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Information for the public 

 
Public attendance 
You are welcome to attend this meeting as an observer, although it will be 
necessary to ask you to leave the room during the discussion of matters which are 
described as confidential. 
 
Public Speaking 
You can ask questions on an issue included on either agenda above, or on an issue 
which is within this committee’s powers. Questions can only be asked during the slot 
on the agenda for this at the beginning of the meeting, not later on when an issue is 
under discussion by the committee.  
 
If you wish to ask a question related to an agenda item contact the committee officer 
(listed above under ‘contact’) before the meeting starts.  If you wish to ask a 
question on a matter not included on this agenda, please contact the committee 
officer by 10.00am the working day before the meeting.  Further details concerning 
the right to speak at committee can be obtained from the committee section. 
 
Filming Protocol 
 
Filming, recording and photography at council meetings is allowed subject to certain 
restrictions and prior agreement from the chair of the meeting. 
 
Requests to film, record or photograph, whether from a media organisation or a 
member of the public, must be made to the democratic services manager at least 
three working days before the meeting. 
 
 
Fire Alarm 
In the event of the fire alarm sounding  (which is a continuous ringing sound), you 
should pick up your possessions and leave the building by the route you came in. 
Once clear of the building, you should assemble on the pavement opposite the main 
entrance to the Guildhall and await further instructions. If your escape route or the 
assembly area is unsafe, you will be directed to safe areas by a member of 
Cambridge City Council staff. 
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WEST/CENTRAL AREA COMMITTEE MEETING – 1st MARCH 2012 
 

AMEND/DE-BRIEF NOTE  
 
 

CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF:  11/1482/FUL 
 
Location:  1 Hoadly Road 
 
Target Date:  31 January 2012 
 
To Note:  
 
Following the publication of the Committee Report, a further letter of representation 
has been received from 3 Hoadly Road.  This is attached to the Amendment Sheet 
as Appendix 1 for your information.  I have the following comments to make about 
the points raised in this letter: 
 
Lack of site visit to 3 Hoadly Road 
 
Attempts were made to visit 3 Hoadly Road, but the offer was not accepted. 
 
Comparisons with 17 Hoadly Road 
 
Each application is decided on its own merits, but the existing extensions to 
neighbouring houses are relevant to the assessment of this application because they 
are part of the character of the area.  The extension at 17 Hoadly Road has not 
been built in accordance with the approved plans.  Planning permission was granted 
for a two-storey extension, and a single storey extension abutting the common 
boundary with the adjoining neighbour, 15 Hoadly Road.  The single storey 
extension that has been built does not abut the common boundary, but is not so 
materially different as to warrant further investigation. 
 
Comparisons have been made with the extensions to 17 Hoadly Road as, although 
they are not identical to the extensions proposed at 1 Hoadly Road, they are similar 
in scale and design, and their existence supports the conclusion that the proposed 
extensions would not be out of character with the area.  It also demonstrates that an 
extension of this scale may be, on balance, acceptable in terms of its impact on the 
adjoining neighbour. 
 
Amendment to the window at first floor level 
 
To overcome the concerns raised about the large window at first floor level, and the 
potential to overlook 3 Hoadly Road, the window has been reduced in size.  The 
amended plans are attached to the Amendment Sheet as Appendix 2. 
 
I recommend that condition 3 is removed, as, in my opinion, reducing the size of the 
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window will mean that there is no potential for any direct overlooking of 3 Hoadly 
Road. 
 
The following Appendices are attached: 
 
Appendix 1 – Further representation from 3 Hoadly Road 
Appendix 2 – Amended plans 
Appendix 3 – Comparison of existing and proposed floorplans 
Appendix 4 – Birds eye view of the site and photograph 
Appendix 5 – Shadow analysis (prepared by the City Council) 
 
Amendments To Text: 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation:  
 
DECISION:  
 
   
CIRCULATION: First  
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF: 11/1585/FUL  
 
Location:   Rear of 82 – 94 Richmond Road 
 
Target Date:  22 February 2012 
 
To Note:   
 
 
Recent Appeal Decision 11/0921/FUL 
 
The previously refused planning application on this site has been dismissed by the 
Planning Inspectorate.  I have attached a copy to the amendment sheet. 
 
