LOCATION:

Woodside Park ERUV

REFERENCE: B/03356/11 Received: 20 July 2011

Accepted: 09 September 2011

WARD(S): Brunswick Park, Coppetts, Expiry: 04 November 2011
East Barnet, East Finchley, Mill Hill, Final Revisions:
Oakleigh, Totteridge, West Finchley,

Woodhouse

APPLICANT:

PROPOSAL:

Trustees for The Woodside Park Synagogue

In connection with the creation of an Eruv* in Woodside Park,
the construction of pole and wire, or wooden, gateways, or 1m
high posts known as 'leci' at the following locations:

1: East end of pedestrian bridge over railway, to the rear of
104-106 Alverstone Avenue, EN4 8EE (2, 3.5m high poles and
connecting wire)

2. Adjacent to 1 Beresford Avenue N20 OAD and the
Electricity Sub Station adjoining the Petrol Filing Station,
Russell Lane (2, 6m high poles and connecting wire)

3. Land rear of 47 and 49 Beresford Avenue N20 OAD (2 no.,
6m high poles with connecting wire)

4: Bridge over railway Oakleigh Road South and junction with
Beaconsfield Road N11 (2 no., 6m high poles with connecting
wires)

5. Railway bridge Friern Barnet Road close to the junction
with Station Road, N11 1ND (2 no., 6m high poles with
connecting wires)

6: Footbridge at New Southgate Station (2 no., 1m high leci)

7: Under the Railway bridge at Pinkham Way A406 (1 no.,
1m high leci)

8. North Side of Bridge over Pinkham Way A406, Pegasus
Way N11 3PW (2 no., 6m high poles with connecting wires)

9. Footbridge at Atlas Road adjoining the A406 (3 x sets of 2
no., 6m high poles with connecting wires)

10: North Side of Bridge over A406, Colney Hatch Lane N11
(2 no. 6m high poles with connecting wires)

10A: North Side of Colney Hatch Lane Footbridge over A406 (1
no., 6m high pole with connecting wires)

11: Footbridge over A406 near Coppetts Close N12 0AG (2
no., 3.5m high poles with connecting wire)

12: Bridge Over A406 at High Road N3 2AX (2 no., 6m high
poles with connecting wire)

13: North Side of Footbridge over A406, Abingdon Road N3 (2
no., 5m high poles with connecting wire)

14: Long Lane N3 under A406 (2 no., 1m high leci)
18: Adjacent to Frith Manor Orchard, Partingdale Lane NW7



1NX (2 no., 6m high poles with connecting wire)

19A: Rear of 164 and 166 Chanctonbury Way N12 7AD (3m
high 'rustic' gateway constructed with 2 hardwood uprights with
a hardwood beam across the top)

0: Woodside Park Club Southover N12 7JG (3 no., 6m high
poles with connecting wire)

20: Footpath adjacent to 65 & 67 Michleham Down N12 7JJ (2
no., 3.5m high poles with connecting wire)

21: Footpath adjacent to Laurel Farmhouse and Beatrice Court
Totteridge Green N20 8PH(3m high ‘'rustic' gateway
constructed with 2 hardwood uprights with a hardwood beam
across the top)

22: Fronting Cardinals, 23 Totteridge Village N20 8PN and
adjacent to Normandy, 1 Northcliffe Drive N20 8JX, fronting
Totteridge Village (3 no., 6m high poles with connecting wire)

22A: Fronting Eagle House 42 Totteridge Village N20 8PR
and Stonehaven 31 Totteridge Village N20 8PN (2 no., 6m high
poles with connecting wire)

25: Access way between 92 and 94 Totteridge Lane N20 8JG
(2 no., 3.5m high poles with connecting wire)

26: Adjacent to 75 Oak Tree Drive N20 8QJ and 62 Great
Bushey Drive N20 8QL (2 no., 6m high poles with connecting
wire)

27: Footpath Adjacent to 84 Totteridge Lane N20 8QQ (2 no.,
3.5m high poles with connecting wire)

28-30: Adjacent to Dollis Valley Green Walk Between
Brookmead Court and 64 -76 Totteridge Lane N20 8QG (3 no.,
6m high poles with connecting wire)

31: Brook Farm Open Space Bridge Over Northern Line (2 no.,
3.5m high poles with connecting wire)

32: Adjacent to Turners Court Great North Road EN5 1EG and
6 Great North Road EN5 1JS (2 no., 6m high poles with
connecting wire)

33: Netherlands Road, Between Temple Lodge and 92
Netherlands Road EN5 1BU and Stevenson Close Flats
opposite (2 no., 6m high poles with connecting wires)

34: Adjacent to Hall at 1 Stevenson Close EN5 1DR (2 no., 6m
high poles with connecting wire).



RECOMMENDATION: Approve Subject to Conditions

1.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans:

