website [GJR3/150] describes Take Back Power’s cause as follows:  

Britain is broken because the super rich are pocketing billions, whilst 

ordinary people struggle to get by. They are the reason we have kids going 

to bed hungry, unaffordable homes and shit in our rivers. They profit from 

killing children in Gaza and heating the world to boiling point. We feel 

powerless to change things, because they corrupt our politics and own our 

media.  

It’s time to Take Back Power. Why should the rich pay a lower tax rate than 

the hard working majority? We need ordinary people to decide how to tax 

extreme wealth, with a citizen-led assembly. 



 

GBR01/128150403_1 16 

Join us to demand a permanent House of the People with powers to tax the 

rich and fix Britain. 

45. On the 'About us' page of the website (as of 9 June 2026, when an associate in my 

team took a screenshot) [GJR3/154], there is a series of questions and answers. 

One question is "Why does Take Back Power engage in disruptive direct action?" 

and the answer provided is:  

Nobody likes disruption, least of all the people disrupting, however history 

shows us that disruption is a necessary part of social change. Disruptive 

direct action brought us livable [sic] working conditions, the weekend, 

universal suffrage, and civil rights for marginalised communities. More 

recently, it saw the demand of Just Stop Oil become government policy. 

The evidence is clear that though people may not like the messenger, or 

the method of delivery, they hear the message. Ultimately this leads to 

political pressure and eventual social change. You can read more about 

how this works here. 

46. At the end of the answer is a link to an academic article on whether radical protests 

help or hinder a cause.  

47. I am aware from a news article [GJR3/97] that four individuals affiliated to Take 

Back Power were arrested and charged with criminal damage after throwing apple 

crumble and custard at a display case containing the Crown Jewels at the Tower of 

London on 6 December 2025. The news article states that Take Back Power 

"appears to be an offshoot of Just Stop Oil".  

48. From Take Back Power's website (the relevant press releases being exhibited at 

GJR3/129 – 145), I am also aware of the following incidents involving individuals 

affiliated to the group:  

 Table 4: Take Back Power incidents 

3 December 2025 Three supporters deposited a large pile of manure 

underneath the Christmas tree at The Ritz in London. 

6 February 2026 Two supporters 'locked on' to Carriage Gate at the Houses 

of Parliament with a large papier mache Keir Starmer head, 

purportedly "blocking access". The article on the Take Back 

Power website quotes one of the participants as saying "It 
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is absurd that we live in a country where 156 billionaires 

hoard wealth, splashing out on private jets…"  

5 March 2026 Supporters took various items of produce from 

supermarkets without paying for them, stating that they 

were being redistributed to local foodbanks.  

27 April 2026 Two supporters covered a painting in Sotheby's Orientalist 

art pre-auction exhibition with a picture of Nigel Farage's 

face.  

30 April 2026 Supporters occupied a Ferrari dealership in Berkeley 

Square and protested at Burlington Arcade and the Harrods 

food hall.  

1 May 2026 Supporters took items from a Tesco store in Brixton without 

paying for them, stating they were being donated to a local 

foodbank.  

 

49. I am mindful of the Claimant's duty of full and frank disclosure and therefore note 

that the primary cause of Take Back Power seems to be wealth inequality and the 

level of taxation of the "super rich". However, as per the excerpt from Take Back 

Power's website at paragraph 44 of this statement above ("They profit from killing 

children in Gaza and heating the world to boiling point"), there is an 

environmental component to the group's criticism of the "super rich".  

50. This criticism often manifests in an objection to the use of private jets. In this respect 

I note: 

a. the comment by one of the Take Back Power supporters involved in the 6 

February 2026 incident (in Table 4 above) regarding private jet use;  

b. the Extinction Rebellion protest at Inverness Airport in February 2025 referenced 

in paragraph 18.i. of my First Witness Statement, that related to a private jet 

company;  

c. the Extinction Rebellion march to Oxford Airport in July 2025 to protest against 

private jet use, referenced at paragraph 32 of my First Witness Statement; 
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d. the incident in June 2024 where supporters of Just Stop Oil cut through the wire 

perimeter fence of Stansted Airport and sprayed paint on two private jets, the 

convictions for which are referenced in paragraph 34.a above; and 

e. the Extinction Rebellion protest at the Macquarie headquarters in January 2026 

where protesters called for a ban on private jets, referenced in paragraph 33 

above.  

