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Vaad L'Tikkun Eruvin
of Greater Flatbush

180 Mcdonald Avenue, Unit 226
Brooklyn, NY 11230
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Eruv Hotline 718-339-5904
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[t is of utmost importance that one becomes familiar with the eruv boundaries.
Please note that the Flatbush eruv connects to the Boro Park eruo only on McDonald Avenue
between Ditmas Avenue and Avenue J.
The Marine Park eruv connects to the Flatbush eruv between Avenue K and Avenue T.
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20 / THE FLATBUSIH ERUV IGROS MOSHE: SELECTED RESPONSA

In Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt“I's final two feshtivos about cruvin we see that he codified his Chiddus.h; in
order for a city to be classified as a reshus harabbim of shishim ribu, the requirement is at least five times
shishim ribu which could amount to 3,000,000 or more people. Consequently, in the Chicago cruv pamphlet
(West Rogers Park Eruv, 1993 p. 23) it is stated that Hagaon Harav Dovid Feinstein shlita was in agreement that
according to his father's shitah there must be a minimum of 3,000,000 people in order for the city to be defined
as a reshus harabbim. Since the population of Brooklyn is less than 3,000,000, an eruv of tzuras hapesachim would

be allowed even according to Rav Moshe zt"l. See The Community Eruv, page 29, and note 19.

ubRisk=Ralagat p‘:n L MUK W n:xb*p‘ navw p‘m R IR W
Awn ovn R aws T AN
DT TN RYPT TIRY T Y ST D AT AR PATY OV Yoy ke
BI2WA QY "PYR AN YYD P T KT KT 9 P701 TROOMIY DT T MY 87 T
X1 D DEYD AEEn DY OTR MDD 73 O T3 P KWW MIITI REM 0 13 T
ORI T )Y UL L wnl W nebwh Ty TW

From Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt“1's first feshuvah listed here [Fig. a] we see he maintained that if the fziras
hapesach encircled fewcr than shishint ribu it is considered as if the tzuras | mpesach separates the neighborhood from the
whole city and an eruv is permissible. See The Community Eruv kuntres, notes 21 and 29. Additionally, both these
teshuwos |Figs. a and b] demonstrate that Rav Moshe was led to belicve that independently Boro Park and Flatbush
have populations of shishint ribu and therefore an cruw of tziiras hapesachim was not permissible. Rav Moshe states that
each one of these neighborhoods encompasses less than twelve mil by twelve mil and nevertheless they have more
than shishim ribu. On the other hand Rav Moshe states that Brooklyn includes an area of more than twelve mil by
twelve miil (Igos Moshe, O.C. 487-88). Consequently, these feshiruos must indicate that each neighborhood independently has
shishim ribu and not just the whole of Brooklyn. See The Conununity Eruv, page 37, and note 28.
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IGROS MOSHE: SELECTED RESPONSA

This teshuvalt confirms that Hagaon Harav Moshe
Feinstein zt"l never gave a p'sak against an eruv in
Flatbush but only stated his personal opinion. Since
Rav Moshe recognized that the Achronim did not
accept his chiddush and that the Aruch HaShulchan
did not agree with him, all subsequent statements in
Rav Moshe’s teshtvos must mean that he is referring
to his personal opinion. See The Community Eruv,
pages 31 and 50; see also note 23.

This teshuval  proves Hagaon Harav Moshe
Feinstein zt"l knew that there were citics with
populations  exceeding  shishim  ribu  and
nevertheless, eruvin had been crected there.
Therefore he posited that there would need to be
3,000,000 people over an area of twelve mil by
twelve mil in order for that area to be classified as a
reshus harabbim. The following large cities with
populations of 600,000 erected eruvin: Warsaw,
which was not walled from the year 1877 and
which had shishim ribu on the larger side from the
year 1900 (Mistmcres Sholom, 24:10; Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2,
pp. 42-43; 187, and  Reczik
Statystycziy Warszawy 1921 { 1922, 1924 p. 14; sce also Igros Moshe,

Encyklopedia - Warszawy, 1994 p.

0.C. 5:285), Lodz (Mishmeres Sholom, 24:10 and  Encydlopedia
Judaica, 1996 vol. 11 p. 426), Odessa (Divrei Malkicl, 3:14-18, 4:3
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ikktin Shabbos, and Tuv Yehoshun), Manchester (introduction Bais

A vol. 2 and FEncyclopedia Britmriica, 1911 vol. 17 p. 547), St. LOUIS (Tikvas Zechariah and Encyclopedia Britannica, 1911 vol. 24 p. 24),
and New York in 1905 (Ozniei Yehoshua, 118, Tivosh VaYitzhar, siman 73; Eruv V'Hotzaah, and US Census, 1900). See The

Community Eruv, page 30.

1981 ...
existence| is possible to investigate.”

2000 ...

{Haoansr Flavar Trmia (2aldctosss =71 oels Voolirsm of essale .00 mmdem Tl oes s

Regarding mechitzos encircling Brooklyn, it is known that until now they did not exist, and this [their

“Since I lave heard that there are mechitzos encircling Brooklyn ... with them [the mechitzos] the heter [for
an eruv] would be obvious even according to the chumros of Hagaon Rav Moshe Feinstein zt"1.”

(Igros Moshe, O.C. 5:28:5)
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five years ago, before one had the ability to type a letter with different font sizes, the two different
sizes of type in this letter — Rav Moshe’s name as it was typed under his signature is smaller in size
than the rest of this letter — strongly suggests that, in all likelihood, Rav Moshe’s signature was
transferred from elsewhere. In light of the aforementioned inconsistencies in this letter, it follows
that one can only be confident in what Rav Moshe actually stated in his teshuvos and not in what is
merely written on a flyer.

It is important to note that all the objections to eruvin in Brooklyn are based on this 1981 letter
and the 1979 kol korei [see Appendix 2], and as we have shown above, both are spurious
documents and cannot be relied on. Finally, even if Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein z¢”l had
signed this letter and the signature on the 1979 kol korei was authentic, since Rav Moshe’s
opposition to these eruvin was based on a totally different set of circumstances which does not
pertain to us today, there is no question that he would have allowed our eruvin.

Twoenb nwn mrhyw k7 wYw Manpn 2% Tan rm
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DN QMBd MY 1ANY aoM ARTm amambyna-bub ' o '

anmim awn nxonh n13y1“n“1‘:numx1m 'REPR B mjuu
RTBON MW MR NNk 302 s ; s (n@uq \w,/ x
["@"7 \Ql/ Fig. 3b LR SRS AR AL B ) ?“ ‘ Fig. 3¢

Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt"I's signature on his haskamah [Fig. 3b] on a booklet against erecting eruvin is
indistinguishable from his signature on the 1981 ko! korei |Fig. 3c| against the Boro Park eruv.