Paragraph 9 sets out the key conclusions of the Inspector.  In the round, the Inspector 
concluded the height, mass and angular design would be too intrusive in its context, 
particularly when viewed from number 78 Richmond Road.  The Inspector concluded 
that a transition in height to the north of the site may be more appropriate. 
 
Officer Comments 
 
I remain of the view that the application proposal addresses the previous reason for 
refusal and does not conflict with the recent appeal decision.  The overall visual impact 
upon number 78 is in my view much improved.  This is because of the reduced overall 
height and the reduction in scale of the proposed roofs.  I have attached 
photomontages to the amendment sheet of the previously refused scheme and of the 
application proposal.  The comparison plan attached also illustrates the revised 
massing of the proposed roofs, which I consider acceptable. 
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Additional boundary planting 
 
The Inspector raised doubts as to whether any trees planted along the boundary with 
number 78 would survive and flourish (paragraph 10 of the appeal decision).  In 
response, the applicants aboricultural consultant has confirmed the boundary can 
adequately accommodate further tree planting. 
 
Officer Comments 
 
I am satisfied the applicant has suitably addressed this issue.  Further technical tree pit 
details have been submitted and are attached to the amendment sheet. 
 
Amended Plans 
 
Following the original submission, amended plans have been received responding to 
consultee comments.  The following minor changes are proposed. 
 

- Removal of rumble strips. 
- Further details on waste bin provision. 
- Obscure glass to the second floor balcony of plot 1. 

 
Additional Plans 
 
The applicant has responded to concerns regarding the access to the site for a fire 
tender.  I have attached a tracking plan showing a sweep path analysis which is 
satisfactory. 
 
 
Attachments 
 

- 11/0921/FUL 82 Richmond Road Appeal Decision 
- Letter response from applicants agent 
- Watercolour sketch of application proposal 
- Photomontage of previously refused application (dismissed at appeal 

11/0921/FUL) 
- Comparison plan showing the footprint and elevation of the application proposal 

in relation to the refused scheme. 
- Sweep Path Analysis 
- Technical Note on the access arrangements 
- Tree planting technical details 

 
Amendments To Text:  None. 
  
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation:  
 
Removal of proposed condition 15: Rumble strips.  These have now been omitted 
from the scheme. 

Page 3



 4 

 
 
DECISION:  
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York  House 
7  Dukes  Cour t  
54 -62  Newmarket  Road 
Cambr idge  
CB5  8DZ  

Directors:  Simon Dazeley · Colin Brown · David Foord · Desmond Hirsch · Graham Smith · Robert Harrison  

Associates: Nicholas Muncey · John Russell · Justin Bainton · Paul Belton    Consultants: David Ward · Sally Fletcher 

Januarys is a trading name of Januarys (Cambridge) Limited registered in England No. 02604913 

Registered Office:  York House, 7 Dukes Court, 54-62 Newmarket Road, Cambridge CB5 8DZ   VAT No. 844 2715 27 

de l i ve r in g  p roper ty  so lu t ions  

PLANNING

To All Members of the West Area Committee 
t    +44 (0) 1223 326826 
f   +44 (0) 1223 329402 
e   peter@januarys.co.uk 
w   januarys.co.uk 

Our ref:   PMcK/CWB 
Your ref:

28 February 2012

Dear Councillor 

11/1585/FUL – PROPOSED ERECTION OF 4no. FOUR BED LINK DETACHED RESIDENTIAL 
UNITS, TOGETHER WITH 11 CAR PARKING SPACES, CYCLE PARKING AND ASSOCIATED 
LANDSCAPING WORKS (FOLLOWING DEMOLITION OF EXISTNG OUTBUILDINGS TO THE 
SIDE AND REAR OF 82 RICHMOND ROAD)   

82 RICHMOND ROAD, CAMBRIDGE, CB4 3PT 

I am writing to you in advance of the forthcoming West Area Committee Meeting on Thursday 
1st March 2012, when the above-mentioned planning application is to be considered with a 
recommendation of approval.  I am the applicants’ agent.  The submission is a joint 
application on behalf of the present site owner, Mr E Seaby and Richmond Road (Cambridge) 
LLP, a joint venture set up by established local developers Enterprise Property Group and 
Laragh House Developments.   