Design and Access Statement; Arboricultural Implications Assessment Tree
Protection Plan dated November 2010; Ecological Assessment prepared by
BioScan dated 5.4.11; E-mail from Andrew Warner Dalton Warner Davis
LLP dated 10.1.12 Detailing 10mm Wire Diameter at Sites 0 Southover and
31 Brook Farm OS; E-mail from Nina Jones Dalton Warner Davis LLP
dated 19.4.12 Stating Bat Boxes for Sites 0, 27 and 31 will be Provided as
the Poles are Installed on Site; E-mail from Nina Jones Dalton Warner Davis
LLP dated 15.11.11 Detailing Use of Transulcent Fishing Wire Proposed,
0.5mm Dimameter; Site 1 Alverstone Avenue 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 1
Alverstone Avenue 1:500 @ A4 plan; Site 1 Alverstone Avenue Photo with
Poles Superimposed; Site 2 Russell Lane 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 2 Russell
Lane 1:500 @ A4 plan; Site 2 Russell Lane Photos with Poles
Superimposed; Site 3 Beresford Avenue 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 3 Beresford
Avenue 1:500 @ A4 plan; Site 3 Beresford Avenue Photos with Poles
Superimposed;Site 4 Oakleigh Road North 1:200 @ A4 rev A; Site 4
Oakleigh Road North Photos with Poles Superimposed; Site 5 Friern Barnet
Road 1:200 @ A4 plan;Site 5 Friern Barnet Road Photos with Poles
Superimposed; Site 6 New Southgate Station 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 6 New
Southgate Station Photo with Leci Superimposed; Site 7 Pinkham Way
A406 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 7 Pinkham Way A406 Photo with Leci
Superimposed; Site 8 Pegasus Way over A406 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 8
Pegasus Way Photo with Poles Superimposed; Site 9 A406 Footbridge
Atlas Road 1:500 @ A4 plan; Site 9 A406 Footbridge Atlas Road Photo with
Poles Superimposed; Site 10 Colney Hatch Lane over A406 1:200 @ A4
plan; Site 10 Colney Hatch Lane over A406 Photo with Poles
Superimposed; Site 10A Colney Hatch Lane over A406 Footbridge 1:200 @
A4 plan; Site 10A Colney Hatch Lane over A406 Footbridge 1:500 @ A4
plan; Site 10A Colney Hatch Lane over A406 Footbridge Photo with Poles
Superimposed; Site 11 Coppetts Close Footbridge Over A406 1:200 @ A4
plan; Site 11 Coppetts Close Footbridge Over A406 1:500 @ A4 plan; Site
11 Coppetts Close Footbridge Over A406 Photo with Poles Superimposed;
Site 12 High Road A1000 Over A406 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 12 High Road
A1000 Over A406 1:500 @ A4 plan; Site 12 High Road A1000 Over A406
Photo with Poles Superimposed; Site 13 Footbridge over A406 Abingdon
Road 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 13 Footbridge over A406 Abingdon Road
Photo with Poles Superimposed; Site 14 Long Lane Under A406 1:200 @
A4 plan; Site 14 Long Lane Under A406 Photos with Lecis Superimposed;
Site 18 Partingdale Lane 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 18 Partingdale Lane Photo
with Poles Superimposed; Site 19A Chantonbury Way (rear of no 164)
1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 19A Chantonbury Way (rear of no 164) Photo with
'Rustic' Gateway Superimposed; Site 0 Southover 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 0
Southover Photo with Poles Superimposed; Site 20 Michelham Down FP
1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 20 Michelham Down FP Photo with Poles
Superimposed; Site 21 Laurel Farm House FP 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 21
Laurel Farm House FP Photo with 'Rustic' Gateway Superimposed; Site
22A Totteridge Village 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 22A Totteridge Village 1:500
@ A4 plan; Site 22A Totteridge Village Photo with Poles Superimposed;
Site 22 Totteridge Village/ Northcliffe Drive 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 22



Totteridge Village/ Northcliffe Drive Photo with Poles Superimposed; Site 25
Totteridge Lane (no 94) 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 25 Totteridge Lane (no 94)
Photo with Poles Superimposed; Site 26 Oak Tree Drive/ Great Bushey
Drive 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 26 Oak Tree Drive/ Great Bushey Drive Photos
with Poles Superimposed; Site 27 Totteridge lane (no 84) 1:200 @ A4 plan;
Site 27 Totteridge lane (no 84) Photos with Poles Superimposed; Sites 28-
30 Totteridge Lane/ Dollis Brook OS 1:500 @ A4 plan; Sites 28-30
Totteridge Lane/ Dollis Brook OS Photos with Poles Superimposed; Site 31
Brook Farm OS 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 31 Brook Farm OS Photos with
Poles Superimposed; Site 32 High Road A1000 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 32
High Road A1000 Photos with Poles Superimposed; Site 33 Netherlands
Road 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 33 Netherlands Road 1:500 @ A4 plan; Site 33
Netherlands Road Photo with Poles Superimposed; Site 34 Stevenson
Close 1:200 @ A4 plan; Site 34 Stevenson Close Photo with Poles
Superimposed.

Reason:
For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning.

This development must be begun within three years from the date of this
permission.

Reason:
To comply with Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act,
2004.

No site works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence until a Detailed Arboricultural Method Statement, in accordance
with the recommendations of the Arboricultural Implications Assessment
Tree Protection Plan dated November 2010, has been submitted to, and
approved in writing, to the Local Planning Authority. All tree works shall be
carried out in full accordance with the approved specification and the
BS3998: 2010 Recommendation for Tree Works (or as amended).

Reason:
To protect the character and appearance of the area and safeguard the
health of existing trees which represent an important amenity feature.

The development hereby permitted shall not begin until details of the
external colour of the poles have been submitted to and approved by the
Local Planning Authority.

Reason:
To safeguard the appearance of the locations.

On installation of the approved poles at sites 0, 27 and 31, bat boxes shall
be provided at these sites in accordance with the recommendations of the
Ecological Assessment prepared by Bioscan dated 5.4.11, and the e-maill
from Nina Jones of Dalton Warner Davis LLP dated 19.4.12. The bat boxes
shall be retained and maintained to the satisfaction of the Local Planning
Authority.



10.

Reason:
To contribute to the biodiversity of the area, in accordance with Barnet's
Development Management Policy DM16.

With reference to the pole and wire 'gateways' hereby approved at sites 22
and 22A, only one or the other may be constructed, not both.

Reason:
To protect the character and appearance of this part of the Totteridge
Conservation Area.

A Construction and Maintenance Strategy, for works hereby approved to the
Transport for London Road Network public highway, shall be submitted to
and approved by the Local Planning Authority, in consultation with Transport
for London, prior to construction work commencing on site. The Strategy
shall include details on how the Eruv structure (poles, wire, Leci) would be
properly constructed and maintained in a safe manner, which would not
compromise the smooth and safe flow of pedestrians and traffic on the
TLRN public highway.

Reason:
To ensure that disruption to pedestrians and traffic on the TLRN road
network would be kept to a minimum.

Details of the design and materials to be used for the proposed Eruv
structures on the TLRN network must be submitted to, and approved by, the
Local Planning Authority, in consultation with Transport for London, prior to
work commencing on site.

Reason:
To ensure a safe and satisfactory appearance of development on the
Transport for London Road Network.