Appendix 4

This signature from Hagaon Harav Berish Schapiro shlita the Naroler Rav [Fig. 4a] in the anti-eruv
brochure (page 8) is an exact copy of the Naroler Rav’s signature that is printed in The Community Eruv
kuntres (see the The Commmmity Eruv, p. 20 of the Hebrew section) [Fig. 4b|. The original letter printed in The
Community Eruv was addressed to the Muszay Rav shlita and the Naroler Rav’s signature included the
familial title of cousin [shaar bsari] and the time of year, shana tovah u'msuka [5765]. This greeting was
lifted from the original letter printed in the The Community Eruv and incongruously reprinted along
with the signature on his letter in the anti-eruv brochure [lyar 5765].
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Appendix 3

This 1981 letter [Fig. 3a] — which was never printed in Igros Moshe and was only circulated as a flyer
— is questionable as well. This letter purports that, according to Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein
zt"l's Sheoat 1979 teshuvah (igros Moshe, O.C. 4:88), Rav Moshe joined the Agudas HaRabbonim in
prohibiting eruvin in Brooklyn. In fact, Rav Moshe never mentioned a word in that teshuvah about
joining the Agudas HaRabbonim in prohibiting eruvin in Brooklyn; the teshuval was written only to
clarify his prior teshuvah (ibid., 487). Moreover, there never was any issur from the Agudas
HaRabbonim against erecting eruvin in Brooklyn, only in Manhattan (see Appendix 2).

Fig. 3a
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Furthermore, it is not plausible that Rav Moshe would have stated in this 1981 letter that, “those who
rely on the eruv are considered a mechalel Shabbos.” We see he was uncomfortable with a comparable
line that was utilized in the 1962 takanah against erecting an eruv in Manhattan since he omitted it
from his teshuval (igros Moshe, Addendum to O.C. 4:89). Additionally, the subsequent line, “and those who
erected the cruv are causing the rabbim to falter,” is questionable as well because three years earlier
in his teshuvah (ibid., 4:87) to the rabbanim of Flatbush not only did Rav Moshe not censure them, he
declined to issue a p’sak and acknowledged that the Aruch HaShulchan and other Achronim would
disagree with him. In light of the aforementioned, Rav Menashe Klein shlita wrote (Oim Ani Chomah,
simin 53) that there were Roshei Yeshivos who declared publicly that Rav Moshe never signed this
letter. Moreover, it is interesting that only the date and the signature are handwritten on this flyer.
[Although many people have asked to see the handwritten letter in its entirety, it has never been
forthcoming.] Additionally, the signature on this letter is indistinguishable from the one on the
haskamah to a booklet against erecting cruvin, and it’s impossible for two signatures to be exactly the
same [Figs. 3b and 3c]. Furthermore, as this letter was typed on a manual typewriter almost twenty-
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Fig. 2b
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Appendix 2

The text of the 1979 kol korei against a Flatbush eruv [Fig. 2a] refers back to the 1962 Manhattan kol
korei [Fig. 2b], claiming that it includes Brooklyn in the Manhattan issur and listing among the
signatories Hagaon Harav Eliyahu Henkin zt“/. However, as the original copy of the 1962
Manhattan kol korei demonstrates, the takanah then against erecting eruvin only applied to
Manhattan and not to Brooklyn. This correlates with what Hagaon Harav Menashe Klein shiita
wrote (Oim Ani Chomah. siman 7) that Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein z¢”/ told him in 1979 — in the
presence of Rav Elimelech Bluth shlita, Rav Shalom Dresner shlita, and Rav Mordechai Tendler
shlitn — that contrary to what someone in the Agudas HaRabbonim was promoting, the 1962 issur
from the Agudas HaRabbonim was only regarding Manhattan.

Fig. 2a vs.oms
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Additionally, it shows only five signatures. Nowhere is Rav Eliyahu Henkin's signature to be
found. For more proof that Rav Eliyahu Henkin never signed the 1962 kol korei, see the copy of the
1962 kol korei that the Agudas HaRabbonim advertised in the HaPardes in 1966 (40uh year, vol. 8) [Fig. 2c]
Note that even at this later date there was still no signature from Rav Eliyahu Henkin to be found.
Even more so, from Rav Henkin's letters (Kisout Hagriah Henkin, p. 33; see also Hebrew section, p. 6 of this kuntres)
and from the 1960 kol korei on behalf of the Manhattan eruv (Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2, p. 10) [Fig. 2d], we
see he was a proponent of the Manhattan [and Brooklyn] eruv. Additionally, Hagaon Harav Moshe
Feinstein zt"l never gave a p'sak I'maasch against eruvin as the 1979 kol korei falsely claims. On the
contrary, he declined to issue a p’sak since the Aruch HaShulchan and other Achronim disagreed with
him (Igros Moshe, 0.C. 4:87; sce also p- 19 of this kuntres).
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Appendix 1

The detractors of eruvin have always claimed that when Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt "] stated that
there is no reshus harabbin today because we rely on the hefer of shishim ribu (igros Moshe, O.C. 394, 5:24:10), he
certainly did not mean Boro Park or Flatbush. The most illuminating of all his teshuvos is this final one on
the issue, regarding a blind woman using a walking stick on Shabbos (ibid,, vol. 8, 0.C. 5:19). Rav Moshe ends
this teshuvah by stating that today we rely on the fact that there is almost no true reshus harabbim. In Kovetz
Am HaTorah (1986 no. 11 [Fig. 1a], where this teslioah was first printed, it clearly states that this woman lived
in Boro Park. This very important fact was purposefully omitted from the teshuvah when Igros Moshe
volume 8 was printed posthumously [Fig. 1b]! The reason Rav Moshe stated that there is no true reshus
harabbim today is because he felt he could not extend his personal approach to eruvin to others. See The
Community Eruv, note 23; see also page 19 of this kuntres.
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is in fact a blanket statement against all cruvin and is
proof that the anti-eruv campaign would like to
uproot city eruvin the world over. These arguments
against eruvin can be used against cruvin in both
large and small cities and even ernvin in bungalow
colonies and not just an cruv in Brooklyn. These
issues did not concern Hagaon Harav Moshe
Feinstein zt"l when he permitted an eruv in Kew
Gardens Hills, Queens, Detroit, Sea Gate and in
other communities.”” As always, to Rav Moshe
establishing an eriv was a matter of halachah and
not hashkafah.

Moreover, why aren’t there any complaints
about ball playing and questions of tznius on yom tov
when an eruv is not needed? If some feel it is a
problem, then perhaps they should ban carrying on
the streets on yom tov as well.” Let us remember that
an eruv according to Chazal is a tikun not a michshol
and serves to improve the spiritual quality of a
community’s Shabbos observance. Concerning these
hashkafah issues, why should Flatbush be looked
upon any differently than any other Jcwish
community? Why should Flatbush be any different
than Ycrushalayim and Bnei Brak? It's unfortunate
that there is even a need to respond to these issues in
order to validate a mitzvah.

Why hasn’t all the information stated in The
Community Eruv kuntres surfaced until now?