51. I understand from a video conference with Mr Bassett that London Gatwick Airport 

is used by private jets on occasion, though only in low numbers and not usually in 

the peak season due to the airport's constrained capacity at that time of year. There 

is a private aviation facility within the airport, Signature Aviation. I understand from 

Mr Bassett that the Claimant therefore considers it a possibility that protest activity 

regarding the "super rich" and their use of private jets could be targeted at London 

Gatwick Airport were the protection of the Injunction Order to lapse.  

Other environmental protest groups 

52. In my first witness statement I noted that I was aware from publicly available internet 

sources of several other protest groups that are involved in campaigning for 

environmental purposes. I have provided updates regarding those entities as 

follows: 

Extinction Rebellion 

53. From their website and Instagram page, Extinction Rebellion appears to remain an 

active environmental protest group involved in direct action.  

54. As at 9 June 2026, when an associate in my team took a screenshot, the 'About' 

page on their website [GJR3/155] notes that:  

[…] Some members of XR choose to take part in arrestable actions – but 

many choose not to risk arrest, and contribute in other ways. 

55. In addition to the protest outside the Macquarie headquarters referenced in 

paragraph 33 above, I am aware from the Extinction Rebellion website and news 

articles of a number of direct action incidents since the 2025 Order, including:  

a. five individuals affiliated to Extinction Rebellion dressed as scientists occupied 

the lobby of the Prudential Regulation Authority at the Bank of England on 23 

July 2025, demanding greater regulation of the finance sector in relation to 

climate-related risks [GJR3/67];  
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b. Extinction Rebellion carried out a nationwide campaign called "Insure Our 

Survival" in September 2025, including protests at Axa and AIG offices in 

London and across the country [GJR3/73]; and 

c. a group of Extinction Rebellion's "Red Rebels" sought to enter Westfield White 

City on 6 December 2025 to protest but were prevented from entering by security 

[GJR3/92].  

56. From a review of the Extinction Rebellion website, I have seen that the group is 

hosting what they describe as a "DISOBEY TALK SERIES", with events listed in 

April and May 2026. In a screenshot taken by an associate in my team on 9 June 

2026, this is described as follows [GJR3/160]:  

DISOBEY is a series of monthly online talks discussing the many ways to 

engage in nonviolent direct action. 

Each talk will be a focused conversation on a specific tactic that anyone 

can use. Build your power and rewire the system through everyday acts of 

resistance. 

57. The group also intends to host a weekend of events called "LOVE AND RAGE" on 

12 – 14 September 2026 in London.  In a screenshot taken by an associate in my 

team on 9 June 2026, this is described as follows [GJR3/162]:  

With fire in our hearts, we will spark and sustain a spirit of creative, 

nonviolent rebellion to disrupt and pressure the perpetrators of climate and 

ecological injustice and drive systemic change through equal participation 

in power. 

A long hot weekend of workshops and discussions with a creative finale, 

join and stay as long as you’re able. 

Fossil Free London 

58. From their website and Instagram page, Fossil Free London appears to remain an 

active environmental protest group involved in direct action.  

59. In a screenshot taken by an associate in my team on 9 June 2026, the 'Campaigns' 

page of their website [GJR3/163] explains that they "use visible and disruptive 

protest actions to challenge fossil fuel corporates and their enablers here in London". 

