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Ms. Lucy Turnbull  

Chairperson  

Greater Sydney Commission  

Draft Western Sydney District Plan  

PO Box 257,  

PAARAMATTA, NSW 2124 

Email: 

engagement@gsc.nsw.gov.au  

  

Dear Ms. Turnbull,  

Re: Draft Greater Sydney Region Plan and Draft Western City District Plan – Limited 

Design Led/Place Based “Lifestyle and Rural Residential Housing” Opportunities in the 

Cobbitty Basin.  

I refer to the subject Draft Plans and initially complement the Commission on the broad vision 

underpinning the Draft Plans and the aspirational nature of the same.  

As the envisaged “Parkland City” it is fundamental that there will continue to be a “wide variety 

of housing” close to jobs and support community and physical infrastructure, which sensitively 

harmonises with a sustainable biologically diverse and scenic natural environment and does 

not imperil genuinely productive agricultural lands and/or lands with such capacity. 

This submission seeks to focus upon the concept of “Lifestyle and Rural Residential Housing” 

in the context of the Camden Local Government Area (CLGA) and in particular the Cobbitty 

Basin and the opportunity to have a place based/design led approach to such housing form, 

whilst exploring this aspect of housing diversity in the CLGA. In doing so there are also broader 

implications for the Macarthur Region and potentially the District.  

A Focus on “Lifestyle Housing” and “Rural Residential Housing” 

General 

“Housing choice” is identified in the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan (Objective 11) and draft 

Western City District Plan (Planning Priority W5) as a key housing objective in moving 

forward and is fundamental to an evolving City of the scale envisaged in both draft plans. 

In the context of “housing choice” (or diversity) there exists a clear pre-occupation with a 

diversity (and hence choice) of dwelling types/housing forms in urban areas and affordable 

housing products in particular. 

“Lifestyle” and “Executive Housing” on 1,500m2, 2,000m2 and 4,000m2 allotments and in the 

form of “rural residential housing” on 0.5 ha to 2.0 ha allotments, in integrated landscape 

settings, appears not to have a profile in the “housing choice”/” diversity” discourse. Yet in 

    

  



 

carefully designed/controlled, place focused pockets, that does not imperil the Cobbitty Hills 

landscape nor the Nepean River and Cobbitty Creek floodplains, this housing form offers 

significant potential to contribute in part to the non-homogeneity of the housing landscape.1 

This “housing choice” focus is also seen to be interwoven with an overarching approach to 

managing urban growth and “protection and enhancement of scenic and cultural landscapes” 

(Objective 28) and (Planning Priority W16) and “better managing rural areas” (Objective 29) 

and (Planning Priority W17). 

There can be little argument that protection of the scenic and cultural landscapes of Western 

Sydney should be a central focus of the Draft Plans. Equally the management of the limited 

productive rural areas, which align with such landscapes should, where of a 

“broadacre”/extensive nature2, be a key objective. 

The Camden Local Government Area (CLGA) Context 

The scenic and cultural landscapes and rural areas that comprise the CLGA are importantly not 

homogenous in nature. There are clearly pockets of land in the Cobbitty and Cawdor basins 

that are less sensitive visually/culturally and do not constitute prime agricultural lands and 

subject to a design led, place based approach offer prospects of very low density residential 

and/or rural residential offers that potentially fill a significant emerging housing market void. 

It is important to stress that this highly desirable residential product (“lifestyle” opportunity), 

as alluded to above is all but exhausted in the traditional supply localities of Grasmere, Ellis 

Lane, Kirkham and Cobbitty (Refer to Attachment “A” for examples of this form of housing). 