The resistance to the Flatbush eryv in 1978-79

was led by a few individuals who took it upon
themselves to impede the construction of any cruv in
Brooklyn. It's important to note, there was no
meeting of rabbanim in 1979 against the cruv in
Flatbush.  These few individuals went about
collecting signatures one by one and convinced
rabbanin to sign on the kol korei. The most powerful
tool that these individuals had was their access to
Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt"f and this is the
source of much of the inaccuracies and mistruths we
are still facing today. Having misinformed Rav
Moshe, these activists were then able to convince
many rabbanim to sign the kol korei because of the

77 Ibid., 2:89-90, 4:86, 5:29.
78 See Shulchan Aruch, O.C. 529:4.
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kavod of Rav Moshe. To other rabbanim, they falsely
claimed that Ocean Parkway had shishin ribu
traversing it daily. They even cut and pasted
different signatures on the 1979 kol korei since many
of the rabbanim didn’t agree to sign on the same text.

It's undeniable that Rav Moshe’s personal
reasons not to erect an eruv in Boro Park and
Flatbush were based on misinformation supplied to
him by these individuals [e.g. that Brooklyn’s
population is greater than 3,000,000 or that both Boro
Park and Flatbush independently contained shishim
ribu]. However, Rav Moshe really did not want to be
involved in the issue of ¢cruvin in Brooklyn at all since
he realized that his chiddushim in eruvin was not
mentioned in the Achronim.” This is why we are
suggesting that if Rav Moshe had known the
particulars of our situation, he would have allowed
an eruv to be erected.®

In conclusion, we believe that if you keep an
open mind when reviewing the above issues and the
other material available regarding ertvin, you will
conclude that the vast majority of poskim —
including Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt"] —
would permit the use of the Flatbush eruv. We trust
that the intelligence of Flatbush’s residents will lead
them to reject the anti-ernv campaign and its claim of
exclusive authority over the Torah. We wish to
enjoy the sanctity of Shabbos according to our
gedolim — with an eruv.

In the merit of this great mitzvall may we be
found deserving of the special brachah of shalom that
eruvin brings !

Vaad L'Tikkun Eruvin of Greater Faltbush

79 Igros Moshe, O.C. 4:87; sec also page 19 of this kuntres.
80 See The Community Erue, section two.

81 Yerushafmi, Ernvin 3:2.
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Why is a kuntres that elucidates the halachos of

eruvin any different than any English halachah
sefer that is published — aren’t they all intended for
the layman? Why are some people so afraid to let
the Flatbush community examine the real issues?
Why should eruvin be different than any other
halachic issue? Despite having shown how the
halachah supports an eruv, The Community Eruv
kuntres actually encourages the layperson to consult
with his rav as stated clearly on page 3 of the kuntres,
“At the outset, however, we would like to clarify that
this introduction to eruvin should not be used as the
final word on the matter as we strongly advocate
that you follow the p’sak of your own rav.”

Since the eruv is causing machlokes, wouldn't
it be better not to erect one?

Is it the ernv that is causing machlokes, or is it

the people fighting the erwv who are causing
machlokes? We, who rely on the eruv, are not forcing
others to carry. Why are those who oppose the eruv
interfering with our right to follow the p’'sak of our
rabbanim who do allow us to carry? Through the
years, rabbanim have always had differing halachic
opinions on critical Torah issues, and we have
always said eilu veilu divrei elokim chaim. Why should
eruvin be any different?

All of the above is very convincing; however,
why is it that there is more of a machlokes
when an eryv is established than when any other
community issue is raised? Is it possible that the
reason is that the issue is a d’Oraysa, as some claim?

There is no other d’Oraysa that has aroused

such a passionate need to be mocheh besides for
cruvin. For example, many people maintain that
shitas Rabbeinu Tam [72 minutes after shkiah] is an
obligatory extension of Shabbos, to the extent that if
someone does a melachah at an earlier zeman he is
considered a mechalel Shabbos. Shitas Rabbeinu Tam is
also a matter of a d'Oraysa, yet people are not ntochelt
against those who keep an earlier zeman, calling
them mechalelei Shabbos. Why is the issue of cruvin
any different? Additionally, Hagaon Harav Moshe
Feinstein z¢ ! wrote that when one follows one’s rav
on any issue, even on issurei chilul Shabbos, albeit the
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halachah is not like their rav’s interpretation, no
aveirah is transgressed.” Thercfore, by following our
rabbanim, even if others feel that the p'sak is wrong,
according to Rav Moshe no transgression has
occurred. Why are those who invoke Rav Moshe in
their every attempt to discredit cruvin ignoring Rav
Moshe’s own rulings? The opposition toward eruvin
1s irrational and has no support or basis in halachah.

However, eruvin is different than other
halachic issues in one significant aspect. Eruvin
more than any other issue vests a certain amount of
centralized power to the baal ha’'machsher. A person
publicly carrying in a rav’s eruv is a clear sign of the
posck’s influence and support in the community,
unlike relying on the rav's hechsher on food, which is
a more private matter. Consequently, there are
people who find it incumbent upon themselves not
to allow an eruv to be established, and insist that
their rav’s opinion is the only one that can be
followed. If one were to follow the history of eruvin
in cities where there was no central governing rav or
Bais Din, one would find that machlokas often erupted
as a result of this desire for dominance in community
affairs [Krakow 1887, St. Louis 1895, Odessa 1900,
New York 1905 to the present, Manchester 1906,
Frankfurt am Main 1914, and London 1932 to the
present]. Otherwise eruvin would generate the same
level of reaction as a mikveh, where every individual
just follows the p’sak of his own rav. Which leads to
one conclusion, the issue of city eruvin is more of a
political one than a halachic one.

Okay, let's say that halachically an eruv is

permitted in Flatbush, but won't the sanctity
of Shabbos in the frum community be diminished
by activities such as ballplaying on the streets and
the mingling of couples, which would also create
questions of fznius?

No one is smarter than Shlomo Hamelech and
our sages. If the aforementioned concerns were
valid, then Shlomo Hamelech would not have
established the mitzvah of cruvin.  Furthermore,
claiming that an eruv negatively impacts the sanctity
of the Shabbos by encouraging unbecoming behavior

76 Igros Moshe, O.C. 1:186.
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and doesn’'t involve himself with matters of
halachah. Consequently, despite what the brochure
alleges, the  Gerrer Rebbe  refrained  from
commenting on this matter. The Gerrer Rebbe shlifa,
however, did question Hagaon Harav Benzion Y.
Wosner shlita about the Flatbush ecruv and was
pleased when Rav Wosner answered that it consists
of mechitzos.

