
210657/DPP– Review against refusal of planning permission 
for:

Installation of security fence

At: Woolard and Henry site, Stoneywood Park, 

Aberdeen, AB21 7DZ

LOCAL REVIEW BODY
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Location: Aerial Photo
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Photo from Applicant’s submission – existing fence



Photo from Applicant’s submission – existing fence



Photo from Applicant’s submission – existing fence



Photo from Applicant’s submission – existing fence



Photo from Applicant’s submission – existing fence



Photo from Applicant’s submission – existing fence



Photos from applicant’s submission



Photo from Applicant’s submission
– similar type of fence along Cedar Avenue



Relevant History

Note: application 191010/DPP was appealed to Scottish Gov’t. 
That appeal was dismissed in 2020.



Reasons for Decision



Applicant’s Case

In full as part of the agenda pack. Main points are:

• Provides background on the business, past works and applications, 
and the importance of site security;

• Notes that the previous approval of a footpath in such close proximity
to the existing industrial use departed from the original Masterplan, 
brings members of the public closer to this industrial edge and gives 
rise to security concerns for the applicants;

• Highlights that the proposed alignment of fencing would allow for a 
landscaped buffer between an existing footpath and the adjoining 
industrial use;

• Contends that the fencing design has been altered to address issues 
raised in the earlier appeal decision and avoid impact on trees, also 
introducing hedge planting to offer some screening/softening where 
its route remains close to the path;



Applicant’s Case

• A similar style of fence can be seen within the Green Space Network 
on Cedar Avenue;

• Contends that the proposed fencing is more compatible with the character of 
the adjoining residential area whilst offering security and enclosure for the 
applicants;

• Argues that the fencing would not undermine the enjoyment of the wider 
area of public open space. Contends that the area of Green Space Network 
which would be enclosed from public access is comparable with other 
industrial uses locally;

• Suggests that criteria within the Householder Development Guide SG, relating 
to the incorporation of open space into private gardens, should be applied to 
assessment of this application;

• Argues that the circumstances of this case are not shared by adjoining sites 
and that there is no real risk of an unwelcome precedent;

• Notes that the planning authority has previously stated no objection to a 
boundary fence in principle;



H1: Residential Areas

• Is this overdevelopment?

• Would it have an ‘unacceptable impact on the 
character and amenity’ of the area?

• Would it result in the loss of open space?



Policy D1 (Quality Placemaking by Design)

• Does the proposal represent a high 
standard of design and have strong and 
distinctive sense of place?



Policy D2 (Landscape)



NE1: Green Space Network

• The Council will protect, promote and enhance the wildlife, access, recreation, 
ecosystem services and landscape value of the Green Space Network, which is 
identified on the Proposals Map.

• Proposals for development that are likely to destroy or erode the character and/or 
function of the Green Space Network will not be permitted.

• Where major infrastructure projects or other developments necessitate crossing the 
Green Space Network, such developments should maintain and enhance the 
coherence of the network. In doing so, provision should be made for access across 
roads for wildlife and outdoor recreation.

• Masterplanning of new developments should consider the existing areas of Green 
Space Network and identify new areas incorporating Green Space Network.

• Masterplans will determine the location, extent and configuration of the Green Space 
Network within the area, and its connectivity with the wider network.



NE3: Urban Green Space

• Permission will not be granted to redevelop parks, playing fields, 
sports pitches, woods, allotments or all other areas of urban green 
space for any use other than recreation and sport.

• Exceptions made where equivalent alternate provision is to be 
made locally

• In all cases, development only acceptable provided:

• No significant loss to landscape character and amenity;

• Public access maintained or enhanced;

• Site is of no significant wildlife/heritage value;

• No loss of established/mature trees;

• Replacement green space of same or better quality is provided;

• No adverse impact on watercourses, ponds, wetlands;

• Proposals to develop outdoor sports facilities should also be consistent with 
SPP



NE5: Trees and Woodlands

• Presumption against development that would result in the loss of, or 
damage to, trees and woodlands that contribute to nature 
conservation, landscape character, local amenity or climate change 
adaptation and mitigation.

• Buildings and services should be sited so as to minimise adverse 
impacts on existing and future trees.

• Measures should be taken for the protection and long-term 
management of existing trees and new planting, both during and after 
construction.

• Applications affecting trees to include details of tree protection 
measures, compensatory planting etc.



NE8: Natural Heritage

• Relates to protection of sites and species covered by 
environmental/ecological designations, including bats 
(European Protected Species)

• No specific natural heritage designations applicable (note 
trees covered separately under NE5)



NE9: Access and Informal Recreation



Points for Consideration:
Zoning: Do members consider that the proposal satisfies the criteria set out in policy H1  

Design: Is the proposal of sufficient design quality (D1), and would it have an adverse impact 
on landscape setting (D2)?

Would the proposed fencing result in any adverse impact on the character or function of the 
Green Space Network (per policy NE1) or result in loss of/damage to trees and woodlands 
(policy NE5)?

Would it satisfy the requirements of policy NE3 (Urban Green Space), and would there be any 
adverse impact on natural heritage designations (NE8)?

Would the value of existing access and recreational routes be maintained (per policy NE9)?

1. Does the proposal comply with the Development Plan when considered as a whole? 

2. Do other material considerations weigh for or against the proposal? 
(e.g. representations/consultation responses; applicant’s case; national policy and guidance;  
earlier decisions and appeal decisions; Proposed ALDP) Are these of sufficient weight to 
overcome any conflict with the Development Plan?

Decision – state clear reasons for decision

Conditions? (if approved – Planning Adviser can assist)