It is also noted that the pursuit of such forms of residential development, in limited 

circumstances and with “careful planning… can provide the necessary incentive to enable 

greater investment in the management of bushland, waterways and scenic landscapes, using 

effective buffers around rural industries”.3 

Enclosed at Attachment “B” are copies of previous submissions in respect of limited “Lifestyle 

Housing and Rural Residential Housing” in the Cobbitty Basin, furnished to Camden Council 

in respect of various planning strategies over the past 12 months, including; in particular: 

• Submission to Camden Council Draft Community Strategic Plan (2017) and Draft Delivery 

Program (2017/2018) (10 June, 2017) 

• Submission to Draft Camden Rural Lands Strategy (4 July, 2017) 

Your attention is also drawn to my submission of 30 March, 2017 to the draft South West 

District Plan. In this latter regard it is to be noted that I am open to dialogue in respect of  less 

expansive and intensive scheme that further respect the principles enunciated in the new draft 

plan/s and would underpin a design led, place based approach.  

                                                
1  A landscape currently “sterilised” as a complete unit by the general preoccupation of the draft Plans 

 and some planning authorities that no housing opportunities should occur outside the designated growth centres 

and/or designated investigation areas. 
2 It is noted that many “controlled environment” (shed focussed) agricultural pursuits conflict with the concept of 

premium scenic and cultural landscapes. 
3 Draft Western City District Plan (Planning Priority W15) 



 

Conclusion  

The Draft Western City District Plan (and the companion draft Greater Sydney Region Plan) 

are a timely and visionary introduction to a metropolitan planning system generally struggling 

with Sydney’s growth. Their focus on evidence based, community inspired visioning is to be 

applauded, as to is the acknowledgement and emphasis on balancing tensions and adopting a 

design led and strategic approach to urban development, including the potential evolution of 

the character filled Villages/landscapes of the Metropolitan Rural Area, documented in the 

draft District Plan.  

I look forward to your earnest consideration and relevant action in respect of this submission 

and reviewing the Draft Plans to more fully address the full spectrum of housing 

diversity/choice. Specifically, you are encouraged to focus upon housing diversity as 

enunciated in this submission and the role of the Cobbitty basin in particular in the limited 

sensitive delivery of desirable “lifestyle”/” Rural-residential housing”. 

Should you require clarification of any aspect of the submission please do not hesitate to  

contact me.  

Yours Sincerely,  

  
Graham G Pascoe JP  

MPIA, CPP, FIAG  

15 December, 2017 

 

     



 

ATTACHMENT “A”  

EXAMPLES OF LOW DENSITY AND RURAL RESIDENTIAL 

DEVELOPMENT IN THE CAMDEN LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA 

  

  



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

  

 



 

  

   



 

ATTACHMENT “B”  

RECENT SUBMISSIONS TO CAMDEN COUNCIL 

- Draft Community Strategic Plan (2017) and Draft Delivery Program (2017/2018) (10 

June, 2017) 

- Draft Camden Rural Lands Strategy (4 July, 2017) 

 

  



 

 

  

  

The General Manager  

Camden Council  

PO BOX 183  

CAMDEN, NSW 2570   

 

Dear Sir,  

Re: draft Community Strategic Plan (2017) and draft Delivery Program (2017/2018).  

 

I refer to the draft Community Strategic Plan (CSP) and related draft Delivery Program (DP), 

including a relevant outcomes focused budget and initially complement Council on its general 

responsiveness to community demands and general strategic leadership, championed as a 

result, in large part, of its review of Camden 2040.  

Notwithstanding the underpinning community inspiration of the draft CSP as inferred by its 

title and legislative context, Council is also charged with a duty of custodianship for the future 

community.  

The draft DP at Item 3 in focusing on Challenges identifies a number of housing attributes that 

“Council will be working toward”. A key attribute of housing in such context is that of “housing 

diversity”. The concept of housing diversity is also clearly championed in the Metropolitan 

Strategy and the draft South West District Plan. (SWDP)  

The draft CSP and draft DP are stunningly silent in addressing housing objectives (including 

housing diversity) beyond the generic context of Managing Urban Growth and Protecting Rural 

Lands.  

The Council and NSW Government commitment to the South West Growth Centre (SWGC) 

is well understood, particularly in the context of Managing Urban Growth, characterised by 

well-coordinated urban development which leverages off investment in infrastructure. This 

indeed is a clear “given”.  

