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1.0 Introduction

1.1 The Campaign to Close Campsfield (referred to hereafter as “the Campaign”) has been in 
existence for over 20 years, since before Campsfield opened as an immigration detention centre. In 
campaigning for over 20 years it has built up considerable expertise about how Campsfield and the 
immigration detention estate in general operate and have operated. Its aims, strategies and priorities 
are as follows:

Aims:

• Close Campsfield, other detention centres, and detention wings in prisons 
• Stop immigration detentions and imprisonment 
• Stop racist deportations 
• Repeal immigration laws which reinforce racism 

Strategies:

The campaign believes in peaceful protest. At monthly public planning meetings, we plan what we 
are going to do.

We have three priorities:
• To build up local public support and awareness of the issues 
• To give the detainees moral support and show that we welcome them here 
• To work with other organisations nationally to achieve the aims of the campaign 

More information can be found at http://closecampsfield.wordpress.com/home/

1.2 For the purposes of this paper, the issues discussed will be limited to those raised by planning 
application 14/01178/F, and which are relevant to a planning decision. Since the “Needs Case” 
which forms part of the application argues that the supposed need to increase immigration detention
capacity in the UK constitutes Very Special Circumstances for building on the Green Belt, this 
necessarily includes a discussion as to whether this “Needs Case” is credible.

http://closecampsfield.wordpress.com/home/


2.0 Executive Summary

2.1 The general grounds given within the application for building within the Green Belt do not 
apply in this case, and the application is not in accordance with the Local Plan. Because of the 
controversial nature of immigration detention, and the impact on the reputation of the area, it may 
also hinder the aims of the Local Plan.

2.2 There is no “Need” for additional bed spaces in the detention estate and therefore no Very 
Special Circumstances which could justify building within Green Belt land. The “Needs Case” 
supplied in Appendix D and supported in other parts of the Planning Statement is not supported 
from evidence. While there is no precedent for Home Office policy on detention constituting a 
“Need” to build on Green Belt land, there is also a strong case against an existing Need using the 
Home Office's own published statistics. There is also a likelihood that Home Office policy, which 
forms the basis of the “Needs Case”, will change in the near future. Judging by existing use of 
detention, additional bed spaces are also likely to be used for unlawful purposes, which cannot 
constitute a Need. We also provide specific arguments against many of the assertions made in the 
“Needs Case”. Many of the assertions made are flawed, some are erroneous or contradictory, and 
almost all are controversial and politically contested. Overall, the “Needs Case” is not sufficiently 
reliable to provide VSC for building within Green Belt land. No Need has been established, and 
there is a strong prima facie case that there is no Need. We expect that the decision of the Planning 
Authority will make this clear, as well as refusing the application on other grounds.

2.3 The Home Office has not made sufficient efforts to explore alternative sites. It is likely that 
alternative sites are available and could be utilised. The criteria used to find the best site have 
clearly been designed to support a development at Campsfield.

2.4 The design of the building suggests it will not be used in accordance with the assurances given 
in the application.

2.5 The new buildings would constitute a visual intrusion into the open countryside, particularly due
to the height of the main block, which the application is deemed to lack viability without.

2.6 The impact of the development on foul drainage could have an extremely adverse impact on 
residents of Evenlode Crescent and the assurances given, without offering any means of achieving 
them, are not adequate.

2.7 The development would result in significant additional traffic during peak time in the early 
evening, and likely additional traffic due to wrong turns in the residential part of Evenlode 
Crescent, especially during the construction phase when staff and visitors would want to avoid 
being held up by construction traffic.

2.8 The proposed development would change the character of Campsfield House, making it one of 
the three largest immigration detention centres in Europe. Security incidents would increase, since 
most protests and riots in detention are linked to the fact of detention rather than facilities. The 
centre would attract more and bigger protests both inside and outside of detention, with noise and 
disruption causing an adverse impact on local residents.

2.9 For all the above reasons, the application should be refused.



3.0 Green Belt

3.1 It is admitted that the development falls within the Green Belt. However, the planning statement
makes claims that there are exceptions which apply to the development, and that the development is
in accordance with local guidance. We submit that this is not true.

3.2 It is claimed on page 16 of the Planning Statement, paragraphs 5.7 and 5.8, that two exceptions 
permitting the construction of new buildings in Green Belt apply to the development: the 
replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially larger 
than the one it replaces, and limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local 
community needs under policies set out in the Local Plan. However, the plans clearly show three 
distinct, new buildings – North Block, East Block and Main Block. These do not replace existing 
buildings. Even if perceived as part of the same facility, the resulting facility would clearly be 
materially larger than the existing facility, as a result of all the works proposed. While the proposed 
use is categorised as residential, the rooms are not intended as affordable housing for local residents
nor would local residents want to live at Campsfield House. The intention of this exception is 
clearly not to allow villages to be infilled with detention facilities. Clearly, no exception applies 
which would permit the construction of new buildings in Green Belt.

3.3 The Planning Statement (paragraphs 5.11 on page 17, 6.25 and 6.26 on page 28, and 6.63 on 
page 35) correctly points out that the Council have identified the surrounding area, including the 
development site, for review to release land from the Green Belt. However, this review has not yet 
taken place and it would be inappropriate to prejudge the results ahead of any consultation process 
and decision. As things stand, the development is within the Green Belt and should be judged 
accordingly.

3.4 The Planning Statement repeatedly suggests (paragraphs 5.11 – 5.16 on pages 17-18, 6.62 and 
6.63 on page 35 and 7.4 on page 38) that because the development would provide additional 
employment, it is in accordance with new Local Plan policies which call for a review of the Green 
Belt in order to permit land to be used for employment use. This is disingenuous and displays a lack
of understanding as to what the new Local Plan actually says.

3.5 Paragraphs C.191a, C.192, C.193, C.194 and C.194a of the new Local Plan (found on pages 167
and 168) suggest that exceptional circumstances are considered to exist to justify a small scale local 
review of the Green Belt to support the provision of land in Kidlington, and linking with Begbroke 
Science Park, for hi-tech university spin-outs which help pave the way for a wider high value, 
economic base and improve the quality of the employment offer. The proposed development does 
not offer hi-tech jobs and does not improve the quality of the employment offer. It offers primarily 
unskilled and low-skilled jobs (the majority of which are Detention Officer roles). Clearly, this is 
not what is envisaged by the Local Plan. Exceptional circumstances leading to the need for a small 
scale review of the Green Belt are specifically limited in paragraph C.194 to “higher value 
employment uses in the research and development sector.” It is clear that the proposed development
does not qualify.  The development is not in accordance with new Local Plan policies.