Additionally, if a Brooklyn eruv is so severely
prohibited these activists should have returned with
letters of substance from these Gedolim in Eretz
Yisroel instead of merely statements that the Gedolim
supported their position? Can these statements be
accepted at face value when until now there have
been so many questionable kol koreis from the anti-
eruv group?” [Sadly enough, when they finally do
publish a letter of some substance, e.g. from Hagaon
Harav Dovid Feinstein shlifa, it is obvious from its
contents that Rav Dovid has been misinformed.®*
Another cxample is the letter from Hagaon Harav
Shmuel Aurbach shiita where we see that he was told
that laypeople had crected the eruv even though the
anti-eruv group themselves admitted that there were
rabbanim supporting the eruv.®] Furthcrmore, isn't it
unlikely that Gedolim in Eretz Yisrocl would oppose
eruvin in large cities when every city in Erefz Yisroel
has eruvin? In Eretz Yisroel, eruvin are maintained in
Yerushalayim and in the Gush Dan [Bnei Brak with
all the interconnected neighborhoods] even though
these regions have more than shishin ribu?™

In the interest of fairness, howcver, it would
have been appropriate for the anti-eruv delegation to
invite the Flatbush rabbanim who are supportive of
the cruv [or even Hagaon Harav Yechezkel Roth
shlita. who is asked many shailos by Flatbush
residents| to join them to ensure that both sides
would be equally represented when they consulted
with the Gedolei Eretz Yisroel.

67 See Appendices 2-4.

68 See page 7 of this kuntres.

69 'The anti-eruo brochure, English section, page 3 and
Hebrew section, page 10; see also page 8 of this kuntres.

70 See page 4 of this kuntres.
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But didn’t Hagaon Harav Berish Schapiro

shlita the Naroler Rav retract his support of
the Flatbush ernv in a letter published in the anti-
eruv brochure?”

The Naroler Rav was pressured to issue a

letter, which was left unsigned. This letter now
boasts a signature that is identical to the signature on
a letter printed in the The Community Eruv 2 where
the Naroler Rav wrote that Hagaon Harav Shmuel
Wosner shlita never said a word against his son’s
hechsher on the Flatbush eryo. This original letter was
addressed to the Muszay Rav shlita and the Naroler
Rav’s signature included the familial title of cousin
[shaar bsari| and the time of year, shana tovah 1" msuka
[5765). This grecting was lifted from the original
letter printed in the The Comumunity Eruv and
incongruously reprinted along with the signature on
his letter in the anti-ertv brochure [lyar 5765].7
Tampering with signatures and other acts of
deception have unfortunately been associated with
the anti-eruv campaign in the past — such as the
forged signature of Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein
zt" on the 1981 Boro Park kol korei and the purported
signaturc of Hagaon Harav Eliyahu Henkin zt"I on
the 1979 Flatbush kol korei.™

Moreover, the Naroler Rav’s letter printed in
the anti-cruv brochure does not contradict his
original letter in the The Community Eruv,’> where he
explained that Hagaon Harav Shmuel Wosner shlita
never said a word against his son’s heclisher on the
Flatbush cruv. Apparently the Naroler Rav told the
anti-eruv activists that he couldn’t contradict his first
letter since it’s the straightforward truth.

Since The Community Eruv kuntres is

intended for the layman isn’t it usurping the
power of the local rabbanim? Shouldn’t hilchos
eruvin only be discussed by rabbanim?

71 Page 8.

72 Page 20 of the Hebrew section.
73 See Appendix 4.

74 See Appendices 2 and 3.

75 Page 20 of the Hebrew section.
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presumptuous.  [Hagaon Harav Yechezkel Roth
shlita. who has given shinush to many Flatbush
rabbanim is a supporter of the Flatbush erup.&
Additionally, since Flatbush residents ask Rav Roth
many shailos, his p'sak should be respected in the
community.]

3) Just as it is the responsibility of each
individual rav to insure that there be a kosher mikveh
in his community, it is incumbent on each rav to erect
an cruv as well #* In light of this, even if only one rav
would want to erect an eruv, he has a right and a
responsibility to erect one.

In response to those who argue that only the
rabbanim who live in Flatbush have a right to express
an opinion regarding an eruv in Flatbush, the
question arises: Why then did the very same
rabbanim have no qualms when they signed a
proclamation forbidding an eruv in Boro Park; they
obviously don't live in Boro Park? Evidently these
rabbonint must feel that there are no geographical
limitations for a posck and every rav in New York has
a right to express his opinion on the matter.

But isn't it stated in the anti-eruv brochure ©

currently circulating Flatbush that, “there
were a number of meetings between Rabbonim
including some who were supportive and some
who were opposed to the notion [of a Flatbush
eruv],” and there was even an, “exchange of letters
between the Rabbonim,” and it was agreed upon
that an eruv should not be established?

Ever since The Community Eruv  kuntres

published letters from rabbanim supporting the
eruv,® the editors of this anti-eruv brochure were left
in a quandary, as their official line had always been
that no local rabbanim support the erirv. The mention
of meetings makes it seem as if both sides agreed not
to establish an cruv. In truth, there unfortunately
never was a meeting, and there never was any
exchange of letters. If there had actually been an

60 See his letter of support in The Conmunity Eruv, page 17 of
the Hebrew section.

61 Teshuoos V'Hanhagos, 1:844; see also Chasam Sofer, O.C. 99.

62 English section, page 3 and Hebrew section, page 10.

63 Pages 3-22 of the Hebrew section.
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exchange of letters wouldn't they be extant? Why
haven’t any of these letters been published?

While there was no meeting between the two
sides, there appears to have been a unilateral
decision, without any halachic debate whatsoever,
by the rabbanim who were against the eruv not to
allow the eruv to be established, even if it were
erected with a first-rate hechsher. This was in stark
contrast to their position before the eruv was
established when it was understood that if the
rabbanim who supported the eruv were to find a Baal
Machsher the other rabbanim would not object to the
eruv as long as there was a reliable hechsher .o
However, after Hagaon Harav Benzion Y. Wosner
shlita agreed to become the Baal Machsher, the
resistance became vocal and fierce. Apparently
they had not believed a rav would be able to
withstand the pressure from the anti-eruw camp and
agree to give a hechsher.

Isn’t it stated in the anti-eruv brochure % that

some Gedolei Eretz Yisroel such as the Gerrer
Rebbe shlita and Hagaon Harav Shmuel Wosner
shlita endorsed the position of the anti-eruv
signatories?

In The Community Eruv ‘¢ there is a letter from

Hagaon Harav Berish Schapiro shilta, the
Naroler Rav, in which he recounts discussing with
Hagaon Harav Shmuel Wosner shlita the supposed
claim that he had aligned himself with these
emissaries from Brooklyn against his son Hagaon
Harav Benzion Y. Wosner shlita, the Baal Machsher of
the Flatbush eruv. Rav Wosner senior asserted that
chas v'shalom he would never say anything against
his son who is a huge talmid chachom and that the
Naroler Rav could publicize this fact. This is
contrary to what the anti-eruo brochure reported and
thus calls into question the veracity of the responses
of any of the other Gedolei Eretz Yisroel to these
activists.  Additionally, it is well known that the
Gerrer Rebbe refers all halachic issues to the poskim

64 See the letter of supervision for the Flatbush eruv from Rav
Wosner siilita on page 13 of this kuntres.

65 Lnglish section, page 4 and Hebrew section, page 9.

66 Page 20 of the Hebrew section.
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evaluate if it's a reshus harabbim. Furthermore, the
latest census figures indicate that the population of

the entire Brooklyn is less than 2.5 million %]

It’s important to note, Rav Dovid in his letter
is taking issue with only one of the three
independent reasons to allow an cruv in Brooklyn
according to his father zt"/.5

But aren’t there some other halachic reasons,
besides for reshus harabim, not to allow an
eriv in Flatbush.

