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PRELIMINARY 

References 

[AB/X]: page x of the Application Bundle 

[IO/X]: paragraph x of the Injunction Order of Mr Justice Ritchie dated 24 May 2024 

(“Injunction Order”) [AB/15]. 

 

Suggested Pre-Reading (Time Estimate: 2 hours) 

1. Injunction Order [AB/15] 

2. HS2 and SoST v Persons Unknown [2024] EWHC 1277 (KB) (“Judgment”) [AB/32] 

3. 14th Witness Statement of Julie Dilcock dated X February 2025 (“Dilcock 14”) [AB/70] 

4. 3rd Witness Statement of John Groves dated X February 2025 (“Groves 3”) [AB/61] 

5. Draft Order [AB/79] 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

1. This is the Claimants’ skeleton argument for the discharge of the injunction order 

protecting the High Speed Rail 2 scheme (“HS2 Scheme”). It is proposed that this 

application may be determined on the papers in order to save public funds and court 

time. As is explained below, without this application, the relevant order would lapse 

in any event. Of course, if the Court wishes to hear submissions at a hearing, the 

Claimants will make those arrangements.  

 

2. On 20 September 2022, in response to the Claimants’ claim and application (“Claim”), 

Julian Knowles J made an order (“2022 Order”) which granted an interim 

precautionary injunction against the Defendants. The learned judge’s reasons are 

recorded in his judgment, HS2 and SoST v Persons Unknown [2022] EWHC 2360 (KB) 

[AB/81]. 

 
3. The 2022 Order was extended by Ritchie J on 31 May 2023 at a review hearing (“First 

Review Hearing” and “2023 Order”). 

 

4. The 2023 Order was extended again by Ritchie J on 24 May 2024 at a review hearing 

(“Second Review Hearing” and “Injunction Order”). The Injunction Order is the 

current order which protects the majority of the HS2 Scheme. In HS2 and SoST v 
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Persons Unknown [2024] EWHC 1277 (KB) (“Judgment”) [AB/32], the learned 

judge provided reasons why the Injunction Order was to be reduced to protect only 

Phase 1 of the HS2 Scheme. The protection of the injunction was withdrawn from 

Phases 2A of the HS2 Scheme. 

 

THE JUDGMENT 

 
5. The background to the HS2 Scheme, mapping and chronology is set out in detail in 

the Judgement at §4 - §14. For brevity, that background is not repeated. 

 

6. The approach to be taken to an injunction review hearing is addressed in §28 - §35. In 

particular, at §32 the learned judge held the Claimants still had to prove a real and 

imminent risk of serious harm, at §33 that the Court then needs to determine whether 

anything material has changed, and at §34, if something material has changed, then 

the Court needs to analyse those changes to determine whether the scope, details and 

need for the full interim injunction should be altered. 

 
7. At §36, the learned judge noted the introduction of the Public Order Act 2023 and the 

new offences which that Act introduced, and at §39 identified “clear and obvious 

changes which are material”, which were the announcement that Phases 2A and 2B 

were no longer going ahead, the new criminal offences, the fact that some HS2 

protesters have been imprisoned, and that no protester had applied for a final hearing. 

 
8. At §55, the learned judge found that there were no compelling reasons for continuing 

the injunction in respect of Phase 2A and found in particular that “the Claimants have 

failed fully to comply with their clear duty to inform the Court of material change 

which occurred when the Prime Minister announced Phase 2A would not be built” by 

waiting until the Second Review Hearing to raise that matter (See also §42 of the 

Judgment).  

 

THE APPLICATION TO DISCHARGE THE INJUNCTION 

 

9. The Claimants have taken careful note of the Judgment and are mindful of their 

general duties as beneficiaries of the Court’s protection. As explained in Groves 3, the 
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Claimants started the process of preparing evidence for the third review hearing in 

accordance with [IO/12 – 23]. As Mr Groves sets out at §18, the threat landscape in 

relation to unlawful direct action protest has changed significantly, and since the 

Second Review Hearing there has been no significant incident of unlawful direct 

action in relation to the HS2 Scheme, including on the elements of the HS2 Scheme 

which are no longer protected by the Injunction Order. 

 

10. Although the Injunction Order has a sunset date of 31 May 2025 [IO/2], the effect of 

the Judgment and other authorities (including Wolverhampton City Council v London 

Gypsies and Travellers [2023] UKSC 47 [AB/157]) is that the Claimants must keep 

the Injunction Order under review. It follows that if the Claimants form a view that 

the Injunction Order should be discharged, they are compelled to seek that discharge 

immediately rather than waiting to allow the Injunction Order to reach the sunset date. 