Their website references a number of welcome talks they are hosting in June and 

July 2026 [GJR3/165].  
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60. I am aware from news articles that individuals affiliated with Fossil Free London: 

a. interrupted the World Energy Council Assembly's dinner at the Hilton in Mayfair 

on 3 December 2025 in protest at the oil and gas industry [GJR3/90];  

b. staged a protest against energy costs and oil company profits covered in treacle 

outside the US embassy in London on 1 April 2026 [GJR3/96]; and 

c. staged a further protest against oil company profits, pouring a red liquid 

resembling blood over themselves, outside the London headquarters of Shell on 

6 May 2026 [GJR3/104].  

Youth Demand 

61. I am unclear from the website of Youth Demand whether they remain an active 

group. I exhibit a screenshot taken by an associate in my team on 16 June 2026 at 

GJR3/166. Their most recent press release is from October 2025, as are their most 

recent social media posts on Instagram and X. The homepage of their website 

contains the same announcement referring to 'Take Back Power' and linking to that 

group's website as is described at paragraph 41 of this witness statement above.  

Shut the System 

62. From the Instagram page of Shut the System, it appears to remain an active 

environmental protest group involved in direct action. A screenshot taken by an 

associate in my team on 16 June 2026 is exhibited at GJR3/170.  

63. The text in its Instagram 'bio' reads:  

Waging a campaign of escalating sabotage against the tools, property and 

machinery of the financiers propping up fossil fuels. 

64. News coverage from August 2025 [GJR3/70] suggested that the group was being 

investigated by City of London police in connection with "acts of sabotage on the 

offices of major insurers and financial institutions". The article stated that the group 

"said its supporters had cut cables and glued electrical service cabinets at JP 

Morgan Chase and Allianz, in what it described as the start of "a period of sustained 

sabotage" against fossil fuel finance".  

65. The Instagram page of Shut the System suggests that individuals affiliated with the 

group have vandalised the offices of the Tony Blair Institute (November 2025), the 

Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office (December 2025), AIG (January 
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2026), Lloyds (January 2026), Barclays (January 2026) and the wood pellet supplier 

of the Drax power station (April 2026) [GJR3/124 – 128].  

Palestine Action  

66. In my First Witness Statement I noted the activities of Palestine Action at RAF Brize 

Norton in June 2025 and the subsequent proscription of the group in July 2025. I am 

aware from news reporting [GJR3/99] that this was challenged in the High Court, 

which ruled in February 2026 that the proscription was unlawful. The proscription 

was allowed to remain in place temporarily whilst the Government appealed the 

ruling. The appeal was heard by the Court of Appeal in late April 2026 and, on 15 

June 2026, the Court of Appeal overturned the High Court's decision and ruled that 

the proscription was lawful [GJR3/118].  

67. I am also aware from online articles that, on 12 June 2026, four Palestine Action 

activists were sentenced on the basis of having a "terrorist connection" following 

convictions for criminal damage arising out of their involvement in direct action at 

the Elbit Systems factory in Filton, near Bristol [GJR3/122]. Concern has been 

expressed at this approach to sentencing by Amnesty International [GJR3/122] and 

the Green Party [GJR3/116].  

68. Since the proscription of Palestine Action, it appeared that many of the organisations 

discussed above had focussed their protest activities on supporting the cause of 

Palestine Action and protesting its proscription. However, in recent months there 

has seemingly been a return to campaigning on their primary causes, including the 

environment and profits in fossil fuel-related sectors. It is possible that the recent 

Court of Appeal judgment regarding Palestine Action's proscription and the Filton 

convictions could cause another shift in focus.  

Conclusion 

69. The question of whether the injunction continues to be necessary is one for the 

Court. However, in light of the matters discussed above, I understand from the 

Claimant's in-house legal team and Mr Bassett that the Claimant remains concerned 

that, for the purposes of this year’s review hearing, there is a subsisting risk of 

disruptive protester action at London Gatwick Airport. As per the email referenced 

at paragraph 28 above, this is a view shared by Ch Supt Justin Burtenshaw of 

Sussex Police, who is the Head of Protective Security Command with responsibility 

for the airport. Whilst Just Stop Oil in its original form no longer appears to be 
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undertaking direct action, its apparent offshoot Take Back Power is seemingly willing 

to, and does, engage in direct action, as do a number of other protest groups 

including Extinction Rebellion. Whilst the articulation of these groups' causes varies, 

many relate to and interact with climate considerations and the consumption of, and 

support for, fossil fuels. It might be that the names and aims of some of the groups 

change over time, but the primary means of achieving their objectives appears to be 

to encourage disruptive protest activity, including against organisations which are or 

are perceived to be facilitating fossil fuel consumption. Individuals affiliated to the 

protest groups continue to undertake disruptive protest activity at sites which do not 

benefit from injunctions.  

