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LIST OF ACRONYMS
ACDT
BID
CFH
CSU
DCC
DCO
DSO
ETD
FFR
FNO
HMCIP
HMPS
HO
IDE
IE
IMB
IRC
LAA
Mitie
NHS
NGO
PSU
RDs
RFA
TC
UoF

Assessment Care in Detention and Teamwork
Bail in Detention
Campsfield House
Care and Separation Unit
Detainee Consultative Committee
Detainee Custody Officer
Detention Service Order
Emergency Travel Document
Fluid or Food Refusal
[Time served] Foreign National Offender
Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector of Prisons
Her Majesty’s Prison Service
Home Office
Immigration Detention Estate
Immigration Enforcement (Home Office)
Independent Monitoring Board
Immigration Removal Centre
Legal Aid Agency
Mitie Care and Custody (Contracted Management of Campsfield House)
National Health Service
Non-governmental Organisation
Professional Standards Unit (Home Office)
Removal Directions
Removal from Association
Temporary Confinement
Use of Force
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A
1

Sections 1 – 3: Introductory Sections
STATUTORY ROLE OF THE IMB AT CAMPSFIELD HOUSE IRC

The Prisons Act 1952 and the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 require every Prison
and Immigration Removal Centre (IRC) to be monitored by an Independent Board
(IMB), appointed by the Secretary of State, from members of the community in which
the prison or centre is situated.
The Board is specifically charged to:
•
•
•

Satisfy itself as to the humane and just treatment of those held in custody within
its establishment.
Inform promptly the Secretary of State, or any official to whom s/he has
delegated authority as it judges appropriate, on any concerns it has.
Report annually to the Secretary of State on how well the establishment has met
the standards and requirements placed on it and what impact these have on
those held in its custody.

To enable the Board to carry out these duties effectively, its members have the right of
access to detainees, every part of the establishment and also to the establishment’s
records.
Appointed by the Home Office, Board members are unpaid and independent of Her
Majesty’s Prison Service (HMPS), the Home Office and Centre Management. IMB
Members are the only independent presence in the Centre on a day-to-day basis.
The IMB remit covers the detainees’ experience of detention. It does not extend to the
immigration status of the individual detainee.
The Board meets monthly, part of each meeting also involving staff of the management
contract holders, Mitie Care and Custody, and resident staff of Immigration Enforcement
(Home Office). Members of the Board undertake ‘Rota Visits’ on a weekly basis, where,
inter alia, they check facilities, follow up on written requests lodged in IMB mail boxes,
and respond to casual requests for help. They also visit the Centre within 24 hours of
any detainee being taken into the Care and Separation Unit, to verify that the individual
in question understands their situation and is being properly treated, and attend and
witness emergencies and other incidents on a responsive basis, as appropriate.
IMB Equality statement
Independent Monitoring Boards will not discriminate directly or indirectly against
anyone because of age, disability, gender reassignment, marital and civil partnership
status, pregnancy and maternity, race including nationality, ethnic or national origins,
religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation, in recruitment, in the treatment of
members, and in the way they monitor the treatment of people in custody.
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2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS
2.1 INTRODUCTION
2.1.1 This report presents the findings of the Independent Monitoring Board at
Campsfield House Immigration Removal Centre (henceforth, ’the Board’), for the period
1 January – 31 December, 2018. In the event, this covered the final year of Campsfield
House’s use as an immigration removal centre. Its closure was announced on 9
November. 2018, and all detainees were transferred out of the Centre by midDecember.
Evidence presented in the report comes from observations made on rota, single purpose
and ad hoc visits, formal meetings with Mitie and Home Office staff, informal contacts
with detainees and staff, scrutiny of official data and reports, focus group meetings and
discussions organised by the Board, sample surveys conducted by Centre management,
and detainee submissions and complaints.
2.2 ISSUES FROM THE ANNUAL REPORT OF 2017
2.2.1 The Ministerial response to the 2017 Annual Report (published on 29 May, 2018)
was received on 4 July, 2018. This was a considerable improvement on the previous
year, when the Ministerial response was received 10 months after submission, and only
after a change of Minister.
In her response, the Minister accepted most of the Board’s recommendations. These
concerned such matters as: property handling under detainee escorting; smoking in the
centre; access to Skype; expansion of sport, fitness and recreational activities; the
introduction of the ‘System 2 Health and Justice’ information system.
While the recommendation calling for the ‘Complaints Section of the Home Office to
adhere to the terms of DSO 03/2015, as regards information provision to the IMB’ was
accepted, two other recommendations regarding response times for complaints were
rejected. The Board maintains its position on both these matters, and presents its
reasons in its response to the 2017 Action Plan (Annex One).
2.3 MAIN JUDGEMENTS – ANNUAL REPORT FOR 2018
2.3.1 The Independent Monitoring Board’s Annual Report for 2018 affirms its recent
assessment of Campsfield House as a well-run centre. Both centre management and the
resident team of Home Office Immigration Enforcement have sought actively to provide
safe and secure accommodation for detainees, to be responsive to their needs and
interests, and to ensure their fair and humane treatment. The atmosphere has generally
been good throughout the year.
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The closure of Campsfield House was handled efficiently, and in a consultative manner
with regard to detainee next steps, and was concluded within a four-week period. The
speed of closure meant that there was no period in which the availability of facilities
was seriously compromised.
The Board has some concerns of relevance to the future management of the IDE. First,
whilst it is pleased to note the responsiveness of the Home Office to its previous
feedback on the operation of the ‘Detention Duty Advice Scheme’, it is not convinced
that the new contractual arrangements, introduced in September 2018, will provide an
effective way to improve performance. Second, the Board continues to have concerns
about healthcare, including mental health provision, which are particular problem areas
in the IDE, in part because of the strains generated by the policy of open-ended
detention. And third, there is the issue of lengths of stay in detention. The information
base on this is presently inadequate, but it is possible that detention at the centre has
been over-used for individuals who do not merit the length of their detention, or any
confinement at all. With regard to significant numbers of foreign national offenders
(FNOs) held at Campsfield, there is surely a very strong argument that the majority of
such cases should have been resolved while their prison sentences were being served.
The Board has added a short extra section to the established annual report format (Part
E), to take stock of experience at Campsfield House, and to draw some conclusions as to
what can be learnt from the Campsfield experience of potential interest to the wider
IDE.
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3