3.6 The proposed development fundamentally changes the character of the existing facility. By 
more than doubling its capacity, it will become one of the largest immigration detention facilities in 
Europe. Whereas the existing facility attracts a monthly protest of up to 20 people, an annual 
demonstration of up to 100, and ad hoc protests when suicides, hunger strikes and other serious 
incidents take place within the site, centres comparable to the proposed facility attract more 
attention and much larger protests. For example, Harmondsworth, run by the same company as 
Campsfield, attracts regular “Surround Harmondsworth” demonstrations attended by 100+ 
protesters and which involve simultaneous protests inside and outside of the facility. As 



immigration detention is highly controversial, any businesses considering investing in land 
adjoining the site may be concerned about reputational damage as well as security. It could be 
argued that academics are particularly likely to be susceptible to concerns. A recent letter calling for
Campsfield to be shut was signed by 9 heads of Oxford colleges and 61 other senior academics at 
the University of Oxford. This is particularly relevant as paragraph C.194a of the new Local Plan 
specifically refers to the role of the University of Oxford in any employment use of the surrounding 
land. Not only is the development not in accordance with new Local Plan policies, it may also 
reduce the likelihood that surrounding land can be used in accordance with them.

3.7 The Planning Statement also argues that there is a Needs Case which demonstrates Very Special 
Circumstances for building within Green Belt land. This, and the argument that there is no other site
suitable in the whole of the UK, will be dealt with in separate sections.



4.0 The “Needs Case”

4.1 The Planning Statement argues that a “Needs Case” provided in Appendix D identifies a 
demand for additional bed spaces within the detention estate to accommodate migrants prior to their
removal from the UK, and provides very special circumstances (VSC) which justify development 
within the Green Belt. Although the application does not give a consistent explanation for the 
demand, it is said to be based on modelling which is not supplied, and to result from “enhanced 
enforcement activity, and the desire to decrease bed spaces currently utilised within prisons, which 
are not considered appropriate for 'IRC' detainees” (paragraph 1.3 on page 6 of the Planning 
Statement).

4.2 We submit that there is no need for additional bed spaces within the detention estate and 
as such, no VSC justifying development within the Green Belt. While the Campaign opposes 
immigration detention and deportations on a principled basis, and believes that the objective of 
increasing removals could never justify development within the Green Belt, we here argue from 
evidence that additional bed spaces within the detention estate would not help the Home Office 
meet its objective of increasing removals. We will develop a prima facie case that an increase in 
detention capacity is not needed (paragraphs 4.3 – 4.8 below), before showing that the “Needs 
Case” in Appendix D of the Planning Statement is flawed, controversial, contradictory, erroneous, 
not supported by evidence and does not provide a robust case for a Need justifying development 
within the Green Belt.

4.3 While detention capacity increases, enforced removals decrease. The most recent Quarterly 
Immigration Statistics, for April to June 2014, states that: “Enforced removals from the UK 
decreased by 12% to 12,415 in the year ending June 2014 compared with the previous 12 months 
(14,159). This represents the lowest figure since the series began in 2004.”1 This represents a trend: 
in four of five years since 2009, enforced removals have decreased, and the overall trend is 
downwards. Meanwhile, detention capacity has risen consistently over this period, with 800 extra 
spaces created in the last year alone. Potential reasons for this may be disputed; we offer some 
plausible explanations below. However, the statistics are clear. There is little or no relation 
between the number of bed spaces in the detention estate and the number of forced removals 
which actually take place. Even if the trend in decreasing enforced removals should not continue, 
the evidence since 2009 suggests that this may not have anything to do with any increase in 
detention capacity.

4.4 The number of voluntary departures is increasing. The same Quarterly Immigration Statistics 
state that: “In the year ending June 2014, there was an increase of 12% in total voluntary departures,
to 37,216, compared with the previous year (33,276). This category has represented the largest 
proportion of those departing from the UK since the end of 2009. The retrospective nature of data-
matching exercises that are undertaken in counting for some voluntary departures means that the 
figures for the latest periods are particularly subject to upward revision (see the section ‘About the 
figures’).”2 This also represents a trend. Voluntary departures have increased in four of five years 
since 2009 and the overall trend is upwards. Voluntary departure does not require detention. If these
trends continue – enforced removals decreasing while voluntary departures increase, fewer 
bed spaces will be needed in the detention estate. There is therefore no Need for additional bed
spaces which can justify building within the Green Belt.

4.5 The Home Office already uses detention space wastefully, detaining people who cannot be 
removed, causing suffering to those detained and wasting taxpayer money. The Quarterly 

1 Immigration statistics, April to June 2014, https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/immigration-statistics-april-to-
june-2014 

2 Ibid.

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/immigration-statistics-april-to-june-2014
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/immigration-statistics-april-to-june-2014


Immigration Statistics states: “There was a continuing decline in the proportion of detainees being 
removed from 59% in the year ending June 2013 to 56% in the year ending June 2014. There was 
an increase in the proportion of detainees granted temporary admission or release, from 34% to 36%
over the same period.”3 36% of detainees, then, could not be removed and should never have been 
detained in the first place. Independent researchers Matrix Evidence found in 2012 that £75.5 
million is wasted per year on detaining migrants who are subsequently released, equivalent to the 
costs of running three detention centres.4 If these people were identified earlier and released, fewer 
bed spaces would be required within the detention estate. It may be that increasing the number of
available bed spaces in the detention estate provides a disincentive for the Home Office to use 
its resources efficiently and encourages the warehousing of migrants without judgement as to 
whether their detention is necessary or will lead to removal.

4.6 A Parliamentary Inquiry into the use of Immigration Detention is due to report early next year. 
Amongst other issues it will consider alternatives to detention, and the impact of indefinite 
immigration detention. It could make sweeping recommendations including a time limit on the use 
of detention, judicial oversight over the decision to detain, and wider use of alternatives to 
detention, which would radically alter projections as to the number of bed spaces required within 
the detention estate. The “Needs Case” is therefore premature. Several groups, under the umbrella 
of the Detention Forum, have called for a moratorium on detention expansion until the Inquiry has 
reported. Depending on the Parliamentary Inquiry's recommendations, it could be that the 
“Needs Case” is redundant in less than a year. Permission to build within the Green Belt 
should not be given on such a flimsy basis.

