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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210
KING’S BENCH DIVISION

Before: The Honourable [ ]

On: [9] July 2026

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and-

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN (WITHOUT THE
CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN
EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE
DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE
RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE NAMES ARE SET OUT IN
SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

IF YOU THE WITHIN NAMED DEFENDANTS OR ANY OF YOU DISOBEY THIS
ORDER OR INSTRUCT OR ENCOURAGE OTHERS TO BREACH THIS ORDER YOU
MAY BE HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED
OR HAVE YOUR ASSETS SEIZED.

ANY OTHER PERSON WHO KNOWS OF THIS ORDER AND DOES ANYTHING
WHICH HELPS OR PERMITS THE DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN TO
BREACH THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY ALSO BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF
COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.



IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANTS

This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in this Order. You should read it carefully.
You are advised to consult a solicitor as soon as possible. You have the right to ask the Court

to vary or discharge this Order.

UPON the Injunction made by the Order dated 9 July 2024 of Mr Justice Julian Knowles, as
extended to apply to the 2"4-26™ Defendants by Order dated 11 December 2024 of Mr Justice
Dexter Dias and order dated 14 February 2025 of Mr Justice Ritchie, and varied and continued
by Order dated 23 July 2025 of Mr Justice Turner at the first annual review hearing (“the

Injunction”).

AND UPON the second review hearing which took place on 9 July 2026 (as listed pursuant to
paragraph 3 of the Injunction)

AND UPON READING the witness evidence filed by the Claimant in support of the
continuation of the Injunction, in the form of the Third Witness Statement of Philip Keith

Spencer dated 15 June 2026

AND UPON HEARING Mr Tom Roscoe, Counsel for the Claimant and [there being no other

attendance]

AND UPON the Court being satisfied that there has been no material change in circumstances

warranting amendments to or the setting aside of the relief granted in the Injunction

IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Injunction shall remain in full force and effect, subject to review, as provided for in

paragraph 3 of the Injunction.
2. A conformed version of that Injunction is appended hereto for ease of reference.

3. The Court will provide sealed copies of this order to the Claimant’s solicitors for service
or notification in accordance with paragraphs 9 and 14 of the Injunction (as varied in the

schedule hereto).

Dated: [9] July 2026



Service:
The Court provided sealed copies of this order to the serving party:

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner
Governor’s House

5 Laurence Pountney Hill
London

EC4R 0BR

akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com

phil.spencer@bclplaw.com

Solicitors for the Claimant



VARIED PURSUANT TO THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE TURNER DATED 23 JULY 2025, AND

CONTINUED BY THE ORDER OF [ 1DATED 9 JULY 2026
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210
KINGS BENCH DIVISION

Before The Honourable Mr Justice Julian Knowles
BETWEEN:
HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant
-and-

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN (WITHOUT THE
CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN
EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE
DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE
RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE NAMES ARE SET OUT IN
SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

VARIED ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

IF YOU THE WITHIN DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN OR ANY OF YOU
DISOBEY THIS ORDER OR INSTRUCT OR ENCOURAGE OTHERS TO BREACH THIS
ORDER YOU MAY BE HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE
IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE YOUR ASSETS SEIZED.

ANY OTHER PERSON WHO KNOWS OF THIS ORDER AND DOES ANYTHING
‘WHICH HELPS OR PERMITS THE DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN TO
BREACH THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY ALSO BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF
COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.



IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANTS AND PERSONS UNKNOWN

This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in this Order. You should read it carefully.
You are advised to consult a solicitor as soon as possible. You have the right to ask the Court

to vary or discharge this Order.
UPON the Claimant having issued this Claim by a Claim Form dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON hearing the Claimant’s application for an interim injunction by Application
Notice dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON READING the Witness Statements of Akhil Markanday dated 6 July 2024 and
Jonathan Daniel Coen dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON HEARING Leading Counsel and Junior Counsel for the Claimant

AND UPON the Claimant giving and the Court accepting the undertakings set out in Schedule
1 to this Order

AND UPON the Orders dated 11 December 2024 of Mr Justice Dexter Dias (“the Dias J
Order”) and dated 14 February 2025 of Mr Justice Ritchie (“the Ritchie J Order”) joining the

2nd to 26 Defendants as named defendants to these proceedings

AND UPON the first annual review of this Order having taken place on 23 July 2025 in

accordance with paragraph 3 herein.

AND UPON the second annual review of this Order having taken place on 9 July 2026 in

accordance with paragraph 3 herein.

IT IS ORDERED THAT:
INJUNCTION

1. Until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or further order in the meantime,
whichever shall be the earlier, the Defendants must not, without the consent of the
Claimant, enter, occupy or remain on Heathrow Airport, Hounslow, Middlesex, as shown

edged purple on the plan annexed to this Order at Schedule 2 (“Plan A”).

2. Inrespect of paragraph 1, the Defendants must not (a) do it himself/herself/themselves
in any other way (b) do it by means of another person acting on his/her/their behalf, or

acting on his/her/their instructions.



The injunction set out at paragraph 1 of this Order shall be reviewed annually on each
anniversary of the Order (or as close to this date as is convenient having regard to the
Court’s list) with a time estimate of 1 72 hours. The Claimant is permitted to file and
serve any evidence in support 14 days before the review hearing. Skeleton Arguments

shall be filed at Court, with a bundle of authorities, not less than 2 days before the hearing.

VARIATION

6.

Anyone served with or notified of this Order may apply to the Court at any time to vary
or discharge this Order or so much of it as affects that person but they must first give the
Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’ notice of such application. If any evidence is to be relied
upon in support of the application the substance of it must be communicated in writing

to the Claimant’s solicitors at least 48 hours in advance of any hearing.

Any person applying to vary or discharge this Order must provide their full name, address

and address for service.

The Claimant has liberty to apply to vary this Order.

SERVICE AND NOTIFICATION

Service of the Claim Form, the Application for interim injunction and this Order is

dispensed with, pursuant to CPR 6.16, 6.28 and 81.4(2)(c).

Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies & Travellers [2024]
2 WLR 45, the Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in support and a Note of the
Hearing on 9 July 2024 will be notified to the First Defendant by the Claimant carrying

out each of the following steps:

8.1 Uploading a copy on to the following website: www.heathrow.com/injunction

8.2 Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order stating
that a claim has been brought and an application made and that the documents can

be found at the website referred to above.

8.3  Either affixing a notice at the locations shown marked with a red dot on the second

plan attached to this Order at Schedule 4 (“Plan B”) setting out where these



10.

11.

documents can be found and obtained in hard copy or including this information in

the warning notices referred to at paragraph 9.4 below.

Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies and Travellers[2024]

2 WLR 45, this Order shall be notified to the First Defendant by the Claimant carrying

out each of the following steps:

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

Uploading a copy of the Order on to the following website:

www.heathrow.com/injunction

Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order attaching

a copy of this Order.

Affixing a copy of the Order in A4 size in a clear plastic envelope at each of the

locations shown with a red dot on Plan B.

Affixing warning notices of A2 size at those locations marked with a red dot on

Plan B, substantially in the form of the notice at Schedule 5.

Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies and Travellers[2024]

2 WLR 45, notification to the First Defendant of any further applications shall be effected

by the Claimant carrying out each of the following steps:

10.1

10.2

10.3

Uploading a copy of the application on to the following website:

www.heathrow.com/injunction

Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order stating
that an application has been made and that the application documents can be found

at the website referred to above.

Affixing a notice at these locations marked with a red dot on Plan B stating that the

application has been made and where it can be accessed in hard copy and online.

Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies and Travellers[2024]

2 WLR 45, notification of any further documents to the First Defendant may be effected

by carrying out the steps set out in paragraphs 10.1 and 10.2 only.



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

In respect of paragraphs 8 to 11 above, effective notification will be deemed to have

taken place on the date on which all the relevant steps have been carried out.

For the avoidance of doubt, in respect of the steps referred to at paragraphs 8.3, 9.3 and
10.3, effective notification will be deemed to have taken place when the documents have

all been first affixed regardless of whether they are subsequently removed.

Pursuant to CPR r.6.15 and 6.27, it is directed that service of this Order and any further
document(s) to be served in these proceedings shall be effected on Defendants 2 — 26 as

follows:

14.1 by first class post to the addresses listed in the Re-Amended Particulars of Claim
dated 18 February 2025;

14.2 in respect of any such Defendant who the Claimant has reasonable cause to believe
(after due enquiry) is in prison (whether on remand or otherwise), the Claimant
shall (in addition) seek to establish the prison that they are in (via the Government’s
“find a prisoner’ service or otherwise) and effect service by first class post to that

prison;

14.3 in either case, by email to juststopoil@protonmail.com;

juststopoilpress@protonmail.com; and info@juststopoil.org; and
14.4 by posting copies on to the following website: www.heathrow.com/injunction.

Copies of the documents emailed or posted in accordance with paragraphs 14.3 and 14.4

above shall be redacted to remove the addresses of the Defendants.

The steps taken pursuant to paragraph 14 above shall be verified by a certificate of service
and/or witness statement, and deemed service shall occur (in respect of each such
Defendant) seven working days after the taking of the last relevant step in respect of such

Defendant.

In the event that any of Defendants 2 — 26 provides in writing to the Claimant’s solicitors
(whose details are set out below) a postal or an email address for service, service of all

documents shall be by first class post or email to such address (as appropriate) and the

10



ordinary provisions as to in the Civil Procedure Rules (including as to the deemed date)

shall apply.

FURTHER DIRECTIONS
18.  Liberty to apply.
COSTS
19. Costs reserved.
COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE CLAIMANT
20. The Claimant’s solicitors and their contact details are:
(1) Akhil Markanday

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 4344

2) Phil Spencer

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR phil.spencer@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 3119

Dated: 9 July 2024
Varied: 23 July 2025

Continued: 9 July 2026

11



1.

SCHEDULE 1 - UNDERTAKINGS

The Claimant will take steps to notify Defendants of the Claim Form, Application
Notice, evidence in support, the Order and a Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024 as soon
as practicable and no later than Spm on 15 July 2024.

The Claimant will comply with any order for compensation which the Court might
make in the event that the Court later finds that the injunction in paragraph 1 of this
Order has caused loss to a future Defendant and the Court finds that the future

Defendant ought to be compensated for that loss.

10
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SCHEDULE 2 -PLAN A
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1.
2.
3.

SCHEDULE 3 — EMAIL ADDRESSES

juststopoil@protonmail.com

juststopoilpress@protonmail.com

info@)juststopoil.org

12
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SCHEDULE 4 -PLAN B

13
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SCHEDULE 5 — NOTICE
WARNING — NOTICE OF COURT INJUNCTION

A HIGH COURT INJUNCTION granted in Claim No KB-2024-002210 granted on 9 July
2024 until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or further order in the meantime,
whichever shall be the earlier, now exists in relation to Heathrow Airport. The injunction means
you may NOT without the express consent of HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED:

IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN
ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS
SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE PLAN BELOW:

West Bedfont

ANYONE BREACHING THE TERMS OF THIS COURT ORDER OR ASSISTING ANY
OTHER PERSON IN BREACHING THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY BE HELD TO
BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE SENT TO PRISON, FINED, OR HAVE
THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.

A copy of the legal proceedings (including the Order, Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in support and
a note of the hearing on 9 July 2024) can be viewed at www.heathrow.com/injunction or obtained from:

(1) Compass Centre, Heathrow Airport, Nelson Road, Hounslow TW6 2GW, which is open between 9am-
5pm Monday-Friday; or

(2) Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London EC4R 0BR
(Reference: AMRK/PSPE/20H0904.000140; Telephone: 020 3400 3119).

Anyone notified of this Order may apply to the Court at any time to vary or discharge this Order or so much of it
affects that person but they must first give the Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’ notice of such application. The
address of the Court is the Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, London WC2A 2LL.

14
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Docusign Envelope ID: 4AF65BE7-1FED-4AC6-B264-6955BD16ECC6
In the High Court of Justice
King's Bench Division

Fee Account no. PBA0076972

Clai m Form Help with Fees -

Ref no. HWF - =
(if applicable)

Amended pursuarit to the Order of Mr Justice Dexter Dias dated 11 December 2024

For court use only

You may be able to issue your claim online whichmay  ¢(5im no. KB - 2024 - 002210
save time and money. Go to www.moneyclaim.gov.uk
to find out more. Issue date

Claimant(s) name(s) and address(es) including postcode
Heathrow Airport Limited (company no. 01991017) /
The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, Hounslow, Middlesex, TW6 '

2GW *
KV\ 18 Feb 2025

W\ o

Defendant(s) name and address(es) including postcode

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT'S CONSENT) UPONLORNE THROW Al
RPORT" AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS 9 ST

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS DATED 1
2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE NAME[WE@ET'Iﬁ%‘!E)ULE 1

TQ THIS CLAIM FORM 07/07/2024
Brief details of claim

The Claimant seeks an injunction to restrain the Defendants from acts of trespass or nuisance
on the Claimant's land, as more particularly described in the re-amended Particulars of Claim.

Value
This is a non-monetary claim

Defendant’s £
name and N/A )
address Amount claimed
for service
including Court fee 626
postcode .,
Legal representative’s TBA
costs
Total amount

For further details of the courts www.gov.uk/find-court-tribunal.
When corresponding with the Court, please address forms or letters to the Manager and always quote the claim number.

N1 Claim form (CPR Part 7) (06.22) © Crown Copyrigh 1 7




Docusign Envelope ID: 4AF65BE7-1FED-4AC6-B264-6955BD16ECC6

Claim no. KB - 2024 - 002210

You must indicate your preferred County Court Hearing Centre for hearings here
(see notes for guidance)

King's Bench Divsion, The Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, London WC2A 2LL

Do you believe you, or a witness who will give evidence on your behalf, are vulnerable in
any way which the court needs to consider?

D Yes. Please explain in what way you or the witness are vulnerable and what steps,
support or adjustments you wish the court and the judge to consider.

No

Does, or will, your claim include any issues under the Human Rights Act 1998?
Yes
D No

18



Docusign Envelope ID: 4AF65BE7-1FED-4AC6-B264-6955BD16ECC6

Particulars of Claim

attached
D to follow




Docusign Envelope ID: 4AF65BE7-1FED-4AC6-B264-6955BD16ECC6

Statement of truth Note: you are reminded that
a copy of this claim form

must be served on all

| understand that proceedings for contempt of court may be other parties.

brought against a person 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.

D I believe that the facts stated in this claim form and any
attached sheets are true.

The claimant believes that the facts stated in this claim form

and any attached sheets are true. | am authorised by the
claimant to sign this statement.

Signature

DocuSigned by:

P&,{UF Spener

656A85CC3CEB44E1 .

D Claimant
D Litigation friend (where claimant is a child or protected party)
Claimant’s legal representative (as defined by CPR 2.3(1))

Date
Day Month Year

Full name

Philip Keith Spencer

Name of claimant’s legal representative’s firm

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP

If signing on behalf of firm or company give position or office held

Senior Associate

20



Docusign Envelope ID: 4AF65BE7-1FED-4AC6-B264-6955BD16ECC6

Claimant’s or claimant’s legal representative’s address to which
documents should be sent.

Building and street

Governor's House

Second line of address

5 Laurence Pountney Hill

Town or city

London

County (optional)

Postcode

EICI4IRIOIBIR

If applicable

Phone number
020 3400 3119

DX number

Your Ref.
AMRK/PSPE/20H0904.140

Email
phil.spencer@bclplaw.com

Find out how HM Courts and Tribunals Service uses personal information you give them when you fill in a form:
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/hm-courts-and-tribunals-service/about/personal-information-charter

21



Docusign Envelope ID: 4AF65BE7-1FED-4AC6-B264-6955BD16ECC6

SCHEDULE 1

THE NAMED DEFENDANTS

By order of Mr Justice Dexter Dias dated 11 December 2024 and by order of Mr Justice Ritchie

dated 14 February 2025 the following Named Defendants were joined as Defendants to these

proceedings:

Address

Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 24 July 2024

n involved in activities at the Airport on 27 July 2024

n involved in activities at the Airport on 30 July 2024

Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 1 August 2024

Groups 1 & 2

Def # Name

2 Rory Wilson

3 Adam Beard

4 Sean O’Callaghan

5 Sally Davidson

6 Hannah Schafer

7 Luke Elson

8 Luke Watson
Alleged to have bee

9 Monday Rosenfeld
Alleged to have bee

10 Phoebe Plummer

11 Jane Touil

12 Barbara Lund

13 Rhiannon Wood

22



Docusign Envelope ID: 4AF65BE7-1FED-4AC6-B264-6955BD16ECC6

Diane Bligh

Ruth Cook

Malcolm Allister

Susanne Brown

Christina Jenkins

Jack Williams

Paul Raithb

Group 3

Melanie Griftith

Virginia Barrett

Pauline Hazel
Smith

Rosemary
Robinson

Irfan Mamun

Callum Cronin

23



Docusign Envelope ID: 81B27C9F-90C2-49D5-8704-BOA4ECABS5BF7

Amended pursuant to the order of Mr Justice Dexter Dias dated 11 December 2024 and
further amended pursuant to the Order of Mr Justice Ritchie dated 14 February 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KINGS BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:
HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and-

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) — (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY ORDER OF MR JUSTICE
DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE NAMES ARE SET
OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS

Defendants

RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

THE CLAIMANT

1. The Claimant is the operator of the ‘London Heathrow Airport’, Hounslow, Middlesex
(“the Airport”), as shown edged purple on Plan A annexed to the Re-Amended
Particulars of Claim (“Plan A”).

2. As the operator of the Airport:

2.1 The Claimant holds a certificate for operation of the Airport issued by the UK
Civil Aviation Authority (“CAA”) dated 6 April 2016, with reference number
UK: EGLL - 00;

24



Docusign Envelope ID: 81B27C9F-90C2-49D5-8704-BOA4ECABSBF7

2.2 The Claimant has the benefit of an Economic Licence granted by the CAA under
Part 1 of the Civil Aviation Act 2012; and

2.3 The Claimant has made the ‘Heathrow Airport — London Byelaws 2014’ (“the
Byelaws”) pursuant to section 63 and 64 of the Airports Act 1986 regulating the
use and operation of the Airport and the conduct of all persons while within the

Airport, which came into force on 13 April 2014.
THE LAND TO WHICH THE CLAIM RELATES

3. The land and property to which the Claim relates is the Airport. It does not include

residential property.

4. The Claimant is the owner of the Airport pursuant to the titles listed in Schedule 1 to
the Re-Amended Particulars of Claim.

5. The Claimant has granted various leases and licences in respect of certain parts of the
Airport. The areas in respect of which the Claimant has a right to immediate possession,
pursuant either to the Claimant’s freehold ownership or immediate leasehold interests
are shown shaded yellow on Plan A (excluding the areas hatched blue and shaded

orange) (“the Yellow Land”).

6. As the operator of the Airport, as set out in Paragraphs 1 and 2 above, the Claimants
still retains sufficient control over those parts of the Airport in respect of which it has
granted leases and licences, to entitle it to exercise control over the Airport in relation

to any persons trespassing thereon.
THE DEFENDANTS

7. The Defendants are environmental activists associated with the Just Stop Oil campaign
(or other environmental campaigns) who have committed to engaging in campaign of

disruptive direct action at airports across the United Kingdom, including, in the case of

the 2" to 26" Defendants (“the Named Defendants”), at the Airport. Save for the Named

Defendants, the Claimant does not know the names of the Defendants.

25



Docusign Envelope ID: 81B27C9F-90C2-49D5-8704-BOA4ECABSBF7

8.

10.

11.

At a meeting in Birmingham in early March 2024, the environmental campaigners
associated with the ‘Just Stop Oil’ campaign discussed the taking of direct action at

airports across the UK in the summer of 2024.

The homepage of the website of Just Stop Oil emphasises the plans to target action on
airports during the summer of 2024 and a video was published on 5 May 2024 at
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tbvYQFGAY48 which discloses an intention to

disrupt airports in the UK in the summer months of 2024. In particular, the said video
evidences that the Airport is a specific target of disruption by showing a screen shot of
a road sign on the highway immediately adjacent to the perimeter of the Airport (with

directions to Terminal 5 and Terminals 2, 3 and 4).

Furthermore, multiple messages sent from the official Instagram account of Just Stop
Oil demonstrate how campaigners associated with Just Stop Oil intend to target airports

by direct action activities.

In support of their aim to disrupt airports in the summer months, two Just Stop Oil

fundraising pages have been set up, namely:

11.1 “Fund Radical Climate Action — Just Stop Oil | Chuffed | Non-profit charity
and social enterprise fundraising” (which has raised £149,000 as of 1 July 2024)

and states:

“We're escalating our campaign this summer to take action at airports.”’

11.2 “Cat’s out the bag. Just Stop Oil will take action at airports 2 | Chuffed | Non-

profit charity and social enterprise fundraising” (which has raised £24,000 as of
1 July 2024) states:

“Cat s out the bag. Just Stop Oil will take action at airports
The secret is out — and our new actions are going to be big.

We're going so big that we can t even tell you the full plan, but know this — Just
Stop Oil will be taking our most radical action yet this summer. We'll be taking
action at sites of key importance to the fossil fuel industry,; super-polluting

b3

airports.”’

12. There has also been extensive media coverage of the Just Stop Oil plans and the danger

they pose. A Daily Mail online article entitled ‘Exclusive Revealed: The eco mob plot to
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ruin the summer holidays with activists planning to disrupt flights by gluing themselves to
major airport runways’ states that Just Stop Oil have advocated the following means of

protest:

o “Cutting through fences and gluing themselves to runway tarmac;
e Cycling in circles on runways
e Climbing on to planes to prevent them from taking off

o Staging sit-ins at terminals 'day after day' to stop passengers getting
inside airports.”

12A. On 24 July 2024, 27 July 2024, 30 July 2024 or 1 August 2024 each of the Named

Defendants entered onto the Airport without the consent of the Claimant in order to

carry out acts of disruptive direct action in connection with the Just Stop Oil campaign.

Further particulars of those incidents are set out in Schedule 2 to the Re-Amended

Particulars of Claim.

THE POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE THREATENED DIRECT ACTION

13. In summary, the potential risks and/or effects of the activities carried out by the Named

Defendants and further the apprehended activities of any Defendant have or may

include the following:
13.1 Areal risk to life and limb;
13.2 Significant disruption to passengers;
13.3 Significant disruption to airlines;
13.4 Significant impact on businesses and the wider economy;
13.5 Consequential effects on the infrastructure network around the Airport;
13.6 The need for deployment of additional Police resources at the Airport;
13.7 Substantial economic losses to the Claimant.
THE THREATENED ACTS OF TRESPASS AND/OR NUISANCE

14. By reason of the foregoing, the Claimant apprehends that unless restrained by this

Honourable Court, there is a serious and imminent risk that the Defendants will commit
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

further acts of trespass and nuisance by way of ‘direct action’ activities, for which they

have no permission or licence to enter upon the Airport.

Members of the public have an implied consent to enter the Airport for air-travel and
directly related purposes. All persons entering the Airport are subject to the Byelaws
which regulate the use and operation of the Airport and the conduct of all persons while

within the airport

By Byelaw 3.19 of the Byelaws, no person shall organise or take part in any
demonstration, procession or public assembly likely to obstruct or interfere with the
proper use of the Airport or obstruct or interfere with the safety of passengers or persons

using the Airport.

By Byelaw 3.21 of the Byelaws, no person shall intentionally obstruct or interfere with
the proper use of the Airport or with any person acting in the execution of his duty in

relation to the operation of the Airport.

Accordingly, although members of the public have an implied consent to enter the
Airport for the purpose of travelling by air and for directly related purposes, they do

not have permission to enter or remain or occupy any land thereon for the purposes of:

18.1 Organising or taking part in any demonstration, procession or public assembly
likely to obstruct or interfere with the proper use of the Airport or obstruct or
interfere with the safety of passengers or persons using the Airport (Byelaw

3.19).

18.2 Intentionally obstructing or interfering with the proper use of the Airport
(Byelaw 3.21).

Further and/or alternatively, the threatened acts referred to above would amount to a
nuisance, in that they would give rise to an unreasonable interference with the use and

operation of the Airport.

Further and/or alternatively, the nuisance referred to at Paragraph 19 above would also
constitute a public nuisance in that the acts referred to above would substantially affect
members of the public, including, but not limited, to persons wishing to use the Airport

for the purpose of air travel as well as the Claimant. As such, the nuisance would
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‘materially affect the reasonable comfort and convenience of a class of His Majesty’s
subjects’ and the Claimant would suffer ‘special damage’ in respect thereof given the
loss and damage referred to in Paragraph 13 above would constitute foreseeable and

substantial damage over and above that suffered by the public at large.

21. Accordingly, as the operator of the Airport and by reason of the matters set out in
Paragraph 6 above, the Claimant seeks injunctive relief restraining the apprehended

acts of trespass and/or nuisance in respect of the Airport.
HUMAN RIGHTS

22. Reliance by the Defendants on rights of freedom of expression and/or assembly within
Articles 10 and/or 11 of the European Convention of Human Rights would not provide

a defence in the particular circumstances of this claim.
AND THE CLAIMANT CLAIMS

(1) An order that the Defendants must not, without the consent of the Claimant, enter,

occupy or remain upon any part of the Airport;
(2) Further or other relief as the Court thinks fit;
(3) Costs.

KATHARINE HOLLAND KC
JACQUELINE LEAN

Landmark Chambers

TOM ROSCOE

Wilberforce Chambers

DANIEL SCOTT

Wilberforce Chambers
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Statement of Truth

The Claimant believes that the facts stated in this re-amended particulars of claim are true.

The Claimant understands 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.
I am duly authorised by the Claimant to sign this statement.
DocuSigned by:

Pllip Sponcer

..... SN L O 2
Philip Keith Spencer

Senior Associate, Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP
7 July 2024

13 December 2024

18 February 2025

30



Docusign Envelope ID: 81B27C9F-90C2-49D5-8704-BOA4ECABSBF7

SCHEDULE 1

FREEHOLD TITLES OWNED BY THE CLAIMANT

Title

Description

AGLI101701

Land on the north side of Wessex Road, Hillingdon

AGL105601

land and buildings on and lying to the east of Western Perimeter road, London

Heathrow Airport

AGLI118218

Land at Southern Perimeter Road, Stanwell, Staines

AGL119941

Land on the North West side of Southern Perimeter Road, Stanwell, Staines

AGL125841

Land lying to the east of Western Perimeter Road, London Heathrow Airport

AGL138033

The Duke of Northumberland's River, West Drayton

AGL139852

Part of World Business Centre Phase, 2 Newall Road, London Heathrow

Airport, Hounslow

AGL142943

Land and buildings lying to the south of Perry Oaks Drive, West Drayton

AGL153197

land at London Heathrow Airport, London

AGL159358

Land at Perry Oaks Drive, West Drayton

AGL159912

land at London Heathrow Airport, London

AGL166776

Land lying to the south west of 576 Bath Road, West Drayton

AGL166778

Land lying to the East of Spout Lane North, Staines

AGL166779

Land lying to the North East of Spout Lane North, Staines

AGL166780

Land lying to the East of Spout Lane North, Staines

AGL166781

Land lying to the south east of Spout Lane North, Staines

AGLI167758

Land on the North side of Stanwell Road, Feltham

AGL187778

subsoil beneath the Duke of Northumberland's river London Heathrow Airport,

London

AGLI187782

part of the former course of the Duke of Northumberland's River, London

Heathrow Airport, London

AGL188780

Land on the south side of Southern Perimeter Road, London Heathrow Airport,

Hounslow

AGL196517

subsoil beneath the Duke of Northumberland's River, Heathrow Airport,

London

AGL204428

Land at London Heathrow Airport, London

AGL204430

Land at London Heathrow Airport, London
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AGL3033 land lying to the West of Hatton Road, Feltham

AGL31061 | Heathrow Hotel, Terminal 4, Heathrow Airport

AGL32323 | land on the south side of Bath Road, Harlington

AGL41684 | Land and buildings on the south side of Bath Road and on the South West side
of Hatton Road, Heathrow Airport

AGL41685 | Land and buildings on the west side of Cranford Lane, Heathrow Airport

AGL41686 | Land and buildings on the West side of Sheffield Way, Heathrow Airport

AGL47788 | Land on the east side of Airport Way, South East side of Spout Lane, Stanwell

AGL49922 | Land on the south side of Bath Road, Hillingdon

AGL53628 | Land on the north side of Bedfont Road, Bedfont, Stanwell

AGL55260 | Part of Heathrow Airport, London

AGL57950 | World Business Centre, Newall Road, Heathrow Airport

AGL58193 | Building 1071, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow (TW6 3AQ)

AGL58194 | The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, London Heathrow Airport, TW6 2QQ

AGL58197 | Renaissance London Heathrow Hotel, Bath Road, Heathrow, Hounslow (TW6
2AQ)

AGL58200 | B521 Southampton House, Southampton Road, World Cargo Centre, Heathrow
Airport

AGL58829 | Building 717, Southern Perimeter Road, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow
(TW6 35Y)

AGL66857 | 9 North Hatton Road

AGL66862 | United House Building, 451 Southern Perimeter Road, London Heathrow
Airport, Hounslow (TW6 3LP)

AGL66864 | World Business Centre Phase II, Newall Road, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow (TW6 2RQ)

AGL69297 | the Visitor Centre, Bath Road, Heathrow Airport, Hounslow (TW6 2AP)

AGL71479 | Contractor's Compound, Sanctuary Road, Stanwell

AGL75860 | Land at The Police Station, Northside

AGL7637 2 Perry Oaks Drive, West Drayton (UB7 OEP)

AGL86703 | 3 Burrow Hill Close, Heathrow, Hounslow (TW6 2ND)

AGLS89018 | 4 Burrow Hill Close, Heathrow, Hounslow (TW6 2ND)

AGL92309 | Land on the South side of Bath Road, London

AGL92311 | Land and Building on the South side of Bath Road, London
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MX102958 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX102959 | Heathrow Airport, London

MX118060 | land lying to the north of Stanwell Road

MX121799 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX122309 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX124923 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX129648 | The Cyclists Rest, Hatton Road

MX131029 | Land at Heathrow Airport

MX131030 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX131532 | land on the south side of Bath Road, forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX132446 | part of London (Heathrow) Airport

MX133485 | West Ramp Coach Park, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow, TW6 2QU

MX134218 | land forming part of London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow

MX134561 | Part of Heathrow Airport

MX13479 Land on the North side of the Southern Perimeter Road, London Heathrow
Airport, Hounslow

MX135107 | land forming part of London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow

MX135983 | Land on the south of Bath Road, Harmondsworth

MX136678 | Land forming part of London Heathrow Airport, Stanwell

MX137020 | Land on the north side of Stanwell Road, East Bedfont

MX138008 | situate on the south side of Bath Road

MX138125 | Land on the South side of Bath Road

MX138184 | land forming part of London (Heathrow) Airport

MX138476 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX140009 | Land at Heathrow Airport

MX140064 | land on the south side of Bath Road, Hayes

MX140158 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX141558 | 447 Hatton Road, Feltham (TW14 9QP)

MX143545 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX148884 | part of Heathrow Airport

MX149634 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX154289 | land lying to the north of Stanwell Road
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MX154382 | part of London Heathrow Airport

MX155712 | Land lying to the south of Northern Perimeter Road, Heathrow, Hounslow

MX156037 | Land lying to the south of Northern Perimeter Road, Heathrow, Hounslow

MX156056 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX156057 | Land lying to the south of Northern Perimeter Road, Heathrow, Hounslow

MX156230 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX156982 | Land and building on the south side of Bath Road and south west side of Hatton
Road

MX160406 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX160655 | land at Heathrow Airport

MX160662 | Land at Heathrow Airport

MX160771 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX162010 | Land forming part of Heathrow airport

MX163122 | land adjoining White's Stores, Hatton Road, Hatton Cross

MX163524 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX164507 | Magpie Place and Magpie Cottages, Bath Road

MX164508 | Land at Heathrow Airport

MX164815 | Long stay car park eastern perimeter road, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow (TW6 2SB)

MX168921 | land on the North-West side of Great South-West Road forming part of London
(Heathrow) Airport, Hounslow

MX173710 | part of Heathrow Airport, London

MX175692 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX179450 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX180695 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport, London

MX180748 | land lying to the West of Hatton Road

MX186386 | Heathrow Airport, London

MX193394 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX194062 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX203143 | LAND ON THE NORTH SIDE OF Southern Perimeter Road, Heathrow,
Hounslow

MX207871 | Site Offices, Wessex Road, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow (TW6 2QX)
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MX2168 land and buildings on the north side of Spout Lane and south-west side of
Longford River, Stanwell

MX217949 | land lying between Longford River and Duke of Northumberland's River,
Harmondsworth

MX224711 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX224983 | Land at Viscount Way, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow

MX228536 | known as Mayfield House lying to the north of Stanwell Road

MX230168 | Land and buildings at Hatton

MX230476 | land on the West side of Spout Lane, Staines

MX230979 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX231190 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX232436 | land at the junction of Bath Road and Hatton Road, Hounslow

MX235083 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX235182 | LAND ON THE NORTH EAST SIDE OF Ensign Close, London Heathrow
Airport, Hounslow

MX236213 | land at Heathrow Airport (formerly Oddfellows Cottages, Bath Road)

MX237577 | Land at Heathrow Airport

MX237801 | forms part of London Heathrow Airport

MX238906 | land lying to the south of Bath Road, Harmondsworth

MX239071 | Part of London (Heathrow) Airport, Harlington

MX243750 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX243751 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX?244292 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX244632 | 1 to 4 Oak Cottages and 1 to 4 Oaks Common Cottages, Heathrow Road,
Harmondsworth

MX245592 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX246727 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX248915 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX248916 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport-London

MX249443 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX250939 | Land on the east side of Whitemead Lane and on the West side of Long Lane
Harmondsworth

MX252007 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport
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MX255590 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX255892 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX257835 | the Site of 1, 2 and 3 Wells Cottages, Hatton Road

MX260728 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX266089 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX266090 | land at Heathrow Airport

MX266394 | LAND ON THE NORTH WEST SIDE OF Great South West Road, Bedfont,
Feltham

MX269198 | building 478, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow (TW6 2EB)

MX276514 | land at Heathrow Airport, Stanwell Road

MX278681 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX303848 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX304585 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX306324 | northside staff car park Northwood Road, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow
(TW6 2QW)

MX315988 | Part of Heathrow Airport, London

MX320053 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX320054 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX321518 | LAND ON THE NORTH SIDE OF Spout Lane, Staines

MX324155 | LAND LYING TO THE WEST OF Great South West Road, London

MX328832 | Land on the South side of Bath Road, Hayes

MX332258 | Land part of Heathrow Airport

MX335978 | 445 Hatton Road, Feltham (TW14 9QP)

MX347243 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport - London

MX349378 | on the North West Side of Great South-West Road, Harmondsworth

MX352105 | car park World Business Centre, Newall Road, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow

MX356761 | Fuel Depot, Ensign Close, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow TW6 2PL

MX398707 | Land lying to the South of Bath Road, Hounslow

MX401217 | part of London Heathrow Airport

MX404168 | Land at Heathrow Airport

MX441141 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport
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MX75444 Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX79662 land forming part of Heathrow Airport, London

MX82957 LAND ON THE NORTH SIDE OF Spout Lane, Staines

MX86544 Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

MX94106 Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

NGL111084 | land on the south side of Bath Road, Harmondsworth

NGL134306 | land lying to the north of Perry Oaks Drive, West Drayton

NGL162048 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

NGL21439 | the Control Tower at London (Heathrow) Airport

NGL219053 | 60 and 62 The Gardens and being land lying to the south east of Great South-
West Road

NGL22718 | BEING LAND ON THE NORTH-WEST SIDE OF Great South West Road,
Bedfont, Feltham

NGL235431 | Hatton Road, Harlington

NGL24166 | land lying to the south of Bath Road, Hounslow

NGL309951 | land lying on the South side of the Southern Perimeter Road, Heathrow Airport

NGL332589 | Perry Oaks Sewage Works

NGL35047 | Land on the south side of Bath Road, West Drayton

NGL352644 | Unit 1, 1 Bath Road, Heathrow, Hounslow (TW6 2AA)

NGL36628 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

NGL369608 | Land and buildings on the south side of Bath Road, West Drayton

NGL386170 | 3 Perry Oaks Drive, West Drayton

NGL392895 | 1 Perry Oaks Drive, Stanwell Moor Road, Longford, West Drayton

NGL526360 | 4 Perry Oaks Drive, West Drayton (UB7 OEP)

NGL94380 | Land on the West side of Whitemead Lane, Longford

NGL97189 | land lying to the South East of Bath Road and on the East side of Whitemead
Lane, Longford

SY347180 | part of the site of the Duke of Northumberland's River

SY348507 Land on the South side of Southern Perimeter Road, Stanwell, Staines

SY367470 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

SY367471 | land forming part of London Heathrow Airport, Stanwell

SY383943 | Land on the north side of Stanwell Road and part of the site of Stanwell Road
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SY397637 | part of London Heathrow Airport, Stanwell

SY397639 | forming part of London (Heathrow) Airport

SY397640 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

SY397641 Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

SY397642 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

SY397643 | part of London (Heathrow) Airport, Stanwell

SY397644 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

SY397645 | being part of London Heathrow Airport

SY397646 | land forming part of Heathrow Airport

SY397647 | Land forming part of Heathrow Airport

SY433510 | land lying to the south of Western Perimeter Road

SY508277 | land lying to the south of The Western Perimeter Road, Heathrow Airport,
London

SY606410 | land and buildings lying on the North side of Stanwell Road, Stanwell

SY611949 | 5 Burrow Hill Close, Heathrow, Hounslow (TW6 2ND)

SY723927 LAND ON THE EAST SIDE OF Stanwell Moor Road, Staines
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LEASEHOLD TITLES OWNED BY THE CLAIMANT

Title Description

AGL139838 | The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, London Heathrow Airport, TW6 2QQ

AGL190191 | East Point, The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow, TW6 2QQ

AGL190192 | West Point, The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow, TW6 2QQ

AGL190193 | Meridian, The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow, TW6 2QQ

AGL192576 | Car Park, T5 Hotel, Wentworth Drive, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow

AGL193608 | pipelines lying on the south side of Southern Perimeter Road, Heathrow
Airport, London

AGL193610 | Land on the east side of Northern Perimeter Road, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow

AGL41690 | Substation 59 (which includes HV Switchgear and Transformer 1) and High
Voltage Cables

AGL41692 | An Electricity Sub Station, Newall Road, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow

AGL46927 | Car park to the south of Trident House, Bath Road, Heathrow

AGL478117 | Fleet Support Unit, London Heathrow Airport, Hounslow

AGL54954 | British Midland Maintenance Hangar, Exeter Way, London Heathrow Airport,
Hounslow (TW6 2SY)

AGL554065 | Pionair Centre Car Park, Northern Perimeter Road, London Heathrow Airport,

Hounslow (TW6 2RG)
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SCHEDULE 2

THE NAMED DEFENDANTS

1 By order of Mr Justice Dexter Dias dated 11 December 2024 and by order of Mr Justice Ritchie

dated 14 February 2025 the following Named Defendants were joined as Defendants to these

proceedings:

Def # Name r Address
Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 24 July 2024
2 Rory Wilson
3 Adam Beard
4 Sean O’Callaghan
5 Sally Davidson
6 Hannah Schafer
7 Luke Elson
8 Luke Watson
Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 27 July 2024
Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 30 July 2024
10 Phoebe Plummer
11 Jane Touil
Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 1 August 2024
Groups 1 & 2
12 Barbara Lund
13 Rhiannon Wood
14 Diane Bligh
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15 Ruth Cook

16 Malcolm Allister

17 Susanne Brown

18 Christina Jenkins

19 Jack Williams

20 Paul Raithby

21 Melanie Griffith

22 Virginia Barrett

23 Pauline Hazel
Smith

24 Rosemary
Robinson

25 Irfan Mamun

26 Callum Cronin

2 Each of the Named Defendants is a member of and/or associates themselves with the campaign(s)

of Just Stop Oil.

