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Essex County Council Pre-Application Planning Advice 
 

Planning Ref: CC/BTE/28/21/PRE 
Site Address: Finchingfield Bridge, The Green, Finchingfield, CM7 4JS 
Proposal: Reconstruction of Finchingfield Bridge 
    

Introduction 
 
The following officer advice is provided in accordance with Essex County Council’s 
Pre-Application Planning Advice procedures. Council officers, with requests for pre-
application discussions, endeavour to provide proactive advice.  However, it should 
be recognised that all planning applications are subject to formal consultation, to 
enable third parties and statutory consultees to make representations.  This process 
may introduce new material considerations and therefore the right to alter any 
opinions expressed within this letter, should such material issues come to light, is 
reserved.  Furthermore, any advice given is that of the named officer and does not 
bind the Council in determining any subsequent planning application that may be 
submitted. 
 
Proposal 
 
The proposal to which this pre-app relates is the demolition of the existing 
Finchingfield bridge and the construction of a replacement, slightly wider, bridge. 
 
The applicant has suggested that the existing bridge has been assessed as ‘weak’ 
and accordingly needs improving to ensure it is capable of carrying the full range of 
vehicles which legally are permitted to use it.  Consideration has been given to 
introducing weight and/or width restrictions on the bridge and leaving it as.  However, 
due to the relative strategic importance of the B1053 and B1057 roads it has been 
suggested that this is not desirable.  The bridge is also narrow and the parapets and 
the adjoining building are often damaged by vehicles and on occasions this damage 
has been significant and posed a safety hazard to road users and the general public. 
 
The proposed bridge would be designed to current structural standards, but with a 
form, appearance and waterway cross-section similar to the existing bridge.  In 
respect of this it is proposed that reinforced concrete with the abutments, retaining 
walls and parapets faced with good quality red bricks in lime mortar (specification to 
be agreed) would be used with the buttress and pattress plates from the existing 
bridge incorporated. 
 
The new bridge is proposed to accommodate a single lane carriageway which traffic 
would negotiate on a give-and-take basis (as per existing).  However, raised verges 
would be provided on both sides of the carriageway to provide some protection to 
the bridge parapets and the adjoining Unit 1-The Stores building (currently the 
Greedy Duck).  This would require widening of the highway along the north edge of 
the Village Green and pond. 
 
To facilitate construction of the replacement bridge, sections of The Manse boundary 
wall would need to be taken down and the building currently occupied by the Greedy 
Duck would need to be underpinned. 
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During construction, to avoid a lengthy diversion, a temporary road and bridge 
crossing is also proposed across the southern part of the pond.   
 
The scheme requires deregistration of some sections of the Village Green with land 
along The Pightle, south of St. John the Baptist Church, identified for exchange.  
 
Site Designations 
 
The area to which this application relates is located within the Finchingfield 
conservation area.  The existing bridge is not listed however the majority of buildings 
surrounding it are or at least part of the local list.  In respect of this, the below extract 
from the map facility on Historic England’s website shows the number of listed 
buildings (blue triangles) within close proximity of the bridge and area of works.   
 

 
 
With regard to this, and for added reference, the status of the buildings located within 
the closest proximity to the bridge and the area proposed for the temporary bridge 
are: 

• The Manse – Grade II 

• The Fox Inn – Grade II 

• Bridge House – Grade II 

• Brick House – Grade II 

• Stowes and Mildmay – Grade II 

• Saxons – Grade II 

• North House and the Picture Pot – Grade II 

• Greedy Duck – Local List 
 
The existing bridge is located within flood zone 3. 
 
Finchingfield Green is also a registered Village Green. 
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Planning Policy Context 
 

• National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

• Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended) 

• North Essex Authorities’ Shared Strategic Section 1 Plan (adopted 2021) 

• Braintree District Council – Core Strategy Plan (adopted 2011) 

• Braintree District Council – Local Plan Review (adopted 2005) 
 
Consultee comments 
 
On receipt of this request, officers sought to invite informal comments on the 
proposal from Braintree District Council, Finchingfield Parish Council, Historic 
England, the Open Spaces Society, the Highway Authority, the Council’s urban 
design, landscape, ecology, arboricultural, historic building and archaeological 
consultants (Place Services) and the County Councillor for Three Fields with Great 
Notley (Cllr Butland). Copies of comments received from Historic England, the 
Highway Authority and Place Services are provided as an appendix to this response.   
 