DESCRIPTION OF ESTABLISHMENT

3.1
Campsfield House Immigration Removal Centre is located near Kidlington, five
miles north of Oxford, and is adjacent to the ‘HM Prison Service Control & Restraint
Training College’.
3.2
Since 2011, the Centre has been managed by ‘Mitie Care + Custody (henceforth,
‘Mitie’) on behalf of Immigration Enforcement, a department of the Home Office. Mitie’s
contract commenced in May, 2011, initially for five years, and was subsequently
extended till May, 2019. All facilities in the Centre have been run by Mitie, with the
exception of healthcare, provided by the company Care UK on contract to NHS
England. The resident Home Office Immigration Enforcement team has been
responsible for the monitoring of contract service delivery and contract management,
acting as the conduit between ‘case owners’ and detainees.
3.3 Campsfield Closure:
On 9 November 2018, it was announced by the Home Office that Campsfield House was
to close by the end of the existing management contract, which would not be renewed
or extended.
The Director General of Immigration Enforcement gave the following reasons for the
closure:
i.

ii.
iii.

A change in policy within the Home Office regarding the use of detention,
aiming at a reduction in the numbers detained, the duration of detention
before removal, and improved welfare of those detained. (The stated
target for reduction in the overall size of the IDE is almost 40% by mid2019.)
The geographical location of Campsfield House, which rendered it less
important to the national footprint of immigration enforcement than
other centres in the IDE.
The ageing infrastructure of Campsfield House, which would have
required considerable investment for its continued long-term use as an
immigration removal centre.

It was stressed that the decision to close was not related to the performance of the
service providers.
In the event, the Centre was rapidly run down, and all detainees had left (variously, for
removal, relocation, or temporary or permanent release) by 13 December 2018.
At the time of writing (February 2019), some Mitie and Home Office Immigration
Enforcement staff remain in the Centre, though all will be withdrawn by 19 May, the
formal end of the contract.
3.4 Layout of Campsfield House:
The configuration of Campsfield House was low-rise and unlike a prison, allowing for a
degree of informality. The Centre consisted of three interconnected two-storey
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buildings, with some additional single storey units (including the reception, command
suite, visitors’ centre and CSU).
3.7 Campsfield House was a relatively small facility within the IDE. The Centre was
intended only for adult males, and the maximum capacity was 282, which had reduced
to 257 by August. This was due to the downsizing of all three-bedroom accommodation
to two beds in line with the recommendations of the second (2018) Shaw Report. (It is
unclear to the Board why the Home Office did not require that similar steps be taken to
reduce the occupancy of 4, 5, 6 and 7 bed accommodation.) The total number of
individuals arriving in the Centre during the year was 2827, and all of these, and the 205
carried over from 2017, had departed by mid-December. The churn of detainees was
considerable (for example, in the month of January, 2018, the detainee count varied
between 198 and 277, and numbers were unchanged on successive days on only one
occasion; new arrivals/departures in March, April and May were respectively, 349/375,
339/337 and 311/318).
As of August, the breakdown of dormitory rooms was:
15 x 1 bed
31x 2 beds
38 x 4 beds
1 x 5 beds
3 x 6 beds
1 x 7 beds
TOTAL: 257 persons in 82 rooms, plus two single rooms in the Care and Separation
Unit.
3.8
The detainee blocks of the Centre were normally open and unrestricted. The
three dormitory blocks were closed off overnight, although free movement was
permitted within them. The Short-stay Unit was used to house new arrivals, imminent
departures and individuals under close supervision (for example, where there were
concerns about a detainee’s welfare or behaviour).
3.9
During 2018, the monthly average occupancy was 172 detainees (61% of
maximum capacity), of whom an average of 62 (36% of actual) were Foreign National
Offenders (FNOs). There was a rapid reduction of detainee numbers during the year,
particularly in the second half. While the average population in the first half of the year
was 236 (84% of capacity), that for the second half of the year was only 108 (42% of the
reduced capacity). As with the detainee population as a whole, there is a sharp contrast
in figures for FNOs between the first and second semesters, although relative
percentages were similar (an average of 92 and 31 detainees respectively, 39% and
29% of actual). Compared to total detainees, this continued the trend for an increasing
proportion of detainees to be FNOs. In 2017 the average percentage of FNOs was 37%
of the total detained, and in 2016, 28%. In 2012 the average was only 14%. (A 30% cap
on FNOs as a proportion of the total detainees was introduced in the Centre in 2007 but
removed in 2014.)
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The trends in occupancy for 2018 are illustrated in the bar chart below:

Average Occupancy by Month, 2018
300
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50
0

Detainees-Total

FNOs

3.10 Inventories of the facilities at Campsfield House, and of NGOs visiting the Centre in
the year, are provided in Annex Two.
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B

Evidence sections 4 – 11

These sections review those areas of the operational management of Campsfield House
which were central to the welfare of detainees, and to their fair and humane treatment.

4

SAFETY

4.1
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF SAFETY IN THE CENTRE
The Board is satisfied that Campsfield House provided a safe environment for detainees
in the year, and that Mitie and Home Office Immigration Enforcement staff were mindful
of security issues in their management practices, as regards both detainees and staff,
and diligent in their performance. Relations between staff and detainees were generally
good. The new Centre Manager, who took over in January, has been a very visible and
reassuring presence in the Centre.
The Board is satisfied that detainees were adequately risk-assessed, that ACDT
assessments were carefully undertaken and ACDT procedures effectively applied. 121
ACDT booklets were open within the year (each ACDT institutes a formal procedure for
staff monitoring of individuals deemed at risk), and seven individuals arrived with
ACDTs. Members of the Board have commented favourably in the year on the ACDT
reviews they have witnessed and on the support given by DCOs to detainees more
generally, and in at least one instance, noted outstanding concern for the welfare of an
at-risk individual, and positive management by staff members acting together to
address his welfare needs.
Instances of self-harm were infrequent in the year: 16 cases in all, only one of which was
treated off-site. This compares with 2017 (when average occupancy was 55% higher),
where 22 cases were recorded, three of which were treated off-site.
The Board is satisfied that Centre management has been diligent in its approach to
control of illicit substance use. At least five targeted searches were reported in the year,
leading to low level findings of: hooch (four cases); cannabis (four cases); and one case
of an unidentified but suspicious substance.
There were 186 external escorts in the year (32 of them medical emergencies), 71%
involving use of handcuffs. This issue has been of concern to the Board in recent years,
though there was a small reduction compared to 2017 (when 74% were cuffed).
The average length of stay was 36 days, a reduction of 8% on 2017 (average of 39 days),
though the comparison may be of limited value, given the rapid run down of numbers in
the centre, from mid-year. This issue is discussed further in Section 10.
There were four group charter removals in the year, all of which were monitored by
Board members. The Board is satisfied with the handling of these removals, and views
the on-site treatment of the detainees, both by Centre staff and the escort team, as
considerate and appropriate.
10