24 July 2024

3 At around or shortly before 9am on 24 July 2024, the 2™ to 8™ Named Defendants entered onto

the Airport in the vicinity of the Northern Perimeter Road West. They each did so:

3.2  without the express consent of the Claimant;
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33

34

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

acting in concert with one another, for the purposes of carrying out disruptive direct action

in the name of “Just Stop Oil”, and in any case for the purposes of environmental

campaign;

equipped for the purposes of, and with the intention of, cutting through the perimeter fence

or otherwise gaining access to the operational areas of the Airport;

with the intention thereby of disrupting the operations at the Airport, or with full

knowledge that their actions would cause such disruption;

in those circumstances, otherwise than in accordance with the implied licence and the Bye-

Laws pleaded at paragraphs 14 to 18 of the Re-Amended Particulars of Claim (“RAPoC”):

in the circumstances. as a trespasser;

with the intention of carrying out activities which would have amounted to a nuisance, as

pleaded at paragraphs 19 to 20 of the RAPoC

The said intentions of the 2™ to 8™ Defendants were prevented from being seen through to

completion because each of those Defendants was arrested by the Police before breaching the

perimeter fence.

27 July 2024

5

Before 10.43am on 27 July 2024, the 9" Named Defendant entered the Airport and was, by that

time, in the Terminal 5 departures area. She did so and was so present:

52

53

54

5.5

5.6

without the express consent of the Claimant;

for the purposes of carrying out disruptive direct action in the name of “Just Stop Oil”;

further or alternatively, in connection with or in support of the “Just Stop Oil’ campaign;

and in any case acting for the purposes of environmental campaign;

in possession and displaying an orange “Oil Kills” sign for the purposes of, and with the

intention of, demonstrating opposition to the activities of the Airport and/or persons using

the Airport;

in those circumstances, otherwise than in accordance with the implied licence and the Bye-

Laws pleaded at paragraphs 14 to 18 of the RAPoC;

in the circumstances, as a trespasser.
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6

The 9™ Defendant left the Airport upon request, under police supervision.

30 July 2024

At or around 8.30am on 30 July 2024, the 10™ and 11™ Named Defendants entered the Terminal

5 departures hall of the Airport. They each did so:

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

without the express consent of the Claimant;

acting in concert with one another, for the purposes of carrying out disruptive direct-action

in_the name of “Just Stop Oil”, and in any case for the purposes of environmental

campaign;

equipped for the purposes of, and with the intention of, opposing and/or obstructing the

operations of the Airport and/or damaging equipment at the Airport;

which intention they then demonstrated by each spraying the ceiling, wall and floors of the

terminal, and the electronic departure screen, with orange paint dispensed from fire

extinguishers bearing the words “Just Stop Oil”;

in those circumstances, otherwise than in accordance with the implied licence and the Bye-

Laws pleaded at paragraphs 14 to 18 of the RAPoC;

in the circumstances. as a trespasser;

so as to carry out activities which amounted to a nuisance, as pleaded at paragraphs 19 to

20 of the RAPoC.

The said intentions of the 10™ and 11" Named Defendants were not further realised, because each

of those Defendants was arrested by the Police before causing further damage or disruption.

1 August 2024

10

Between approximately 7am and 7.40am on 1 August 2024, the 12" to 20™ Named Defendants

(‘Groups 1 & 2’ in the table at Paragraph 1 of this Schedule 2) entered the Airport in the vicinity

of the Terminal 5 London Underground Station. Each of them was then promptly arrested by the

Police and removed from the Airport.

By around 8.50am on 1 August 2024, the 21% to 25" Named Defendants (‘Group 3’ in the table

referenced above) had also entered the Airport and, by this time, had positioned themselves so as

to block access to or egress from the Terminal 5 South departure gates via the electronic gates for
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Docusign Envelope ID: 81B27C9F-90C2-49D5-8704-BOA4ECAB5BF7

11

12

the checking of boarding passes. They were arrested and removed by the Police by approximately

9.13am.

The 12 to 25" Named Defendants each so entered the Airport and, in the case of the 21% to 25™

Named Defendants so blocked access to or egress from the said departure gates:

11.1

11.2

11.3

11.4

11.5

11.6

11.7

without the express consent of the Claimant;

acting in concert with one another, for the purposes of carrying out disruptive direct action

in the name of “Just Stop Oil”; further or alternatively, in connection with or in support of

the “Just Stop Oil’ campaign; and in any case, for the purposes of environmental campaign;

equipped with orange clothing and banners for the purposes of advertising their connection

with “Just Stop Oil” and/or their environmental causes;

with the intention of disrupting the operations at the Airport, or with full knowledge that

their actions would cause such disruption;

in those circumstances, otherwise than in accordance with the implied licence and the Bye-

Laws pleaded at paragraphs 14 to 18 of the RAPoC;

in the circumstances, as a trespasser:

with the intention of carrying out activities which would have amounted to a nuisance, as

pleaded at paragraphs 19 to 20 of the RAPoC

The said intentions of the 12 to 25" Named Defendants were not or not further realised, because

each of those Defendants was, as aforesaid, arrested by the Police before causing any or any

further disruption.
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KINGS BENCH DIVISION

Before The Honourable Mr Justice Julian Knowles
BETWEEN:
HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED

-and-

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUS

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY

(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HE

AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTA CHED'H:2824-PO2F1 R
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

IF YOU THE WITHIN DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN OR ANY OF YOU
DISOBEY THIS ORDER OR INSTRUCT OR ENCOURAGE OTHERS TO BREACH
THIS ORDER YOU MAY BE HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY
BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE YOUR ASSETS SEIZED.

ANY OTHER PERSON WHO KNOWS OF THIS ORDER AND DOES ANYTHING
WHICH HELPS OR PERMITS THE DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN TO
BREACH THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY ALSO BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF
COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.

IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANTS AND PERSONS UNKNOWN
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This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in this Order. You should read it
carefully. You are advised to consult a solicitor as soon as possible. You have the right to

ask the Court to vary or discharge this Order.
UPON the Claimant having issued this Claim by a Claim Form dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON hearing the Claimant’s application for an interim injunction by Application
Notice dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON READING the Witness Statements of Akhil Markanday dated 6 July 2024 and
Jonathan Daniel Coen dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON HEARING Leading Counsel and Junior Counsel for the Claimant

AND UPON the Claimant giving and the Court accepting the undertakings set out in Schedule
1 to this Order

IT IS ORDERED THAT:
INJUNCTION

1. Until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or further order in the
meantime, whichever shall be the earlier, the Defendants must not, without the
consent of the Claimant, enter, occupy or remain on Heathrow Airport, Hounslow,
Middlesex, as shown edged purple on the plan annexed to this Order at Schedule 2
(“Plan A™).

2. In respect of paragraph 1, the Defendants must not (a) do it
himself/herself/themselves in any other way (b) do it by means of another person

acting on his/her/their behalf, or acting on his/her/their instructions.

3. The injunction set out at paragraph 1 of this Order shall be reviewed annually on
each anniversary of the Order (or as close to this date as is convenient having regard
to the Court’s list) with a time estimate of 1 /2 hours. The Claimant is permitted to
file and serve any evidence in support 14 days before the review hearing. Skeleton
Arguments shall be filed at Court, with a bundle of authorities, not less than 2 days

before the hearing.

VARIATION
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4. Anyone served with or notified of this Order may apply to the Court at any time to
vary or discharge this Order or so much of it as affects that person but they must
first give the Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’ notice of such application. If any
evidence is to be relied upon in support of the application the substance of it must
be communicated in writing to the Claimant’s solicitors at least 48 hours in advance

of any hearing.

5. Any person applying to vary or discharge this Order must provide their full name,

address and address for service.

6. The Claimant has liberty to apply to vary this Order.
SERVICE AND NOTIFICATION

7. Service of the Claim Form, the Application for interim injunction and this Order is

dispensed with, pursuant to CPR 6.16, 6.28 and 81.4(2)(c).

8. Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies & Travellers
[2024] 2 WLR 45, the Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in support and a
Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024 will be notified to the Defendants by the

Claimant carrying out each of the following steps:

8.1 Uploading a copy on to the following website: www.heathrow.com/injunction

8.2  Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order stating
that a claim has been brought and an application made and that the documents

can be found at the website referred to above.

8.3  Either affixing a notice at the locations shown marked with a red dot on the
second plan attached to this Order at Schedule 4 (“Plan B”) setting out where
these documents can be found and obtained in hard copy or including this

information in the warning notices referred to at paragraph 9.4 below.



10.

1.

Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies and Travellers

[2024] 2 WLR 45, this Order shall be notified to the Defendants by the Claimant

carrying out each of the following steps:

9.1

9.2

93

94

Uploading a copy of the Order on to the following website:

www.heathrow.com/injunction

Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order

attaching a copy of this Order.

Affixing a copy of the Order in A4 size in a clear plastic envelope at each of the

locations shown with a red dot on Plan B.

Affixing warning notices of A2 size at those locations marked with a red dot on

Plan B, substantially in the form of the notice at Schedule 5.

Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies and Travellers

[2024] 2 WLR 45, notification to the Defendants of any further applications shall

be effected by the Claimant carrying out each of the following steps:

10.1

10.2

10.3

Uploading a copy of the application on to the following website:

www.heathrow.com/injunction

Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order stating
that an application has been made and that the application documents can be

found at the website referred to above.

Affixing a notice at these locations marked with a red dot on Plan B stating that
the application has been made and where it can be accessed in hard copy and

online.

Pursuant to the guidance in Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies and Travellers

[2024] 2 WLR 45, notification of any further documents to the Defendants may be

effected by carrying out the steps set out in paragraphs 10.1 and 10.2 only.
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12.  Inrespect of paragraphs 8 to 11 above, effective notification will be deemed to have

taken place on the date on which all the relevant steps have been carried out.

13. For the avoidance of doubt, in respect of the steps referred to at paragraphs 8.3, 9.3
and 10.3, effective notification will be deemed to have taken place when the
documents have all been first affixed regardless of whether they are subsequently

removed.

FURTHER DIRECTIONS

14. Liberty to apply.
COSTS

15.  Costs reserved.
COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE CLAIMANT

16. The Claimant’s solicitors and their contact details are:

(1) Akhil Markanday

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 4344

(2) Phil Spencer

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR phil.spencer@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 3119

Dated: 9 July 2024
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1.

SCHEDULE 1 - UNDERTAKINGS

The Claimant will take steps to notify Defendants of the Claim Form, Application
Notice, evidence in support, the Order and a Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024 as soon
as practicable and no later than 5pm on 15 July 2024.

The Claimant will comply with any order for compensation which the Court might
make in the event that the Court later finds that the injunction in paragraph 1 of this
Order has caused loss to a future Defendant and the Court finds that the future

Defendant ought to be compensated for that loss.
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SCHEDULE 2 - PLAN A
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1.
2.
3.

SCHEDULE 3 - EMAIL ADDRESSES

juststopoil@protonmail.com

juststopoilpress(@protonmail.com

info@juststopoil.org
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SCHEDULE 4 - PLAN B
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SCHEDULE 5 - NOTICE
WARNING — NOTICE OF COURT INJUNCTION

A HIGH COURT INJUNCTION granted in Claim No KB-2024-002210 granted
on 9 July 2024 until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or
further order in the meantime, whichever shall be the earlier, now exists in
relation to Heathrow Airport. The injunction means you may NOT without
the express consent of HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED:

IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
CAMPAIGN ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE PLAN BELOW:

West Bedfont

ANYONE BREACHING THE TERMS OF THIS COURT ORDER OR ASSISTING
ANY OTHER PERSON IN BREACHING THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY BE
HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE SENT TO PRISON,
FINED, OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.

A copy of the legal proceedings (including the Order, Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in
support and a note of the hearing on 9 July 2024) can be viewed at www.heathrow.com/injunction or
obtained from:

(1) Compass Centre, Heathrow Airport, Nelson Road, Hounslow TW6 2GW, which is open between
9am-5pm Monday-Friday; or

(2) Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London EC4R
0BR (Reference: AMRK/PSPE/20H0904.000140; Telephone: 020 3400 3119).

Anyone notified of this Order may apply to the Court at any time to vary or discharge this Order or so
much of it affects that person but they must first give the Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’ notice of such
application. The address of the Court is the Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, London WC2A 2LL.
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KINGS BENCH DIVISION

Before: Mr Justice Dexter Dias

On: 11 December 2024

> Ry

& )’o
Z 1
¥ 11 Dec 2024 *
o] =
% N

KB-2024-002210

BETWEEN:
HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and-

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

IF YOU THE WITHIN NAMED DEFENDANTS OR ANY OF YOU DISOBEY THIS
ORDER OR INSTRUCT OR ENCOURAGE OTHERS TO BREACH THIS ORDER
YOU MAY BE HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE
IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE YOUR ASSETS SEIZED.

1
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ANY OTHER PERSON WHO KNOWS OF THIS ORDER AND DOES ANYTHING
WHICH HELPS OR PERMITS THE DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN TO
BREACH THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY ALSO BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF
COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.

IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANTS

This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in this Order. You should read it
carefully. You are advised to consult a solicitor as soon as possible. You have the right to

ask the Court to vary or discharge this Order.

UPON the Claimant having issued this Claim by a Claim Form dated 7 July 2024 (“the Claim™)

AND UPON the Court granting, on the Claimant’s application dated 7 July 2024, a without
notice injunction dated 9 July 2024 (“the Inmjunction”) prohibiting the Defendants from
trespassing at Heathrow Airport (as defined in the Injunction; “the Airport”)

AND UPON the Claimant’s application dated 16 September 2024 for the joinder of additional

Defendants to the Claim and further case management directions (“the Joinder Application™)

AND UPON READING the Second Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday dated 16
September 2024, the Second Witness Statement of Jonathan Coen dated 29 November 2024
and the First Witness Statement of Robert Hodgson dated 2 December 2024

AND UPON HEARING Tom Roscoe, Counsel for the Claimant and Mr Elliot Bannister, a
solicitor at the firm of Deighton Pierce Glynn, for the proposed 27" Defendant, Mr Joe

Magowan
AND UPON reading a letter to the Court from the proposed 3™ Defendant, Mr Adam Beard

AND UPON Mr Joe Magowan offering via his solicitor to provide a written undertaking to the
Court not to carry out acts prohibited by the Injunction, and the Court accepting such
undertaking on the condition that the form of undertaking records that Mr Magowan has had
explained to him by his solicitor, and understands, the meaning of the undertaking and the

consequences of failing to breach his promises.

AND UPON the Claimant giving and the Court accepting the undertakings set out in Schedule
1 to this Order
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AND UPON THE COURT noting, and recording in these recitals for the benefit of the Named
Defendants (defined in paragraph 1 below) that:

(1) The Claimant intends to bring committal proceedings against some of the Named

Defendants for alleged contempt of court by their alleged breaches of the Injunction.

(i1)) Nothing in this Order amounts to any finding as to whether any such allegations are or

would be well founded.
(ii1)) The Named Defendants, in response to any such application (if made), have rights:
(a) to be legally represented in any contempt proceedings;

(b) to areasonable opportunity to obtain legal representation and to apply for legal aid

which may be available without any means test;
(c) to the services of an interpreter if required;
(d) to areasonable time to prepare for the hearing of any such contempt application;

(e) to give written and oral evidence in their defence (but with no obligation to do so);
a right to remain silent and to decline to answer any question which may

incriminate them.
(iv) The Named Defendants should also be aware that:

(a) the Court may proceed in a defendant’s absence if they do not attend but (whether
or not they attend) will only find the defendant in contempt if satisfied beyond
reasonable doubt of the facts constituting contempt and that they do constitute

contempt;

(b) if the Court is satisfied that a defendant has committed a contempt, the court may
punish the defendant by a fine, imprisonment, confiscation of assets or other

punishment under the law;

(¢) if a defendant admits the contempt and wishes to apologise to the court, that is

likely to reduce the seriousness of any punishment by the Court;

(d) the Court’s findings will be provided in writing as soon as practicable after the

hearing;

(e) the Court will sit in public, unless and to the extent that the court orders otherwise,

and that its findings will be made public
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IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1.  The following 24 individuals be joined as the Second to 25" Defendants to these

proceedings, with the corresponding Defendant number (“the Named Defendants”™):

Address

Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 27 July 2024

Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 24 July 2024

Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 30 July 2024

Alleged to have been involved in activities at the Airport on 1 August 2024

Groups 1 & 2

Def# | Name

Rory Wilson
3 Adam Beard

Sean O’Callaghan
5 Sally Davidson
6 Hannah Schafer
7 Luke Elson
8 Luke Watson
9 Monday Rosenfeld
10 Phoebe Plummer
11 Jane Touil
12 Barbara Lund
13 Rhiannon Wood
14 Diane Bligh
15 Ruth Cook
16 Malcolm Allister
17 Susanne Brown
18 Christina Jenkins
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19 Jack Williams

20 Paul Raithby

Group 3

21 Melanie Griffith

22 Virginia Barrett

23 Pauline Hazel Smith

24 Rosemary Robinson

25 Irfan Mamun

26 Callum Cronin

The Joinder Application, as relates to the proposed 3™ Defendant (Mr Adam Beard), be
adjourned to a further hearing to be listed on the first available date after 13 January 2025
with a time estimate of 1 hour. The Claimant’s solicitors are to liaise with the Court’s

Listing Office to arrange the listing of that hearing.

The Claimant, as soon as reasonably practicable, is to attempt to re-send to Mr Beard at
HMP Wormwood Scrubs all relevant documents in relation to the Joinder Application,
and is to inform him (by covering letter): (a) of the further hearing to be listed in
accordance with paragraph 2 above; (b) that if he does not respond to the following
queries as directed that the Court may proceed in his absence at the hearing without
regard to any submissions he may wish to make; and (c) that the Court requires him, if
so advised, to inform the Court in writing or by a representative in person or at the further

hearing to be listed in accordance with paragraph 2 above, to explain:
3.1 What documents he has received from the Claimant;
3.2 When he received them; and

3.3 What his position is on the Joinder Application, including whether he opposes it

and, if so, the grounds of such opposition.
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4.  Save as expressly provided for herein, the terms of the Injunction shall continue to apply
to each of the Named Defendants as if each was expressly named as a person to whom

the Injunction applied. Accordingly:

4.1 Until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or further order in the
meantime, whichever shall be the earlier, the Named Defendants must not, without
the consent of the Claimant, enter, occupy or remain on Heathrow Airport,

Hounslow, Middlesex, as shown edged purple on the plan annexed to this Order at

Schedule 2 (“Plan A”).

4.2 In respect of paragraph 4.1, the Named Defendants must not (a) do it
himself/herself/themselves in any other way (b) do it by means of another person

acting on his/her/their behalf, or acting on his/her/their instructions.

4.3 The injunction set out at paragraph 4.1 of this Order shall be reviewed annually on
each anniversary of the Injunction (or as close to this date as is convenient having
regard to the Court’s list) in accordance with the directions at paragraph 3 of the

Injunction.

5. The Claimant has permission to amend the Claim Form to reflect (by way of a schedule,

or in other convenient manner) the joinder of the Named Defendants.

6.  The Claimant has permission to amend the Particulars of Claim in the form contained at
Tab 6 of the Hearing Bundle, with such further amendments as are required to reflect: (a)
the adjournment of the Joinder Application against Mr Beard; and (b) the fact that Mr
Magowan has not been joined as D27. The Claimant shall file such Amended Claim Form
and Particulars of Claim by 4pm on 20 December 2024, and serve them as soon as
reasonably practicable following receipt from the Court of a sealed copy of the Amended

Claim Form.
Service

7.  The Claimant shall not be required to re-serve the Amended Claim Form, Amended
Points of Claim or this Order on the First Defendant (i.e. persons unknown) in the manner

provided for in paragraph 8 of the Injunction or otherwise.



10.

11.

12.

Pursuant to CPR 1.6.15 & 6.27 (and to the extent that the addresses listed in respect of
each Named Defendant in the table under paragraph 1 above do not represent their usual
or last known residences), the steps taken by the Claimant to draw the Claim and the
Joinder Application to the attention of the Named Defendants amount to good service of
the Claim and the Application. The deemed date of service in each case is 8 November

2024.

Pursuant to CPR 1.6.15, 6.27 and 81.4(2)(c), it is directed that service of this Order and
any further document(s) to be served in these proceedings (including any contempt
application in respect of alleged breaches of the Injunction, and any notice of further

hearing) shall be effected on the Named Defendants as follows:
9.1 by first class post to the addresses listed in the table under paragraph 1 above;

9.2 in respect of any Named Defendant who the Claimant has reasonable cause to
believe (after due enquiry) is in prison (whether on remand or otherwise), the
Claimant shall (in addition) seek to establish the prison that they are in (via the
Government’s ‘find a prisoner’ service or otherwise) and effect service by first class

post to that prison;

9.3 in either case, by email to juststopoil@protonmail.com;

juststopoilpress@protonmail.com; and info@juststopoil.org; and
9.4 by posting copies on to the following website: www.heathrow.com/injunction.

Copies of the documents emailed or posted in accordance with paragraphs 9.3 and 9.4

above shall be redacted to remove the addresses of the Named Defendants.

The steps taken pursuant to paragraph 9 above shall be verified by a certificate of service
and/or witness statement, and deemed service shall occur (in respect of each Named
Defendant) seven working days after the taking of the last relevant step in respect of such

Defendant.

In the event that any Named Defendant provides in writing to the Claimant’s solicitors
(whose details are set out below) a postal or an email address for service, service of all

documents shall be by first class post or email to such address (as appropriate) and the
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13.

14.

ordinary provisions as to in the Civil Procedure Rules (including as to the deemed date)

shall apply.

In accordance with paragraph 9 above, the requirement for personal service of any
contempt application in respect of alleged breaches of the Injunction before the date of

this Order is dispensed with.

Notwithstanding paragraphs 7 to 13 above, the Court will review at any further hearing
the adequacy of the steps taken by the Claimant to draw the Claim, this Order, any
contempt application and any other relevant document upon the Named Defendant and,
if they do not attend, whether or the extent to which it is in all of the circumstances
appropriate to make further orders against them in their absence. The Claimant has liberty
to seek orders for alternative service pursuant to CPR r.6.15, 6.27 and 81.4(2)(c) at any

future hearing without having to file further or separate application notice.

Responses by the Named Defendants

15.

16.

17.

Any Named Defendant who wishes: (i) to oppose their being named as a defendant to
these proceedings; or (i1) defend the claim against them set out in the Amended

Particulars of Claim served upon them pursuant to paragraph 6 above, shall:

15.1 file an Acknowledgment of Service within 21 days of being served with the

Amended Particulars of Claim, including a postal or email address for service; and

15.2 file any points of Defence to the Amended Particulars of Claim and/or any witness
statement upon which they wish to rely (in either case verified by a statement of

truth) within 56 days of being served with the Amended Particulars of Claim.

Anyone served with or notified of this Order may apply to the Court at any time to vary
or discharge this Order or so much of it as affects that person but they must first give the
Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’ notice of such application. If any evidence is to be relied
upon in support of the application the substance of it must be communicated in writing

to the Claimant’s solicitors at least 48 hours in advance of any hearing.

Any person applying to vary or discharge this Order must provide their full name, address

and address for service.
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18. Liberty to apply.

COSTS

19. There be no order as to costs of the Joinder Application as against Mr Joe Magowan.
20. Costs otherwise reserved.

COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE CLAIMANT
21. The Claimant’s solicitors and their contact details are:
(1) Akhil Markanday

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 4344

(2) Phil Spencer

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR phil.spencer@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 3119

Dated: 11 December 2024
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1.

SCHEDULE 1 - UNDERTAKINGS

The Claimant will comply with any order for compensation which the Court might
make in the event that the Court later finds that the injunction in paragraph 4 of this
Order has caused loss to a Named Defendant and the Court finds that the Named

Defendant ought to be compensated for that loss.

10
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SCHEDULE 2 - PLAN A
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KINGS BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:
HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED

-and-

OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OC
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LON

TO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM KB-202:1-00221 0
(2) - (25) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND WHOSE
NAMES ARE SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM DATED 13 DECEMBER 2024

Defendants

ADAM BEARD

Proposed third Defendant

ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

IF YOU THE WITHIN NAMED DEFENDANTS OR ANY OF YOU DISOBEY THIS
ORDER OR INSTRUCT OR ENCOURAGE OTHERS TO BREACH THIS ORDER
YOU MAY BE HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE
IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE YOUR ASSETS SEIZED.

ANY OTHER PERSON WHO KNOWS OF THIS ORDER AND DOES ANYTHING
WHICH HELPS OR PERMITS THE DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN TO
BREACH THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY ALSO BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF
COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.
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IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANTS

This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in this Order. You should read it
carefully. You are advised to consult a solicitor as soon as possible. You have the right to

ask the Court to vary or discharge this Order.

BEFORE the Honourable Mr Justice Ritchie sitting at the Royal Courts of Justice, London
on 13 February 2025.

UPON the Claimant having issued this Claim by a Claim Form dated 7 July 2024 (“the
Claim”).

AND UPON the Court granting, on the Claimant’s application dated 7 July 2024, a without
notice injunction dated 9 July 2024 (“the Injunction”) prohibiting the Defendants from

trespassing at Heathrow Airport (as defined in the Injunction; “the Airport”).

AND UPON the Claimant’s application dated 16 September 2024 for the joinder of additional

Defendants to the Claim and further case management directions (“the Joinder Application™).

AND UPON READING the Second Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday dated 16
September 2024, the Second Witness Statement of Jonathan Coen dated 29 November 2024
and the First Witness Statement of Robert Hodgson dated 2 December 2024.

AND UPON the Court having granted the Joinder Application as against the Proposed Second
Defendant and the Proposed Fourth to 26" Defendants (the “Named Defendants”) by the
Order dated 11 December 2024 and adjourning the Joinder Application as against the Proposed
Third Defendant, Adam Beard.

AND UPON the Court being satisfied that the Claimant has complied with paragraph 3 of the
Order dated 11 December 2024.

AND UPON HEARING Daniel Scott, Counsel for the Claimant and no one appearing for
Adam Beard.

AND UPON the Claimant re-affirming and the Court accepting the undertakings set out in
Schedule 1 to this Order.

AND UPON THE COURT noting, and recording in these recitals for the benefit of Adam
Beard that:

(i) The Claimant intends to bring committal proceedings against some of the Named

Defendants for alleged contempt of court by their alleged breaches of the Injunction.
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(i1)) Nothing in this Order amounts to any finding as to whether any such allegations are or

(iii)

(iv)

would be well founded.

Adam Beard, in response to any such application (if made), has rights:

(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

to be legally represented in any contempt proceedings;

to a reasonable opportunity to obtain legal representation and to apply for legal aid

which may be available without any means test;
to the services of an interpreter if required;
to a reasonable time to prepare for the hearing of any such contempt application;

to give written and oral evidence in his defence (but with no obligation to do so); a
right to remain silent and to decline to answer any question which may incriminate

them.

Adam Beard should also be aware that:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

the Court may proceed in a defendant’s absence if they do not attend but (whether
or not they attend) will only find the defendant in contempt if satisfied beyond
reasonable doubt of the facts constituting contempt and that they do constitute

contempt;

if the Court is satisfied that a defendant has committed a contempt, the court may
punish the defendant by a fine, imprisonment, confiscation of assets or other

punishment under the law;

if a defendant admits the contempt and wishes to apologise to the court, that is

likely to reduce the seriousness of any punishment by the Court;

the Court’s findings will be provided in writing as soon as practicable after the

hearing;

the Court will sit in public, unless and to the extent that the court orders otherwise,

and that its findings will be made public.

NOW IT IS ORDERED THAT:

Adam Beard (whose provided address was _) shall be

joined as the Third Defendant to these proceedings.

I.

A



Save as expressly provided for herein, the terms of the Injunction shall continue to apply
henceforth to the Third Defendant as a named person and it applied previously to him as

an unknown person if he came within the scope of the prohibitions. Accordingly:

2.1  Until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or further order in the
meantime, whichever shall be the earlier, the Third Defendant must not, without
the consent of the Claimant, enter, occupy or remain on Heathrow Airport,

Hounslow, Middlesex, as shown edged purple on the plan annexed to this Order at

Schedule 2 (“Plan A”).

2.2 In respect of paragraph 2.1, the Third Defendant must not (a) do it himself in any
other way (b) do it by means of another person acting on his behalf, or acting on

his instructions.

2.3 The injunction set out at paragraph 2.1 of this Order shall be reviewed annually on
each anniversary of the Injunction (or as close to this date as is convenient having
regard to the Court’s list) in accordance with the directions at paragraph 3 of the

Injunction.

The Claimant has permission to amend the Amended Claim Form and Amended
Particulars of Claim to reflect (by way of a schedule, or in other convenient manner) the
joinder of the Third Defendant. The Claimant shall file such Re-Amended Claim Form
and Re-Amended Particulars of Claim by 4pm on 27 February 2025, and serve them as
soon as reasonably practicable on the Third Defendant following receipt from the Court

of a sealed copy of the Re-Amended Claim Form.

Service

The Claimant shall not by this Order be required to re-serve the Re-Amended Claim
Form, Re-Amended Particulars of Claim or this Order on the First Defendant or on the

other Named Defendants.

Pursuant to CPR 1.6.15 & 6.27 (and to the extent that the address listed in paragraph 1
does not represent the Third Defendant’s usual or last known residence), the steps taken

by the Claimant to draw the Claim and the Joinder Application to the attention of the
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Third Defendant amount to good service of the Claim and the Application. The deemed

date of service is 8 November 2024.

Pursuant to CPR 1.6.15, 6.27 and 81.4(2)(c), it is directed that service of this Order and
any further document(s) to be served in these proceedings shall be effected on the Third

Defendant as follows:
6.1 by first class post to the address listed in paragraph 1 above;

6.2 if the Third Defendant is in prison (whether on remand or otherwise), the Claimant
shall (in addition) seek to establish the prison that he is in (via the Government’s
‘find a prisoner’ service or otherwise) and effect service by first class post to that

prison;

6.3 in either case, by email to juststopoil@protonmail.com;

juststopoilpress@protonmail.com; and info@juststopoil.org; and
6.4 by posting copies on to the following website: www.heathrow.com/injunction.

Copies of the documents emailed or posted in accordance with paragraphs 6.3 and 6.4

above shall be redacted to remove the address of the Third Defendant.

The steps taken pursuant to paragraph 6 above shall be verified by a certificate of service
and/or witness statement, and deemed service shall occur seven working days after the

taking of the last relevant step in respect of such Defendant.

Responses by the Third Defendant

If the Third Defendant wishes to defend the claim against him set out in the Re-Amended

Particulars of Claim served upon him pursuant to paragraph 3 above, then he shall:

9.1 file an Acknowledgment of Service within 21 days of being served with the Re-

Amended Particulars of Claim, including a postal or email address for service; and

9.2 file any points of Defence to the Re-Amended Particulars of Claim and/or any
witness statement upon which he wishes to rely (in either case verified by a
statement of truth) within 56 days of being served with the Re-Amended Particulars

of Claim.
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10. The Third Defendant may apply to the Court at any time to vary or discharge this Order
or so much of it as affects him but he must first give the Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’
notice of such application. If any evidence is to be relied upon in support of the
application the substance of it must be communicated in writing to the Claimant’s

solicitors at least 48 hours in advance of any hearing.
COSTS

11. Costs reserved.

COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE CLAIMANT
The Claimant’s solicitors and their contact details are:
(1) Akhil Markanday

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 4344

(2) Phil Spencer

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR phil.spencer@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 3119

Signed: Ritchie J

Dated: 13 February 2025
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SCHEDULE 1 - UNDERTAKINGS

1. The Claimant will comply with any order for compensation which the Court might
make in the event that the Court later finds that the injunction in paragraph 2 of this
Order has caused loss to a Named Defendant and the Court finds that the Named

Defendant ought to be compensated for that loss.
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SCHEDULE 2 - PLAN A
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KINGS BENCH DIVISION

Before: The Honourable Mr Justice Turner

On: 23 July 2025

/‘JP‘ OfF u"(/

X 23 Jul 2025 *ﬁ
-and- | )

\o =
% Ny
(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUS @ﬂ})P OIL OQ\R‘V
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY O MA

(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDONKB:ATHRIIW2 10
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE
RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE
DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE NAMES ARE SET
OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

IF YOU THE WITHIN NAMED DEFENDANTS OR ANY OF YOU DISOBEY THIS
ORDER OR INSTRUCT OR ENCOURAGE OTHERS TO BREACH THIS ORDER
YOU MAY BE HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE
IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE YOUR ASSETS SEIZED.

ANY OTHER PERSON WHO KNOWS OF THIS ORDER AND DOES ANYTHING
WHICH HELPS OR PERMITS THE DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN TO
BREACH THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY ALSO BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF
COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.



IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANTS

This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in this Order. You should read it
carefully. You are advised to consult a solicitor as soon as possible. You have the right to

ask the Court to vary or discharge this Order.