The poles hereby approved at site 3, land rear of 47 and 49 Beresford
Avenue, shall be treated upon installation with anti climb paint 2m above
adjoining ground level. The anti climb paint shall be retained and maintained
to the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority thereafter.

Reason:
In the interest of maintaining the security of the adjacent residential
properties.

The wire to be used at gateways 31 and O shall be 10mm diameter and
shall be permanently maintained at that diameter throughout the life of the
Eruv.

Reason:
In the interest of nature conservation.



INFORMATIVE(S):

1 The reasons for this grant of planning permission or other planning related
decision are as follows: -

i) The proposed development accords with strategic planning guidance and
policies as set out in National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 The
Mayor's London Plan July 2011 and the Adopted Barnet Unitary
Development Plan (2006). In particular the following polices are relevant:

The Mayor's London Plan (2011)

Policy 3.1 Ensuring Equal Life Chances for All

Policy 3.16 Protection and Enhancement of Social Infrastructure
Policy 6.10 Walking

Policy 7.1 Building London's Neighbourhoods and Communities
Policy 7.2 An Inclusive Environment

Policy 7.4 Local Character

Policy 7.5 Public Realm

Policy 7.8 Heritage Assets and Archaeology

Policy 7.16 Green Belt

Policy 7.17 Metropolitan Open Land

Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and Access to Nature

Policy 7.21 Trees and Woodlands

Adopted Barnet Unitary Development Plan (2006):
GBEnNv1 Character

GBEnNv2 Design

GBENv4 Special Area

GBENvVS Accessible Environments

D2 Character

D5 Outlook

D9 Designing Out Crime

D12 Tree Preservation Orders

D13 Tree Protection and Enhancement

HC1 Conservation Areas- Preserving or Enhancing
HC5 Areas of Special Character

GGreenBelt

GMOL Metropolitan Open Land

O1 Green Belt/ Metropolitan Open Land

O7 Green Belt/ Metropolitan Open Land- Adjacent Land
012 Green Chains

013 Green Chains

L15 Metropolitan Walks

M11 Safety of Road Users

CS1 Community and Religious Facilities

Core Strategy (Submission version) 2011:

CS1 Barnet's Place Shaping Strategy- Protection, Enhancement and
Consolidated Growth- The Three Strands Approach

CS5 Protecting and enhancing Barnet's Character to Create High Quality
Places

CS7 Enhancing and Protecting Barnet's Open Spaces




CS10 Enabling Inclusive and integrated Community Facilities and Uses
CS12 Making Barnet a Safer Place

Development Management Policies (Submission version)2011:

DMO01 Protecting Barnet's Character and Amenity
DMO3 Accessibility and Inclusive Design

DMO06 Heritage and Conservation

DM15 Green Belt and Open Spaces

DM16 Biodiversity

DM17 Travel Impact and Parking Standards

i) The proposal is acceptable for the following reason(s): -

It is considered that the proposed 'gateways', by virtue of their siting and
design, would not represent unduly intrusive additions in the street scene
and would not result in an over proliferation of street furniture within the
various townscapes. The developments proposed at the locations within the
Conservation Area would have a neutral impact on its character and
appearance. The openness of the Green Belt and/ or Metropolitan Open
Land would not be compromised by the 'gateways' proposed.

A summary of the development plan policies relevant to this decision is set out in

Tables1 and 2 below.

Table 1: London Plan (July 2011) Policies

Policy

Key Requirements

3.1 Ensuring Equal Life Chances for All

Proposals should protect and enhance facilities and
services that meet the needs of particular groups and
services. Loss of such facilities without justification or
replacement should be resisted.

3.16 Protection and Enhancement of
Social Infrastructure

Proposals that provide high quality social
infrastructure will be supported in light of local and
strategic needs assessments.

Proposals that result in loss of social infrastructure in
areas of defined need without re-provision should be
resisted.

Facilities should be accessible to all members of the
community and be located within easy reach by
walking, cycling and public transport.

Multiple use of premises encouraged where possible.

6.10 Walking

Development proposals should ensure high quality
pedestrian environments and emphasise the quality
of the pedestrian and street space.

7.1 Building London’s Neighbourhoods
and Communities

In their neighbourhoods people should have a good
quality environment in an active and supportive local
community with the best possible access to services,
infrastructure and public transport to wider London.
Neighbourhoods should also provide a character that
is easy to understand and relate to.

7.2 An Inclusive Environment

Design and Access Statements should explain how,
the principles of inclusive design, including the
specific needs of older and disabled people, have
been integrated into the proposed development,
whether relevant best practice standards will be
complied with and how inclusion will be maintained
and managed.




7.4 Local Character;
7.5 Public Realm;

Buildings, streets and spaces should provide a high
quality design response.

Public spaces should be secure, accessible,
inclusive, connected, easy to understand and
maintain, relate to local context and incorporate the
highest quality design, landscaping, planting, street
furniture and surfaces.

7.8 Heritage Assets and Archaeology

Development should identify, value, conserve,
restore, reuse and incorporate heritage assets where
appropriate.

Development affecting heritage assets and their
settings should be conserve their significance, by
being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and
architectural detail.

New development should make provision for the
protection of archaeological resources, landscapes
and significant memorials.

7.16 Green Belt

The strongest protection should be given to the green
belt, in accordance with national guidance.
Inappropriate development should be refused except
in very special circumstances. Development will be
supported if it is appropriate and helps to secure the
objectives of improving the green belt as set out in
national policy.

7.17 Metropolitan Open Land

The Strongest protection should be given to
Metropolitan Open Land. Inappropriate development
should be refused except in very special
circumstances giving it the same protection as the
Green Belt.

Essential ancillary facilities for appropriate uses will
only be acceptable when the openness of the MOL is
maintained.

7.19 Biodiversity and Access to Nature

Proposals should:

- Wherever possible make a positive contribution
to the protection, enhancement, creation and
management of biodiversity.

- Prioritise assisting in meeting targets in
biodiversity action plans and/or improve access
to nature in areas deficient in accessible wildlife
sites.

- Be resisted where they have significant adverse
impacts on the population or conservation status
of a protected species, or a priority species or
habitat identified in a biodiversity action plan.

