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Proposed Establishment Of An Eruv In The Borough

The Town Planning & Research Committee on 24 February will be
considering the planning application relating to the
establishment of an Eruv in the Borough.

In view of the length of the report and amount of public interest
which has been shown in the proposal, we had hoped to circulate
the report earlier than usual for the meeting. However, in view
of the careful consideration which has had to be given to
formulating the report, it was not possible to do so. We
apologise for this. A copy of the report is now attached.

for Chief Executive
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OF TRANSPORT

SUMMARY

This report considers a planning application for the
erection of poles connected by wire. at various
locations in the Borough. The . area within these
enclosures and other permanent boundaries would form

an.Eruv.

RECOMMENDATION/CONCLUSIONS (FOR DECISION BY THE

COMMITTEE)

THAT PLANNING APPLICATION REF ERUV ‘1 BE APPROVED
SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS.

1. This development must be begun not later than
five years from the date of this permission.

Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990.



2. Posts to be erected at the following 1ocations'
shall be treated with anti-vandalism paint:

Map Ref
Ashley Lane (footpath) 34
Aylmer Road 15
Bancroft Avenue 16
Colindeep Lane ’ 26
East End Road ' 18A
Great North Way (footpath) 35
Great North Way, Copthall 36
Great North Way (south side) 24B
Hendon Way 03
Lichfield Road 01
Lyndale Avenue - 04
Prospect Place (footpath) 18B
Squires Lane 21
Watford Way 25

West Heath Road 09

Reason: To safeguard the security of nearby
residential properties. _
3. The wire used to span between posts shall be

galvanised braided steel and not exceed 3mm 1in

width.
Reason: In the interest of public safety and to ensure
that the wires do not represent a hazard to flying

birds.

4. No works to trees, including cutting or damage to
"branches and roots, shall be undertaken in
implementing the approved development.

Reason: To safeqguard the trees -of the borough whlch
represent a significant amenity feature.

" INFORMATIVES

1. The applicants’ attention is drawn to the letter

from the Department of Transport dated 8th

- January 1993 and the requirements contained
therein. ‘ ‘

2. ‘Under the terms of the Water Resources Act 1991,

and .the Land Drainage Byelaws 1981, the prior
written consent of the National Rivers Authority
Thames Region is required for any proposed works
or structures in, under, over or w1th1n 8m of the
River Brent main river.

3. British Telecom requlres that the free "Dial
Before You Dig" service is used prior to work
.commencing to locate and mark underground plant.

4. All due care and attention should be taken when
‘ working in close proximity to Thames Water
Utilities’ Outside Stop Valves on the pavements.



£5°.- The maintenance and appearance of the poles and
v 49 wire will be subject to the licence to be agreed

fby the Public Works Committee.
RE ANT PREVIOUS DECISTONS
Town® Planning and Research Commlttee Decisions
11. 11 92-7 and 16 2.92 -4 ‘

Publlc Works Committee De0151ons 28 4,92 - 6
30.6.92 ~1. :

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
Policies Gl, Tl1.1, T3.1 of the Unitary Development
Plan: ’

Policy G1 ’
In meeting the aims of this plan the Coun01l will seek

to maintain and improve the character and quallty of
the env1ronment throughout the Borough. .

Pollcy T1.1
All development proposals must be compatlble with the

‘established character ‘and architectural identity of
existing or adjoining properties and the general .

locality in terms of scale, form and other contextual
design elements, impact on neighbouring properties and
intensity of use. Original design solutions will be
acceptable where they meet these requlrements.

Policy T3.1

The Council will not permit development or demolition:

proposals which conflict with the need to preserve or
enhance the character or appearance of the Borough’
Conservation Areas.

- RESOURCE IHELICATIONS

None

-MONTITORING OFFICER’S OBSERVATIOKS

Involved in preparing the report.

™



HEAD OF PAIQ SERVICES’ OBSERVATIONS

None

BACKGROUND INFORMATION[OFFICERS COMMENTS

BACKGROUND

The United Synagogue Eruv Committee have submitted a
plannlng application '‘for the erection of groups of |
poles between which is to be suspended at high level
a wire. It is proposed to erect these poles at
various locations to designate the perimeter of ‘a
nominated Eruv within parts of Barnet. A plan showing

"the area of the proposed Eruv is attached within

Appendix A.

According to Jewish 1law, a distinction is -drawn
between the public and the private domain. The

' carrying of any items on the Sabbath from one domain

to another is prohibited. A zone may be declared,

however, known as an Eruv, within which, for example,
the carrying of keys and the -pushing‘ of prams. is
permitted, thus giving greater freedom of movement to
persons of the Jewish faith. An Eruv must have a
continuous clearly defined boundary. Its perimeter
may be defined by existing permanent boundaries,
natural or manmade, such-as railways and the frontage

"of houses.

’

The proposed Eruv would include Hendon, Golders Green
and Hampstead Garden Suburb, together with areas of
Childs Hill, Cricklewood, East Finchley, Finchley and

‘Mill Hill. The area of the Eruv relies, for the

majority of its perimeter, on existing boundaries such

‘as the Northern Line, the M1 Motorway, the British

Rail 'St ‘Pancras 1line and -neighbouring buildings.
Where the perlmeter is breached by a road a post and -
wire "gateway" is required. It is only for the
erection of these posts and wire constructions that
planning perm1551on is required. 1In all there are 38
locations, requiring the erection of 85 poles, to give
a total perlmeter of approximately 11 miles. All
poles are located on land under the "control" of the
London Borough of Barnet.



CONSULTATION ON THE PLANNING APPLICATION

Following receipt of the planning appllcatlon
consultation was carried out with residents in the
immediate vicinity of proposed posts, local residents
organisations and amenity groups. In addition
advertisements were placed in the 1local press in
August 1992. Further consultation was undertaken and
an advertisement placed in the local press, following
receipt of amended plans in December 1992. A third
advert was placed in local papers in January 1993 to
publicise the receipt of amended plans affecting the
location of proposed post and wire constructions at
six roads. Apart from availability at Barnet House,
plans were deposited in the following libraries:
Hendon, Church End, Golders Green, Childs Hill, East

" Finchley, Hampstead Garden Suburb and Mill Hill. The
consultation undertaken exceeds the statutory °

requirements laid down in the General Development
Order.

As a result of the consultation exercise, 5 petitions

have been received. 4 of these were reported
previously to this Committee under Standing Order 71.
(See reports to the Committee on 11th November and
16th December 1992).

31 individual residents in, and in the near vicinity
of, Wildwood Road have submltted a petltlon objecting
to the construction of an Eruv in Wildwood Road,

because they believe it will be detrimental to the
environment.

72 residents of Brent Terrace have signed a petition
stating that they strongly object to the establishment
of an Eruv involving change to the environs of Brent
Terrace.

42 residents of Hampstead Garden Suburb have submitted
a petition indicating their total opposition to the

‘proposed Eruv on two grounds.

1. The poles would introduce an unacceptable degree
of visual blight into the area from which
everyone will suffer even though the structures
will have been erected to serve the interests of
only one religious group.

2. The proposal would cause serious disturbance to
social harmony in the area. Deep offence and
hostility would ensue if religious hardware of
this kind were to be erected on public roads and
open spaces. '



8.2.10

107 residents have signed a petition stating their
full  support for the proposed Eruv which, they
consider, will be of immense benefit to the Jewish
Community. The signatories hope that the Committee
" will vote in favour of the proposal and support this
worthy application".

The fifth petition contains 3,450 signatures and reads
"We the undersigned, each eligible to vote in Barnet,
support the establishment of an Eruv in North West
London."

A joint letter dated 11th November 1992 has been
received from 20 residents which raises issues over
what constitutes material planning considerations,
precedent, and the ruling following Steinberg versus
Secretary of State relating to the consideration of
development in Conservation Areas. A second joint
letter dated 4th February 1993 from the same residents
has also been received. Copies of both of these. ]01nt
letters are attached in Appendlx B.

806 letters of répresentation have been received.

474 letters have been received stating general support

for the planning appllcatlon. The reasons are
‘summarized as follows:

1. Posts and wires would be unobtrusive.

2. .Impact on environment negligible.

3. No objection on planning grounds. :

4, Introduction of an Eruv would have  no adverse

impact on the community.

5. An Eruv would be of great benefit to the many
Jewish people living in the area. :

6. An Eruv would greatly assist the infirm, elderly
and disabled, who need to use wheelchairs or
walking aids, and those with young children.

7. Posts and wires would not impair views, create a

hazard nor detract from the character of the
neighbourhoods through which the Eruv will pass.

8. . Most major cities in the world, where there are
Jewish communities, have Eruvs, and there appear
to be no detrimental effects.

188 letters have been received, including 1 Jjoint
letter from 20 residents, and a second joint letter
from 18 residents objecting to the application on
general grounds. The reasons for objection are as

"follows:

1. Visually obtrusive in the general street scene.

2. . Delineation of territorial boundary leading to a
provocative and overpowering situation for
residents. :

3. Views of Barnet residents should take precedence
over a minority community of Orthodox Jews.

Q



10.