This amended proposal for the site is submitted in response to application 11/0921/FUL that was 
refused planning permission on the site in November 2011 despite a recommendation of 
approval from planning officers.  This application has subsequently been dismissed at appeal 
in February 2012.  The site was however deemed to be acceptable by both the local Planning 
Authority and the Planning Inspectorate. The principle of development on the site is 
acceptable and the sole refusal of this previous application related to design.  We believe that 
this fresh application has addressed the design shortcomings considered to exist within the 
previous application by Members of the Area Committee.   

Importantly, throughout the entire development process for this site, the applicants have been 
keen to involve all local members of the community in their attempts to bring forward the 
sustainable development of this previously developed site, in a manner which will be of benefit 
to the area.  This application has once again been the subject of extensive public consultation 
and following submission of the application a public exhibition was held on the 25th January 
2012. Further ‘one to one’ visits to neighbours in close proximity to the subject site were 
undertaken to provide an opportunity to discuss the revised design.  

Following this exhibition, some additional information has been submitted to address concerns 
raised by the local residents.  The main concerns raised by the local residents have been in 
relation to the access/egress and its potential impact on the surrounding properties within 
Richmond Road.   An additional Technical Note, along with Tracking drawings, has been 
prepared by SLR Consulting and we are of the opinion that these have successfully addressed 
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d e l i v e r i n g  p r o p e r t y  s o l u t i o n s  

the issues that have been raised by the Residents Association and within the Highways 
Consultation response.  I have attached a copy of this information for reference.  In summary: 

 The initially proposed traffic calming rumble strips (cobbles) have been removed; 
 Suitable signing will be installed at the site entrance to ensure traffic uses the southern 

access;  
 A fire tender can access the site via both entrances; and 
 Correct car parking space sizes (2.5m x 6m) are now provided. 

The Highways Authority has confirmed that the additional material submitted has addressed 
any minor concerns that they had.  For the avoidance of doubt the Inspectorate who 
determined the appeal did not raise any concerns as far as the access arrangement for the 
site is concerned.    

With regards to the design of the proposed dwellings and in particular the previous 
application, this new application, though crisp and contemporary in detailing and finish, has a 
plan form which is based on the model of the traditional terraced house and should be 
viewed as a materially different form of architecture to the previous scheme.  Importantly, it 
cannot be viewed as incongruous and this view is supported within the committee report 
which states that the proposed dwellings will be “more contextually appropriate and will 
create a more pleasing overall appearance”.  In scale and massing terms this amended 
scheme is much improved compared to the previous application, due to its more relaxed 
layout and its variable roof form.  This relationship is further improved due to the lower ridge 
height and the windows on the front elevation being significantly smaller, more domestic and 
therefore do not give the perception of being commercial in look and feel.  The scheme, by 
accommodating the vehicle spaces between the units and to break down the massing, is 
spread further across the width of the site and has a shallower depth.  The massing has been 
further broken up by the introduction of timber boarding to the recessed linking element which 
extends over the parking space.  This change of materials also helps to break the scheme up 
and means that it is easy to distinguish between the four units.  With regard to the front 
elevation a more attractive fenestration has now been provided and this will ensure the 
development enjoys a sympathetic relationship with the surrounding built form and not one 
that is heavy and industrial in appearance.  The perspective drawing shown below clearly 
shows that the four dwellings now have more articulation and visual interest and as a result this 
scheme represents should be considered an entirely acceptable design for the site.  This 
amended design represents a more appropriate design for the site which is more refreshing 
and non-commercial in its appearance.     
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d e l i v e r i n g  p r o p e r t y  s o l u t i o n s  