- When considering proposals that would affect
directly, indirectly or cumulatively a site of
recognised nature conservation interest the
following hierarchy will apply, avoid adverse
impact; minimise impact and seek mitigation; in
exceptional cases where the benefits of the
proposal clearly outweigh the biodiversity impacts
seek appropriate compensation.

7.21 Trees and Woodlands

Existing trees of value should be retained and any
loss as a result of development should be replaced.
Wherever appropriate the planting of additional trees
should be in developments.




Table 2: Barnet UDP (May 2006) Saved Policies

Policy

Key Requirements

GBEnv1 Character; GBEnv2 Design; GBEnv3

Safe Environment

e Enhance the quality and character of
the built and natural environment.

e Require high quality design.

e Provide a safe and secure environment.

GBEnNv4 Special Area

Protect buildings, areas, open spaces and
features of special value.

D2 Character

Protect or enhance local character and respect
the overall character and quality of the area.

D5 Outlook

Adequate sunlight, daylight, privacy and outlook
for adjoining and potential occupiers and users.

D9 Designing Out Crime;

Development designed to reduce crime and fear
of crime.

D12 Tree Preservation Orders;
D13 Tree Protection and Enhancement

Trees —
o Make Tree Preservation Orders if
appropriate
e Retain and protect as many trees as
practicable

e  Ensure appropriate new planting

D15 Other Hedgerows

Hedgerows —
e Retain and protect hedgerows where
practicable
e Encourage new hedgerow planting

HC1 Conservation Areas — Preserving or
Enhancing

Development must preserve or enhance the
character and appearance of conservation
areas.

HC5 Areas of Special Character

Development which fails to safeguard and
enhance the landscape and townscape features
which contribute to the identity of Areas of
Special Character will be refused.

G Green Belt — Green Belt

The Council will safeguard the permanence and
integrity of the Green Belt.

G MOL — Metropolitan Open Land

The Council will safeguard the permanence and
integrity of the Metropolitan Open Land.

O1 Green Belt/Metropolitan Open Land; 02

Green Belt/Metropolitan Open Land - New
Buildings and Uses;

Except in very special circumstances refuse any
development in Green Belt not compatible with
its purposes and objectives and that would
harm visual amenity or not preserve openness.

O7 Green Belt/ Metropolitan Open Land —
Adjacent Land

Proposals which would have a detrimental
effect on visual amenity or the openness,
purposes and objectives of these designated
areas will be resisted.

012 Green Chains; 013 Green Corridors

Green Chains & Green Corridors:

e Resist proposal which would adversely
affect character, function or nature
conservation value
Promote missing links
Planning obligations sought to enhance
nature conservation value

L15 Metropolitan Walks

Protect Metropolitan Walks.

L19 Sports Grounds and Playing Fields — New

Provision

Proposals to provide new or improved sports
grounds and playing fields will be acceptable if
they:

e Do not have a demonstrably harmful
impact on the amenity of nearby
residential properties or other uses;

¢ Do not have a demonstrably harmful
impact on the character and
appearance of the site and the




surrounding area;

e Are designed to be accessible by
people with disabilities;

o The site is easily accessible by walking,
cycling and public transport.

M11 Safety of Road Users The council will ensure that the safety of road

users, particularly those at greater risk, is taken
fully into account when  considering
development proposals.

CS1 Community and Religious Facilities Community facilities should be appropriately

located, not have demonstrably harmful impacts
on character and amenity, be designed to be
accessible by people with disabilities.

The applicant is advised that any structures to be sited within or project over
adopted highway will require licences under the Highways Act in addition to
planning permission. The exact location and details of these structures will
be agreed as part of the licensing process.

Please note that licenses under the Highways Act will be issued for
structures located on areas under the Local Authority's responsibility. For
structures located in other areas, the applicant should identify the owner of
the land and seek an agreement with the land owner.

Any and all works carried out in pursuance of this grant of planning
permission will be subject to the duties, obligations and criminal offences
contained in the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). Failure to
comply with the provisions of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) may result in a criminal prosecution.

Any ongoing maintenance works to trees in the Conservation Area and/ or
protected by a Tree Preservation Order, will require notification/application
in accordance with Tree Preservation Legislation.

The applicant must obtain the necessary licences and legal agreement from
Transport for London under the Highways Act 1980 (HA80), New Road &
Street Work Act 1991 (NRSWA 1991), Traffic Management Act 2004 (TMA
2004), as well as other consent(s) under relevant highway and traffic
legislations prior to construction work commence on site.

The applicant would be fully responsible to maintain the proposed Eruv
Poles, wire and leci to be placed on the TLRN public highway at all times.

The applicant would be liable for the cost of rectification work to be
undertaken to rectify damages caused to the TLRN public highway resulting
from construction and maintenance of the proposed Eruv structures.

The applicant would be fully liable for claims and damages arising from third
parties associated with the proposed Eruv poles, wire and Leci to be
erected on the TLRN public highway.

TfL requests that each of the Eruv sites on the TLRN public highway be
covered by an indemnity and liability insurance for a minimum amount of
£10,000,000. Evidence of such cover would need to be produced prior to
construction work commence on site, and should be ready for inspection
upon demand by TfL at any time.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

1.

No construction and maintenance work to the Eruv structures shall be
undertaken on the TLRN public highway without prior consent from TfL. The
work shall be carried out in full accordance with relevant existing health &
safety legislation and rules, as well as direction and guidance provided by
TL.

The proposed Eruv poles are to be placed so as to cause minimum impact
on the maintenance of any of TfL’s structures with a minimum distance of at
least 300mm and subject to TfL’s approval.

TfL reserves the right to revoke consents/ licences, and request the removal
of the proposed Eruv structures on the TLRN at any time, if the existence of
such structure(s) would be deemed no longer appropriate in the interest and
benefit of public, highway operation and road users on the TLRN (e.qg.
highway maintenance, statutory undertakers’ requirement, safety and
highway network development).

Structures located on a footway or a footpath must allow for a minimum
clearance of 1.5 metres for pedestrians. Location of any existing furniture in
the vicinity must be taken into consideration to ensure that the minimum
clearance required for pedestrians is not compromised.

