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Thank you for being able to make comments to the Draft Review.  

The point made on page 5 re Strategy 29.1 on page 139 deserves some reinforcement. 

Hawkesbury Harvest believes that the ‘rural residential’ option as a mechanism for 

protecting the MRA actually works against any plan for viable agriculture in the basin, 

it’s a one-way path to future urbanisation.  If the GSC sees MRA = rural residential, then 

we are all wasting our time here.  The current extent of rural residential is a feeder for 

land banking and sterilisation of farming land, creating more will be just another nail in 

the coffin. 

From Harvest’s perspective a stronger articulation of what a multi-functional MRA would 

look like, involves not just stating that it facilitates diversification, but specifically notes 

that broadening the permissible activities in rural zones to identify the cross-industry 

potentials of combining growing with value-adding in its many forms, provides incentive 

and encouragement for such innovation.  Post-harvest and beyond-the-farm-gate 

potentials ought to be described. So when we say ‘agri-tourism’ we mention farm stay, 

day visit and activities on the farm, including hospitality and food/fibre 

manufacturing.  To emphasise the place-making thrust of what we say, we are interested 

to see place potentials even at the site scale.  The case examples suggested to 

strengthen the planning are pivotal to making the case for this.   

 

Hawkesbury Harvest and SASA are more interested in the potentials of the MRA than 

the simple retention of agriculture, as we hold a future-oriented view, and one that the 

current vision for agriculture in the basin (which is non-existent) fails to capture.  If we 

continue to plan on the basis of ‘what is’, then we’re planning for a seriously 

undermined and constrained form of agriculture that has diminished capacity due to 

decades of poor recognition, with little/no attractiveness.  This failure means there is no 

direction communicated to industry, no surety of tenure, no future exploitable 

opportunities on offer.  The District Plans need to reflect that bootstrapping alternative 

forms of agriculture will be required if more than ‘what is’, is to be the future.  It’s this 

strategic view we see as lacking in the plans, which says something about their true 

value as plans. 
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