We are of the opinion that the proposal addresses all the reasonable interests of neighbours 
and this view is supported within the committee report which states “the proposal adequately 
respects the residential amenity of its neighbours”.  The residents of No.78 Richmond Road 
(adjacent to the southern boundary) have raised concerns regarding the balconies on the 
rear elevation of plot 1 and that these will overlook their garden.  The garden of this property is 
approximately 45 metres long and this is considered to be an acceptable distance and as a 
result no overlooking or loss of amenity will result.  However in response to this, part of the glass 
screen provided for the 2nd floor balcony of Plot 1 has been specified as obscured glazing 
which further limits views to the south west.  This relationship will be further protected by the 
presence of two new birch trees at this location which also formed part of the previous 
application.  The Inspectorate has indicated within the appeal decision letter for the previous 
application that any trees planted along the boundary with No.78 may struggle to survive and 
flourish.  This is not the case and the attached note from Hayden’s Arboricultural Consultants 
indicates that these trees will survive and flourish and they will provide an instant impact that 
will create an element of screening that will develop further as they mature.  With regard to 
the appeal decision an acceptable relationship between Unit 1 and No.78 has now been 
provided and importantly the scheme will not appear as intrusive or overdominant.  

A number of changes have been made to the scheme and we believe that this fresh 
application has successfully addressed the sole reason for refusal of the previous application 
that referred entirely to design.  We again support the Officer’s recommendation of approval 
in this regard and we believe that this innovative and modern design should also be viewed in 
a positive way by the members of the Area Committee.  This proposal represents an entirely 
appropriate design for the site and importantly it will not cause any adverse harm to either 
highway safety or neighbour amenity.  

For all of the above reasons, we would invite you to support this planning application, and we 
very much hope you will feel able to do so.  

Yours sincerely 

Colin Brown BA (Hons) MRTPI 
Director 

cc. John Evans, Planning Officer, Cambridge City Council
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1: This drawing must not be  scaled - 
    work only to figured dimensions
2: Dimensions must be  verified on site by 
    the contractor before preparation of shop drawings
3: The architect must be notified of any 
    discrepancies immediately
4: This drawing applies only to this job and site
5. This information on this drawing is copyright protected
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Technical Note 
 

SLR Consulting Limited 

 
Land to rear of 82 – 94 Richmond Road, Cambridge 
Planning application 11/1585/FUL 
 
Access and Circulation 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
This technical note is produced to examine detailed matters relating to the access and 
circulation for the proposed redevelopment of land to the rear of 82 – 94 Richmond Road, 
Cambridge. 
 
2.0 Access 
 
The access points to the site, both the northern and southern points, are existing vehicle 
crossovers that comprise double dropped-kerb facilities paired with the units immediately to 
the south.  Both these accesses have been in existence for many years.  Following the 
specific request of the highway authority at the pre-application submission stage, the access 
to the south will be used as the “in” for the 4 units, whilst that to the north, the existing 
access for the garages and unit, will be retained for traffic exiting the site. 
 
To emphasise the locations of both these access crossover points for pedestrians using the 
pavement, the footway at this point will be resurfaced within the existing highway to provide 
a new, darker footway surfacing material once the construction works are complete.  This 
will not only identify the dropped kerb crossing points but also ensure that any damage, 
either existing or caused by heavy vehicles during the construction phase, will be rectified 
and the layout and construction specification of the crossovers thereafter accord with the 
requirements of the local highway authority.  The back edge of the footway at both access 
points will also defined by PCC kerb edging. 
 
The driveway within the site, both the access and egress points, will be surfaced with a 
permeable block paving.  On the approach to the exit point, a band of blockwork in a 
contrasting colour will be installed across the drive to emphasis the approach to the exit 
point and footway crossing.  This contrasting band will not, to avoid any noise issues, be 
raised or created in cobbles but will comprise a differing colour of the same type of 
blockwork surfacing as the remainder of the drive. 
 