It is for that reason that the Claimants make this application to discharge the 

Injunction Order: the Claimants do not consider that there is compelling evidence that 

the injunctive relief continues to be necessary for the reasons set out in Groves 3 and 

Dilcock 14. Put simply, the Injunction Order has been so successful that the 

Claimants consider that it is no longer necessary. 

 
11. The Court will appreciate that that approach carries risk, and there are no guarantees 

that if the Injunction Order were to be discharged, direct action protest would not 

return to the HS2 Scheme. However, even taking account of that risk, the Claimants 

consider that would be appropriate for the Claimants to file a new claim and to make a 

fresh application for injunctive relief in the future if the Court’s protection were to be 

required. 

 
12. The Court will note [IO/18] that the Claim is stayed with liberty to restore. However, 

the possession claim has already been determined. There is no remaining claim to be 

brought to trial, as all the Claim ever entailed was the claim for the possession order, 

which was granted. To the extent that it is necessary to make provision in respect of 

the underlying Claim, the Court is respectfully asked to adopt the approach of Ritchie 

J at §56 – 57 of the Judgment – dispensing with the need for any Notice of 

Discontinuance and/or any requirement to serve the same.  
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13. The reality is that once the Injunction Order is discharged, there is nothing left to 

determine – it follows that despite the learned judge’s obiter comments at §59 

Judgment, there is nothing which could be brought to trial or be subject of a summary 

judgment application. It is for that reason that the Claimants seek discharge, rather 

than making an application for summary judgment on the Claim. 

 

THE DRAFT ORDER 

 
14. The draft order the Court is invited to make is simple: 

a. Paragraph 1 discharges the Injunction Order. 

b. Paragraph 2, to the extent necessary, makes clear that the underlying claim is 

discontinued. 

c. Paragraphs 3 – 4, again to the extent necessary, provide for filing and service 

of notices of discontinuance. 

d. Paragraph 5 provides for the service of the order on the few remaining named 

defendants and the persons unknown defendants. The information is collated 

on the HS2 Scheme’s webpages and it is submitted that it remains appropriate 

for this order to be served in the same manner. Notably, as the order is a 

discharge order it does not require personal service or have a penal notice 

within it. 

e. Paragraph 6 is included as a precautionary step to make explicit that the 

Claimants do not need to keep the RWI Injunction Updated Website online in 

perpetuity. 30 August 2025 has been identified as the date three months after 

the sunset date. 

f. Paragraph 7 provides for costs. The Claimants’ make provision for no order 

for costs, and no party, whether a defendant or not, has made any submissions 

or applications since the Injunction Order was made. No defences or any other 

step has been taken by any party. Accordingly, there are no third party costs 

for the Court to consider. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

15. The Court is respectfully invited to make the order sought, subject to any amendments 

the Court sees fit. 
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RICHARD KIMBLIN KC 

No 5 Chambers 

MICHAEL FRY 

Francis Taylor Building 

 

10 February 2025 
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On behalf of: Applicants/Claimants 
J.Groves 

3rd statement of witness 
Exhibits: JG3 

Date:  06.02.2025 

Claim No. QB-2022-BHM-000044

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE  
KINGS BENCH DIVISION 
BIRMINGHAM DISTRICT REGISTRY 

Between: 

(1) HIGH SPEED TWO (HS2) LIMITED
(2) THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT

Claimants/Applicants

-and- 

(1) NOT USED
(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN ENTERING OR REMAINING OR CAUSING AN OBJECT TO 

ENTER OR REMAIN WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS ON, IN, 
UNDER OR OVER THE HS2 LAND WITH THE EFFECT OF DAMAGING AND/OR 

DELAYING AND/OR HINDERING THE CLAIMANTS, THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, 
CONTRACTORS, SUB-CONTRACTORS, GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, 

INVITEES AND/OR EMPLOYEES
(3) PERSONS UNKNOWN OBSTRUCTING AND/OR INTERFERING WITH ACCESS TO 

AND/OR EGRESS FROM THE HS2 LAND IN CONNECTION WITH THE HS2 
SCHEME WITH OR WITHOUT VEHICLES, MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT, 

WITH THE EFFECT OF DAMAGING AND/OR DELAYING AND/OR HINDERING 
THE CLAIMANTS, THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, CONTRACTORS, SUB-
CONTRACTORS, GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, INVITEES AND/OR 

EMPLOYEES WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS
(4) PERSONS UNKNOWN CUTTING, DAMAGING, MOVING, CLIMBING ON OR 

OVER, DIGGING BENEATH OR REMOVING ANY ITEMS AFFIXED TO ANY 
TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT FENCING OR GATES ON OR AT THE 