A According to Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein

zt"l there is no other halachic reason [such as
sechiras reshus 5] not to allow an eruv. All these other
claims are just proof that the anti-eruv forces are
selectively choosing from unrelated shitos yachidos
with an objective to asser eruvin even without valid
reasons. Many pcople do not know much about
hilchos cruvin, and they unfortunately approach the
subject with a closed mind. Thus when a permissible
cruv is constructed, they are quick to issue a blanket
statement and declare that Rav Moshe would not
have approved of the eruw in any form. In truth, Rav
Moshe maintained otherwise, and he is often
misquoted or misinterpreted in an attempt to
validate misconceptions about eruvin. |[For example,
some have claimed in the name of Rav Moshe that
pirtzos esser is me’d’Oraysa 5 Some go to such lengths
to prohibit eruyvin that they state things in Rav
Moshe’s name that were never mentioned in any
teshuvali. For example, in a speech given a while ago
about the eruv in Flatbush, there was a claim made
that the reason Rav Moshce allowed an cruv in Kew
Gardens Hills, Queens was that the area is encircled
with miechitzos. This is a fabrication, as Rav Moshe
never refers to mechitzos in any feshuvah concerning
Kew Gardens Hills.> Nor does anyone else mention

52 Census 2000 Swunmary File 1.

53 See The Connnunity Eruv, section two; see also page 5 of
this kuntres.

54 See The Conununity Eruv, page 12.

55 See The Conmunity Eruv, page 42; see also page 6 of this
kuntres.

56 Igros Moshe, O.C. 4:86 and Addendum to O.C. 4:89.
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mechifzos regarding Kew Gardens Hills.” More so,
since Brooklyn is encircled with mechitzos as well,
why should it be any different than Kew Gardens
Hills? If Brooklyn would require dalsos at it’s pirtzos,
Kew Gardens Hills would require dalsos as well ®
See The Community Eruv, page 37 for Rav Moshe's
real reason to allow an eruv in Kew Garden Hills.]
Shouldn’t hilchos eruvin and Rav Moshe’s teshuvos be
studied before an opinion is rendered? Shouldn't the
goal be to seek the truth instead of collecting all sorts
of objections from disparate sources? Why must the
objective always be to forbid cruvin?

If local Flatbush rabbanim are against the
eruv, why should we erect an eruv?

1) Many local rabbanim want an eruv. At a

mecting called by a group of local prominent
rabbanim in the Flatbush Bais HaMedrash of the
Muszay Rav shiita [one of the most senior rabbanim
of Flatbush] on March 20, 2004, it was resolved to
establish an eruw and to bring in a world-renowned
expert in hilchos eruvin, Hagaon Harav Benzion Y.
Wozner shlita to oversee the kashrus of the eruv. The
fact is countless rabbanim who are in favor of the
eruwv are fearful to say so publicly because they have
been intimidated by individuals who are against
erecting an cruv. [We know of some instances
where individual congregants have threatened not
to daven in their rav’s shul or to support their rav if
he were to sign a proclamation in support of an
eryv. This interference in a rav’s right to pasken as
he sees fit is unprecedented.]

2) There is no such halachah that a local rae
can claim exclusive authority over a neighborhood
when there are other rabbanim in the neighborhood.
Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt"[ states that one
can follow the minhag of his ancestors and there is
no such halachah of bais din kvua or rav ha'ir today.”
To claim that certain rabbanim have the absolute
right to decide the minhag of Flatbush, when there
are many other poskim who disagree with them, is

57 See Minchas Chein, siman 24 and Minchas Asher, 1:51-32,
2:56-57, 2:59.

58 Igros Moshe, O.C. 1:139:3.

59 Ibid., 1:158-159 4.:33.
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did not consider it a slight to his kavod if others
disagreed with him.** Rav Moshe was once asked 12
if it was disrespectful to disagree with the shitos of
the Chazon Ish, the Moreh D Asra, in his hometown
Brak. Rav  Moshe stated that it's
unquestionably allowed, and he added that it was
even a kavod for him [the Chazon Ish] when one
By extension, Rav
Moshe would definitely permit and consider it a
kavod for us to debate his piskei halachah in his name.®

Bnci

debated Torah in his name.

But what about the brochure circulating

Flatbush containing a letter from Hagaon
Harav Dovid Feinstein shlita % stating that his
father Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein z¢”! did not
allow an eruv to be erected in Flatbush?

A careful reading of Rav Dovid’s words in the

original Hebrew # [since the loose English
translation could be misleading| shows that he is in
fact referring to his father’s position on the 1979 ernv
and not his father z¢"I's theoretical position on the
current ervv. Rav Moshe based his p'sak regarding
the 1979 Flatbush eruv on information that had been
related to him at the time. Since the facts on the
ground have been otherwise confirmed — such as
the fact that the population of Boro Park and
Flatbush is less than shishim riby and the verified
presence of mechitzos encompassing Brooklyn — one
can only extrapolate from Rav Moshe’s teshuvos how
he would paskin regarding an eruv today. In light of
the current situation, Hagaon Harav Tuvia Goldstein
zt"l Rosh Yeshiva of Emek Halacha and a
Talmid/Chaver of Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt”/,
has said on numerous occasions that Rav Moshe
himself would allow an eryv.t

Rav Dovid shlita in his letter was taking issue
with what he had been told, that some had claimed
that his father zt”l would have allowed an eruv in
1979. 1In truth no one has ever claimed that Rav

41 Igros Moshe, O.C. 1:109.

42 Tbid., Yorch Deah 3:88.

43 See also the hakdamah to Igros Moshe vol. 1.

44 English section, page 6 and Hebrew section, page 7.
45 The anti-cruv brochure, Hebrew section, page 7.

46 Hebrew section, page 7 of this kuntres.
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Moshe would have allowed an cruv in 1979 since he
stated clearly that he was of the opinion that an erv
should not be erected then# Additionally, those who
have read The Conununity Evuv kuntres know that
what was actually stated was that if Rav Moshe
would know the facts as they are today, he would
allow an eruv to be established. This conclusion is
based on Rav Moshe’s rationale why he prohibited
the Flatbush eruv in 1979 [see page 34 of the The
Conumunity Eruv kuntres where we state, “Rav Moshe's
personal approach to eruvin prohibited an eruv in Boro
Park and Flatbush, because it was based on
information that was provided to him at the time”].
Nowhere is it stated in the kuntres that Rav Moshe
personally allowed an eruw in Flatbush in 1979.

