


councils and other local bodies. I endorse the objections and concerns raised by those 
organisations and would ask the Secretary of State to consider them alongside my own 
representation. 
 

I would ask that these matters be taken into account in determining the application. In 
particular, I would ask the Secretary of State to consider whether the information currently 
submitted is sufficient to enable a properly informed planning judgement, how the 
proposal should be considered against the development plan and other relevant planning 
policies, and whether matters which remain fundamental to the feasibility and 
deliverability of the development can appropriately be left to be resolved after permission 
is granted.  

  

I believe it is particularly material that Cherwell District Council - as the local planning 
authority - identified such material gaps in the application from the Home Office. I 
attended the meeting of Cherwell's planning authority on 16 September and understand 
that Cherwell District Council's (CDC) Principal Planning Officer has raised significant 
concerns about the completeness of the information submitted by the Home Office, 
including that the environmental screening assessment lacked critical information. He 
went as far as to state that he considered that the application would not have been 
sufficiently complete for validation had it been submitted to CDC through the normal 
planning process. I would ask the Secretary of State to consider carefully whether the 
information currently before her is sufficient to enable a properly informed planning 
decision.  

  

The Minister for Border Security and Asylum indicated to me on 14 September that she 
expected any conditions attached to the planning decision to be enforced by the Local 
Planning Authority (CDC). I would ask the Secretary of State to confirm this, and clarify that 
CDC would have the necessary role and powers to enforce any such conditions.  

  

I also attended the meeting of Bicester Town Council on 16 September, at which I was 
made aware of concerns regarding the adequacy of the ecological information submitted 
with the application, including widely available information on protected species recorded 
in the area. In particular, there are nearly 6,000 reports of protected species in the area of 
the site, including great crested newts and twelve species of bat. This suggests that the 
information provided in the application is wholly inadequate and might lead to unlawful 
activity at the site that fails to protect wildlife. Given the number of outstanding ecological 
surveys already identified in my earlier correspondence, I would ask the Secretary of State 



to consider whether the ecological information currently submitted is sufficient to enable 
the potential impacts on protected species and habitats to be properly assessed before 
any decision is taken.  

  

I also understand that Bicester Countryside and Communities CIC has issued a pre-action 
letter in relation to a proposed judicial review, identifying gaps in the justification for the 
environmental screening decision made on 26 August. I strongly support the concerns 
raised in that correspondence and trust that the Department will consider carefully the 
points raised within it, which are fundamental to the lawfulness of the application.  

   

Oxfordshire County Council has raised concerns regarding public health, safeguarding, 
welfare provision and the potential impact on local services. These include questions 
around disease prevention and outbreak management arrangements, mental health 
support for residents, and the extent to which the implications for local public services 
have been identified, funded and mitigated. I would ask the Secretary of State to give 
careful consideration to these concerns in determining the application.  
 
I remain deeply concerned about whether the accelerated Urgent Crown Development 
procedure is justified given the number of material matters which remain unresolved. I 
have repeatedly raised my concern that the urgent requirements were not met. The MOD 
confirmed that it had first been approached by the Home Office in November 2025. The 
application makes clear that some of the consultants asked to produce reports were 
commissioned in April 2026. The Housing Minister, Rt Hon Matthew Pennycook MP, 
informed me that an urgent Crown Development application had been agreed on 16 July. 
Yet the application was not published until 2 September. In short, the Government did not 
proceed with urgency yet expected consultees to respond within 10 days. I asked ministers 
to extend this deadline to 21 days but they refused. 

   

I would be grateful if this correspondence and annex could therefore be treated as my 
formal representation and considered alongside the other representations and 
consultation responses received in relation to the application.  

   

Yours sincerely,  

   



Calum Miller  
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The Rt Hon Andy Burnham MP 

Prime Minister and First Lord of the Treasury 

10 Downing Street 

London 

SW1A 2AA 

11 September 2026 

 

Proposed asylum accommodation centre at MOD Bicester 

 

Dear Andy, 

 

Thank you for responding on 1 September to my question about the Government’s proposal to 

house 1,250 male asylum seekers in a remote location at MOD Bicester, close to the small villages of 

Piddington, Arncott, Blackthorn and Ambrosden.  