11-
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.

26.
27.

28.
29.
30.

31.
32.

33.

A ghetto will be created.
Wires should be buried beneath ground.

"Unnecessary additional street furniture.

Additional poles will lead to increased safety

"hazards, e.g. to the blind and road users.
.Increased security risk to properties adjacent to

new poles.

Invasion of space for non-Orthodox Jews and
Gentiles alike.

Regular inspection of poles will ‘be needed to
ensure continuation of wire. '

Will attract vandalism and unnecessary racial
hatred.

Setting of an unacceptable precedent for all
religious groups.

Natural features should be used to delimit area.
No benefit to community at large.

Encouragement of positive discrimination.
Rellglous fundamentalists should not be allowed
to. impose their beliefs and 1nt1m1date the rest
of the community.

Insufficient depth has been allowed to take each

Eruv post which will cause stability problems,

"and conflict with the service lines and cables

underground. _
Threat to blrds and w1ld11fe from dangerous_
wires.

Danger to road users and pedestrians.
Consideration should be given to the partially
sighted and disabled.

Unnecessary proliferation of street furniture.
Detrimental to the character and appearance of
the Hampstead Garden Suburb Conservation Area.
Reminiscent of Nazi Germany.

Precedent for further Eruvs.

The city Corporation has unequivocally refuted
its consent for the proposed fence construction
in Golders Hill Park.

Consent has not been given by the Department of
Transport.

Posts have no precise functional design.
Influential orthodox Rabbls have expressed their
opposition.

Create permanent visual bllght.

Size of scheme is objectionable.

Proposed installation "of permanent private
religious symbols on the public highways is a
historic anathema. ,
Conditional or temporary consents will be
exploited as a stepping stone to achleve the
desired objectlve.

' The Eruv might alter the demographic mix of the

area, housing would be advertised as being.
"within the Eruv".

The permanent establishment of fixtures having
only symbolic religious significance on publicly
dedicated highways, set a precedent and is a

., concern to all road users.

7



" 8.2.11

'34'

35.

36.

37.

38.

- 39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

‘44,
45.

46.

47.

' In spite of a 'Jewish Community being long

established in the Borough, an Eruv has not been
required before.

Poles would not be 1n51gn1f1cant. Would be on
the same scale as telegraph poles. :

The current investigation by the Local Government

.~ Ombudsman should be concluded before any decision

is made on the planning application. (The
ombudsman has sought the Councils’ preliminary

comments on this complaint. The Chief Executive -
has responded saying that the Council is
satisfied that the matter has been dealt with
properly and  that there has been no
maladministration. If the Ombudsman: were to

formally investigate the complaint it could well

be several months before he announced his
decision. The Council has a duty to determine
the planning application and this should not be
delayed whilst the complaint is considered.)

‘Any member of the Eruv Committee and those swayed

by strong sectarianship should not vote on the

" application.

All of the Eruv boundary should be notional.
Withdrawal of the freedom of movement on public
land. '
object to claim that my property - -is a notional
communal property

What provisions would be made to safeguard the
Eruv from attack, vandalism and to ensure the
Eruv is-intact on the Sabbath?

Will attract inter-racial and inter-religious-:
problems.

Violation of the principle of democratic
government.

Posts would maké narrow pavements narrower.
Arrogant to suggest that, for non-Orthodox Jews,
the issue is simply one of poles and wires.
Secret ballot should be undertaken to ascertaln
the support for the Eruv.

The occupiers of No’s 39, 47 and 66 Pattlson Road
object to the erectlon of posts and wire in
Pattison Road and the undesirable precedent this
would set. '
(Following negotlatlon ‘w1th the applicant the
post and wire construction proposed at Pattison
Road: has been withdrawn from the application.)

49 letters and one joint letter from.11l residents were
received objecting to the proposal in relation to its
impact on the Hampstead Garden Suburb Conservation
Area. Their contents may be summarised as follows:

’l.

- 2.7

3.

Adverse 1mpact on the appearance of Hampstead
Garden Suburb Conservation Area.

The Eruv would be divisive to the existing
harmony of the community and be contrary to the
original principles of the. Suburb.

Small minority are inflicting their views on the
majority.
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4. Fails to preserve or enhance the Conservation

_ Area.
5. Who is to pay for the erection of the poles.

6. Cause anti-semitism.

7. Turn area into a ghetto.

8. Set a precedent for other faiths to erect 51m11ar'
boundaries.

9. Alternative method to poles and wire such as
underground cables.

10. Traffic dangers.

11. Attract vandals.

12. Detrimental impact on wildlife, in particular
birds.

13. Who is to decide on positioning of poles?

14. Would damage the appearance of the Heath.

15. Has split the Jewish community.

l16. Impact on townscape.

17. Planning Policy Guidance Note 1 (published by the
Department of the Environment) states that only
in exceptional circumstances are personal reasons
material to an application.

18. Planning Policy Guidance Note 12 states that "the
authorities will wish to consider the-
relationship of ...proposals to . needs and
problems including their impact on different
groups in the population".

19. Not what Dame Henretta Barnett had in mind when

: she designed the Suburb. '
20. Cause irritation and hostility amongst Suburb
. Residents.

21.. Views of the majority should be given sufficient
weight. .

22. Threat of vigilante groups.

23. Erecting poles will destroy the very beauty
through which many see their God.

24. Should not be allowed on public land shared by
people with a variety of beliefs and needs.

Given below is a summary of letters received from the
Hampstead Garden Suburb Trust, local residents
associations and other consultees

The Hampstead Garden Suburb Trust:

1. Do not oppose the plans. .

2. Recognise potential divisiveness which has begun
to surround the proposal. :

3. May be practical problems over the maintenance of j

the poles and their connecting wires. Also could
be ea51ly vandalized.

4, If permission is granted it would be difficult to
refuse similar requests from other religious and
ethnic minorities.

Hampstead Garden Suburb Conservatlon Area .Adv1sory
Committee:
1.. The erection of poles and w1re constructions
.along residential roads in the Conservation Area
is unacceptable and we recommend refusal.

9
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‘>Hampstead'Garden Suburb Residents’ Association:

1. . Not possible to adequately represent residents’
_views as there is no unanlmlty as to what our
response should be.

2. None .of the poles are actually on Suburb land.

The Finchley 80c1ety

1. Objections to 1ncreased prollferatlon of street
furniture. :

2. Prejudice the v1sual amenities of all the
‘localities. '

3. Set a dangerous precedent.

4, Hope that the application is refused.

5. cConcerned that the use of monofilament nylon
would present a hazard to birds. : .

Claremont Residents’ Association:
1. . Strong feeling among the residents in Brent
..Terrace against the establishment of an Eruv. :

2. Spaces between the houses -in Brent Terrace are
used for access and by children at play. A wire.
stretched between the houses would be highly
dangerous and would result in accidents. '

3. Cannot guarantee Eruv wire would remain intact
for any length of time due to vandalism.

4. Application is.a gross invasion of prlvacy and
should not happen. :

The Park Triangle Residents Group:

1. Divisive. ‘

2. If principle of segregation is accepted this may
cause resentment amongst other minority groups.

3. Undesirable precedent.

4. Needs should be accommodated 1nterna11y.

5. To allow the Eruv would be a great mistake.

Garden Suburb Ward Branch of the Hendon South

Conservative Association:

1. The Committee is totally opposed to the: Council
glVlng permission for the 1nstallat10n of an Eruv
in Barnet.

British Telecom: : A

1. No objections providing British Telecom’s
overhead and underground plant is not affected.

2. Require that its overhead plant would not be
crossed and that a distance preferably equivalent:
to the height of any adjacent British Telecom
plant be made between thls plant and the Eruv
poles.

3. Requlre that the free "Dial Before You D1g"
service available via the operator be used prior
to work commencing, to locate and mark
underground plant.

10



Thames Water Utilities:

1. No objection to the planning application.

2. 'All due care and attention should be taken when
working in close proximity to Thames Water
Utilities outside stop valves on the pavements.

3. Applicant should ensure that the proposed works
are not situated over a public sewer, and the
Local Authority’s Drainage Section should be
consulted in this respect.

Royal Soc1ety for the Protection of Birds:

1. Fine wire would constitute a 51gn1f1cant hazard
to flylng birds.

2. Cross wires should be of a similar -thickness to
a standard clothes line. Visibility could be
improved by the use of reflectors.

London Ecology Unit:
1. Unable to comment due to apparent negligible
impact on the Borough’s nature conservation

interest.
English Nature: ' ,
1. Poles should be solid or capped to prevent.
animals becoming trapped within them.
2. Wire should be of sufficient thickness to be

. visible to flying animals.
3. Wire should be biodegradable or resistant to
degradation by physical processes.

The British Humanist Association:

1. Common land should be used for common good.

2. "Gateways" would be used by very few and maybe
physically hazardous.