4.7 “International and European law state that detention of migrants should be an exceptional 
measure of last resort... The Home Office's own Enforcement Instructions and Guidance Chaper 55 
states that “d(etention must be used sparingly, and for the shortest period necessary.” (55.1.3.).”5 An
increase in bed spaces in detention will encourage the growing use of immigration detention as a 
routine measure, leaving the Home Office in breach of its own guidelines and the UK in breach of 
international and European law. We submit that neither illegal acts (routine detention), nor a 
development which would facilitate them, can constitute a Need which would permit 
development on Green Belt land.

4.8 We submit then that there is no need for additional bed spaces within the detention estate 
as there is no evidence to suggest these will result in a greater number of enforced removals. It
is more likely to encourage the Home Office to use its resources less efficiently and to a higher 
proportion of people who cannot be removed and are subsequently released being detained. It 
will also encourage the routine use of detention in contravention of international and 
European law. Alternatives to detention are also available to the Home Office. There is 
therefore no Need for additional bed spaces within detention that can justify building on the 
Green Belt.

4.9 We now turn to the specific issues raised by the “Needs Case” found in Appendix D of the 
Planning Statement and referred to elsewhere in the Planning Statement.

4.10 The application puts forward the “Needs Case” as the central factor which permits 
development within Green Belt land. The “Needs Case” is essentially Home Office policy, not a 

3 Ibid.
4 Matrix Evidence (2012), An economic analysis of alternatives to long-term detention, p4,  

http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/10/Matrix-Detention-Action-Economic-Analysis-
0912.pdf 

5 Detention Forum (2014), Briefing paper – Call for a moratorium on the detention expansion, 
http://detentionforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Detention-Forum-briefing-paper-Nov-2014-detention-
expansion.pdf 

http://detentionforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Detention-Forum-briefing-paper-Nov-2014-detention-expansion.pdf
http://detentionforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Detention-Forum-briefing-paper-Nov-2014-detention-expansion.pdf
http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/10/Matrix-Detention-Action-Economic-Analysis-0912.pdf
http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/10/Matrix-Detention-Action-Economic-Analysis-0912.pdf


planning argument.  However, it also writes off any objections to the “Needs Case”, saying that they
are not valid because they are objections to government policy, not planning arguments. (The 
Statement of Community Involvement, in paragraph 3.2 on page 7, states that “The campaign 
groups and several other attendees raised the issue of immigration and the need for detention as a 
concern. However, this is a matter for Government Policy other than the planning application 
proposals.”) This is not consistent. Either the entire “Needs Case” is invalid, or the planning 
authority must consider arguments against the “Needs Case” as part of the planning process and 
make a judgement as to whether there is a genuine Need for additional bed spaces in the detention 
estate, whether this Need can only be provided for on the proposed site, and whether any Need 
constitutes Very Special Circumstances which would permit development within Green Belt land. If
the answer to one or more of these questions is negative, the application should be refused.

4.11 The Planning Statement attempts to bolster the credibility of the “Needs Case” by insinuating 
that planning officers thought the stated need was a valid Need which constitutes VSC: “In addition 
to the public consultation, a pre-application submission was made to the Council and a number of 
meetings held with officers, including one on site... Officers concluded that the needs evidence 
presented could provide a very special circumstances case.” (Paragraph 6.69 on page 37 of the 
Planning Statement.) Without second-guessing the intentions of the planning officers present, we 
submit that the statement that the needs evidence presented “could” provide VSC, was a cautious 
statement designed not to rule out the possibility. As planning officers are not experts in 
immigration policy, they could not be expected to rule on whether the needs evidence provided was 
reliable without inviting submissions such as this one.

4.12 The Planning Statement stresses that two other applications have been accepted on the basis of 
a Needs Case. However, this is misleading. The Need, and the impact of the developments in 
question were different. One was on the existing site but did not extend so far to the West and was 
only two storeys in height: it did not therefore have such a big impact on the Green Belt. Crucially, 
the Need was different. The new building was to contain multi-faith, education and workshop 
facilities. The Need related to the welfare of detainees and not to the objective to remove more 
people from the UK. It did not change the character of the facility by making it the biggest 
immigration detention facility in the UK. The second application cited was not on the existing or 
the proposed site, but at Bicester on a brownfield site! Planning officers did not have to decide 
whether a Needs Case constituted VSC to build on Green Belt land, because the site was not within 
Green Belt land. As the application admits, no other immigration detention facility in the UK is 
situated within Green Belt land. This application is therefore unprecedented in trying to 
establish a Needs Case for additional bed spaces within the detention estate which can 
constitute VSC for building on Green Belt land. This is the first time planning officers have 
been asked to make such a decision. There is no precedent suggesting the approach is valid or 
should be accepted. It is a novel tactic by the Home Office.

4.13 The entire “Needs Case” is based on modelling which is not supplied together with the 
application. Paragraph 6.4 on page 21 of the Planning Statement states that “Modelling by the 
Home Office has indicated that an estate of just over 5,000 beds is required to accommodate 
detainees in appropriate conditions”. This figure of 5,000 is not justified anywhere in the 
application. The modelling was carried out by the Home Office, who (together with the Ministry of 
Justice) the application is also submitted on behalf of! They have not allowed the public to examine 
their methodology, which we suspect is flawed. This despite a request from Andrew Smith MP, in a 
letter sent in October, for the modelling to be supplied. In no other case would planning officers rely
on figures supplied by a developer to justify a Need which permitted development within Green 
Belt land, without any clue as to how those figures were generated. This should not be an exception.
We submit that the entire Needs Case falls on this point. Robust evidence to demonstrate a Need 
has not been included with the application, and the application should therefore be refused. If 



modelling is supplied at a later date, it should be made public in time for the Campaign and others 
with knowledge of immigration detention to examine it carefully.