In accordance with the general guidance given in the Traffic Signs
Regulations and General Directions 2002, the applicant should ensure that
structures located at the front of the kerb, on a verge or a footway should be
a minimum of 0.45m away from the kerbline on borough roads and 0.6m on
TLRN roads (trunk roads) to avoid damage and ensure safety.

The applicant is advised that on sites located on traffic sensitive routes,
deliveries during the construction period should not take place during
restricted hours.

The footbridge at New Southgate Station is operational land. The installation
of two lechi at site 6 would require the consent of Network Rail.

The erection and retention of the poles at Site 31, Brook Farm Open Space
Bridge Over Northern Line, will require the applicant to enter into a lease
with London Underground Limited. The creation of the lease and the sum
required for the period of the lease will be payable by the applicant. London
Underground Limited will be involved in the erection of the poles and their
maintenance and this will be chargeable to the applicant.

MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

In March 2012 the Government published its National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF). This document has replaced all PPGs and PPSs and condenses national
guidance into a 50 page document as part of the reforms to make the planning
system less complex and more accessible, and to promote sustainable growth.



The key theme of the new guidance is that Local Planning Authorities should
approach applications with a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

The 3 identified dimensions to sustainable development are: economic, social and
environmental. These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to
perform a number of roles including a social role. This is defined as: 'supporting
strong, vibrant and healthy communities with accessible local services that reflect the
community's needs and support its health, social and cultural well being'.

One of the 12 identified core land use planning principles that should underpin both
plan making and decision taking, states that planning should 'take account of and
support local strategies to improve health, social and cultural well being for all, and
deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet local needs'.

The NPPF identifies that the planning system can play an important role in facilitating
social interaction and creating healthy, inclusive communities. Local planning
authorities should aim to involve all sections of the community in the development of
Local Plans and in planning decisions, and should facilitate neighbourhood planning.
Planning policies and decisions should aim to achieve places which promote (inter
alia) 'safe and accessible developments, containing clear and legible pedestrian
routes, and high quality public space, which encourage the active and continual use
of public areas'. Planning policies and decisions should 'plan positively for the
provision and use of shared space, community facilities and other local services to
enhance the sustainability of communities and residential environments'.

The Mayor's London Plan: July 2011

The replacement London Plan was published in July 2011 and is part of the
development plan under the Planning and Compulsory Act 2004. The London Plan
provides strategic planning policy for all London Boroughs for the period up to 2031.
The following policies in the London Plan are relevant to this application:

Policy 3.1 Ensuring Equal Life Chances for All

Policy 3.16 Protection and Enhancement of Social Infrastructure
Policy 6.10 Walking

Policy 7.1 Building London's Neighbourhoods and Communities
Policy 7.2 An Inclusive Environment

Policy 7.4 Local Character

Policy 7.5 Public Realm

Policy 7.8 Heritage Assets and Archaeology

Policy 7.16 Green Belt

Policy 7.17 Metropolitan Open Land

Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and Access to Nature

Policy 7.21 Trees and Woodlands

Relevant Planning Policy Framework:

Relevant Unitary Development Plan Policies:
The statutory plan for the Borough is the Barnet UDP. This was adopted on 18 May
2006, replacing the original UDP adopted in 1991.

On 13 May 2009 the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
issued a Direction “saving” 183 of the 234 policies within the UDP.



Relevant policies to this case:

GBEnNv1 Character

GBEnNv2 Design

GBENv4 Special Area

GBEnNv3 Safe Environments

D2 Character

D5 Outlook

D9 Designing Out Crime

D12 Tree Preservation Orders

D13 Tree Protection and Enhancement

D15 Other Hedgerows

HC1 Conservation Areas- Preserving or Enhancing
HC5 Areas of Special Character

GGreenBelt

GMOL Metropolitan Open Land

O1 Green Belt/ Metropolitan Open Land

O7 Green Belt/ Metropolitan Open Land- Adjacent Land
012 Green Chains

013 Green Chains

L15 Metropolitan Walks

M11 Safety of Road Users

CS1 Community and Religious Facilities
Totteridge Conservation Area Appraisal Statement dated

Core Strateqy (Adopted) 2012

Development Management Policies (Adopted) 2012

Barnet's Local Plan is made up of a suite of documents including the Core Strategy
and Development Management Policies Development Plan Documents (DPD). Until
the Local Plan (Core Strategy and Development Management Policies documents) is
complete, 183 policies within the Unitary Development Plan (UDP) remain. The
Core Strategy and Development Management Policies DPD will replace these 183
policies.

THE Core Strategy was adopted by the Council on 11 September 2012. It is now
subject to 6 week period of legal challenge which ends on 30 October 2012.
Therefore very significant weight should be given to the 16 policies in the CS. The
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) para 216) sets out the weight that can
be given to emerging policies as a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications.

Relevant Core Strategy Policies:

CS1 Barnet's Place Shaping Strategy - Protection, Enhancement and Consolidated
Growth - The Three Strands Approach

CS5 Protecting and enhancing Barnet's Character to Create High Quality Places
CS7 Enhancing and Protecting Barnet's Open Spaces

CS10 Enabling Inclusive and integrated Community Facilities and Uses

CS12 Making Barnet a Safer Place

The Development Management Policies document provides the Borough wide
planning policies that implement the Core Strategy. These policies will be used for
day-to-day decision making.



Development Management Policies were adopted by the Council on 11 September
2012. It is now subject to a 6 week period of legal challenge which ends on 30
October 2012. Therefore very significant weight should be given to the 18 policies in
the DMP. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (para 216 sets out the
weight that can be given to emerging policies as a material consideration in the
determination of planning applications.

Relevant Development Management Policies:
DMO1 Protecting Barnet's Character and Amenity
DMO03 Accessibility and Inclusive Design

DMO6 Heritage and Conservation

DM15 Green Belt and Open Spaces

DM16 Biodiversity

DM17 Travel Impact and Parking Standards

Relevant Planning History:

H/01834/10: Mill Hill Eruv, 19 Sites in the Mill Hill Area. Approved 6.7.10

H/00921/09: 9 sites around the Edgware Area to Complete the Stanmore/ Canons
Park Eruv. Approved 25.6.09

W13797: Edgware Area Eruv. Approved 24.11.04

Finchley, Golders Green and Hendon Eruv (Known as the North West London Eruv)
Planning History

Eruvi
Erection of groups of poles between which is suspended at high level a wire to
designate the perimeter of a nominated “Eruv”. Refused 24/02/1993.