70. The Claimant's view is that the injunctions granted to UK airports have influenced 

the form of protests that have been staged at and relating to airports, including their 

decline since mid-2025. The risk remains high that airports would come back into 

focus if the protection afforded by the injunctions fell away. If the Injunction Order 

were now to be lifted, the Claimant's view (and that of Sussex Police) is that London 

Gatwick Airport would risk being identified again as a target for disruptive action, 

particularly given that it could then be one of the UK's only major airports not 

protected by an injunction and given that it is undertaking the multi-billion pound 

NRP expansion project, which will likely generate news articles in the coming weeks 

and months due to the ongoing legal challenges to the consent for the project. 

71. It remains the case, as stated in my first statement, that the coming summer months 

are the busiest time for the airport and are when the majority of protest incidents 

occurred at UK airports in 2024. In the Claimant's view the risks remain particularly 

acute that a repeat of such action in 2026 could cause particularly severe disruption 

to holidaymakers.  

72. The Claimant will, of course, keep the situation under review to determine whether 

for any future review hearings it is appropriate to seek continuation of the injunction. 

For the reasons given above, it has determined that, for this year, it is appropriate 

that it seeks the injunction remain in full force.  

Service of the Claimant's application and notice of the hearing  

73. Pursuant to paragraph 10 of the Injunction Order, the Claimant's application and the 

notice of hearing will be served on the Defendants by:  

a. uploading a copy of the documents to the Website;  
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b. sending an email to the email addresses in Schedule 3 stating that an application 

has been made and enclosing a link to the Website where the application 

documents and notice of hearing can be found; and 

c. affixing notices at regular intervals around the perimeter fence and at suitable 

entrances/exits to the airport, noting that the application has been lodged, 

including the notice of hearing and explaining where copies of the documents 

can be obtained.  

74. The locations in which the Claimant intends to affix notices are unchanged from the 

First Review Application and are marked with red squares and blue circles on the 

plan of the airport exhibited at [GJR3/63]. As per my first statement, I understand 

that the red squares are where external notices will be mounted and the blue circles 

are where internal notices at key entrances to the airport will be mounted.   

75. In addition:  

a. the Claimant will issue a GAD notifying the application and the notice of hearing 

to all companies that operate at the airport. This GAD will ask recipients to share 

this information with any additional sub-occupiers or parties sharing possession 

of which the recipient is aware; and 

b. emails will be sent to the following email addresses in addition to those in 

Schedule 3 of the Injunction Order, stating that an application has been made 

and enclosing a link to the Website where the application documents and notice 

of hearing can be found: 

i. info@takebackpower.net; 

ii. campaigner@fossilfreelondon.org; 

iii. YouthDemandPress@protonmail.com; and 

iv. shut_the_system_info@proton.me. 

c. These email addresses were identified by an associate in my team to be 

affiliated to Take Back Power, Fossil Free London, Youth Demand and Shut the 

System (respectively) through reviewing the websites of each of the groups and, 

for Shut the System, carrying out an internet search.  
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Amendments to the Injunction Order 

76. As noted in the Claimant's application notice, the Claimant seeks one minor 

administrative amendment to the Injunction Order if the Court chooses to continue 

it, to update the form of warning notice at Schedule 5 to refer to any new order made 

by the Court as well as the Injunction Order and 2025 Order. This updated warning 

notice is appended to the draft order filed with the Claimant's present application, 

with placeholders that can be completed prior to sealing. 

 

Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. I understand that 

proceedings for contempt of court may be brought against anyone who makes, or causes 

to be made, a false statement in a document verified by a statement of truth without an 

honest belief in its truth. 

 

SIGNED …………………………………… 

  GRAEME JAMES ROBERTSON 

 

DATED  …………………………………… 
19 June 2026