As explained in The Community Eruv kuntres
Rav Moshe concurred that if Brooklyn’s population
is less than 3,000,000 it's only prohibited to establish
an eruv there because of a personal gezeirah and not
because it is a d'Oraysa® [It's important to note, Rav
Dovid maintained that his father zt“! would allow an
eruv if the population of a city is less than 3,000,000;%
therefore, according to Rav Dovid the issue in
Flatbush is definitely no longer a matter of a
d'Oraysa.] Consequently, when Rav Dovid stated in
his letter that he heard from his father zt”! that since,
“there are over 2.5 million people living in Flatbush
and its environs ... it is impossible to build this
Eruv,” Rav Dovid must be alluding to his father
zt"l's gezeirah and not that his father maintained that
the matter is a d'Oraysa. [Additionally, it's not clear
what Rav Dovid intended with this statement that
“there are over 2.5 million people living in Flatbush
and its environs.” According to his father zt"/, the
boundaries of a city aren’t measured as one unit but
rather in blocks of twelve nil by twelve mil. - Since
Brooklyn encompasses an area of a little more than
twelve mil by twelve mil,® the entire population of
Brooklyn would not be included in the calculation to

47 Igros Moshe, O.C. 4:87-88, 5:28-29.

48 Pages 34-5.

49 Igras Moshe, O.C. 5:29; see also 4:88.
50 West Rogers Park Eruv, 1993 page 23.
51 Igros Moshe, O.C. 4:87-88.
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population of less than sfushim ribu an cruv could be
established just as Rav Moshe allowed an eruv in Kew
Gardens Hills, Queens] when, in fact, the Boro Park
eruv encompasses a population of under 100,000
residents, and in Flatbush, the ervv includes a
population of less than 200,000 people.?
Additionally, Rav Moshe wrote that he was not
certain if Brooklyn had mechitzos 3 |if in fact Brooklyn
did have mechitzos, it would not be considered a reshus
harabim d'Oraysa ). It has now been established that
Brooklyn is bounded by man-made mechitzos on threc
sides, hence an cruv can be erected in Brooklyn even
according to Rav Moshe’s shita.®

It is important to note, Hagaon Harav Tuvia
Goldstein zf”! Rosh Yeshiva of Emek Halacha and a
Talmid/Chaver of Flagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein zt "],
said on numerous occasions that even after the 1979
kol korei against the Flatbush eruv was printed, he
spoke with Rav Moshe who agreed that if the
rabbanim wanted to erect an eruv they could do as
they saw fit. [Moreover, he stated that cven Rav
Moshe himself would have allowed an ¢ryo in its
present construction. )

What about the claim that there are no
mechitzos surrounding Brooklyn?

That mechitzos  encompassing
Brooklyn is verifiable as they arc easily
accessible to the general public.

there are

nechitzos
following rabbanim:

These were evaluated by the

¢ Hagaon Harav Yechezkel Roth shiita sent
Members of his Bais Din.

¢ Hagaon Harav Shlomo Gross shlita, Belzer
Dayan of Boro Park.

¢ Hagaon Harav Tuvia Goldstein zt"l sent a
select group from his kollel Emek Halacha.

32 NYC Department of City Planning, Comumunity District
Profiles, 2002; see The Community Evuv, seclion two.

33 Igros Moshe, O.C. 5:28:5.
34 Ibid., 1:139:3.
35 See The Conmumity Eruv, section two and four.

36 Hebrew section, page 7 of this kuntres.
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All were in agreement that these mechitzos are
valid mechitzos, even according to Hagaon Harav
Moshe Feinstein zt 1.3

Some declare that the mechitzos have pirtzos
[gapsl, some of which are even ten amos wide,
and therefore the mechitzos are not sufficient.

These three groups of rabbanim who took the

time and effort to cvaluate every segment of
these mechifzos know about all these issues and
unequivocally declare that these mechiizos are
halachically valid. Their reasoning is that we paskin
that mrechitzos which are omed merubeh al haparutz
[that is, at least 50 percent of the length of each side
must actually consist of an unbroken wall] are
considered whole for halachic purposes, lo asu rabbim
u'mevatei mechitzta ¥ OQur mechitzos are more than 95
percent omed [closed] and are definitely halachically
valid. Additionally, even if there are a few pirtzos
that are ten amos wide, since most poskim including
Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein z#71 ¥ paskin that a
pirtzos csser is only a rabbinical proscription, they do
not invalidate the cchitzos®  This misplaced
concern regarding the kashrus of our mechitzos is
disingenuous. Most other eruvin in large cities don't
even have iechitzos, relying only on  tzuras
hapesachinm, and the few cities that do have mechitzos
[such as Toronto] have many more pirtzos than we
have. Perhaps the reason why these individuals are
questioning our mechitzos is because their objective is
to forbid eruvin. Shouldn’t the objective be to hear
the truth, even if it would allow an eruo?

But what about the kavod of Hagaon Harav
Moshe Feinstein’s zt”I?

The above-mentioned rabbanini took the time to
inspect the mechitzos only because they were
concerned about the kavod of Rav Moshe. After
examining the mechitzos, they were all in agreement
that with these mechitzos Rav Moshe would have
allowed an cruv in Brooklyn. Moreover, Rav Moshe

37 The Comnunity Evue, note 30.

38 Sec The Community Erue, page 13 for a list of poskim.
39 Igros Moshe, O.C. 2:89-90.

40 See The Community Evue, page 42 for a list of poskim.
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vehicle #].  Therefore, even Ocean Parkway, the
largest thoroughfare included in the parameters of
the eruv, would not pose a problem for the
establishment of an eruv of tzuras hapesachim. Some
claim that since Ocean Parkway merges with other
roadways, the collective traffic should be factored
into the total count. Consequently, since almost all
roads are connected at some point, they would then
all be considered as one roadway. Following this
illogical line of reasoning further, it would be
impossible to erect eruvin in any city because all
roadways would have, collectively, shishim ribu
traversing them.

More so, this issue is a moot point according to
most poskim since Ocean Parkway doesn’t continue
straight [mefulash  wmechuvanim] into these other
roadways and they are therefore not halachically
considered as onc. Furthermore, Hagaon Harav
Moshe Feinstein zt“! maintained that in order for any
section of an intercity road to be considered a reshus
harabbim, shishim ribu would have to traverse that
particular section of the road on a daily basis.?*
Accordingly, we would not include vehicles entering
the roadway at different points in the total count, as
they are each traveling along different segments of the
roadway. Since Ocean Parkway has much fewer than
shishim ribu traversing it at any point, there is no
question that Rav Moshe would not classify it as a
reshus harabbim. Additionally, the poskim maintain that
people traversing the road in both directions are only
counted traveling in one direction and so the total for
a roadway like Ocean Parkway is actually much less.?
Hence, we can conclude that Brooklyn does not have
a street that has shishim ribu traversing it.