Eruv2

Installation of street furniture (comprising groups of poles connected by thin high
level wire) to complete the identification of the perimeter of a defined Eruv. Refused
27/10/1993.

An appeal against the refusal of planning permission Eruv1 and Eruv2 was heard at
a Public Inquiry in December 1993. On 20 September 1994 the Secretary of State
for the Environment allowed the appeal and granted planning permission subject to
conditions.

Eruv3 and 4

Erection of street furniture comprising groups of poles (usually 2) between which is
suspended at high level a wire to designate the perimeter of a nominated Eruv.
Approved 08/01/1997 and 7/7/1998.

Consultations and Views Expressed:
This application has been the subject of extensive consultation with the local
community.

Two rounds of consultations have been undertaken, the first round comprised the
standard planning consultation letter and some 125 replies were received.



A further round of consultation was then undertaken which specifically drew attention
to the potential equalities impacts of the application and the provisions of the
Equality Act 2010. As part of this consultative process consultees were requested to
complete a questionnaire to provide information in respect of protected
characteristics as defined in the Equality Act 2010 so that these factors could be
taken into consideration when the LPA is determining the application.

This section of the report summarises the responses to both rounds of consultation.
First Consultation Round

Neighbours Consulted: 1531 Replies: 125
Neighbours Wishing To Speak: 12

61 letters of objection have been received. The objections may be summarised as
follows (the number in brackets represents the number of occasions that particular
comment was raised):

(1) The objection letters contained some 278 comments which suggested that
overall from reading the objection letters and consultation responses it is clear there
is a widely held and strongly expressed view that the creation of an Eruv could alter
the character of the local area by incentivising members of a particular minority to
settle in the area encompassed by the Eruv. Consultees expressed the view that
this, in turn, could undermine community cohesion, lead to a rise in anti-Semitism
and create animosity by imposing religious symbols or designations on those who
hold secular or other religious believes.

Within these responses the main objections can be summarised as follows (the
number in brackets denotes the number of times that particular comment was raised)

1. Fears about the potential change to the character of the area caused by
incentivising a particular religious minority to live there. (55)

2. The potential imposition of religious symbols/designation on members of other
faith groups and secular persons. (73)

3. Ecological concerns particularly about trees and bats. (22)

4. The visual impact on the street scene from having more street furniture
especially in the conservation area (83) of which 14 where particularly
concerned about the impact on the conservation area.

5. Potential obstruction to disabled people and other pedestrians from the Eruv
poles. (8)

6. Concerns that Eruv will create anti-Semitic feeling and/or jeopardise
community cohesion (37)
Further responses objecting to the proposal can be summarised as follows:-
e The equipment would attract vandalism and other anti-social behaviour (5)
e The potential cost to the Council (3)

e Eruvim already exist elsewhere in the borough and neighbouring authorities
(14)



The extent of the consultation was inadequate (6)

As a result of the public consultation process 31 letters in support of the application
were received.

The comments received in support of the application may be summarised as follows
(the number of brackets represents the number of occasions that particular comment
was raised):-

It will benefit the elderly, disabled and those of limited mobility who would be
able to use aids such as wheelchairs, walking sticks, zimmer frames on the
Sabbath to enable them to visit the synagogue. (15)

It will benefit young children and families with young children who would be
able to use pushchairs on the Sabbath to enable them to visit the synagogue
for worship. (17)

It will improve the quality of life for those members of the Jewish community
who are currently affected by the absence of an Eruv. (17)

It will not cause any problems to anyone. (12)

There are other Eruvim in the borough and the concerns raised at the time of
their consideration have not come to fruition. (11)

It will discourage existing residents from moving away — putting Woodside
Park Synagogue on a level playing field with many other communities that
have Eruvim (“Eruv” plural) in place, such as Golders Green, Hendon and
Edgware. (4)

It will provide an incentive for new families to move into the Woodside Park,
Totteridge, Whetstone and West Finchley areas which is vital for the long-
term sustainability and renewal of the Jewish community in these places. (3)

It will join up with other Jewish communities in Barnet, and beyond, allowing
people to benefit from a wider network of Eruvim. (4)

Would not disturb existing street furniture. (1)

Existing Eruvim are relatively inconspicuous and the proposal will be
harmless and inoffensive. (9)

No planning disadvantages arise from the proposal. (1)

Internal /Other Consultations:

o Traffic & Development - raise no objections subject to informatives

e RSPB London Office - No reply received.

e Natural England - no objections subject to the Detailed Arboricultural Method
Statement being adhered to and the use of thick gauge wire in appropriate
locations where bats have been identified. Natural England welcomes the
addition of well placed bat boxes.

e Environment Agency - No comments to make in regards to this application.

e Metropolitan Police Service (H) - No reply received.

e EDF - No reply received.

e Street Lighting - No reply received.



Green Spaces (inc Allotments) - No reply received.
Environment & Transport, Green Spaces - No reply received.
Railtrack Property - No reply received.

Railtrack PLC - No reply received.

RSPB - North West London Group - No reply received.

Transport for London - No objections in principle but advise that the applicants
will need to obtain the necessary licences and agreements from TfL in respect of
locations under their control.

EDF Energy Network - No reply received.

EDF Energy - No reply received.

Brook Farm Allotments and Horticultural Society - No reply received.
Totteridge Residents Assoc. - No reply received.

Mill Hill Residents Association - No reply received.

Partingdale Lane Residents Association - No reply received.
Woodside Pk Gardens Suburb RA - No reply received.