PERIMETER OF THE HS2 LAND, OR DAMAGING, APPLYING ANY SUBSTANCE 
TO OR INTERFERING WITH ANY LOCK OR ANY GATE AT THE PERIMETER OF 

THE HS2 LAND WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS

AND 65 OTHER NAMED DEFENDANTS AS SET OUT IN THE SCHEDULE TO THE 
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM 

Defendants/Respondents 

THIRD WITNESS STATEMENT OF JOHN GROVES 

I, JOHN GROVES, of High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snow Hill, Snow Hill 

Queensway, Birmingham, B4 6GA, WILL SAY as follows: 
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1. I am the First Claimant’s Chief Security and Resilience Officer.  I am accountable for 

the delivery of corporate security support to the First Claimant in line with its security 

strategy, and the provision of advice on all security related matters.  This includes 

incident response, business continuity, cyber security, information assurance, physical 

security, personal security, personnel security and security of the future railway.   I am 

the senior representative on behalf of the First Claimant dealing with external security 

partners, such as the police, security representatives at the Department for Transport, 

National Protective Security Authority and relevant security authorities and agencies.  

I have been in this role since March 2022.  Prior to this I have extensive experience of 

security and resilience operations, with over 20 years’ experience leading the security 

and resilience functions of the Bank of England, UK Parliament and Government 

departments including Defra, No.10 Downing Street and the Home Office. 

2. I am authorised to make this statement in support of the Claimants’ application to 

discharge the injunction granted by the Order of Mr Justice Julian Knowles dated 

20.09.2022 and extended by the Orders of Mr Justice Ritchie dated 31.05.2023 and 

24.05.2024 (the “Injunction”). 

3. This statement has been prepared with the Claimants’ legal representatives. 

4. This statement is made from matters that are within my own knowledge and/or (unless 

other sources of information are stated) knowledge gained from my review of the First 

Claimant’s documents, incident reports logged on the First Claimant's HORACE and 

Trak Tik systems (these systems are explained in Dobson 2), reports by the First 

Claimant's security and legal teams and those of the First Claimant's contractors, as 

well as material obtained and reviewed from open-source internet and social media 

platforms.  In each case I believe them to be true.  The contents of this statement are 

true to the best of my knowledge and belief.  

5. There are now shown and produced to me marked JG3 true copies of documents to 

which I shall refer in this statement and which can be found at

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/hs2-route-wide-injunction-proceedings.

Page numbers without qualification refer to that exhibit.  
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6. In preparing this statement I have read the following witness statements filed 

previously in these proceedings: 

(a) Witness statement of Richard Jordan (“Jordan 1”) 

(b) First and Second witness statements of James Dobson (“Dobson 1” and “Dobson 

2”) 

(c) First to thirteenth witness statements of Julie Dilcock (“Dilcock 1” to “Dilcock 

13”) 

(d) My first and second witness statements (“Groves 1” and “Groves 2”) 

I have also reviewed the fourteenth witness Statement of Julie Dilcock (“Dilcock 14”) 

in draft.   

Defined terms used in this statement are the same as those defined in the Particulars of 

Claim and the above listed statements, unless separately defined in this statement. 

7. In this statement I will: 

7.1. Summarise the pattern of unlawful direct action by activists against the HS2 

Scheme prior to the imposition of the Injunction and the impact of the injunction 

on that unlawful direct action and the benefits that the HS2 Scheme, those working 

on it and the taxpayer have derived from that 

7.2. Update the court on the position regarding unlawful direct action by activists 

against the HS2 Scheme since the last renewal of the Injunction. 

8. In March 2022 in Jordan 1 my predecessor, Richard Jordan, described to the court how 

the Claimants and their contractors and sub-contractors had been subject to a near 

constant level of disruption to works on the HS2 Scheme, including trespass on and 

obstruction of access to the HS2 Land, since October 2017.  He described significant, 

prolonged and frequently violent incidents of trespass upon and obstruction of access 

to HS2 Land by the Defendants and their persistent encouragement of others to 

participate in such disruption.  The Defendants’ activities impeded the First Claimant’s 

staff, contractors and sub-contractors going about their lawful business on the HS2 

Land and hampered the work on the HS2 Scheme.  The Defendants’ activities created 

an unreasonably difficult, stressful and sometimes dangerous working environment for 
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those working on the HS2 Land and caused delays to works and extremely significant 

costs to the taxpayer totalling £121.62m up to the end of December 2021 (Jordan 1, 

para 14).  The HS2 Scheme is entirely funded by the Government and those additional 

costs were therefore borne by the public purse.  Examples of some of the unlawful 

direct action suffered by the Claimants were set out in the Judgment of Mr Justice 

Julian Knowles dated 20.09.2022. 