3. The appllcatlon should be - refused.

Letters have been received from the Mayor of the City
of Los Angeles, U.S.A. and the Mayor of the City of
.Moorabbin in the southern section of  Melbourne,
Australia. ~

The Mayor of Los Angeles, Tom Bradley, writes:

It is with great pleasure that I took action some
. years ago which helped the members of Beth Jacob
Congregation to celebrate the Sabbath more
comfortably and meaningfully, simply by
supporting their petition to erect an Eruv.
The action was not without controversy here in

" Los Angeles, but the ultimate result was most
gratifying. The fears expressed by’ those who
were initially opposed to the Eruv never
materialized.
I hope that you will help the observant Jews in
your community enjoy the observatlon of the .
Sabbath.

11
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prETees

= The Mayor --of- the C1ty of Moorabbln, ‘Barry Neve,
writess -
An .Eruv has been in ex1stence 1n the southern
‘section of Melbourne for over.four years and the
City of Moorabbin is the largest Municipality
within the boundaries of the Eruv. .
In Melbourne the Eruv consists of overhead power
lines, several installed' posts and natural
- boundaries. :
.I believe that some concerns have been raised in
London as to the Eruv creating ‘divisiveness,
being a magnet for anti-semitic vandalism and an
environmental threat.
our experience does not support these concerns at
all.
The Eruv has, I am told, bas1ca11y been of
significant benefit to some members of the Jewish
community and a non-issue for others.
I should add that I am not aware -that any local
authority within the Eruv has experienced any
problems whatsoever since its establishment.
I trust that the information provided will assist
your Council’s decision making process.

COrrespondence received from Councillors.

1. Councillor Frank Davis questions the accuracy of
a supporting document supplied by the applicant
.to members of the Public Works and Town Planning
and Research Committee, and has supplled a 1lst

- of 11 Rabbis who oppose the Eruv.

2. Councillor Tim Sims is concerned that :the
application be dealt with speedily in view of its
effects on relations within the community. The
provision of poles is contrary to the Borough aim
to reduce - signs, visual and physical
obstructions. .

3.. Councillor Doreen Neale 1is concerned about
maintenance costs in future years and the burden
this may place on poll tax payers, danger to
birds. Poles may become eyesores, dangerous in
windy weather and would be detrlmental to the
people of Barnet. . :

PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS .

Whilst members of the Committee are very likely to be

~ aware - that the proposed Eruv has aroused strong

feelings within the community both for and against,

‘and the Committee will undoubtedly recognise that

fact, many of the reasons cited have no direct .
relevance to planning and in reaching ‘a decision on
this application the Committee should only take into

account material planning considerations. The Council

12



has a general statutory duty to make appropriate
arrangements with a view to securing that its
functions are carried out with due regard to the need
to eliminate unlawful racial discrimination and
promote equallty of opportunity and good relations
between persons of different racial groups. However,
the Committee should not attempt to evaluate or
examine religious, social or ethnic issues not
related to Town and Country Planning and must
disregard non-planning considerations in whatever
form they may be raised. Paragraph 23 of Planning
Policy Guidance Note 1 (General Policy and Principles)

issued by the Department of the Environment in March .

. 1992 reads as follows:

"In principle....any consideration which relates to
the use and development of land is capable of being a
planning consideration. Whether a particular
consideration falling within the broad class is
material in any given case will depend on the
circumstances (Stringer v MHLG 1971). Material
considerations must be genuine planning considerations
i.e. they must be related to the purpose of planning
legislation which is to regulate the development and
use of land in the public interest. The consideration

must also fairly and reasonably relate to the.

application concerned (R v Westminster C.C. ex parte
Monaham 1989).° Much will depend on the nature of the
application under consideration, the relevant policies
in the development plan and the surrounding
circumstances".

The Committee will be aware that strong feelings are
generated but the function and purpose of the Eruv is

itselffa material planning consideration. The Committee

is not asked to decide if it is for or against an Eruv
in principle, It is only the erection of the posts

(and wire) which require planning permission. The-

planning considerations relate to the impact of these
posts on the local environment including trees, the
visual amenities of the occupiers of residential and
other premises and their acceptability in terms of the
free flow of traffic and public safety along the

"highways. The establishment of the Eruv would not

result in any material change of use of land within
its boundaries for which planning permission is
required. Essentially it is a notional concept
similar to a parish boundary or other administrative
divisions which are not. normally visible on the
ground.

In respect of highway matters the Controller of

Engineering Services makes the following observations:’

"The Public Works Committee considered the
establishment of an Eruv in the Hendon and
Golders Green areas of the Borough on 28th April
1992 and 30th June 1992.

1
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The . ear11er report outllned the basis on whlch
‘the United Synagogue:Eruv Committee requested the
establishment of an Eruv, and the importance that
it held for thenm. The Committee requested
further details and resolved that a meeting be
arranged so that Members of Public Works and Town
Planning and - Research "'Committee could meet
representatives . of the United :.Synagogue Eruv
Committee who would.be-.able to answer questions
on a number of important issues.'.:-
The second report :to Public Works Committee in
June was in the nature of an update, and followed
the meeting between Members and the Eruv
Committee, which took place on 3rd June 1992.
The Committee  agreed, in principle, to the
. establishment of the Eruv and .the granting of a
licence for an initial period of one year only,
renewable on a "annual basis, to the United
Synagogue :Eruv Committee.. The licence would be
granted .under the-powers set out in Sections 178
and 181 of the Highways Act 1980 (now section 50
of the New Roads and Street -Works Act 1991), and-
would be subject to a number of conditions. -
All posts would be located on the back edge of .
the footpath. ' This accords :with the Councils
general policy which aims to locate all -street
furniture in this position to minimise danger on
the public highway. The posts would not be
detrimental to the free flow of traffic and
general - safety along the highway and are
acceptable in highway terms." "~

Regarding the local environment, five of the locations
would be within the Hampstead Garden Suburb

" Conservation Area. Section 72 of the Listed Buildings
-Act 1990 places a duty on local planning authorities

when exercising statutory powers in respect. of any
buildings of land- in a .conservation area, to pay
special attention to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the special character or appearance of. the

-area. In 1992, the. House of Lords, when giving

judgment - in South Lakeland District Council V
Secretary of State for the Environment clarified that
the requirements of section 72 could be met not only
by a positive contribution to preservation, .but also
by development which left the character or appearance

‘'of the area unharmed. This rejected an approach

followed by the lower courts subsequent to the 1988

- High Court decision in Steinberg V Secretary of State

for the Environment which held that there had to be a
positive contribution to preserv1ng or enhancing the
Conservatlon Area. _

A.group of residents has written a series of letters
to Members raising various points concerning this
application. Copies of those letters are attached to

BN . . -




this report as Appendix B. Many of the points raised’
are of a legal nature. Insofar as those points are
not dealt with elsewhere in the body of this report,
the Controller of Legal Services comments as follows:

"The erection of the poles and wires constitutes
operational development. There is no material change
of use of the public highway.

Whilst the local planning authority does have a wide
ranging discretion as to what matters to take into
account when deciding a planning application, those
matters must be planning matters, i.e., relating to
the use and development of the land.

It is accepted planning practice for the local
planning authority to take into account the impact in
planning terms on other sites or localities should the
consequence of granting planning perm1551on be
applications for similar developments in those other
sites or 1localities. This is wusually seen in the
context of applying a general planning policy.
However, the local planning authority need to be
acting on something more than bare fear .of precedent. .

The effect of development on private interests can .be:
a material consideration, provided it serves a
planning purpose or there are exceptional of special
personal circumstances to be taken into account.

The local planning authority can take into account
personal circumstances or personal hardship and the
difficulties of business which are of value to the
character of the community (invariably these issues
relate to the applicant) in determining planning
applications, but not so as to outweigh substantial
planning considerations.

I am satisfied that there is power under highways
legislation by which poles can be placed on the public
highway. The Department of Transport initially looked
at this question in a very narrow way and are now
reconsidering. However, this is a separate matter from
the issue of planning consent. The grant of planning
permission does not remove the need to obtain any
other consents that may be necessary and, accordingly,
questions concerning the grant of a llcence under
highways legislation is not relevant to this
Committee’s deliberations. The Public Works Committee
did not act beyond its powers in deciding in principle
to granting conditional consents under highways
legislation and there is no reason why this Committee
cannot consider the application before it. As
mentioned elsewhere in this report, the Council has a
statutory duty to determine planning applications.

I am satisfied that there have. been no breaches of the'

Access. to Information provisions of the Local
Government Act 1972 as amended."

15
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Members of the Committee inspected the proposed
locations of all of the poles and wire on 16th and

++17th January 1993. .. Appendix A prov1des a site by site

appraisal of each of those proposed locations,

. covering the material planning considerations and,
..where applicable, makes specific reference to the
‘Conservation Area....Details of the site’ spec1f1c

objections are “given. The width of ‘the wire is.
covered by condition 3 should planning permission be

granted. A 3mm wire is similar to telegraph wire.

Whilst it is possible to use thinner wire or nylon

this would not necessarily be visible to birds and.
could therefore endanger them.

The following locations have been withdrawn from the

proposal: :
Between No.65 Hermitage lane and No. 85 Platts Lane

NWZ.

Between No’s 47 and 66/68 Pattison Road NW2.
Brent Terrace NW2.