London Wildlife Trust Barnet Group - object on the grounds that the proposed
wire may be harmful to bats, if it is then the applicants may be liable for
prosecution under the appropriate legislation. The Local Planning Authority has
a duty to ensure that the EU directive on bats is upheld. Particular concerns re
the following sites19a, 21, 27, 28-30 and 31.Totteridge is an environmental
conservation area with ponds, SSl's and The Darlands all within green belt.
Introducing an undetectable wire into flight paths will have a detrimental impact
on wildlife.

Network Rail - No reply received.
Mill Hill Preservation Society - No reply received.
Network Rail -Infrastructure Protection - No reply received.

London Underground - Infrastructure Protection - The erection and retention of
the poles on LUL land will require the applicant entering into a lease with LUL.

Trees and Landscaping- no objection subject to conditions and informatives

Coppetts Wood Conservationists — object to the proposal in respect of sites
8,9,10, 10a, 11 and 12 on grounds of potential damage to Bats and birdlife.
Suggest alternative sites or the use of thicker high visibility wire.

Access in Barnet - No objection in principle but it needs to be ensured that poles
do not narrow any pathway.

The Totteridge Conservation Area Advisory Committee Any increase in street
furniture and hence visual clutter within the conservation area, unless required
by law, or clearly in the interests of all residents, would be inappropriate and
should be resisted. Also the proposal to prune trees and shrubs to accommodate
the poles and wire is unacceptable as this would adversely impact on this part of
the Conservation Area.

Councillor Brian Coleman has written in support of the application stating:-

"I fully support the request by the Trustees of Woodside Park Synagogue to
establish an Eruv for the four square mile area encompassing Whetstone, Oakleigh



Park, Totteridge and parts of Finchley. It is my belief that granting the Eruv will not
cause any negative effects for the wider population within the designated boundary,
and would significantly improve the lives of my orthodox Jewish residents.

Barnet has an established history in granting such applications, as demonstrated
when the Council approved the UK'’s first and largest eruv that covered Hendon,
Hampstead Garden Suburb and Golders Green. A second was created in Edgware
in 2006, an a third approved in 2010, which received 400 letters of support from
residents. All of these previous Eruv were extensively consulted on, and been
subject to a public enquiry, which resulted in the then Secretary of State ruling in
favour of granting the Eruv. The previous cases are particularly useful to cite, as the
areas were similar in character to this current application.

The borough’s UDP policy reflect a positive view in regard to religious and
community developments. Specifically policy GCS1 (Community facilities) states
“The council will seek to ensure that an adequate supply of land and buildings is
available for community, religious, education, health and social care facilities in
order to meet the needs of residents”. In addition paragraph 9.3.1.2 states “the
council recognises that there is a need for a range of community and religious
facilities in Barnet to support the requirements of different ethnic, religious, social
and interest groups in the borough. The council will monitor and review provision of
community and religious facilities in the borough, and will encourage proposals for
such facilities that meet identified need”. | would argue that this application
identifies a clear need, and more than meets that need."

e The Council of Christians and Jews-see the allowing of Eruvim as part of the
wider community's embrace and engagement with minority groups. The Eruv
allows members of the Jewish community with poor mobility, for e.g. mothers
with babies, people with disabilities and the elderly, greater access and mobility
to attend their place of worship on the Sabbath.

e The Board of Deputies of British Jews [THE BOD] - has written in support of the
application. It highlights the benefits of the Eruv to the Jewish Community and
notes that concerns about the impact on the character and appearance of an
area as well as the diversity of an area encompassed by an Eruv have not
materialised in the existing Eruvim within the Borough, no concerns have been
raised in meetings with other faith groups, the Eruv equipment is not identifiable
as Jewish symbols, the best case for the Eruv is the successful operation of
similar schemes elsewhere (a fuller summary is included as an appendix).

The Second Round of Consultation (on equalities impacts)

The results of the second round of consultation in which neighbouring residents were
reconsulted can be summarised as follows:

In response to the questionnaire, of the 99 questionnaires returned 52 objected to
the proposed, 42 were in support and 5 made no comments.

In addition to the questionnaires a further 7 letters of objection were received and
these comments are also included in the following summary:-

(1) The objection letters and questionnaires contained some 100 comments
which reinforced some of the objections in the first round of consultation, that there is



a widely held and strongly expressed view that the creation of an Eruv could alter the
character of the local area by incentivising members of a particular minority to settle
in the area encompassed by the Eruv. Once again objections expressed the view
that this, in turn, could undermine community cohesion, lead to a rise in anti-
Semitism and create animosity by imposing religious symbols or designations on
those who hold secular or other religious believes.

Within these responses the main objections can be summarised as follows (the
number in brackets denotes the number of times that particular comment was raised)

1. Fears about the potential change to the character of the area caused
by incentivising a particular religious minority to live there. (12)

2. The potential imposition of religious symbols/designation on non-
believers. (16)

3. Ecological concerns about trees and bats in particular. (9)

4. The visual impact on the street scene from having more street furniture
especially in the conservation area (44) of which 4 where particularly
concerned about the impact on the conservation area.

5. Potential obstruction to disabled people and other pedestrians from the
Eruv poles etc. (5)

6. Concerns that Eruv will create anti-Semitic feeling and/or jeopardise
community cohesion. (14)

Further responses objecting to the proposal can be summarised as follows:-

The equipment would attract vandalism and other anti-social behaviour (2)
The potential cost to the Council (1)
The extent of the consultation was inadequate (3)

The proposed Eruv is unnecessary and will only benefit a small proportion of
the population (14)

The comments in support of the application may be summarised as follows:

It will benefit the elderly, disabled and those of limited mobility who would be
able to use aids such as wheelchairs, walking sticks, zimmer frames on the
Sabbath to enable them to visit the synagogue. (22)

It will benefit young children and families with young children who would be
able to use pushchairs on the Sabbath to enable them to visit the synagogue
for worship. (19)

It improves the quality of life for those members of the Jewish community who
are currently affected by the absence of an Eruv. (9)

It will not cause any problems to anyone. (10)

There are other Eruvim in the borough and the concerns raised at the time of
their consideration have not come to fruition. (4)

It will discourage existing residents from moving away — putting Woodside
Park Synagogue on a level playing field with many other communities that
have Eruvim (“Eruv” plural) in place, such as Golders Green, Hendon and



Edgware. (1)

¢ It would be of little impact on the majority of the community but greatly benefit
the minority. (3)

¢ Beneficial to all the community being inclusive and promoting equality. (5)
e Will enable the carrying of medication on the Sabbath. (2)

Date of Site Notice: 15 September 2011 and 15 March 2012

2. PLANNING APPRAISAL

Site Description and Surroundings:

The proposed Eruv would include areas of Friern Barnet, Finchley Central, North
Finchley, Woodside Park, Totteridge, Whetstone and Oakleigh Park. The perimeter
of the Eruv will abut the North West London Eruv on its eastern boundary, the
proposed Barnet Eruv along its Northern boundary and the approved Mill Hill Eruv on
its west boundary.

