
ELAC – Eastleigh Local Area Committee Monday 11 November 2019. 
 
Application Number: F/19/85190 
Case Officer: Gary Osmond 
Received Date: Wednesday 13 March 2019 

 
Site Address: BAY 6 SOUTH & 7B SOUTH, EASTLEIGH RAIL WORKS, 

CAMPBELL ROAD,, EASTLEIGH, SO50 5AD 
 

Applicant: Diageo Pension Trust Limited. 
 

Proposal: Continued use for scrap metal recycling facility (Sui Generis) 
from previous general industrial use (B2) 
 

Recommendation: PERMIT 
 
CONDITIONS AND REASONS 
 
1 
 
 

The development hereby permitted shall be implemented in accordance with 
the following plan numbered: PL18. 
 
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 
 

 
 
 

Note to Applicant: In accordance with paragraph 38 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (February 2019), Eastleigh Borough Council takes a positive 
approach to the handling of development proposals so as to achieve, whenever 
possible, a positive outcome and to ensure all proposals are dealt with in a 
timely manner. 
 

 

 
 
Report: 

 
This application has been referred to Committee by Councillors Bicknell, 
Campbell, Clarke and Irish, as well as for reasons of completeness and public 
interest. 

 
Description of Application 

 
1. This application seeks consent for the continued use of ‘Bays 6 South’ and 

‘7B South’ as a scrap metal recycling facility (Sui Generis) from previous 
general industrial use (Use Class B2) by ‘Raxstar Ltd’, a business which 
specialise in the buying and recycling of redundant scrap metal. Raxstar Ltd. 
are a direct sub-tenant of the main site operator, ‘Arlington Fleet Services’ 
who manufacture, repair and maintain railway vehicles and rolling stock. The 
vast majority of Raxstar’s operation – approximately 90% - is related to the 
recycling of disused railway rolling stock and other railway related materials. 
The remaining 10% of operations are non-railway related, such as the 
processing of scrap metal from aircraft, electric motors, electrical switchgear, 



cable, etc. It is for these non-railway related works which formal planning 
consent is sought. 

 
Topography, Trees & Boundary Treatment 

 
2. This part of the railway works is generally flat and level, with no trees and is 

positioned within the site, meaning that there is no formally defined boundary 
to the units in question other than their external walls and the position of 
railway sidings. 

 
Site Characteristics & Character of Locality 

 
3. Bays 6 South and 7B South are located in the southern corner of the main 

manufacturing/maintenance building, approximately centrally within the overall 
railway works site. Bay 6 measures 572 square metres in area, Bay 7B 1,389 
square metres, with both sharing an associated adjacent external yard of 
around 2,100 square metres. 

 
4. The immediate surrounding area is very industrial in character, having been in 

use as a railway and manufacturing works for more than a hundred years. It is 
also in close proximity to the main Southampton to London railway line, as 
well as being under the flight path for Southampton Airport. However, there 
are also a significant number of residential properties situated further south 
along Campbell Road, which share the same access route along Campbell 
Road to Southampton Road. 

 
Relevant Planning History 

 
5. Despite the length of time the railway works have been in operation, formal 

planning history is relatively limited. Notwithstanding this, the site has a long 
established B2 general industrial use, albeit specifically related to railway use 
and ancillary operations. This has been formally established through the 
issuing of a Lawful Development Certificate in 2008. 

 
6. In recent years with the winding down of railway operations on site, a number 

of other occupiers have moved in to make use of empty buildings, some with 
and some without any formal planning approval. The new site owners and 
landlord is now looking to rectify and formalise this situation through the 
submission of a series of planning applications, this application be one of a 
number recently approved and under consideration. 

 
7. Other applications of note are: 

 

• F/19/85188 – Gate 2, Eastleigh Railway Works, Campbell Road – 
Reconfiguration of existing vehicular site access (Gate 2) and associated 
works including repositioned boundary fence and demolition of building – 
Approved July 2019 

 

• F/19/85189 – Unit 3, Eastleigh Railway Works, Campbell Road – 
Alterations to existing units to provide a single unit (Use Class B2) 



including partial demolition and creation of service yard – Approved July 
2019 

 

• F/19/85191 – Units 6 & 7, Eastleigh Railway Works, Campbell Road – 
Change of use of Unit 6 from Class B2 (General Industrial) to Class D1 
(Training Centre), and demolition of Unit 7 – Approved July 2019 

 

• F/19/85287 – Eastleigh Railway Works, Campbell Road – Application for 
planning permission to allow open storage use within Class B8 and 
associated minor works – Under consideration 

 
Representations Received 

 
8. Ten representations have been received for this application highlighting the 

following concerns and issues: 
 

• Vehicle movements associated with the business and the suitability of 
Campbell Road as the only access to the site. 