[Even more so, most poskim maintain that cars
are not tallied in the shishim ribu.2¢ The reason is

23 NYSDOT, A Transportation Profile of NYS, 2004 page 4.

24 Jgros Moshe, O.C. 5:28:16.

25 Kuntres Tikkun Eruvin Manhattan, page 108; Kinyair Torah,
4:40:7, and Rechovas Ha'ir, 23:2.

26 Bais Ephraim, O.C. 26; Maharsham, 1:162; Yeshuos Malko,
siman 26-27; Harei B'samim, 5:73; Bais Av, 2:9:3; Mahari Sticf,
siman 68; Satmar Rav zt”l, as cited in Kuntres Meoz
U'Mekedem page 27; Divrei Yatziv, 2:172:13; V'yaan Yoscph,
1:155:1; Kuntres Tikkun Eruvin Manhattan, siman 12 page
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either because a vehicle in itself is considered a
reshus hayachid and therefore its occupants are not
part of the total or because we only include
pedestrians (holchei regel) who traverse the street in
the tally. Consequently, it is clear that there is no
street in Brooklyn that has shishim ribu traversing
it.] Moreover, since Brooklyn is encircled with
mechitzos, notwithstanding how many people
traverse Ocean Parkway, it's nonetheless classified
as a reshus hayachid.

Didn't Hagaon Harav Moshe Feinstein z#”l
categorically forbid the establishment of an
eruv in Brooklyn?

A Rav Moshe permitted an ¢ruv to be erected in
Kew Gardens Hills, Queens and in Detroit.? In
regards to Brooklyn, Rav Moshe acknowledged to
the rabbanim of Flatbush that as there were many
opinions on the topic of reshus harabim, he did not
want to join them in the matter; however, he did not
forbid them to construct an cruv.2 [Concerning Rav
Moshe’s signature on the kol korei of 1979 and 1981
which prohibit the Flatbush and Boro Park cruvin,
see Appendices 2 and 3 for evidence that both are
spurious documents and cannot be relied on.]

Moreover, Rav Moshe's reservations regarding
erecting an eruv in Boro Park and Flatbush was
based on misinformation provided to him at the
time, such as: Brooklyn’s population was more than
3,000,000 ¥ [the population required according to
Rav Moshe to classify the area as a reshus harabim of
shishim ribu] while in fact, according to census
figures, Brooklyn only has 2,465,326 residents.

Rav Moshe was incorrectly informed, as well,
that Boro Park and Flatbush each have a population of
more than shishim ribu ' |[if the eruv included a

105; Kinyan Torah, 4:40:6, and Rabbi Eliezer Y. Waldenberg
shiita, author of the Tzitz Eliczer, as cited in The
Contenmporary Eruv, 2002 page 54 note 119.

27 Igros Moshe, O.C. 4:86 and 5:29,

28 Jbid., 4:87; see also page 19 of this kuntres.

29 Ibid., 5:28:5, 5:29; sce also page 20 of this kuntres.
30 Census 2000 Sumumary File 1.

31 Igres Moshe, O.C. 5:28:5 and Addendum to O.C. 4:89; see
also page 20 of this kuntres.
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New York in 1905.® Even Hagaon Harav Moshe
Feinstein zt "I acknowledges that in the past cruvin

had been erected in citics with populations
exceeding shishint ribu.M
Bnei Brak [including it's interconnected

neighborhoods| and Yerushalayim, both of which
contain more than shishim ribu, are enclosed with
eruvin under the hashgacha of Hagaon Harav Landau
shlita and the Eidah Hachareidis. '

It is important to note that in 1938 the Acliezer,
Hagaon Harav Chaim Ozer Grodzinski zt"l, and the
Chazon Ish zt"l allowed the establishment of an eruv
in Paris ' [1936, population 2,829,746 '7] with exactly
the same conditions as in Brooklyn: three mcchitzos,
omed merubeh al ha'parutz.

We’ve never had eruvin in New York before,
why start now?

Most people are unaware that there was an

eruv established in New York City [Manhattan]
as far back as 1905 with the approval of some of the
greatest poskim of that generation. That there was
opposition — spearheaded by laypeople and not
rabbinical authorities — to the establishment of a
Flatbush eruv in 1979 does not preclude the erecting
of an eruv now. Moreover, even Hagaon Harav
Moshe Feinstein zt"l in one of his last feshuvos
regarding eruvin realized that today — where
halachically permissible — there is a great need for
eruvin.'®  The fact that most poeskim and, in our
opinion, even Rav Moshe would rule that a eruv is
halachically today makes the
establishment of an eruv an obligation. Additionally,
in Brooklyn there are numerous private eryvin, many of
which are not halachically correct, and a community
cruv would prevent inadvertent chilul Shabbos.

permissibly

13 Oznci Yehoshua, 1:18; Tivosh VaYitzhar, siman 73; Eruv
V'Holtzaah, and US Census 1900.

14 Iyros Moshe, O.C. 4:87; see The Community Eruv page 30;
see also page 19 of this kuntres.

15 Hagaon Harav Yisroel Yaakov Fisher z¢"l in Even Yisrocl,
8:36 and Kinyan Torah, 4:40.

16 Achiezer, 4:8.
17 Encyclopedia Britannica, 1968 vol. 17 page 355.
18 Igros Moshe, O.C. 5:29.
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Isn’t it true that halachically an eruv cannot be
erected in a large city such as Brooklyn?

No. According to the vast majority of poskim,
an eruv can be erected in Brooklyn since it's not
considered a reshus harabim d’Oraysa.\?

Most poskim maintain that Brooklyn is not

classified as a reshus harabbim because of the

following three reasons:

¢ The streets of our community do not run straight
from one end of the city to the other — thev are
not mefulash w'mechuvanim m’shaar U'shaar.

¢ None of the streets in our community,
including Ocean Parkway, are traversed daily
by 600,000 people — there is no shishim ribu
ovrim bo b'chol yom.

¢ As Brooklyn is circumscribed by more than
three mechitzos at its  waterfront, it is
fundamentally a reshus hayachid.

Even one of the above conditions would be
sutficient ground to permit an cruv of tzuras
hapesachim. Additionally, as there are many reasons
to allow an ¢ruv in Brooklyn, even a Baal Nefesh can
utilize the cruv with certainty.2’ Furthermore, since
Brooklyn is bounded on three sides by mechitzos,
any eruv in Brooklyn would be considered a
Rambam eruv?

Doesn’'t Ocean Parkway have more than
shishim ribu passing through it every day?

A No. The statistical records of the Department

of Transportation [DOT] show that Ocean
Parkway, one of Brooklyn’s main thoroughfares, has
fewer then 55,000 vehicles traversing it daily in both
directions ' [with an average of 1.5 occupants per

19 Divrei Malkicl, 4:3; Achiczer, 4:8; Minchas Elazar, 3:4; Clinzon
fsh, O.C. 74:10, 107:4-7; Rav Shlomo Dovid Kahane zt'1,
one of the main rabbanint of Warsaw before World War 11,
Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2, pages 42-43; Bais Av, 2:5:2;
Rav Yisroel Yaakov Fisher zt"I in Even Yisrocl, 8:36, and
Kinyan Torah, 4:40.