UPON the Injunction made by the Order dated 9 July 2024 of Mr Justice Julian Knowles (“the

Injunction”)

AND UPON the Orders dated 11 December 2024 of Mr Justice Dexter Dias (“the Dias J
Order”) and dated 14 February 2025 of Mr Justice Ritche (“the Ritchie J Order”) joining the

2™ to 26™ Defendants as named Defendants to these proceedings

AND UPON the review hearing which took place on 23 July 2025 (as listed pursuant to
paragraph 3 of the Injunction)

AND UPON READING the witness evidence filed by the Claimant in support of the
continuation of the Injunction, in the form of: (i) the First Witness Statement of Philip Keith

Spencer; and (ii) the First Witness Statement of Tonia Fielding, both dated 7 July 2025

AND UPON HEARING Mr Tom Roscoe, Counsel for the Claimant and there being no other

attendance

AND UPON the Court being satisfied that there has been no material change in circumstances
warranting amendments to or the setting aside of the relief granted in the Injunction (as

extended to apply to the 2" — 26" Defendants by the Dias J Order and the Ritchie J Order)

IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. The Injunction shall remain in full force and effect, subject to the variations thereto set
out in the schedule to this Order to reflect the effect of the Dias J Order and the Richie J

Order (and subject to review, as provided for in paragraph 3 of the Injunction).

2. The Court will provide sealed copies of this order to the Claimant’s solicitors for service
or notification in accordance with paragraphs 9 and 14 of the Injunction (as varied in the

schedule hereto).

Dated: 23 July 2025
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Service:
The Court provided sealed copies of this order to the serving party:

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner
Governor’s House

5 Laurence Pountney Hill
London

EC4R 0BR

akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com

phil.spencer@bclplaw.com
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VARIED PURSUANT TO THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE TURNER DATED 23 JULY 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KINGS BENCH DIVISION

Before The Honourable Mr Justice Julian Knowles
BETWEEN:
HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant
-and-

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE
RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) —(26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE
DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE NAMES ARE SET
OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

VARIED ORDER

PENAL NOTICE

IF YOU THE WITHIN DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN OR ANY OF YOU
DISOBEY THIS ORDER OR INSTRUCT OR ENCOURAGE OTHERS TO BREACH
THIS ORDER YOU MAY BE HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY
BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE YOUR ASSETS SEIZED.

ANY OTHER PERSON WHO KNOWS OF THIS ORDER AND DOES ANYTHING
WHICH HELPS OR PERMITS THE DEFENDANTS OR PERSONS UNKNOWN TO
BREACH THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY ALSO BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF
COURT AND MAY BE IMPRISONED, FINED OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.
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IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE DEFENDANTS AND PERSONS UNKNOWN

This Order prohibits you from doing the acts set out in this Order. You should read it
carefully. You are advised to consult a solicitor as soon as possible. You have the right to

ask the Court to vary or discharge this Order.
UPON the Claimant having issued this Claim by a Claim Form dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON hearing the Claimant’s application for an interim injunction by Application
Notice dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON READING the Witness Statements of Akhil Markanday dated 6 July 2024 and
Jonathan Daniel Coen dated 7 July 2024

AND UPON HEARING Leading Counsel and Junior Counsel for the Claimant

AND UPON the Claimant giving and the Court accepting the undertakings set out in Schedule
1 to this Order

AND UPON the Orders dated 11 December 2024 of Mr Justice Dexter Dias (“the Dias J
Order”) and dated 14 February 2025 of Mr Justice Ritche (“the Ritchie J Order”) joining the

2"t 26™ Defendants as named defendants to these proceedings

AND UPON the first annual review of this Order having taking place on 23 July 2025 in

accordance with paragraph 3 herein.

IT IS ORDERED THAT:
INJUNCTION

1. Until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or further order in the meantime,
whichever shall be the earlier, the Defendants must not, without the consent of the
Claimant, enter, occupy or remain on Heathrow Airport, Hounslow, Middlesex, as shown

edged purple on the plan annexed to this Order at Schedule 2 (“Plan A”).

2. Inrespect of paragraph 1, the Defendants must not (a) do it himself/herself/themselves
in any other way (b) do it by means of another person acting on his/her/their behalf, or

acting on his/her/their instructions.

3. The injunction set out at paragraph 1 of this Order shall be reviewed annually on each

anniversary of the Order (or as close to this date as is convenient having regard to the

82



Court’s list) with a time estimate of 1 42 hours. The Claimant is permitted to file and serve
any evidence in support 14 days before the review hearing. Skeleton Arguments shall be

filed at Court, with a bundle of authorities, not less than 2 days before the hearing.

VARIATION

6.

Anyone served with or notified of this Order may apply to the Court at any time to vary
or discharge this Order or so much of it as affects that person but they must first give the
Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’ notice of such application. If any evidence is to be relied
upon in support of the application the substance of it must be communicated in writing

to the Claimant’s solicitors at least 48 hours in advance of any hearing.

Any person applying to vary or discharge this Order must provide their full name, address

and address for service.

The Claimant has liberty to apply to vary this Order.

SERVICE AND NOTIFICATION

Service of the Claim Form, the Application for interim injunction and this Order is

dispensed with, pursuant to CPR 6.16, 6.28 and 81.4(2)(c).

Pursuant to the guidance in [2024] 2
WLR 45, the Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in support and a Note of the
Hearing on 9 July 2024 will be notified to the First Defendants by the Claimant carrying

out each of the following steps:

8.1 Uploading a copy on to the following website: www.heathrow.com/injunction

8.2 Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order stating
that a claim has been brought and an application made and that the documents can

be found at the website referred to above.

8.3  Either affixing a notice at the locations shown marked with a red dot on the second
plan attached to this Order at Schedule 4 (“Plan B”) setting out where these
documents can be found and obtained in hard copy or including this information in

the warning notices referred to at paragraph 9.4 below.
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10.

1.

12.

Pursuant to the guidance in [2024]

2 WLR 45, this Order shall be notified to the First Defendants by the Claimant carrying

out each of the following steps:

9.1 Uploading a copy of the Order on to the following website:

www.heathrow.com/injunction

9.2  Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order attaching

a copy of this Order.

9.3 Affixing a copy of the Order in A4 size in a clear plastic envelope at each of the

locations shown with a red dot on Plan B.

9.4 Affixing warning notices of A2 size at those locations marked with a red dot on

Plan B, substantially in the form of the notice at Schedule 5.

Pursuant to the guidance in [2024]
2 WLR 45, notification to the First Defendants of any further applications shall be
effected by the Claimant carrying out each of the following steps:

10.1 Uploading a copy of the application on to the following website:

www.heathrow.com/injunction

10.2 Sending an email to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to this Order stating
that an application has been made and that the application documents can be found

at the website referred to above.

10.3 Affixing a notice at these locations marked with a red dot on Plan B stating that the

application has been made and where it can be accessed in hard copy and online.

Pursuant to the guidance in [2024]
2 WLR 45, notification of any further documents to the First Defendants may be effected

by carrying out the steps set out in paragraphs 10.1 and 10.2 only.

In respect of paragraphs 8 to 11 above, effective notification will be deemed to have taken

place on the date on which all the relevant steps have been carried out.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

For the avoidance of doubt, in respect of the steps referred to at paragraphs 8.3, 9.3 and
10.3, effective notification will be deemed to have taken place when the documents have

all been first affixed regardless of whether they are subsequently removed.

Pursuant to CPR 1.6.15 and 6.27. it is directed that service of this Order and any further

document(s) to be served in these proceedings shall be effected on Defendants 2 — 26 as

follows:

14.1 by first class post to the addresses listed in the Re-Amended Particulars of Claim
dated 18 February 2025:

14.2 in respect of any such Defendant who the Claimant has reasonable cause to believe

(after due enquiry) is in prison (whether on remand or otherwise), the Claimant

shall (in addition) seek to establish the prison that they are in (via the Government’s

‘find a prisoner’ service or otherwise) and effect service by first class post to that

prison;

14.3 in either case, by email to juststopoil@protonmail.com:

juststopoilpress@protonmail.com: and info@)juststopoil.org: and

14.4 by posting copies on to the following website: www.heathrow.com/injunction.

Copies of the documents emailed or posted in accordance with paragraphs 14.3 and 14.4

above shall be redacted to remove the addresses of the Defendants.

The steps taken pursuant to paragraph 14 above shall be verified by a certificate of service

and/or witness statement, and deemed service shall occur (in respect of each such

Defendant) seven working days after the taking of the last relevant step in respect of such

Defendant.

In the event that any of Defendants 2 — 26 provides in writing to the Claimant’s solicitors

(whose details are set out below) a postal or an email address for service, service of all

documents shall be by first class post or email to such address (as appropriate) and the

ordinary provisions as to in the Civil Procedure Rules (including as to the deemed date)

shall apply.
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FURTHER DIRECTIONS

18. Liberty to apply.

COSTS

19. Costs reserved.

COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE CLAIMANT

20. The Claimant’s solicitors and their contact details are:

(1) Akhil Markanday

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 4344

2) Phil Spencer

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,

London EC4R 0BR phil.spencer@bclplaw.com / +44 20 3400 3119

Dated: 9 July 2024

Varied: 23 July 2025
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1.

SCHEDULE 1 - UNDERTAKINGS

The Claimant will take steps to notify Defendants of the Claim Form, Application
Notice, evidence in support, the Order and a Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024 as soon
as practicable and no later than 5pm on 15 July 2024.

The Claimant will comply with any order for compensation which the Court might
make in the event that the Court later finds that the injunction in paragraph 1 of this
Order has caused loss to a future Defendant and the Court finds that the future

Defendant ought to be compensated for that loss.

10
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SCHEDULE 2 - PLAN A
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1.
2.
3.

SCHEDULE 3 - EMAIL ADDRESSES

juststopoil@protonmail.com

juststopoilpress(@protonmail.com

info@juststopoil.org

12
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SCHEDULE 4 - PLAN B
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SCHEDULE 5 - NOTICE
WARNING — NOTICE OF COURT INJUNCTION

A HIGH COURT INJUNCTION granted in Claim No KB-2024-002210 granted
on 9 July 2024 until 9 July 2029 or final determination of the Claim or
further order in the meantime, whichever shall be the earlier, now exists in
relation to Heathrow Airport. The injunction means you may NOT without
the express consent of HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED:

IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL
CAMPAIGN ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE PLAN BELOW:

West Bedfont

ANYONE BREACHING THE TERMS OF THIS COURT ORDER OR ASSISTING
ANY OTHER PERSON IN BREACHING THE TERMS OF THIS ORDER MAY BE
HELD TO BE IN CONTEMPT OF COURT AND MAY BE SENT TO PRISON,
FINED, OR HAVE THEIR ASSETS SEIZED.

A copy of the legal proceedings (including the Order, Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in
support and a note of the hearing on 9 July 2024) can be viewed at www.heathrow.com/injunction or
obtained from:

(1) Compass Centre, Heathrow Airport, Nelson Road, Hounslow TW6 2GW, which is open between
9am-5pm Monday-Friday; or

(2) Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP, Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London EC4R
0BR (Reference: AMRK/PSPE/20H0904.000140; Telephone: 020 3400 3119).

Anyone notified of this Order may apply to the Court at any time to vary or discharge this Order or so
much of it affects that person but they must first give the Claimant’s solicitors 72 hours’ notice of such
application. The address of the Court is the Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, London WC2A 2LL.

14
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Dear all,
In accordance with the Order of The Honourable Mr Justice Julian Knowles dated 9" July 2024:
The ’Injunction Renewal Hearing’ in this matter has been listed for:
9t July 2026 for 1%2 hours before a High Court Judge, in person.
The Judge and time of the hearing will be confirmed on the working day before on the Daily Cause List (from
3pm):

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/royal-courts-of-justice-cause-list/royal-courts-of-justice-daily-
cause-list#kings-bench-judges-daily-cause-list

Please treat this email as a formal listing notice.
Please forward a copy of this listing notice to all interested parties.

Kind regards

Subash Vasudevan
Judges Listing Office Team Leader
8x8 Contact Centre Supervisor

Room WGO04 | King's Bench Division | HMCTS | Royal Courts of Justice | Strand | London | WC2A 2LL

44450 Strand | 020 3936 8957 | | www.gov.uk/hmcts
i HM Courts
m & Tribuna [5 Here is how HMCTS uses personal data about you ( |E| -
e Service

This e-mail and any attachments is intended only for the attention of the addressee(s). Its
unauthorised use, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted. If you are not the intended
recipient, please destroy all copies and inform the sender by return e-mail. Internet e-mail is not a
secure medium. Any reply to this message could be intercepted and read by someone else. Please
bear that in mind when deciding whether to send material in response to this message by e-mail. This
e-mail (whether you are the sender or the recipient) may be monitored, recorded and retained by the
Ministry of Justice. Monitoring / blocking software may be used, and e-mail content may be read at
any time. You have a responsibility to ensure laws are not broken when composing or forwarding e-
mails and their contents.
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Philip Keith Spencer
Number of Statement: Third
Exhibit: PS3

Dated:15 June 2026

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant
-and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL
OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR
REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON
HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE
ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE
ORDER OF MR JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND
WHOSE NAMES ARE SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

THIRD WITNESS STATEMENT OF PHILIP KEITH SPENCER

I, PHILIP KEITH SPENCER, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,
London EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1. 1 am a senior associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP
(“BCLP”). BCLP act for the Claimant (“Heathrow”) in this matter. [ am duly
authorised to make this witness statement on behalf of Heathrow. This is my third

witness statement in these proceedings. I make it in support of Heathrow’s
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position at the second annual review hearing of the Injunction (defined below),

listed to be heard on 9 July 2026.

Except where I state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied

to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

I refer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “PS3”. Where it
is necessary to refer to a document, I shall refer to the document by its page

number within Exhibit “PS3”.

At various points in this statement I refer back to earlier witness statements that
have been filed on behalf of Heathrow in these proceedings. To avoid unnecessary
duplication, I do not exhibit those earlier statements (or their exhibits) or repeat
the contents of such statements. The earlier statements (but not, in the interests of
proportionality, their exhibits) will be included in the hearing bundle for the
review hearing (which will also be made available electronically at:

https://www.heathrow.com/injunction). In the meantime, and pending production

of that hearing bundle, those witness statements — as well as their exhibits — can
also already be found at that same website. If any reader of this witness statement
is struggling to access any relevant documents, they should contact BCLP for

assistance. The relevant contact details are:;

5.1. Akhil Markanday, Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5
Laurence Pountney Hill, London EC4R 0BR
(akhil.markanday@bclplaw.com) / +44 20 3400 4344; and

5.2. Phil Spencer, Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner, Governor’s House, 5
Laurence Pountney Hill, London EC4R 0BR
(phil.spencer@bclplaw.com) / +44 20 3400 3119.
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I. INTRODUCTION

These proceedings concern the injunction order granted by Mr Justice Knowles
on 9 July 2024 (the “Injunction”). The background to the Injunction is as set out
in my previous witness statement dated 7 July 2025 (“Spencer 1) at paragraphs
7 to 13. Pursuant to paragraph 3 of the Injunction, the Injunction is to be reviewed
annually and falls to be reviewed for the second time at a hearing listed for 9 July

2026.

The first annual review of the Injunction was conducted at a hearing on 23 July
2025. Mr Justice Turner ordered that the Injunction remain in full force and effect
subject to: (i) variations to the Injunction to consolidate the effect of the Order of
Dexter Dias J dated 11 December 2024 and the Order of Ritchie J dated 13
February 2025 which gave certain directions concerning the named second to
twenty-sixth Defendants now joined to the Proceedings; and (ii) further annual

review thereafter in accordance with paragraph 3 of the Injunction.

Heathrow seeks continuation of the Injunction. I make this witness statement in

support of that position.

CONTINUING RISK OF DIRECT ACTION

Breaches of the Injunction

10.

Heathrow’s position is that the risk of unlawful direct action activities being
directed at Heathrow by JSO (including potentially under the guise of a new
activist organisation) or other environmental campaigners has not abated since
the Injunction was granted. I do not repeat in this statement the reasons for
Heathrow originally seeking the Injunction, which are covered in the First
Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday dated 6 July 2024 (“Markanday 1”) and
the reasons for the grant of the Injunction which are recorded in the approved

judgment of Mr Justice Julian Knowles dated 14 October 2024.

I am also instructed that the information set out in the First Witness Statement of
Tonia Fielding remains true and correct although Ms Fielding’s evidence as to

the Airport’s expansion proposals (set out in paragraphs 16 to 18) reflected the
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11.

12.

13.

status of those proposals and support for/objection to those proposals as at 7 July
2025 last year. Heathrow is still progressing its expansion proposals, however,
which are currently under government consideration. Heathrow continues to
believe that the Injunction should be renewed for the reasons set out in that

statement.

In the weeks immediately following the initial grant of the Injunction, there were
four incidents at Heathrow Airport whereby 26 people breached (or at least very
arguably breached) the Injunction. Those four incidents are detailed in my

previous statement, Spencer 1 (paragraphs 15 to 16).

Fortunately, in the now nearly two years since those initial incidents, there has
not been any further activity at Heathrow of the nature prohibited by the

Injunction.

Whilst primarily a matter of submissions, Heathrow believes the lack of direct
action against Heathrow since those initial four incidents (at a time when, it might
be said, the serious consequences of breaching the Injunction had not yet been
fully contemplated and understood by those Defendants) demonstrates the
success and effectiveness of the Injunction in deterring further activities. That is

one of the primary reasons why Heathrow seeks continuation of the Injunction.

Current status of JSO

14.

15.

As outlined in greater detail in Spencer 1 (paragraphs 45 to 50), JSO announced
on 27 March 2025 on its website that it would be “hanging up the hi vis”
following the government meeting its initial demand to end new oil and gas by
making this government policy. On 18 May 2025, however, GB News reported
that JSO were planning on making a comeback. Those reports were seemingly
confirmed by an email sent from JSO to London City Airport’s solicitor last year
on 24 June 2025 stating, in response to the article, that “GB News was right for
once” and that JSO are “plotting a very big comeback”.

I have no reason to believe JSO have resiled from this position. Whilst their
website and social media presence has been relatively subdued since last year, |

do not believe that can be taken to indicate they may not still “plot a comeback”.

4
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16.

17.

18.

19.

This is particularly so in circumstances where attention to their activities might
have been diminished over the past year, and organisations may have been
tempted to “lower their guard” against JSO. I am instructed by Heathrow that they

do not believe they can run such a risk.

I also note that the Injunction was originally granted in the context of JSO
threatening to cause “a summer of chaos”. To the best of my knowledge, summer
remains an attractive target to disrupt aviation every year, due to it being a busy

period for air travel in the summer holiday period.

The most recent updates on JSO’s website at the time of this statement both relate

to the Airport, suggesting it is still very much on JSO’s radar:

17.1. 14 May 2026 (PS3/3-5) which reports on two activists being found

guilty of criminal damage at the Airport following a retrial;

17.2. 5 June 2026 (PS3/6-8) reporting on five activists losing an appeal against

their convictions for actions at the Airport.

It might also be that JSO had in mind a “comeback” by way of a new civil
resistance group called “Take Back Power” (“TBP”). The landing page for JSO’s
website states “/! NEW PROJECT ALERT !!” and refers website visitors to TBP’s
own website, “Join us at: takebackpower.net”. A screenshot of the landing page
from JSO’s website is at PS3/9. It therefore appears that TBP is a project under
the JSO ‘umbrella’, and in any case a movement which involves present or former

members of JSO.

The landing page for Youth Demand’s website (who were previously described
by the press as “JSO 2.0” — see further in Spencer 1 paragraphs 52 to 54) also
directs visitors to TBP’s website, displaying the same message as JSO’s website

(PS3/10).

Take Back Power

20.

According to TBP’s website, TBP’s demand of the UK government is to institute

a ‘House of the People’ with powers to tax the super-rich, in order to fix Britain

(PS3/11). Whilst this is TBP’s primary demand, their website indicates that
5

98



Docusign Envelope ID: 7FAA3DED-8ABE-878C-80E0-C9553D20D1B5

21.

22.

23.

24.

environmental policy is also one of its concerns. The landing page of its website

states “[the super rich] profit from [...] heating the world to boiling point.
(PS3/11).

On the ‘About us’ page of TBP’s website, TBP specifically refer to the success
of JSO’s direct action activities. There is listed a series of questions and answers
about TBP’s activities. One question asks, “Why does Take Back Power engage
in disruptive direct action?”; the response states “history shows us that disruption
is a necessary part of social change. Disruption action [...] saw the demand of
Just Stop Oil become government policy” (PS3/12). This may suggest that TBP
may be planning similar tactics to JSO in connection with a professed cause at
least in part related to environmental issues, posing a continued threat to

Heathrow.

TBP’s direct action activities, since seemingly forming in December 2025, have

included:

22.1. 2 December 2025: Depositing a pile of manure in the Ritz Hotel (a press
article from TBP’s website is at PS3/13-15);

22.2. 30 April 2026: Occupying and protesting at a Ferrari dealership in
Berkeley Square and luxury department store, Harrod’s and (PS3/16-
19); and

22.3. 1 May 2026: Orchestrating several activities across London which
included (i) openly stealing produce from a supermarket; (ii) occupying
and protesting at luxury department store, Liberty, on Regent Street in
London and (iii) disrupting access to the luxury hotel Claridge’s
(PS3/20-23).

In its latest press release, TBP state “Until the government makes a meaningful
Statement in response to our demand, we will undertake nonviolent action to

resist the super-rich” (PS3/23).

Whilst the target of TBP’s direct action activities mentions the “super-rich”, and

its direct action activities to date appear to have targeted the luxury retail sector,
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Heathrow considers that TBP’s existence poses a real risk of direct action against
Heathrow Airport given: (i) TBP’s apparent connection to JSO; (ii) the fact that
commercial airlines (and their ultimate owners) which operate from Heathrow are
likely to be a potential target of demonstrations given their status as high-profile
commercial entities (and therefore perceived affiliation with the “super-rich”) and
their consumption of oil; (iii) the fact that TBP is likely to perceive that ‘the super-
rich’ are likely to be disproportionate users of air travel (particularly on long-haul
routes, in premium cabins — which services are particularly offered from
Heathrow Airport as compared with other UK airports); (iv) the large range of
luxury retail outlets in Heathrow’s terminals (including a Harrods outlet in each
of Terminals 2-5); and (v) the fact that private aviation — used by the wealthy —

also operates at Heathrow Airport.

Other environmental / climate campaign groups

25.

26.

217.

Irrespective of JSO’s specific activities, as previously set out in Spencer 1
paragraphs 51 to 64, Heathrow believes that there remains a threat posed by other
environmental campaign groups such as Fossil Free London (“FFL”), Extinction
Rebellion and Shut the System. I set out below an update on the activities of those

groups.
FFL

FFL have recently staged a number of protests directed at the oil and gas sector,
including a demonstration outside Shell’s London Headquarters on 6 May 2026
(see article at PS3/24-25) and a demonstration at Equinor’s London offices on 5
May 2026 (see press release: “PHOTOCALL: Body bags piled outside Equinor
as Q1 profit spike expected from Iran war” PS3/26).

Extinction Rebellion

Extinction Rebellion remains an active group. In a recent article published on its

website on 14 May 2026 it wrote:

“The path from spring to summer has a beautiful way of revealing what has been

gaining strength invisibly.
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28.

29.

30.

Roots grow underground long before anything breaks the surface. Networks form
quietly beneath hard ground. By the time the first shoots appear, the real work
has already been happening for months.

Something similar can be felt across Britain’s protest movements now.” (See

article from Extinction Rebellion’s website at PS3/27-33).

Whilst Extinction Rebellion’s message in this article is not clear, the article
arguably implies that protest action may be planned for this summer and that
environmental activist groups have been “gaining strength invisibly”. The article
also goes on to refer to a protestor demonstration held at RAF Lakenheath in April
this year in which direct actions organised by Lakenheath Alliance for Peace
involved a week-long camp at the RAF base, showing that aviation sites remain
a target of protestor action (although this specific demonstration appears to have
been due to use of the base in connection with the US/Israeli wars in West Asia

and North Africa).
Shut the System

Shut the System also remains an active group. Its recent activities have included
targeting a supplier of the energy company Drax with slingshot rocks (April 2026)
and using tools to attempt to cut into the workshop of Elbit, a defence and
aerospace company, in Leicester and Wolverhampton, targeting the machines
used to make F35 fighter jets (April 2026). As explained in my previous statement
Spencer 1 (paragraph 97), it remains a concern that Shut the System’s specific
mission is to target property and machinery in its activities. In a post on its
Instagram account in April 2025, it said “Our strategy is to disable the physical
infrastructure of significant carbon emitters [ ...]” (PS3/34). Heathrow carries the

status of Critical National Infrastructure and therefore is a potential target.
Increased risk from activist groups due to heightened terror threat

In addition, on 30 April 2026, I understand that MI5 raised the national terrorism
threat level in the UK from “substantial” to “severe”, meaning an attack is “highly

likely”. Heathrow believes the increased terror level threat, which is likely partly
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31.

a consequence of geopolitical issues and therefore wider social unrest, is likely to

drive increased protest activity across high-profile locations such as the Airport.

In conclusion, therefore, Heathrow believes that it is justified in considering that:

31.1.

31.2.

31.3.

31.4.

31.5.

There remain active groups, the identity of persons within them
unknown, who wish and intend to use unlawful ‘direct action’ (including
of the nature currently restrained by the Injunction) to further their

causes.

The environmental causes which underpinned JSO’s proposed “summer
of action” leading to the original Injunction remain strongly felt by a
considerable number of such persons. Prominent in such beliefs is an

objection to the aviation sector.

Even to the extent that some such persons might now also be focussing
on issues of social inequality / the concentration of wealth amongst the
‘super-rich’, it is plain that a perception of the adverse environmental
impacts of such issues remain an important feature of such wider

concerns.

In the circumstances, Heathrow Airport is likely to remain a high-profile

and attractive target for unlawful direct-action activities.

The likely inference to be drawn is that the cessation of direct-action
protests at Heathrow Airport since August 2024 is a reflection of the
success of the Injunction (including wide-spread awareness of it by those
who might otherwise be minded to engage in such activities), rather than
any material reduction in the underlying risk of such activities occurring

absent an injunction.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

III. THE APPROACH OF OTHER AIRPORTS

As at the time of this statement, I understand that Heathrow is the third airport
Claimant entity to have a hearing listed for their second annual review hearing

seeking to continue their injunction.

A group of airports being represented together (London City Airport, Manchester
Airport, Stansted Airport, East Midlands Airport, Leeds Bradford Airport, Luton
Airport, Newcastle Airport, Birmingham Airport, Bristol Airport and Liverpool
Airport) have a hearing set for 30 June 2026 (see, for example, London City
Airport’s notice (PS3/35)).

Southend Airport also has a renewal hearing listed for 2 July 2026 (PS3/36-37).

It therefore appears that other major UK airports also consider their injunctions

should be renewed to restrain the on-going threat posed by the Defendants.

IV. PROCEDURAL AND OTHER MATTERS

Service of the Previous Order

36.

The steps taken to serve the Order of Mr Justice Turner dated 23 July 2025 are
set out in my Second Witness Statement dated 16 September 2025.

The Airport’s byelaws and plans

37.

I am instructed by Heathrow that the Airport’s byelaws, as explained in
paragraphs 21 to 22 of the Witness Statement of Jonathan Daniel Coen, remain
in place and that the plan of the Airport at Schedule 2 to the Injunction remains

accurate.

Notice of the Review Hearing

38.

On 17 May 2026, the KB Judges Listing Office emailed BCLP informing BCLP
that the second review hearing had been listed for 9 July 2026 for 1.5 hours,
before a High Court Judge, in person (the “Notice of Review Hearing”) — a copy
of the Court’s email is at PS3/38.

10
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39.

On 1 June 2026, Heathrow added details of the review hearing on

www.heathrow.com/injunction. On or prior to Monday 15 June, Heathrow will

take further steps to bring the hearing to the attention of all Defendants (none of
whom at this time do we understand are in prison) and serve them with this
evidence in support in the manner provided for in the Injunction (as amended).
Confirmation that, and how that, has been done will be provided in a further

witness statement to be filed prior to the hearing.

Cross-Undertaking in Damages

40.

I am authorised to confirm on behalf of Heathrow that it continues to offer the
cross-undertaking in damages recorded in paragraph 2 of Schedule 1 to the

Injunction.

Full and Frank Disclosure

41.

42.

I confirm that Heathrow is aware of its ongoing duty of full and frank disclosure,
and I consider that I have complied with that duty in setting out above all relevant
factual matters — including those which might be relied upon as tending against

the continuation of the Injunction.

In relation to this point, I am instructed that Heathrow has second-hand
knowledge of an incident that occurred at London Southend Airport on 8 June
2026 in which a large number of student travellers on a flight to Malta gave the
airport staff cause for concern, including the fact that one of the group had a JSO
hat. Although Heathrow understand that no direct action occurred, and it may
therefore be that there was no risk of any direct action (with the possession of the
hat being a coincidence), I am aware that the effect of the concern and scrutiny
triggered by this incident was that travellers were re-screened at security, and the
flight was delayed. This, if nothing more, illustrates how vigilant airports consider

they must still be in relation to the on-going threats from JSO and others.

11
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43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

V. CONCLUSION

Heathrow obtained the Injunction following a high-profile campaign of

threatened action against Airports by JSO.

Since this time there have been four incidents whereby 26 people in connection
with JSO have carried out direct action at the Airport in breach of the Injunction.
No further direct action has been carried out at Heathrow Airport since the last

review of the Injunction.

Although JSO do not appear to have taken any further action since the
announcement made on their website on 27 March 2025, it appears that the new
campaign group TBP has links to JSO, as well as Youth Demand (which has been
described as “JSO 2.0”).

Direct action with an environmental angle, from TBP or others, remains an active

threat.

Of particular concern is that Shut the System’s activities continue to involve
targeting property and machinery and therefore continue to suggest a potential
shift from mere activist disruption to the physical sabotaging of operations. If so,

the consequences of potential action at UK airports are likely to be more severe.

Heathrow will also continue to remain in the spotlight and will become potentially
more of a target to environmental groups because of Heathrow’s expansion

proposals (see https://www.heathrow.com/expansion) to which environmental

groups have already raised objections during the planning stages (see, for

example, https://friendsoftheearth.uk/climate/problem-heathrow-expansion).

It is for these reasons that Heathrow’s position is that the Court should continue

the Injunction in its current form, subject to further review in 12 months’ time.

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

12
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to be made, a false statement in a document verified by a statement of truth without an

honest belief in its truth.

DocuSigned by:

Philip Spruweer

BS6MBSCCIACE44ET..  ceeerieereteeetettosssnccsscsccccnssnae
Philip Keith Spencer

15 June 2026

13
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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
KING'S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED

- and-

Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Philip Keith Spencer

Number of Statement: 3
Dated: 15 June 2026

Exhibit “PS3”

Claim No. KB-2024-002210

Claimant

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL

CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON

HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED

PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) — (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS DATED 11
DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE

EXHIBIT “PS3”

NAMES ARE SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

This is the exhibit marked “PS3” referred to in the Witness Statement of Philip Keith Spencer dated 15

June 2026.
Tab Document Date Page
Number

1 Just Stop Oil Article - Protestors found guilty 14 May 2026 3-5

2 Just Stop Oil Article - Appeal against convictions lost 05 June 2026 6-8

3 Screenshot of Just Stop Oil Website - Landing Page 12 June 2026 9

4 Screenshot of Youth Demand Website - Landing Page 12 June 2026 10

5 Screenshot of Take Back Power Website - Landing Page 12 June 2026 11

6 Screenshot of Take Back Power Website - About Us 12 June 2026 12
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7 Take Back Power Article - The Ritz 03 December 2025 13-15
8 Take Back Power Article - Playgrounds of the super-rich 30 April 2026 16 - 19
9 Take Back Power Article - Essential Items 01 May 2026 20-23
10 glr(])erlrlming Star Article - Fossil Free London demonstration outside 06 May 2026 24 - 75
11 Fossil Free London Article - Equinor demonstration Undated 26
12 Extinction Rebellion UK Article 14 May 2026 27 - 33
13 Shut the System - Instagram Post 16 April 2025 34
14 London City Airport - Injunction Renewal Notice 12 June 2026 35
15 London Southend Airport - Injunction Renewal Notice 12 June 2026 36 - 37
16 Notice of listing in respect of review hearing 17 May 2026 38
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at Isleworth

Two Just Stop Oil supporters found guilty for Heathrow paint
spraying following retrial

Court & Prison, Press / May 14, 2026

Two Just Stop Oil Supporters who sprayed Heathrow departure boards with orange paint during the Oil
Kills, international uprising to end fossil fuels in July 2024 have been found guilty in a retrial after the jury in
an earlier trial failed to reach a majority decision. [1]

Phoebe Plummer and Jane Touil were appearing before Her Honour Judge Duncan at Isleworth Crown Court

for the second time accused of criminal damage over £5,000 for their action on 30 July 2024 to demand a
fossil fuel treaty to end oil and gas by 2030. [2] [3]
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Following the verdict Jane Touil said:

“Since | took action, global fossil fuel use and emissions have continued to rise. More than ever, we need a

global fossil fuel treaty to help governments rapidly phase out fossil fuels.”

“What we do at this moment in history matters. But there is a difference between laws and morality. The
courts apply the law made by powerful people. Morals come from within. It is our morals that give us our

conscience. | have always tried to live according to my conscience.”
Phoebe Plummer said:

“The climate crisis is the greatest injustice that humanity has ever faced. We should all consider what to
do at this time. No individual caused this crisis and no one is solely responsible for stopping it. But we can
choose what we do to alleviate suffering. | feel compelled to act to be a responsible citizen, a loving aunt
and a good person. It compels me to hope for a better future and one where my nephew grows up. | didn't
think the action would change government policy. But non violent civil resistance is a necessary part of

tackling the climate crisis and I'm grateful and proud to have been part of that. ”

Phoebe was remanded for 58 days and Jane for 14 days following the 2024 action in which the pair used
fire extinguishers to spray diluted water-based paint in Terminal 5 including at the departure boards. The
Crown alleged that the action caused £8,000 worth of damages and that three of the display screens

needed to be replaced. [4]

At trial, Judge Duncan ruled out several legal defences for the action including those of ‘reasonable excuse’
under Articles 10 and 11 of the ECHR, ‘necessity’ and ‘self defence’ on the grounds that the threat from
climate change was not proximate enough and the actions too far removed from the threat. The
defendants were allowed to argue belief in consent : that they honestly believed the owners of Terminal 5
would have consented to the damage if they knew of its circumstances. However, evidence of the relevant
circumstances was to be limited to the fact that it was a climate protest with all evidence about the scale

and urgency of the climate crisis ruled ‘irrelevant and therefore inadmissible’.
In giving evidence, Jane Touil said:

“| genuinely and sincerely believed that if the shareholders [of Heathrow] had a full understanding of the

situation we are in they would have given their consent to our action.
“Most people believe there is something that is wrong with climate but not many people have access to
the full situation because the fossil fuel industry has used their immense wealth to ensure that

governments do not act and it is not reported in the mainstream media.

“So I don’t know if shareholders have a full understanding, but | know that if they did, they would be doing

all in their power to stop fossil fuels because there will be no business as usual, no functioning society,
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In her evidence Phoebe Plummer said:

“l want to make it very clear that this was not a protest against Heathrow, or anyone flying through
Heathrow that day. It's true that the aviation industry is especially harmful to the climate in terms of
emissions, though it is a small number of frequent fliers and private jet users who cause the vast majority

of this harm, not families who save up for a holiday once a year.

“But this wasn’t about getting people to stop flying..I made this individual change to live in line with my
values, but honestly | know that it's pretty inconsequential. Even if we all woke up tomorrow and stopped
flying and went vegan, it would be like mopping up a spill from an overflowing bath whilst leaving the tap
on. All individual changes are like this when we are facing a systemic issue. If fossil fuels are extracted from
the ground, then they will all be burnt, even if it's not on a flight that you're on. We need systemic change,

that has always been Just Stop Oil's demand.”
“My intention was not to cause damage. My intention was to take part in an act of nonviolent civil
resistance, raising a serious alarm bell to the catastrophic future in store for us if we persist in our

addiction to fossil fuels.”

In 2024 Just Stop Oil successfully_won its original demand of ‘no new oil and gas’ and on March 27th 2025

announced an end to the campaign of action. However, our supporters will continue to tell the truth in

court, to speak out for our political prisoners and to help build what comes next.