There were three ‘serious incidents’ recorded in the year: two attempted escapes (15
April and 17 May), and one rooftop protest with self-harm (29 May). All three incidents
were quickly resolved by on-site staff.
4.2
THE HMCIP INSPECTION
An unannounced inspection of Campsfield House was undertaken by HM Chief
Inspector of Prisons in mid-September, and the final report was published in January
2019. This is generally positive. It notes that ‘overall, the centre was physically safe’ and
that detainees confirmed this. However, the survey undertaken at the start of the
inspection reported that many more detainees felt unsafe in 2018 than at the time of the
previous inspection, in 2014 (41% cf. 19%). This was from responses to the survey
question ‘Do you feel unsafe in this centre?’ The reasons for the increase were unclear
to HMIP (Para S10) and needed, it said, further investigation by the Centre
(Introduction).
This finding is of concern to the Board, though it is unsupported by the Board’s own
monitoring activities and appears counter-intuitive. There were no instances during the
year of detainees reporting concerns about personal safety at the Centre to the Board,
written or verbal (see Part D). Focus group meetings were organised by the Board
twice in the year (14 and 11 detainees attended, respectively, from invitee lists chosen
by random sampling). In both instances, most detainees reported feeling safe at
Campsfield, and said they were fairly treated by staff. At one of the meetings, two
individuals did report feeling less safe, though it is notable that both were not only new
to the Centre but had no previous experience of detention anywhere (having been
detained for only two and five days respectively).
A survey undertaken by Centre management as part of its contractual obligations is also
unsupportive of the inspection finding. Completed questionnaires were returned by 69
individuals in July. 96% said they felt fairly treated by staff at the centre, and 84% said
they felt safe there. (Only 18 respondents indicated their origins, all of those being from
the Indian sub-continent; eight respondents said they were Christian and 54 Muslim.)
It seems likely that the HMIP finding mainly reflected detainees’ concerns about the
circumstances of their detention, their case progression and their outlook, rather than
their physical safety on-site. This may be supported by the finding of the Mitie survey,
that while 84% said that they felt safe in the Centre (4% said they felt unsafe), this
dropped to 64% when detainees were asked about feelings of safety on arrival.
CLOSURE OF CAMPSFIELD HOUSE
The rapid close-down of the Centre would appear to have been satisfactorily and
efficiently handled, and the Board has not received any negative feedback from or about
detainees relocated during the closure period. Each detainee underwent a personal
interview before relocation, to accommodate their individual preferences, and no one
was left socially isolated during the final stages. It is reported that all detainees who
expressed a particular preference were relocated to the accommodation they had
requested.
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The closure process has clearly been difficult for staff, particularly as the announcement
was made in the run-up to Christmas, but this did not seem to have affected the
functioning of the Centre. The Board notes the regrets voiced by several detainees (for
example, during Detainee Consultative Committee meetings, and in letters subsequently
sent to management) regarding the closure of the Centre, with expressions of concern
as to the future welfare of the staff.
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5

EQUALITY AND FAIRNESS

Campsfield House was an adult male-only facility, and during the year, housed persons
of c. 44 nationalities, with upwards of 30 first languages declared at any one time. A
significant proportion of the detainees came from the three countries on the Indian subcontinent (38%). The majority of detainees were in the age range 22-49 (86%). The
main declared religions groupings were Muslim (44%), Christian (27%), Sikh (10%),
Hindu and Buddhist (each 7%).
The Board is satisfied that management treated detainees equally and fairly, with due
regard to such factors as: religion; colour, race and ethnicity; disability; gender and
sexual orientation. The facilities of the centre were available to all detainees. Faith
provision at the Centre was strong, with a very active staff, and it is notable that this
potentially contentious area was not the subject of any complaints to the Board in the
year.
The Board commends the interest and concern shown by management and many staff
in making the detainees’ experience a positive one, especially the measures taken to
present the positive aspect of the Centre’s diversity. Most notable in this regard was the
‘Cultural Kitchen’ opened early in the year, which was a resounding success, much used
and greatly appreciated by the detainee community. (See Para 7.2)
5.1 LEGAL SERVICES
The Board was pleased that the Home Office Minister accepted its recommendation of
the need to improve the operation of the ‘Detention Duty Advice Scheme’ (the formal
system for basic legal assistance to those in detention), but is very doubtful about the
replacement. In lieu of the previous three firms (two of which performed well, as judged
by detainee feedback, while the third received many complaints), the new providers’ list
comprises upwards of 22 registered firms only two of which appear to have an office in
Oxfordshire. (The firm much complained about is on the new providers’ list; it does not
have an office in Oxfordshire.), Comparative evidence is limited but suggests that a
specialist firm experienced in IDE work that is locally-based and readily accessible is
likely to outperform non-locally based and/or less focused providers, particularly firms
with poor coordination on-site. The new scheme only started on 3 September, so was
running during a highly atypical period. However, there is some evidence that it got off
to a bad start, though the total number of formal complaints for the year was small.
There were six in all, each concerning a different firm. One was lodged in May, one in
June, and four were lodged in the four weeks between mid-September and mid-October.
In other words, there were complaints about the performance of four of the seven firms
contracted as lead solicitors for the first seven weeks of the new scheme. This is in a
context in which the average number of detainees was reducing rapidly (235 in May,
184 in June, 122 in September, and 137 in October).
This approach of having multiple, non-local legal providers should be reviewed as a
matter of urgency.

