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Slannincg Application for an Eruv in ondcn Borough of Barnet

The Department of the EInvironment has pointed out that it is open to us to
-ake our ccmplaints against the Borough founcil of Barnet to you.

Cur first complaint is *hat the Council did not make the following information
ipcut <he Application for an Zruv publicly available in its newspaper notice or in
.zs circular to residents who would pe most directly affected by the erection of
*os:s cicse <o their property:

.. The 2csts would be owned by the Applicant.

2. The Arrlicant is the United Synagogue Zruv Committee.

~. Tt is zenerally intended to nge teleqraph pnles approximately 7.0 metres high.
vV The 51,-ng of the poles is the prerogative of the Applicant.

The 3iprlication distinguishes between "the public and the private domain" and
tates that "the purpose of the Zruv is to convert the entire area within the

Ul'

souncar into one, notionally jointly owned domain,"

The Dlapning 3roup could not answer our juesticns on 1-4 when we enquired ov
-g.erncne. We therfore put <he juestions in 3 letter <o “he ZTouncil on 12th
Sertemper sut d4id not receive an early reply. is the closing day for comments was
18:h Zertemper, we wWrote our ccmments opposing che Application handicapped by not
“3ving <he inSwers =0 our Juestions. We subsequently received the answers by post in
3 letter <dated 22nd Septemter.

Cur second compclaint is with regard co item 3. We pelieve that the Council,
sefors ac:ect*ng <he Application, should have ascertained whether it might be
-utional <o allow -he 2rection of permanent structures to symbolise an area
3% The ao:euch oewng a "private domain", albeit as "one, notionally jointly owned
‘sublic znd private] domain*. [In any case, it is obvious that official sanctioning
5f such 3 ccncept is fraught with danger, in Barnet and nationally, though
~~ror<unately Mr John Marshall MP does not seem :o realise this. ]

-hird complaint is that the Council does not appear to have made enquiries
-0 astablish the credentials of the Applicant: whether the United Synagogue Eruv
“armittes is authorised bv the memhers of the Unitz¢ Synagoque resident in Barnet to
“a<e =he Acplication on their behalf:; and if so, "“w=ther the Committee had

ietarmined Zvy 3 secret hallot of these members thz: s majority of those voting want
in ZTruv requiring the arection of Eruv posts on pullic ~roperty in 3arnet.
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Jours sincerel / / 42;/,
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9,.,._?,2@‘ 4.,

Jeffrey and ullzabeth Segall

>c. Terartment of the Envircnment
My Jonn Marshall "MP

Thair, 2lanning Committee, 3armet Council.

Inc: Ccov of Application., Council's newspaper nctice, correspondence referred to.