You said you would look at all the material and report back from the Despatch Box, when you had 

reviewed the case. Since that would be unprecedented, I asked the Leader of the House yesterday 

how this would happen and was pleased to have his assurance that you would share your views with 

me and my constituents.  

Since our exchange, the Home Office’s application was finally published on 2 September, and runs to 

hundreds of pages. Whilst I welcome receiving the information that was promised, I remain deeply 

concerned by both the quality of the proposal and the evidence underpinning it.  

I appreciate how busy you are. So I wanted to provide you with a summary of the key issues with 

this proposal ahead to help you as you formulate your views on it. 

A previous plan to house asylum seekers at MOD Bicester was proposed by a Labour Government in 

2003, but rejected by a planning inspector who concluded that the site was isolated, unsafe and 

unsuitable. Today, more than 20 years later, the same conditions that made the previous proposal 

untenable remain. 

It is very important to stress a number of key facts about this site.  

A. It is not a current MOD accommodation site. It is a semi-derelict storage depot that has 

been used over years for military equipment. There are no unused former barracks or 

military accommodation blocks that can be repurposed.  

B. This site is adjacent to small villages without amenities. The nearest is Piddington with a 

population of 370 and no shop, no pub and no bus service. Two miles away is Arncott which 

is home to a number of service personnel families within its population of around 1,500 and 

a single one-stop shop.  
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ANNEX: Detailed Comments 

The documents published on 2 September which constitute the Home Office’s application for the 

asylum centre demonstrate  a number of fundamental issues that make it impossible to conclude 

that this application is ready for a lawful decision. 

1) There is still no confirmed long-term foul drainage solution for the facility. The application 

states that tankering, which is proposed during the first phase of the development, would 

not be viable at full occupancy. Yet no alternative long-term solution is proposed. It is 

difficult to understand how a development of this scale can properly proceed when a basic 

requirement for its operation remains unresolved. 

2) The site's electricity supply is unresolved. The application concedes that the existing 

electrical infrastructure cannot be relied upon and that temporary and/or permanent 

generators will therefore be required. Yet the potential noise and emissions impacts of those 

generators do not appear to have been assessed anywhere in the application. 

3) The location raises serious flood-risk concerns. The first phase of the proposed plan, to 

accommodate 408 asylum seekers, is proposed on one of the lowest and most flood-prone 

parts of the site. The Government's own documents show that 25% of the site has a ‘high 

chance’ of surface water flooding. Piddington Brook, a tributary to the River Ray, is only a 

few meters away from the edge of the MOD Bicester site. 

4) There are significant unresolved environmental concerns. Natural England has advised that a 

hydrological connection between the application site and the nearby Arncott Bridge 

Meadows Site of Special Scientific Interest cannot be ruled out. Importantly, its previous 

advice was based on assumptions about the site's drainage arrangements that differ 

significantly from the drainage solution subsequently advanced in the application 

documents. 

5) The site has inadequate pedestrian, cycling and public transport infrastructure. The Home 

Office confirms that there is currently no pedestrian or cycle infrastructure around the site 

and that nearby bus stops cannot be safely reached on foot. The application itself 

acknowledges that neither site entrance is currently served by pedestrian infrastructure. The 

Home Office describes the location as having "very limited facilities" and suggests that this is 

acceptable because the development would operate as a largely self-contained site. This is 

effectively an acknowledgement of the site's unsuitability, especially when the Home Office 

states that the residents of the site will be free to leave.  

6) Nine ecological surveys are still outstanding. These include surveys for bats and great 

crested newts. Both require surveys to be undertaken within defined seasonal windows, 

which I understand have now passed if the Government intends to proceed with the 

development in 2026. It is therefore unclear how the environmental impacts of the proposal 

can properly be assessed on the current timetable. 