9. As I explained in Groves 1, costs continued to escalate, reaching £147.98m by the end 

of Q3 2022, when there was a notable change in the number and severity of incidents 

and the costs associated with dealing with those incidents.  At page 1 is a graph 

showing the change in direct action protest related incidents over time, from which it 

can be seen that there is a direct relationship between the imposition of the Injunction 

in September 2022 and the dramatic drop off of direct action incidents and a 

commensurate dramatic drop off in the costs associated with dealing with such 

incidents.   

10. The cumulative cost to the HS2 Scheme of dealing with direct action to date is plotted 

as a green line on the graphs presented at page 1 and the change in cost is correlated to 

gradient.  When the line is steeper, spend in that period is higher, if the gradient levels-

off spend is reducing. The graphs clearly show that since 01.10.22 the total cost has 

plateaued, and that the Injunction has had a significant impact in reducing the amount 

of taxpayer money being spent on dealing with unlawful direct action against the HS2 

Scheme. 

As I explained in Groves 2, even minor delay and disruption to complex civil engineering 

works, has the potential to cause a significant impact upon both cost and schedule, affecting 

the Claimants, the public purse and potentially the general public - specifically road and 

rail users.   Many of the First Claimant’s works around highways, utilities and railways are 

undertaken within narrow, time limited operating windows and booked closures for the 

existing infrastructure.   

11. More recently the First Claimant’s contractors have been engaged in complex bridge 

works crossing motorways in and around Birmingham and other A roads on the Phase 
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One route.  These works often require the full weekend closure of the road, with works 

being undertaken to very tight schedules to allow the re-opening of the motorway prior 

to peak commuter traffic on Monday morning. During such complex works, any delay, 

either by activists conducting direct action, such as climbing upon a vehicle, or by 

social media auditors flying drones at low levels, preventing safe lifting operations, is 

very likely to result in a significant and potentially severe delay to the schedule. 

12. A reasonable worst-case example for this type of work could see the First Claimants’ 

contractors being unable to undertake a bridge push (an operation where the main span 

of the bridge is pushed from one abutment to the other over the motorway) as planned. 

If such a scenario were to occur, then this operation would have to be delayed until 

another motorway closure, resulting in the traffic management, National Highways 

booking, bridge launch contractor, crane operators and other costs being duplicated.  In 

total, a failed weekend bridge push would likely incur costs in the region of £200,000 

and also result in additional public disruption as a result of additional road closures. 

13. I give this example to illustrate what a return to unlawful direct action could mean in 

terms of delays to the HS2 Scheme and additional costs to the public purse. 

14. In Groves 2 I set out how the Injunction had continued to have a positive impact, with 

the number of incidents and the cost of dealing with them continuing to plateau. In 

addition to a dramatic reduction in reactive security costs, the cost to the taxpayer of 

proactive security has also been significantly reduced as a result of the deterrent effect 

of the Injunction. 

15. A further impact of the Injunction that is not captured by the financial figures is the 

change in the working environment for staff and contractors.  In Jordan 1, the hostile, 

intimidating and often violent and dangerous work environment created by unlawful 

direct action for the Claimants’ staff and contractors was described.  The feedback from 

our staff and contractors is that the significant reduction in unlawful direct action 

activity has changed the perception of those working across the HS2 Scheme, who feel 

safer and no longer face the previous extraordinary levels of abuse whilst doing their 

jobs.
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16. The threat landscape in relation to unlawful direct action has altered since the 

Injunction was first imposed: 

16.1. As a result of the Injunction some activists opposed to the HS2 Scheme have 

abandoned direct action altogether and many have, instead, moved to campaign 

against other causes (as explained in Dobson 1 and Dobson 2).  Some have been 

imprisoned for direct action-related offences in relation to those campaigns.  For 

example, former D32 (Dr Larch Ian Maxey), who received a 3 year custodial 

sentence on 6.09.2024 having been convicted of intentionally or recklessly 

causing a public nuisance, in relation to his occupation of a tunnel beneath an 

access road to a Navigator Oil terminal in Thurrock for 13 days in September 

2022; and former D22 (Tristan Dixon), who received a 23 month custodial 

sentence having been convicted of conspiracy to commit criminal damage in 

relation to £1.2m of damage caused to a Teledyne Labtech factory in December 

2022.  Others are awaiting sentencing for such offences (for example D17 who 

was convicted of criminal damage in December 2024 in relation to direct action 

carried out with the Palestine Action Group in 2021 and is currently awaiting 

sentencing). 

16.2. The bringing into force of the Public Order Act 2023 appears to be having an 

impact on the threat landscape.  Whilst the 2003 Act is still in its infancy and 

the number of prosecutions taken is still low, it would appear that the existence 

of the offences set out in the Act and the significant sentences that they carry is 

having the effect at least in some cases of deterring participation in unlawful 

direct action. 