4.14 The application paints a contradictory picture of who will be detained. This is hardly 
surprising, since this contradiction is at the heart of government policy. As stated earlier, European 
and international law says that immigration detention should be an exceptional measure of last 
resort. The Home Office's own guidance says that detention should be used sparingly and for the 
shortest period necessary. “Guidance suggests that detention pending removal from the UK should 
only take place when removal is ‘imminent’.”6 The application admits that case-law dictates that 
detention remains lawful only so long as there continues to be a realistic prospect of removal 
(paragraph 2.2, Appendix D).

4.15 Most of the application reflects a basic understanding of 4.14 as it presents the additional bed 
spaces argued for as being to accommodate migrants prior to their removal. This is certainly the 
impression the exhibition gave. The information board displayed at the public exhibition (found in 
Appendix B of the Statement of Community Involvement) and entitled “Background to Campsfield 
House”, states that “Campsfield House accommodates detainees who have been through the 
immigration process or are foreign national offenders, and are awaiting removal from the UK.” This
statement is repeated in paragraph 1.2 of Appendix D of the Planning Statement, found on page 6. 
The letter to residents (Appendix C) says that the purpose of bed spaces within the Home Office 
estate is to “address immigration removal”. Paragraph 5.1 of Appendix D of the Planning 
Statement, found on page 10, says that “Immigration Removal Centres are required to detain those 
persons whose applications to remain in the UK have not been successful”. The letter to Mr Ihringer
sent with the application from Suzy Wilson of CgMs states that “An IRC is a detention facility to 
hold persons, prior to their removal from the country, with no right to remain in the UK, who will 
not leave voluntarily” and points out that previous absconders can only be held “where removal is 
imminent”. These statements, taken together, suggest that detention is used when a migrant has 
reached the end of the process, has no permission to remain in the UK, will not leave voluntarily, 
and enforced removal is both possible and imminent.

4.16 The general picture is contradicted slightly by statements in the Low and Zero Carbon 
Technology Study, section 1.2, page 2, which says that “Campsfield House is a long-term centre 
where detainees are accommodated, pending their case resolutions and subsequent removal from 
the United Kingdom”, in the Energy Statement (which repeats the same wording in section 1.1 
found on page 2), and in the Design and Access Statement, which is written by a different company 
but uses exactly the same wording (section 2.1), suggesting the wording was given to companies 
writing reports for the application by the Home Office or by CgMs. These statements contradict 
4.15 as they suggest migrants are detained before their case is resolved and before the Home Office 
has made a decision on whether they will be granted Leave to Remain, whether they should be 
removed, and if they can be removed.

4.17 The reality is that migrants are detained at all stages of the process, including when there is no 
realistic prospect of removal and when removal is not imminent. Many migrants are unreturnable 
for a variety of reasons, including for administrative reasons, statelessness, family ties, medical 
reasons, and the human rights situation in their country of origin.7 Such people cannot be lawfully 
detained, but the Home Office still detains them. Detention Action point out that “Since 2009 there 
has been a flood of cases in which the High Court has found that long-term detention has breached 

6 Detention Inquiry, Background to the Inquiry, http://detentioninquiry.com/about/background-to-the-inquiry/ ; see 
also Equality & Human Rights Commission, Immigration procedures & detention, 
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/about-us/our-work/human-rights/human-rights-review-2012/key-areas-
improvement/immigration-procedures-and-detention 

7 A Face to the Story (2014), Point of no Return: the Futile Detention of Unreturnable Migrants, 
http://pointofnoreturn.eu/w-content/uploads/2014/01/PONR_report.pdf 

http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/about-us/our-work/human-rights/human-rights-review-2012/key-areas-improvement/immigration-procedures-and-detention
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/about-us/our-work/human-rights/human-rights-review-2012/key-areas-improvement/immigration-procedures-and-detention
http://pointofnoreturn.eu/w-content/uploads/2014/01/PONR_report.pdf
http://detentioninquiry.com/about/background-to-the-inquiry/


the Hardial Singh principle and become unlawful.”8 The same report suggests that 1,141 people 
were held in immigration detention centres for over 6 months during 2013.9 The most recent 
Immigration Statistics say that of those who left detention in the year ending June 2014, 1,794 (6% 
of those held in immigration detention) were detained for over 4 months, including “148 who had 
been in detention for between one and two years an 33 for two years or longer.”10 Of those 
remaining in detention, 8% were detained longer than six months. The Detention Forum suggest 
that “the longer the period of detention, [the] less likely that detained migrants are removed or 
deported: while 60% of those detained less than seven days were removed, only 44% of those 
detained longer than 12 months were removed.”11

4.18 This evidence, which is supported by anecdotal evidence from visitors groups and others who 
have contact with migrants inside detention, suggests that the Home Office do not detain in 
accordance with their own policy or international and European law. It suggests that the link 
between detention and removal is weak, and that the case that additional bed spaces within the 
detention estate will facilitate removal is weak. The Home Office already detain people who they 
know they cannot remove, and they detain others who there is a growing likelihood that they will 
not be able to remove. It is unlikely that they are detaining these people in preference to detaining 
people who they know have realistic prospects of imminent removal. It is more likely that they 
detain these people because there is a space to fill, and there are not other people whose removal is 
imminent and who the Home Office wish to detain. Existing Home Office practice then suggests 
that there is not a large group of people whose removal is imminent and who the Home Office 
wish to detain waiting for a space in the detention estate to become available, and therefore no
Need for additional bed spaces. The alternative is that the Home Office is so chaotically run that 
good decisions on who to detain cannot be made. This would suggest that any additional bed spaces
within the estate would be very likely to be used for unlawful detention. We submit that unlawful 
detention, or additional bed spaces that would very likely be used to this end, cannot 
constitute a Need that would justify building on Green Belt land.

4.19 The “Needs Case” in Appendix D of the Planning Statement does contain a partial admission 
that detention is used where cases have not yet been resolved, as per 4.16 and 4.17 above. For 
example, it argues that part of the demand for detention bed spaces arises from “detained case 
holding (fast tracking of asylum cases)” (paragraph 2.4 on page 4), admitting that removal centres 
are used for “a small number of Detained Fast Track cases, where asylum applicants are 
accommodated while their applications are processed.” On 9 July 2014, the High Court found that 
the DFT as operated crossed the threshold of unlawfulness. Although the Home Office brought in 
changes, it is likely that it is still unlawful.12 Asylum seekers are detained before the Home Office 
can reasonably know how their case should be resolved and whether there is a realistic prospect of 
removal. Again, we submit that bed spaces that would likely be used for unlawful purposes 
cannot constitute a Need that would justify building on Green Belt land.