ENDS

Press contact: 07762 987334

Press email: juststopoilpress@protonmail.com

High quality images & video here: https://juststopoil.org/press-media

Website:_https://juststopoil.org/

Facebook:_https://www.facebook.com/JustStopQil/

Instagram:_https://www.instagram.com/just.stopoil/

Twitter:_https://twitter.com/JustStop_Oil

Youtube:_https://juststopoil.org/youtube

TikTok:_https://www.tiktok.com/@juststopoil

Notes to Editors
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Heathrow Five lose appeal against convictions for planning
Heathrow action despite evidence of jury misconduct

Uncategorized / June 5, 2026

Five Just Stop Oil supporters who have served prison sentences of up to 15 months for planning an action
at Heathrow that never took place have had their convictions upheld by the Court of Appeal. [1]

Rosa Hicks, Adam Beard, Sean O’Callaghan, Sally Davidson and Hannah Schafer were among eight Just Stop
Oil supporters convicted of conspiracy to cause a public nuisance after standing trial before Judge
Duncan at Isleworth Crown Court in March 2025. A ninth supporter was acquitted and another pleaded
guilty before trial. Of the nine convicted, five were given jail terms of up to 15 months, while the remaining
four were given suspended sentences. They were the first people to be jailed in this country for an
agreement to take part in nonviolent direct action, where no actual damage or disruption resulted. [2] [3]
[4]

In separate appeals heard on 12th May, the five argued that their convictions were unsafe. This followed a

report from one juror to the Registrar of the Court of Appeal that another juror had made internet searches
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about the defendants and the Just Stop Oil campaign and shared highly prejudicial and partially false

information within the jury room.

The Appeal heard evidence about the inadequacy of the police investigation that followed the report of
misconduct. In particular, the police returned to the suspect juror two electronic devices which were
clearly relevant to the case which compromised them as evidential sources and made no meaningful
efforts to access the suspect juror's two iPhones. No credible explanation was advanced by the police for
these investigative failings.

At a preparatory hearing ahead of the appeal and prior to the suspect juror’s search history data being
obtained, the government’s barrister Mr Jarvis KC claimed that the juror who had reported the jury

misconduct was lying despite there being an ongoing police investigation into the matter.

In a ruling today, three senior judges — Lord Justice Edis, Mrs Justice McGowan and Mr Justice Griffiths

dismissed all the grounds for appeal and upheld the conviction [5]
The appellants released the following statement:

“We are sad that the Court of Appeal has chosen to uphold our convictions despite overwhelming
evidence that something went very wrong in the jury room, but we are of course not surprised. The
outcome of our appeal today marks a growing trend of using the justice system to crackdown on people
trying to hold the powerful to account, be that the fossil fuel industry or the companies selling arms to
Israel.

“The appeal judgement changes nothing. Last month was the hottest, driest May in the UK since records
began and our government and institutions are still failing in their most basic duty to protect us.

“Whilst a successful appeal would have come with some personal benefit, our appeal has revealed

something much more consequential for the rule of law.

“Our conviction was engineered by a Judge who directed the jury to ignore evidence related to the
climate crisis, which the judge referred to as a matter of opinion. This was despite undisputed evidence

admitted in court, that global heating will have catastrophic and irreversible consequences for humanity.

“It's not surprising if trust breaks down when judges actively mislead a jury. That is where the
responsibility for juror misconduct lies. In cases like ours, when it must be obvious to jurors that so much

is being kept from them inside the courtroom it makes sense that they might go looking for clues outside.

“Throughout the appeal process, there has been a series of delays and misdirections on behalf of the
crown. Not only did the police lose key evidence but they made attempts to close the investigation into
juror misconduct prior to vital evidence being obtained. Perhaps most shocking of all, despite an ongoing
police investigation into the matter, the lawyer for the CPS repeatedly claimed that the juror who
reported the juror misconduct was lying. The police and Crown Prosecution Service maintaining their

prosecutions at all costs is not justice.
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“We did not seek to blame any of the jurors who tried us. We want to thank the juror who came forward to
blow the whistle on what happened in the jury room during our trial. They have shown courage and
integrity, they didn’t have to speak up, but they did.”

The Heathrow 10 were arrested on 24 July 2024, on the first day of the Oil Kills International Uprising to end
fossil fuels. During their trial the judge removed all legal defences from the jury’s consideration, ruled the
climate emergency to be ‘irrelevant’ and forbade defendants from mentioning that a jury has a right to
acquit a defendant as a matter of conscience. The defendants were not permitted to bring expert
witnesses on international law or climate science or to show the jury videos they recorded of themselves
speaking before the action, nor were they allowed to read the quotes from news articles about their arrests
and subsequent remand to prison.

ENDS

Press contact: 07762 987334

Press email: juststopoilpress@protonmail.com

High quality images & video here: https://juststopoil.org/press-media

Heathrow 10 images here:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/ImByhU4LBPB6t5pMAP_-5dJOkhvsxwTNX?usp=sharing

Website:_https://juststopoil.org/

Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/JustStopQil/

Instagram:_https://www.instagram.com/just.stopoil/

Twitter:_https://twitter.com/JustStop_Qil

Youtube:_https://juststopoil.org/youtube

TikTok:_https://www.tiktok.com/@juststopoil

Notes to Editors

[1] Just Stop Qil is a member of the A22 Network of civil resistance projects.

In 2024 Just Stop Oil successfully_won its original demand of ‘no new oil and gas’ and April 26th 2025 was

the last Just Stop Oil action. However, our supporters will continue to tell the truth in court, to speak out for
our political prisoners and call out the UK’s oppressive anti-protest laws.

Just Stop Oil continues to rely on small_donations from the public to make this happen.
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Tax the rich to fix
Britain!

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.

Join us to demand a permanent House of the People with powers to tax the rich and fix Britain.

Upcoming events

‘i Q Search
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+ What is the House of the People?

+ What would the House of the People do?

+ Has an institution like this existed before?

+ Don’t the super-rich already pay too much tax?

+ How rich are we talking about here?

+ How bad is inequality in the UK?

+ What sort of tax would you like to see?

+ Even if you tax the rich it won’t be enough to fix Britain will it?

+ How would you spend the money raised?

— Why does Take Back Power engage in disruptive direct action?

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 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

+ How is Take Back Power funded?

+ How can | get involved?

+ Do you have reading list?

mm Q Search = 5-';" = @ K‘ EE = g 12;06;]230:22
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‘Inequality is shit’ — Take Back Power
deliver crappy Christmas for the Ritz
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Three supporters of Take Back Power have delivered a pile of shit to the Ritz. Take Back Power is a new
nonviolent civil-resistance group, demanding that the UK government establish a permanent citizen’s
assembly- a House of the People, which has the power to tax extreme wealth and fix Britain. [1]

At around 12:05 today, three Take Back Power supporters deposited a pile of manure below the Christmas
tree at the iconic luxury hotel. The three were quickly removed from the lobby and then held signs outside
the entrance which read: INEQUALITY IS SHIT" & ‘TAX THE RICH’.

A Take Back Power spokesperson said:

“The super-rich have more than doubled their wealth since the pandemic, while this Christmas. a third of UK
children suffer and grow up in poverty. It's time ordinary people- those most affected by inequality. gef a say
in deciding how fo tax wealth through the means of a legally binding citizen’s assembly- a House of the
People.” [2][3]

One of those taking action today, Ellen Redwood-Brown, 23, an NHS worker, said:

“The billionaires, corporations, and corrupt politicians running Britain don't care about us. While working in
the NHS I've seen people dying because they couldn’t get appointments whilst doctors are working 15 hour
shifts.”

“The UK has 156 billionaires. We could take away 75% of that wealth to fix Britain and we'd still have 156
billionaires. We must let ordinary people decide how to tax the rich.” [4]
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Also taking action today is Tom Barber, 65, a former doctor, journalist and community worker from
Nottingham, who said:

“Power is concentrated in the hands of a small group of obscenely wealthy and ruthless individuals. They are
hell-bent on enriching themselves, forcing the gap befween the haves and the have-nots ever wider.”

“Everyday people must Take Back Power, compelling our government to create a permanent citizens'
assembly- a House of the People. Only then can we start making decisions for everyone’s benefit- taxing the
rich, creating a fairer society and restoring our faith in our democracy.”

Take Back Power is demanding that the UK government establish a permanent House of the People- a
citizen’s assembly chosen by democratic lottery, that has the power to tax extreme wealth and fix Britain.

Until the government makes a meaningful statement in response to our demand, we will undertake
nonviolent action to resist the super-rich, who are driving us towards social collapse. Donate or sign up to
take action at TakeBackPower.net.

ENDS
Press contact: 07762 987334

Press email: press@takebackpower.net

High quality images & video here: Public

Website: htips:/takebackpower.net/

Bluesky- https:/bsky.app/profile/takebackpower.bsky.social

Facebook: hitps://www.facebook.com/profile.nhp?id=61582897002194

Instagram: hitps:/www.instagram.com/takeback.power/

X: hitps://ix.com/takeback power

Youtube: hittps://www.youtube.com/channel/UCmhBiv2Iso6NCNF3IBBuuWg
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Take Back Power ‘take over’ the playgrounds
of the super-rich

April 30, 2026
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Take Back Power supporters have been 'taking over’ the playgrounds of the super-rich this morning. Take

Back Power is a nonviolent campaign, demanding a tax on extreme wealth, fo be decided by a ‘House of
the People.” [1]

At around 10 this morning, 22 Take Back Power supporters occupied a Ferrari dealership in Berkeley
Square. they could be heard chanting “WE DEMAND EQUALITY!" and “THE BILLIONAIRES HAVE GOT TO
GO!". By around 10:30 the group left the store.

At around 11:30. the group reconvened at Burlington Arcade- the world’s first modern shopping mall,
which positions itself as an 'elegant and exclusive upmarket shopping venue’. The group could be seen
holding signs which read “HOUSE OF THE PEOPLE” and “4 MILLION KIDS IN POVERTY", which were
quickly seized by door staff.

By around 12:20, the group had moved on to the food hall at the luxury department store, Harrod’s. Security
was much more reactive, dragging Take Back Power supporters from the building.

A Take Back Power spokesperson said:

“This country is in crisis and everyone knows it! The people to blame are the corporations and super-rich who
are extracting every last penny from working people, and then using their ownership of the media to distract
people into blaming the poor and migrants. Nothing short of a massive fransfer of wealth and power away
from the 196 and back to working people can hope fo fix Britain. Join us at takebackpower.net.”

17
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One of those taking action today is Robert Pembroke, 43, a builder and dad from Devon. who said:

It's time ordinary people take back our power from the super-rich. Inequality is spiralling out of control, 50
families in the UK hold more wealth than 50% of the country. Around the world, it's even worse with eight
men holding more wealth than 50% of the world’s population!”

“It is obscene to allow this. people are dying. We need ordinary people, taking part in a permanent citizens’
assembly- a House of the People deciding how to fackle this. To find out more go to iakebackpower.net”

Also faking action today is Ana Heyatawin, 63, a grandmother from Somerset, who said:

“Inequality, which is being imposed on ordinary people by big business. billionaires and the politicians who
work for them, is killing people right now. More than a third of people in the UK now don’t earn enough to buy
life’s essentials.”

“We need ordinary people at the heart of deciding how to tax extreme wealth to begin fixing this mess. This is

why we are calling for a permanent citizen’s assembly, with the power to tax extreme wealth- a House of the
People.”

It's time working people take back our power from the super-rich. This is why Take Back Power is
demanding that the UK government establish a permanent House of the People— a citizen’s assembly
chosen by democratic lottery, that has the power fo tax extreme wealth and fix Britain.
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Unfil the government makes a meaningful statement in response to our demand, we will undertake
nonviolent action to resist the super-rich, who are driving us towards social collapse. Donate or sign up to
take action at TakeBackPower.net.

ENDS
Press contact: 07762 987334

Press email: press@takebackpower.net

High quality images & video here:lmages/Videos for Press

Website: https:/takebackpower.net/

Bluesky- hitps:/bsky.app/profile/takebackpower. bsky.social

Facebook: hitps:/www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=61582897002194

Instagram:_hitps:/www.instagram.com/takeback.power/

X https://x.com/takeback power

Youtube: https:/www.youtube.com/@take.backpower

TikTok: hitps:/www.tiktok.com/@takeback.power
Notes to Editors

[1] Take Back Power is a nonviolent civil resistance group in the UK. We aim to put the 9% in charge
through citizens’ assemblies. We are ordinary people from all walks of life who believe that in order fo fix
Britain, we have to tax the rich. And we don’t think the rich should get a veto. We want the people to decide
how we tax the rich through a legally-binding citizen’s assembly — A House of the People: It's time for the
Q9% to have 99% of a say!

Join us to demand a permanent House of the People with powers fo tax the rich and fix Britain.
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Take Back Power supporters redistribute
essential items whilst occupying high-end
stores and hotels

May 1, 2026
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Take Back Power supporters have been occupying the playgrounds of the wealthy this morning. and have
liberated items from a superstore to redistribute them back to the communities that need them. Take Back
Power is a nonviclent campaign, demanding a tax on extreme wealth, to be decided by a ‘House of the

People.’ [1]

At around @ this morning, three Take Back Power supporters entered the Tesco Exira on Acre Lane in
Brixton, and took essential items from the shelves and left without paying. The action fakers then donated
the items at a local food-bank drop-off point. At around 10am, all three aftempted to hand themselves in at
Brixton Police Station. So far none have been arrested.

At 11:45, around a further 18 Take Back Power supporters occupied the luxury department store Liberty, on
Regent Street in London. They could be seen holding signs which read '3 MILLION HOUSEHOLDS
SKIPPING MEALS’ and 'TAX THE SUPER-RICH NOW.

At around Tpm, this group then reconvened, disrupting access to the luxury hotel, Claridges. The group
could be heard chanting *“WE DEMAND EQUALITY!" and ‘HOW DO WE TAX THE SUPER RICH?- A HOUSE
OF THE PEQPLE!" as security attempted to move the supporters away from the door.

A Take Back Power spokesperson said:

“Take Back Power is calling for an emergency 'House of the People' fo deal with the cost of living crisis.
When politicians are too busy lining their pockets fo fix our problems, we need the people most impacted to
have a seat at the table. A House of the People selected by democratic lottery, like a jury, is a no-brainer
solution fo cut out the corruption and decide how fo redistribute wealth.”
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One of those taking action redistributing food today is Moshe Dixon, 25, from Dundee said:

“My mofther came from poverty and fought tooth and nail to give me a better future. Like so many mothers
she was promised that hard work would be rewarded. yet we are living in a country where so many families
can't make ends meet despite working multiple jobs.”

*6.5 million people had to furn fo foodbanks in 2024. Meanwhile the CEO of Tesco is faking home 430 times
the pay of the average Tesco employee, and the rich are paying a smaller share of tax than working people.
We need an assembly of ordinary people coming together to decide how to tax extreme wealth in order fo fix
our broken country. Join us af takebackpower.net”
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Also taking action today occupying high-end stores and hotels, is Hannah McDonald, 20, a student from
Liverpool, who said:

“Fourteen million people last year were faced with the prospect of going hungry. in this, the 6th richest nation
on earth! Now we have a cost of living tsunami on the way and the government is nowhere fo be seen.”

“This is broken Britain. We need a House of the People— an assembly with real power. where ordinary
mums, nurses, posties & cleaners, get a real say in how to take back our power from the super rich, and
redistribute that wealth and power back to working people.”

Today'’s actions come as the UK braces for food shortages and soaring prices as a result of the war in Iran.
as rising fuel, fertiliser and commodity prices begin to feed into business costs. [2]
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It's time we take on the super-rich who are profiteering from a world in crisis. This is why Take Back Power
is demanding that the UK government establish an emergency House of the People— a citizen’s assembly
chosen by democratic lottery, that has the power to tax extreme wealth and fix Britain.

Until the government makes a meaningful statement in response to our demand, we will undertake
nonviolent action to resist the super-rich, who are driving us towards social collapse. Donate or sign up to
take action at TakeBackPower.net.

ENDS
Press contact: 07762 987334

Press email: press@takebackpower.net

High quality images & video here:lmages/Videos for Press

Woebsite: htips:/takebackpower.net/

Bluesky- https:/bsky.app/profile/takebackpower.bsky.social

Facebook: hitps:/www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=61582897002194

Instagram:_hitps:/www.instagram.com/takeback.power/

X: https://x.com/takeback power

Youtube: hitps:/www.youtube.com/@take.backpower

TikTok: https:/www.tiktok.com/@takeback.power
Notes to Editors

[1] Take Back Power is a nonviolent civil resistance group in the UK. We aim to put the 99% in charge
through citizens” assemblies. We are ordinary people from all walks of life who believe that in order to fix
Britain, we have to tax the rich. And we don’t think the rich should get a veto. We want the people to decide
how we tax the rich through a legally-binding citizen’s assembly — A House of the People. It’s time for the
99% to have 99% of a say!

Join us fo demand a permanent House of the People with powers to tax the rich and fix Britain.

[2] hitps:/www.telegraph.co.uk/business/2026/04/28/full-force-of-iran-war-hit-food-prices-soon-

supermarkets/
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Fossil Free London pours fake blood
outside Shell offices as it ‘makes a
killing’ from the Iran war
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M Fossil Free London campaigners protest outside Shell’s London headquarters against its giant
profits from the Iran war [Pic: Fossil Free London]
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F OSSIL Free London activists covered themselves in fake blood as they sat
outside Shell’s London headquarters wrapped in a fuel pump today.

They erected a banner that read “BLOOD MONEY: No new oil & gas” amid
expectations the fossil fuel giant will announce bumper quarterly profits
today thanks to the Iran war.

Fossil Free London spokesperson Robin Wells said: “In these past few years,
as our world becomes more unstable and the realities of climate breakdown
set in, it’s never been clearer: Big Qil profits from, and locks in, mass death.

“And we’re feeling this so rawly right now. As we see thousands slaughtered
in Iran and weep alongside those mothers who will never hold their children
again, Shell is making a killing.”

More than 2,000 people have been killed by the US and Israel’s war in Iran,
which has sent oil prices soaring due to a blockade on the Strait of Hormuz.

Shell was contacted for comment.

h
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MorningStar

Owned by Our Readers

We're a reader-owned co-operative, which means you can become part of the paper too by
buying shares in the People’s Press Printing Society.

Support us
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FASSIL FREE LONDON

PHOTOCALL: Body bags piled outside
Equinor as Ql profit spike expected from
Iran war

When: 8.15am, Tuesday 5th May
Where: Equinor Offices, W2 6BD

Details: Activists from Fossil Free London will pile several life-sized body bags
outside the offices of Rosebank co-owner Equinor, as one campaigner dressed as
an oil executive stands on top of them.

The protest comes as the UK Government’s decision on whether to approve or
reject the Rosebank oil field approaches.

Equinor’s quarterly profits are_also expected to jump when announced on
Wednesday 6th May, amidst the US-Iran war.

Photos can be used in coverage of Equinor’s quarterly profit announcement.

(We will also stage a stunt ahead of Shell’s Q1 profit results on Wednesday the 6th
at 8:15 a.m. outside Shell’s HQ, we will send a separate photocall tomorrow.)

For further information, to find us on the day, or to organise an
interview please contact campaigner@fossilfireelondon.org, or 020
3886 2590.

Notes:

1. For further information, please contact Rosie, 020 3886
2590, campaigner@fossilfreelondon.org.

2. Fossil Free London is a grassroots climate group that protests Big Oll
and campaigns for a London beyond fossil fuels.
Instagram:_@fossilfreelondon Twitter: @fossilfreeldn.

3. Photos from other Fossil Free London actions are available here and
can be used in your journalism at any time without prior permission.
Please credit Fossil Free London.
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Not in the UK? Visit the Global Website.
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THE AWAKENING: BEYOND THE WALL

May 14, 2026 by Extinction Rebellion

The path from spring to summer has a beautiful way of revealing what has been gaining
strength invisibly.

Roots grow underground long before anything breaks the surface. Networks form
quietly beneath hard ground. By the time the first shoots appear, the real work has
already been happening for months.

Something similar can be felt across Britain’s protest movements now.

At RAF Lakenheath in April, peace campaigners gathered for a week-long camp
opposing the return of US nuclear weapons to British soil and the use of British bases in
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illegal wars in Palestine, Iran, Lebanon and beyond. There were workshops, overnight
vigils, legal briefings, songs around camp and shared meals and stories. Older peace
campaigners stood alongside younger climate and anti-war activists inheriting a world
increasingly organised around militarisation, surveillance and permanent emergency.

The direct actions, organised by Lakenheath Alliance for Peace, began in earnest as it
became clearer that the base is being used extensively for the US/Israeli wars in WANA
(West Asia and North Africa). There were a total of 23 arrests — A group of 7 Christians,
Muslims, Jews, Quakers and people of no faith group, together calling themselves Unity
Against Genocide were arrested under the Terrorism Act while wearing tabards with
individual words on them. When combined, their tabards read “WE OPPOSE
GENOCIDE. WE SUPPORT PALESTINE ACTION” — with only one word on each.
Incredibly, the group carried out the same action at the Supreme Court in February this
year without arrest.

There were 2 arrests at the Saturday police-liaised blockade. 13 were arrested at the
‘surprise’ Monday blockade at the main gate. The lock-on to the CND symbol on the
trailer, car lock-on and two road lock-ons happened at the main gate and at the same
time 1 more person was arrested at the Lakenheath village gate where around 60 people
did a stand up blockade.

A peace camp. A blockade. Arrests for nonviolent protest. These are recognisable acts
within the long history of civil resistance in Britain.

And yet something can be felt, shifting.

Across climate movements, Palestine solidarity organising, peace campaigns and
protest rights groups, people are recognising the same pattern unfolding around them.

Not of isolated incidents, but a political trajectory.
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Defend Our Juries’ Timeline of Corruption shows our interwoven tapestry. Fossil fuel
corporations knowing for decades about climate collapse; lobbying networks and think
tanks shaping anti-protest policy; Lord Walney acting as an “independent adviser”
while connected to oil and arms interests; escalating restrictions on protest and legal
defence; peaceful campaigners imprisoned while the industries driving destruction
continue almost untouched.

In 2019 Extinction Rebellion emerged to tell the truth about systems placing profit
above life itself and to pressure the government to act. It is clear that those systems do
not only extract from ecosystems. They extract from communities, from democracy and
from our collective ability to act together. The same concentrations of wealth and power
driving climate collapse are also driving militarisation, border violence and attacks on
civil liberties. The deepest scars of this system are borne by the Global South; they
endure the most devastating impacts of a collapse fueled by others, the injustice of the
relentless extraction of their resources and the theft of their autonomy.

THE WALL

When movements begin naming those connections clearly while reminding people of
their agency, repression tends to follow; the same power that redacts the truth about
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our collapsing ecosystems in secret reports is the power that sends nuclear bombs to
our soil and attempts to silence the juries that might hold them accountable.

Next came the arrests for mere written words. In 2023, Trudi Warner stood quietly
outside a courthouse holding a sign reminding jurors of their legal rights. She was
arrested for it.

e

YOU L ie

ARSOVITTE

No obstruction, no threat, no violence: just a sentence on a card. Just the truth.

Trudi’s sign, which read “Jurors: you have an absolute right to acquit a defendant
according to your conscience”, reflected a 300-year-old legal principle also written on a
plaque on the Old Bailey. Her arrest shocked many people precisely because it exposed
something larger than a single case. If even reminding jurors of their conscience could
provoke arrest, then the boundary of acceptable dissent was moving rapidly. Defend
Our Juries emerged from that moment of recognition, catalysed by outrage at Trudi’s
arrest.

And now that recognition is spreading further. We stand against the same machinery of
suppression: hostile media narratives, politicised policing, corporate influence over
public policy and expanding restrictions on protest.

They are building a wall of secrecy and fear between the government and the governed.

One of the most dangerous aspects of this moment has been the increasing
weaponisation of antisemitism against movements opposing mass violence.
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Antisemitism is real, deadly and rising along with wider fascism. Jewish communities
deserve safety and protection everywhere, as do all people of any faith or none; but
conflating opposition to the actions of the Israeli government with hatred of Jewish
people does not challenge antisemitism, it begets it. It risks deepening division while
allowing governments to criminalise protest, expand policing powers and suppress
dissent under the language of public safety.

Movements for climate justice and global justice are not separate moral causes
competing for attention. They are a response to the same underlying crisis: a political
and economic system that concentrates power upwards while demanding silence from
everyone living with the consequences.

We know a liveable future cannot be built through fear, secrecy and permanent war. It
has to be rooted instead in mutual aid, democratic participation, public accountability
and care. That threatens those who profit from extraction, militarisation and division
because solidarity interrupts the cycles they depend upon.

And solidarity is exactly what is growing.

At places like Lakenheath, around shared food and stories, people are recognising one
another properly. Not as isolated campaigns orbiting separate issues, but as
communities defending the conditions that make collective life possible at all: truth,
conscience, participation and the right to resist systems that place profit and power
above human and ecological survival.

Spring works slowly. But once roots intertwine underground, it becomes much harder
to build a wall over what eventually emerges.

LAKENHEATH FILM BY ZOE BROUGHTON AND VLAD MOROZOV

This beautifully made film follows the people behind the protest. Scientists, veterans,

teachers, and ordinary citizens — asking a simple question: what does real security look
like?
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WHAT HAPPENS NEXT?

Keep an eye on independent news sources, the story grows all the time:

On 23rd April, Trudi was one of nine people arrested for breaching a Section 14 order
while again holding signs communicating the principle of jury equity outside a court.
The same sign as in 2023 but this time Section 14 conditions forbidding protest within 1
mile of the court was used. The interesting legal argument to watch for will be whether
silently holding a sign amounts to protest.

On 12th May came further evidence of the movement of boundaries within our judicial
system. Four Palestine Action activists could be sentenced as terrorists. They were found
guilty of criminal damage by a jury at Woolwich Crown Court in a retrial. The judge, Mr
Justice Johnson, ruled before the first trial that there appeared to be a “terrorist
connection” to the offences — even though they took place before Palestine Action was
proscribed. The judge’s ruling was not disclosed to jurors in two trials so they convicted
the four based on criminal damage, not knowing they could then be sentenced for
terrorism. We now know that reporting restrictions prevented the whole truth being
known.

This has never happened before in a criminal damage case.

WHAT CAN | DO?
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If these topics leave you feeling despair, find communities in your accessible space, in
person or online who are discussing how they feel about them and what we can all do,
together.

Movements like ours can not achieve our demands without a democratic media, free
from the control of the billionaire elite. Sign and share this Parliamentary Petition
demanding that the government pass the Media Sovereignty Act.

Join the telegram chat for the Love & Rage weekender we have planned. 12-13
September. A long hot weekend of workshops and discussions with a creative finale,
join and stay as long as you’re able.

At the core of Extinction Rebellion’s philosophy is Nonviolent Direct Action. It is built on
a long history of successful civil disobedience campaigns, from Indian Independence to
the British Suffragettes and the American Civil Rights Movement, and evidence of how
nonviolent social movements can create change.

Extinction Rebellion’s actions and campaigns focus on disrupting the seats of power
because we are living in a time of Climate and Nature Emergency with our eco-system
and society at risk of collapse in the sixth mass extinction.

Working with care, within our Principles & Values, we always have the same 3 demands
which guide our focus:

TELL THE TRUTH
ACT NOW
DECIDE TOGETHER

With love and rage W

FURTHER READING:

Jury Equity, the Filton 6 and the arrest of Trudi Warner by Jewish Voice for Liberation:
www.jewishvoiceforlabour.org.uk/article/jury-equity-the-filton-6-and-the-arrest-of-

trudi-warner/

Plane spotters camped outside Lakenheath air base witnessed how a British RAF base is
being used by the US military to wage war on Iran:

www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2026/03/03/raf-lakenheath-plane-spotters-fighter-jets-
iran-us-suffolk/
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Qur plan and pledge: Shut down the fossil fuel economy

We pledge to target property and machinery of the
destructive industries owned by the wealthiest and most
responsible for the greatest crisis humanity has ever
faced. Our strategy is to disable the physical
infrastructure of significant carbon emitters; whether
emissions occur directly, or through their support for
upstream business operations.

Without their property, assets, offices, wealth, physical
tools and resources, banks, financiers and insurance
companies will be forced to end all support for climate
breakdown.

Unlike our targets, we are non-violent — we will never
physically harm a person or living being.

We do not consider the destruction of machinery to be
violence. We consider it necessary. We take the |
necessary steps to end their violence.

We are inspired by the militancy and radical tactics of
the suffragette movement in the 20th century, the civil
rights movement, land rights campaigners, workers
struggles, the poll tax protesters, the anti-fascists who
rebelled against Nazi rule, the animal liberation
movement, independence struggles around the world,
the radical movement for LGBT+ rights, the anti-
apartheid movement, the peace movement, the struggle
for a free Palestine and many of the historic campaigns
that have brought us the safety, security and basic
human rights we enjoy today.

We can't stand back and allow the world to crumble
because of something completely preventable — because
of the failures of the wealthy elite. We can't let apathy for
the suffering of others pave the way for inaction. We
can't live with ourselves knowing that the fate of
humanity and life on Earth was jeopardised because we
refused to address the machinery of industry and
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London City Airport Injunction Order

On 20 June 2024 the High Court granted us an injunction, which
prohibits anyone from entering, occupying or remaining on London City
Airport in connection with the Just Stop Oil campaign (or any other
environmental campaign) without our permission.

On 24 June 2025 the High Court extended the injunction

Anyone breaching the injunction might be imprisoned for up to 2 years,

fined and / or have their assets seized for contempt of court.

Documents relating to the Injunction can be found on the links on this

page.

Second Annual Review Hearing -
30.06.2026

The second annual review hearing for the injunction is set for 30 June
2026 before a High Court Judge at the Royal Courts of Justice, in
person, at a time to be confirmed. The Judge and time of the hearing
will be confirmed on the working day before on the Daily Cause List

(from 3pm): https:/,

www.gov.uk/government/publications/royal-courts
of-justice-cause-list/royal-courts-of-justice-daily-cause-list#kings-

bench-judges-daily-cause-list

All Years v
B Second Annual Review Hearing — 30.06.2026 B First Witness Statement of Alex Wright dated 11 June 2026
B Exhibits to First Witness Statement of Alex Wright dated 11 June B Sealed Application Order dated 2 June 2026

2026

B Sealed Court Order dated 10 June 2026.

Review Hearing on 24.06.25

‘ All Years v ‘
B Injunction Order B Supplemental Hearing Bundle
B Airports - chrono B Airports - skeleton

B Airport Injunction Renewal

Original Hearing on 20.06.24

‘ All Years v ‘
Injunction Order Hearing Bundle
B Skeleton Argument B Note of Hearing
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Injunction Order

As of Wednesday, August 14, 2024, the High Court has issued an
injunction against anyone entering, occupying, or remaining on London
Southend Airport (as shown edged red on Plan A attached to the
Injunction Order) in connection with Just Stop Oil (or other
environmental campaign), without our consent.

Those who breach this injunction may face imprisonment for up to two
years, fines, and/or asset seizure for contempt of court.

The second annual review hearing for the injunction is set for 2 July
2026 before a High Court Judge at the Royal Courts of Justice, in
person, at a time to be confirmed. The Judge and time of the hearing
will be confirmed on the working day before on the Daily Cause List
(from 3pm):
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/royal-courts-of-justice-
cause-list/royal-courts-of-justice-daily-cause-list#kings-bench-judges-
daily-cause-list

The first annual review hearing for the Injunction took place on 22
October 2025 before His Honour Judge Freedman (Sitting as a Judge of

36

142



the High Court) at which the injunction was continued. Relevant
documents can be found here:

Injunction Order 2025 Skeleton Argument Authorities Bundle
Review Hearing Bundle 2025 Notice of Hearing Sealed Application
Notice

Relevant documents related to the 2024 injunction can be found our
archive here:

Injunction Order 2024 - Amended Claim Form -
Amended Particulars of Claim > Response Pack -~ Hearing Note —
Skeleton Argument » Hearing Bundle 2024 -

Supplementary Bundle —
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Dear all,
In accordance with the Order of The Honourable Mr Justice Julian Knowles dated 9" July 2024:
The ’Injunction Renewal Hearing’ in this matter has been listed for:
9™ July 2026 for 1%2 hours before a High Court Judge, in person.
The Judge and time of the hearing will be confirmed on the working day before on the Daily Cause List (from
3pm):

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/royal-courts-of-justice-cause-list/royal-courts-of-justice-daily-
cause-list#kings-bench-judges-daily-cause-list

Please treat this email as a formal listing notice.
Please forward a copy of this listing notice to all interested parties.

Kind regards

B

Subash Vasudevan
Judges Listing Office Team Leader
8x8 Contact Centre Supervisor

Room WG04 | King's Bench Division | HMCTS | Royal Courts of Justice | Strand | London | WC2A 2LL

DX: 44450 Strand | T: 020 3936 8957 | | W: www.gov.uk/hmcts
b g S
F ribunalts Here is how HMCTS uses personal data about you ( o e m——-
" Service

This e-mail and any attachments is intended only for the attention of the addressee(s). Its
unauthorised use, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted. If you are not the intended
recipient, please destroy all copies and inform the sender by return e-mail. Internet e-mail is not a
secure medium. Any reply to this message could be intercepted and read by someone else. Please
bear thatin mind when deciding whether to send material in response to this message by e-mail. This
e-mail (whether you are the sender or the recipient) may be monitored, recorded and retained by the
Ministry of Justice. Monitoring / blocking software may be used, and e-mail content may be read at
any time. You have a responsibility to ensure laws are not broken when composing or forwarding e-
mails and their contents.

1

38 144



DocusSign Envelope ID: 4DC08D5B-0358-4B43-965E-A1731DAE433D

Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Akhil Markanday
Number of Statement: First

Exhibit; AM1
Dated: 6 July 2024

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A

TO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT OF AKHIL MARKANDAY

I, AKHIL MARKANDAY, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London
EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1 | am a partner in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner (“BCLP”). BCLP
act for the Claimant in this matter, under my supervision. | am duly authorised

to make this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant.

2 I make this witness statement in support of an application by the Claimant for
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injunctive relief.

3 Except where | state to the contrary (in which case | give the source of
information upon which I rely) | am able to state the matters in this witness

statement from my own knowledge.

4 Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information
supplied to me in my capacity as solicitor for the Claimant and are true to the

best of my knowledge and belief.

5 | refer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “AM1”. Where
it is necessary to refer to a document, | shall refer to the document by its page
number within Exhibit “AM1”.

BACKGROUND

6 The Just Stop Oil environmental campaign (“JSO”’) has made well publicised
threats to disrupt airports during the summer of 2024 [AM1/1-2]. JSO has
taken unlawful direct action on numerous occasions in recent years. As well
as taking direct action against airports in the UK and in Europe, JSO has
targeted key transport infrastructure such as motorways and private

organisations such as oil companies.

7 The Metropolitan Police have also had cause to act on the immediate and
serious risk of disruption posed by JSO. During the last week of June 2024, a
number of JSO members were arrested in relation to public order offences

arising from the group’s threat to airports [AM1/3-9].

8 JSO themselves say 27 arrests were made but, despite these arrests, JSO have
publicly stated that “they will not be intimidated” and that they “are joining
an international uprising” [AM1/10-11]. The threat to airports, in particular

Heathrow Airport (“Heathrow”), remains real and imminent.

9 As explained below and in the first witness statement of Jonathan Daniel
Coen, the Claimant considers that the impact of direct action at Heathrow by
JSO would be of severe concern from a safety and security perspective.

2
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Furthermore, there would be significant disruption in the form of delays,
diversions and cancellations to travellers as well as significant impact on

businesses and the wider economy.

HEATHROW LAND OWNERSHIP

10

11

12

A plan [AM1/12] demonstrates the Claimant’s ownership of the land
composing Heathrow - shaded in yellow are titles at HM Land Registry
("HMLR”) for which the Claimant is the registered proprietor (the “Yellow
Plan”). A complete list of these titles is annexed to the Particulars of Claim
and the available HMLR Official Copies are exhibited at [AM1/250-1330].
Although the Registered Proprietor and land description are accessible via
HMLR’s database, it is not uncommon for some Official Copies to be
unavailable online immediately, in which case HMLR send them later in
printed form via post. That is the case here. Some Official Copies could not
be provided to us by HMLR in time to be exhibited for this claim and remain

on order.

In order to bring this claim, my Firm has undertaken an extensive amount of
work to present to the Court the title and ownership structure at Heathrow.
Heathrow is a very large and complex site compromised of hundreds of titles
at HMLR.

In addition to the Yellow Plan, we have produced Plan A [AM1/13] which
also shows the land within Heathrow to which the Claimant does not have a
right to immediate possession, due to various occupational leases. That is the
blue hatched land on Plan A. The areas shown shaded orange on Plan A are
the terminal buildings. There are a number of floors in each of the terminal
buildings and different parts are leased to or otherwise occupied by third
parties, such as the retail units. In light of the complexity of seeking to show
which parts of the terminal buildings are ones to which the Claimant is entitled
to immediate possession and those parts which are subject to leases (etc), for
the purposes of this claim the terminal buildings have been excluded from
those parts of Heathrow to which the Claimant asserts an entitlement to

immediate possession by reason of its freehold or leasehold ownership.

