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Staneyhill Masterplan Consultation 
 
The efforts of the team producing the masterplan should be commended as it is clear that 
most of the varied inputs gathered throughout the consultation phase have been taken on-
board and applied to what is undoubtedly a difficult site. 
 
Following through on the work produced to date should help to deliver a collection of high 
quality developments with an obvious synergy between them and the relevant surrounding 
areas.  
 
However, there a couple of areas where I think the masterplan falls a little short, and has failed 
to carry through at the final stage considerations that were highlighted from the outset. These 
are the need to minimise/ negate the need for cul-de-sacs, and the strategic travel and 
connectivity benefits of tying the new road network into the Voderview road end. 
 
Sheet #1 attached to this response highlights at ‘A’ two of the proposed cul-de-sacs that could 
be connected with a minimal standard vehicular link to aid movement and servicing. This 
approach was used in similar circumstances at the Grodian’s scheme at Quoys, Lerwick. The 
link location is also highlighted on sheets #8 and #9. 
 
Highlighted at ‘B’ on sheet #1 is the missing vehicular link into the Voderview road. While it has 
been identified as a pedestrian link in the final notes (sheet #7) it was always advised that this 
link should form a higher function (sheets #2 – #4). The standard for this link does not need to 
be high as it will primarily be for local access. The location and routing shown on sheets #5 
and # 6 would not preclude a nominal route for vehicles with sufficient passing and meeting 
provision, while also providing a good quality route for pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
Providing the link described above would also benefit access between the new development 
area and the existing Staneyhill shop (shown on sheet #10 but omitted from destinations on 
#11) and the local Staneyhill Hall resource (also omitted from sheet #11). 
 
Another area of comment is identified on sheet #1 at ‘C’ and relates to the proposed car-free 
development areas in the valleys above the terrace area. 
 
While the Heddle’s Park and Water Lane developments (see sheets #12 and #13 as attached) 
are highlighted as being car free and with quality pubic space, they both suffer from a severe 
lack of parking anywhere on their periphery. It is important to recognise that adequate parking 



 

needs to be provided for these developments in appropriate locations within the terrace 
development area below the ‘car free’ areas. There is a general note to this effect within 
Section 8 of the Masterplan Framework (sheet #14) but we need to be sure that the parking 
issues as seen at Voderview and Norstane (sheet #15) are not replicated in this development. 
 
I would therefore recommend a fuller explanation of parking provision for the ‘car free’ areas in 
Section 8 of the Masterplan Framework as identified on the attached sheet #16. 
 
Further considering the terrace area, I think that it would be prudent to highlight that no link 
has been proposed or identified from the innermost end towards the Staneyhill Hill Road and 
Westerloch areas. While I do not under-estimate the difficulties currently related to such a link I 
would advise that a suitable gap be left in the development pattern to permit this in the future. I 
have highlighted this on sheets #17 to #19. Like the Voderview Road link this need not be to a 
high standard. 
 
Within Section 8 there are also a couple of points that could do with more comment from us. 
You may wish to see these incorporated into the Masterplan as they will be relevant at the 
design stage due to Road Construction Consent and Traffic Order considerations. 
 
At the southern entrance to the Escarpment area there is likely to be change in speed limit 
from 30mph to 20mph. This is because while 20mph will be the default for the development 
the road link between the Terrace and Escarpment areas has no development frontage and is 
relatively straight due to the topography constraints. As such it will likely be a section of 30mph 
road. I have noted this on the sheet attached as #20. 
 
The spine road through the Bowl area is also relatively straight and a narrowing/ chicane traffic 
calming feature is proposed and a sketch provided by the masterplan (sheet #21 as attached). 
It must be noted that the selection of traffic calming features is based on a number of factors 
such as prevalent or expected speeds, target speeds, and traffic flows and composition. As 
such any traffic calming feature used within the development will require proper consideration 
at the detailed design stage. It may be that the identified narrowing/ chicane detail is not 
appropriate. 
 
Section 11 of the Masterplan Framework deals with guidance for roads and drainage.  A 
couple of points contained within that section need some additional explanation or information 
provided by the applicant. Sheet #22 highlights the note regarding retaining structures along 
lower embankment slope. This note requires to explain that the provision of such structures 
may then lead to a requirement for vehicle restraint barriers to protect against the resulting 
vertical drop. 
 
Sheet #23 highlights that the SuDs drainage strategy for roads within the development will use 
road edge discharge to filter drains. More information on how this very specific detail is to be 
employed should be provided as it is not one normally associated with dense urban/ hard 
landscaped developments such as planned for the majority of this developement area. 
 
If you require additional feedback for clarification please get in touch. 
 
Executive Manager, Roads 
[HM01181801] 
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