3.0 Drive Signing  
 
As a result of the nature of the road layout on the approaches to the site, the great majority 
of traffic approaching the site will do so from the south, which is the junction with Huntingdon 
Road.  Suitable signing will therefore be installed at the entrance to the site to ensure traffic 
uses the southern access, that which is reached first, to access the site and clearly identify 
the route in. 
 
Within the site, signing will be positioned such that traffic circulates through the development 
and leaves via the existing northern access.  Signing will also be installed at this point to 
emphasise the need to use the southern drive for access, but it is not envisaged that many 
vehicles will attempt this manoeuvre. 
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4.0 Fire Tender Access 
 
The initial tracking exercise indicated that to circulate within the site, the fire tender would 
need to access the site in an opposing manoeuvre to that of normal traffic due to the nature 
of the internal layout.  A further tracking exercise has been undertaken relating to this 
manoeuvre and showing that this can be undertaken, albeit very tightly, without the need to 
affect the cars parked along the far side carriageway edge or nearside where on-street 
parking exists due to the layout of the dropped kerbs.  This is shown on Drawing ATR04. 
 
The applicant is preparing a statement relating to the future maintenance of the drive and 
communal areas within the site. 
 
Nonetheless, it is recognised that the tender may access the site via to normal entrance 
route in an emergency.  Drawing ATR05 shows that the tender can easily access the drive at 
this point and reach to a point well within the maximum hose distance, and thereafter 
reverse out as necessary.   
 
Therefore, whilst it is clearly not envisaged that a fire tender will access the site anymore 
than very sporadically, provision within the site will ensure that both routes offer a suitable 
access to the dwellings. 
 
5.0 Refuse Tender Access 
 
Following discussions with the Technical Services Department of the City Council, 
agreement has been reached to ensure suitable provision is made within the site for bin 
storage. 
 
It is not envisaged that the refuse tender will access the site, but should this be the case the 
first length of the drive will be constructed to a full adoptable standard of the highway 
authority such that the drive can take the loading of the refuse vehicle. 
 
406.01871.00002 
13th February 2012 
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Silva Cell

Integrated tree and 
stormwater system

Geosyn the t i c s
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HOW THE SILVA CELL WORKS
MODULAR DESIGN ACCOMMODATES ANY SITE

SUPPORT TRAFFIC LOADING WHILE  
PROVIDING UNCOMPACTED SOIL VOLUMES 

FOR LARGE TREE GROWTH AND ON-SITE  
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT.
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Material Speci�cations
Fiberglass reinforced, chemically-coupled,  
impact modi�ed polypropylene.  
Galvanised steel tubes.

Frame Dimensions
Length: 1200 mm 
Width: 600 mm 
Height: 400 mm

Deck Dimensions
Length: 1200 mm 
Width: 600 mm 
Height: 51.5 mm

Capacity
Void capacity: approximately 92% 
Soil capacity: approximately 0.28 m3 

Length: 48" (1200 mm)
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Each Silva Cell is composed of a frame and a deck. Frames can be stacked one, two, or three 
units high before they are topped with a deck to create a maximum amount of soil volume for 
supporting tree root growth and stormwater management. 

APPLICATIONS
The Silva Cell can be used in a wide 
variety of applications. Some of the 

most common are:

· STREETSCAPES AND PLAZAS

· CAR PARKS

· GREEN ROOFS/ON-STRUCTURE

· GREEN WALLS

Each of these applications can be  

designed for tree growth and storm-
water management.
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The Silva Cell is a modular framework / void former for 
containing unlimited amounts of healthy soil beneath paving 
while supporting tra�c loads and accommodating  
surrounding utilities. The Silva Cell is �lled with high-quality, 
uncompacted soil to grow trees and manage the rate, quality 
and volume of stormwater. The modular system can be easily 
sized to accommodate the needs of any site without  
compromising e�ectiveness or site design. 

By combining on-site stormwater management with expanded  
rooting volumes for healthy tree growth, Silva Cells create an 
unparalleled ability to restore ecological function to  
developed areas. 

INTEGRATING SOIL...