13

5.2 COMPLAINTS
The handling of the formal complaints procedure has been a matter of longstanding
concern to the Board. A particular preoccupation has been with ‘DCF9’ complaints –
that is, written complaints formally lodged with the Home Office Detention Services
Complaints Department (and dealt with by it or forwarded to the relevant party).
Complaints in the year, classified by category, response and response time, are given in
the tables below.

Campsfield House DCF9 Complaints – breakdown by broad category
(2018)
Ave.
Response
Time
[days]

Substantiated

Number of
Complaints

Yes

In Part

Outside
Response Time
Targets

No

Minor
Misconduct

23

23

15

3

Serious
Misconduct

1

1

59

-

13

2

Service

19

4

2

13

Totals

43

4

2

37

As regards the detailed breakdown of the complaints by topic, the chart above indicates
their varied nature. It is noted that, of the six complaints that were either substantiated
(4) or partly substantiated (2), all were in the category ‘Service’. These were all
investigated by Centre Management.
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Category of Complaint by Percentage [2018]
25
20

23

23

19
16

15
9

10

5

5

2

0

Investigator

Total
Number of
Complaints

Substantiated
Yes

Partly

No

Mitie

39

4

2

33

Immigration
PSU
TOTAL

3
1
43

0
0
4

0
0
2

3
1
37

In summary, it is evident that the total number of complaints was still commendably
small, and (as in the past) the majority were not substantiated on investigation.
Response times were very variable for minor misconduct and service complaints
(between one and 30 days), with 12% failing to meet the Home Office target (20
working days). This is of concern to the Board, as average length of stay at the Centre in
2018 was only 36 days, which raises the possibility that responses might have been sent
out after the complainants left the Centre, possibly after their removal from the country.
Ability to contact a complainant in such circumstances is presumably uncertain. The
lengthier response times allowed for IRCs than for prisons continue to perplex the
Board.
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5.3 PROPERTY ISSUES RAISED AT WELFARE
A total of 105 detainees approached the Welfare Department in 2018, regarding
property left at dispatching locations. Eighty-five percent of the incidents were from
prisons and police stations. The breakdown of property cases by percentage from each
dispatching location is shown below. In 63 of the 109 cases (57%), the property was
recovered by the detainee, while in the remaining 42 cases (43%) the issue is recorded
as ‘unresolved’. This compares with 2017 when only 38% of cases were resolved. It is
noted that there was a change of transport provider in the year. Among the factors
which may have accounted for the numbers of unresolved cases is the difficulty of
liaising with some of the dispatching points. In the case of police stations, for example,
52% of all property incidents were unresolved, compared with 33% from prisons.
As in 2017, the Board has concerns about some of the justifications for case closure. In
about a third of cases, it was unclear whether files marked as ‘resolved’ actually
warranted this label.
In summary, there appears to have been some improvement in handling of property in
transit compared to 2017, albeit from a low base.

Property in Transit: Number of Issues from Each Location

60

50

40
Police Station
HMP

30

Other

20

10

0
Unresolved

Resolved

Total

16
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REMOVAL FROM ASSOCIATION/ TEMPORARY CONFINEMENT

6.1 OVERALL USAGE
This concerns removal from association (RFA, ‘Rule 40’), use of force (UoF, ‘Rule 41’)
and temporary confinement (TC, ‘Rule 42’).
These rules were applied less often in 2018 than in previous years (in aggregate,
reductions of 33% and 38% respectively, compared to usage in 2017 and 2018). In part
this reflects the smaller numbers of detainees in the Centre. Relative to the numbers of
detainees, confinements to the Care and Separation Unit (CSU) under Rules 40 and 42
were infrequent, and significantly lower than in 2017. Applications of Rule 41 (use of
force) were at similar levels to previous years. In 46% of the cases where force was
used to move a detainee under Rule 41, this had been pre-planned.
Year
2018

Usage

2017

Usage

2016

Usage

2015

Usage

Total
[Rules 40/41/42]

Rule 40
RFA

Rule 41
U of F

Rule
42 TC

81

27

45

9

120

56

52

12

131
76

64
48

39
18

28
10

NOTE: Some individuals were involved in more than one application of the rules, for example, where force was
used to remove a detainee to CSU, who was then reclassified from ‘temporary confinement’ to ‘removal from
association’ (or vice versa).

FNOs accounted for almost half of the detainees placed in the CSU, a much greater
proportion than the overall representation of FNOs in Campsfield House (52% of Rule
40 and 44% of Rule 42 incidents, compared to average FNO occupancy of 36% in the
year). 22 detainees accounted for almost 40% of incidents, and half of these were FNOs.
A wide range of nationalities was implicated, though it is noticeable that detainees from
the Indian sub-continent were involved on only four occasions, despite being the largest
nationality group in the Centre [38%].
The Board is satisfied that correct procedures were followed in the removal of
detainees to the CSU, and that these were well documented and managed by Mitie
management. Board members were satisfied with the care given to detainees held in the
CSU and, in the limited number of instances where the use of force was witnessed,
satisfied with the approach of Mitie staff to its application. However, we consider that
the CSU unit was not fit for purpose, due to the cramped conditions, poor ventilation
and uneven heating and cooling, all of which provided an unsatisfactory environment
for staff and detainees. While detailed information was provided to the Board ex-post
on applications of the three rules, both on an individual basis and aggregated in the
monthly record, we would wish to have been informed in advance of the planned use of
force, and this would have assisted in monitoring.