7) I am concerned about the accuracy and quality of the information submitted. My 

constituents were greatly alarmed to see that the ‘preliminary risk assessment for potential 

unexploded ordnance contamination’ refers to 3,510 asylum seekers, rather than the 1,256 

stated elsewhere in the proposal. I understand the Government's explanation is that 3,510 is 

an old figure and that the site is intended to accommodate 1,256 people. However, given 

the scale and significance of this development, the Government must provide confidence 
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that the information underpinning the application is accurate and up to date. An error of this 

magnitude inevitably raises concerns about whether other information within the 

application may also be inaccurate or out of date. 

8) There is a fundamental question of value for money. The National Audit Office has 

previously raised serious concerns about the Home Office's large-sites asylum 

accommodation programme. Its March 2024 findings concluded that the programme was 

expected to cost more overall than the hotels it was intended to replace, rather than 

delivering the savings originally projected. Any proposal must demonstrate clear value for 

money for the taxpayer. Given the significant investment that will be required to make MOD 

Bicester operational, I do not believe that this has yet been demonstrated. 





 

I therefore share the concern expressed by Cherwell District Council that the application should not be 

determined favourably without the necessary information being provided and properly assessed. 

 

2. Unsustainable location, accessibility and highway safety 

 

I am concerned about the suitability of this relatively isolated rural location for a residential population of up 

to 1,256 people. 

 

Residents accommodated at the site would be non-detained and would therefore need safe and practical access 

to services and facilities beyond the site. While some facilities would be provided on site, residents would 

inevitably need access to shops and other everyday services and amenities. The surrounding rural area does 

not provide the range of facilities that would ordinarily support a residential population of this scale. 

 

Private car ownership amongst residents cannot reasonably be assumed as the means by which those services 

would be accessed. Significant numbers of residents are therefore likely to be reliant upon walking, cycling, 

public transport or transport specifically provided by the operator. This raises an important question as to 

whether existing rural public transport could accommodate the substantial additional demand generated by the 

development, and, if not, whether sufficient additional transport provision can realistically and reliably be 

maintained for the duration of the proposed use. 

 

These concerns are compounded by the existing transport environment. The site is poorly connected by 

pedestrian and cycling infrastructure and is accessed from the B4011. Thames Valley Police's Designing Out 

Crime Officer has described the site as highly rural and isolated, with no suitable pedestrian or cycle 

connections. The B4011 adjacent to the site is an unlit 50mph road, while collision data considered during the 

planning process includes serious and fatal collisions. 

 

A development accommodating up to 1,256 residents, together with approximately 130 staff and the 

associated servicing, deliveries and other movements, therefore requires particularly robust evidence that the 

substantial additional travel demand can be accommodated safely and sustainably. 

 

Dedicated shuttle transport may form part of the proposed mitigation, but reliance upon such provision does 

not remove the underlying accessibility constraints of the location, nor the need to demonstrate that residents 

can safely and practically access ordinary day-to-day services and amenities. 

 

I therefore consider that significant concerns remain as to whether this is a sustainable and appropriately 

accessible location for a residential use of this scale and intensity, particularly in relation to public transport 

capacity, pedestrian and cycling connectivity and highway safety. 

 

3. Ecology and adequacy of environmental evidence 

 

I am concerned by the issues identified by Cherwell District Council's professional ecology officers 

concerning the ecological evidence accompanying the application. 

 

The Council's assessment identifies apparent omissions from the ecological records search, including records 

of great crested newts within 200 metres of the site and badger within 500 metres, together with records of 

notable butterfly species. 

 

The Council's ecologists have consequently identified a requirement for further survey work in relation to 

species including great crested newts, breeding birds, reptiles, hazel dormouse, barn owl and terrestrial 

invertebrates. 

 

I do not suggest that the existence of these records establishes that any particular protected species is currently 

present within the development footprint. However, where the professional ecological advice identifies 

potentially significant gaps in the evidence base and considers further surveys necessary, those matters should 





