The SWGC focused development despite providing a variety of housing products is doing so 

in a largely homogenous nature. “Lifestyle” and “Executive Housing” opportunities are rarely 

being catered for and certainly not in any meaningful manner. Whilst beyond the SWGC such 

housing opportunities at Grasmere, Ellis Lane, Kirkham and Cobbitty have largely been 

exhausted.  

  

 

In such context Council is also clearly signaling in its draft Rural Lands Strategy and the draft 

CSP and draft DP that all rural lands should essentially be preserved.  

The same message is also being communicated in part in the Metropolitan Rural Area 

designation in the draft SWDP. Although the draft District Plan (at Sustainability Priority 8) 

  



 

does refer to limited housing opportunities in such area, as an expansion of rural towns and 

villages based upon a Design Led approach.  

Beyond the highly fertile Nepean River floodplain and the floodplains of the Nepean’s 

tributaries the majority of the “rural lands” have modest inherent productive capacity, in the 

absence of major capital investment and intensification of agricultural activities; the practice 

of which is largely characterised by landuse incompatibility. Many of these designated “rural 

lands” of modest productivity should more accurately be defined as “Non-Urban Lands”, rather 

than “rural lands”.  

A limited number of these “Non-Urban Lands” are of a nature and so positioned (Cobbitty in 

particular) that they should be investigated for “Lifestyle” housing opportunities if we are all 

to be true to the concept of “housing diversity”.  

The draft CSP and draft DP (and related Principal Activities) should be amended in accordance 

with the thoughts at Attachment “1” and where appropriate expressly reference housing 

objectives inclusive of “housing diversity” on limited Non-Urban Lands, as future actions.    

  

I have also enclosed a copy of my submission in respect of the draft South West District Plan, 

which reflects in more detail the philosophy of providing for housing diversity (particularly 

larger “lifestyle housing” modules in appropriate settings and form).  

  

I look forward to Council’s earnest consideration of amplifying its Managing Urban Growth 

Objective and related strategies and delivery mechanisms and remain readily available to 

expand upon this submission.  

  

  

Yours Sincerely,  

  

Graham G Pascoe JP  

MPIA, CPP.FIAG  

10 June, 2017  

  

  

  

  

  

   



 

ATTACMENT “1”  
  

The objectives of Managing the Areas Growth are considered to be too narrow.  

The focus upon effectiveness and administration in respect of Urban Development (1.1) and 

Rural Land (1.2) respectively, are considered to be limiting concepts.  

 

Equally, the performance measures are narrow, generally quantitative in nature and not 

focused on the true growth management objective of creating sustainable, quality new 

places, as highlighted in the focus on Challenges in Item 3 of the Delivery Plan.  

 

The Strategies and Principal Activities detailed in Managing the Areas Growth are noted to 

commence to change the preceding narrow focus. These Strategies and Principal Activities 

must be further embellished in their delivery by outlining actions that create new sustainable 

places that focus on housing delivery including , density, diversity and affordability, with 

requisite support infrastructure, whilst balancing protection of important elements of rural 

and heritage character and environmental impact.  

  



 

  



 

 

  

The General Manager  

Camden Council  

PO Box 183,  

Camden, NSW 2570  

  

  

Dear Sir  

Re: Draft Camden Rural Lands Strategy  

 

(1) Introduction  

 

I refer to the draft Camden Rural Lands Strategy and the underpinning Rural Lands Study 

(the latter compiled by Booth Associates) and initially compliment Council on its initiative of 

endeavouring to facilitate the long term preservation of rural activities and their largely 

attendant positive landscape images in the face of major urbanisation and speculative land 

investment.  

The draft strategy is also understood to be aligned to draft South West District Plan (draft 

SWDP) and in particular the broadranging conservation principles enunciated in respect of 

the Metropolitan Rural Area (MRA)  

Despite the laudable overarching conservation objectives there are, however, some 

fundamental flaws in this body of information and moreover the conclusions derived; such 

being addressed briefly below.  