Appraisal 
 
As a ‘weak’ structure, the principle need to resolve this issue from a highway safety 
perspective is understood.  However, as part of any planning application coming 
forward, it would be expected that appropriate evidence would be provided to 
confirm how weak the bridge is, especially as there is currently no weight restriction 
on the bridge and there appears no urgency to introduce this (even temporarily).  As 
replacing the bridge is not therefore the only potential option available (e.g. a 
permanent weight or width restriction on the bridge could be introduced) it would be 
expected that an appropriate optioneering study is submitted to support the preferred 
or chosen intervention in context of the main aims/objectives of the works.  
Commentary as part of this should be clearly provided around the pros and cons of 
each option.  This optioning study is considered important in this case, given the 
sensitive location, and that the justification for the intervention and any temporary 
works proposed to support this will need to firmly stand up to scrutiny to be able to 
be concluded to be sustainable development as per the NPPF definition. 
 
With regard to this and the justification advanced for a replacement bridge, it is 
acknowledged that as existing the bridge is a connection for all traffic between the 
B1053 and B1057.  If a weight limit or width restriction was to be permanently 
introduced it would mean that some vehicles would need to divert some 15 miles 
(loop route via the B1054) to cross Finchingfield Brook and this is a factor which 
supports a different intervention.  It is not considered that a second permanent 
bridge would be viable option given the sensitive nature of the site and likely impact 
such a structure would have on the appearance of the conservation area and also 
the setting of a number of nearby listed buildings.  However, acceptance of a 
replacement of the bridge, from a planning perspective, would be reliant on the 
evidence submitted to support the suggested ‘weak’ status and that the intervention 
proposed is the optimum solution. 
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Supporting text within the Local Plan Review notes that Braintree includes a large 
rural area and whilst a number of villages lie on the main road routes, many are 
more isolated and served only by a network of country lanes.  Expanding on this, as 
proclaimed in support of this pre-app, it is suggested that many structural weakness 
have been identified in bridges that serve these rural areas and the simple 
introduction of restrictions on their use is not necessarily appropriate.  This is due to 
the problems such restrictions would have on local residents and services. 
 
In context of this no policy objections are raised in-principle to the concept of 
replacing the bridge.  That said, this area (the bridge included) is considered a 
chocolate box scene of an Essex village and any development proposal coming 
forward is likely to be sensitive and to some degree controversial.  Whilst the bridge 
itself is not listed, the bridge is within the Finchingfield conservation area and is 
surrounded by many heritage assets (the setting of which is affected by the bridge) 
and the ‘new’ bridge would therefore be required to be of appropriate design and 
quality.   
 
In view of the proposed nature of this pre-app enquiry, the level of information and 
design detail provided and that suggested in terms of this being tendered as a 
design and build contract – this response seeks to focus on the in-principle 
acceptability of the different elements of the proposal.  It is not considered 
appropriate, at this stage, to provide detailed commentary on the suggested design 
details, as this is likely subject to change.  That said, given the conservation area 
designation and setting, as per the policy position portrayed in the Local Plan Review 
and Core Strategy, it would be expected that the finalised designs for any 
replacement bridge would be of the highest possible standard.  Further to this, 
issues which will be relevant to any finalised proposals such as flood risk and 
ecology are also not discussed with the predominate focus of this response being 
heritage. 
 
Bridge Construction 
 
It is noted that to facilitate the bridge replacement, the Greedy Duck would need to 
be underpinned.  The submitted Heritage Impact Assessment suggests in this regard 
that subject to a sensitive scheme, and appropriate construction mitigation, no 
adverse impacts are anticipated to this building or its features which positively 
contribute to its significance. 
 