17. Since the Injunction over Phase One of the HS2 Scheme was renewed in May 2024, 

the HS2 Scheme has experienced no significant incidents of unlawful direct action.  

The court lifted the Injunction over Phase 2a in May 2024 and the Claimants have not 

experienced a return to unlawful direct action in relation to the land held in connection 

with that phase of the HS2 Scheme since the Injunction was lifted. 

18. Accordingly, the Claimants have reviewed the position with regard to the continuing 

need for the Injunction over Phase One of the HS2 Scheme and have concluded that it 

is appropriate to make an application for it to be discharged. 
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19. The Claimants hope that the change in behaviour that the Injunction has brought about 

is a permanent one and that there will be no return to unlawful direct action against the 

HS2 Scheme when the Injunction is discharged and that it will not be necessary for the 

Claimants to seek the assistance of the court in the form of injunctive relief again. 

Statement of Truth  

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

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

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

belief in its truth. 

Signed:…………………………………………… 

JOHN GROVES 

Dated: 6 February 2025 
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On behalf of: Applicants/Claimants 
J.A Dilcock 

14th statement of witness 
Exhibits: JAD16 
Date: 07.02.2025 

Claim No. QB-2022-BHM-000044

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE  
KINGS BENCH DIVISION 
BIRMINGHAM DISTRICT REGISTRY 

Between: 

(1) HIGH SPEED TWO (HS2) LIMITED
(2) THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT

Claimants

-and- 

(1) NOT USED
(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN ENTERING OR REMAINING OR CAUSING AN OBJECT TO 

ENTER OR REMAIN WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS ON, IN OR 
UNDER THE HS2 LAND WITH THE EFFECT OF DAMAGING AND/OR DELAYING 

AND/OR HINDERING THE CLAIMANTS, THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, 
CONTRACTORS, SUB-CONTRACTORS, GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, 

INVITEES AND/OR EMPLOYEES

(3) PERSONS UNKNOWN OBSTRUCTING AND/OR INTERFERING WITH ACCESS TO 
AND/OR EGRESS FROM THE HS2 LAND IN CONNECTION WITH THE HS2 
SCHEME WITH OR WITHOUT VEHICLES, MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT, 

WITH THE EFFECT OF DAMAGING AND/OR DELAYING AND/OR HINDERING 
THE CLAIMANTS, THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, CONTRACTORS, SUB-
CONTRACTORS, GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, INVITEES AND/OR 

EMPLOYEES WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS

(4) PERSONS UNKNOWN CUTTING, DAMAGING, MOVING, CLIMBING ON OR 
OVER, DIGGING BENEATH OR REMOVING ANY ITEMS AFFIXED TO ANY 

TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT FENCING OR GATES ON OR AT THE 
PERIMETER OF THE HS2 LAND, OR DAMAGING, APPLYING ANY SUBSTANCE 

TO OR INTERFERING WITH ANY LOCK OR ANY GATE AT THE PERIMETER OF 
THE HS2 LAND WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS

AND 65 OTHER NAMED DEFENDANTS AS SET OUT IN THE SCHEDULE TO THE 
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM 

Defendants 

_______________________________________________________________________________

FOURTEENTH WITNESS STATEMENT OF JULIE AMBER DILCOCK 

I, JULIE AMBER DILCOCK, of High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snow Hill, Snow 

Hill Queensway, Birmingham, B4 6GA WILL SAY as follows: 
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1. I am a solicitor of the Senior Courts of England and Wales and employed by the First 

Claimant as Head Counsel – Land and Property.  My role involves advising the First 

Claimant and instructing and assisting external legal advisers advising and representing 

the First Claimant and in that capacity my role includes instructing our external legal 

advisers, DLA Piper UK LLP, in relation to the conduct of these proceedings.  I am 

authorised to make this, my Fourteenth Witness Statement, on behalf of the Claimants. 

2. I make this statement in support of the Claimants’ application to discharge the 

injunction granted by the Order of Mr Justice Julian Knowles dated 20.09.2022 and 

extended by the Orders of Mr Justice Ritchie dated 31.05.2023 and 24.05.2024 (the 

“Injunction”). 

3. This statement has been prepared with the Claimants’ legal representatives. 

4. This statement contains matters that are within my own knowledge, whether directly 

or resulting from matters reported to me – both orally and in writing.  Where matters 

are based upon information received from a third party I identify the third party source 

and why I believe the truth of the matters stated. 

5. There are now shown and produced to me marked JAD16 true copies of documents to 

which I shall refer in this statement and which can be found at 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/hs2-route-wide-injunction-proceedings. 