-Golders Hill Park NWw3.

With regard to the issues raised in the letter dated .
4th February 1993 attached in Appendix B relating to
Golders Hill Park, a perimeter fence proposed by the "
Corporation of London along Sandy Lane would, when
constructed, provide a natural boundary for the Eruv.
In the interim period the Eruv boundary would utilise
existing fences around the northern perimeter of the
park. As explained, the natural boundaries to the
Eruv are not a planning matter. Correspondence between
the Corporation of London and the applicant has been
provided to the lead signatory of the letter.

. LIST OF BACKGROUND OF PAPERS

The Controller of Development Services files: Eruv 1,

2, 3, 4.

Any person wishing to 1nspect these background papers
should telephone 081-446 8511, ext 4983.-

Authors

Technical Services Dlrectorate - Delrdre McGurrln Tel.

' 081-446 8411, ext.4983.
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INDEX

rd

Ma j .
Ret | o Cose. | Paes| " Spanm
01 | Licnfieia Road INW2 | 2 .| medium | 14
02 Farm Avenue NW2 | 2 |medium 22
03 Henaon Wav NW2 | 3 Jiall 31
04 Lvndale Avenue - NW2 | 2 |megium 15
0SA | Sunnyside INW2 | 2 | medium 14
058 | Ridae Road INW2 | 2 |medium 10
06 I'Finchiey Road NW2 | 2 |1l | 13
07 | Devonsnire Place NW2 | 2 |megium ] .
08C | Hermnage _ane NW2 | 2 |medium | 12
09 | West Heath Road NW3 | 2 |medium | e
12 | North Eng Road/Way INW11] 2 | medium | 18
i | Wilowooa Roag (pavement) INWi1] 6 | . . medum | 250
14 | Hampstead Lane IN6 | 2 |medium | 10
15 | Avimer Roag IN2 | 3 Jtall | 30
18 | Rancroft Avenue IN2 | 2 |megium | -
17 | Cherry Tree Hill IN2 | 2 |iall I 30
18A | East End Road : N2 2 | medium 1
188 | Prospect Place (footpain) N2 2 |small 9
19 Church Lane IN2 2 | medium 20
20 North Circular Road N2 2 |tall 23
21 Sauires Lane N3 2 | medium 9
22 Regents Park Road N3 2 |tall | 14
23 Devonshire Road INW7 | 2 itall | 30
24A | Great North Wav (north) INW4 | 2 |itall & 1 small | 47
248 | Great North Way (south) INW4 | 2 |1 medium &1 small 17
25 Wattord Wav NW4 | 3 |tall : 55
26 Colindeep Lane NW4 | 2 |medium 18
27 Station Road NW4 | 2 |medium - 16
28 Park Roag NW4 | 3 |medium 37
26A | Tempiehof Ave. River Brent INW4 | 2 |medium 10
298 | Tempienof Ave. River Brent NW4 | 2 |medium 10
30 Temniehotf Ave/Tilling Road NW4 | 2 |medium : 1
32 Childs Hill Walk (footpath) NW<Z!| 2 |[small 1
33 Stanley Road (footpath) N2 2 |small 9
34 Ashiey Lane (footpath) NW4 | 2 |small 7
{35 - |Great North Way (footpath) NW4 -| 2 |small 25
36 Great North Way, Copthall (footpath) {NW4 | 2 |small 20
37 Brent Terrace (industrial estate) Nw2 | 2 jtall 20
Total - 84 942m

Tall and Medium Posts Olive. Green Finish
Small Posts Grey Finish




Location . ' ﬁi

(o)}
Lichfield Road /\
Nw2
ost wire const
2 posts
5.5m tall

76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specjfic objections

20
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Planning apprajisal

South west posts to Dbe
located 1nm northwest of
No.68’s rear flank wall of
main house. Posts would be
sited to not obscure window
on rear flank wall. North
east post to be 1located
parallel to rear of wooden
"lean to". Post would not
affect outlook from windows
on rear flank wall. It is
considered that the proposed

. posts would not be out of

character in the general
street scene of this part of
Lichfield Road, in view of
existing lamp posts and
preponderance of traffic
lights at the junction of
Cricklewood Lane, Claremont
Road and Lichfield Road.
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Location
02

Farm Avenue
NW2

Post and wire construction
2 posts

5.5m tall

76mm diameter

Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
Occupiers at No.2 Farm Avenue:

1. The idea is a scheme to

circumvent the laws of
orthodox Judaism.

2. As Jewish refugees we
arrived in England from

Hitler’s Europe. Everytime we
leave our house we will be
reminded of concentration
camps and the division of
areas for Jews and Non-Jdews.
3. Sister survived Auschwitz
and we are worried of her
reaction when confronted with
these posts and wires.

4., Horrified at scheme and
urge permission be refused.
Occupier at 33 Farm Avenue:
1. A beautiful feature of the
road is an uninterrupted view
of trees bordering the
pavement.Do not see why this
amenity should be spoiled for
the sake of a small minority.
2. As a Jew I have discussed
this with others and know I am
expressing the view of the
majority.

22
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Planni a aisa
Posts proposed at end of

privet hedge of No.2 Farn
Avenue’s boundary approx. 7m
from No.2. Sited to minimise
impact on visual amenities
of residential occupiers in
close proximity. The cherry
tree outside No.2 would be
unaffected. Post on east
side proposed approx 1lm from
corner of low brick wall to
Avenue Court garages, which
adjoins No.l Farm Avenue’s
driveway. Post would be
located approx. 16ém from No.1l
Farm Avenue. Visual
intrusion to occupiers in
close proximity would be
negligible. Other than lamp
posts there is little street
furniture. However, it is
considered that the proposed
posts would not be
detrimental to the character
of the area and, positioned
at the back edge of the
pavement, would not obstruct
the view of existing trees in
the road.
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Location
03

Hendon Way
NwW2

Post and wire constructjon
3 Posts

6.5m tall

l1l4mm diameter

Olive green finish

24

1:1280 T 24%% 5S¢
Planni isa]
One post on central

reservation next to existing
lamp post. Post proposed on
south-western side of
pedestrian island. The posts
proposed on either side of
the trunk road next to no’s
276 and 284 Hendon Way are
sited behind the front
building lines of the
properties in order not to be
visually intrusive to
occupiers. The post on the
south-west side would not
obscure No.276'’s flank
windows. In view of the
profusion of street furniture
in this part of Hendon Way it
is considered that the posts
would be acceptable and would
not be out of character with
the general street scene.
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ocatio
04
Lyndale Avenue
Nw2

ost wi t
2 posts

5.5m tall

76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
Objections from occupiers of
308 Cricklewood Lane:

1. Posts an eyesore and
visible from house.

2. Posts could endanger us or
our property through accident,
vandalism, or inadequate
maintenance.

3. Accident could be caused be
wire breaking.

4. Encourage fouling by dogs.
5. Blot on landscape and
reduce value of our property.
6. Post would flout our
rationalist and humanist
convictions.

7. If posts were moved to the
Finchley Road end of Lyndale
Avenue posts and wire would
not be required as "break" is
less than 19ft.

8. Posts should be outside
houses of those who want them.
9. Threat to security and
encourage burglaries.

10. The posts and wire would
be fully visible from
Longberrys and its residents
should have been consulted.

Contd.

N
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Planning appraisal

The post on the south-eastern
side would be located to the
rear of No.308 Cricklewood
Lane’s single storey rear
projection. It is considered
that the high pitched roof to
the rear projection would
provide a degree of screening
to the rear of the property
and thereby minimise visual
intrusion. The post on the
north-eastern side of Lyndale
Avenue would be 1located to
the rear of Kimber House and
would be located a sufficient
distance from the flank
window at ground floor level.
In view of existing street
furniture the posts would not
be out of character in the
street scene.
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11. " No Jjustification for
permanent wire as Eruv is only
required intact on Sabbath.
We are expected to tolerate
the symbolic closure every
day.

12. Prohibit any disturbance
to our land during erection of
posts.

13.Failed to state which
structures of our property
would be used for boundary.
This should have been included
in application.

l4. No part of our property
may be used as Eruv boundary.
15. Residents have the right
to know principles and
demographic data on which
boundary is based.

l6. Posts and wire at Lyndale
Avenue cannot be justified on
religious grounds as includes
Cricklewood Lane, which has a
low Jewish population, within
the Eruv and excludes Lyndale
Avenue, which has a high
Jewish population.

17. The Eruv Committee could
have found a non-provocative
solution to the problem of
dispensing with religious
observances if it were
motivated only by religion and
not by behavioral
territoriality.

18. The number of people who
would benefit from the
proposed Eruv is unknown.

19. The number of Barnet’s
residents who would find the
symbolic significance of the
posts and wire offensive is
unknown.

20. Would the Council be
acting ultra vires by giving
visible public recognition to
an Eruv as a territorial
communal domain permitting
the erection of privately
owned posts on public land and
the suspension of wires over
the public highways.