• Past damage to Campbell Road Railway Bridge due to HGV movements. 

• Why is application retrospective? 

• Located close to a residential area. 

• Noise and air pollution. 
 

Consultation Responses 
 

9. Hampshire Highways – “No objection to the proposed change of use from a 
highways perspective. 

 
10. It is understood that the applicants have been operating from site since 2012, 

and there are no known reported incidents affecting the highway that are 
directly attributed to them. 

 
11. It is understood that the majority of the materials are obtained from the 

traditional railway works on the wider Eastleigh Rail Works site, however it is 
acknowledged that some of the scrap materials are brought into site via HGV 
utilising Campbell Road and the associated bridge over the rail line. 

 
12. In terms of additional trips on the highway network, having been in operation 

for over 5 years, these would be considered as existing by the Highway 
Authority, and as such not a generator of additional trips on the highway 
network. Indeed, it is unlikely that the use being applied for would be of any 
significant difference from the existing permitted B2 use.” 

 
13. It is recommended that Network Rail, as owners and maintainers, be 

consulted in relation to the Campbell Road railway bridge. 
 

14. Environmental Health (Noise) – No objection. Accepting that the majority of 
activities fall under a lawful ancillary use consisting of scrap metal recycling 
related to B2 railway use on the site, it is not expect overall that a small 
change of this approximate size (10%) would be significant for amenity, 



except perhaps in respect of transport routings as it appears that non- railway 
scrap arrives by road rather than by rail. Past dealings with the railway works 
has shown that the use of the access route immediately behind the houses on 
Campbell Road is especially problematic in terms of risks of noise to 
residents. However, with approval of the revised access under F/19/85188 
there is scope to reduce use of Gate 3 by HGVs and if the current working 
hours can be conditioned, impact upon amenity would be considered to be 
neutral. 

 
15. Southampton Airport Safeguarding – “The proposed development has 

been examined from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective and does not 
conflict with safeguarding criteria. We therefore, have no objection to this 
proposal.” 

 
16. Network Rail – No specific comments made on the application. However, the 

Campbell Road Railway Bridge is currently under review by Network Rail 
following recent incidents of damage and previous structural condition 
surveys. 

 
Policy Context:  Designation Applicable to Site 

 

• Within Built-up Area Boundary 

• Within an Established Industrial/Employment Area 

• Close to Established Residential Area 
 

Development Plan Saved Policies and Emerging Local Plan Policies 
 

17. Eastleigh Borough Local Plan Review (2001-2011) saved Policies: 25.NC, 
29.ES, 32.ES, 59.BE, 69.BE, 100.T & 111.E 

 
18. Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2011 - 2029, July 2014 

This Local Plan was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31st October 
2018 and the examination starts in November 2019.  The adoption of the 
Local Plan is anticipated in Summer 2020.  Given the status of the emerging 
Plan, it is considered that overall limited weight can be attributed to it.   

 
19. Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 

The Local Plan was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31st October 
2018 and the examination starts in November 2019. The adoption of the Local 
Plan is anticipated in Summer 2020. Given the status of the Emerging Plan, it 
is considered that overall limited weight can be attributed to it. 

 
20. Supplementary Planning Documents 

 

• Supplementary Planning Document: Quality Places (November 2011) 

• Supplementary Planning Document: Planning Obligations (July 2008, 
updated 2010) 

 
 
 



National Planning Policy Framework 
 

21. At a national level, the National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’ or the 
‘Framework’) is a material consideration of significant weight in the 
determination of planning applications. The NPPF states that (as required by 
statute) applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise and sets out a general presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. 

 
22. The three identified dimensions of sustainability should to be sought jointly: 

economic (supporting economy and ensuring land availability); social 
(providing housing, creating high quality environment with accessible local 
services); and environmental (contributing to, protecting and enhancing 
natural, built and historic environment) whilst local circumstances should also 
be taken into account, so that development appropriately responds to the 
different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in different 
areas. 

 
National Planning Practice Guidance  

 
23. Where material, this guidance should be afforded weight in the consideration 

of planning applications.  
 