17

7 RESIDENTIAL SERVICES
7.1 ACCOMMODATION
Residential accommodation at Campsfield House was in buildings that were dated and
of poor quality, and some facilities, particularly the Health Unit and Care and Separation
Unit, were sub-standard as noted elsewhere in this report (Sections 6 and 8). A
programme was undertaken in the year to brighten the common areas with paintings of
international sports personalities and the like.
The significant improvement in cleanliness noted in the 2017 Annual Report was
maintained in 2018.
7.2 CATERING
A new ‘Cultural Kitchen’ was opened in the year. This offered the opportunity for groups
of detainees to get together to cook a national or regional meal, and then to invite their
fellow detainees to dine with them. The Kitchen was fitted out to a good standard, with
an adjoining dining room seating up to about 20 at one sitting. Management provided
support with a dedicated staff member and all the necessary ingredients, including
herbs and spices.
The Cultural Kitchen quickly established itself as a major event, with high levels of
participation in a very cordial atmosphere (see the sample monthly figures, below). It
contributed greatly to the positive approach to diversity in the Centre, and the whole
experience is highly commended by the Board.

Month
July
August
September
October
Totals:

Number of
Events

Number of
Cooks

Number of
guests

Styles of cooking
[national/regional]

14
9
11+2*
15
51

69
49
54
74
246

251
283
212
380
1,126

8
7
8+2
12

*Note: The September total included two special events – the Campsfield Barbecue (6th) and the Chinese
Moon Festival (24th). These were ‘open house’ events, the cooks and guest numbers for which are not
included in the September statistics.

7.3 SMOKING
In line with the new policy on smoking, (withdrawal in February of DSO 02/2014,
which had permitted smoking in designated areas of IRCs), Centre management
prepared a control plan, including support to individuals wishing to give up smoking or
to use safer alternatives. Plans were also developed to deal with the further changes
which were to apply in September, permitting vaping in outside areas, but otherwise
requiring a smoke-free IDE. In August, 2018, the Centre was told that there had been a
U-turn by the Home Office on this issue, and that some smoking would still be permitted
in the IDE (though not in confined spaces, in line with the Health Act). The significant
18

investments of time and effort made by Centre management in seeking to implement
the original policy change is acknowledged by the Board.
7.4 COMMUNICATIONS
Like other IMBs, the Campsfield Board has long argued for a more accommodating
approach from the Home Office to the use of Skype and its non-encrypted equivalents.
We are pleased to note that this possibility is under active consideration by the Home
Office.
8 HEALTHCARE
As in past years, healthcare has proved a problematic area in the Centre, with high
levels of dissatisfaction reported to the Board, albeit sometimes from fairly small
numbers of detainees, and with a tendency to repeat complaints. The Board is not alone
in its concerns. A healthcare inspection by the Care and Quality Commission was
undertaken in the year, and this identified 81 areas which required attention, 21 of
them as high priority.1
The Board has found it difficult to adequately monitor the health service at Campsfield,
due in part to limited cooperation from the Health Unit. Communications with the Unit
were not helped by the fact that its email system was not compatible with the secure
email used by the Board to circulate its rota visit reports. Despite repeated requests,
this matter had not been addressed by the time of the Centre’s closure. This lack of
dialogue made it difficult for the Board to understand the underlying issues (which may
well have been attributable, in large measure, to staffing problems and work overload,
as well as the cramped conditions in which the Unit worked). The fact that the Health
Unit was managed independently of the rest of Campsfield House exacerbated these
difficulties. There was a reorganisation of the management of the unit in late October,
with the arrival of a temporary manager, but this left little time before the closure for
any substantial changes in approach.
The SystmOne Health and Justice (‘System Two’) information system, which the Board
had expressed concerns about in the 2016 and 2017 Annual Reports, went live in
August, 2018.
The relative frequency of hospital escorts for medical emergencies (average three per
month; range, 1-5; set against the mean population of 172 detainees) does suggest that
the Health Unit was responsive to serious medical needs.
In its formal response to the 2017 Annual Report, Care UK indicated that it would ‘give a
breakdown of complaints statistics at an agreed and representative frequency’. This has
not occurred. The Board still does not have access to information on formal complaints
lodged against the Health Unit, and is thus unable to comment on their handling.

1

The CQC Requirement Notices are listed in Appendix III of the ‘Report on an unannounced inspection of
Campsfield House IRC’ by HMCIP (January, 2019).
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Care UK further stated that ‘the healthcare team cannot monitor complaints that are not
healthcare/clinically related.’ This is factually not the case. Under current arrangements
all complaints relating to the Health Unit were monitored by it in the first instance,
whether or not they were clinical in nature.
The Board offers further observations on these points in its response to the 2017
Action Plan (Appendix One).