Contd. 28



cific objections
21. Can the council:
a) give the land to the
Eruv Committee for the
erection of the posts free
of charge or for rental.
b) legally sanction the
inclusion of properties,
private streets and open
spaces within the boundary
without consulting with,
and obtaining consent, from
the owners.
c) Legally sanction the use
of fences and walls as part
of the boundary without
consulting with, and
obtaining consent, from the
owners.
d) give planning permission
for the proposal without
stating publicly how it
would deal financially with
a major loss of members,
disbanding or bankruptcy of
the committee, or failure
of the committee to meet
its obligation with regard
to maintenance or the need
for any reason to have
posts and wires removed.
22. Should the Council not
consider possible effects and
implications of the
application, such as the
escalation of present communal
discord, copycat applications
by other religious, ethnic,
eccentrics, political
extremists or environmentalist
groups, exploitation of
disharmonies by political
extremists, public
disorder,spontaneous or
planned violence, applications
in other boroughs with Barnet
cited as a precedent.
23. Can Council act so
undemocratically as to ignore
the interests of the majority
of Barnet’s residents Dby
failing to inform everyone in
the borough of the issues and
implications involved.

cont.
29



24. If application is approved
we would need to move. The
eyesore of posts and wires,
possibilities of communal
discord and violence fired by
the physical symbols of
territoriality would reduce
the value of our property.
25. Having served Barnet’s
residents in the medical and
educational fields, we feel
that we are owed a better
retirement prospect than that
with which we are now
threatened.

26. Urge that the 1local
Ombudsman’s findings on the
Towers be taken into account
as this shows the need for
great caution in granting
Planning permission for
contentious proposals.

Occupiers of No.l, Flat 1
Kenver House, 4,8,13 and 31
Lyndale Avenue obect to the
proposal on the following
grounds:

l. Object to any posts being
erected at either end of
Lyndale Avenue.

2. Object to any posts that
indicate our home falls within
or outside the Eruv. -
3. All unsightly street
furniture should be kept to a
minimum and only then for the
society or general information
of the community.

4. Will create racial tension
and anti semitism.

5. Money should be spent on a
sleeping policeman instead.
6. The post so close to Kenver
House is an invitation to
climb onto the flat roof.

7. Object to erection of
religious poles on public land
adjacent to 1 Lyndale Avenue.
8. Unnecessary proposal which
is a waste of Barnet’s money.
9. Damage in erection of posts
to newly laid pavement.

10. Do not wish to encourage
trouble from any religious
group.

11. Creation of a ghetto.

contd.



S s ific obije
The Lyndale Avenue Residents

Association raises the
following objections:
1. Structures would be

unsightly and unacceptable by
aesthetic criteria.

2. Structures would have no
utilitarian function, such as
lighting.

3. Demarcation of an area "a
jointly owned domain" is
offensive to other groups.

4. Suggestive of a ghetto, and
therefore abhorrent to those
who have chosen to make their
homes in open, non-
denominational, part of the
world.

5. Purpose is not to permit
observance of strict religious
rules but to manipulate then.
6. Concept is intended to
affect the 1landscape of a
massive area and yet |is
proposed by a minority group.
7. A dangerous precedent would
be created.

8. To grant permission would
be to reject all contemporary
planning criteria.
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Location
o5
Sunnyside
NW2

Post and wire construction
2 posts

5.5m tall

76mm diameter

Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
The occupier of No.l Sunnyside
objects to proposal for the
following reasons:

1. An unwise precedent.

2. Pavements have enough posts
and other hazards such as
broken paving.

3. Would encourage segregation
and a ghetto mentality, and
may result in the National
Front targeting the area.

4. Only tiny minority of the
Jewish community want an Eruv.
5. The Synagogue is unlikely
to be able to meet commitments
to maintain the poles.

32

" located approx.
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Post on western side of

Sunnyside located to rear of
Sunnyside House, adjacent to
column supporting staircase.

In view of this it is
considered that the proposed
siting would not cause

further loss of outlook to
occupants of Sunnyside House
or No.2 Sunnyside. Post on
the east side of Sunnyside
would be located to the rear
of No.358 Cricklewood Lane.
The posts would not be out of
character in the street scene
in view of existing lamp
posts in Sunnyside and an
existing telegraph pole,
40m from the
proposed posts with wires
spanning from it to nearby
houses.
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Location
O5B
Ridge Road
NW2

Pos wi (o)

2 Posts

5.5m tall

76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summa o) ecifi i jo

34

Ryl 0 248

Planning appraisal

Post on the west side of.
Ridge Road would be located
next to the close boarded
fence surrounding a small car
park which fronts onto Ridge
Road and Cricklewood Lane.
Post would be diagonally
behind a lamp post. .Post on
the east side would be
positioned next to 336
Cricklewood Lane’s flank
wall, to the south of the
building’s waste pipes. The
2 posts and wire would not be
detrimental to the character
of this part of Ridge Road.
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Location
06

Finchley Road
NwW2

Post and wire construction
2 posts

6.5m tall

114 diameter

Olive green finish

Summa specifi bj ions
Business occupants of 450
Finchley Road:

1. Concerned that posts are
not sited outside our shop
windows causing visual
obstruction. Best place would
be immediately between No.s
450 and 448.

2. Would it not be sensible to
use existing lamp posts.

" been

FINCHLEY RoAD

1:125%0 - 1A 15%% sw

] . {sa]
Following objection to siting
of post directly in front of
No.450 amended plans have
received indicating
location of post between No.s

448 and 446. Both posts
would be sited between
commercial properties in
order to minimise visual
impact on existing shop
fronts. This part of

Finchley Road has a profusion
of lamp posts, traffic signs
and traffic 1lights. The
siting of the posts would be
acceptable and would not Dbe
out .of character in the
general street scene.
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Location
07

Devonshire Place
NW2

Post and wire cgnst;ggfion
2 posts

5.5m tall
7émm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific obijections
_Granix Developments, owners of
Heathwest object to the
proposed siting of the post at
No. 420 Finchley Road.

38
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Pl afini a isa)
420 Finchley Road
("Heathwest") is a currently
vacant office development.
408 Finchley Road
accommodates a number of
commercial uses. The posts
would be sited in an
unobtrusive location and
would not obstruct access to
the service road to the rear
of Heathwest. The posts would
be set approx. 17m up
Devonshire Place and would
not therefore intrude on the
street scene of this part of
Finchley Road.
the posts would not be unduly
visible from the residential
flats in Devonshire Place due
to a sharp bend in the road.

Furthermore -

b )
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Location
0o8cC
Hermitage Lane
NW2

ost

2 posts
5.5mm tall

76mm diameter
Olive green finish

d wi c uctj

Summ of specific obj i

The  occupiers of No.65
Hermitage Lane have no
objection to the creation of
an Eruv but object to the
positioning of a pole outside
their house.

The occupiers of No’s 41,45
and 34 Hermitage Lane object
for the following reasons:

1. The reduction in visibility
of oncoming traffic caused by
a pole.

2. The creation of a ghetto.
3. The waste of tax payers
money.

4. Pole may obstruct drive to
No.41. Post should be moved
away from drive.

5. One lamp post on one side
of No.41, do not want another
post the other side.

6. Why is it necessary now to
create an Eruv.

7. Will add to deluge of
unsightly wires and poles
already in the street.
Creation of poles for
religious purposes is
unexcusable.

8. Posts will add to the
already numerous problems for
the o0l1d, blind and small
children.

40

11 190D

AN KR €S

Planning appraisal

Following negotiations with
the applicant it is no longer
proposed to erect a post
directly outside No.65. Post
on south side of Hermitage
Lane would be located approx.

ém west of existing
horsechestnut (covered by
TPO). This would be

sufficient distance to not
affect spread of tree. Posts
would be located sufficient
distance , approx. 20m, from
Hermitage Court to not affect

visual amenities of
residents. Post on north
side would be located

adjacent to the boundary of
No.41 and No.43. The post
would not affect the spread
of beech tree in front garden
of No.43. In view of
existing lamp posts in the
road the proposed posts would
not be out of character in
the street scene.
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Location
09

West Heath Road
NW3

ost wi s
2 posts

5.5m tall
76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections

The occupier of No. 62 South
Hill Park objects to the
proposed posts and wire which
will not preserve or enhance
the character of the road, but
will spoil it.

42
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o e
Post on south side would be
located adjacent to close
boarded fence enclosing No.33

West Heath Road next to

- pedestrian gate. Lamp post

in close proximity. Post
would not obscure existing
street sign. Degree of
screening would be offered by
"a variety of foliage within
boundary of No.33. Post on:
north side would be approx.
5m from junction with Sandy
Road. Posts would not affect
spread of nearby beech and
maple trees. (both included in
TPO).
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Location
12 :

North End Road/Way
NW1l1

Post and wire construction
2 posts

5.5m tall

76émm diameter

Olive green finish

Summa

Occupier of "Elmwood" makes
the following objections:

1. View from flats would be
spoilt.

2. Unacceptable concentration
of poles.

3. Should be no damage to
tree.

4. Crossing should be further

north, perhaps from Ivy House

to Manor House Hospital.