Increasing attention is being paid to soil, and the conclusion 
is inescapable – soil matters. A Report by the National  
Research Council commissioned by the United States  
Environmental Protection Agency concludes: 

“Nearly all of the associated problems [of urbanised 
watersheds] result from one underlying cause: loss of the 
water-retaining and evapotranspirating functions of the 
soil and vegetation in the urban landscape1.” 

The report goes on to state: 

“Stormwater Control Measures that harvest, in�ltrate, and 
evapotranspirate stormwater are critical to reducing the 
volume and pollutant loading of small storms2.”  

 

... TREES

The more healthy soil is available to trees, the bigger they can 
grow – and the bigger a tree grows, the more signi�cant  
environmental and social bene�t it provides. USDA Forest 
Service research shows that a tree with a 30-inch diameter 
removes 70 times the pollution of a tree with just a 3-inch 
diameter3. Typically, urban tree growth is stunted by limited 
access to soil and poor soil quality. Damaged pavements 
from roots are hazardous and a major cost to repair. The Silva 
Cell overcomes these challenges by providing unlimited soil 
volumes without compromising above ground surface area. 

... AND STORMWATER

The Silva Cell integrates trees and soil with stormwater  
management, utilising the proven capacity of soils to act as 
an underground bioretention system. When rainfall moves 
across impermeable paving, it picks up pollutants. As it is 
channelled o�-site, it deposits these pollutants in oceans, 
lakes, rivers and wetlands. This non-point source pollution, a 
leading cause of urban pollution, is signi�cantly mitigated by 
use of the Silva Cell. Through soil �ltration, bioremediation 
and evapotranspiration, the Silva Cell treats stormwater  
directly on-site, restoring ecosystem services and saving 
money while protecting one of our most valuable resources.

SOIL IS CRITICAL TO THE LONG TERM 
SUSTAINABILITY OF DEVELOPMENT SITES.  
Provide the basis for healthy vegetation, treat stormwater as a resource, 
and restore ecosystem services with the Silva Cell.

THE SILVA CELL®

INTEGRATING TREES, SOIL AND STORMWATER FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

1. Urban Stormwater Management in the United States (a report by the National Research 
Council: National Academies Press, 2008). 

2.  Ibid. 8.

3. David Nowak, “Trees Pollute? A “TREE” Explains It All.” (Proceedings of the 7th National Urban Forest 
Conference, Washington, D.C, USA, 1995).
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The story of the Silva Cell has been one part eureka! 

and a thousand parts sweat and hard work. James 

Urban (FASLA, ISA), a renowned landscape architect 

and advocate of urban trees, has been critical to the 

development of the Silva Cell, and his vision,  

passion, and technical expertise have guided our 

design from the outset. 

Our pursuit of a more sustainable world through the 

integration of green utilities demands a"ordable 

solutions that synthesize modern engineering needs 

with e"ective and sustainable ecological principles. 

The Silva Cell - which takes its name from the Latin 

word for forest - re#ects these goals. We continue to 

collaborate with industry leaders to help us develop 

practical, earth-friendly solutions to the ecological 

challenges that face us.

We work with a team of highly quali$ed landscape 

architects, engineers and hydrologists for technical 

planning and design services. We would welcome 

the opportunity to discuss your potential projects 

and ensure that the use of the Silva Cell is optimised 

for your site needs.

For more information on Silva Cell speci$cations and 

applications, please call us on +44 (0)1455-617-139 

or visit us online at www.geosyn.co.uk
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FRAME DESIGN FEATURES

Six rigid vertical posts protrude from the frame,  
providing structural support of paving and the loads 
it carries. Their cross-sectional shape maximises 
axial rigidity and prevents them from telescoping 
together when the frames are stacked.  
 
Their rounded edges prevent signi!cant stress  
concentrations, meaning that paving supported by 
the Silva Cell does not settle due to compressive 
forces. The bottom portion of the frame is relatively 
pliable, allowing it to conform to irregularities in the 
earth without breaking or su"ering loss of strength. 