As a non-designated heritage asset, paragraph 203 of the NPPF states that the 
effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should 
be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that 
directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will 
be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the 
heritage asset. 
 
As a proposal it is considered that this development, on paper, poses many risks to 
the Greedy Duck as an adjoining building.  That said, the proposed underpinning 
should prevent potential structural failure as a result of the proposed works to the 
bridge.  Given the proximity of the bridge to the Greedy Duck, and its 
construction/existing foundations, it is considered any intervention to the bridge 
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would likely have the potential to cause direct damage or harm to the Greedy Duck 
building.  In context of the accepted need for intervention to resolve the ‘weak’ bridge 
status, that the underpinning proposed should reduce the impact risk and in itself this 
(the underpinning) would not be harmful to the character of the building, on balance, 
no objection is raised to the development from an impact perspective to the Greedy 
Duck. 
 
In addition to the works needed to the Greedy Duck, part of the front boundary wall 
to The Manse (Grade II Listed) would need to be demolished and there is the 
potential loss of lathe and plaster wall/ceiling due to vibration during construction; 
exacerbation of cracks; and the potential loss of a brick arch over a gate at this 
property. 
 
Paragraph 197 of the NPPF with regard to heritage assets details that local planning 
authorities, when determining applications, should take account of: 

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets 
and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation; 

b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to 
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and 

c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local 
character and distinctiveness. 

 
Expanding paragraph 199 details when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should 
be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater 
the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to 
substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance.   
 
Paragraph 200 confirms that any substantial harm to or loss of grade II listed building 
should be exceptional; and paragraph 202 confirms that development that will lead to 
less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset should 
be weighed against the public benefits of the proposals. 
 
The less than substantial harms identified to The Manse are a direct consequence of 
the proposed works to the bridge.  That said, it is not considered that alternative 
designs for the replacement bridge could seek to further reduce this impact, as The 
Manse boundary wall is effectively part of the bridge approach.  Whilst there is an 
unknown with regard to this project and the damage that may eventually result, from 
for example vibration, the justification put forward for the project and the public 
benefits which would be realised in the long term are considered to acceptably 
outweigh the envisaged harms to this property.  
 
No fundamental objections are therefore raised to the proposed re-construction of 
Finchingfield bridge in terms of impact to listed buildings.  As alluded, it is considered 
that the design of the replacement bridge will need to be sensitive and, as has been 
raised within the consultation responses received, that conditions covering scheme 
of monitoring of nearby building both during and post construction would also likely 
need to be secured.  However, the public benefits to the scheme in the long term are 
considered to suitably outweigh the actual harms which would result to the Greedy 
Duck and The Manse.  Furthermore, in the long term, subject to an appropriate 
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bridge design coming forward it is also not considered that the proposal should have 
a detrimental effect on the conservation area designation.   
 
There would be a negative impact on the area, the conservation area and setting of 
a number of listed building during the construction period – principally in view of the 
likely plant and machinery and construction compound(s) which would be required.  
That said, these would only be in situ temporarily and it is considered that this impact 
could to some degree be minimised through securement of a sensitive construction 
management plan.  
 
Temporary Bridge 
 
To assist in reducing the impacts associated with closing the existing bridge, the 
proposals include provision of a second, temporary bridge to maintain east west 
vehicular connectivity.  This bridge, which is proposed across the southern part of 
the pond, is proposed to be constructed first/before any works to the existing bridge 
occur and would be in place for the complete construction period which has been 
suggested as between six and nine months.   
 
As a temporary structure/use the impacts resulting to the conservation area would 
only be limited (as the bridge would be removed when the permanent works are 
complete).  As such in a paragraph 202 balance it could likely be justified and 
accepted that the benefits to the bridge and the inconvenience which would 
otherwise be felt locally from the diversion would outweigh this temporary harm. 
 