3
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13

The purple edging around Plan A sets out the clear boundary of Heathrow and
it is in respect of the entirety of the area which the Claimant seeks an
injunction to restrain trespass and/or nuisance as explained in the Particulars

of Claim.

THE THREAT TO HEATHROW

14

15

16

17

On 9 March 2024, the Daily Mail published an article online which reported,
as a result of an undercover investigation by the Mail on Sunday, it had
discovered that JSO were planning to undertake a campaign of “wreaking
havoc” (the journalist’s words) at airports during the summer, with activists
planning to “storm terminal buildings to hold sit-ins, glue themselves to
runways and even climb on jets to paralyse the travel industry” (the

journalist’s words).

The homepage of JSO’s website [AM1/15-20] emphasises that the group
plans to target action on airports during the summer of 2024. As at today’s

date, the page states (emphasis original):

“Our Government doesn’t give a f*** about its responsibilities. The
country is in ruins. You know it, I know, they know it. That means it’s

up to us to come together and be the change we need.

We need bold, un-ignorable action that confronts the fossil fuel elites.
We refuse to comply with a system which is killing millions around the
world, and that’s why we have declared airports a site of nonviolent

civil resistance.

We can’t do this alone, we have a plan for this Summer, are you

willing help make this happen?”

Directly below this statement, is a video published on 5 May 2024. This video
is available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tbvYQFGAY48.

The audio of this video combined with the visual imagery presents three
obvious concerns. First, an intention to focus on disrupting airports in the UK.

4
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Second, that the timing of this disruption will be the summer months of 2024.

Third, the video specifically highlights Heathrow as a target of disruption: the

video accompanying the speech includes a screen shot of a road sign on the

highway immediately adjacent to the perimeter of Heathrow showing

directions to Terminal 5 and Terminals 2, 3 and 4. The video states (our

emphasis):

“What are we going to do in the face of this repression? [clips of JSO
members being arrested] We are going to continue to resist. We are
passing over 1.5 degrees of warming. It is absolutely catastrophic.
Seeing as there is no meaningful action that’s come from our
Government, we are going to ratchet it up. We are going to take our
nonviolent, peaceful, demonstrations to the centre of the carbon
economy. We are going be gathering at airports [video shows a road

sign leading to Heathrow, Terminal 5] across the UK.

In the heat of the summer months, when the grass is scorched here,
when the hose-pipe ban kicks in; when the wildfires take off in
Canada, as they potentially begin to dig this EACOP pipeline, we re
going to be saying to the Government, if you re not going to stop the

’

oil, were going to do it for you.’

THE CURRENT THREAT TO AIRPORTS IN GENERAL

18

19

In support of their aim to disrupt airports in the summer months, JSO has set

up at least two fundraising pages:

(@)

(b)

Fund Radical Climate Action — Just Stop Oil | Chuffed | Non-profit

charity and social enterprise fundraising [AM1/21]

Cat’s out the bag. Just Stop Oil will take action at airports - | Chuffed

| Non-profit charity and social enterprise fundraising [AM1/22]

Fundraising page (a), which has raised £149,000 as of 1 July 2024, states the

following (original bold emphasis, underlining added by me):
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20

21

22

We're escalating our campaign this summer to take action at
airports.

To make this action phase happen, we have a costed plan...During
June and July, we expect to spend around £180,000, some of which

we have already secured, and the rest we must raise now.

Fundraising page (b), which has raised £24,000 as of 1 July 2024, states

(original bold emphasis, underlining added by me):

“Cat’s out the bag. Just Stop Oil will take action at airports

The secret is out — and our new actions are going to be big.

We 're going so big that we can’t even tell you the full plan, but know

this — Just Stop Oil will be taking our most radical action yet this

summer. We'll be taking action at sites of key importance to the fossil

fuel industry; super-polluting airports.

On JSO’s website, within the section entitled ‘Get Involved’ and a sub-section

entitled ‘Events’, there is a calendar on reflecting upcoming events. For 6 July

2024, the calendar states “Resistance Starts Here” [AM1/23].

There has been extensive media coverage of the JSO plans and the danger
they pose. A Daily Mail online article I have referred to at paragraph 14 above
entitled ‘Exclusive Revealed: The eco mob plot to ruin the summer holidays
with activists planning to disrupt flights by gluing themselves to major airport
runways’ [AM1/24-32] states that JSO have advocated the following unlawful

activities:

e “Cutting through fences and gluing themselves to runway
tarmac;
e Cycling in circles on runways;

e Climbing on to planes to prevent them from taking

off;
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e Staging sit-ins at terminals 'day after day' to stop

passengers getting inside airports.”

23 Since that article, several other publications have reported on JSO’s campaign

to disrupt and focus on airports, a selection of examples is at [AM1/33-49].

24 Multiple messages sent from the official Instagram account of JSO

demonstrate how JSO intends to target airports. Text examples are as follows,

with screenshots at [AM1/50-61]

Date of Instagram Post

[Instagram does not give actual dates,
references here are to dates of posted
when viewed from the perspective of 1
July 2024]

Caption referring to direct action at

airports

Two days ago (i.e. subsequent to the

Police arrests referred to in paragraph 8).

“help us replace tech seized by the police

by donating via the link in our bio”

1 week ago

“Just Stop Oil is going global! JSO, along
with many other campaigns around the
world, are part of an International
Uprising against oil, gas, and coal. We
are part of the global movement rising up
against genocide, demanding change by
causing maximum disruption at airports.
So, if you want to hear about why we’re
taking action at airports, from the
numerous countries taking action with
us, come to Soup Night this week, where
we’ll also be joining a call and listening
to their stories! We’ll also be sharing
some free vegan food! It’s a really nice
time, so we hope that you can make it!
Link in bio! (link to JSO website)”
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4 weeks ago “Zoom: taking action at airports with
Lezte Generation’. Last Saturday, 8
people from @letztegeneration, a
German campaign within the A22
Network alongside JSO, blocked flights
from Much Airport by sitting on the
runway. Join a call tonight, 7pm, to hear
from those who took action. Register via

link in bio -@juststopoil”

5 weeks ago “Walney wants to ban us. We won’t be
silenced. Take action with us at airports

this summer — juststopoil.org”

5 weeks ago “who do you sue when the climate
collapses? What do you do when our
democracy has been brought by oil
companies? Airports will be declared
sites of civil resistance this summer. Take

action with us — juststopoil.org”

6 weeks ago “this summer, airports will be declared
sites of civil resistance. Sign up for action
via the link in our bio”. [This link takes
you to a page with links to different areas
of JSO’s website.]

RECENT UNLAWFUL ACTION AT AIRPORTS

25 On 20 June 2024, two JSO supporters breached the fence at Stansted Airport
and sprayed orange paint over private jets. In a post on social media site X
(formerly Twitter), JSO posted a video showing one of the activists cutting a
hole in the perimeter fence leading to the runway, before spraying the paint
over the jets. Alongside this video, JSO stated that the two activists had “cut

the fence into the private airfield at Stansted where taylorswiftl3’s jet is

8
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26

27

28

parked, demanding an emergency treaty to end fossil fuels by 2030”
[AM1/62-72].

On 2 June 2024, Extinction Rebellion (who are related to JSO, as explained
in paragraph 32 below) activists blocked access to Farnborough Airport
[AM1/73-84]. This involved different sets of activists carrying out co-
ordinated disruptive activities. Some barricaded one of the airport’s gates,
another four activists locked on to oil drums, one individual mounted on a
tripod blockaded the airport’s departure gate and another fourth group of
activists distracted airport authorities, moving between the airport’s other

gates to block them.

As mentioned in paragraph 40 below, a group affiliated with JSO called Last
Generation caused disruption at Munich airport on 18 May 2024. This
involved people actually gluing themselves to the runway, a dangerous and
highly disruptive approach [AM1/85-89]. Due to the these actions, around 60

flights were cancelled and 11 flights were diverted to other airports.

I understand from reviewing the London City Airport (“LCY”’) injunction
materials as further described below, that one of the activists who was closely
involved in the Munich airport events joined a JSO call on Tuesday 28 May
2024 to encourage others to undertake activities to similar effect in the United

Kingdom.

OTHER AIRPORT INJUNCTIONS

29

30

In response to the tangible and impending risk of harm posed by JSO’s
airports campaign, LCY sought and has already been granted a High Court

injunction on 20 June 2024..

The Order granted is at [AM1/90-105]. It prohibits anyone from entering,
occupying or remaining on London City Airport in connection with the JSO
campaign (or any other environmental campaign) without the permission of
the entity owning and managing City, London City Airport Limited. | have
also very recently learned that Manchester, East Midlands and Stansted

Airports secured injunction against JSO on Friday 5 July 2024. | consider this

9
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heightens the risk to Heathrow since activists are now less likely to target
these airports and will turn their attention to otherairports, with Heathrow

being a particularly likely target.

BACKGROUND TO JUST STOP OIL

31

32

33

34

My understanding of JSO is based on public statements and communications,
as well as having had the benefit of reading the background set out in the LCY

injunction application.

JSO is said to have been “masterminded” by Roger Hallam who was involved
in both other disruptive action groups, including Extinction Rebellion and
Insulate Britain [AM1/106-108]. As mentioned below at paragraph 42,
Extinction Rebellion has previously threatened direct action against

Heathrow.
On its website and in press releases, JSO refers to itself as a:

@ “civil resistance group demanding the UK Government stop licensing

all new oil, gas and coal projects.” [AM1/70]

(b) “coalition of groups working together to demand the British
government work with other nations to establish a legally binding
treaty to stop extraction and burning of oil, gas and coal by 2030,
whilst supporting and financing other countries to make a fair and just
transition.” [AM1/67]

JSO have a ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ page (“FAQ”) on their website
[AM1/109]. From this, it is clear JSO is committed to civil disobedience. For

example (my emphasis added):

“Extinction Rebellion and Insulate Britain have demonstrated that
Civil Disobedience works. They also show that we need to do
significantly more to stop the greatest crime against humanity. That’s
why we are moving into Civil Resistance — it’s no longer about a

single project or campaign, it’s about resisting a Government that is
10

154



DocusSign Envelope ID: 4DC08D5B-0358-4B43-965E-A1731DAE433D

35

36

37

38

harming us, our freedoms, rights and future, and making them work

for us.”
The FAQ further clarifies how JSO intend to behave, including using:

“tactics such as strikes, boycotts, mass protests and disruption to

withdraw their cooperation from the state.”

In response to the question of “Will there be arrests?”, the following FAQ

reply is given:

“probably, however there is a long established tradition in the UK of
citizens, when they recognise that the state is acting immorally, taking

action to prevent further harm.”

The JSO website also includes a section entitled ‘Law’, which includes a sub-
section detailing support offered for individuals facing criminal charges for
taking the actions JSO are encouraging [AM1/110-115]. This section also
displays statistics of JSO’s relationship with the Police and criminal justice

system, stating that since the group’s inception there have been:
@ 2970 arrests;

(b) 1889 charges;

(©) 475 convictions;

(d) 100 acquittals;

(e) 129 cases dismissed; and

U] 1086 trials to come.

On 20 June 2024, JSO put out a press release [AM1/63-72] after 2 JSO
supporters breached part of the perimeter fence at Stansted Airport to attack
some private planes. | will return to this further below but for present purposes
note that the footnotes confirm JSO is “a member of the A22 Network of civil

resistance projects”.

11
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39

40

41

A22’s website homepage states that:

“We are an international network racing to save humanity. We have a recipe

for effective civil resistance. Support us. Join us. You are needed”. [AM1/116]

A22’s declaratory statement underlines A22’s desire to use disruptive tactics;
stating that, amongst other tactics, “we commit to mass civil disobedience”
[AM1/117]. The fact that JSO is a part of the A22 network emphasises its

commitment to civil disobedience.

Other organisations within JSO’s wider group can be seen on JSO’s website
[AM1/118]. This includes ‘Last Generation’ who are mostly active in
Germany, France, Italy and Poland. On 18 May 2024, Last Generation caused
disruption at Munich Airport, Germany [AM1/85-89].

It therefore seems clear to me that JSO accepts and acknowledges it will

engage in unlawful acts as part of their civil resistance/disobedience.

JUST STOP OIL’S HISTORY OF DISRUPTION

42

JSO has been very active over the past three years. | have collated a history
below which focuses mainly on direct action in relation to infrastructure
assets, but there has also been a significant history of activity directed at
sporting activities or cultural events/venues, such as the throwing orange
paint/powder at paintings in the National Gallery, at the World Snooker
Championships, and, most recently, Stonehenge and invading the pitch during
the Rugby Premiership Final and during an Ashes test last year. Evidence is
exhibited at [AM1/119-238]

Date

Disruptive Action taken by JSO

1 April 2022

petrol in South East England [AM1/119-121]

Commencement of a blockade of 10 critical oil facilities multiple at

multiple locations across England, intending to cut off the supply of

12
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14 April 2022

JSO activists stopped and surrounded an oil tanker in London,
causing congestion on the motorway [AM1/122-129]

15 April 2022

JSO supporters targeted oil terminals at Kingsbury, Navigator and
Grays, blockading roads and climbing onto oil tankers [AM1/130-
134]

28 April 2022

Circa 35 JSO supporters sabotaged petrol pumps at two M25
motorway service stations, Cobham Service stations in Surrey and
Clacket Lane services in Kent [AM1/135-138]

26 August 2022

JSO blocked seven petrol stations in Central London and vandalised
fuel pumps [AM1/139-144]

October 2022

32 days of disruption from end of September throughout October,
which the Metropolitan Police said resulted in 667 arrests with 111

people charged.

Specifically, in Islington, Abbey Road, High Holborn/Kingsway,
four bridges across Thames, Westminster and the M25 motorway
[AM1/145-169]

17 October 2022

Two supporters scaled this bridge which connects the M25 between
Essex and Kent, causing its closure. Closure resulted in six miles of
congestion on both directions of the bridge [AM1/170-174]. After
36 hours, the activists agreed with Police to leave the bridge, and
were arrested. The bridge remained closed for another 6 hours
[AM1/175-177]

26 October 2022

13 activists targeted Piccadilly and spray painted luxury car show
rooms [AM1/178-183]

31 October 2022

Activists targeted buildings used by the Home Office, MI5, the
Bank of England News Corps, spraying paint on each and
demanding an end to new oil and gas licenses. The targets were

chosen because they represent ‘the four pillars that support and

13
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maintain the power of the fossil fuel economy’ JSO stated

[AM1/184-186]

7 November 2022

Multiple junctions on M25 closed due to JSO action [AM1/187-
195]

1 July 2023 Disruption of the annual Pride March, sitting on the road
[AM1/196-198]

21 July 2023 Traffic disruption in Acton, London organised by JSO during rush
hour, infamous for preventing a mother with a newborn child from
driving to the hospital [AM1/199-207]

9/10 October Activists sprayed paint on buildings across these three universities

2023 (Bristol, Exeter, Oxford), to highlight the links between universities
and fossil fuel groups [AM1/208-219]

30 October 2023 | Demonstrations near Parliament Square [AM1/220-225]

8 November 2023

At least 40 activists disrupted traffic on Waterloo Bridge. The
Police claimed that there had been blockage of an ambulance
flashing blue lights [AM1/226-231]

20 June 2024

Private jets sprayed at a private airfield at Stansted Airport
[AM1/232-238]

REACTION OF METROPOLITAN POLICE

43 I am informed by Jonathan Daniel Coen of the Claimant that, during recent

meetings with senior officers of the Metropolitan Police, the Claimant was

advised to consider applying for a civil injunction. BCLP were instructed soon

after.

44 As referred to in paragraph 8, in the week commencing 24 June 2024, around

27 JSO supporters suspected of planning to disrupt airports this summer were
arrested under the Public Order Act 2023. Chief Superintendent lan Howells,
who led the operation, said [AM1/239-246]:

14
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“We know Just Stop Oil are planning to disrupt airports across the
country this summer which is why we have taken swift and robust

action now.

‘Our stance is very clear that anyone who compromises the safety and
security of airports in London can expect a strong response from

officers or security staff.

‘Airports are complex operating environments which is why we are
working closely with them, agencies and other partners on this

operation.’

Suspects released on bail are subject to conditions which include not
travelling within one kilometre of any UK airport unless passing by

while on a mode of transport. ”

45 Despite the proactive Police action so far, the threat of severely disruptive
action occurring remains, as JSO themselves have made clear [AM1/247-
248].

THE IMPACT AT HEATHROW

46 I have had sight of the first witness statement of Jonathan Daniel Coen on

behalf of the Claimant and refer to the facts and figures set out therein.

47 It is clear to me that the primary cause for concern from the unlawful activity
the Claimant seeks to restrain is one of safety (for both the wider innocent
members of staff and public, but also the participants) and security. Heathrow
is a crucial piece of UK infrastructure and any unlawful disruption will have

multiple ‘knock-on’ effects.

48 Whilst it cannot be denied those effects will have financial ramifications that
run into many millions of pounds, regard should also be had to the various
other effects disruption would cause, particularly in relation to cargo and

passengers or airline crew left diverted or delayed around the world.
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49

50

In relation to cargo, not only are supply shortages a risk, it strikes me there
will be a major risk of spoilage to any sort of fresh produce. This would be
extremely wasteful and have quite the opposite effect of protecting the

environment.

The feared unlawful disruption at Heathrow would clearly have numerous
serious consequences, many of which I am not sure the wider public, let alone

JSO activities, appreciate.

PROCEEDING AGAINST PERSONS UNKNOWN

51

52

53

I am informed by Jonathan Daniel Coen that the Claimant does not know the

names of any individual activists who intend to disrupt operations Heathrow.

Though specific individuals within JSO have been charged by the Police in
connection with the planned disruption to airports, neither I nor the Claimant
have seen any clear evidence to be confident enough to name anyone as a

named Defendant in this claim at this stage.

| am instructed enquiries continue and, should specific individuals be
identified, named Defendants will be joined to proceedings in future in the

usual way.

BRINGING THE CLAIM WITHOUT NOTICE

54

The Claimant believes there is a compelling reason to bring this claim
‘without notice’ based on the fact that notice to the Defendants may cause
them to accelerate their unlawful actions, which the injunction sought seeks

to restrain.

SERVICE AND NOTICE OF THE PROCEEDINGS

55

In the present case, the Claimant does not know the names of any individuals
who may seek to carry out the activities which the injunction sought is
intended to restrain. This is a case in which the identity of such persons can
only be described in the manner set out in the descriptions of the Defendants.

As such, the injunction sought is analogous to the ‘newcomer’ injunctions

16
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56

57

discussed in the Wolverhampton CC v London Gypsies and Travellers [2024]
2 WLR 45 decision. There is no person upon whom the proceedings could
currently be served. In accordance with the Court’s approach in that case, the
Claimant is therefore seeking an order to dispense with service and is
intending to notify any individuals potentially affected by the application and
any order made by taking steps to bring it to their attention, as set out below.

The Claimant intends to provide copies of the following documents (“the

Documents”) to the Defendants:

(@) Sealed copy of the Claim Form,;
(b) Copy Particulars of Claim;

(©) Response Pack;

(d) Copy Application;

(e) Order;

()] Copy of the supporting evidence (Witness Statement of Akhil
Markanday and Witness Statement of Jonathan Daniel Coen); and

(9  Copy of a note of the hearing.

The Claimant intends to notify them in the following way:

@) uploading copies of all court documents onto the following website:

www.heathrow.com/injunction;

(b) attaching a copy of the Court order in each of the locations shown with
a red dot on Plan B [AM1/249]. These locations are where signage is
already placed warning people they are entering a “Critical Part of the
Security Restricted Area under Section 11A of the Aviation Security
Act 19827, i.e. where analysis and thinking has already been done on
how to communicate to persons unknown they are about to be ‘caught’

by a specific legal construct if they proceed,;

17
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58

59

(c) attaching copies of the approved warning notice (a draft form of which
will be made available for the Court's approval at the first hearing) at

each of the locations shown with a red dot on Plan B referring to:
Q) these proceedings;

(i) the fact that an injunction is now actively covering
Heathrow; and

(iii)  stating that the court documents may be viewed on the
Claimant’s website (and providing the relevant web page
address) or may be obtained from the Claimant’s

solicitors and providing the relevant contact details;

(d) sending an email message to info@juststopoil.org (the email address
on the JSO website for general enquiries),
juststopoil@protonmail.com and juststopoilpress@protonmail.com
providing the same information as that contained in the warning

notice.

| believe that these would be reasonable steps to draw the Documents to the
attention of the persons likely to be affected by the injunctions sought. |
consider the above methods would be effective in achieving this. The email
addresses are JSO email addresses so there is good reason to believe that the
Documents would come to their attention if sent to this email address service
will be effective there. The proposed notices and other steps give any potential
newcomer ample opportunity to be aware of the injunction and underlying

materials before engaging in prohibited conduct.

The steps proposed also take into account the fact that the Claimant is in the
position of operating a high-profile and highly sensitive piece of critical
national infrastructure. Heathrow’s nature, scale and importance present
concerns which differ from other airfields. Anything to be done in or around
the airfield must be extremely carefully considered and balanced against the
risks of (a) terrorism (for example, allowing people to exploit packages of
documents to conceal dangerous items) and (b) impacting airfield operations

18
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(for example, that objects may be detached, accidentally or deliberately, and
ingested into aircraft engines, especially at critical phases of landing or taking

off).

CONCLUSION

60

61

62

There is a serious and imminent risk of disruption at Heathrow if the

injunction sought is not granted.

Heathrow is an extremely likely target for direct action in relation to airports,
especially given the disincentive to target LCY, Stansted, Manchester and

East Midlands airports given their existing injunctions.

Damages would not be an adequate remedy for the Claimant with reference
to the impact of disruption when viewed as a whole. Beyond financial losses,
this must factor in, inter alia, (i) health and safety risks, (ii) disruption
inconvenience to passengers and staff, and (iii) dangers associated with the
risk, and wasted fuel, of extended aircraft holding or diversions. In addition,
there is no credible reason to believe any of the Persons Unknown could or
would meet any award of damages.

Statement of Truth

| believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement and Exhibit are true. | 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.

DocuSigned by:

_ ALl Ma}/tmdm{

CEE6FT438621490...

Akhil Markanday

6 July 2024
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Jonathan Daniel Coen
Number of Statement: First
Exhibit; JIDC1

Dated: 7 July 2024

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE

PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT OF JONATHAN DANIEL COEN

I, JONATHAN DANIEL COEN, of The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, Hounslow,
Middlesex, TW6 2GW, will say as follows:

1. I am making this statement in connection with the proceedings for injunctive relief
being issued by the Claimant against the Defendants in relation to threatened unlawful
direct action at Heathrow Airport (“Heathrow”). As detailed below, the actions
threatened by the Defendants involve, and have the primary aim of, severely disrupting

operations at British airports, in particular during the summer of 2024.
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2. I am employed by the Claimant as the Director of Security at Heathrow. | am
responsible for all aspects of airport security. | have a staff of approximately 4,500
people reporting to me and a multimillion pound annual operational budget. | report to

the Claimant’s Chief Operating Officer.

3. My remit includes the development and implementation of the airport’s security
policies, the security of the airport terminals, airside areas, cargo facilities and the
airport perimeter. Part of my role relates to security intelligence and |1 am the principal
manager of our relationships with law enforcement agencies, including the

Metropolitan Police.

4, I have worked in the aviation industry for over twenty years, starting at Gatwick Airport
in 1998, working at Stansted Airport from 2001, in Group BAA from 2003 and finally
starting work at Heathrow in January 2008. | have held a number of roles at Heathrow,
including Commercial Director, Development Programme Director and Customer
Relations and Service Director. In this latter role | was responsible for leading the day-
to-day airline terminal relations and operations of the airport, ensuring the end to end
passenger journey and so | am also well-placed to speak to the impact of disruption on

passengers. | took up my current role as Director of Security on 15 March 2019.

5. The facts and matters set out in this witness statement are within my own knowledge,
unless otherwise stated, and | believe them to be true. Where | refer to information
supplied by others, I identify the source of the information. Facts and matters derived

from other sources are true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

6. I refer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “JDC1”; where it is

necessary to refer to a document, | shall refer to the document by its page number within

Exhibit “JDC1”.
7. I am duly authorised to make this statement on behalf of the Claimant.
8. More generally, in preparing this witness statement, | have had sight of both the First

Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday given by Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP
(BCLP), the Claimant’s solicitors (BCLP’s Statement), and the papers relating to the
grant of an injunction over London City Airport on 20 June 2024. The former sets out
more detail on Just Stop Oil (JSO) and the general threat they pose. It will be no surprise
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

some of the points arising in the latter are equally relevant here and overlap the concerns
the Claimant has, as | set out below.

Heathrow Airport
Heathrow is Europe’s busiest airport and the world’s fourth busiest airport.

89 airlines operate regular scheduled flights from the airport to 214 destinations in 84
countries. In 2024, we are forecasting that 82.8 million passengers will travel through
the airport, an average of nearly 227,000 passengers daily. The average number of

flights daily is just over 1,300.

In the 12 months up until June 2024, around three quarters of all passengers were flying
for holiday and other leisure purposes with around one quarter flying for business

purposes.

From a cargo transport perspective, the total value of UK imports and exports that
travelled through Heathrow in 2023 was £198.5 billion. That is more than the combined
value of goods that went through Felixstowe and Southampton, the UK’s biggest
container ports. 45% of all of the UK’s non-EU export goods (by value) travelled
through Heathrow in 2023. In total, 1.43 million tonnes of cargo travelled through the

airport that year, equating to 62% of the total volume of UK air cargo.

The cargo transported through Heathrow includes a wide range of materials essential
to daily life, from pharmaceutical products and human blood, to critical machinery and
aviation parts, to foodstuffs. Heathrow is also the UK’s only airport capable of safely

caring for all animal species.

The airport operates two runways during normal operation. Under a local planning cap,
it is permitted to schedule up to 480,000 aircraft movements per year and we anticipate
operating very close to this limit in 2024. Across the summer 2023 and winter 2023

operating seasons Heathrow operated at approximately 96% of the cap.

The importance of Heathrow
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15.

16.

The Claimant commissioned a report from the Centre for Economics and Business
Research in July 2021 [JDC1/1-27]. This highlighted the significant contribution that

Heathrow makes to the wider economy. The key findings were:
@ a forecast of total trade through Heathrow of £204 billion by 2025;

(b) based on figures from 2019, that visitors to the UK arriving at Heathrow spent
a further amount of approximately £16.5 billion in the UK during their visits;

and

(© with respect to jobs, Heathrow’s combined direct and indirect impact is

equivalent to over 140,000 jobs.

Highlighting its importance to the UK, Heathrow was designated as a Critical National
Infrastructure (CNI) site by the Centre for the Protection of National Infrastructure
(CPNI), now succeeded by the National Protective Security Authority (NPSA). The
NPSA is the Government authority for physical and protective security advice to UK
national infrastructure. It describes its role as helping “organisations understand the
range of threats they and the UK face, for example from terrorism, espionage, and state
actors, and importantly what they can do to minimise their risk through how they
operate day to day” [JDC1/28-31]. The NPSA states [JDC1/32-36] that:

“The UK government’s official definition of CNI is: ‘Those critical elements of
infrastructure (namely assets, facilities, systems, networks or processes and the
essential workers that operate and facilitate them), the loss or compromise of which

could result in:

(a) Major detrimental impact on the availability, integrity or delivery of
essential services — including those services whose integrity, if compromised,
could result in significant loss of life or casualties — taking into account

significant economic or social impacts; and/or

(b) Significant impact on national security, national defence, or the

99

functioning of the state.”™.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

Heathrow Airport Limited

The Claimant is an indirect subsidiary of Heathrow Airport Holdings Limited
(“HAHL”). HAHL is the intermediary holding company of a group of companies
connected with Heathrow, including the Claimant and Heathrow Express Operating

Company Limited which owns the Heathrow Express rail service.

The Claimant is the owner and operator of Heathrow. The Claimant’s licence to operate
Heathrow is through an aerodrome certification (the Certificate) [JDC1/37] which is
granted by the CAA in accordance with UK Reg (EU) No 139/2014 (the UK
Aerodromes Regulation). The Certificate entitles Heathrow to operate the aerodrome
and requires compliance with various safety and operational standards. The
certification includes the aerodrome manual for Heathrow which is required to contain
or refer to all necessary information for the safe use, operation and maintenance of the
aerodrome, its equipment, as well as its obstacle limitation and protection surfaces and
other areas associated with the aerodrome [JDC1/38-103]. In addition, Heathrow holds
an Economic Licence granted by the CAA in accordance with the Civil Aviation Act
2012 (the Licence) [JDC1/104-207]. The Licence enables Heathrow to charge for use
of and access to the airport land and infrastructure and sets out certain price control

conditions.
The Land at Heathrow

I refer to the First Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday which sets out the details of

the land at Heathrow and the unique challenges the structure presents.

The nature of Heathrow is such that large areas are broadly open to the public, with the
Claimant’s permission and consent, for legitimate short-term purposes connected with
Heathrow’s status as an airport — for example, to travel themselves or to drop-off/collect
other travellers. As described below, various other activities are expressly prohibited.
This includes, very obviously, anything that will interfere with or endanger airport

operations.

Heathrow’s Byelaws
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21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

Everyone who lawfully visits Heathrow is subject to ‘The Heathrow Airport — London
Byelaws, 2014’ (the Byelaws), which regulate the use and operation of the airport and
the conduct of all persons while within the airport [JDC1/208-224]. These came into
force on 13 April 2014. The Byelaws were made under s.63 of the Airports Act 1986.
Section 64 of the Airports Act 1986 provides that any person contravening any byelaws
made under s.63 commits a criminal offence in doing so and is liable on summary
conviction to a fine. There is a plan of Heathrow attached to these Byelaws [JDC1/223]

(“Byelaws Plan”).

Whilst application of the Byelaws (by our own security staff and often in close
cooperation with the Metropolitan Police) can help us manage unlawful or undesirable
behaviour, the response is, necessarily, usually reactive in nature and subject to the

availability of Police officers.
The imminent and serious threat to Heathrow

JSO is an environmental activist group and, as explained further at paragraph 31
onwards of BCLP’s Statement, JSO are threatening to disrupt operations at British
airports, in particular during the summer of 2024. The Claimant has therefore taken the
carefully considered decision to apply for an injunction to restrain unlawful activity by
such groups at Heathrow. As | explain below, Heathrow is at high risk of unlawful
action from environmental groups. If the threatened disruption occurs, it will present

many serious risks and cause significant damage.

As per paragraph 17 (for example) of BCLP’s Statement, JSO have made numerous
public statements around their intent to disrupt airports. Even after 27 of their group
were arrested in late June 2024, JSO publicly signalled their intent to continue to defy
the law. I note in the letter sent to MPs on 13 June 2024, JSO imposed a deadline before
further action of 12 July 2024.

In light of all the circumstances, in both my personal and professional view, it is
abundantly clear to me that, despite recent arrests, the threat from JSO is not going
away and they present a genuine, serious and imminent threat to Heathrow. For
completeness, the wider history of which | have been made aware which leads me to

this conclusion is:
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26.

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

(9)

(h)

in the Evening Standard on 21 April 2024, JSO threatened airports with

“disruption on a scale which has never been seen before”;

there was unannounced disruption at Munich Airport on 18 May 2024 in which
(according to media reports) several individuals claiming to be from a group
affiliated to JSO glued themselves to the runway resulting in the cancellation of
50 flights and the diversion of another 11 flights;

there was unannounced direct action by Extinction Rebellion (who I understand
are related to JSO in at least sharing a co-founder) at Farnborough Airport on
Sunday 2 June 2024;

on 13 June 2024, the letter from JSO to MPs referred to above was sent. It
threatened “if you do not provide such assurance by 12 July 2024, we will be
forced to take action to protect our communities by engaging in a campaign of

non-cooperation against fossil fuel use at airports across the country.”;

on 20 June 2024, there was an unannounced disruption where JSO members

unlawfully broke in to Stansted airport and painted parked aircraft orange;

that following the reported arrest of 27 members of JSO the group reaffirmed

its commitment to unlawful direct action;

JSO’s general track record of disruption (including against the major oil
companies in 2022) but, in any event, JSO’s video content (see paragraph 16 in

BCLP’s Statement) specifically references Heathrow; and

the fact that JSO (as shown in the examples above too) is very unlikely to make
any public announcement in advance of the location and date/time of plans to

target any airport.

Previous incidents at Heathrow

Heathrow is a high profile and highly probable target for disruptive action, largely (but

not only) due to its position as the UK’s hub airport. This point is demonstrated by

previous, intentionally disruptive and harmful incidents directed at Heathrow. Some
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217.

28.

examples given below highlight the Claimant’s need to take action and obtain the

injunction sought.

For example, there have been past incidents directly at Heathrow:-

(a)

(b)

(©)

From 12 September 2019, the climate change campaign group, Heathrow Pause
attempted to disrupt flights into and out of Heathrow by flying drones in the
airport's exclusion zone. The action was unsuccessful in disrupting flights and

nineteen people were arrested;

On 8 January 2019 a drone, spotted close to the northern runway (in breach of
the Byelaws and other laws), meant flights had to be suspended for just under
an hour, during which period the southern runway remained open, but the
northern runway had to be closed. Given the heightened threat environment, a
significant Metropolitan Police-wide response was deployed, in addition to
specialist military support. Operationally, this resulted in a 60-minute stoppage
on aircraft departing the airport during which time 42 flights would have

ordinarily departed and subsequent delays; and

On 13 July 2015, thirteen members of the climate change group ‘Plane Stupid’
broke through the perimeter fence and onto the northern runway. They chained

themselves together, severely disrupting flight operations.

There have also been other incidents in the vicinity of the Airport:

(@)

(b)

(©)

On 27 September 2021, climate change activists defied a court order and
blocked part of the M25 at Heathrow. A total of 53 people were arrested as
Insulate Britain blocked the slip road at junction 14 just after 08:00 BST;

On 21 April 2019, 20 climate change activists launched a gathering outside
Heathrow, amid a plan to "shut down™ the transport hub. They gathered next to
a roundabout between terminals two and three with a banner reading "are we

the last generation?";

On 19 November 2016 activist group ‘Rising Up’ caused disruption after it was
announced that the Government would be backing the £16 billion plan to

expand Europe’s busiest airport with a third runway. 15 supporters were
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29.

30.

(d)

arrested after a so-called ‘die-in” event at Heathrow over airport expansion
during which they attempted to block the M4 spur road and successfully blocked

the east ramp by ‘locking-on’; and

On 21 February 2017, ‘Rising Up’ members caused tailbacks on the M4 heading
towards Heathrow in an action against plans to build a third runway. A video
posted by the group shortly before 0830 shows a car blocking the Heathrow
Tunnel draped in a sign reading ‘No new runways’. An activist is seen lying

next to the vehicle on the road.

Health and safety concerns

Heathrow is a complex operational environment. Health and Safety is naturally taken

very seriously and we consider there to be a real risk that any unlawful direct action at

the Airport may endanger our staff, other companies’ staff, our passengers, other

legitimate visitors and the participants themselves.

There are obvious severe risks associated with any activity on a taxiway or runway are,

but it is worth highlighting additional risks as well:

(a)

(b)

(©)

those people who are not trained or being supervised will be oblivious to the
numerous hazards associated with airports and the precise nature of the dangers
- for example, how being too close to a jet engine carries a risk of ingestion. Our
ground-staff are trained in airport health and safety issues so they can operate
properly and safely, but even they have to remain vigilant . For example, in May
2024 someone was tragically killed when ingested into a passenger jet engine

at Amsterdam’s Schiphol Airport;

airline pilots as well as authorised vehicle drivers on access roads between
terminals and aircraft stands will not be expecting trespassers on or near the
taxiway/runway. Any sudden need by pilots or drivers to take evasive action

could put people at risk;

as with all airports, movements on the taxiway/runway are carefully managed

by air traffic control. However, air traffic control have no ability to
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31.

32.

33.

communicate with trespassers to ensure their own safety around aircraft and

ground traffic movements; and

(d) the emergency services and our own rescue and fire-fighting team may have to
put themselves at risk in order to remove and/or rescue trespassers, and in the
event of an airfield emergency their response may be hampered with serious
potentially fatal consequences.