DECK DESIGN FEATURES

The deck is a rigid platform with six recesses  
positioned to rest securely on the six posts of the 
frame. Openings on the deck allow ample room for 
air and water to penetrate and nourish the enclosed 
soil. Two diagonal channels on the upper portion of 
the deck house galvanised steel tubes that prevent 
deformation of the posts and help eliminate  
plastic creep. 

POST DETAIL FRAME DECK

FRAMES CAN BE STACKED, ONE, TWO OR THREE HIGH

FRAME AND DECK FEATURES

ENGINEERING AND LOADING
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The Silva Cell can support vehicle loading up 
to AASHTO H-20 rating of 32,000 lbs. (14,514 
kgs) per axle. This rating refers to the ability 
of a roadway to safely accommodate 3-4 
axle vehicles, such as a large semi-truck and 
trailer. 

The charts and associated paving conditions 
listed here are represented in our standard 
product details and speci�cations which 
enable the Silva Cells to support tra�c loads 
up to H-20 standards. Loading standards vary 
worldwide and your particular project may 
have di�erent needs. Please consult with 

Deep Root to review and optimise the use of 
the Silva Cell to your project requirements. 

Load testing was provided by TRI  
environmental. Applied stress values were 
determined using Sigma/W, a �nite element 
program. Self-weight of materials above deck 
of Silva Cell is included in the reported top 
deck stress value.
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Geosynthetics Limited

Fleming Road
Harrowbrook Industrial Estate
Hinckley 
Leicestershire 
LE10 3DU

Tel:  01455 617 139
Fax: 01455 617 140

Email: sales@geosyn.co.uk

www.geosyn .co.uk
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This brochure is produced to give an example of the products we supply and how, subject to your own testing, our product may be used.  

Nothing in this brochure shall be construed so as to make any ascertain or give any warranty as to the !tness for purpose of any of our products 

in respect of any speci!c job. You should satisfy yourself through your own testing as to the suitability of our products for any speci!c purpose 

and rely solely on such testing and/or the advice of any professional(s) your commission. While we ensure as far as it is possible that all informa-

tion given in the brochure is accurate at the time of print, information and examples given in this brochure are by way of illustration only and 

nothing contained in this or any other promotional literature produced by us shall in any way constitute an o"er or contract with you or shall be 

relied upon by you as a statement or representation of fact.

SOIL VOLUME / STORMWATER STORAGE AND BIG URBAN TREES

WATERSHED AREA THAT CAN BE TREATED PER MODULE WHERE 90% RAINFALL EVENT = 25mm- 75mm

Number of Silva 
Cell layers

Number of Silva 
Cells

Approximate soil 
volume (m3)

Approximate water 
holding capacity 
per module (m3)

Watershead 
area that can 
be treated per 
module (m2)

One 41 11.6 2.1 88.5

Two 82 22.2 4.2 177

Three 123 34.8 6.4 265.6

DESIGN GUIDANCE

Geosyn the t i c s
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ARBORSYSTEM
The definitive urban tree pit package

7

The Greenleaf Arborsystem brings together the key elements of 

successful tree pit design and simplifies the design and installation 

process for specifiers and installers.

By using our CAD disc or hard copies together with the new 

standard NBS format specification clauses, landscape professionals 

can combine root management, structural soil components, 

aeration, irrigation and choose an appropriate above ground 

surface grille and vertical guard – in a single package.

By utilizing Arborsystem, landscape designers can:

 Ensure product compatibility.

 Drastically reduce time spent on specifying, quoting and ordering.

 Adapt a system to suit differing location and budget constraints.

 Demonstrate to clients a professional long term approach to tree 

planning and management issues.

 Benefit from our on site support service for peace of mind.

Since its inception and development over recent years, the 

Arborsystem integrated tree pit product package has proved 

itself in many demanding locations. For many landscape 

specifiers, Arborsystem has become the system of choice for 

integrating trees into the urban environment. Indeed the GR9-19 

packages are the most advanced and comprehensive  

complete tree pit systems available on the market.
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