 

(2) “Rural land” as a Concept  

 

Initially, the term rural is synomously used to infer agricultural landuse. Yet by definition the 

term rural is noted to refer to areas away from towns and cities, ie. areas away from urban 

areas. Indeed, they are seen to constitute Non Urban Lands. In doing so not all non-urban 

lands by logical extension are devoted to agricultural production. Moreover, they are seen 

to represent the country (derived from the Latin word “rus”) or in common parlance, the 

countryside.  

Simply expressed, not all rural land constitutes agricultural land and “not all land with rural 

land qualities is zoned rural”. (Refer to Booth Associates pg. 9) 

  

(3) Agricultural Lands Classification and Agricultural Productivity.  

3.1 – Overview  

With the loss of large tracts of Classes 3 and 4 land and a small area of Class 2 land to the 

South West Priority Growth Area (3,964ha), only 15% of the balance of rural land in the 

Camden LGA comprises highly productive Class 1 or Class 2 arable (438ha) land suited for 

intensive cultivation (horticulture) or regular cultivation (1,229ha). (Booth Associates Pg. 29). 

This land generally comprises the highly fertile Nepean River floodplains and floodplains of 

the Nepean’s tributaries.  

  



 

Conversely, the majority (80%) of the balance of rural land in the Camden LGA is Class 3 

and Class 4 land, suited to grazing and occasional cropping. (Booth Associates Pg. 29).  

 

3.2 – Classes 1 and 2 Land  

The highly productive Class 1 and 2 lands (also identified as Biophysical Strategic 

Agricultural Land by the NSW State Government – Booth Associates Pg. 31) will continue 

as the backbone of productive sustainable agriculture in the Camden LGA and must be 

preserved. Their largely flood affected nature will reinforce this prospect by negating 

speculative “land banking” activities. Council’s energy in respect of these lands should be 

devoted to ensuring landuse compatibility with adjoining flood free urban and rural residential 

lands.  

 

3.3 - Classes 3, 4 and 5 Land  

These lands comprise the bulk of the “remnant” rural lands. Such lands are initially noted to 

be significantly impacted by topographical (related geotechnical), vegetation and bushfire 

constraints. (Booth Associates Pgs. 38, 40 and 42) Further, they are highly fragmented in 

nature as is depicted on pages 44 and 45 Booth Associates.  

The preceding landscape will not provide for viable rural activities on essentially constrained 

grazing lands. Industry analysis has noted that at a base case land value of $25,000 per 

hectare each hectare supports approximately 2 animals, thereby equating to $12,500 per 

animal per hectare per annum investment in a low intensity grass fed system. In comparison 

the industry maximum capital value per head is in the order of $6,000 per animal per hectare 

or approximately double the rate of return of the Camden example.  

The viability is further adversely impacted by the availability and cost of supplementary feed.  

Horse studs, horse agistment and spelling may produce greater returns than grazing of 

livestock. However, the number of such facilities are noted to have declined of recent times 

and/or are not being reinvested in.This situation is not addressed in the Booth Associates 

Study.  

Intensive agriculture in the form of controlled environment poultry production and horticulture 

are not displaying signs of significant growth. The economic rent of the land seems to dictate 

against major capital investment in these farming forms in the Camden LGA. Further, the 

fragmented and relatively small scale of holdings increases the challenges of landuse 

conflict with rural retreaters/hobby farmers/lifestyle aspirants. Wollondilly and 

Goulburn/Mulwaree Shires appear to be more highly sought out locations for these farming 

forms.  

The suggested landuse compatibility strategies of Booth Associates despite optimism are 

likely to discourage investment in capital intensive agricultural forms.  

 

(4) South West Priority Growth Area Rural Displacement  

 

The larger productive agricultural enterprises with a genuine desire to remain in agriculture 

will largely relocate to Local Government Areas beyond Camden where land speculation 

(“land banking) is not widely evidenced in land costs.  