Assessment of the proposed location of the temporary bridge has however identified 
additional specific potential impacts or harms to Bridge House and Brick House (both 
Grade II Listed) as a result of vibration from installation and road activity on the 
temporary bridge.  Whilst temporarily the impacts to the conservation area from the 
provision of a temporary bridge may be neutralised or outweighed by benefits, the 
potential for permanent or actual harm to Grade II Listed Buildings is considered 
significant, especially in context that the benefits being proclaimed are only short 
term.  Accordingly, it is considered that the balance or assessment of public benefits 
may be given much less weight for the temporary bridge than for the permanent 
bridge work.  This view is qualified by the statutory presumptions in sections 66(1) 
and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and 
the policy guidance in paragraph 134 of the NPPF. 
 
Section 66(1) of the Act states that when considering whether to grant planning 
permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the LPA 
shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting, or 
any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. Section 
72 of the Act contains similar requirements with respect to buildings or land in a 
conservation area. In this context, “preserving”, means doing no harm. 
 
A document has been submitted in support of this pre-app which seeks to identify 
the economic, social and environment benefits the temporary bridge would bring.  
On review of this, officers are however unconvinced that for a period of six to nine 
months the impacts to Finchingfield residents and businesses would however be 
greater or more severe than the potential harms which could result to nearby 
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heritage assets (as a result of the temporary bridge).  It is accepted that the works 
and a diversion would be an inconvenience for all.  However, the provision of a 
temporary bridge is not likely to be supported, in its proposed location, given the 
harms (or potential for harms) resulting solely from this.   
 
It is accepted that this conclusion will not be popular locally.  However, with 
appropriate consideration of the construction programme, clear communication as to 
the aforementioned with the public and an appropriate diversion route it is 
considered that a temporary closure of the road and severance of Finchingfield could 
be managed to the point that only real benefit to the temporary road would be the 
avoidance of the diversion. 
 
With regard to this, and a few of the benefits put forward, the argument put forward 
about passing traffic/trade for business is acknowledged.  That said it is noted that 
the diversion route would still bring people into both ends of Finchingfield.  The 
document furthermore places a significant emphasis on local views.  Whilst, for the 
avoidance of any doubt, the view of the local community is exceptionally important in 
the planning process, this in isolation is not a reason that a proposal could or should 
be viewed as sustainable.  Finchingfield has won awards for its traditional 
picturesque setting and is described on the Visit Essex’s website ‘as the most 
photographed village in Essex’ so there is no doubt that a lot of people have and will 
continue to the visit the area.  What the document submitted fails to consider is 
whether people will however continue to visit, in the same numbers, whilst works to 
the bridge are on-going.  It is officers view that those looking to visit the area are 
likely going to be less concerned about a potential diversion being in place and more 
concerned about the fact that construction works are on-going to the bridge where 
they wanted to take a photo.  It is officers view that the provision of a temporary 
bridge would further heighten rather than reduce this perception.  In terms of vehicle 
miles, again that suggested is not questioned.  However, the carbon impact from 
construction of the temporary bridge and its removal is not suggested and weighed 
in the same assessment.   
 
To confirm, officers are not denying that there are benefits to the temporary bridge.  
It is just not considered, on balance, that as proposed the benefits associated 
outweigh the potential harms to nearby heritage assets in accordance with 
paragraphs 134 and 202 of the NPPF as well as the Act. 
 
Village Green 
 
It is noted that the proposals would, irrespective of whether the temporary bridge is 
included or not, include use of Finchingfield Village Green. It is understood that an 
application to de-register the Green has been or will be made with land along The 
Pightle, south of St. John the Baptist Church proposed in exchanged.  The de-
registration and registration process of the Village Green is separate to any 
application for planning permission.  However, that proposed, together with the stage 
at which this is at, should be confirmed as part of the planning application for clarity. 
 
Planning Application Process & Validation Requirements   
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From:  - Strategic Development Engineer  

Sent: 05 May 2021 14:16 

To: Minerals and Waste DM  

Subject: Planning Application CC/BTE/28/21/PRE 

Hello 

Apologies for the late response but we have not comments to make on this pre app 

proposal 

Regards 

 

 Strategic Development Engineer  

Strategic Development 
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