Occupier of 62 South Hill Park
objects as:

1. Proposed posts will
adversely affect the
appearance and setting of

Golders Hill Park.

2. Posts and wire will not
enhance or preserve the
character of the road, but
will spoil it.

Occupier of 15 The Vale object
to the post and wire which
would ruin the view of the
beautiful park.

Corporation of London object
to the proposed pole outside
Golders Hill Park which will
detract from the existing view
of the park and should be re-
located away from the park.

44
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1:1250
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North-west post  would be

located next to side boundary
wall to "Elmwood", approx.
15m from corner. Post would
be located beyond spread of
maple tree on Hampstead Way
and therefore not effect it.~
Post on south-west side would
be located 2.5m - north of
"North end Road" sign ' and
next to existing lamp post.
Road contains a number of
lamp posts and traffic signs.
Considered that 2 additional
posts with wire spanning
between would not detract
from the character of the
area.
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Location

» 13

Wildwood Road
NwWl1

st wi
7 posts
5.5m tall
76mm diameter
Olive green finish

The occupiers of 215 Hampstead
Way, Wyldes Close Corner, 5
and 6 Turners Wood, 1
Wildwood Rise, 8, 13, 56, 64
Wildwood Road 6 Bigwood Road,
70 Northway, 3 Brumer Close, 8
Meadway, 62 South Hill Park,
15 The Vale and 5,6 and 10
Constable Close raise the
following objections:
1. Proposal would
trouble and is unwise.
2. Detrimental to the
Conservation Area.

3. Hazard to the wheelchaired
and poorly sighted.

4. Pandering to the needs of
minority group for 1 day in
each week.
5. Eyesore.
6. Attract
vandalism. _
7. Visibly intrusive, cause
zigzag effect.

8. Detrimental to the heath.
9. Create orthodox Jewish
zone.

10. Not sympathetic to the
original appearance of the
Suburb.

11. Street clutter.

cause

graffiti and

Contd.
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Within Hampstead Garden
Suburb Conservation Area.

Post proposed at corner of
"Wyldes Close Corner". The
property 1is set well back
from the road and is on a
substantially higher ground
level. In view of this and
the dense foliage at the
boundary of the property, it
is considered that the post
would not be detrimental to
the visual amenities of the
occupier. Posts would be
located equidistant between
existing lamp posts along
main part of Wildwood Road.
An additional post would be
required at the acute bend in
the road, close to Wildwood

"Close, to avoid <the wire

spanning across the road.
Both this post and the post
proposed next to existing
telegraph pole at the
junction with Wildwood Rise
would be 1located forward of
No.l Wildwood Rise.

Contd.
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£ biect]
12. Divisive.

13. Hazard to wildlife.

14. 'Desecrate Conservation
Area.

15. Harmful to the appearance
and amenities of the Heath
extension.

16. Unacceptable blight on an
unspoilt sylvan view.

17. Posts are not evenly
spaced between the lamp posts,
they are cluttered at one end
and would look awful at this
bend.

The occupier of 13 Wildwood
Road supports the proposal
which would be of benefit to
his disabled father.

The Hampstead Garden Suburb
Residents Association object
to the erection of more poles
along Wildwood Road which
would be deplored on
environmental grounds.

The Hampstead Garden Suburb
Trust states that the posts
between Wildwood Road and
Wyldes Close might be
unsightly and may not be in
keeping in an outstanding
Conservation Area.

The Corporation of London:

1. The proposed line of poles
along Wildwood Road will
detract from the existing view
of the Heath and diminish its
rural appearance.

2. The streets are already
cluttered. Allowing more
poles would only serve to make
matters worse and would reduce
the visual impact of the
Heath.

3. Not essential for the poles
to be in this position along
Wildwood Road and they should
not be on the Heath in any
form.

48

In view of the distance of
the property from the
pavement, approx. 15m, and an
existing telegraph pole and
lamp post in close proximity,
it is considered that the
posts would not be
detrimental to the visual
amenities of the occupiers.
The posts, like the existing

lamp posts, would be a
visible feature when
travelling along Wildwood
Road. While <they would
result in additional street
furniture, in view of their
proposed location at the back
edge of the pavement the
posts would probably not be
as prominent as the existing
lamp posts. It is considered
that the view to the woods
from the open heath would
largely remain unaffected
since the poles would be seen
against the backdrop of these
woods. Similarly, the view
from the woods to the open
heath would 1largely remain
unspoiled. There would be no
effect on trees on the
adjoining heath and the wire
as proposed should not
endanger bird 1life. In
conclusion it is considered

‘that there would be no harm

to the overall character of
the Conservation Area.



Location
14
Hampstead Lane
N6

Post and wire construction
2 posts

5.5m tall
76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections

49
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Planning appraisal
Within Hampstead Garden

Suburb Conservation Area v
The post on the northern side
of Hampstead Lane would be
located next to the close
boarded fence which bounds
"North Wood". The post and
wire would not affect trees
to the rear of the fence.
The posts would be sited
close to the mini-roundabout
at the Jjunction with The
Bishop’s Avenue between 2
existing traffic posts 3.5m
high. The post on the
northern side would be sited
0.5m east of a grit bin close
to an existing lamp post. It
is considered that the olive
green finish on the posts
would blend in suitably with
this tree 1lined part of
Hampstead Lane and would not
have a detrimental affect on
the character of this part of
the Conservation Area and
surrounding trees would not
be affected.

UM
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Location
15
Aylmer Road
N2

wi constr io
3 posts
6.5m tall
1l14mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
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Planning appraisal

Within Hampstead Garden
Suburb Conservation Area

One post would be located on
the cental reservation next
to an existing lamp post.
The post on the south side
would be located approx. 10m
from No.25 Bishop’s Avenue.
No.25 has a number of windows
facing Aylmer Road. It is
considered however,that the
siting of the post would not

be detrimental to the visual
amenities of the occupiers in
view of the substantial
distance from the property
and screening. offered by
trees within the boundary of
No.25. The post on the
northern side of Aylmer Road
would be located approx. 1llm
from No.2 Aylmer Road. It is
considered that this would be
sufficient distance and would
not be detrimental to the
amenities of the occupiers.
This part of Aylmer Road has
a number of traffic 1lights
and lamp columns approx. 1l2m
in height, the proposed posts
would not appear incongruous

Contd.
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Planning appraisal

on the street scene and would -
not be detrimental to the
character of this part of
the Conservation Area.



Location
16

Bancroft Avenue
N2

Post and wire construction
2 posts

5.5m tall

76émm diameter

Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
The occupier of No.19 Bancroft
Avenue objects to the proposal
for the following reasons:

1. Poles and wire would be
unaesthetic and an
historically abhorrent eyesore
to a co-religionist 1like
myself.

2. Many of my Jewish
neighbours seem unaffected by
the absence of an Eruv.

3. Set a precedent for other
boroughs.

54
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Planning appraisal

Within Hampstead Garden
Suburb Conservation Area
Post on south-western side
would be located 4m from the
vehicular crossover to Esher
House, toward the Bishop’s
Avenue. Degree of screening
provided by approx. 1.5m high
close boarder fence, maple
tree and foliage within the
boundary of Esher House.
Post on north-east side would
be located directly opposite,
approx. 3.5m forward of No.1l5
Bishop’s Avenue’s front
building 1line, next to an
existing lamp post. No.15 is
currently vacant. The
location of the post is

considered acceptable in view

of the distance from the
property. It is considered
that the posts would not be
out of character in Bancroft
Avenue and are located a
sufficient distance from the
junction with the Bishop’s
Avenue to not be intrusive on
its street scene.
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Locatjion
17

Cherry Tree Hill
N2

ost onst t]
2 posts

6.5m tall

76émm diameter

Olive green finish

d wire

Summary of specific objections

56
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Within Hampstead Garden
Suburb Conservation Area
Post on western side would be
located on the back edge of
pavement fronting Bishop’s
Court. Bishop’s Court is a 3
storey block with-
accommodation in the roof,
due to changes in levels the
ground floor is semi-
basement and from Cherry Tree
Hill appears to be 2 storey.
The property 1is further
screened from the road by
trees along the
perimeter approx. 3.5m high.
In view of these and the
distance of approx. 5m
between the block and the
back edge of pavement it is
considered that the siting of
the post is acceptable and
would not be out of character
in this peripheral part of
the conservation area. Post
on eastern side would be
located Jjust south of an
existing telegraph pole,
outside London Transport
electricity generating
station. The post would be

Contd.
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Planning appraisal
set approx. 15m from the
road, to the rear of an

expansive green verge. In

view of its location the post
would not be a prominent
feature on the street scene.

-



Location N
18A

East End Road .
N2

t_an i o t]
2 posts
5.5m tall
76émm diameter
Olive green finish

umm s ifi bj jo
The occupiers of No’s 1lb and
2c Everdale Court, Causeway,
object for the following
reasons:
1. Infringement on people and
privacy.