Many of the smaller intensive horticultural activities are conducted on leased land of 

approximately 2 hectares. Such parties will find it almost impossible to relocate in Camden 

given the 40 hectare minimum lot size and the lack of access to reliable, economic water 

supplies. Owners reaping the rewards of urban land sales will largely retire from the industry 

or seek more viable land opportunities beyond the Camden Local Government Area.  

The optimism/opportunities noted at Section 9 of the Booth Associates Study are considered 

to be poorly founded and not likely to be reflected in practice. Even Booth  



 

Associates concludes “Council cannot easily influence or facilitate agricultural enterprise 

relocation” (Pg. 64).  

Whilst a peak industry agriculturalist has noted that:  

“The proposition that existing agricultural businesses will relocate to RU1 land is fictitious at 

best. They will locate far and wide to more cost effective land. It would appear that there is 

a romantic unrealistic “agenda” in Council’s terms of reference for Booth Associates to create 

an illusion of agricultural viability. This myth cannot be supported by any financial analysis.”  

 

(5) Rural- residential/Low density residential – Urban Transition  

 

The need to manage the interface of the Priority Growth Centre and surrounding rural land 

is raised in the Booth Associates Study at page 69, with the concept of an RU6 – Transition 

zone suggested.  

It is clear that a transitionary form of rural-residential/low density residential should be 

explored as both an interface management technique and housing diversity strategy for the 

Growth Centre extending to the Village of Cobbitty.  

A rural-residential/low density residential zone of transition will not adversely impact, as 

previously referenced, the marginally productive Class 3 and 4 lands. Further, in the case of 

land immediately contiguous with the Cobbitty Village a design led approach, as advocated 

at Sustainability Priority 8 of the draft SWDP, could reinforce the provision of such alternative 

living opportunities in a manner sympathetic to the landscape context and valued local 

characteristics.  

Indeed, in the Cobbitty Village “hinterland” the value of agricultural production is noted as 

being less than the value of having access to the metropolitan area; the value of land 

adjacent to the Cobbitty Village being expressly noted in the Cobbitty Planning Proposal 

Rural Lands Study (GHD November, 2016) “to have limited capability and viability in its 

current form”.  

(6) Biobanking  

 

The “biobanking” opportunities for many of the Class 3, 4 and 5 lands, having regard to their 

existing qualities and demand for local biodiversity offsets, may represent the future of many 

existing largely vegetated rural precincts and should be more comprehensively explored as 

a strategy for the long term conservation of such rural lands.  

 

(7) Conclusion  

 

The initiative of the Rural Lands Study and draft Rural Lands Strategy are seen generally as 

having positive intent in seeking to largely preserve the declining local agricultural base and 

many related positive landscape images.  

As detailed in the preceding critique, however, many of the conclusions and proposed 

strategies, upon further examination of the purported evidence base, are revealed to be 

flawed.  

Preservation of the Class 1 and 2 lands is a given. The more marginal Classes 3, 4 and 5 

lands have limited potential for long term sustainable productive enterprises given the 

prevailing topographical/geotechnical, vegetation and bushfire constraints. Biobanking 

opportunities and their attendant sustainable positive ecological and landscape impacts 

should potentially be explored in respect of many of the latter lands. (ie. Classes 3, 4 and 5).  

Opportunities for transitionary rural-residential/low density residential development should 

be explored as both an interface management technique and housing diversity strategy for 



 

existing and proposed urban areas of Cobbitty Village and South West Priority Growth 

Centre.  

Council is accordingly encouraged to review the Camden Rural Lands Study (Booth 

Associates) evidence base and the draft Camden Rural Lands Strategy in the light of the 

foregoing.  

Should you require clarification of any aspect of this correspondence please do not hesitate 

to contact myself.  

  

Yours sincerely, Graham 
G. Pascoe JP MPIA, CPP, 
FIAG. 4 July, 2017.  
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