4.20 The “Needs Case” also contradicts earlier parts of the application (set out in 4.15) in arguing 
that part of the need for additional bed spaces is for long term detention, and that the design of the 
proposed development is suitable for this. This despite the fact, as we have seen earlier, that the 

8 Detention Action (2014), The State of Detention, p6, http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2014/10/The.State_.of_.Detention.pdf  

9 Ibid, p6.
10 Immigraion statistics, April to June 2014, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/immigration-statistics-april-

to-june-2014/immigration-statistics-april-to-june-2014 
11 Detention Forum (2014), Briefing paper – Call for a moratorium on the detention expansion, 

http://detentionforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Detention-Forum-briefing-paper-Nov-2014-detention-
expansion.pdf  

12 Detention Action (2014), The State of Detention, p21-2, http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2014/10/The.State_.of_.Detention.pdf  

http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/The.State_.of_.Detention.pdf
http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/The.State_.of_.Detention.pdf
http://detentionforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Detention-Forum-briefing-paper-Nov-2014-detention-expansion.pdf
http://detentionforum.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Detention-Forum-briefing-paper-Nov-2014-detention-expansion.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/immigration-statistics-april-to-june-2014/immigration-statistics-april-to-june-2014
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/immigration-statistics-april-to-june-2014/immigration-statistics-april-to-june-2014
http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/The.State_.of_.Detention.pdf
http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/The.State_.of_.Detention.pdf


longer the stay in detention, the less likely the person will be removed. Paragraph 3.17 (page 9) 
states that “There is a particular need for accommodation suitable for longer stays for men. There 
are currently 162 men who have been in detention for over 6 months, This reflects the increased 
complexities for some cases (including former FNO's) in terms of securing travel documents and 
cooperation from home authorities.” Paragraph 5.1 (page 10) states that “There is pressure on bed 
space, especially long term male beds”. We submit that if the purpose of the expansion is to provide
for longer stays, it is contrary to Home Office policy and to international and European law. It is 
also less likely to achieve a higher removal rate than when detention is used for short-term stays. 
The argument that there is a Need to increase bed spaces within the detention estate falls if 
this would not actually result in a higher removal rate but in more people being locked up for 
longer. Otherwise the Need would represent detention for detention's sake, which is illegal and
cannot constitute a Need.

4.21 As the application seeks to stoke fears about Foreign National Offenders and justify a Need for
additional bed spaces within the detention estate by pointing out that these are among those 
detained at the moment, we think it is worth mentioning that many of these are subsequently 
released, and that most of these have not committed violent offences. FNOs who are detained 
following the end of their sentence are effectively serving a second sentence of imprisonment which
would not apply to British nationals. This is contrary to justice. Most Foreign National Offenders 
are not a threat to the UK public and there is no Need for additional bed spaces to detain 
those who are not a threat. If they have committed a criminal offence and are deemed to be a 
continuing danger to the public, they should be treated the same way as UK offenders who 
pose a danger.

4.22 The application argues that the “addition of 500 new enforcement officers... creates a tougher 
regime which subsequently results in more illegal immigrants being detained on entry or being 
located once in the country.” (See paragraph 1.7 of Appendix D of the Planning Statement.) It 
should be noted that the increase in enforcement officers could be temporary, whereas any new 
building at Camspfield will be relatively permanent. The UK Border Agency and its in-house 
successor, UK Visas & Immigration, are in permanent flux (or, less charitably, chaos). The National 
Audit Office found in 2012 that the UKBA laid off 1,000 more staff than intended, with numbers of 
staff dropping from 22,580 to 20,469.13 Numbers of staff go up and down. An additional 500 
enforcement officers is unlikely to make a huge difference, especially as barriers to removal are 
usually legal or administrative. Rather than more enforcement officers, more and better-trained 
caseworkers, who made higher quality decisions that were less likely to be challenged successfully 
in court, would result in fewer barriers to removal in those cases where the Home Office did attempt
enforced removal. Furthermore, no amount of enforcement will result in the removal of 
unreturnable migrants. Even the Home Office should admit that enforcement is not a good in itself 
but only insofar as it achieves legitimate and concrete objectives. 500 additional enforcement 
officers is not a significant change and is unlikely to result in an increased need for detention 
capacity.

4.23 The application argues that the 2014 Immigration Act makes it “easier and quicker to remove 
those with no right to be here” (paragraph 1.5, Appendix D of the Planning Statement). That 
statement, along with virtually the whole of Appendix D, is politically contested and controversial. 
Nonetheless, if the statement was true, it would mean that fewer spaces were needed in the 
detention estate, since migrants would be held for less time prior to removal and throughput 
would be higher. There would be less “Need”.

4.24 By reducing legal avenues such as appeals, the Immigration Act will increase the number of 
people who are not granted Leave to Remain but who cannot be removed because of their 

13 BBC News article, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-18861902 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-18861902


fundamental rights (which, despite the government's protestations, still include Article 8 rights). It is
also likely to increase the number of applications for Judicial Review. The 2014 Immigration Act 
will not have the effect the government intends. The 2014 Act is not a departure from but merely 
continues the trajectory of UK immigration policy over many years, and which includes the Asylum
and Immigration Act 1996, the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999, the Nationality, Immigration and
Asylum Act 2002, the Asylum and Immigration Act 2004, the Immigration, Asylum and Nationality
Act 2006, the UK Borders Act 2007, and the Borders, Citizenship and Immigration Act 2009. As we
have shown in 4.3, the number of enforced removals is consistently going down despite the 
overwhelming amount of legislation enacted to make a grant of Leave to Remain harder to achieve, 
and removals easier to effect. There is little reason to think the 2014 Immigration Act will be 
any different. The application presents it as a watershed, but a realistic perspective suggests it 
will not have much effect on the number of enforced removals or the number of bed spaces 
required in the detention estate.

4.25 Many statements in the “Needs Case” are aspirational and no evidence is offered that they can 
actually be achieved. For example: “Intensify our international partnerships and incentivise foreign 
governments to improve re-documentation arrangements and increase the rate of returns” 
(paragraph 1.4, Appendix D). This has been government policy for years, but the UK does not enjoy
good relationships with many of the countries where undocumented migrants tend to come from 
(for example Iran, Syria), and no plan for how this aspiration may be achieved is offered.