Also, Heathrow is a Code F compliant airport. This means Heathrow can receive the
largest aircraft, which many other UK airports cannot. The ability to receive larger
aircraft means Heathrow has a higher proportion of long-haul aircraft landing than other
UK airports. These aircraft will, by the nature of their operations, be running lower on
fuel reserves. In the event that Heathrow is forced to unexpectedly close due to the
Defendants’ actions, it may not be possible for such aircraft to be easily re-routed.
These effects will be amplified if JSO attempt to block multiple airports (which is their
stated aim (as per paragraph 8 of BCLP’s statement) and could pose a serious threat to
life, endangering the passengers, airline staff and operating personnel on that flight and
also those on the ground.

Given the nature of Heathrow’s business, it is also a potential target for terrorist activity.
Heathrow has specialist Police in operation who carry firearms and can respond to any
such threat with potentially lethal force. Aviation Police enforce any prohibitions to a
‘severe’ threat level, as standard procedure, due to the unique threats to which Heathrow

is exposed.

The general risk to health and safety is also easily illustrated by examples of similar

action in the past:

@ I am aware that the Extinction Rebellion group targeted London’s City Airport
in 2019. This involved members climbing on top of the roof of the main terminal
building and one person even glued himself to an aircraft [JDC1/225-237].
These activities are self-evidently a danger to those involved and innocent

bystanders.

(b) As mentioned above already, on 20 June 2024, two JSO supporters breached
the fence at Stansted Airport and sprayed orange paint over private jets. These
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34.

incursions could have had dire consequences depending on the response from
airport Police focused on dealing with terror threats, not to mention the usual

obvious risks from aircraft ground movements.

Severe impact of disruption

I consider that the potential impacts of the disruption at Heathrow would be extremely

severe. In addition to the safety and security risks that | have discussed above, any direct

action campaign, if it were allowed to go ahead, would likely have the following

impacts on Heathrow and those who use it:

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Firstly, direct action could cause significant disruption to innocent travellers, in
the form of delays, diversions and cancellations, as a result of planes not being
able to land or take-off from Heathrow. Flights in summer operate at a very high
load factor (i.e. aircraft are at or near full capacity). The effect of this is that: (1)
a very high number of travellers could be affected by the disruption; and (2)
there would be very few spare places on alternative flights on which passengers

could be re-booked;

Secondly, the disruption caused by direct action may have a significant impact
on businesses and the wider economy. It is perhaps obvious that business travel
would be disrupted by flights not being able to take off and land at Heathrow.
It is, however, less obvious, but equally important, that key supply chains, upon
which businesses rely, would also be severely disrupted. Problems like this
could be seen in the early days of the COVID-19 pandemic when supply chains
were disrupted. In this regard, | point to the statistics | set out at paragraph 12
above with regard to the scale of Heathrow’s cargo operations, and the critical

nature of some of the cargo which is carried,;

Thirdly, passengers intending to transfer at Heathrow will experience
diversions, delays or cancellations as a result of the disruption (in 2024

approximately 18 million passengers are forecast to transfer at Heathrow);

Fourthly, if, as a result of JSO’s direct action, the airport becomes extremely
busy with people waiting in the terminals for delayed flights, the car parks and
subsequently the roads around Heathrow, including the M25 motorway, are
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35.

36.

(€)

(f)

(9)

likely to become congested. This would, in my opinion, very quickly become a

national infrastructure issue;

Fifthly, there may be significant disruption to airlines which will persist even
after the runways are able to re-open as a result of aircraft, cabin crew, and

baggage being in the wrong place;

Sixthly, to the extent the airport has to close as a result of any direct action, a
further important aspect to consider from a safety perspective is the extremely
limited additional airport capacity that exists in the South East outside of
Heathrow. Heathrow typically averages 40 — 45 aircraft landings per hour. The
excess capacity of nearby airports such as Gatwick, Stansted and Luton is such
that if landings at Heathrow had to be completely stopped due to disruption,
these other airports could only absorb re-directed aircraft bound for Heathrow
for around an hour. Other inbound aircraft would have to be diverted to other
airports, including airports outside the UK. The attendant disruption this would
cause would be enormous. This is in addition to the point | make at paragraph
31 above about some other airports being unable to handle certain large aircraft

types;

Seventhly, significant Police resources will likely be deployed to Heathrow, not
only from the Metropolitan Police, but from other neighbouring Police forces
as well. The impact of this is twofold: (1) vital Police resources are diverted
away from other areas with the result that such other areas become more

vulnerable to crime; and (2) the considerable additional costs of this policing.

Further, to the extent additional safeguards by way of the injunctions sought cannot be

obtained, all of the above problems could be compounded if JSO took simultaneous

action (for example, closing London Gatwick at the same time as London Heathrow)

with potentially catastrophic consequences for the safe landing of inbound aircraft.

Likely financial impact

As well as earning revenue from services to airlines, Heathrow also generates revenue

from a variety of other sources, including concession fees from retail operators, income
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37.

38.

39.

from car parks, advertising revenue, the rental of airport premises, the provision of

facilities and services and the Heathrow Express rail service.

To the extent the direct action suspends activity at Heathrow, it would also cause a
significant economic loss to the Claimant. Based on information supplied to me by the
Head of Finance - Operation at Heathrow, we estimate that closure of a single runway
for half a day (0600-1200) would result in a loss of approximately £5.4 million. We
would also expect to incur many millions in additional operating costs resulting from
assisting disrupted passengers (such as providing passengers with spending vouchers

for meals and hotel accommodation).
Metropolitan Police advice

Due to the threat posed by Just Stop Oil, their publicly stated intent to disrupt airports
and the numerous previous examples of their unlawful behaviour, on 8 and 20 May
2024, Heathrow was advised by Chief Superintendent lan Howell of Aviation
Policing to consider seeking an injunction to enhance the protective security & safety

response of the airport.
The balance of convenience/compelling justification
Given the foregoing, | believe that:-

@ although JSO refer to planned airport disruption in broad terms, Heathrow is the
obvious and highest profile target for disruption given that it is the UK’s only
hub airport;

(b) unless an injunction is granted, there are numerous very serious consequences

of that threatened disruption at Heathrow, in particular during this summer;

(©) as noted above, it is very unlikely that JSO will make a public announcement
concerning the location, time/date of its action so an urgent injunction is

appropriate in such circumstances;

(d) having discussed matters further with BCLP, | can see how damages would not
be an adequate remedy for the Claimant with reference to the impact of

disruption when viewed as a whole. In addition to the large financial losses I
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refer to above, we must also consider (i) health and safety risks, (ii) disruption
inconvenience to passengers and staff, and (iii) dangers associated with the risk
of extended plane holding or diversions. Furthermore, there is no credible
reason to believe any of the Persons Unknown could or would meet any award

of damages;

() since the Claimant seeks only to prevent unlawful activity, there is no obvious

way the Defendants will suffer any actionable loss; and

) the grant of the injunction sought would be a genuinely appropriate and

effective deterrent to prevent unlawful behaviour.
Cross-undertaking in damages

40.  As noted above, | am not aware of any loss or damage the Defendants could bring an
action for. Nevertheless, as is expected, | am authorised on behalf of the Claimant to
provide the necessary cross-undertaking to pay any sum which the Court considers
appropriate to compensate anyone affected by the proposed injunction if it is

subsequently determined that the Claimant is not entitled to the order which they seek.

41.  The audited accounts for the Claimant’s year ending 31 December 2023 show revenue
of £3,602 million and adjusted profit before tax of £485 million.

Statement of Truth

I believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement and Exhibit 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.

_Etil:ﬁlgneg_l_:_{:
‘ N -
6D31FBAEABDOAEA ..

Jonathan Daniel Coen

7 July 2024
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Akhil Markanday
Number of Statement: Second
Exhibit: AM2

Dated: 16 September 2024

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A
TO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

SECOND WITNESS STATEMENT OF AKHIL MARKANDAY

I, AKHIL MARKANDAY, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London
EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1.  Iam a partner in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner (“BCLP”’). BCLP act
for the Claimant (“Heathrow”) in this matter, under my supervision. I am duly
authorised to make this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant. This is my

second witness statement in these proceedings.
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2. I'make this witness statement in support of an application by Heathrow to join 26
named defendants as defendants to these proceedings, and for associated case

management directions.

3. Except where I state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

4.  Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

5. Irefer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “AM?2”. Where it
is necessary to refer to a document, I shall refer to the document by its page

number within Exhibit “AM?2”.
Background

6. By a without notice injunction dated 9 July 2024 (“the Injunction”), the Court
prohibited “Persons Unknown” (as defined as the Defendants to the Claim) from
trespassing on Heathrow Airport (“the Airport”) in connection with the “Just
Stop Oil” (“JSO’’) campaign (or other environmental campaign). That application
was sought by Heathrow in connection with a high-profile campaign of ‘direct
action’ disruption threatened (and in some instances, carried out) by JSO. Most
other major UK airports have now obtained similar injunctions. I refer to my first

witness statement for the background to those matters, and do not repeat it here.

7. At the time the Injunction was sought, Heathrow did not know the names of any
individuals who presented a distinct threat of committing acts of direct action at

the Airport. That is why the claim was brought only against “Persons Unknown”.

8. Whilst a matter for legal submissions, I understand (and, without waiving
privilege, Heathrow also understands) that a party in the position of Heathrow is

under an obligation to apply promptly to join as named defendants any individual
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10.

11.

12.

13.

who they identify as presenting such threat, or therefore being an appropriate

named defendant.

As I detail below, there have regrettably been several actual or attempted
instances of ‘direct action’ by individuals at the Airport since the Injunction was
granted. All such persons have been arrested and identified (with the exception
of Monday Rosenfeld who was involved in the incident on 27 July 2024 but was

not arrested).

In view of their actions, Heathrow believes that each of those individuals should
appropriately be a named defendant to these proceedings (the ‘“Named
Defendants’) and, moreover, that it is now obliged to apply for their joinder as

such.

I should also emphasise at the outset that Heathrow is minded to bring committal
applications for contempt of court against at least some of the Named Defendants.
A final decision as to precisely which of the Named Defendants will be subject
to such applications has not been reached. Again without waiving privilege, it is
necessary for Heathrow, with the assistance of its legal team, to review the
evidence against each of the Named Defendants before reaching that final

decision.

Heathrow, however, is mindful of (what it understands to be) the need to apply to
join named defendants promptly and therefore does so at this stage, with a view

to bringing contempt applications subsequently.

Heathrow also seeks, by the present application, case management directions
intended to facilitate the efficient conduct of these proceedings and the intended
contempt applications hereafter. In particular, it seeks directions (as set out in

detail in the accompanying draft Order) to address:

13.1. Joinder of the Named Defendants, and accompanying amendment of the

Claim Form.

180



Docusign Envelope ID: ODOECB5C-7BC9-456E-9537-701EFB8B5A3A

14.

13.2.

13.3.

13.4.

13.5.

13.6.

13.7.

Making absolutely plain that the Injunction continues to apply to the Named
Defendants. To that end, Heathrow offers the same cross-undertaking in

damages as applied to the Injunction to the Named Defendants.

The provision of Supplemental Points of Claim in respect of those Named
Defendants (in preference to amending the Particulars of Claim, which were
prepared at a time when there were no named defendants, and which have
previously been served in accordance with the detailed service provision in

the Injunction).

Service of this application, and future documents in these proceedings
(including the contempt application) on those Named Defendants. As
discussed below, this is somewhat complicated by the fact that many of the
Named Defendants are presently on remand in prison, having been arrested
and charged with a variety of crimes by reason of the same activities which

found this application.

How and by when the Named Defendants should respond to these

proceedings.
The time-table for the future contempt applications.

Provision for a further directions hearing thereafter, at which point further
directions are likely to be appropriate for the ongoing case management of
the substantive proceedings against each of the Named Defendants, as well

as the anticipated contempt applications.

As regards the last of those points, Heathrow is cognisant of the fact that the

Named Defendants are facing criminal charges for the same actions which found

the anticipated contempt proceedings. Whilst again a matter for legal

submissions, it is not considered that the existence of parallel criminal

proceedings prevents the pursuit of contempt proceedings. However, it is

recognised that the outcome of the criminal proceedings may impact any

appropriate sanction for contempt of court (or vice versa), and that the

imprisonment of Named Defendants will no doubt impact their ability to take part

in these proceedings or any contempt application. The suggestion of a further

4
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directions hearing is made, in part, to allow those considerations to be addressed
at a suitable juncture and appropriate directions to be given for further case

management with them in mind.

The Named Defendants

15.

16.

With the exception of the 27" proposed named defendant Monday Rosenfeld
(whose position is addressed at paragraphs 24-27 below), each of the Named
Defendants has been arrested by the Police in respect of their actions at or in the
vicinity of the Airport on 24 July, 27 July, 30 July or 1 August. It is convenient
to group my evidence in respect of the Named Defendants by reference to the

events on each of those dates.

I wish to make clear that the following evidence is intended only by way of high
level overview of the individuals’ alleged involvement in those alleged incidents,
solely for the purposes of explaining why Heathrow now seeks their joinder as
named defendants. Heathrow would seek to adduce further evidence of their
involvement at trial, or in connection with any contempt application (as the case

may be).

24 July 2024

17.

The Named Defendants involved in the incident on 24 July 2024 are set out in the
following table. Each individual was arrested in connection with that incident,
their names and the following addresses are those that they provided to the Police

upon their arrest:

Def# | Name Address
2 Rory Wilson

3 Adam Beard

4 Sean O’Callaghan

5 Sally Davidson

6 Hannah Schafer
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

7 Luke Elson

8 Luke Watson

Each of the above Named Defendants was arrested at the Airport at about 0900
on 24 July 2024, at one of two locations at the perimeter fence to the Airport
(along the Northern Perimeter Road) [AM2/4-18], within the ‘purple outlined’

area covered by the Injunction (as shown in Plan A to the Injunction).

Heathrow has been informed by the Police that each person was arrested in
possession of items which indicate an intention to breach the perimeter fence to

the Airport and commit acts of disruption.

They have each been charged with conspiracy to interfere with key national
infrastructure under s.7 of the Public Order Act 2003. Press reports indicate that
each was remanded in custody, having appeared before Westminster Magistrates’

Court later that day [AM2/19-20].

It is, further, clear that each of these individuals was undertaking intentional
‘direct action’ in the name of JSO. A JSO press release on its website from 24
July 2024 refers to those arrested as “Just Stop Oil supporters”. The press release
continues to refer to (and impliedly therefore draws a connection with) other
environmental activists’ activities at other European Airports [AM2/21-22] :
“This comes after German supporters of Last Generation blocked air traffic at
Cologne Bonn Airport, causing international delays. Meanwhile, supporters of
Folk Mot Fossilmakta (People against Fossil Power) cut through a chain-link

fence and sat next to a runway stopping flights departing from Oslo
Gardermoen airport.

Also this morning, supporters of Extinction Rebellion in Finland have blocked
security gates at Helsinki Vantaa Airport. Meanwhile in Spain, five supporters
of Futuro Vegetal accessed the taxiway at Barcelona airport, however were
intercepted before taking action. In Switzerland, eleven supporters of Drop
Fossil Subsidies blocked main roads around both Zurich and Geneva airports.”
Heathrow is aware, from publications from the official Instagram account of JSO
[AM2/23-24], that at a case management hearing in Isleworth Crown Court on
22 August 2024 that Hannah Schaffer, Sally Davidson and Sean O’Callaghan
were granted bail and that Adam Beard, Rosa Hicks, Luke Elson, Luke Watson

and Rory Wilson have been remanded in custody. From the information released
6

183



Docusign Envelope ID: 0DOECB5C-7BC9-456E-9537-701EFB8B5A3A

by JSO it appears that a plea hearing has been listed for 27 September 2024 and
a trial date has been set for 20 January 2025, and is expected to last for 6 weeks.

23.  For completeness, I record also that Heathrow is aware (from press reports, and
information supplied by the Police) that three additional individuals (Rosa Hicks,
Julia Mercer and Willaim Goldring) were arrested by the Police in connection
with the same incident. They were, however, not within the ‘purple outlined’ area
covered by the Injunction (as shown in Plan A to the Injunction). In the
circumstances, Heathrow is not presently proposing that Ms Hicks, Ms Mercer or

Mr Goldring be joined as Named Defendants.

27 July 2024

24. T am informed by the Airport Operations Manager for the Airport on duty that
day that at about 1043 on 27 July 2024 he received a report of a female
demonstrator holding an “Oil Kills” sign within the Terminal 5 departures area
[AM2/25-28]. It is again clear therefore that this action was in connection with

an environmental campaign.

25.  Police in attendance verified her identity as the proposed 9™ Defendant, Monday

Rosenfeld, and she gave an address of _

Those details have been provided to Heathrow by the Police.

26. Ms Rosenfeld was accompanied by two other individuals, who were recording

her actions. Heathrow does not know their identities.

27. Ms Rosenfeld ceased her protest, and left the Airport (under Police supervision),
when requested to do so by the said Airport Operations Manager and the Police

officers in attendance.
30 July 2024

28. At about 0830 on 30 July 2024, I have been informed by the Airport Operations
Manager on duty at the time that the following two proposed Named Defendants
entered the Terminal 5 departures hall at the Airport and each began spraying
orange paint from fire-extinguishers over the ceiling, walls, floor and

(significantly) the electronic departure board screens.

7
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29.

30.

31.

Def# | Name Address
9 Phoebe Plummer

Jane Touil
10

I exhibit at [AM2/29-40] photographs showing the incident. It can be seen that
Ms Plummer and Ms Touil were wearing JSO t-shirts, and the fire extinguishers
had “Just Stop Oil” written on them. JSO has posted on its website a press release
about this action [AM2/41-43]. It is therefore plain that their actions were in

connection with that campaign.

Ms Plummer and Ms Touil were arrested for their actions, and the names and
addresses recorded above were again those provided to the Police. They have
been charged (as I understand it, with causing criminal damage), and have both
been remanded into custody following an appearance at Westminster Magistrates
Court. Heathrow is now aware that Ms Touil has been released on bail after

appearing in Isleworth Crown Court on 14 August 2024 [AM2/44].

A Daily Mail article reporting the incident and those charges records that Ms
Plummer has also been found guilty of causing criminal damage for the high-
profile incident of throwing soup over a Van Gough painting in the National

Gallery in October 2022 [AM2/45-53].

1 August 2024

32.

The Named Defendants involved in the incident on 1 August 2024 were those
individuals set out in the following table. Each was arrested in connection with
that incident, and their names and the following addresses are those that they

provided to the Police upon their arrest:

Def# | Name Address

Groups 1 & 2

L ece——————————————————————————————
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12 Rhiannon Wood
13 Diane Bligh
14 Ruth Cook
15 Malcolm Allister
16 Susanne Brown
17 Christina Jenkins
18 Jack Williams
19 Paul Raithby
Group 3
20 Melanie Griffith
21 Virginia Barrett
22 Pauline Hazel Smith
23 Rosemary Robinson
24 Irfan Mamun
25 Callum Cronin
26 Joe Magowan

33. Iam informed by the Airport Operations Manager on duty at the time that he was

informed by the Police on the day that:

33.8.

Three individuals had been arrested in the Airport at around 0700, in the
vicinity of the Terminal 5 London Underground station, on suspicion of
conspiracy to interfere with the use or operation of key national
infrastructure under s.7 of the Public Order Act 2003. They were found to

be in possession of orange t-shirts and banners.
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34.

35.

36.

33.9. A short time later (by approx. 0740) that a further six individuals had been
detailed on the central platform at the Terminal 5 London Underground
Station. The said manager understood that they too were in possession of

orange t-shirts and banners.

Those nine individuals have since been identified (again by reference to
information supplied to Heathrow by the Police) as the proposed 12% to 20™
Defendants (i.e. “Groups 1 & 2” in the above table). I infer, given the association
between the colour orange and the events explained in the next paragraph, that

the orange t-shirts and banners were in connection with the JSO campaign.

I have also been informed by the Airport Operations Manager on duty at the time
that he received reports from colleagues informing him that at around 0850 on
the same morning a further group of six individuals were blocking the entrance
to the security area in Terminal 5 departures. I exhibit photographs showing that
activity at [AM2/54-56]. It can be seen from those photographs, that this direct
action was overtly part of the JSO campaign. Again, JSO has posted a press-
release about this action on its website [AM2/57-59].

Each of those individuals was arrested by the Police (with the area being cleared
by about 0913), and their names and addresses as provided to Heathrow are set

out in the above table.

Service & Current Whereabouts of the Defendants

37.

38.

As set out above, addresses have been provided to Heathrow by the Police for
each of the Defendants. Those are believed to be the usual or last known addresses

of each of the Named Defendants for the purposes of service.

However, with the exception of Monday Rosenfeld (D9) (who was not arrested)
and the following who have reportedly been released on bail; Sean O’Callaghan
(D4), Sally Davidson (D5), Hannah Schafer (D6), Jane Touil (D11), Heathrow
understands that all of the Named Defendants (i.e. the other 21 persons) are
presently being held in prison on remand. It is recognised, therefore, that service

at their usual and last known addresses is unlikely to be effective.

10
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39.

40.

My firm is seeking to identify which prisons each of those Named Defendants is
currently being held in (via the Government’s ‘find a prisoner’ service) so that
service can be effected on those Named Defendants via that channel. My
colleague Robert Hodgson made a request for these details to the Find a Prisoner
service on 21 August 2024. Heathrow intends, by the date of the hearing of this
application, to file updated evidence on the results of those enquiries and therefore
the extent to which it has been able to serve these proceedings. To the extent
necessary and appropriate, Heathrow may seek orders for alternative service
under CPR r.6.15 and 6.27 to validate the steps that it has by then been able to

take as effective service.

In addition, and in the hope that it may help to draw the present application to the
attention of the Named Defendants, Heathrow intends to send the application (and
supporting materials) to JSO’s publicised email addresses and post copies (with
the Defendants’ addresses redacted) on the website set up to advertise the
Injunction. These steps are in accordance with the provisions for service of the

original Injunction.

CONCLUSION

41.

42.

43.

For the reasons I outline above, Heathrow considers both that: (i) it is obliged (on
the current state of the law) to seek the joinder of these Named Defendants; and
(i1) that, in view of the clear evidence that there is (at the very least) a serious
question that each of the Named Defendants has already committed acts in breach

of the Injunction, it is appropriate that each of them be joined.

In circumstances where the procedure on injunctions of this sort is still being
developed by the Courts, Heathrow further respectfully suggests that it is
appropriate that it seeks the direction from the Court (to the extent the Court
considers appropriate) as to the joinder of some or all of these Defendants (or any

other potential defendants).

Further, in view of the: (i) complexities with service caused by many of the
Named Defendants being held on remand in prison; and (ii) the potential for

contempt applications in respect of the conduct outlined above, Heathrow seeks

11
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directions to regularise service and future case management (including of any

such contempt applications).
Statement of Truth

I believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement and Exhibit 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.

DocuSigned by:

bl Mark

ees CEEBFT43862140D.. L i iiiiieiiennerannannenns
Akhil Markanday

16 September 2024

12
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Jonathan Daniel Coen
Number of Statement: Second
Exhibit: IDC2

Dated: 29 November 2024

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No.: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLANATO THE
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

SECOND WITNESS STATEMENT OF JONATHAN DANIEL COEN

I, JONATHAN DANIEL COEN, of The Compass Centre, Nelson Road, Hounslow,
Middlesex, TW6 2GW, will say as follows:

1. I am making this statement to provide factual evidence of the steps taken by the
Claimant to notify the Defendants of the Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in
support, Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024 and the injunction order (the
“Documents”) related to an injunction order granted by the Court on 9 July 2024

prohibiting “Persons Unknown” from trespassing on Heathrow Airport (“Heathrow”)
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in connection with the “Just Stop Oil” (*JSO”) campaign (or other environmental
campaign) (the “Order”). This is my second witness statement in these proceedings.

2. I am currently employed as Customer Director by the Claimant. | took on this role on
1 August 2024. Prior to this and as set out in my first witness statement [JDC2/3-16],
I was employed by the Claimant as the Director of Security at Heathrow. As Director
of Security, I had overall responsibility for managing the implementation of the Order

and delegated individual tasks to specialist areas within the Claimant’s organisation.

3. The facts and matters set out in this witness statement are within my own knowledge,
unless otherwise stated, and | believe them to be true. Where | refer to information
supplied by others, I identify the source of the information. Facts and matters derived

from other sources are true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

4. | refer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “JDC2”; where it is

necessary to refer to a document, | shall refer to the document by its page number within

Exhibit “JDC2".
5. I am duly authorised to make this statement on behalf of the Claimant.
6. More generally, in preparing this witness statement, | have had sight of information

from Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP (“BCLP”) which confirms the actions they
took to assist us in completing the steps required of the Claimant by the Order.

Background

7. Paragraph 8 of the Order [JDC2/17-28] requires the Claimant to take steps to notify the
Defendants of the Claim Form [JDC2/29-33], Application Notice [JDC2/51-55] and
evidence in support [JDC2/56-74] and Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024 [JDC2/75-

83] in connection with the Order.

8. Paragraph 9 of the Order requires the Claimant to take steps to notify the Defendants
of the Order itself.
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Service and notification

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Pursuant to paragraph 8.1 of the Order, the Claimant was required to upload a copy of
the Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in support and a Note of the Hearing on

9 July 2024 to www.heathrow.com/injunction.

Pursuant to paragraph 9.1 of the Order, the Claimant was required to upload a copy of

the Order to www.heathrow.com/injunction.

The Claimant took the above steps together at 10:24 on 11 July 2024, as evidenced by
an email from Helen Stokes of the Claimant to Phil Spencer of BCLP at 10:31 on 11
July 2024 [JDC2/84-86]. In this email, Helen Stokes confirms that the URL and its
contents went live at 10:24 on 11 July 2024. In her email from 10 July 2024 [JDC2/87-
91], Helen  Stokes confirms that the main  injunction  page
https://www.heathrow.com/company/local-community/injunction (to which the short
URL in the Order, www.heathrow.com/injunction, redirects) was published at 13:07 on
10 July 2024, but the shortened URL was live from 10:24 on 11 July 2024. The Bundle
for Hearing (which contained the Claim Form, Application Notice and evidence in
support), Note of Hearing and the Order were part of the published contents. This is
confirmed by the PDF screenshot of the live contents of website which is attached to
Helen Stokes’ email. Helen Stokes was the Head of Legal, Regulation and Operations
of the Claimant on 11 July 2024 and authorised to take these actions on the Claimant’s
behalf.

Pursuant to paragraph 8.2 of the Order, the Claimant was required to send an email to
the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to the Order, stating that a claim has been
brought and an application made and that the documents can be found at

www.heathrow.com/injunction.

Pursuant to paragraph 9.2 of the Order, the Claimant was required to send an email to
the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 to the Order, notifying them of the Order.

The Claimant took the above steps at 10:57 on 11 July 2024 by way of an email from
Phil Spencer of BCLP acting on behalf of the Claimants sent to
"juststopoil@protonmail.com’, "juststopoilpress@protonmail.com’, and
'info@juststopoil.org' (each as set out in Schedule 3 to the Order) [JDC2/92]. In this
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15.

16.

17.

18.

email, Phil Spencer informs the recipients that a claim (KB-2024-002210) has been
brought, an application to the High Court has been made and that the documents relating
to this claim (including the Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence in support and a
Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024) are available at: www.heathrow.com/injunction.
Phil Spencer notified the recipients of the Order by attaching it to the email and drawing

the recipients’ attention to the attachment.

Pursuant to paragraph 8.3 of the Order, the Claimant was required to affix a notice at
the locations marked with a red dot in the plan of Heathrow contained at Schedule 4 of
the Order (the “Plan”) setting out where the Claim Form, Application Notice, evidence
in support and a Note of the Hearing on 9 July 2024 can be found and obtained in hard
copy or include this information in the warning notices referred to at paragraph 9.4 of
the Order.

Pursuant to paragraph 9.3 of the Order, the Claimant was required to affix a copy of the
Order in A4 size in a clear plastic envelope at each location shown with a red dot in the

Plan.

Pursuant to paragraph 9.4 of the Order, the Claimant must affix warning notices of A2
size, substantially in the form of the notice at Schedule 5 of the Order, at each location

shown with a red dot in the Plan.

As Director of Security, | coordinated taking the above steps on behalf of the Claimant,
delegating the notification steps to my security team. The steps were completed on
19:12 on 11 July 2024 as evidenced by an email from Helen Stokes to Akhil Markanday
and Phil Spencer of BCLP at 15:15 on 12 July 2024 [JDC2/93-95]. The email attaches
a picture of a warning notice, substantially in the form of the notice at Schedule 5 of
the Order, to which a clear plastic envelope containing a copy of the Order has been
stapled. The notice clearly states that the Order, Claim Form, Application Notice and
evidence in support and a note of the hearing on 9 July 2024 can be viewed at
https://www.heathrow.com/company/local-community/injunction or obtained from the
Compass Centre, Heathrow Airport, Nelson Road, Hounslow TW6 2GW or from
BCLP. The email also attaches a table with the “approximate locations’ at which the
warning notices and the copies of the Order were affixed and the times at which they

were affixed by members of my team. It is my understanding that each of these
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19.

‘approximate locations’ matches the approximate position of a red dot in the Plan. The
picture Helen Stokes attached to her email is time stamped at 14:48 on 11 July 2024.
Pursuant to the table, this time at which the warning notice and copy of the Order were
affixed at “Longford Roundabout”, which is the approximate location of the left-most,
top-most red dot on the Plan. Helen Stokes’ email to Phil Spencer at 16:42 on 11 July
2024 [JDC2/96] confirms that a hard copy folder of the relevant documents was placed
at the reception of Compass Centre at 11:30 on 11 July 2024.

In addition to the steps required in the Order to bring the injunction to the notice of the

Defendants, the Claimant has also voluntarily:

@ Placed printed copies of the original hearing bundle and the Order in Landside

locations in each of the terminals available on request; and

(b) Affixed approximately 85 warning notices of the type referred to in paragraph
18 above at the pedestrian entrances to the train and bus stations at Heathrow

and at the pedestrian entrances to each of the terminals.

Conclusion

20.

Given the above, I believe the terms of the Order have been complied with and service
of the Order was perfected by completing the final required step, which was posting the
final warning notice as set out in paragraph 18 above. Accordingly, the injunction came
into full effect from 19:12 on 11 July 2024.

Statement of Truth

| believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement and Exhibit are true. | 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 by:

==

6D31FBAEABDOAEA. .

—

Jonathan Daniel Coen
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29 November 2024
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Robert Hodgson
Number of Statement: First
Exhibit: RHI

Dated: 2 December 2024

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant
- and -

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A

TO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT OF ROBERT HODGSON

I, ROBERT HODGSON, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London
EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1. I am an associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner (“BCLP”). BCLP
act for the Claimant (“Heathrow™) in this matter. I am duly authorised to make
this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant. This is my first witness

statement in these proceedings.
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2. Except where [ state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

3. Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

4. Irefer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “RH1”. Where it
is necessary to refer to a document, I shall refer to the document by its page

number within Exhibit “RH1”.
Background

5. On 7 July 2024, the Claimant commenced proceedings by way of Claim Form
and Particulars of Claim against Persons Unknown who (in connection with Just
Stop Oil or other Environmental Campaign) enter, occupy or remain (without the
Claimant’s consent) upon ‘London Heathrow Airport” as is shown edged purple

on the attached Plan A to the Particulars of Claim.

6.  On 9 July 2024, the High Court granted Heathrow an injunction to prohibit
anyone from entering, occupying or remaining on London Heathrow Airport (as
shown edged purple on Plan A attached to the Injunction Order) in connection
with Just Stop Oil (or other environmental campaign) without the consent of

Heathrow (the “Injunction Order”).

7. As detailed in the Second Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday dated 16
September 2024 (“Markanday 2”), there have been several actual or attempted
incidents of ‘direct action’ by individuals at London Heathrow Airport since the

Injunction Order was granted in breach of the Injunction Order.

8.  Following these incidents, the Claimant has made an application dated 16
September 2024 seeking an order to join 26 defendants as named defendants (the
“Named Defendants”) to these proceedings, as also set out in Markanday 2 (the

“Claimant’s Joinder Application”). As a result of their actions at those incidents
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and/or other direct action incidents unconnected with Heathrow, several of those
Named Defendants were arrested by police and have been charged and held on
remand, or are now in prison for unrelated offences. That has led to additional
service challenges for the Claimants’ Joinder Application, which I return to

below.

A hearing has now been listed for 2 hours on 11 December 2024 before a High

Court Judge, to determine the Claimant’s Joinder Application.

I make this witness statement to update the Court on the matters that have
occurred since the Claimant issued the Claimant’s Joinder Application, in

particular on the following:

10.1. the steps taken by the Claimant to notify the Named Defendants of the
hearing on 11 December 2024 and to serve the Named Defendants with the

relevant documents;
10.2. to update the Court on any responses that have been received;

10.3. to update the Court on Heathrow’s intention to bring committal proceedings

against a number of the Named Defendants; and

10.4. to inform the Court of the steps the Claimant intends to take from the filing

and serving of this statement to the hearing on 11 December 2024.

Service

11.

Following the Notice of Listing, received on 1 November 2024, Heathrow has

taken steps to:

11.5. ascertain the location of the Named Defendants through contacting the
Government’s ‘Find a Prisoner Service’ in circumstances where, as set out

above, the Claimant was aware that several were in prison;

11.6. serve the Claimant’s Joinder Application (with all supporting documents)
and provide notice of the hearing to each of the Named Defendants, as set

out below; and

11.7. respond to any responses received by the Named Defendants.
3
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Find a Prisoner Service

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17

18.

The issues facing Heathrow in regards to serving these proceedings are detailed

at paragraph 37-40 of Markanday 2.

As explained there, addresses have been provided to Heathrow by the Police for
each of the Named Defendants. Those are believed to be the usual or last known

addresses of each of the Named Defendants for the purposes of service.

However, as per paragraph 38 of Markanday 2, the Claimant is aware that a
number of the Named Defendants were arrested following the various incidents
and held on remand. At least one (Phoebe Plummer) is now serving a term of
imprisonment for a separate offence (for her role the well-publicised incident

where soup was thrown at a Van Gough painting in the National Gallery).

The Claimant has therefore taken steps to ascertain the location of the Named
Defendants so that any individual who is currently in prison can also be served in
prison with the relevant documents and be notified of the heating (as well as being

served separately at their usual or last known address as provided by the Police).

[ first wrote to government’s Prisoner Location Service on 21 August 2024 setting
out the names of the Named Defendants and requesting confirmation as to
whether any of the Named Defendants were being held in prison and if so, the
details of the prison [RH1: pages 2 - 4]. Copies of my correspondence with the

Find a Prisoner service are set out in [RH1: pages 2 - 13].

We received a response on 20 September 2024 stating that the exemption
provided is not sufficient and that consent must be sought from the Named
Defendants to release the requested information. I responded on 23 September
2024 explaining that the requested information can be disclosed pursuant to

Schedule 2, Part 5, Paragraph 3a of The Data Protection Act 2018.

On 21 October 2024 we received a response from the Find a Prisoner Service

confirming whether each of the Named Defendants were being held in prison or
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19.

20.

whether they were not a match on their system (and so not in prison). The search

confirmed that the following 4 individuals were in prison as at 21 October 2024:

(1) Rory Wilson ;
(ii) Adam Beard;
(iii) Luke Elson;

(iv) Luke Watson,

Following subsequent correspondence with the Find a Prisoner Service on 24
October 2024 in relation to a misspelling of Phoebe Plummer, the search for
Phoebe Plummer was re-run and on 30 October 2024 an updated list was provided

to us confirming that Phoebe Plummer was also in prison as at 30 October 2024.

The Find a Prisoner service therefore confirmed that as at 30 October 2024, that
the following 5 individuals were being held in prison [RH1: pages 6 - 8]:

(i) Rory Wilson ;

(i) Adam Beard;

(iii) Luke Elson;

(iv) Luke Watson;

(v) Phoebe Plummer

Service of Documents

21.

22,

Following the receipt of the Notice of Listing, received on 1 November 2024, 1
prepared and issued letters to each of the Named Defendants on 5 November
2024. A copy of each of these letters is appended at [RH1: pages 14-106]. The
various methods of service of these letters and enclosed documents is set out

below.
Each letter enclosed the following documents:

(i) Sealed Claim Form in relation to the Injunction Order

(ii) Particulars of Claim in relation to the Injunction Order

5
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23

24.