2. Visually intrusive.

3. Unsightly and prominent.
4. Attract graffiti.

59

I: 150 T8 2484 SE
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Post on west side would be
located 3just north of an
existing lamp post. Post on
east side would be 1located
1.5m south of parapet wall to
bridge adjoining close
boarded fence fronting grass
verge. Posts would Dbe
located sufficient distance
from residertial properties
to not De detrimental to
"amenities. A degree of
screening would be offered by
trees on east side and posts
would not be out of character
in view of 2 1lamp posts
currently located on west
side of road in close
proximity to proposed siting
of posts, and telegraph post
with wires spanning to nearby
houses located to the corner
of the Causeway with
Deansway.
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Location N
18B

Prospect Place
N2

2 posts

3.5 tall

7émm diameter
Grey finish

61

23

be

would
directly to the rear of brick

Posts located
parapet wall, surmounted by
steel mesh fence. Post on
west side would be located to
the rear of the garden fence

of No.l17 Oakview Gardens,
approx. 1lm from the
property. In view of the
distance it 1is considered

that the post would not be
detrimental to the occupiers
of adjoining properties. The
post on the east side would
be located approx. 3m north
of an existing lamp post,

which is approx. 5Sm in
height. It is considered
that the posts would not

detract from the character of

this part of Prospect Place
and are acceptable.
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Location N
19

Church Lane
N2

t
2 posts i
5.5m tall
76mm diameter
Olive green finish

u eci
Hasler, Brennan, & Henshaw
Partnership, on behalf of
their clients at 67A Church
Lane, make the following
objections:
l. North-east post would be

located adjoining proposed
access with planning approval.
2. The sketch plan provided is
incorrect ac it shows post
located outside No.88 rather
than 84 Church Lane.

Occupiers of 32 Tinity Toad
and 84 Church Lane raise
objections to:

1. Already a number of poles
and street furniture.

2. Safety hazard.

3. Sketch plan is incorrect.
4. Unwanted intrusion upon the
comnmunity.

5. Eyesore.

6. Should consider the
environment for the majority
of residents.

The Finchley Society object to
further visual distraction
from Holy Trinity Church to
the detriment of the listed
building.

i9a”
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Post on north-east side of
Church Lane would be located
next to vehicular access to
Church Lane to the rear of
pavement. Pavement is
approx. deep at this
point. Post would |Dbe
adequately screened  when
viewed towards bridge, by
dense foliage in Church
foregrounds. Post would be
located close to existing
telegraph poles and lamp
posts. Location would not
interfere with proposed plans
to widen vehicular access to
church hall. Post on south-
west side would be located on
boundary of No‘’s 86 and 84,
by the side of No.84’s 1low
boundary wall. Post would
not obscure No.86’s shop
front. Pavement is approx.
1.5m deep at this point.
Proposed location by side of
boundary wall would not
obstruct the free flow of
pedestrians or restrict
further the pavement area.

4m

Contd.
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a

In view of - existing 1lamp
posts, traffic signs and 2
telegraph poles and wire
spanning between them, it is
considered that the proposal
would not be out of character
in this part of Church Lane.
The Holy Trinity Church which
is a listed building is well
set back with  mature
vegetation around its
boundary. The setting of the
listed building would not be
affected.

-



Location
20

North Circular Road
N2

Post and wire construction
2 posts

6.5m tall

114mm diameter

Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections

66

[: 115D 78 2590 Su).

Posts would be located 3m
south of parapet walls to
bridge over railway line. No
residential properties in the
rear vicinity. Existing lamp
posts and traffic signs over
the bridge. It is considered
that the two additional posts
would be acceptable.
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Location
21

Squires Lane
N3

Post and wire construction
2 posts

5.5m tall

76mm diameter

Olive green finish

Summary of specific obijections

68

‘occupiers.

™ 2590 8k

Planning appraisal

Post on north-west side of
Squires Lane would be located
approx. 2m south of existing
lamp post, next to the close
boarded fence enclosing No.
184 Station

Road’s rear
garden. The post would be
located approx. 17m from
No.184. It is considered
that in view of the

distance and the location of
the lamp post, that the post
would not be detrimental to
the amenities of the
Post on south -
east side would be located
just south of bridge at the

point where the pavement
widens to accommodate
pedestrians, approx.20m from

No.2 Rosemary Avenue, next to
close boarded fence which
encloses No.2’s rear garden.
Considered that proposed post
would not be detrimental to
the residential amenities of
the occupiers of No.2. Posts
would not be out of character
in street scene due to number
of lamp posts, a telegraph
pole and stand pipe to sewer
in close proximity.
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Location
22
Regents Park Road
N3
t a wi o tion
2 posts
6.5m tall
114mm diameter
Olive green finish
Summa f specific objections
The occupier of 2/4 Station
Road makes the following
objections:

1. Unsightly.

2. Spoil shop front.
3. Attract vandalism.
4. Hazard to birds.

The occupier of No. 8 Meadway
object as poles would be
harmful to the appearance and
amenities of location which is
already overloaded with street
furniture.

=

70

12

o

I: 1250

Planning appraisal

Post on west side would be
located adjacent to an
existing lamp post. Post
would be located so as not to
obscure No0.381 Regents Park
Road’s window. Post on east
side would be located between
an existing lamp post and
traffic sign. Post would not
obscure. shop window to No. 2
Station Road. This part of
Regents Park Road has a
number of lamp posts and
traffic signs and it is
considered that 2 additional
posts would not be
detrimental to the character
of the road.
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Location
23
Devonshire Road
NW7

st a wi tructi
2 posts
6.5m tall -
114mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific obijections
Occupier of No.6 Devonshire
Road objects for the following
reasons:

1. Strongly object to erection
of posts in front of my house,
right in my line of vision.
2. Imposition that I must be
inconvenienced by certain
section of society.

3. You can employ a person to
push a pram and therefore
obviate the need for carrying
keys.

72

Plaiii¥hg appraisal R4l
Post on south side of the
road would be 1located in
front of low brick wall to
public house next to No.l
Devonshire Road’s privet
hedge. Considered that
location is acceptable and
would not be detrimental to
visual amenities of occupiers
of No.l, particularly in view
of screening offered Dby
foliage on the boundary of
No.1l with the public house.
Post on north side would be
located 1m east of No.2’s
flank wall adjacent to steel
railings which bounds the.
lawn to "Dolliscroft". It is
considered that the post
would not be detrimental to
visual amenities of occupiers
of Dolliscroft in view of the
distance from the block, over
10m, and a large air raid
siren in close proximity to
the proposed location of the
post. This part of Devonshire
Road contains a number of
lamp posts and a telegraph
pole with wires spanning to
the nearby houses. In view of
this the posts and wire
construction would not be
incongruous in the street
scene.

M
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Location
24A

Great North Way (North)
NW4

oS wi jo

2 posts

1 post 3.5m tall, 76 diameter
grey finish.

1 post 6.5m tall, 1l4mm diameter,

olive green finish.

Summary of specific objections
Northway Tyres object to the

siting of the post at their
site entrance, would prefer
better location that would not
obscure advertising stanchion.

Occupier of 143 Great North
Way objects for the following
reasons:

1. Do not wish to be part of a
Jewish ghetto.

2. Forbid my home and garden
being counted as part of the
boundary.

3. Dangerous precedent,
particularly in view of rise
in nationalism.

4. Have enough
furniture.

street

’

5. Cannot hurt people to stay .

in their homes for Jjust one
day a week.

74
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|

and traffic

131150 TR 1290 SE
Planning appraisal

Oon north side of the Great
North Way one post would be
located to the west of the
entrance to the garage.
Considered that post would
not obscure. forecourt sign to
oncoming traffic. Second post
would be erected within the
grass verge under walkway,
enclosed by existing steel
fence and crash barrier.
Wire would be attached to the
walkway. In view of the
preponderance of lamp posts
signs it is
considered that the posts
would Dblend in with the
street scene and would not
obscure any traffic signs.
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Location
24B

Great North Way (South)
NW4

Post and wire construction
2 posts

1 post 3.5m tall, 76émm diameter,

grey finish.

1 post 5.5m tall, 76mm diameter,

olive green finish.

Summary of specific objections

76

111250 R 1290 SF

On south side of Great North
Way one post would be located
to the east of entrance to
"White Lodge". Considered
that post would not Dbe
detrimental ¢to the visual
amenities of the occupiers as
post would be located at an
angle to existing windows at
a distance of approx. 7m. In
view of the preponderation of
lamp posts and traffic signs
it 1is considered that the
posts would blend in with the
street scene.
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Location
25

Watford way
NW4

Post and wire gonggzucfign
3 posts

6.5m tall
li6mm diameter
Olive green finish

u of s i
Occupiers of 322, 323 and 324
Watford Way raise the
following objections:

1. Sunnyhill Park is an area
where birds nest and any loss
through the young flying into
the wire would be disastrous.
2. Poles already in situ are
rusted and unattractive.

3. Poles should be erected
outside the homes of those who
want the Eruv.
4. Posts would encourage dogs
to foul around the area.

5. Assume that the proposal is
desired by a small extremist
minority.
6. Would be detrimental and a
aesthetic loss to the area.
7. Would set a precedent for

all other religious
comnmunities.

8. Drawback for the sale of
property.

9. Post would be an eyesore

overlooking No.323.