4.26 Paragraph 3.11 (and 3.14, 3.15 and 3.19) on pages 7-9 of Appendix D argue that the expansion 
of Campsfield House is needed to reduce reliance on beds in prisons. We welcome the statement 
that “Immigration detainees are not convicted criminals but are held under administrative powers in 
the Immigration Act.” The number of immigration detainees held in prisons is already declining 
quickly, suggesting the expansion of Campsfield House is not required to achieve this aim. 
Numbers have decreased from nearly 900 in 201314 to fewer than 400 last month.15 There is no 
excuse for holding detainees in regular prisons and no reason to do so. This practice could be 
eliminated without increasing the number of bed spaces in the detention estate, simply by releasing 
detainees who cannot be removed. Reliance can be and is being reduced on beds in prisons 
without the expansion of Campsfield House, and without building within the Green Belt.

4.27 Paragraph 3.3 of Appendix D, found on page 5, argues that people “staying in the UK illegally 
are known to be consuming a significant amount of public resources in terms of health, housing, 
education and policing. Actions taken to reduce such consumption will yield significant savings and
hence offer good returns on investment.” No evidence is provided to verify this claim. There is 
consensus that immigration detention costs more than the costs of accommodating migrants within 
the community, even without granting them permission to work. The Matrix Evidence report 
referred to earlier estimates that earlier release of migrants who cannot be removed could save 
£382.4 million over a 5-year time period, and would only cost £5.0 million extra in Section 4 
support, including housing and living costs.16 The cost of detention per night per detainee is 
currently around £100.17 The true economic costs of detention are not known, as this does not 
include legal costs, huge payouts for unlawful detention, or escort costs. Even excluding these costs,
no-one claims that migrants living in the community cost the taxpayer on average £36,500 per year 
for health, housing, education and policing. Detaining more migrants clearly costs the taxpayer 

14 Detention Action (2014), The State of Detention, p14, http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2014/10/The.State_.of_.Detention.pdf

15 Parliamentary Question, http://www.theyworkforyou.com/wrans/?id=2014-10-14.210460.h&s=%28section
%3Awrans%29+speaker%3A11350#g210460.q0

16 Matrix Evidence (2012), An economic analysis of alternatives to long-term detention, p4,  
http://detentionaction.org.uk/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/10/Matrix-Detention-Action-Economic-Analysis-
0912.pdf 

17 Parliamentary Question, http://www.theyworkforyou.com/wrans/?id=2014-01-17b.182889.h 
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more than detaining fewer migrants. The public purse will be better off if this application is 
refused. It is erroneous to include costs arguments in any “Needs Case” for additional bed 
spaces in the detention estate. This casts doubts on other assertions made in Appendix D.

4.28 Paragraph 3.4 alleges that people staying in the UK illegally long-term are sometimes linked to
criminal activity. This is true of people staying in the UK legally, including UK citizens. It is true of
every section of society. There is no evidence provided to suggest that such people are more likely 
to be linked to criminal activity. Like anyone else in the UK, if they carried out criminal activity 
they could be prosecuted and jailed in regular prisons. There is no case here for an increase in 
immigration detention capacity, only ungrounded aspersions cast against migrants.

4.29 Paragraph 3.5 alleges that “For those who are to be removed the incentives to abscond are very
great”. While this might seem self-evident, the Home Office has never provided any evidence that 
absconsion is actually a problem. Many people who end up in detention have British family 
members, and have established a settled life here. That is true for many of the 36% of detainees who
cannot be removed and go on to be released. They would not and do not abscond, because they wish
to maintain their family life. Sometimes the Home Office claims that migrants have absconded or 
are non-compliant when this is patently ridiculous, for example when a reporting event is missed 
because of a family crisis and the Home Office is immediately informed, or even because the Home
Office has issued conflicting reporting instructions (as per a recent case in Oxford).  The limited 
evidence that does exist on this subject suggests that more detainees could be granted bail without 
absconding.18 While the Home Office claims it needs immigration detention to prevent 
absconsion, it has never provided evidence to show that absconsion as generally understood is 
prevalent. This again constitutes a lack of evidence that there is a Need for a large detention 
estate.

4.30 It should be clear from the above that the information given in the “Needs Case” is 
flawed, sometimes erroneous or spurious, and almost always politically contestable. There is 
little evidence provided to back up the assertions made. The “Needs Case” is not sufficiently 
reliable to form a basis for a Need that would constitute VSC for building within the Green 
Belt. No Need has been established, and there is a strong prima facie case that no Need exists.

18 Breugel, Irene and Natamba, Eva (2002), Maintaining Contact: What Happens When Detained Asylum Seekers Get
Bail?, South Bank University
Field, O. (2006), Alternatives to Detention of Asylum Seekers and Refugees, UNHCR Legal and Protection Policy 
Research Series No. 11, United Nations
Stone, C. (2000), “Supervised release as an alternative to detention in removal proceedings: some promising 
results”, Georgetown Immigration Law Journal, 14, 3, http://www.vera.org/pubs/supervised-release-alternative-
detention-removal-proceedings-some-promising-results 
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5.0 Other sites

5.1 The case for the choice of the Campsfield site to meet the supposed need for an increase in 
immigration detention capacity is set out in the Planning Statement from pages 22 to 28. We submit 
that the range of sites considered and the criteria set out is designed to ensure Campsfield is the only
apparent choice. A wider range of sites could have been considered and a different range of criteria 
would be more appropriate to a planning decision.

5.2 The application only considers 10 existing IRC sites. However, paragraph 3.6 in the “Needs 
Case”, found on page 6 of Appendix D of the Planning Statement, states an intention to close older 
facilities at some point in the future. Paragraph 3.16 of the same appendix states that the estate has 
“developed in a piecemeal fashion over the years and has inherent weaknesses”, including that 
“some are old” and “originally built for a different purpose”. Campsfield House was the first 
immigration detention centre in the UK and was originally adapted from a Young Offenders 
Institute. It ought therefore to be one of the first candidates for closure according to the Home 
Office's stated intention. Consistent logic suggests it would be more in tune with the Home Office's 
aspirations and easier to ensure a design appropriate to the purpose of the facility (see paragraph 6.2
of this summary) if the Home Office were to start from scratch in a new location. The age and 
existing design features of the sites should have been included in the criteria used by the Home
Office to determine the best site, and new sites should have been considered. If these criteria 
were used, Campsfield may not have been the only apparent choice.