20 See The Conumunity Lruv, note 11.

21 See The Community Fruv, note 5.

22 See The Conununity Lruv, pages 67-8.
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Things You Have Always Wanted to Know About the Flatbush Eruv
(But Were Never Told)

Why do we need an eruv? Can't we observe
Shabbos properly without one?

The Chasant Sofer ' states that it is not possible

for an individual to ensure that all the members
of his household do not inadvertently carry on
Shabbos, and therefore, the construction of an eruv is
the obligation of every rav. In light of this Chasam
Sofer it follows that one cannot assert that there is no
need for an e¢ruv. Furthermore, an eruv helps
minimize chilul Shabbos by our Jewish brethren who
are unfortunately not religious and carry on Shabbos
without an eruv2 Additionally, an eruv helps to
increase our oneg Shabbos, e.g., families with young
children, the elderly, and the infirm are no longer
confined to their homes.? An eruv is invaluable on
Yom Tov, as well, as it allows us to carry items that
are not needed e.g. extra keys on a key chain*
Furthermore, it is a mifzoah to erect an cruv.> Hagaon
Harav Moshe Feinstein zt "/, when he recognized that
an cruv could be erected, saw a great need for it.6

—

Orach Chain 99.

Nefesht Chayah, sintan 25 and Bais Av, 2:1:25.
Perishal, O.C. 395:1.

Shulchan Aruch, O.C. 518:1.

Tur, and Shulchan Aruch, O.C. 366:13, 395:1; for proof that
it's a requirement for a city as well, see BeHag, Perek Hador
and Chasam Sofer, O.C. 99.

6 Igros Moshe, O.C. 1:139:5, 4:86, 5:29.
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Is there a precedent for constructing an eruv
in a large city?

Yes. The custom of erecting eruwvin has existed
for generations. Prior to WWII, most European
cities with Jewish populations such as Brisk, Lodz,
QOdessa, Paris, Radin, Vilna, and Warsaw all had
The minhag of our ancestors was to erect
Therefore, not to establish an eruv is a

eruvin.
eryvin.
departure from our minhag.

Almost all large cities, prior to WWII erected
cruvin when the civil authorities allowed them to.
The following large cities with populations of more
than 600,000 established eruvin: Warsaw, Lodz 7
[Warsaw, from at least the year 1900, had a
population of more than shishim ribu on one side of
the Wistula River which divided the city in two —
the larger side known as Warsaw and the
significantly smaller side known as Praga;® Lodz
had a population of more than shishim ribu since the
year 1931 9], Odessa,'® Manchester,'" St. Louis,? and

7 Mishmeres Sholom, 24:10.

8 Rocznik Statystyczny Warszawy 19211 1922, 1924 page 14.

Y Encyclopedia Judaica, 1996 vol. 11 page 426.

10 Divrei Malkicl, 3:14-18, 4:3; Tikkun Shabbos, and Tuv
Yehoshua.

11 Introduction Bais Av vol. 2 and Encyclopedia Britannica,
1911 vol. 17 page 547.

12 Tikvas Zechariah and Encyclopedia Britannica, 1911 vol. 24
page 24.



The Hundredth-Year Anniversary of the First Eruv in New York 1905-2005

A city eruv in New York, despite what some would like us to believe, is not a novel concept but
part of a longstanding tradition with roots in our European heritage.

The first record of a discussion regarding eruvin in New York City [Manhattan] was in 1901
when the rabbanim Hagaon Harav Tzvi Yechezkel Michelzon zt”l, one of the main rabbanim of
Warsaw, and Hagaon Harav Yosef Levenstein zt”l, Av Bais Din of Serotzk, agreed that halachically it
was permfssfb!c to establish an eruv there (Chavalim BaNe'imim, 3:17 and Tirosh VaYitzhar, siman 73).

In 1905, an eruv was established by Hagaon Harav Yehoshua Seigel zt”l, the Chief Rabbi of
Kehilas Yisroel and one of the most noteworthy poskim of that era living in New York (Otzar Zichronasi,
pages 118, 352). At the time, Rav Seigel published a kuntres, Eruv V'Hotzaah, in which he established
the halachic underpinning for an eruv in New York, guidelines that are still pertinent today.
Members of the Polish and Galician communities in New York asked their rabbanim in Europe if it
was permissible to utilize this eruv. These Gedolei HaPoskim the Brezaner Rav (Maharsham, 9:18),
Stanislaver Rav (Harei B'samim, 5:73), Hagaon Harav Moshe Meisels zt”l, Av Bais Din Premishler (Eruo
V'Hotzaah), and Hagaon Harav Moshe Nachum Yerushlimsky zt”l, Av Bais Din Kieltz (Eruv V'Hotzaah)
answered with a resounding yes. Rav Seigel’s eruv only encompassed the Lower East Side, utilizing
the natural riverbanks [mechitzos hayam] of Manhattan on three sides and on the fourth side, the
Third Avenue El as a tzuras hapesach.

As the Jewish community migrated out of the Lower East Side, there was a growing need to
enlarge the Manhattan eruv to encompass the whole Manhattan. In 1949, the Amshinover Rebbe urged
Hagaon Harav Tzvi Eisenstadt zt”l to establish an eruv that included the whole Manhattan. Rav
Eisenstadt spent days investigating the Manhattan waterfront and concluded that it was bounded by
man-made walls [mechitzos b"y'dai adam] and an eruv could be established (Minchas Tzvi, siman 4). There
were many meetings and teshuvas written concerning this eruv, the culmination being that most
rabbanim allowed an eruv in Manhattan. Along with Rav Eisenstadt, and the Amshinover Rebbe, the
list included the Kapishnitzer Rebbe, Boyaner Rebbe, Novominsker Rebbe, Radziner Rebbe, Hagaon
Harav Michoel Dov Weissmandel, Hagaon Harav Yonasan Steif, Hagaon Harav Tzvi Pesach Frank,
Hagaon Harav Menachem Kasher, and the Shalzer Rebbe, zt"l. By 1960, even Hagaon Harav Eliyahu
Henkin zt“l had signed onto the committee to establish an eruv (Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2, p. 10; see also Kisvei
Hagriah Henkin, p. 33 and Hebrew section, page 6 of this kuntres, where he urges the rabbanim of the Bronx and Brooklyn to erect

eruvin). In Tyar of 1962, an eruv was finally established under the supervision of the Shatzer Rebbe zt”1.

For more information and rabbinical approbations please visit www.flatbusheruv.org
The Flatbush eruv hotline is 718-339-5904

For a copy of The Community Eruv kuntres or a copy of a kuntres supporting the heter of sechiras reshus
please send $4 each to: Vaad L'Tikkun Eruvin of Greater Flatbush, 1080 McDonald Avenue Unit 226,
Brooklyn, NY 11230

For additional information regarding eruvin please see www.eruvonline.blogspot.com
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