Page numbers without qualification refer to that exhibit. 

6. In preparing this statement I have read the following witness statements filed 

previously in these proceedings: 

(a) Witness Statement of Richard Jordan (“Jordan 1”) 

(b) First and second witness statements of James Dobson (“Dobson 1” and “Dobson 

2”) 

(c) First and second witness statements of John Groves (“Groves 1” and “Groves 

2”) 

(d) My first to thirteenth witness statements (“Dilcock 1” to “Dilcock 13”) 

I have also reviewed the Third Witness Statement of John Groves (“Groves 3”).  
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Defined terms used in this statement are the same as those defined in the Particulars 

of Claim and the above listed statements, unless separately defined in this statement. 

Purpose and scope of this statement 

7. In this statement I will: 

7.1. Explain the history of these proceedings; 

7.2. Summarise the procedural position of these proceedings; 

7.3. Explain the reason for the Claimants’ application to discharge the Injunction; and 

7.4. Give an overview of the current position on the HS2 Scheme. 

History of these proceedings 

8. These proceedings were initiated on 28.03.2022 by the Claimants under CPR Part 55 

as a claim for possession of the Cash’s Pit Land and an application within those 

proceedings for an injunction across the HS2 Land (“the Route-wide Injunction 

Application”). There was an initial hearing on 05.04.2022 at which the matter was 

adjourned. There was a further hearing on 11.04.2022 at which the Cotter Order was 

made, ordering that possession of the Cash’s Pit Land be given to the Claimants (“the 

Final Possession Order”) and imposing an injunction over the Cash’s Pit Land 

restraining trespass, obstruction of access and other matters (“the CPL Injunction”). 

The Claimants’ Route-wide Injunction Application was listed for a directions hearing. 

9. The directions hearing took place on 28.04.2022 before Mr Justice Julian Knowles. 

The substantive hearing of the Claimants’ Route-wide Injunction Application then took 

place on 26.05.2022 and 27.05.2022, following which judgment was reserved. 

Judgment was then handed down and the Injunction made on 20.09.2022. D6 applied 

to the Court of Appeal for permission to appeal and that application was refused on 

09.12.2022.   

10. In the period immediately following the substantive hearing of the Claimants’ 

application for an injunction, the Claimants issued applications for committal for 

contempt against 7 Defendants for breaching the CPL Injunction (the “Cash’s Pit 
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Contempt”). The hearing of those applications took place on 25.07.2022 to 

28.07.2022, with 2 Defendants giving undertakings to the court and 4 given immediate 

or suspended custodial sentences. The remaining Defendant’s case was adjourned to a 

further hearing on 22.09.2022 to 23.09.2022 at which an immediate custodial sentence 

was imposed on him.  

11. As originally made, the Injunction was expressed to be in force until 23:59 on 

31.05.2023 with express provision for a hearing to take place between 15.05.2023 and 

31.05.2023 to determine whether there was a continued threat which justified the 

continuation of the Injunction.  The Injunction also gave the Claimants liberty to apply 

to extend or vary the Injunction or for further directions. 

12. In due course there was a hearing on 16.05.2023 (“First Review Hearing”) in which 

the Claimants applied to extend the Injunction. The order extending the Injunction was 

made on 31.05.2023 by Mr Justice Ritchie, which extended the Injunction for a further 

12 months to 31.05.2024 and varied some of the terms of the Injunction (for example, 

in respect of adding and removing land from the scope of the Injunction).   

13. At a hearing on 15.05.24, the Claimants applied again to extend the Injunction 

(“Second Review Hearing”). 

14. The Second Review Hearing was before Mr Justice Ritchie. The Judge found that there 

was insufficient evidence that any of the remaining 5 named defendants or anti-High 

Speed 2 persons unknown would wish to interfere with Phase 2A of the Scheme, on 

the basis that the Government had made announcements that it would not pursue that 

part of the HS2 route and the Claimants had not notified the Court of this material 

change with sufficient haste. For that reason, the Injunction in respect of Phase 2A was 

discharged, but the Injunction in respect of Phase 1 of the Scheme was extend for a 

further 12 months until 23.59 on 31.05.25.    

15. Once again, the Judge permitted further minor amendments to the Injunction, to cover 

the threat of drones, and to remove 14 named defendants from the Injunction.  

16. Since the making of the Injunction on 24.05.24 (and indeed, other than D6 at the First 

and Second Review Hearings, since the Injunction was first made in 2022), no-one has 
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applied to vary or discharge it pursuant to the provisions at paragraph 14 of the 

Injunction and no-one has filed an acknowledgment of service.   