(iii) Injunction Order

(iv) Sealed Application Notice in relation to the Claimant’s Joinder
Application

(v) Draft Joinder Order in relation to the Claimant’s Joinder Application
(vi) Second Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday

(vii) Exhibit AM2

(viii) Notice of Listing in relation to the hearing on 11 December 2024

(ix) Draft Amended Particulars of Claim

Each letter also sought to explain the background of the proceedings, the nature
of the upcoming hearing (including how to confirm the exact time of the hearing)
and a recommendation that each of the Named Defendants seek independent legal
advice and notifying them of the right against self-incrimination which may
become material in any response to the Claimant’s Joinder Application in light of

the potential Contempt of Court proceedings.

Each letter also explained that that the Claimant will be seeking the Court’s
permission to amend the Particulars of Claim at the upcoming hearing to include
each of the Named Defendants and offered to provide a copy of the hearing

bundle on request,

Methods of Service

25,

In order to bring the documents set out at paragraph 22 above to the attention of

the Named Defendants, the following has been undertaken:

25.1. A copy of each letter as appended at [RHI1: pages 14-91] enclosing the
documents listed at paragraph 22 above was sent to each of the Named
Defendants by first class post to each of the Named Defendant’s usual or

last known address (as provided to Heathrow by the Police).

25.2. For the 5 individuals in prison (Rory Wilson, Adam Beard, Luke Elson,
Luke Watson and Phoebe Plummer) a copy of the letter and the documents
listed at paragraph 22 above was also sent to the relevant prison addressed

to each individual in question as appended at [RH1: pages 92-106].
6
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25.3. Each of the documents listed at paragraph 22 above was uploaded to the
Heathrow website (www.heathrow.com/injunction) on 7 November 2024

(to the extent the documents were not already on the website).

25.4. My colleague Phil Spencer of BCLP emailed the Just Stop Oil email
addresses (info@juststopoil.org (the email address on the JSO website for
general enquiries), and juststopoil@protonmail.com and
juststopoilpress@protonmail.com) on 7 November 2024 (with me in copy)
appending a copy of the Notice of Listing and providing a link to
Heathrow’s website and explaining that the documents could be accessed
via the link contained in his email. A copy of this email is appended at

[RH1: page 107].

25.5. To note is that the documents provided pursuant to paragraphs 25.3 and
25.4 above were redacted to remove the addresses of the Named

Defendants.

Responses to letter

26.

217.

28.

[ am only aware of one response to the letters and documents that have been

provided to the Named Defendants.

I received an email from Sally Davidson (one of the Named Defendants) on 10
November 2024 asking for a copy of the documents listed at paragraph 21 above
in ‘digital form®. Sally’s email is appended at [RH1: page 109].

As I was on holiday at the time, my colleague Phil Spencer responded to Sally on
11 November 2024 (again with me in copy). Phil referred Sally in his response
email to the Heathrow website where all the documents could be accessed in

digital form. Phil Spencer’s email is appended at [RH1: page 110].

Committal Applications

29.

To update the court in respect of the potential contempt applications as previously
referred to at paragraph 11 of Markanday 2, upon review of all the circumstances,
including the evidence and the disruption caused to Heathrow and the existence

and likely outcome of parallel criminal proceedings (in respect of which review
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30.

and considerations no privilege whatsoever is waived) Heathrow is minded to
bring committal proceedings against the following Named Defendants:
29.6. In respect of the incident on 30 July 2024 against:

(i) Phoebe Plummer; and

(i) Jane Touil
29.7. In respect of the incident on 1 August 2024 against:

(iii) Melanie Griffith

(iv) Virginia Barrett

(v) Pauline Hazel Smith

(vi) Rosemary Robinson

(vii) Irfan Mamun

(viii) Callum Cronin

These committal applications are in the process of being drafted.

Further steps to be taken prior to the 11 December 2024 hearing

a1,

32,

33:

34.

This witness statement, as well as the Second Witness Statement of Jonathan
Coen dated 29 November 2024, will be filed, and then served by the same

methods as set out at paragraph 25 above.
Both witness statements will then be added to the hearing bundle.

The hearing bundle, skeleton argument and authorities’ bundle will all be

uploaded to the Heathrow website.

I'then intend to email the Just Stop Oil email addresses (info@juststopoil.org (the
email address on the JSO website for general enquiries), and
Juststopoil@protonmail.com and juststopoilpress@protonmail.com) notifying
them that we have uploaded the hearing bundle, skeleton argument and

authorities’ bundle.
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35. Ithen intend to prepare a short further witness statement confirming that the steps

above have been undertaken, to be filed shortly before the hearing.

36. To note again is that the hearing bundle uploaded to the Heathrow website and
provided to the Just Stop Oil email addresses will contain redacted copies of the
documents to remove the addressed of the Named Defendants. The hardcopy

bundle provided to the Court will contain unredacted copies.

Statement of Truth

I believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement and Exhibit 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.

Robert Hodgson

2 December 2024
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Robert Hodgson
Number of Statement: Second
Exhibit: RH2

Dated: 10 December 2024

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR
OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW
AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A

TO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

SECOND WITNESS STATEMENT OF ROBERT HODGSON

[, ROBERT HODGSON, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London
EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1. Tam an associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner (“BCLP”). BCLP
act for the Claimant (“Heathrow”) in this matter. I am duly authorised to make
this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant. This is my second witness

statement in these proceedings.
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2. Except where I state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

3. Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

4.  Irefer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “RH2”. Where it
is necessary to refer to a document, I shall refer to the document by its page

number within Exhibit “RH2”.
Background

5. 1 refer to my first witness statement in this matter dated 2 December 2024
(“Hodgson 1”). I use the definitions as set out in Hodgson 1 in this statement

unless defined otherwise.

6.  As envisaged at paragraph 35 of Hodgson 1, I make this statement to confirm to
the Court that the steps set out at paragraphs 31 — 34 of Hodgson 1 have been
completed and to update the Court on further correspondence that has been

received since my first statement.
Service of further documents

7. Hodgson 1 and the Second Witness statement of Jonathan Coen dated 29
November 2024 (“Coen 2) along with exhibits RH1 and JC2 were CE filed on
2 December 2024.

8. Hodgson 1 and Coen 2 along with Exhibits RH1 and JC2 were then served by the

same methods as set out at paragraph 25 of Hodgson 1, as follows:

8.1. On 2 December 2024, hardcopies were sent by first class post to the each
of the Named Defendants’ usual or last known address (as provided by the
Police);
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10.

11.

12.

8.2. On2 December 2024, hardcopies were sent by first class post to the relevant
prison for the 5 individuals in prison (Rory Wilson, Adam Beard, Luke
Elson, Luke Watson and Phoebe Plummer);

8.3. Both statements and exhibits were uploaded to the Heathrow website
(www.heathrow.com/injunction) on 5 December 2024; and

8.4. On 2 December 2024, both statements and exhibits were sent by email to
the (info@juststopoil.org (the email address on the JSO website for general
enquiries), and juststopoil@protonmail.com and
juststopoilpress@protonmail.com) (together the “Just Stop Oil Email
Addresses”) as well as explaining in the covering email that the documents
would be uploaded to the Heathrow website along with the bundle.

A hardcopy of the hearing bundle was filed at court by my colleague Leire Barjadi
on 5 December 2024 at 10:30am (at the King’s Bench Division drop box).

On 5 December 2024 I CE-filed a core electronic bundle (volume 1). On the
same day I emailed Aysha Begum of King’s Bench Judges Listing Office with a
file transfer link to both the full hearing bundle and the core electronic bundle,

and explained that the full hearing bundle was too large to CE-file.

On 9 December 2024 the redacted hearing bundle, Claimant’s skeleton argument
and the Claimant’s authorities’ bundle were published on the Heathrow website

(www.heathrow.com/injunction).

On 9 December 2024 1 emailed the Just Stop Oil Email Addresses providing a
file transfer link to the redacted hearing bundle, Claimant’s skeleton argument
and the Claimant’s authorities’ bundle, again explaining that these documents
would also be available on the Heathrow website

(www.heathrow.com/injunction).

Further correspondence received

13.

14.

I received an email from Ruth Cook (D15) on 4 December 2024. This email
acknowledged the joinder documents issued on 2 December 2024 and requested

that further communication be sent by email in order to not waste paper.

On 4 December 2024 I received a call from Elliot Bannister, solicitor at Deighton

Pierce Glynn. Mr Bannister said he acted for Joe Magowan (D27). He went on

3
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15.

16.

17.

18.

to say that Mr Magowan was ‘only the photographer’ at the incident on 1 August
2024 and said he would send me a letter requesting that Mr Magowan be dropped
from the joinder proceedings. Isaid I would take client instructions once the letter

had been received.

Mr Bannister sent me the letter appended at [RH2 pages 1-2] on 9 December
2024.

My colleague Phil Spencer issued a letter in response on 10 December 2024 at
7:59am [as appended at RH2 page 3]. As set out in the letter the Claimant
considers the joinder application against Mr Magowan to be right and proper, but
if Mr Magowan provides a suitable undertaking to the Court (in form N117, and
to the satisfaction of the Court), the Claimant is prepared to rely on that
undertaking and not pursue joinder against Mr Magowan. The letter requested
that Mr Bannister provide BCLP with a proposed form of undertaking in time for
the hearing on 11 December 2024.

The letter also explains that the Court will expect Mr Magowan to appear at the

hearing in person or by a solicitor or counsel to give such undertaking.

As at the time of filing this statement we have not had a response to our letter.

Statement of Truth

I believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement and Exhibit are true. [ 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.

Robert Hodgson

10 December 2024
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Robert Hodgson
Number of Statement: Third
Exhibit: RH3

Dated: 20 January 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP
OIL OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY
OR REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON
‘LONDON HEATHROW AIRPORT” AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE
ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS AS SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE

AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM DATED 13 DECEMBER 2024
Defendants

THIRD WITNESS STATEMENT OF ROBERT HODGSON

I, ROBERT HODGSON, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London
EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1. lam an associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner (“BCLP”). BCLP
act for the Claimant (“Heathrow™) in this matter. I am duly authorised to make
this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant. This is my third witness

statement in these proceedings.
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2. Exceptwhere | state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

3. Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

4. |refer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “RH3”. Where it
is necessary to refer to a document, | shall refer to the document by its page
number within Exhibit “RH3".

Background

5. Pursuant to the Order of Mr Justice Dexter Dias dated 11 December 2024 (the
“Joinder Order”), the Claimant was required to serve on the Named Defendants
(as defined in the Joinder Order):

5.1. the Joinder Order;
5.2. the sealed amended Claim Form dated 13 December 2024; and
5.3. the amended Particulars of Claim dated 13 December 2024,

(together, the “Documents™).

6. I make this statement to confirm that the service requirements set out at paragraph
9 of the Joinder Order have been complied with, as set out in further detail below.

Service of the Documents

7. The Documents have been served (except in relation to Adam Beard, as explained

below), by the following methods:

7.1. On 2 January 2025, the Documents were sent by first class post to the each
of the Named Defendants at the addresses listed in paragraph 1 of the
Joinder Order;

7.2. On 2 January 2025, the Documents were sent by first class post to the
relevant prison for the individuals in prison (Rory Wilson, Luke Elson,
Luke Watson and Phoebe Plummer);

2
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10.

7.3.  On 3 January 2025, the Documents were uploaded to the Heathrow website
(www.heathrow.com/injunction); and

7.4. On 3 January 2025, | sent the Documents by email to info@juststopoil.org
(the email address on the JSO website for general enquiries), and
juststopoil@protonmail.com and  juststopoilpress@protonmail.com
(consistent with the emails previously used in relation to the original
Injunction Order (as defined in the Joinder Order)).

The versions of the Documents uploaded to the Heathrow website and sent by
email referred to in paragraphs 6.3 and 6.4 above were redacted in accordance

with paragraph 10 of the Joinder Order.

| am aware that my colleague Phil Spencer of this firm arranged for a letter to be
sent to Mr Beard on 23 December 2025 in accordance with paragraph 3 of the
Joinder Order (a copy of this letter is exhibited at [RH3 1-3]). The documents
provided to Mr Beard enclosed with that letter included the Documents. In order
to avoid unnecessary duplication, | therefore did not resend the Documents to Mr
Beard.

As at the time of filing this statement we have not had any responses apart from
a letter from Mr Beard addressed to myself dated 8 January 2025 (a copy of this
letter is exhibited at [RH3 4]).

Statement of Truth

| believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement are true. | 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.

Robert Hodgson

20 January 2025
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BCLP,

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner

Date: 23 December 2024

our Ref.: AMRK/PSPE/RHOD/HF4/20H0904.000140 gRYAN CA,VEHLE'GHTON PAISNERLLP

Direct Dial: ~ +44 20 3400 3711 = Lonronoe Baartres il

Email: robert.hodgson@bclplaw.com London EC4R OBR
United Kingdom
T: +44 (0)20 3400 1000
F:+44 (0)20 3400 1M

FAO: Adam Beard DX92 London

H M Prison Wormwood Scrubs belplaw.com

Du Cane Rd

London

W12 OAE

By First Class Post
Dear Adam Beard
Claim Number: KB-2024-002210

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED v PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST
STOP OIL OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN
(WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT'S CONSENT) UPON 'LONDON HEATHROW AIRPORT AS IS
SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
DATED 7 JULY 2024 (THE "INJUNCTION ORDER")

1 We refer to our previous letters of 5 November 2024, sent to you at both this address and
to your last known residential address (the "BCLP Letters”).

2 At paragraph 8 of the BCLP Letters, we gave you notice of a Court hearing listed for 11
December 2024 (the “First Hearing”) to determine the Claimant’s application for an order
to join you and other individuals as named Defendants to the Injunction Order (the “Joinder
Application”).

3 During the First Hearing, an individual who had visited you in prison brought to the Court’s
attention a letter from you dated 27 November 2024 (“Your Letter”). The Court passed a
copy of this letter to the Claimant.

4 In Your Letter, you confirmed that you had received some paperwork from this firm regarding
the above claim, but requested further information. Comments made by the individual who
handed up Your Letter suggested at least one concern was the fact you only received black
and white documents in prison and therefore could not see the purple edging referred to in
the Injunction Order.

5 Also at the First Hearing, one proposed named Defendant provided an undertaking to Court
such that there was no longer any need to join them. Accordingly, insofar as the Joinder
Application related to you, the Court adjourned the hearing. With respect to the remaining
proposed named Defendants, the Court granted the Joinder Application and issued a sealed
order that joined 24 named individuals to the Injunction Order (the “Joinder Order”).

6 Pursuant to paragraph 3 of the Joinder Order, and in case you did not receive all documents
enclosed in the BCLP Letters, we enclose with this letter all relevant documents in relation to
the Joinder Application, as directed by the Court and by way of service upon you:

(a) Sealed Claim Form (as amended following the Joinder Order);

(b) Particulars of Claim (as amended following the Joinder Order);

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP is a limited liobility partnership registered in Ergland and Wales (registered number OC315919), and a member of the BCLP

Group (o “BCLP Firm") authorised and regulated by the Solicitars Regulation Authority under number 426844, A list of partners is open to inspection at its

registered office: Governor's House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, Landan EC4R DBR, UK. Within the BCLP Group, ‘partner’ is used to refer to a member, or an

employee or consultant with equivalent standing and/or qualifications os required, of the BCLP Firm in which they practise. In the US, all our partners are

members, For further information, see our website legal notices [belplaw.com). 1 2 1 2
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11

12

(©) Injunction Order;

(d) Sealed Application Notice for the Joinder Application;
(e) Joinder Order;

(f Second Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday;

(9 Exhibit AM2; and

(h) Clearer Black & White Plan A.

In particular, in relation to item (h) above, given our client’s understanding following the First
Hearing that the black and white version of the original plan presented a concern, this is a
new plan to help you identify the land subject to the Injunction Order. On this plan, the
shaded grey area more obviously represents in black and white the extent of the land subject
to the Injunction Order (i.e. the thicker outer black line boundary on this plan corresponds
to the purple edging on the colour plan, and all shaded grey land falls within the area subject
to the Injunction Order).

In Your Letter, you said you “object to being the subject of a claim” because, amongst other
things, you were “arrested at the perimeter fence at Heathrow airport on 24 July 2024". To
be clear (and as the new plan should better illustrate by way of its hatched area), the
perimeter fence falls well within the land covered by the Injunction Order. Accordingly, by
being arrested at the perimeter fence as you admit, in connection with JSO, the Claimant
believes you were in breach of the terms of the Injunction Order and it is therefore required
to seek to join you as a named Defendant.

To give the Claimant a chance to re-send you documents and clarify the above, you will see
that (pursuant to paragraph 2 of the Joinder Order), the Joinder Application as it relates to
you has been adjourned to a further hearing to be listed on the first available after 13 January
2025 (the “Further Hearing"). Following this letter, we will write to Court on the Claimant’s
behalf to request such a listing. As soon as details are known of the Further Hearing, we will
write to you again.

Pursuant to paragraph 3 of the Joinder Order, the Court requires you, if you are so advised,
to inform the Court in writing or by a representative in person or at the Further Hearing of:

(a) What documents you have received from the Claimant;
(b) When you received them; and

(©) What your position is on the Joinder Application, including whether you oppose
it and, if so, the grounds of such opposition.

We also draw your attention to the wider contents of paragraph 3 of the Joinder Order,
pursuant to which the Court has made clear that if you do not respond to the Court’s queries
as directed above, the Court may proceed in your absence at the Further Hearing without
regard for any submissions you may wish to make.

We recommend that you seek independent legal advice and, as set out in the BCLP Letters,
although this is a matter for your own legal counsel, we remind you that you do have a right
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against self-incrimination, which may become material in your response to the Claimant’s
joinder application in light of the potential Contempt of Court proceedings against you.

13 A bundle for the Further Hearing will be available before the hearing by way of electronic
download. If you wish to receive an electronic copy of the hearing bundle, please email
Robert Hodgson (robert.hodgson@bclplaw.com). Copies of other documents relevant to
these proceedings are also available at: https://www.heathrow.com/company/local-
community/injunction.

14 Please acknowledge receipt of this letter. We are also happy to answer any questions you
may have about the contents of this letter, although as noted above you should seek your
own independent legal advice, as we cannot advise you.

Yours faithfully

TRy G-l

Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP

Encs.:

Sealed Amended Claim Form

Amended Particulars of Claim

Injunction Order

Sealed Application Notice

Joinder Order

Second Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday
Exhibit AM2

Clearer Black & White Plan A

PN WN
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Robert Hodgson
Number of Statement: Fourth
Dated: 21 February 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP
OIL OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY
OR REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON
‘LONDON HEATHROW AIRPORT” AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE
ON THE ATTACHED PLAN ATO THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS AS SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE
RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM DATED 18 FEBRUARY

2025
Defendants

FOURTH WITNESS STATEMENT OF ROBERT HODGSON

I, ROBERT HODGSON, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London
EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1. 1 am an associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner (“BCLP”). BCLP
act for the Claimant (“Heathrow”) in this matter. I am duly authorised to make

this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant. This is my fourth witness

statement in these proceedings.
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Except where | state to the contrary (in which case | give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

3. Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

Background

4.  Pursuant to the Order of Mr Justice Ritchie dated 13 February 2025 (the “Ritchie
Order”), the Claimant was required to serve on the Third Defendant (as defined
in the Ritchie Order):

4.1. the Ritchie Order;
4.2. the sealed re-amended Claim Form dated 18 February 2025; and
4.3. the re-amended Particulars of Claim dated 18 February 2025,
(together, the “Documents”).
5. I make this statement to confirm that the service requirements set out at paragraph

6 of the Ritchie Order have been complied with, as set out in further detail below.

Service of the Documents

6.

The Documents have been served as follows:

6.1. On 20 February 2025, the Documents were sent by first class post to the
Third Defendant at the addresses listed in paragraph 1 of the Ritchie Order;

6.2. On 20 February 2025, the Documents were also sent by first class post to H
M Prison Wormwood Scrubs (the prison where the Claimant understands
the Third Defendant is being held) marked for the attention of the Third
Defendant;

6.3. On 21 February 2025, the Documents were uploaded to the Heathrow
website (www.heathrow.com/injunction); and

6.4. On 20 February 2025, | sent the Documents by email to
info@juststopoil.org (the email address on the JSO website for general
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enquiries), and juststopoil@protonmail.com and
juststopoilpress@protonmail.com.

7. The versions of the Documents uploaded to the Heathrow website and sent by
email referred to in paragraphs 6.3 and 6.4 above were redacted in accordance
with paragraph 7 of the Ritchie Order.

Statement of Truth

| believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement are true. | 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.

Gt~

Robert Hodgson

21 February 2025
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Docusign Envelope ID: 354AD57D-376F-4854-80AB-FFBD5D748108

Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Tonia Fielding
Number of Statement: First

Dated: 7 July 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No.: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant
-and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL OR OTHER
ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S
CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE

ATTACHED PLAN ATO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS
DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE ORDER OF MR JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14
FEBRUARY 2025, AND WHOSE NAMES ARE SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

Defendants

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT OF TONIA FIELDING

I, TONIA FIELDING, of Heathrow Airport Limited, the Compass Centre, Nelson Road, Hounslow,
Middlesex, TW6 2GW , will say as follows:

1. lamthe Director of Security at Heathrow Airport Limited (“Heathrow”) with oversight of
all aspects of security in respect of physical security, infrastructure, people and

intelligence. This is my first witness statement in these proceedings.
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Docusign Envelope ID: 354AD57D-376F-4854-80AB-FFBD5D748108

2. Exceptwhere | state to the contrary (in which case | give the source of information upon
which | rely) | am able to state the matters in this witness statement from my own

knowledge.

3. Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own knowledge

they are based on documents and other information, the source of which | identify.

4. Inmy capacity as Director of Security, | rely upon a number of key subject matter experts
covering all aspects of the security landscape. In turn | am the main contact for security
matters to the executive function of Heathrow Airport (the “Airport”), and sit on various

groups and committees, engaging with internal stakeholders and external agencies.

5. Ihave held this role since the summer of 2024, and was appraised of the response to the

activist activity at the Airport during July and August 2024.
Ongoing threat

6. Heathrow is a well-recognised international brand with a significant physical footprint in
West London. The Airport, as the hub airport for the United Kingdom, carries the status
of Critical National Infrastructure. As a result, the Airport is always a potential target for

various actors, including activists.

7. The Airport has long been a target for activists, the most recent being in relation to the
events of last summer, which are outlined in more detail in the Second Witness

Statement of Akhil Markanday dated 16 September 2024.

8. Activist activity in isolation can outwardly appear as having limited impact, however
Heathrow’s operation is complex and interconnected, with any interruption at one part
of the physical area or operational activity highly likely to have a consequential impact
on another part of the Airport. This is particularly relevant for security planning and
mitigation, with the reallocation of resources and personnel, drawing those staff and

agencies from potentially significant operational and security concerns.

9. For context, Heathrow operates a year-round operation, with a maximum 480,000 air
traffic movements a year. This number of air traffic movements corresponds to
approximately 83 million passengers either arriving, transiting or departing the Airport
each year. An aircraft will be arriving or departing the Airport approximately every 45

seconds. The Airport is staffed by approximately 80,000 people across multiple

2
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Docusign Envelope ID: 354AD57D-376F-4854-80AB-FFBD5D748108

10.

11.

12.

organisations, all of which work collectively to manage the time critical nature of the

aviation business.

Alongside the daily operational concerns, Heathrow is mindful of wider domestic and

geopolitical concerns, and as a result the security posture at the Airport is set high.

The Airport has a dedicated armed policing operation, significant security personnel
presence and engagement with other law enforcement and border protection agencies.
Any potential breach of security is considered a serious risk, as was evidenced by the
proactive policing during last year’s activist events and the deployment of armed police
in response when activist events did occur. It is reasonable to state that any potential
breach of the secure areas of the Airport will attract a significant and firm response by

both Heathrow Security, and the dedicated armed Aviation Policing presence.

The risk outlook to Heathrow remains considerable and continues in various forms, as
more detailed in the First Witness Statement of Philip Keith Spencer (“Spencer 17), a
copy of which | have seen. It is possible that the risk has actually heightened since last
year as a result of domestic and international politics and the continued focus on

environmental issues and concerns.

Enforcement

13.

14.

15.

Heathrow was subject to four incidents of environmental related activist activity on the
24, 27" and 30" July, and the 1%t August 2024. Those incidents ranged in scale and
complexity, from potential attempted breaching of the perimeter fence, to preventing

passenger access to the security search areas of Terminal 5.

As a result of the incidents, which had varying impacts on the policing and security
posture and some impact on the overall operation, Heathrow applied to the Court to join
26 defendants to the original Injunction Order. The outcome of Heathrow’s joinder

application is also covered by Spencer 1.

Heathrow considered the option to bring committal proceedings against a number of the
persons involved in the four incidents referred to above. On consideration of the facts,

the impact of the protest activity and subsequent police actions including the facts that:

i. The majority of Defendants were subject to parallel criminal proceedings and/or

were otherwise in custody;
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Docusign Envelope ID: 354AD57D-376F-4854-80AB-FFBD5D748108

ii. The limited prospects of recovering costs associated with any committal

proceedings; and

iii. The cessation of further direct action by the same individuals after the initial four

instances,

Heathrow concluded that in these particular instances it was not proportionate to
commence committal proceedings, but reserves it position to consider any and all future

incidents on the particular facts.

Airport Expansion

16. Heathrow will be submitting a proposal to government in July 2025 in relation to the

government’s expressed support for Heathrow Expansion.

17. There is current policy support for expansion at Heathrow through the Airports National
Policy Statement which we expect the government to review and update as part of their

review of National Policy statements.

18. This continued engagement on expansion has historically seen levels of engagement and
activism, including direct action at the Airport. We expect further announcements from

government in relation to expansion through 2025 and 2026.

Statement of Truth

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

Name: Tonia Fielding
Signed by:
. Tonia Ficldi
Signed: - csacscamezca?ﬁ% —
Dated: 7 July 2025
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Docusign Envelope ID: A165CB41-2B2E-4B68-95EB-CC542E75FF7A

Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Philip Keith Spencer
Number of Statement: First
Exhibit: PS1

Dated: 7 July 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant
-and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL
OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR
REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON
HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE
ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE
ORDER OF MR JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND
WHOSE NAMES ARE SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT OF PHILIP KEITH SPENCER

I, PHILIP KEITH SPENCER, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,
London EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1. 1 am a senior associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP
(“BCLP”). BCLP act for the Claimant (“Heathrow”) in this matter. [ am duly
authorised to make this witness statement on behalf of Heathrow. This is my first

witness statement in these proceedings.
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2. Except where I state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

3. Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for the Claimant and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

4.  Irefer to a paginated bundle of documents, attached as Exhibit “PS1”. Where it
is necessary to refer to a document, I shall refer to the document by its page

number within Exhibit “PS1”.

5. At various points in this statement I refer back to earlier witness statements that
have been filed on behalf of Heathrow in these proceedings. To avoid unnecessary
duplication, I do not exhibit those earlier statements (or their exhibits). The earlier
statements (but not, in the interests of proportionality, their exhibits) will be
included in the hearing bundle for the review hearing (which will also be made

available electronically at: https://www.heathrow.com/injunction). In the

meantime, and pending production of that hearing bundle, those witness
statements — as well as their exhibits — can also already be found at that same
website. If any reader of this witness statement is struggling to access any relevant
documents, they should contact BCLP for assistance. The relevant contact details

are set out in the Injunction (as defined below) at paragraph 16.
6.  This witness statement adopts the following structure:

6.1. Firstly, I set out briefly the background to the Injunction which now falls to
be reviewed. In this context, I also outline the approach recently taken by

the Court to the renewal of similar injunctions in favour of 10 other airports.

6.2. Secondly, I explain how the Injunction was breached in late July and early
August 2024 (shortly after it was granted) by 26 individuals, and the
procedural steps whereby 25 of those 26 individuals thereafter came to be

joined as named Defendants to these proceedings.
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10.

6.3. Thirdly, I outline the reasons why Heathrow considers that there has been
no material change to (and certainly no material diminishment of) the risk
of unlawful direct action activities being targeted by “Just Stop Oil”
(“JSO”) or other environmental campaigns at Heathrow. In this context, I

update the Court on the status of JSO.

6.4. Fourthly, I address events surrounding the Shell AGM, held at a hotel at
Heathrow Airport in May 2025.

6.5. Finally, I address various procedural matters.
BACKGROUND
The Original Injunction & The Review Hearing

By a without notice injunction granted by Mr Justice Julian Knowles on 9 July
2024 (“the Injunction”), the Court prohibited a class of “Persons Unknown” (as
defined as the First Defendants to the Claim) from entering or remaining on
Heathrow Airport (“the Airport”) in connection with the JSO campaign (or other
environmental campaign) without Heathrow’s consent. That application was
sought by Heathrow in connection with a high-profile campaign of ‘direct action’
disruption threatened (and in some instances, carried out) by JSO. The
background to the Injunction is summarised within the First Witness Statement

of Akhil Markanday in these proceedings dated 6 July 2024 (“Markanday 17).

The reasons for the grant of the Injunction are recorded in the approved judgment

of Mr Justice Julian Knowles dated 14 October 2024 (exhibited at PS1/1-12).

The steps undertaken by Heathrow to effect service of the Injunction, in
accordance with its terms, are set out within the Second Witness Statement of

Jonathan Coen in these proceedings dated 29 November 2024.

Pursuant to paragraph 3 of the Injunction, the Injunction is to be reviewed on each
anniversary (or as close to this date as is convenient having regard to the Court’s
list) with a time estimate of 1 ’2 hours. That review hearing has now been listed
for 23 July 2025. I make this witness statement for the purposes of the review

hearing. Heathrow seeks the continuation of the Injunction at this hearing.
3
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1.

12.

13.

II.

14.

The Review Hearing for 10 other Airports

The Claimant is aware that 12 other airports in the UK obtained similar
injunctions to the Injunction in the summer of 2024, each of which also contained
mechanisms for annual review. On 24 June 2025, Mr Justice Bourne conducted a
review hearing for the following 10 airports heard on a joint basis: London City
Airport, Manchester Airport, Stansted Airport, East Midlands Airport, Leeds
Bradford Airport, Luton Airport, Newcastle Airport, Birmingham Airport, Bristol
Airport and Liverpool Airport (the other 2 airports with injunctions being London
Southend Airport and London Gatwick Airport). Representatives of Heathrow
attended that hearing, including an associate of this firm (Robert Hodgson).

Mr Justice Bourne ordered that each of the injunctions be continued without
change (apart from a minor alteration to the geographical extent of the injunction
in respect of London City Airport, as requested by London City Airport due to a
change in the layout of that site). The papers in relation to the review hearing on
24 June 2025 can be obtained on the London City Airport website

(https://www.londoncityairport.com/corporate/corporate-info/reports-and-

publications/injunction), along with a copy of the Order of Mr Justice Bourne

made at that hearing. For ease of reference, I exhibit a copy of Mr Justice

Bourne’s 24 June 2025 Order at PS1/13-30.

Mr Justice Bourne’s reasons for continuing the injunctions were set out in an ex
tempore judgment. I exhibit at PS1/31-32 a brief report of the decision (with
citation [2025] 6 WLUK 499).

BREACHES OF THE INJUNCTION AND JOINDER OF NAMED
DEFENDANTS

Incidents in July / August 2024

At the time the Injunction was sought, Heathrow did not know the names of the
individuals who threatened to commit acts of direct action at the Airport. That is
why the claim was brought only against “Persons Unknown”, in a form now

widely described as a ‘newcomer injunction’.
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15.

16.

17.

Since that time, there have been four incidents at Heathrow Airport during which
26 people have breached (or at least very arguably breached) the Injunction. Each
of those 26 people (with the exception of Monday Rosenfield, now the 9™
Defendant), was arrested by the Police at the time of and in connection with

incidents at the Airport.

The four incidents all took place shortly after the Injunction was granted, over the
course of a week at the end of July and early August 2024: on 24" July, 27 July,
30" July and 1 August 2024. Details of those incidents are set out within the
Second Witness Statement of Akhil Markanday (“Markanday 2”) dated 16

September 2024. By way of summary only, the four incidents involved:

16.1. 24 July 2024: 8 people connected with JSO were arrested by Police at two
separate locations at the perimeter fence to the Airport in possession of
items which indicated an intention to breach the perimeter fence and
commit acts of disruption. It was fortunate that the Police were able to arrest
the 8 people involved in this incident before they were able to access the
Airport’s runways, as my understanding is any incursion would likely have

been treated as a serious incident by Heathrow’s security team.

16.2. 27 July 2024: An individual identified by the Police as Ms Monday
Rosenfeld entered Terminal 5 of the Airport holding an “Oil Kills” sign and
was asked to leave by Heathrow’s Airport Operation Manager.

16.3. 30 July 2024: 2 people connected with JSO entered the Terminal 5
departures hall at the Airport and each began spraying orange paint from
fire-extinguishers over the ceiling, walls, floor and the electronic departure

board screens.

16.4. 1 August 2024: 9 individuals connected with JSO were intercepted and
arrested by Police travelling into the Airport and found with orange t-shirts
and banners and on the same day a further 6 individuals were arrested by
Police for blocking the entrance to the security area in Terminal 5

departures.

Following those incidents, Heathrow came to learn the identity of the individuals
involved from the Police. As explained in Markanday 2, Heathrow considered

5
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

that it was obliged (and that it was in any case appropriate for it) at that juncture
to seek to join those individuals as named Defendants to these proceedings.
Heathrow accordingly issued a joinder application dated 16 September 2024 in
respect of all 26 proposed named defendants (the “Joinder Application™).

Details of the service of the Joinder Application were set out in the Second and

the Third Witness Statements of Robert Hodgson of this firm.

Hearing on 11 December before Mr Justice Dexter Dias

The Joinder Application was first heard before Mr Justice Dexter Dias on 11

December 2024.

As set out within the Order of Mr Justice Dexter Dias dated 11 December 2024
(the “First Joinder Order”) (exhibited at PS1/33-43), 24 of the Named
Defendants were joined to the proceedings on that occasion. The exceptions were

Joe Magowan and Adam Beard, whose position I explain below.

Joe Magowan attended the hearing on 11 December 2024 and was represented by
a solicitor from the firm Deighton Pierce Glynn. Mr Magowan’s solicitor
explained that Mr Magowan attended the incident on 1 August 2024 as JSO’s
photographer for the event and was not a member of JSO. Mr Magowan offered
to provide an undertaking to the Court in like terms to the effect of the Injunction.
In those circumstances, Heathrow agreed not to pursue the Joinder Application
against him. An undertaking was duly provided and filed with the Court on 11
December 2024.

Adam Beard was on remand in prison at the time of the hearing on 11 December
2024 following his arrest at the incident at the Airport on 24 July 2024. Someone
who I understood to be a friend of Mr Beard attended the hearing and provided a
letter to the Judge, which explained that due to the prison printing any documents
sent to prisoners in black and white, Mr Beard was experiencing difficulties
reading plans sent to Mr Beard as part of the Joinder Application (in particular

the red line on the plan showing the geographical extent of the Injunction).

In light of this, Mr Justice Dexter Dias adjourned the hearing in respect of Mr

Beard to a further hearing to be listed on the first available date after 13 January
6

228



Docusign Envelope ID: A165CB41-2B2E-4B68-95EB-CC542E75FF7A

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

2025 with a time estimate of 1 hour and ordered that the Claimant re-serve Mr
Beard, as soon as reasonably practicable, in prison with all relevant documents in
relation to the Joinder Application as set out at paragraphs 2 and 3 of the First

Joinder Order.

On 23 December 2024, BCLP arranged for service on Mr Beard in prison in
accordance with paragraph 3 of the First Joinder Order. The re-served documents
included an additional hatched plan which could be read more easily in black and

white.

At paragraph 6 of the First Joinder Order, the Claimant was granted permission
to file and serve an amended Claim Form and amended Particulars of Claim
(which reflected the inclusion of the new Named Defendants). Both of these were
filed on 13 December 2024. Details of the service of the First Joinder Order, the
amended Claim Form dated 13 December 2024 and the amended Particulars of
Claim dated 13 December 2024 are set out within the Third Witness Statement of
Robert Hodgson of this firm.

There has been no response from any of the Named Defendants (excluding Mr

Beard, as further explained below) following this service.

Hearing on 13 February 2025 before Mr Justice Ritchie

The adjourned hearing in respect of the joinder of Mr Beard was heard on 13

February 2025 before Mr Justice Ritchie.

By way of Order dated 13 February 2025 (the “Beard Joinder Order”)
(exhibited at PS1/44-53), Mr Beard was joined to the proceedings as the Third
Named Defendant.

At paragraph 3 of the Beard Joinder Order, Heathrow was granted permission to
amend the Amended Claim Form and Amended Particulars of Claim to reflect of

the joinder of Mr Beard.