9 EDUCATION AND OTHER ACTIVITIES
9.1 EDUCATION & ACTIVITIES
The Board commends the Education and Activity staff for their hard work and
commitment, in conditions that were far from ideal.
The number of accredited courses was increased in the year to include Level 3
qualifications in information and communication technology. E-learning tools in the
form of ‘bksb’ online initial & diagnostic assessments were used to evaluate learners’
individual needs in English.
Arts and Crafts was strong, and much appreciated by detainees. Provision included
photography, screen printing and tie-dye, all three as certifiable courses. Campsfield
detainees contributed paintings and photographs to the Oxford Art Week, with a public
display at the Church of St Michael at the North Gate, in the centre of the city, from 1519 May.
Recreational computing (play stations) was systematically updated during the year.
New sports activities included a ‘bungee run inflatable’ and inflatable zorbs for ‘Zorb
Football’. There were numerous problems with the sports facilities in the year (for
example, the AstroTurf and associated netting in the main sports area were out of use
until early June). Management worked hard to address these deficiencies, in a
bureaucratic context that appeared unhelpful. It is noted that much of the requested
indoor and outdoor gym equipment, as well as a new set of musical instruments, were
only delivered just before the final closure was announced.
The Board is pleased to note that the pool room was relocated in the year, the very
cramped previous site of which had been criticised by the Board in its 2017 Report. This
was returned to its original, much more spacious, location and full-size tables and cues
reinstated. Steps were taken to address the concerns of the faith providers regarding
the problem of noise in this much-used facility, which was adjacent to the faith rooms.
9.2 PAID WORK
As in the past, paid employment (normally at £1 per hour) was offered in the year, on a
voluntary basis, with 55,488 total hours of employment recorded (38,031 hours of
residential work – mostly cleaning – and 17,457 hours of kitchen work). The Board sees
this as having played a significant part in maintaining a positive and purposeful
atmosphere, as well as offering detainees an opportunity to generate funds for mobile
phone credits, expenditure in the Centre’s shop, mail purchases from Argos, etc..
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10 PREPARATION FOR RELEASE OR REMOVAL
10.1 PREPARATIONS FOR RELEASE/REMOVAL
As in 2017, detainees were pre-assessed on arrival, with an interview by the Welfare
Department covering concerns that individuals might have had about their removal or
release, as well as financial and property matters and travel arrangements on removal.
This facilitated advance planning and preparation, and aimed to avoid the difficulties
that are likely to arise with last-minute requests from departing individuals (for
example, as regards contacting relatives in the home country). Education and
recreational provision included some accredited skills training, providing transferable
skills (see Para 9.1).
10.2 LENGTH OF STAY
During the year, the average length of stay was 36 days. This compares with 39 days in
2017 and 33 days in 2016.
The proportion of detainees released from custody in the year, at least temporarily (on,
variously, temporary release or admission, bail or leave to remain) was 45%, slightly
above the levels for 2017 and 2016 (respectively, 42% and 43%).
The maximum length of stay by any individual in Campsfield House, still present at any
time in 2018, was 763 days (this was also the length of time the individual in question
spent in the IDE as a whole). The five individuals who had been detained longest
averaged 584 days in overall lengths of detention within the IDE (not just Campsfield
House), and of these five, only one remained in detention, following transfer, at year end
(this was also within the IDE). The reasons for detention of the five longest stayers in
each month (not just these five individuals), and their lengths of stay within the year
before departure, are given in the table below. All were FNOs.
Such data are difficult to interpret. It cannot be assumed that ‘release from detention’ is
necessarily permanent (in some cases it clearly was not, where an individual returned
to Campsfield House one or more times), but the Home Office tracking information
appears only to concern the initial bail decisions, and not the subsequent fate of those
released temporarily. The reasons for long stays are also varied, and sometimes
complex. For example, one of the longest in detention at Campsfield House had refused
to apply for bail, and only left when the new (2018) bail regulations were brought in
which made bail applications automatic. Given these provisos, it is not possible to say
with certainty whether detention at the Centre was over-used for individuals who did
not merit the length of their detention or, indeed, any confinement at all, though both
are distinct possibilities. With regard to the significant numbers of ex-FNOs held at
Campsfield prior to removal from the UK, there is surely a very strong argument that
the majority of such cases should have been resolved while sentences were being
served. The current complexities of deportation orders and the often lengthy time
periods between FNOs being deemed liable to deport and the actual removal need
urgently to be addressed.
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FIVE LONGEST STAYERS IN EACH MONTH
Reason
Month

ETD
outstanding

Asylum
Claim

January

4
2
2
1
3
2
3
3
1
1

1

February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November

FLR1

Awaiting
RDs & Other

Bail2

Individuals
Involved3
A,B,C,D,E

1
2
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
3
3

2
1
2
1

A,F,G,K,M
G,K,N,Q,R
G,S,T,U,V

1

W,X,Y,Z,AA
X, BB, CC, DD, EE

1

NOTES:
FN1: FLR = ‘Further legal representation’.
FN2: Implies bail has been granted, but appropriate accommodation not yet allocated.
FN3: All 31 individuals listed in this table were FNOs.
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A,E,H,J,K

G,K,N,P,Q

3

December

A,B,D,F,G
A,F,G,K,L

1

2
4

A,B,D,E,F

Z,CC, DD,FF,GG

C

The Work of the IMB

Board members visited Campsfield House at least once a week (more often when
numbers allowed), to undertake ‘Rota Visits’, during which they responded to requests
from detainees, met with detainees and staff, observed conditions and activities, and
sampled food from the dining room. They also responded as required on serious
incidents, and visited any detainee taken into the Care and Separation Unit within 24
hours of his removal from the main residential areas, to ensure that he was aware of the
reasons for his removal, that he was appropriately housed and fed, that his medical and
religious needs were addressed, and that he was provided with adequate activities.
The Board met together monthly, following which a meeting was held with the ‘joint
providers’ (Mitie and Home Office), inter alia to discuss the monthly information digest
and other matters of concern to the Board. The Board delegated individual members to
attend Committees in the Centre, in an observer capacity: Diversity, Safer Detention,
Regimes, Security (all monthly meetings), and Health & Safety and Environment
(quarterly). The Detainee Consultative Committee met weekly (all detainees were
invited to attend and to speak, and a buffet lunch was provided), and there were
periodic Healthcare Forums.
The Chair attended quarterly meetings of the Chairs Forum.
Home Office Immigration Enforcement provided the Clerk to the Board. The
longstanding Board Clerk gave up her duties in the year, due to promotion, and was
replaced by a colleague. The support of both is acknowledged.
BOARD STATISTICS
Number of visits to Campsfield House for any reason
Number of visits for serious incidents

232
1

Recommended Complement of Board Members

12

Number of Board members at the start of the reporting period

5

Number of Board members leaving during the reporting period

1

Number of Board members joining in the reporting period

3

Number of Board members at the end of the reporting period

7
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Board
meetings
attended

Rota
reports

Care and
separation
Rule 40 + 42

IRC
meetings
attended

Other visits

Jan

5

10

1

1

-

Feb

4

4

1

4

4

March

5

5

4

5

7

April

4

4

1

3

1

May

4

5

3

3

8

June

5

8

4

4

2

July

5

6

-

5

2

August

6

8

-

6

-

September

7

6

-

6

-

October

7

7

2

3

7

November

5

5

1

4

2

December

5

3

-

1

4

62

71

17
232

45

37

Total:

3. COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD
3.1
At the end of the reporting period, the Board was made up of 7 members, 5
female and 2 male, all in the upper-age bracket and all white British.
3.2
A recruitment campaign was undertaken in the second half of the year. In the
event, the closing date was the day after Campsfield’s closure was announced in the
press, so the Board did not proceed with any further appointments.
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D Applications to the IMB
The Board visited the Centre at least once a week to carry out Rota Visits. ‘Requests’ to
the Board2 were followed up by meetings with the detainees in question. Where
necessary, detailed application forms (‘Applications’) were completed and the
respondent was invited to give his written permission before the Board contacted
Centre and/or Home Office staff about his case.
Requests to the Board were markedly down in 2018, by the standards of recent years
(by 22% [written requests] and 40% [verbal]), per the table below.