Policy Commentary 
 

24. The above policies and guidance combine to form the criteria against which 
this application will be assessed with particular regard to: the principle of that 
proposed; traffic, parking and highway issues; impact upon the amenity of the 
area and neighbouring uses; as well as nature conservation. 

 
Assessment of Proposal: Development Plan and / or Legislative 
Background 

 
25. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and Section 38(6) 

of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:- 
 

"If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 
determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination must 
be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise." 

 
In this case policy issues for consideration include: 

 
Principle 

 
26. The application site lies within the urban edge where the basic principle of 

development is considered to be acceptable. It also lies within an established 
industrial/employment area, meaning that further proposals for similar 
development would be generally appropriate for the nature of the surrounding 



area. However, any formal planning approval will be based upon the exact 
nature, design and impact of that proposed being considered appropriate and 
in accordance with the relevant Local Plan policies and Supplementary 
Planning Documents. The most relevant policy in this case is saved Policy 
59.BE of the adopted Local Plan which requires development to take full and 
proper account of the context of the site including the character and 
appearance of the locality and be appropriate in mass, scale, materials, 
layout, design and siting. It also requires a satisfactory means of access and 
layout for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians, and to avoid unduly impacting on 
neighbouring uses and occupiers. Other saved policies of relevance are 
29.ES, 32.ES, 69.BE and 111.E. 

 
27. Saved Policies 29.ES and 32.ES relate to issues of noise and pollution. Policy 

29.ES states that “Industrial or commercial development which would result in 
any noise-sensitive premises being subject to a loss of amenity by means of 
an excessive increase in noise and/or vibration exposure, will not be 
permitted.” Whereas Policy 32.ES states that, “Proposals of uses which may 
generate air, land or water pollution, will only be permitted if the Borough 
Council is satisfied that they have been designed to control their impact to an 
acceptable level.” 

 
28. Saved Policy 69.BE relates to the Southampton International Airport Public 

Safety Zone, and states that “Development proposals which would increase 
the population living or working in the Southampton International Airport 
Public Safety Zone will not be permitted.” In this instance the proposals are to 
formalise an existing situation and would not result in any population increase. 

 
29. Saved Policy 111.E specifically relates to industrial development or 

redevelopment proposals within the Eastleigh Railway Works site. This sets 
out a number of criteria which must be met as part of any development 
proposals. However, the policy is more relevant to larger scale redevelopment 
of the site rather than comparatively minor works such as that proposed within 
this planning application. 

 
30. In response to the comments made relating to the retrospective nature of the 

application, it is noted that Raxstar have been operating from the railway 
works site since 2012. However, as discussed above, the vast majority of their 
activities are related to and considered ancillary to the lawful railway 
manufacturing, maintenance and repair use of the site. As such, formal 
planning approval for the associated railway recycling activities was not 
required, with any other recycling activities being considered de minimis to the 
approved use. That being the case, the view could be taken that given the 
non-railway related recycling activities are such a small proportion of the 
overall activities undertaken, formal planning consent is not required. 
Notwithstanding this view, the Local Planning Authority has been asked to 
consider and determine the application submitted which in principle is 
considered to be acceptable, although any final planning approval will be 
dependent upon its potential impact being considered acceptable. 

 
 



Traffic, Parking & Highway Issues 
 

31. As has been set out in the consultation response from Hampshire Highways, 
the use has been in operation for over five years and will not result in any 
increase traffic movements over and above the lawful existing/original B2 use. 
 

32. Concern has been expressed by Campbell Road residents with regards to the 
suitability of the Campbell Road railway bridge as access to the railway works 
site, particularly for large HGVs. These concerns relate to difficulties 
experienced by HGVs turning the sharp bends at either end of the bridge, 
which has resulted in regular damage to the structure, the weight of these 
large goods vehicles and conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians, as well 
as residents and those accessing the commercial businesses within the 
railway works site. These are valid concerns which appear to have increased 
over recent years as the nature of business activities within the railway works 
site have changed. Some concern regarding damage to the bridge by some 
HGVs and the condition of the bridge have also been highlighted in Network 
Rail’s response to the LPA, although it should be noted that no formal 
objection has been received and no specific comments on this particular use 
have been made. 

 
33. The concerns expressed by Network Rail in relation to the bridge are noted 

but it remains the case that no weight limits have so far been applied to the 
bridge and there is no indication that this situation will change in the near 
future. As such the application needs to be assessed against the current 
situation. 