Proposal:
An Eruv is a continuous boundary designated in accordance with Jewish Law. Whilst

Jewish Law prohibits Orthodox Jews from carrying on the Sabbath, carrying is
permitted within the defined boundary of an Eruv, as is the use of pushchairs,
wheelchairs etc.

The Eruv boundary is formed by utilizing continuous local features such as fences or
walls alongside roads, railways or terraced buildings. However, where this continuity
is not possible due to breaks in the boundary, e.g. roads, then this breach must be
integrated by the erection of a notional 'gateway'. Such a gateway consists of posts
or poles linked on top by a wire or cross bar crossing the highway.

Two established Eruvs in the borough currently exist: The Edgware Eruv and the
Hendon, Finchley and Golders Green Eruv (known as the North West London Eruv).

At all sites, common with the established Eruvim in the borough, it is intended that
the poles will be erected flush (within 20cm) with wall or fence boundaries. The
posts, which would have a dimension of 76mm, would be painted in a colour that
best blends with the surroundings. 6m tall poles and wire gateways would be
installed at 18 sites, 5m tall poles and wire gateways would be installed at 1 site,
3.5m tall poles and wire gateways would be installed at 6 sites and 3m tall 'rustic
gateways' (consisting 2 hardwood uprights and a hardwood cross beam) would be
installed at 2 sites. In total, 40, 6m high poles; 2, 5m poles; 12, 3.5m poles and 4
'rustic gateway' uprights are proposed. The connecting wire would be translucent
and 0.5mm in diameter, however at sites "0" Southover and "31" Brook Farm Open
Space the wire diameter would be 10mm.

Where available an existing structure, e.g. bridges, over the roadway can be used in
order to close a gap in the boundary. In these instances a small pole constructed out
of mild steel in the form of a box section (1m in height, with a depth of width of 5mm)
would act as a small symbolic doorpost attached to the side of the bridge or other
structure. The leci would be screwed or otherwise attached to the vertical surface.
Lecis are proposed at 3 locations.



Highways Licence

The erection of the 'gateways' on the highway would require a licence under the
Highways Act. It would be subject to a number of conditions such as design, use of
an approved contractor, indemnity insurance and a bond. If there are problems with
any of these matters the licence would not be granted.

The Highway Licence covers the proposal in terms of the positions of each pole and
will check for any potential concerns, including impacts on clutter, sight lines,
obstruction (this would be assessed in relation to all including the needs of disabled
people), security, technical specification (including colour of poles and type of wire)
etc.

The terms of the Licence require weekly inspections for the lifetime of the Eruv and
the applicant must submit reports on the outcome of the inspection, any defects
identified and actions taken to resolve. The Highways Group also charge an annual
fee via the licence to carry out ad hoc inspections to ensure maintenance is being
carried out.

Planning Considerations:

The proposed Eruv equipment is a form of built structure which fulfils a unique
religious and Orthodox Jewish communal function. It falls to be considered against
the relevant development plan policies.

Policy support for the principle of the proposal is found at UDP policies GCS1 and
CS1 which seek to promote the provision of community and religious facilities to
meet the needs of the borough’s residents. Policy CS10 of the Adopted Core
Strategy seeks to ensure that community facilities are provided, including places of
worship, for Barnet's communities. Policy DM13 in respect of community uses seeks
to ensure that there is no significant impact on the free flow of traffic and road safety
and will be expected to protect the amenity of residential properties. Depending on
the location of the proposed Eruv equipment different policies will apply. The
policies in respect of Character, Design, Road Safety will apply almost universally,
more specific policies such as those relating to conservation areas will depend on
the precise location of the equipment.

Each of the proposed locations is dealt with individually below.

Site 1: East end of pedestrian bridge over railway, to the rear of 104-106 Alverstone
Avenue, EN4 8EE (2 x 3.5m high poles and connecting wire)

The poles would be sited abutting the metal palisade fencing at the east end
'entrance’ to the bridge over the railway line, accessed via a pedestrian footpath from
Alverstone Avenue. The poles would be sited either side of the footpath and would
be opposite an existing lamp post.

The siting of the proposed poles would be acceptable and would not impact on the
character and appearance of the footpath, nor would they obstruct the public
highway. Further the 3.5m high poles, with wire span of approx 2m, would not
represent an undue visual intrusion to users of the path.



Site Specific Comments Received
e Visually obtrusive to neighbouring residents

Comments on Grounds of objection Not Addressed in the Appraisal Above
e The fact that the poles can be seen does not automatically mean that they are
unacceptable. The street scene will not be adversely affected.

Site 2 Adjacent to 1 Beresford Avenue N20 OAD and the Electricity Sub Station
adjoining the Petrol Filing Station, Russell Lane (2 x 6m high poles and connecting

wire)

One of the poles would be sited on the north side of Russell Lane, adjoining the
electricity sub station site to the west of The Cavalier Public House. The 2nd pole
would be sited on the south side of Russell Lane abutting the flank garden boundary
of no.1 Beresford Avenue.

The poles would be viewed against the backdrop of existing lamp posts 8m in height,
bus stop, and street and commercial signage. Whilst there is currently other street
furniture in the locality, it is considered that this location could accommodate 2
additional poles without detriment to the appearance of the street scene.

Site Specific Comments Received
o Extremely dangerous to traffic, unsightly and unattractive

Comments on Grounds of objection Not Addressed in the Appraisal Ab