The procedural position of these proceedings 

17. The genesis of these proceedings was the CPR Part 55 possession claim over the Cash’s 

Pit Land. The Claimants were successful in that claim and granted the Final Possession 

Order. As part of those proceedings, an N244 application for an interim injunction was 

made to restrain trespass and associated unlawful activity which (as set out in the claim 

and supporting evidence, the Claimants reasonably feared would spread to the rest of 

the HS2 Land, as part of the relief required in the possession claim, which was then 

listed for directions and eventually came before Mr Justice Julian Knowles. As noted 

above, the Injunction was then made. 

18. Mr Justice Ritchie at the Second Review Hearing did not hear full argument on the 

procedural position. However, the possession claim is at an end. The Claimants were 

the successful party, in that they were granted a final order for possession and the 

Injunction. It follows that there is no claim to discontinue. All that remains is the 

Injunction, which on its own terms can be discharged or allowed to lapse under the 

sunset clause on 31.05.25.  

The reason for the Claimants application to discharge the Injunction 

19. Given the duties and directions given in the Injunction and noting the freestanding and 

ongoing duty which the Claimants have to keep the Injunction under review, the 

Claimants seek to discharge the Injunction ahead of the sunset date for the reasons set 

out in Groves 3: in short, the Injunction has been hugely successful and, it is hoped, no 

longer needed, on which basis no extension is required. However, since the Claimants 

have reached that conclusion as to the necessity of the Injunction based on current 

evidence, the Claimants are compelled to seek discharge of the Injunction now, hence 

this application.   

20. In respect of the named defendants, at the Second Review Hearing, Mr Justice Ritchie 

dispensed with the need for the Claimants to file and serve a Notice of Discontinuance 
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pursuant to CPR 38.3(1)(a) and 6.28 and in respect of D6, “to the extent it is necessary” 

granted the Claimants relief from sanctions and expressly permitted the Claimants to 

remove D6 as a named defendant without the need for filing and serving a notice of 

discontinuance (which was similarly dispensed with pursuant to CPR 38.3(1)(a) and 

6.28).   

21. There remain 5 named defendants in the Injunction order. None have engaged with the 

review hearings, served any acknowledgement of service, or taken any other steps in 

respect of the Injunction. Nor have they breached the Injunction and the Claimants are 

not aware of any specific threat that any of the named defendants will do so in the 

future. 

22. It would be remiss of me not to make clear in this witness statement that the Claimants 

seek to discharge the Injunction based on the evidence they have at the date of the 

application to discharge. As I set out below, the HS2 Scheme continues to be 

constructed and if evidence emerges of an actual or anticipated threat of trespass and/or 

direct action protest, then the Claimants will seek a new injunction by way of a new 

application following the process that has now been refined and clarified following the 

decision in Wolverhampton.  

Overview of the current position on the HS2 Scheme 

23. In Dilcock 11 I outlined the stages of construction of the HS2 Scheme and broadly 

what was involved in those stages.  In order assist with orientation I have exhibited a 

map showing the route of the HS2 Scheme at page 1. 

24. Construction of the main civil engineering works continues apace on Phase One of the 

HS2 Scheme and the majority of the HS2 Land is under construction works.  Major 

pieces of infrastructure such as viaducts, bridges and tunnels are significantly 

progressed and some are completed or nearing completion.  The HS2 Scheme is 

preparing to move into the phase of installation of rail systems.  The position with 

regard to Phase 2 is under review following the change in Government at the last 

general election.  The land already acquired in respect of Phase 2 remains in the 

ownership of the Second Claimant. 
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Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts in this witness statements 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 ……………………………… 

Name:  JULIE AMBER DILCOCK 

Dated: 7 February 2025 
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On behalf of: Applicants/Claimants 
J.A Dilcock 

14th statement of witness 
Exhibits: JAD16 
Date: 07.02.2025 

Claim No. QB-2022-BHM-000044

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE  
KINGS BENCH DIVISION 
BIRMINGHAM DISTRICT REGISTRY 

Between: 

(1) HIGH SPEED TWO (HS2) LIMITED
(2) THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT

Claimants

-and- 

(1) NOT USED
(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN ENTERING OR REMAINING OR CAUSING AN OBJECT TO 

ENTER OR REMAIN WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS ON, IN OR 
UNDER THE HS2 LAND WITH THE EFFECT OF DAMAGING AND/OR DELAYING 

AND/OR HINDERING THE CLAIMANTS, THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, 
CONTRACTORS, SUB-CONTRACTORS, GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, 

