
 

Submission from Stop Campsfield Expansion and Campaign to Close Campsfield 

about the planning application to expand Campsfield (number 14/01778/F) 

 

This takes up issues raised in recent weeks in relation to the application. 

 

1 Contrary to CGMS’s assertion (letter to Cherwell Planning Department 19 December), 

there is widespread local opposition to the plan to double the size of Campsfield from 

among others Kidlington, Yarnton and Begbroke Parish Councils (representative elected 

bodies for the immediate area in question), the Oxford and District Trades Union Council 

(elected delegates representing some 15,000-20,000 trade union members), and the local 

branch the Council for the Preservation of Rural England. Unprecedented also in the history 

of planning applications at Campsfield are the letter signed by 21 Oxfordshire organisations, 

and the letter signed by 70 senior members of Oxford University, including 9 heads of 

college and some 20 professors, both calling for the application to be withdrawn or refused. 

The Conservative MP for Oxford (West) and Abingdon constituency covering the site, and 

the Liberal Democrat, Labour and Green Party prospective parliamentary candidates are on 

record as opposing the expansion. 

It is doubly misleading since the sitting MP’s own objection to the application, available to 

CGMS, includes the following: 

 

2 There may be pressures that bear down to pressure Councillors to exclude wider issues, 

such as the fact that it is wrong to lock up innocent people, or that there is no ‘need’ 

demonstrated in the application. We contend that nevertheless, Councillors have an 

overarching humanitarian duty to take these matters into account. 

3 It is not relevant to state, as CGMS does in its letter, that the Campaign to Close 

Campsfield is opposed to immigration detention. This and our previous submission are not 

based on this position but on opposition to expansion. 

4 The application says that there is a ‘need’ for more immigration detention places that 

overrides Green Belt policy concerns. The applicants fail to establish this ‘need’ in their 

application. Since this ‘need’ is the essence of the application’s argument that the Green 



 

Belt concerns should be overridden, the validity of the claim that there is such a need is a 

key issue that must be examined by Councillors. Not to do so would be to fail in protecting 

the Green Belt. 

5 We have in our previous submission provided chapter and verse references for the fact 

that fewer people are being deported every year in recent years, while detention capacity 

has been going up fast. Figures just released
1
 bear this out even more strongly.  

‘In the 12 months to end-September 2014, there were 9% fewer enforced removals from 

the UK (12,461) compared with the previous 12 months (13,740).’   

And ‘There was a continuing small decline in the proportion of detainees being removed 

on leaving detention to 55% from 57% compared with the previous 12 months. There was 

a slight increase in the proportion of detainees granted temporary admission or release, 

from 36% to 37% over the same period.’  

Also ‘The number of people entering detention fell 3% to 29,492.’  

The simple logic of these figures is that more detention beds are obviously not needed, 

unless the government wishes to detain more people for longer. The applicants’ 

representative’s letter of 19 December says that they want to ‘ensure high levels of 

removals’, but the current number of detention places does not preclude them from 

carrying out more removals (deportations). Quality of management in the Home Office is 

more likely to be key in effecting any desired increase in numbers of people deported than 

any increase in personnel or detention capacity, and the record
2
 is that quality of 

management in the Home Office is lacking. So there is no ‘need’ for extra immigration 

detention places, and therefore the application should be rejected.   

6 The application refers to, but does not include details of, modelling that demonstrates a 

‘need’ for more places. In the absence of further detail, the reference to ‘modelling’ adds 

no weight to the applicants’ argument. In light of this we have made a Freedom of 

Information request for full details of this modelling. The Home Office is not cooperating 

with this request, but we may receive a reply, outside the usual time limits, before the 

Planning Committee meets. If we do, we shall make a further submission. In the absence of 

                                                           
1
 UKHO Immigration Statistics, Q3 July to September 2014: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/immigration-

statistics-july-to-september-2014/immigration-statistics-july-to-september-2014 

 

2
 See reports by the Independent Chief Inspector of the UK Border Agency, John Vine. 



 

details, including details of such modelling, that justify the bald statement that there is a 

need for more detention places, the application should be rejected. 

7 Among issues identified in the County Council planning officer’s advice that as Structure 

Plan authority the County should object (which it did) to the 2004 planning application to 

expand Campsfield was the following:   

 ‘Whilst it might be ‘quicker’ and ‘easier’ to expand Campsfield, no information is 

 provided showing the relative environmental, social and economic costs of meeting 

 the [4000 place] target by providing new places at Campsfield plus new places in new 

 centres elsewhere compared with providing the places entirely by building on one or 

 more new places outside the Green Belt. In the absence of information showing that 

 an enlarged Campsfield plus new places elsewhere is the best option, I do not 

 consider that the Home Office has demonstrated a case for very exceptional 

 circumstances which overrides the Green Belt policy objections to the proposals.’
3
   

This objection was heeded by the District and the application rejected. Exactly the same is 

the situation today. And the application should be rejected on these grounds. 