Thematic Analysis of Requests to Speak to Board [2018]
Reason:
Immigration issues & status
Health care & treatment
Staff attitudes (CFH)
Accommodation & facilities
Food issues
Legal support/Solicitor
Property
Personal safety at CFH
External, personal & other
Totals (all categories)

Formal/Written Casual/Verbal
8
6
4
7
2
5
1
4
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
6
19
29

Total
14
11
7
5
1
0
0
0
10
48

Written requests from detainees for meetings were in the form of a short ‘Request Form’, where the
individual in question provided only their name and contact details (room and mobile number), and
signed and dated the form to confirm their desire to see a Board member. The Board member on rota
duty followed this up, and where necessary, filled out a full ‘Application’ in consultation with the detainee,
to substantiate the detainee’s concerns. Where contact with Mitie management or the Home Office was
implied, the detainee needed to sign and approve this action, in line with the GDPR. In its recent draft
Inspection Report (November, 2018), HMCIP noted – with an implication of regret - that the IMB initial
request forms were only in English [Para 4.12]. The Board would not have envisaged providing the forms
in other languages, particularly given that the majority of detainees who were unable to read English
were likely to be from groups which do not use standard Roman scripts (but rather, mostly Arabic and
Brahmic), and whose own calligraphy would thus have been unintelligible to most, if not all, Board
members. The Request Form was anyway extremely simple, and it is unlikely that any detainee would
have been unable or unwilling to work this out for themselves or, in extreme cases, get help from a friend
to do so.
2
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E. CONCLUDING REMARKS REGARDING THE CLOSURE OF
CAMPSFIELD HOUSE
1. The closure of CFH provides an opportunity to reflect on what has worked and
what has been less successful in this IRC. Given its frequent and broad ranging
monitoring visits to the Centre, the IMB is well-placed to provide a view on this.
2. Campsfield House has benefited from being a small and relatively open centre,
with a physical layout and daily rhythm that are firmly at the less forbidding end
of the detention spectrum.
3. The Board’s overall assessment of Centre management has been good in recent
years. This view is supported by others with a more comparative mandate. For
example, successive HMIP Reports (2014 and 2018) attest that the Centre
performed relatively well as compared to most other centres. There has been a
responsive and respectful culture, and a commitment to ensuring that the
experience of detention is an agreeable one, within the limits set by Home Office
policy.
4. Noting that concerns about government policy are mostly beyond the Board’s
remit (for example, open-ended detention, the policy on FNOs and the provision
of bail accommodation), the main preoccupations of the Board have been with
the overall poor standard of conditions (residential, facilities and
educational/recreational) and the performance of those providers not subject to
control by Centre management - specifically healthcare and legal assistance (the
‘Detention Duty Advice Scheme’).
5. The first of these concerns will hopefully be addressed in the design of any new
immigration facilities. The Board views it as important that the design is
appropriate to the needs of the detention estate, and is not driven by the high
security prison model nor by a principle of interchangeability between the two
estates. In this reference, the Board does have concerns about increasing use of
the IDE to house FNOs. The widespread call for better coordination between the
Home Office and Ministry of Justice, such that the immigration status of FNOs is
resolved during their custody, is endorsed by the Board.
6. As regards the performance of providers not subject to control by Centre
management, the Board urges action to address the management of both
healthcare and legal assistance. The recent CQC report will hopefully encourage
the former. The Board repeats its concerns about the new model of legal
assistance introduced in September, the rationale of which is incomprehensible
to it.
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F: ANNEXES TO THE REPORT
ANNEX ONE:
2018 CAMPSFIELD HOUSE HOME OFFICE ACTION PLAN, WITH RESPONSES FROM THE IMB
Campsfield House IRC IMB Annual Report 2017
Action Plan with Responses from the Board (1/2018)

Ref

1

LEAD

HOME OFFICE

RECOMMENDATION

Complaints: To reduce
the period to respond to
complaints from the
current 20 days for
complaints investigated
by the Centre and
Contractors (5.5)

Accept/
Reject

Reject

Comments
The timescale for responding to all
complaints investigated by the
Centre and contractors is the
published 20 day working standard
across the Home Office. The
handling of complaints is clearly
laid out in Detention Service Order
03/2015 and the vast majority of
responses to complaints are within
the 20 day limit.
There will be no change to the
current published working
standard.

IMB Response

It is misleading to suggest
that the ‘vast majority of
responses to complaints
are within the 20 day limit’.
As Para 5.5 indicates, 34
complaints were lodged in
the year, of which 26 were
rejected; of the 8
complaints which were to
be acted upon, 5 (63%)
remained unresolved as of
February, 2018.

2

3

HOME OFFICE

HOME OFFICE

Complaints: To reduce
the period to respond to
complaints from the
current 12 weeks when
investigated by PSU
(5.5)

Complaints: To ensure
that the Complaints
Section adheres to the
terms of DSO 03/2015,
as regards information
provision to the IMB.
(5.5)

Reject

Accept

The PSU provides the Home Office
capacity to take forward serious
misconduct investigations arising
directly from complaints and
incidents across the UK and
overseas. Some investigations are
complex and involve interviewing a
number of witnesses in different
locations. Investigations are
ordinarily concluded within 12
weeks, which is the Home Office
published target on addressing
such complaints, and PSU will
prioritise urgent cases as required.
There will be no reduction time to
the current published target.

DSO 03/2015 sets out the Home
Office policy for the handling of
complaints in immigration removal
centres, short term holding facilities
and residential short term holding
facilities, pre-departure
accommodation and during escort.
In complying with that policy, the
Home Office will ensure that
information is relayed to the
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The Board disagrees. We
restate the view expressed
in both the 2016 and 2017
reports: <Short term
Holdings Facilities and
IRCs are closed
establishments to be used
for persons subject to
administrative detention,
and are comparable to
prisons holding persons
with custodial sentences
and on remand. The
average stay is short, and
merits a quick response.
Yet paradoxically, the time
limits set for the IRCs are
between two and six times
longer than those for
prisoners under
sentence.>

independent monitoring board as
and when specified in the DSO.
Property and luggage will be
transported in line with the relevant
Detention Service Order – DSO
06/2012.