5.3 The criteria are presented as stages, which means that if a site is not in Home Office ownership, 
other criteria are not considered against the site. In fact, the proposed site is not in Home Office 
ownership but rather in Ministry of Justice ownership, so Campsfield ought to have been rejected 
for the same reason as Morton Hall, Dover, Haslar and The Verne were rejected, without 
considering other criteria.

5.4 It is not impossible for the Home Office to acquire a site which is not currently in its ownership.
In fact, this is what is expected to occur with the proposed site. For this reason, other sites rejected 
because they are not in Home Office ownership should have been considered against all criteria, 
and other sites not considered should have been considered. Because the application has failed to 
adequately consider other sites, it cannot claim that Campsfield is the only possible site that 
can meet the supposed need for an increase in immigration detention capacity.

5.5 The cost of expanding Campsfield versus the cost of building a new facility from scratch is not 
a valid concern for Cherwell District Council and cannot be used as an argument for building on 
Green Belt land, especially when the application admits that the Home Office previously secured 
permission to build on a brownfield site at Bicester. The Government have available resources to 
acquire and build on other brownfield sites if they wish to do so. Whether they are willing to make 
funding available (see paragraph 6.19 on page 26 of the Planning Statement) to build on another site
is a decision for the Government and should not impact on Cherwell District Council's decision, 
which should be on the merits of the application. We submit therefore that the claim that the 
proposed site is the only possible site to meet the supposed “need” is false.

5.6 The application deliberately excludes Green Belt considerations from the criteria against which 
the suitability of sites are assessed. The only reason for this exclusion is given in paragraph 6.8 on 
page 23 of the Planning Statement: “None of the sites, apart from Campsfield House, are within the 
Green Belt and therefore this factor has not been included as a criteria.” Clearly, if the Green Belt 
factor was taken into consideration, it could be argued that all the other sites discussed are 
more suitable than Campsfield. This suggests that criteria have been designed specifically to 
find that Campsfield is the most available and suitable site. The argument is circular: it is Home 



Office policy to expand Campsfield, so there is a need to expand Campsfield.

5.7 The Campaign would not be in favour of increasing detention capacity at any site, as the 
previous section discussing the Home Office's “Needs Case” makes clear. However, there are 
reasons to believe that the proposed site, because it is the only site within Green Belt land, is 
considerably older than other facilities (being the first immigration detention centre), and the site 
was not originally designed as an immigration detention facility, is one of the worst available 
candidates for expansion. Certainly the application fails to demonstrate that it is the only 
suitable and available site. Even if the flawed “Needs Case” is accepted, it does not therefore 
constitute Very Special Circumstances for building within Green Belt land, since other sites 
could be utilised.



6.0 Other planning concerns raised to the Campaign to Close Campsfield by local residents

6.1 The Campaign attended the public exhibition, held a public meeting on 20 October at Exeter 
Hall attended by over 50 members of the public, has held street stalls in Kidlington and Oxford, and
has leafleted door-to-door and spoken to residents in Kidlington, Begbroke and Yarnton. Many 
residents have raised concerns with us but may not have written to the Council. Most of the 
residents who expressed concerns at the public exhibition have not written to the Council. This may
be because they confused the consultation carried out by CgMs with the official consultation by the 
Council, and did not realise that they should also submit their concerns to the Council. We 
summarise some of the concerns raised with us below.

6.2 The MP for the area, Nicola Blackwood, who attended the public meeting mentioned above, has
raised a number of design concerns. We assume that she is privy to information we have not seen 
and which is not included in the planning application. She says that rooms will be shared by two 
people, with an open toilet in the room behind a screen or curtain. She believes this infers a prison 
style “lock down” consistent with Category B prison specifications. These arrangements would be 
inconsistent with detention centre rules, existing provision, the cultural requirements of many 
detainees, and basic human dignity and privacy. The arrangements, along with the inclusion of a 
care and separation unit, are more akin to those found in a prison than in an immigration detention 
centre. This in turn suggests that there may not be unrestricted free flow of both staff and detainees 
within the centre, which is both desirable and necessary given that some amenities will be shared 
between detainees in different buildings. The design of the buildings suggests that use will not be
in line with the use specified in the planning application, ie to accommodate migrants who have 
not committed a crime and are held under administrative powers, prior to removal. The design 
contradicts the aim stated in the Planning Statement to reduce the use of prison-style 
accommodation.

6.3 The height of the proposed main block is of particular concern.

6.31 None of the existing buildings are three storeys high. A build of three storeys makes the 
buildings visible from locations where they are currently not visible, resulting in an undue visual 
intrusion into the open countryside. A two storey build would be less damaging. The Landscape and
Visual Appraisal submitted together with the application admits that from certain viewpoints, 
particularly along Begbroke Lane and from the A44, the building would “introduce built form into a
skyline which is currently characterised by a belt of vegetation” (paragraph 6.2.4 on page 18, and 
paragraph 6.2.13 on page 19). The appraisal's argument that only the second floor and the roof of 
the building will be visible is effectively an admission that a three-storey building would cause a 
visual intrusion and a two-storey ground and first floor only building would not.

6.32 The appraisal only considers the impact on views from publicly accessible locations, and not 
from the homes of residents living in Begbroke, who would also be adversely impacted.

6.33 Residents (and we) do not accept the view put forward in the Planning Statement that as the 
view is already spoilt by the existing facility, there is no harm in making things worse.

6.34 We note that the Planning Statement admits that the scheme would not be viable without three 
storeys, since fewer migrants could be detained and the value for money argument used in the 
Planning Statement would not apply (see paragraphs 6.29 on page 29 and 7.2 on page 38 of the 
Planning Statement). Respect for the existing height of the initial build and ensuring that there 
is no undue visual intrusion into the open countryside therefore requires a refusal of the 
application, rather than a condition that only two storeys may be built.



6.35 We also note that the unexploded ordnance survey attached together with the application only 
refers to a two storey facility (page 5). We presume that the survey was carried out according to 
earlier design specifications. We are not experts in this field and do not know whether this means 
that the survey should be carried out again before any decision can be made on the application.

