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CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN 

CHAPTER 7 TRANSPORT 

Council’s revised stage two proposals 

Please find included notes, position taken and commentary for mediation 

meeting on 11th. September 2015 on the consideration that the Market in 

London Street Lyttelton be a permitted activity as well as reference to 

matters pertaining to transport in general within the Lyttelton commercial 

zone 

 

Submitter: Alison Ross, 63 Jacksons Road Lyttelton 8082, ph.: 328-8350 

 Submitter Identifier Number 1052 

_______________________________________________________________ 

 

Note to the moderator/commissioner: 

I had intended to attend the mediation meeting in person but a short notice 
medical consultation for pre-operation eye assessment which potentially will 
include pupil dilation test precludes my attendance. 

I ask that my mediation notes below be tabled and be available to any other 
submitters should they request them. 

 

Evidence 

My position relating to confirming the market as a permitted activity remains 

the same as my original stage one submission. Activities, including the market 

in the streets bounding the declared commercial and transport zones should 

be discretionary activities.  
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It seemed a strange anomaly at the time of Stage one of the Plan draft release 

that the market in London Street be acknowledged as a permitted activity 

while all other such temporary activities in the surrounding streets were to be 

discretionary. 

I considered there may be something in the original agreement with the CCC 

that the market had been granted such a status but a request for any 

information about any original agreement for the exclusive use of London 

Street every Saturday from CCC officers and the Lyttelton Service Centre 

proved fruitless. 

It appears no formal written agreement was signed off by Council to a request 

from the market organisers for use of London Street following the closing off of 

access to the school site in Oxford Street consequent to earthquake damage in 

February 2011. Nor does an agreement appear to have been signed off 

following consideration by the Lyttelton/Mt Herbert Community Board at that 

time. I can find no sign-off of a fire evacuation or safety plan let alone a traffic 

management plan for the market, which would be compulsory requirements 

for permitted activity status, temporary or renewable. 

I acknowledge the use of temporary CERA earthquake regulations may have be 

used by a CCC staff member to grant temporary status to the market, and to 

be fair such regulations relating to such activities as markets post-earthquakes 

could have taken second place to an enthusiastic desire for material progress 

towards some small normalisation of day-to-day activities in a time of 

substantial chaos. I also acknowledge there is a sunset clause for post-quake 

non-consented activities such as the market which is from memory 31st. March 

2017. (It may be 2016). 
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However it is my considered opinion the lobbying by organisers of the market 

are lobbying to designate the market as  permanently “permitted” is an 

abrogation of standard operating procedures relating to the status – 

permitted, discretionary, non-complying etc.  –which the Chapter 7 revised 

proposal is attempting to finalise. 

Doubtless the market organisers see an advantage and opportunity to secure 

the market’s status PRIOR to any formal consent hearing for continued use of 

London street post 31st. March 2017, thus giving the status claim a smoother 

passage at the time of a properly convened consent hearing in the future. Nor 

do I doubt the market organisers are attempting by some sleight-of-hand to 

make the market into some sort of heritage operation which has a firm place in 

the hearts of the local community. 

I note that, as a party in the lengthy Environment Court hearing on Hagley 

Oval, justification in part related to a permitted existing use of the cricket 

ground, which the market organisers may employ to support their case for 

permitted use status. Hagley Oval had permitted use for over 100 years and 

had heritage status. No such argument can be used to support an unconsented 

or temporarily consented activity such as the Lyttelton market. 

Although my comments are primarily about the status of the Lyttelton market 

and consideration of its proposed status I believe it necessary to put its status 

in the context of already settled and final transport objectives and policies to 

show the extent the present market is non-complying.  

The present operation (of the market in its London Street site) does not 

comply with Chapter 7.1.1. a: iii and iv. Because there is no traffic plan and 

because over 50% of market visitors (figures from Lincoln University survey) 
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are from central Christchurch it does not support…iii: “safe and healthy 

liveable communities” in that it prevents local residents from accessing the 

business area of Lyttelton every Saturday (because of lack of access to the 

town centre and parking problems caused by visitors from Christchurch) and 

iv: “that reduces the dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the 

use of public and active transport”. Rather it actively encourages the use of 

private vehicles to the extent there is a total traffic jam of vehicles from 

Christchurch which take up all and every available car park in the Port for up to 

four hours. 

Nor does the present market operation comply with 7.1.1.2 f: iii: “mitigate 

other transport effects, such as effects on communities and the amenity of the 

surrounding environment” because of lack of access to central areas of 

Lyttelton by local residents and  g: “provide for the transport needs of people 

whose mobility is restricted” as it is impossible to access such shops as the 

supermarket or chemist any Saturday by car because the roads are both full 

and the shopping area is closed off for cars. 

Further I believe the use of the site (London Street) is a non-complying activity 

because of 7.2.2.4 NC2 power grid restrictions and therefore should be 

designated “restricted discretionary”. However this would require further work 

to confirm this. 

Finally I wish to comment on the issue of the use of the name “Lyttelton 

Farmers’ Market” itself. It is a convenient fiction for the market organisers that 

that title continues to get aired. I have challenged them on the use of that title 

many times. No doubt they use it because of the sympathetic cachet it 

engenders, but the market operation has no connection with such markets 

throughout NZ either in their manner of operation or their ethical base.  
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The rules, which are available through internet search include the prohibition 

of middle man selling in that the producer must be present and selling the 

goods they produce; they must be within 30km of the market and there is a 

total proscription of stalls linked to commercial operators. Such operations 

take place at the Lyttelton market.  Farmers’ Market Associations of NZ 

prescription demand that the Lyttelton market desist from the use of the term 

“Farmers’ Market” as it degrades the good name of the concept. I request any 

mediation should not refer to the term “Farmers’ Market”. 

Perhaps “community market” could replace the “Farmers Market” title but as 

the general ethos of community markets is “by and for the local community” 

the present operation would not pass muster as by its own admission more 

than half the market visitors come from Christchurch. 

However my greatest concern and criticism is the size of the operation. It is no 

more and no less than a commercial market operation similar to the Riccarton 

Market and to the famous Cook Street Market in Auckland. The difference is 

that both those examples operate on private land and/or in private premises. 

The size of the Lyttelton operation is confirmed in figures from the end of its 

financial year 31st. March 2014. Further its own figures confirm it caters more 

for day visitors rather than local residents. 

Conclusion: I am not against community use of road reserve for special 

functions and indeed three events are run very successfully annually – the 

Festival of Lights, The Summer Festival and the Downhill Racing cycle event. 

However a commercial operation which has on-going exclusive use of 

Lyttelton’s commercial centre even in its present temporary legislative status is 

too much a private benefit to the detriment of public benefit such as I have 

referred to above. A dynamic local community such as is Lyttelton must not be 
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swamped by an activity every Saturday which prevents the normal social 

interactions within the local community. Spatially Lyttelton is too small to have 

such an activity designated as “permitted”. At the very least it should be 

designated “discretionary” with a strict limit on the number of days for use and 

should not supply the requirements of visitors over the needs of the local 

community. I believe the strict conditions imposed on Cricket Canterbury 

relating to its use of Hagley Oval – the availability of parking at events, noise 

control, the ability of local resident s to go about their normal business – 

should be a template for any market operating in Lyttelton. 

Alison Ross 