4.

HOME OFFICE

Detainee escorting: To
ensure the proper
handling and recording
of property on transfer.
(5.6)

Accept

It is not always possible for a
detainee’s property due to be
transported with them. This may
be due to a lack of space on the
escort vehicle or the property being
held by the police or the prison
service and unavailable at the time
of transfer.
A detainee can ask for a receipt
from a prison or police station for
property that is not taken on the
day of transfer therefore the
recommendation of gaining a
receipt from the relevant authority
is already in place.

29

5.

HOME OFFICE

Detention policy: To
address the issue of
smoking in the Centre,
so as to provide an
acceptable outcome for
both smokers and nonsmokers. (7.3)

Accept

Smoking is not permitted inside
any of the centre buildings. A new
policy banning smoking across the
whole site is being planned for later
this year.
The Home Office is undertaking an
initial scoping exercise on the use
of Skype for detainee contact with
families abroad.

6.

7.

HOME OFFICE

HOME OFFICE

Detention policy: To
consider relaxing the
rules on access to
Skype, as an individual
communications
medium. (7.4)

Activities: To expand
the range of sports,
fitness and recreational
activities in the Centre.
(9.1)

Accept

Accept

A Detention Services Order
(04/2016) on access to the internet
was published in May 2016. The
provision of internet access is an
important means of helping
detainees to remain in contact with
family, friends and legal
representatives and to prepare for
removal.
The Home Office are working with
Mitie to expand the range of sports,
fitness and recreational activities in
the Centre. A cultural kitchen
offering detainees the opportunity
to prepare food with others opened
in May 2018.
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8.

9.

10

HOME OFFICE

Detention policy: To
investigate the reasons
for the increasing
average length of stay
at Campsfield House
(10.2)

MITIE CARE
AND CUSTODY

Detainee consultation:
To ensure the
production of high
quality quarterly
detainee attitude
surveys, with prompt
access to the results by
the IMB (4.1).

MITIE CARE
AND CUSTODY

Detention policy: To
address the issue of
smoking in the centre,
so as to provide an
acceptable outcome for
both smokers and nonsmokers (7.3).

Accept

Accept

Lengths of detention are kept
under constant review. A team has
been established to review and
improve detained casework
processes, to improve efficiency
and reduce the time any individual
spends in detention.

2 surveys for 2018 have already
been completed and the results
circulated within the centre. Further
surveys are diarised for later in
2018.

The current smoking policy
prohibits smoking in all indoor
spaces and staff continually
challenge persistent offenders of
this policy.
Accept

As a next step in achieving a
smoke-free environment, the
following are being planned for
implementation over the next
12months:
• The centre will become
completely smoke-free.
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•

Authorised vaping devices
will be made available to all
detainees who wish to vape
as a mechanism to support
smoke cessation.
Further to this, the NHS will
implement a support programme
which will include NRT, Quick Quit
courses, yoga, counselling, NRT
champions and smoking cessation
sessions.

11

12

IT infrastructure: To link
Campsfield Houe
NHS
Healthcare into the
ENGLAND/CARE national medical
UK
electronic records
system, to facilitate
continuity of care (8.3)

Complaints: To review
the complaints
procedure to allow the
NHS
Board to see the health
ENGLAND/CARE complaints (where
UK
detainees agree) and to
monitor health
complaints which are
not clinical (8.4)

Accept

Accept in
part

System One Health and Justice
(otherwise known as System Two)
will go live in June 2018.

This is misleading. The
Board accepts that
Care UK are willing to support IMB
individual clinical
monitoring of health complaints
complaints can only be
and accept the recommendation
divulged to it with the
based on written consent being
consent of the
received from the complainant. The
complainant. However, the
healthcare team cannot monitor
provision of aggregate
complaints that are not healthcare/
information is not
clinically related.
dependent on written
consent of the
complainants, whose
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identities do not need to
be divulged. Nor does the
Board accept that the
Healthcare team cannot
monitor complaints that
are not
‘healthcare/clinically
related’. Complaints about
healthcare facilities and
the attitudes and
behaviour of healthcare
staff are not clinical, but
under the existing contract
such complaints are
received and handled by
Care UK, and not Mitie.
Without access to the full
range of aggregated data,
it is not possible to know
how many complaints are
or are not clinically related,
and what actions were
taken by Care UK in
response to each
category.
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13

14

Complaints: To review
the procedure to
provide the Board with
basic statistics, of a
NHS
non-confidential nature,
ENGLAND/CARE
on the number,
UK
handling and outcome
of clinical and nonclinical health
complaints (8.4).

MITIE CARE
AND CUSTODY

Activities: To expand
the range of sports,
fitness and recreational
activities in the Centre
(9.1)

Accept

Care UK will give a breakdown of
complaints statistics at an agreed
and representative frequency.

Currently the provision being
delivered meets the contractual
requirements. Within the last 18
Accept, months the number of hours for
subject to Art, Hairdressing, and ICT has
resources been increased. Further
enhancements to the activities
provision will be increased subject
to resourcing.
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ANNEX TWO
Facilities of Campsfield House include:
• Small library, providing a range of reading materials on Kindles, in several
languages.
• Play station and games room
• Sports Hall, Gymnasium
• Pool room
• Chapel, Muslim prayer room and multi faith room; Chaplaincy Office
• Laundry
• Art Room
• Healthcare
• Welfare Office
• Study Centre
• IT Room
• Shop
• Barber
• Dining Room
• Large Sports Field
• Gardens with benches and tables
• A Cultural Kitchen
NGOs
A number of NGOs visit the Centre on a regular basis, the main of which are:
• Asylum Welcome.
• Bail in Detention (BID).
• Oxford Samaritans.
• Medical Justice.
• The Red Cross.
• HIS Church.
• Music in Detention
• The music charity, ‘Good Vibrations'
A former staff member also visited to display his collection of living raptors, ‘Al’s Owls’.