Details of the service of the Beard Joinder Order, the re-amended Claim Form

dated 18 February 2025 and the re-amended Particulars of Claim dated 18
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31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

February 2025 are set out within the Fourth Witness Statement of Robert

Hodgson of this firm.
There has been no response from Mr Beard following this service.
Committal proceedings

As explained in the First Witness Statement of Robert Hodgson, as well as being
noted within recitals to the First Joinder Order and the Beard Joinder Order,
Heathrow was at that juncture considering bringing committal proceedings
against at least some of the Named Defendants in respect of breaches of the

Injunction.

To update the Court, Heathrow has carefully considered (including with the
benefit of legal advice, the privilege in which is not waived) whether to pursue
any of the Named Defendants for committal. Heathrow has now decided not, on
this occasion, to bring committal proceedings against the Named Defendants for
their breaches (or alleged breaches) to date. In fairness to the Named Defendants,
they have each been informed of that decision by letters dated 25 June 2025 (an
example letter is exhibited at PS1/53-54). Further explanation of Heathrow’s
approach is set out within the First Witness Statement of Tonia Fielding dated 7
July 2025 (“Fielding 17).

The Claimant reserves its position on bringing committal proceedings in respect

of any future breaches of the Injunction.
Paragraph 13 of the First Joinder Order

I also note, in connection with committal, that at the hearing on 13 February 2025
(concerning the joinder of Mr Beard) Ritchie J asked that Heathrow notify the
Judge at the review hearing that he had concerns over the wording at paragraph
13 of the First Joinder Order. I therefore draw this, in particular, to the Court’s

attention in this statement.

Paragraph 13 of the First Joinder Order states:
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37.

38.

39.

I11.

40.

41.

“In accordance with paragraph 9 above, the requirement for personal service
of any contempt application in respect of alleged breaches of the Injunction
before the date of this Order is dispensed with.”

That paragraph of the First Joinder Order had been sought, and granted, in
circumstances where Heathrow had raised at the hearing of the Joinder
Application before Mr Justice Dexter Dias the question of whether it required the
Court’s permission to commence (then anticipated) committal proceedings (it
was held that they did not) and/or whether there were any aspects of case
management in connection with the potential commencement of committal
proceedings which ought to be addressed, including as to the timing of committal

hearings vs. other hearings in these proceedings and service of documents.

It was also sought and granted in circumstances where: (i) several of the Named
Defendants were in prison (on remand, or serving a term of imprisonment for
other offences), such as to present impediments to personal service; and (ii)
paragraph 14 expressly reserved further consideration of the adequacy of the steps

taken for service to any future hearing.

Whilst I raise this point, as directed by Mr Justice Richie, I also note that — in
circumstances where Heathrow has now indicated that it is not pursuing
committal proceedings in respect of any previous breaches, any concerns about

paragraph 13 of the First Joinder Order now seem academic.
CONTINUING RISK OF DIRECT ACTION

Heathrow’s position, in common with the position of the 10 airports whose
injunctions were considered at the review hearing before Mr Justice Bourne on
24 June 2025, is that the risk of unlawful direct action activities being directed at
Heathrow by JSO or other environmental campaigners has not abated since the

Injunction was granted.

I have already referred to Markanday 1 and the judgment of Mr Justice Julian
Knowles giving reasons for the original Injunction, which set out the risks of such

activities as they then stood.
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42.

The incidents in late July and early August 2024, to which I refer above, further

serve to demonstrate that the risks identified at the time of the original Injunction

were not overstated: regrettably, they materialised notwithstanding the terms of

the Injunction. Whilst primarily matters for submissions, I observe:

42.1.

42.2.

42.3.

42.4.

42.5.

The fact that the Injunction was breached, and therefore has not in all
respects been successful, should not in principle count against the

Injunction being continued.

Whilst it is impossible to know the thought-processes of those involved in
these four incidents, it is possible that — in the fairly short time between the
Injunction having been made (9 July 2024) and these activities (24 July to
1 August 2024) — the existence, effect or the potential consequences of
breaching the Injunction had not been fully recognised or appreciated by
the Named Defendants. Or, equally, it is possible that they were ‘caught up’
in the momentum of the campaign against the aviation industry in the
summer of 2024 and did not properly reflect on the potential consequences

to them of persisting with a breach of the Injunction.

Whatever the reasons for the then breaches of the Injunction, the fact
remains that there have not been further breaches of the Injunction since 1

August 2024.

Whilst it might be argued that the subsequent lack of direct action against
UK airports since then represents a diminution of the risk of such activities,
this may also be due (and Heathrow believes it to be in substantial part due)
to the success of the Injunction (and other like injunctions in favour of the

other main UK airports) in deterring such activities.

The reasons for that belief, i.e. the belief that the underlying risk of unlawful

direct action retains materially unchanged, is set out below.

Other UK activist activity

43.

Heathrow is aware of the following events involving other UK airports that have

occurred from June 2024 to date (I also note that there have been other activities

10
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carried out by the groups below not involving airports within the UK, but in an
effort to keep the evidence presented to the Court proportionate, these are not

covered by this statement):

2 June 2024: Extinction Rebellion conducted a protest at Farnborough Air Show
which involved blocking the 3 main gates and parking the Extinction Rebellion

pink boat across the Gulfstream gate.
25 June 2024: Four JSO activists were arrested at Gatwick Airport.

27 July 2024: a JSO action which was planned for London City Airport was

relocated to the Department of Transport on Horseferry Lane.

29 July 2024: Eight JSO activists were arrested at Gatwick Airport on suspicion

of interfering with public infrastructure.

31 July 2024: JSO and Free Fossil London (“FFL”) took action at the Docklands
Light Railway station at City Airport.'

5 August 2024: Five JSO activists were arrested on their way to Manchester
Airport equipped with bolt cutters, angle grinders, glue, sand and banners

carrying slogans including “oil kills”.

2 February 2025: Extinction Rebellion held a demonstration at Farnborough
Airport following a consultation period in relation to Farnborough Airport’s

expansion plans which ended in October 2024.

17 February 2025: Extinction Rebellion held a demonstration at Inverness
Airport waving banners with “Ban Private Jets” and “We’re in a climate

emergency, we need to step up and take action”.

27 June 2025: Four people in connection with a pro-Palestine group broke into

an RAF base at Brize Norton and vandalised military aircraft.

! I have obtained the information in respect of this incident from the Witness Statement of Stuart Sherbrooke
Wortley dated 6 June 2025 which was provided to the Court in support of the London City Airport and others’
review hearing on 24 June 2024 and is available on the following  website:
https://www.londoncityairport.com/corporate/corporate-info/reports-and-publications/injunction

11

233



Docusign Envelope ID: A165CB41-2B2E-4B68-95EB-CC542E75FF7A

44.

Copies of media articles detailing the events referred to above are exhibited at

PS1/55-86).

Current status of JSO

45.

46.

47.

48.

On 27 March 2025, JSO made the following announcement on its website, headed
‘We are hanging up the Hi Vis™:

“Three years after bursting on the scene in a blaze of orange, at the end of April
we will be hanging up the hi vis.

Just Stop Oil’s initial demand to end new oil and gas is now government policy,
making us one of the most successful civil resistance campaigns in recent history.
We ve kept over 4.4 billion barrels of 0il in the ground and the courts have ruled
new oil and gas licences unlawful.

So it is the end of soup on Van Goghs, cornstarch on Stonehenge and slow
marching in the streets. But it is not the end of trials, of tagging and surveillance,
of fines, probation and years in prison. We have exposed the corruption at the
heart of our legal system, which protects those causing death and destruction
while prosecuting those seeking to minimize harm. Just Stop Oil will continue to
tell the truth in the courts, speak out for our political prisoners and call out the
UK’s oppressive anti-protest laws. We continue to rely on small donations from
the public to make this happen.

This is not the end of civil resistance. Governments everywhere are retreating
from doing what is needed to protect us from the consequences of unchecked fossil
fuel burning. As we head towards 2°C of global heating by the 2030s, the science
is clear: billions of people will have to move or die and the global economy is
going to collapse. This is unavoidable. We have been betrayed by a morally
bankrupt political class.

As corporations and billionaires corrupt political systems across the world, we
need a different approach. We are creating a new strategy, to face this reality and
to carry our responsibilities at this time. Nothing short of a revolution is going to
protect us from the coming storms.

We are calling on everyone who wants to be a part of building the new resistance
to join us for the final Just Stop Oil action in Parliament Square on April 26th.
Sign up here. See you on the streets.

ENDS”

A copy of this announcement is exhibited at PS1/87-89.

On 18 May 2025, GB News reported (both on television and on their website)

that JSO were planning to make a comeback.

Ben Leo of GB News reported on television the following:

12
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49.

50.

“...I can exclusively reveal that Just Stop Oil is plotting a very big comeback.

On Ben Leo Tonight, we have gained access to secret Just Stop Oil meetings,
where members are discussing a dramatic U-turn— planning to cause absolute
chaos across Britain by sabotaging Tesla vehicles, picketing petrol stations, and
even carrying out “citizens’ arrests”’ on so-called climate criminals.

Speaking during an online meeting on Thursday night, one coordinator—known
only as “Dave”—said protests should remain "action-based” and warned
against becoming more peaceful, like Greenpeace.

The meeting continued with Dave insisting that it was essential to keep doing
what he called the “spicy and naughty stuff” to generate media attention.

The group also discussed how to feed new protest ideas back to what they
referred to as a "core team". There was frustration over communication with
this mysterious leadership group, with some suggesting using 50-word briefs to
make it easier for them to process ideas.

It raises serious questions: Who exactly is this core team? Who are these
professional protesters reporting to—and who'’s funding them?

Chillingly, the group also spoke about carrying out citizen’s arrests on so-
called climate deniers. There was some introspection as well, with members
questioning whether their public image was doing more harm than good.

But ultimately, the overwhelming feeling in the group was that direct action
must continue. The meeting wrapped up with plans to proceed with Just Stop
Oil’s revival, including talk of keeping protesters in safe houses to maintain
morale....”

A copy of the news article is exhibited at PS1/90-93 and a link to the television
report can be accessed on the following website:

https://www.gbnews.com/opinion/ben-leo-opinion-just-stop-oil.

Heathrow is aware from the review hearing for the 10 other Airports on 24 June
2025 that JSO had emailed London City Airport’s solicitor in response to the
article confirming that “GB News was right for once” and that JSO are “plotting
a very big comeback”. A copy of this email from JSO to Stuart Wortley of
Eversheds was provided to the Court as part of London City Airport and others’
evidence ahead of the review hearing on 24 June 2025 and was referred to by
Bourne J when granting his order. We have obtained a copy of this
correspondence from the London City Airport website and have exhibited a copy

at PS1/94-95 for ease of reference.

Other environmental / climate campaign groups

13
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51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

Regardless of what JSO have said, and the precise risk presented by that group in
particular, there are also several other environmental campaign groups whose
behaviour poses a risk to airports, including Heathrow. Of primary concern to

Heathrow are the following:
Youth Demand

In January 2024 a group called ‘Youth Demand’ was formed. The press has
described Youth Demand as “JSO 2.0” (news article exhibited at PS1/96-105).

Youth Demand’s website states:

“In 2024, we built a national youth resistance organisation. We mobilised over a
thousand people to pull off 60 actions, from blockading central London during
the summer, plastering a picture from the Gaza genocide on a Picasso painting

and shutting down five UK cities in November”.

The group remains active and its website lists that it is arranging “nonviolence

training” on 6 July 2025 and “Volunteer Training” on 12 July 2025.
FFL
FFL is a climate activist group that was formed around 2019.

FFL’s website states:

“Fossil Free London is a climate justice organisation dedicated to disrupting the

fossil fuel industry here in our city.

Through direct action, strategic campaigning, and movement building, we
challenge the social licence of elites and corporate polluters. We advocate for a

rapid and just transition towards a sustainable and equitable society.”

On 30 April 2025, activists associated with FFL disrupted Heathrow’s panel
appearance at the Innovation Zero conference at Olympia London. I return to that
at paragraph 68 below. As mentioned above, FFL was also involved in direct
action at the Docklands Light Railway station at London City Airport on 31 July
2025.

14
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38.

59.

60.

Extinction Rebellion

Extinction Rebellion remains a very active climate activist group, which has
publicised an intention to take further action this summer, including the targeting

of airports.

As noted above, Extinction Rebellion has already taken action at UK airports

including Farnborough Airport and Inverness Airport.

Its website includes an article dated 19 June 2025 headed “Summer of Action”

(copied below), which includes planned activity Oxford Airport:

“A Summer of Action

While politicians supported airport expansions, degraded our environmental
laws and parliament tightened its chokehold on climate activists, global average
temperatures in 2024 blew past 1.5°C. Now the UK has recorded its warmest
spring on record and its driest in over 50 years.

Rebels are refusing to be silenced. XR local and community groups all over the
nations and regions of the UK are getting ready for a summer filled with defiant
action. Creative, colourful, bold actions are being planned everywhere — join
them, raise your voice in protest this summer.

Join in joy or join in despair, but let it be in unity, community, and curiosity. The
sun will be a totem that we rally together around, never forgetting that it is a
death sentence for millions on the frontlines of climate and ecological collapse.

’

There has never been a more vital time to act. It will be a rebellious summer.’

Insure Our Survival — Without insurance, fossil fuel companies can’t extract
more oil, coal and gas. A Week of Action from 5th-12th July — targeting insurers
takes place with local groups across the UK planning actions.

Stop Private Jets — Join XR Oxford on Saturday July 5th in a march to Oxford
Airport and say No to Private Jets. Find out more.

Heat Strike — 4 week of action 14th-20th July to highlight rising temperatures’
impact on workers, as we pressure government and employers to take
action. Learn more and get involved.

Funeral for Nature — Dress in black  for a solemn
march through Bournemouth on Sunday July 27th. This visual action mourning
the destruction of nature will be silent apart from a drumbeat.

Don’t Pay for Dirty Water — Last year, sewage was discharged into UK
waterways over 1,000 times a day. We are withholding payment of the sewerage
charge portion of our bills until the UK government and water companies stop
poisoning and start cleaning up coasts and waterways across the UK. Join the
boycott now!/
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61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

World Water Wedding — Water is sacred in many cultures. Water is fundamental
to life. Wherever clean water flows, life grows. Water represents emotions,
renewal and life, which all ebb and flow. Constantly evolving, ebbing and
flowing, it reminds us that we can too. Commit to water for life on August 24th.

For advice on the latest safety, legal and action support information, please join
one of our online Prepare for Action workshops, upcoming on 26th June and 1st
July.

A copy of this article is exhibited at PS1/106-108.

Shut the System

Shut the System is a new group that does not appear to have a website.

It does have an Instagram account, and it posted on 16 April 2025 the following:

“A new type of movement is needed.
Our plan and pledge: Shut down the fossil fuel economy.

We pledge to target property and machinery of the destructive industries owned
by the wealthiest and most responsible for the greatest crises humanity has ever
faced. Our strategy is to disable the physical infrastructure of significant carbon
emitters, whether emissions occur directly, or through their support for upstream
business operation.”

In January 2025, Shut the System group cut fibre optic cables to Lloyds of London
and prominent buildings involved in the insurance sector on Fenchurch Street,
Threadneedle Street, Leadenhall Street and Lime Street in London (and in
Birmingham, Leeds and Sheffield). I exhibit a press report about this action at
PS1/109-110.

THE SHELL AGM

Without reference to Heathrow, Shell PLC (“Shell”) arranged for its annual
general meeting (the “Shell AGM”) to be held at the Sofitel London Heathrow
Hotel — Terminal 5 at the Airport at 10:00am on 20 May 2025. The Sofitel Hotel

falls within the geographical scope of the Injunction.

Notice of the Shell AGM was sent to its shareholders on 16 April 2025. I exhibit
a copy of the Notice at PS1/111. I also note that the Notice sets out details for

remote, video-attendance at the AGM.
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

Heathrow has no reason to believe that Shell arranged to hold the Shell AGM at
the Airport in order to seek to obtain any benefit from the Injunction. Shell has
publicly stated that it did not choose the location for the AGM because of the
Injunction and that the locations was chosen “purely based on availability”: see,

for example, a press report to that effect at PS1/112-120.

On 30 April 2025, activists associated with FFL disrupted Heathrow’s panel
appearance at the Innovation Zero conference at Olympia London. Activists
disrupted the event by shouting at Heathrow’s director of carbon strategy,
Matthew Gorman, that the Injunction would prevent anyone from protesting at
the Shell AGM. A copy of a news article reporting on the event is exhibited at
PS1/121-123. Until 10 May 2025, no further contact was made to Heathrow by
FFL (or any other person) in respect of the Shell AGM.

On 10 May 2025, BCLP received a letter from a Mr Andrew Rawstron, which
stated that he was a shareholder of Shell PLC and asked Heathrow to confirm that
Heathrow consents to the “presence of any Shell shareholders, within the area
identified in the Injunction Order, for the purposes of traveling to/from (and
attending) the Shell AGM at the Sofitel Hotel on 20 May 2025 (letter exhibited
at PS1/124-125).

BCLP responded by way of letter to Mr Rawstron on 12 May 2025 stating that
Heathrow had no issue with any Shell shareholder lawfully attending the Shell
AGM on 20 May 2025, nor did Heathrow consider that the terms of the Injunction
prohibited such lawful attendance at the Shell AGM (email exhibited at PS1/126).

Mr Rawstron responded by email on 12 May asking BCLP for clarification as to
why BCLP stated that Heathrow considered that ‘activist shareholders’ would not
risk being found to be in breach of the Injunction and thus risk being in contempt
of court. Mr Rawstron also stated that he would confirm the following day
whether he intended to apply to the Court to seek a variation of the Injunction

(email exhibited at PS1/127-128).

Mr Rawstron then sent a follow up email on 13 May seeking further clarification
and also raising concerns about the scope of the Injunction. Mr Rawstorn also

sought Heathrow’s agreement to vary the Injunction, by proposing to add the
17
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73.

74.

75.

76.

following wording to the Injunction, “Nothing in this Order shall have the effect
of prohibiting or restricting the attendance of any shareholder at the Shell plc
AGM on 20 May 2025”. Mr Rawstron also stated that his email should be taken
as ‘notice of a potential application [to Court to vary to the Injunction]’ (email

exhibited at PS1/129-131).

BCLP responded to Mr Rawstron on 13 May again clarifying that Heathrow did

[Tx)

not consider Mr Rawstron’s proposed attendance at the Shell AGM “in
connection with exercising your rights as a Shell Plc shareholder” to be “in
connection with Just Stop Oil (or other environmental campaign)”, or therefore
caught by the Injunction. BCLP also confirmed that Heathrow was happy to
clarify the position with anyone else who had concerns and asked that this be
shared with any other shareholders who had similar concerns. A copy of this

email is exhibited at PS1/132).

BCLP did not receive a response from Mr Rawstron nor am I aware that he made

any application to vary the Injunction.

At 23:00 on 13 May 2025, BCLP received a letter from Mr Kush Naker which
stated that he was making an application to vary the Injunction and raised
concerns that the Injunction “would prevent shareholders of Shell Plc who have
a connection to any environmental campaign from attending the AGM in person,
without specific consent being granted by Heathrow Airport Limited” and that
“this potentially precludes any shareholder who has ever been publicly critical
of the environmental impacts of one of the worlds largest fossil fuel companies
from holding the companies directors to account, because another separate
company in a high polluting industry has not granted them permission to do so.”

A copy of the letter is exhibited at PS1/133-134 (the covering email is at of
PS1/136).

BCLP responded to Mr Naker on 14 May 2025, stating, on behalf of Heathrow,
that “We do not consider that lawful attendance by a shareholder at Shell’s AGM
to exercise their shareholder rights is caught by the injunction. To put it another
way, our understanding is that shareholders wish to attend the Shell AGM “in

connection with exercising their rights as a Shell Plc shareholder”. We do not
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77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

consider that purpose to be “in connection with Just Stop Oil (or other
environmental campaign)”, which are the terms in which the injunction is

drafted”.

Mr Naker replied on 14 May 2025 stating that he is both a Shell shareholder and
associated with Just Stop Oil and various other environmental campaigns and that
the “broad scope of the wording on the injunction leaves it totally open to
interpretation what role my criticism [of] Shells environmental record are "in

connection with"”’. The email chain between BCLP and Mr Naker is exhibited at

PS1/135-137.

BCLP did not respond to the Mr Naker’s second email of 14 May in view of the
clarity, already given, that Heathrow consented to anyone attending the Shell
AGM in their capacity as a Shell shareholder — and so were not caught by the

Injunction.

BCLP did not receive any further correspondence in respect of the Shell AGM,
apart from the correspondence from Mr Rawstron and Mr Naker as summarised

above. No application to Court was ever received from Mr Naker or any other

party.

On 16 May 2025 Heathrow uploaded the following post to the Heathrow website
(https://www.heathrow.com/injunction), which remained on the website until 21

May 2025 (the day after the Shell AGM):

“Shell PLC Annual General Meeting on 20 May 2025 (Shell AGM):

Heathrow Airport Limited has become aware that some shareholders were
concerned that they may not be able to attend the Shell AGM given the terms of
the Injunction. For the avoidance of doubt Heathrow Airport Limited does not
consider that the terms of the Injunction have the effect of prohibiting or
restricting the lawful attendance of any shareholder at the Shell AGM™

I am informed by the Claimant that its understanding is that the Shell AGM went
ahead on 20 May 2025 as planned with no disruptive activity occurring at the

Sofitel Hotel. I am also aware from press reports that people associated with
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82.

VI.

Amnesty International UK, FFL and Justice 4 Nigeria staged a protest outside of
Shell’s global headquarters in central London. A news article in respect of this

protest it exhibited at PS1/138-140.

These events in connection with the Shell AGM, Heathrow considers, shows that

the Injunction is operating reasonably and effectively:

82.1. It is apparent that the existence and Injunction is widely known to those

who apprehend that they might be affected by it.

82.2. Such people are also aware of: (i) the means of contacting BCLP in order
to raise queries about the injunction; and (ii) their right to apply to vary it

(which right, in the event, has not been exercised).

82.3. Heathrow, in connection with this event, acted reasonably and
proportionately. It promptly, when asked, made clear that it consented to
the attendance by any shareholder at the Shell AGM so that they could

exercise their rights as shareholder.

82.4. The Injunction has not, in any case, served to have any unwarranted
‘chilling’ effect on rights of protest. Protest activity took place outside

Shell’s global headquarters in central London.

PROCEDURAL AND OTHER MATTERS

Notice of the Review Hearing

83.

84.

On 6 March 2025, the KB Judges Listing Office emailed BCLP informing BCLP
that the review hearing had been listed for 23 July 2025 for 1.5 hours, before a
High Court Judge, in person (the “Notice of Review Hearing”) — a copy of the
Court’s email is at PS1/141.

Pursuant to paragraph 11 of the Injunction (in respect of the First, “Persons
Unknown” Defendants), paragraph 9 of the First Joinder Order (in respect of the
Named Defendants (excluding the Third Named Defendant (Adam Beard))) and
paragraph 6 of the Beard Joinder Order (in respect the Third Named Defendant),
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85.

Heathrow undertook the following steps to give notice and effect service of the

Notice of Review Hearing:

84.1. On 18 March 2025, BCLP sent letters by first class post to each of the
Named Defendants at their last known addresses (as previously provided to

Heathrow by the Police) providing the details of the review hearing;

84.2. On 18 March 2025, BCLP also sent letters providing details of the review
hearing to the relevant prisons for any of the Named Defendants who were
in prison at such time (which at the time was Adam Beard, Luke Elson,

Luke Watson, Phoebe Plummer and Rory Wilson);

84.3. On 18 March 2025, BCLP emailed the JSO email addresses
(‘Juststopoil@protonmail.com'; "Juststopoilpress@protonmail.com’;

'info@juststopoil.org') providing the details of the review hearing; and

84.4. On 19 March 2025, Heathrow updated its website to provide details of the

review hearing.

An example letter of those sent at paragraphs 84.1 and 84.2 as well as the email

sent at paragraph 84.4 above are exhibited at PS1/142-143.

Evidence for the Review Hearing

86.

87.

On 25 June 2025, BCLP sent a further letter by First Class Post and Special
Delivery to each of the Named Defendants and by email on 26 June 2025 to JSO
(at the addresses listed at paragraph 84.3 above). This followed, on 24 June 2025,
the government’s Find a Prisoner service confirming to BCLP that none of the
Named Defendants was in prison, and so letters in respect of the Named
Defendants were only sent to the Named Defendants’ last known addresses (as
previously provided to Heathrow by the Police). A sample letter is exhibited at
PS1/53-54. The email to JSO is exhibited at PS1/144-145.

These letters and the email reminded the Named Defendants of the review hearing

details and explained that the review hearing bundle would be uploaded to the

Heathrow website by 8 July and the skeleton argument by 18 July, and asked that

should any person require hardcopy documents to notify BCLP by 4 July 2025.
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88.

89.

This approach was taken by BCLP to avoid the cost and waste of unnecessary

printing and posting, but still allow time to comply with service deadlines.

As oftoday’s date, BCLP has only received two responses to the letters and email
issued on 25 June 2025. The first response was from Ms Pauline Hazel, who
telephoned Robert Hodgson of this firm on 1 July asking for hardcopy documents
and confirmed her address. Those are being provided as requested. The second
was an email from Rhiannon Wood, who simply acknowledged receipt (email

exhibited at PS1/146).

BCLP’s letters of 25 June, as already noted, also confirmed that Heathrow is not
pursuing committal proceedings in respect of previous breaches, but reserves any

and all rights and remedies available to it in respect of any further breaches.

Cross-Undertaking in Damages

90.

I am authorised to confirm on behalf of Heathrow that it continues to offer the
cross-undertaking in damages recorded in paragraph 2 of Schedule 1 to the

Injunction.

Full and Frank Disclosure

91.

VIIL.

92.

93.

94.

I confirm that Heathrow is aware of its ongoing duty of full and frank disclosure,
and I consider that I have complied with that duty in setting out above all relevant
factual matters — including those which might be relied upon as tending against

the continuation of the Injunction.
CONCLUSION

Heathrow obtained the Injunction following a high-profile campaign of

threatened action against Airports by JSO.

Since this time there have been four incidents whereby 26 people in connection

with JSO have carried out direct action at the Airport in breach of the Injunction.

Although JSO’s announcement on 27 March 2025 stated that they are
discontinuing any action, it is clear from press reports (which have been

confirmed by JSO as correct) that JSO are ‘plotting a very big comeback’.
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95.

96.

97.

Heathrow can also not rule out that JSO’s announcement was not simply a
publicity stunt, or misdirection or that JSO did so tactically ahead of Heathrow’s

and the other airports’ review hearings.

What is also clear, and set out above, is that there are other environmental groups
taking similar action to the action previously carried out by JSO, including Youth
Demand (which has been described as “JSO 2.0”), FFL, Extinction Rebellion and
Shut the System.

FFL and Extinction Rebellion have previously taken action at UK Airports, and
Extinction Rebellion publicised on 19 June 2025 that they are planning further
action at a UK Airport as part of their ‘Summer of Action’. It is also of concern
that other groups have also sought to take action at airports, such as the incident
at the RAF base on 27 June 2025 (albeit that this was in connection with events

in the Middle East rather than environmental issues).

It also appears, from the recent activity and statements of Shut the System, that
there may be a shift in the mindset of certain direct action activists from mere
disruption to the physical sabotaging of operations. If so, the consequences of
potential action at UK airports are likely to be more severe. Heathrow is also very
aware, as explained in Fielding 1, that Heathrow will remain in the spotlight and
will become potentially more of a target to environmental groups because of

Heathrow’s expansion plans.
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98. It is for these reasons that Heathrow’s position is that the Court should continue

the Injunction in its current form, subject to further review in 12 months’ time.
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.

DocuSigned by:

Plulip Spowerr

B656A85CC3ICE44E1

Philip Keith Spencer

7 July 2025
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Robert Hodgson
Number of Statement: Fifth
Dated: 22 July 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant

-and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL
OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR
REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON
HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE
ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE
ORDER OF MR JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND
WHOSE NAMES ARE SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

FIFTH WITNESS STATEMENT OF ROBERT HODGSON

I, ROBERT HODGSON, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill, London
EC4R 0BR, will say as follows:

1. I am an associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP (“BCLP”).
BCLP act for the Claimant (“Heathrow”) in this matter. I am duly authorised to
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make this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant. This is my fifth witness

statement in these proceedings.

Except where I state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

Purpose of this Statement

4.

I make this statement to confirm the actions taken by the Claimant to serve and
notify the Defendants of the following documents ahead of the review hearing on

23 July 2025:

(i) The review hearing bundle; and

(1) The skeleton argument of the Claimant dated 17 July 2025 (the
“Skelton Argument”).

Together, the “Review Hearing Documents”.

The details of service of the notice of the review hearing are set out in the First
Witness Statement of Philip Keith Spencer dated 7 July 2025 (“Spencer 1”) at
paragraph 83-85 and I do not repeat them.

Approach taken as to service of the Review Hearing Documents

As explained in Spencer 1 (see paragraphs 86 to 88), BCLP wrote to each of the
Named Defendants (as defined in Spencer 1) by post on 25 June 2025 and by
email to Just Stop Oil on 26 June 2025.

These letters and the email reminded the Named Defendants of the review hearing
details and explained that the review hearing bundle would be uploaded to the

Heathrow website by 8 July and the Skeleton Argument by 18 July. The letter
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asked that, should any person require hardcopy documents, they should notify

BCLP by 4 July 2025.

This approach was taken by BCLP to avoid the cost and waste of unnecessary

printing and posting, but still allow time to comply with service deadlines.

Only Ms Pauline Hazel (D23) requested hardcopies of the documents. Only one
other response was received, from Rhiannon Wood (D13), who simply

acknowledged receipt.

Service of the review hearing bundle

10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

The review hearing bundle, which contains copies of Spencer 1 and the First
Witness Statement of Tonia Fielding dated 7 July 2025 (“Fielding 1), was CE-
Filed on 8 July 2025 (Spencer 1 and Fielding 1 were also CE-Filed individually
on 7 July 2025).

A redacted version of the review hearing bundle (redacted only to remove
confidential personal information; such as individuals’ home addresses) was then

uploaded to the Heathrow website (https://www.heathrow.com/injunction) and

appeared on the website at approximately 12.10 on 8 July 2025.

On the same day, a hardcopy of the review hearing bundle was sent to Ms Hazel
by courier, as she had requested. The courier company (Santis Global) has
confirmed that the documents were delivered to Ms Hazel’s neighbour at 15.01

on 8 July 2025.

I also sent an email to Just Stop Oil at 11.24 on 8 July 2025 to provide a transfer
link to the redacted bundle and to confirm that the review hearing bundle would

be uploaded to the Heathrow website.

On 18 July 2025, I received an email from Rupkiran Bhamra, Team Leader of the
King’s Bench Judge’s Listing Office who confirmed that filing an electronic copy
of the hearing bundle was satisfactory and we would be informed if we are
required to file a hardcopy bundle. We have not received a further request to file

a hardcopy bundle.
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Service of the Skeleton Argument

15. The Skeleton Argument, along with the authorities bundle, was filed CE-Filed on
18 July 2025 by Counsel’s clerks.

16. The Skeleton Argument was uploaded to the Heathrow website and appeared on

the website at approximately 10.35 on 18 July 2025.

17.  On 18 July 2025, a copy of the Skeleton Argument was sent to Ms Hazel by First
Class Post and by Special Delivery. The Royal Mail proof of delivery confirms
that this was delivered to Ms Hazel at 10:38 on 19 July 2025.

18. BCLP have not received any further correspondence from any of the Named

Defendants other than that referred to at paragraph 9 above.

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 by:

Kolourt Pmd:‘;sw,

01ADEDBD3EE2495.

Robert Hodgson

22 July 2025
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Made on behalf of the Claimant
Witness: Philip Keith Spencer
Number of Statement: Second

Exhibit: N/A
Dated: 16 September 2025

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE Claim No: KB-2024-002210

KING’S BENCH DIVISION

BETWEEN:

HEATHROW AIRPORT LIMITED
Claimant
-and -

(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN WHO (IN CONNECTION WITH JUST STOP OIL
OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CAMPAIGN) ENTER, OCCUPY OR
REMAIN (WITHOUT THE CLAIMANT’S CONSENT) UPON ‘LONDON
HEATHROW AIRPORT’ AS IS SHOWN EDGED PURPLE ON THE
ATTACHED PLAN A TO THE RE-AMENDED PARTICULARS OF CLAIM

(2) - (26) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS JOINED BY THE ORDER OF MR
JUSTICE DEXTER DIAS DATED 11 DECEMBER 2024 AND BY THE
ORDER OF MR JUSTICE RITCHIE DATED 14 FEBRUARY 2025, AND
WHOSE NAMES ARE SET OUT IN SCHEDULE 2 TO THE RE-AMENDED
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM
Defendants

SECOND WITNESS STATEMENT OF PHILIP KEITH SPENCER

I, PHILIP KEITH SPENCER, of Governor’s House, 5 Laurence Pountney Hill,
London EC4R 0OBR, will say as follows:

1. I am a senior associate in the firm of Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP

(“BCLP”). BCLP act for the Claimant (“Heathrow”) in this matter. I am duly
1
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authorised to make this witness statement on behalf of the Claimant. This is my

second witness statement in these proceedings.

Except where [ state to the contrary (in which case I give the source of information
upon which I rely) I am able to state the matters in this witness statement from

my own knowledge.

Where facts and matters referred to in this statement are not within my own
knowledge they are based on instructions, documents and information supplied
to me in my capacity as solicitor for Heathrow and are true to the best of my

knowledge and belief.

Purpose of this Statement

4.

I make this statement to confirm the actions taken by the Claimant and/or BCLP
acting on the Claimant’s behalf to comply with the service requirements as set
out within the Varied Order of Mr Justice Julian Knowles dated 9 July 2024, as
varied by the Order of Mr Justice Turner dated 23 July 2025 (the “Order”).

Service of the Order

5.

The relevant sections of the Order concerning service are Paragraph 9 in respect
of service on the First Defendant and Paragraph 14 in respect of service on

Defendants 2 to 26.

Service on the First Defendant

The Claimant and/or BCLP on the Claimant’s behalf have undertaken the

following steps to comply with Paragraph 9 of the Order:

6.1. The Claimant has confirmed to me that the Order was uploaded to the

Heathrow website (www.heathrow.com/injunction) on 24 July 2025 and

appeared on the website at approximately 15:50 (in compliance with

Paragraph 9.1 of the Order);

6.2. Robert Hodgson (an associate at BCLP) emailed a copy of the Order to the
email addresses listed in Schedule 3 of the Order on 23 July 2025 at 18:07

(in compliance with Paragraph 9.2 of the Order);
2
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6.3.

6.4.

The Claimant has confirmed to me that the Claimant affixed a copy of the
Order in A4 size in a clear plastic covering at each of the locations shown
with a red dot on Plan B of the Order, the last such placement being
completed by at the latest 07:40 on 16 September 2025 (in compliance with
Paragraph 9.3 of the Order); and

The Claimant has also confirmed to me that the warning notices referred to
at Paragraph 9.4 of the Order remain in place. The contents and form of

these were not changed by the Order and so no further action is required.

Service on Defendants 2 to 26

7. BCLP, on the Claimant’s behalf, have undertaken the following steps to comply

with Paragraph 14 of the Order:

7.5.

7.6.

7.7.

7.8.

On 25 July 2025, Robert Hodgson arranged for letters appending the Order
to be sent by first class post to each of the addresses listed in the Re-
Amended Particulars of Claim dated 18 February 2025 (in compliance with
Paragraph 14.1 of the Order). An example letter is appended to this

statement;

As explained at Paragraph 86 of my first witness statement dated 7 July
2025 made in these proceedings, the Government’s Find a Prisoner Service
confirmed on 24 July 2025 that none of Defendants 2 to 26 are currently in
prison. No action was therefore required in respect of Paragraph 14.2 of the

Order;

As set out at Paragraph 6.2 above, Robert Hodgson emailed a copy of the
Order to the email addresses listed in Schedule 3 of the Order on 23 July
2025 at 18:07 (in compliance with Paragraph 14.3 of the Order); and

As set out at Paragraph 6.1 above, the Claimant uploaded a copy of the

Order to the Heathrow website (www.heathrow.com/injunction) on 24 July

2025 (in compliance with Paragraph 14.4 of the Order).
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8. The Claimant did not need to take any action in respect of Paragraph 15
(redactions) of the Order as the Order does not contain any addresses of the

Defendants.
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.

DocuSigned by:

Philip Sprueer

Philip Keith Spencer
16 September 2025
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