INVITEES AND/OR EMPLOYEES

(3) PERSONS UNKNOWN OBSTRUCTING AND/OR INTERFERING WITH ACCESS TO 
AND/OR EGRESS FROM THE HS2 LAND IN CONNECTION WITH THE HS2 
SCHEME WITH OR WITHOUT VEHICLES, MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT, 

WITH THE EFFECT OF DAMAGING AND/OR DELAYING AND/OR HINDERING 
THE CLAIMANTS, THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, CONTRACTORS, SUB-
CONTRACTORS, GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, INVITEES AND/OR 

EMPLOYEES WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS

(4) PERSONS UNKNOWN CUTTING, DAMAGING, MOVING, CLIMBING ON OR 
OVER, DIGGING BENEATH OR REMOVING ANY ITEMS AFFIXED TO ANY 

TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT FENCING OR GATES ON OR AT THE 
PERIMETER OF THE HS2 LAND, OR DAMAGING, APPLYING ANY SUBSTANCE 

TO OR INTERFERING WITH ANY LOCK OR ANY GATE AT THE PERIMETER OF 
THE HS2 LAND WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS

AND 65 OTHER NAMED DEFENDANTS AS SET OUT IN THE SCHEDULE TO THE 
PARTICULARS OF CLAIM 

Defendants 

_______________________________________________________________________________

EXHIBIT JAD16 
TO THE 

FOURTEENTH WITNESS STATEMENT OF JULIE AMBER DILCOCK 
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Claim No. QB-2022-BHM-000044 
 
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE    
KINGS BENCH DIVISION 
BIRMINGHAM DISTRICT REGISTRY 
 
Between: 
 

(1) HIGH SPEED TWO (HS2) LIMITED 
(2) THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT 

 
Claimants/Applicants 

 
-and- 

 
(1) NOT USED 

(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN ENTERING OR REMAINING OR CAUSING AN 
OBJECT TO ENTER OR REMAIN WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE 

CLAIMANTS ON, IN, UNDER OR OVER THE HS2 LAND WITH THE EFFECT 
OF DAMAGING AND/OR DELAYING AND/OR HINDERING THE CLAIMANTS, 
THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, CONTRACTORS, SUB-CONTRACTORS, GROUP 

COMPANIES, LICENSEES, INVITEES AND/OR EMPLOYEES 
(3) PERSONS UNKNOWN OBSTRUCTING AND/OR INTERFERING WITH 
ACCESS TO AND/OR EGRESS FROM THE HS2 LAND IN CONNECTION WITH 

THE HS2 SCHEME WITH OR WITHOUT VEHICLES, MATERIALS AND 
EQUIPMENT, WITH THE EFFECT OF DAMAGING AND/OR DELAYING 
AND/OR HINDERING THE CLAIMANTS, THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, 

CONTRACTORS, SUB-CONTRACTORS, GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, 
INVITEES AND/OR EMPLOYEES WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE 

CLAIMANTS 
(4) PERSONS UNKNOWN CUTTING, DAMAGING, MOVING, CLIMBING ON OR 

OVER, DIGGING BENEATH OR REMOVING ANY ITEMS AFFIXED TO ANY 
TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT FENCING OR GATES ON OR AT THE 

PERIMETER OF THE HS2 LAND, OR DAMAGING, APPLYING ANY 
SUBSTANCE TO OR INTERFERING WITH ANY LOCK OR ANY GATE AT THE 

PERIMETER OF THE HS2 LAND WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE 
CLAIMANTS 

 
AND 65 OTHER NAMED DEFENDANTS AS SET OUT IN THE SCHEDULE TO 

THE PARTICULARS OF CLAIM 
 

Defendants/Respondents 

 

 

[DRAFT] ORDER 
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UPON the Claimants’ application dated X February 2025 to discharge the Order of Mr 

Justice Ritchie dated 24 May 2024 (“Injunction Order”). 

FURTHER TO the Orders made in these proceedings by Julian Knowles J on 20 September 

2022, by Ritchie J on 31 May 2023 and the Injunction Order. 

AND UPON considering the written submissions and evidence of the Claimants 

IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

1. The Injunction Order is discharged 

2. Claim no: QB-2022-BHM-000044 is discontinued 

3. Pursuant to CPR 38.3(1)(a) the requirement for the Claimants to file notice of 

discontinuance on any party is dispensed with 

4. Pursuant to CPR 6.28 the requirement for the Claimants to serve notice of 

discontinuance is dispensed with 

5. Service of this Order on the Defendants shall be by placing it in a prominent location 

on the RWI Injunction Updated Website 

(https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/hs2-route-wide-injunction-proceedings) 

6. From 30 August 2025, the Claimants have liberty to remove the RWI Injunction 

Updated Website.   

7. No order as to costs. 

MADE ON [DATE] 

BY [JUDGE] 
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