 
34. Notwithstanding these concerns and without specific evidence to demonstrate 

that it is operations from this particular use which is causing these issues, as 
well as the view of the Highway Authority that vehicle movements would 
remain unchanged, it is not considered that traffic or the bridge could be used 
as a reason to consider refusal of the application. Overall therefore, the 
application is considered to be acceptable in relation to traffic, parking and 
highway issues. 

 
Amenity 

 
35. Concerns have been expressed with the use of Gate 3 for HGV access to the 

application units, which is one of two main gates into the railway works site 
and the closest to residential properties. However, it should be noted that this 
application is seeking consent for an existing use which has been operating 
from the railway works site in one form of other for many years and since 
2012 by the current operator. Whilst disturbance associated with Gate 3 is an 
issue, many other businesses also use this gate, so any restrictions applied in 
relation to Raxstar and their use of Gate 3 would be limited in their 
effectiveness and potentially unreasonable in planning terms. 

 
36. Notwithstanding this, the recent planning consent for alterations and 

improvements to an existing access point further north along Campbell Road, 
which was approved at the Eastleigh Local Area Committee in July this year 



(Ref: F/19/85188), should assist in improving the situation at Gate 3 by 
removing many of the current HGV movements associated with various 
operations within the railway works site, including that associated with the 
scrap metal recycling activities applied for. Once this ungraded gate comes 
into operation the situation at Gate 3 should significantly improve. 

 
37. Consideration has also been given to the suggestion within Environmental 

Health’s consultation response of restricting the hours of operation to those 
set out within the application’s supporting information. These are currently 
7am to 4pm Monday to Friday. Whilst such a suggestion is considered 
reasonable, it must be noted that 90% of the recycling activities already have 
consent through their association with the overall railway activities of the site, 
which themselves have no such controls. In planning terms it is considered 
unreasonable to apply any restrictions over and above those which already 
exist, and given that it would be very difficult to differentiate which recycling 
activities are or are not associated with the recycling of railway related 
materials, such a condition would prove very difficult if not impossible to 
enforce. Notwithstanding this, the existing operator, Raxstar are already 
working to reasonable hours, with no suggestion that this will change. As 
such, it is not considered necessary to apply any hours restrictions to the 
recommendation. If the situation were to change, there is the option of using 
Environmental Health legislation to take action if necessary. 

 
38. As such, it is not considered that any additional or unacceptable disturbance 

to nearby residential properties would result through the granting of consent 
for that sought. 

 
Nature Conservation 

 
39. The site and immediate surrounding area is not subject to any nature 

conservation designations and is unlikely to be used by protected species 
such as bats due to the high level of activity throughout the day and night, as 
well as lighting of the works site overnight which would not be suitable for bats 
to roost or forage. 

 
40. The recycling of scrap metal and breaking up of rolling stock and equipment 

could result in land contamination and pollution. However, as discussed 
above, the recycling of scrap has been taking place on site for many years 
and the appropriate licences have been granted by the relevant authorities. 

 
Planning Obligations/Considerations 

 
41. In this instance the only planning obligations which could be sought would be 

towards sustainable transport and highway improvements. However, as has 
been set out in the consultation response from Hampshire Highways, the use 
has been in operation for over five years and will not result in any increase 
traffic movements over and above the lawful existing/original B2 use. As such, 
planning obligations are not sought. 

 
 



Conclusion 
 

42. Notwithstanding the strong concerns expressed in relation to the Campbell 
Road railway bridge, it is not considered that the proposed development 
would result in any further impact upon the existing difficulties experienced by 
all who have to access Campbell Road. This could not therefore be used as a 
justifiable reason to refuse the application. 

 
43. Whilst the view could be taken that that applied for does not require a 

separate formal consent, being ancillary to the overall manufacturing, 
maintenance and repair activities which have taken place on the railway 
works site for many years, it is nonetheless considered that the use does not 
and will not result in any unacceptable impact upon nearby residential 
properties, neighbouring uses, or upon the general character and nature of 
the surrounding area. 

 
44. It is therefore considered that the application achieves the three dimensions of 

sustainability as identified by the NPPF (social, economic and environmental), 
as well as accord with the requirements of saved Policies 25.NC, 29.ES, 
32.ES, 59.BE, 69.BE, 100.T & 111.E of the adopted Eastleigh Borough Local 
Plan Review (2001-2011) and the Council’s ‘Quality Places’ Supplementary 
Planning Document. As such, the application is therefore recommended for 
approval subject to the conditions set out above. 

 
 



 
 