&

78

SovTumEiLDs

a0

kiso 1R 1590 sw

Post on west side would be
located next to the flank
wall of No.321’s single
storey garage. Post would
not obscure flank window and
located behind the front
building line would not
affect the outlook from No’s
321 and 323. Post required
on central reservation due to
the width of the road. Post
on east side of the Watford
Way would be located next to
single storey rear extension
to No.322. As with post on
west side, post would be
located behind the front
building line to the property
and would not affect the
outlook from the property.
In view of the prolific
number of lamp posts and
traffic signs on the Watford
Way it is considered that the
posts would blend in with the
street scene and would not be
detrimental to the
residential amenities of
nearby properties.

1209
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Location
26

Colindeep Lane
NW4

wi st
2 posts
5.5m tall
7.6mm diameter
Olive green finish

5 of s ifj b1 .
The occupier of No.8 Meadway
object as poles would be
harmful to the appearance and
amenities of location which is
already overloaded with street
furniture.

80

1:1250 T& 2289 S ~

P] . ical

Post on north side of
Colindeep Lane would Dbe
located just east of an
existing lamp post, at
boundary of 1land next to
No.26 Colindeep Lane and the
M1. Post would be 1located -
approx. 14m from No.26 and
would be partially screened
from the property by existing
road sign. Post on south
side of the road would be
positioned Jjust east of
existing lamp post. Post

. would not be detrimental to

the visual amenities of the
occupiers of Endersleigh
Court due to a steep bank and
the resulting lower ground
level of the Dblock, and
screening offered by trees
and foliage within the
boundary of the Court next to
Colindeep Lane. Colindeep
Lane has a number of traffic
signs and lamp posts which
are positioned at the back
edge of the pavement. It is
considered that 2 additional
posts would not be
detrimental to the character
and appearance of the street
scene.
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Location
27
Station Road
NW4

Post and wire construction
2 posts

5.5m tall
76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
The occupier of No.138 Station
Road raises the following
objections:

1. Object to the erection of
posts or wire near to my
property.

2. Would be an eyesore and an
unnecessary hazard. Could
topple .in high winds or the
wires could break.

3. Do not consider these posts
are essential to the majority
of residents.

Z.

82

1:1250 -] 228F sW

Planning appraisal

Post on east side would be
located at the corner of
footpath, leading from
Algernon Road to Station
Road, and Bridge over Ml.
Lamp post positioned at
corner of grass verge approx.
4m from proposed post. Post
on west side would be located
on the rear of the pavement
on the bridge over the Mil.
This part of Station Road has
a wide variety of street
furniture such as lamp posts,
a bus stop, traffic signs,
and lamp posts on Ml which
project over bridge. Two
extra posts with wire between
would not appear incongruous
on the street scene.
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Locatjion
28
Park Road
NW4

Post and wire const;ucfion
3 posts

5.5m tall
76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
The occupier of No.l Dallas
Road objects for the following
reasons:

1. Posts proposed opposite our
property would be an eyesore.
2. Why allow a small minority
to have their way.

3. Setting a precedence for
other minority groups to
demand similar rights.

84

‘existing lamp posts,

- 11850

Planning appraisal

Posts on Dallas Road would be
located at the Jjunction of
the close boarded fence and
steel railings backing on to
motorway embankment. This
part of Dallas Road has a
number of street trees which,
when they come into leaf,
will provide a degree of
screening of the posts from
the properties opposite. A
Second post would be on the
edge of the green triangle on
Park Road, next to a lamp
post. The third post would
be positioned on the grass
verge on the north side of
Park Road next to close
boarded fence. In view of
traffic
signs and street trees, the
posts and wire spanning
between, would not be
dominant additional features
and would blend in suitably
with the street scene.

N4
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Location
29A & B

Templehof Avenue, River Brent
Nw4

Post and wire construction
4 posts

5.5m tall

76mm diameter

Olive green finish

Summary of specific objections
The National Rivers Authority

has no abjection to - the
proposed development. S

86

1: 1250

Planning appraisal

4 posts would be situated on
the back edge of the pavement
on the 2 bridges over the
River Brent. Area has a
proliferation of lamp posts
and traffic signs, therefore
the proposed posts and wire
would blend in suitably with
the street scene. Wire is
not required to span between
the 2 bridges over the river.

T8 2989 NW
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Location
30

Templehof Avenue/Tilling Road
Nw4

Post and wire gongtzugtign
2 posts
- 5.5m tall

76mm diameter
Olive green finish

Summa specific objections
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appraisa
2 posts, which would be
located approx. 28m from the
junction of Templehof Avenue
with Tilling Road. This part
of Templehof Avenue has a
number of advert hoardings,
lamp posts and one telegraph
pole. Posts and wire would
not be out of character with
the street scene.
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Location
32

Childs Hill Walk
NW2

os nd wi

2 posts

3.5m tall
76mm diameter
Grey finish

constructio

Summary of specific objections

The Headteacher of All Saints
Church of England School
objects for the following
reasons:

1. Proposed post and wire
gateway would not be high
enough for school meals
lorries, emergency services,
dust carts or delivery vans to
have access to the school.

2. Wire would cross school
property, this seens
inappropriate for a school
with different religious
affiliations.

3. In the event of vandalism
or accidental damage, wire
would constitute a health and
safety hazard and is
unacceptable to the school.
4. Concern over the principle
of the Eruv.

5. Creation of such an overt
symbol of division runs
contrary to the spirit of the
school.

6. Foresee
discontent.

considerable

90

Post on west side of Childs
Hill Walk would be located at
the corner of the entrance to
All Saints Church of England

Primary School. Wire would
span over entrance to school
and Childs Hill Walk to post
at the corner of Childs Hill
Walk and front garden area to
the adjoining block of flats.
Degree of screening offered
to flats by privet hedge
along flank boundary. Wire
would be at sufficient height
to allow free access of
refuse vehicles to the
School. The posts and wire
would not detract from the
general character of the
street scene.
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Location
33

Stanley Road :
N2

Post and wire construction
2 posts ‘ '
3.5m tall

76mm diameter

Grey finish

Summary of specifjc objections

92
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North -west post would be

adjacent to end of brick

parapet wall. Degree of
screening offered by trees on
boundary with residential
development. Post would be
of a similar colour +to
existing wire fence
surmounting parapet wall.
South-west post would . be
located adjacent to chain
link fence which connects
bridge parapet wall to No.8’s
front gate. It is considered
that the proposed siting of

the posts would be
unobtrusive in  the street
scene and in view of a

telegraph pole approx. 30m
away with wires attached, and
a lamp post opposite, would
not be out of character in
Stanley Road.

L)
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Location
34
Ashley Lane
Nw4

Post and wire construction
2 posts

3.5m tall

76mm diameter

Wooden posts

Summary of specific objections

94
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Planning appraisal ’
Posts would . be
approx. ém from

located
Woodtree

Close. Post on west side .
would be 1located next to
close boarded fence which

bounds No.53 Ashley Lane’s
garden. Post would  Dbe
screened to a degree by and
seen against a backdrop of
existing trees and foliage.
Post on east side would be
located 1m north of brick
wall, behind front building
line to No.l Woodtree Close’s
garage. Proposed position of

posts would not be
detrimental to visual
amenities of nearby
properties. Wooden posts

would blend in suitably with
the semi rural character of
the footpath.
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Location
35 :
Great North Way
NW4

Post and wi structio
2 posts

3.5n tall

76mm diameter

Grey finish

Py A a~
1188 JR 1390 ow
L
Summary of specific objections anning a aisa

One post would be 1located
approx. 15m east of path to
the allotments. Second post
would be located just to the
rear of No.195 Great North
Way’s single storey side
extension’s front building
line. Post would not obscure
flank window to extension.

Post indicating public
footpath is 1located within
No.195’s front garden.

Proposed siting of ©posts
would not be detrimental to
the visual amenities of the
occupiers of No.195 and is
acceptable.
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Locatijion
36

Great North Way, Copthall

Nw4

st
2 posts
3.5m tall
76mm diameter
Grey finish

<

S of s

b-ie

98
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Posts on west side of the
entrance to Copthall stadium
would be located next to
existing "No horse riding"
sign and lamp post. Siting
would be acceptable. Post on
east side.would be located at
apex of concrete fence to the
rear of Northway Court and
Conifer trees. Post would be
screened from properties in
Norhtway Court by the conifer
trees, proposed siting is
therefore acceptable.
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Location
37

Brent Terrace(industrial estate)
NwW2

Post and wire construction
2 posts

6.5m tall

114mm diameter

Olive green finish

Summary of specific objectjions

100

11260 702387 sW
Planning appraisal

Post on the south side of
Claremont Way would be
located next to the perimeter
fence to "Viners" warehouse.
Post on north side would be
next to an existing lamp

post, positioned at the back

edge of the pavement, next to
steel fence which encloses
"Edenway" offices. Post
would not obstruct vehicular
access to "Edenway" and the
wire would be of a sufficient
height to not interfere with

.the free flow of traffic into

and out of the industrial
estate.
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