8 Big detention centres have proportionately more disturbances than small ones, even 

allowing for the difference in size.
4
 This application would produce the second biggest 

                                                           
3
 http://npa.cherwell.gov.uk/AnitePublicDocs/03553419.pdf 

4
 Based on: 1) data about 'Red and Amber' Incidents, by IRC (period 1 July 2013 to 9 March 2014), given to Parliament by Karen 

Bradley, Minister for Modern Slavery and Organised Crime, based in the Home Office, Hansard, House of Commons 14 July 2014 

Column 500W (see figures below); 2) HMIP observations in ‘Report on an unannounced inspection of Harmondsworth 

Immigration Removal Centre by HM Chief Inspector of Prisons 5–16 August 2013’. 

Graph 1 

X Axis: Capacity at last HMIP Inspection, Y Axis: Total Incidents as % of Capacity at last HMIP Inspection, (Incidents: Red or Amber 

incidents for period 1 July 2013 to 9 March 2014) 
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Graph 2 



 

detention centre in the UK. Other things being equal, this means a lot more disturbances in 

Kidlington at Campsfield if this application is accepted. Whilst escapees are not a threat to 

neighbours, as indeed the police themselves have stated in the press in the past, big 

disturbances can be upsetting to neighbours and they certainly are to the people in 

detention. Furthermore, the implications for fire and other emergency services of increased 

likelihood of major incidents in future make the application unacceptable. We are not 

arguing that small detention centres are acceptable, only that larger ones pose a bigger 

threat of disturbances.  

Other submissions have raised concerns that the design in the application would jeopardise 

the safety of people in the centre and about the risks involved in managing such a centre 

bringing two sorts of design and regime together. We believe the application should be 

rejected on these grounds 

9 Reference in CGMS’s letter of 19.12.14 to ‘the need to maintain the current positive 

atmosphere in Campsfield House as far as possible’ in an enlarged centre. The Government 

appears to accept that it is likely that there will be a reduction of standards in some 

respects. This is clearly not acceptable and is grounds on which the application should be 

rejected. 

10 Only Home Office properties have been included in the search for possible sites. The 

suggestion is that other sites might be more expensive. However, expense is not a basis on 

which to judge the merit if a planning application. Furthermore, sites that are NOT Home 

Office property have been put forward for development of immigration detention centres 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

X Axis: Capacity at Sep 2014, Y Axis: Total Incidents as % of Capacity at Sep 2014, (Incidents: Red or Amber incidents for period 1 

July 2013 to 9 March 2014) 
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Statements and figures in this paragraph (7) are from Stop Campsfield Expansion and are based on the sources quoted. Their 

statistical validity has been checked with a qualified statistician who has spent much of his career working at Harwell and 

Culham in the Atomic Energy Authority, later AEA technology. 



 

in the past, for example at Bicester. We argue that Councillors should reject an application 

based on such a restricted search for sites. We are not arguing that it would be acceptable 

to build a centre elsewhere, but that there are problems with the limitations placed on the 

‘search’ referred to in this application. 

11 Emerging Local Plan policies Kidlington 1 and ESD14 allow for a small-scale local review 

of the Green Belt to allow for identified high value employment needs. The stress is on 

identified. There has been discussion of the possibility of extending the technology park and 

housing needed in association with it. None of this applies to the employment that would 

be additional if the Campsfield centre was expanded as proposed. The application should 

be rejected because it conflicts with that policy. 

12 If it went ahead, this project would strongly undermine the reputation of Kidlington, 

which would become more closely associated with the practice of locking up innocent 

people without judicial oversight in a way that has been widely criticised within the UK and 

by international agencies such as the United Nations. It would make Kidlington and the 

District a less desirable place in which to bring up children to believe in the just treatment 

of and respect for all people. 

13 It appears to us likely that the plans (which are incomplete in showing use of all areas) 

would involve lower standards than in the present centre in the new areas: a less open 

regime, the toilet facilities, less sports facilities etc. This is not acceptable, and on these 

grounds the application should be rejected. 

14 We object to the application on the grounds that aspects of the suggested 

development (mass, height of buildings, concentration of buildings on the site, likely 

increase in traffic, insufficient parking, water drainage problems, likely increased light 

pollution) in any case make it unacceptable, and inappropriate in a Green Belt. 
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