6.4 The impact of the new development on the existing sewage system was a concern repeatedly 
raised by residents at the public exhibition which we attended, and we are surprised therefore that 
adequate attempts to address these concerns have not been made in the submitted application.

6.41 Residents recently faced a £2,000 bill for repairs to the sewage system, which is not capable of
dealing with the stress that is currently placed on it, especially during floods when they have had 
sewage on the streets.

6.42 Despite residents raising this issue at the public exhibition, there are no plans for foul drainage 
included with the application. There is only a one-page statement giving assurances without 
anything to back them up or even any evidence to suggest action to back them up is possible. The 
Statement of Community Involvement suggests that this one-page statement is believed by the 
Home Office and MoJ to be adequate to address concerns, as it states that “The main concerns 
raised by residents were that of construction traffic and drainage which have been considered and 
were addressed with detail provided as part of the application submission” (paragraph 4.2, page 9).

6.43 Residents who were given assurances at the public exhibition would be shocked if they read 
the full application and saw that no plans have yet been made in relation to foul drainage to address 
their concerns. This raises questions about whether there was any intention to address concerns 
raised at the public exhibition or whether it was a propaganda exercise aimed at reassuring the 
public, selling the supposed need for the expansion and encouraging residents to think they did not 
need to submit objections to the planning authority because their concerns would be acted on.

6.44 We note that Thames Water and the Environment Agency appear to agree that the application 
does not address the drainage issue, and the former agree with residents that the system does not 
have capacity to cope with increased demand, and there is a risk of overloading. They ask for 
further research. There was opportunity to address this issue after residents raised it at the 
exhibition. As no attempt was made to address it, any assurances given by the developers now 
should be regarded with suspicion.

6.44 The assurances that have been given do not address the issue of what will happen when there 
are floods, when the sewage may back up and spill into the streets. Clearly the additional stress 
another 280+ detainees and 100 staff using the system will make problems worse. The impact of 
the development on foul drainage could have an extremely adverse impact on residents of 
Evenlode Crescent and the assurances given are clearly not adequate. The application should 
therefore be refused.

6.5 As with sewage, residents' concerns about traffic have not been adequately dealt with.

6.51 At the public exhibition, a number of residents who live in Evenlode Crescent expressed 
concerns to members of the Campaign that already visitors and contractors regularly make wrong 
turns into their street from the main road. This is of particular concern to residents as, apart from the
disruption this causes, the road is private and upkeep and maintenance is paid for by the residents. 
The projections given by Mitie and included in the application assume that the numbers of visitors 
will double. It is to be assumed that the number of vehicles making wrong turns into the residential 
part of Evenlode Crescent will double. While great effort has been taken to show that construction 
traffic will use the non-residential part of Evenlode Crescent, it is likely that the amount of traffic 



will increase during the construction phase. If staff and visitors find the non-residential part of 
Evenlode Crescent blocked by construction traffic, it is likely they will turn into the residential part 
of Evenlode Crescent, and may park there instead of in the main car park.

6.52 We also submit that 36 extra vehicle movements during peak time (Mitie's conservative 
estimate, which does not allow for unexpected journeys, movement of additional detainees which 
can occur at any time, or contractors) is a significant addition to existing traffic and will impact 
adversely on Kidlington residents returning from work.

6.53 If the expansion goes ahead, the size of the minibus going from Oxford train station should be 
increased, or additional shuttle services should be run. Based on figures given by Mitie, the 
application estimates that an average of 6 people will be present on each journey. The capacity of 
the shuttle service is 8, and if the service is full then visitors must wait another hour as there is no 
other way of them getting to Campsfield House. If the average is expected to be 6, and some 
journeys carry fewer than 6, it is highly likely that sometimes people will be left waiting at the train 
station because of a lack of seats, and will not be able to carry out their visit. Visits are a lifeline for 
detainees and every effort must be made to accommodate them. If the expansion goes ahead, an 
expanded shuttle service for visitors should be a condition.

6.6 Residents also raised concerns about security. Many residents remember previous escape 
attempts and are concerned that these will increase if the capacity of the centre is doubled.
We do not believe that detainees are a threat to local residents, even if they do escape. No-one in 
Campsfield House is serving a sentence for a crime. However, it is likely that the number of 
security incidents will increase if the capacity is increased. Paragraphs 6.64 and 6.65 on page 36 of 
the Planning Statement suggest that security issues at the centre are largely confined to the past, and
that new facilities including classrooms and an IT suite make it less likely that there will be future 
security issues. This misunderstands the reason why security issues arise. The Campaign has a good
deal of experience supporting detainees on hunger strike and who protest by other means while in 
detention. These are not confined to the past – there have been three major hunger strikes since 
Mitie took over in 2011, a suicide, a fire, and many smaller protests. Most protests, hunger strikes 
and riots take place because detainees believe their detention is fundamentally unjust. The fire in 
October 2013 was caused by a detainee suffering from poor mental health, which several studies 
have shown is exacerbated by immigration detention.19 If, as we attest, unrest in detention centres 
proceeds from the fact of detention, detaining more migrants will result in more unrest. We submit 
that the development will have an adverse impact on security at Campsfield House.

6.7 We submit that any of these concerns – the design concerns, visual intrusion into the open 
countryside, concerns about foul drainage, impact on traffic, and security issues, would 
constitute sufficient reason on their own for refusing the application, even if the proposed 
development was not in the Green Belt.

19 See, for example: 
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/aug/05/-sp-australias-detention-regime-sets-out-to-make-asylum-seekers-
suffer-says-chief-immigration-psychiatrist 
Ali McGinley and Adeline Trude (2012), Positive Duty of Care? The Mental Health Crisis in Immigration 
Detention. 
Briefing paper by the Mental Health in Immigration Detention Project, Association of Visitors to immigration 
Detainees and Bail for Immigration Detainees,,http://www.aviddetention.org.uk/images/positive%20duty%20of
%20care%20final.pdf 
Gatwick Detainees Welfare Group (2012), A Prison of the Mind: The Mental Health Implications of Detention in 
Brook House Immigration Removal Centre, http://www.gdwg.org.uk/downloads/gdwg-prisoninthemind.pdf 
Pourgourides, C., Sashidharan, S. & Bracken, P., (1996) A Second Exile: The Mental Health Implications of 
Detention of Asylum Seekers in the United Kingdom, Birmingham: Northern Birmingham Mental Health Trust.
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