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1. Introduction  
This submission has been prepared by Ian Sinclair, Principal Consultant with Edge 
Land Planning who has worked extensively on the fringe of Sydney. He also teaches 
rural planning at the University of NSW and has taken the students on a field trip of 
Western Sydney and has been touring around the rural areas of Western Sydney 
yearly since 1990s when he worked for Wollondilly Council as Manager of Strategic 
Planning. Edge Land Planning also undertook a Rural Land Use Survey for the 
Department of Planning which was completed in 2003 and has recently completed an 
Agricultural Lands Strategy for the Western Sydney Priority Growth Area. In addition, 
he is a PhD candidate at the University of Sydney where he am looking at the tensions 
between land use and strategic agricultural lands on Australia’s Eastern Seaboard, 
which is focusing on food production in Western Sydney and the impact of 
development on it. 

Sydney peri-urban area is a significant food production area for perishable 
vegetables, poultry as well as nurseries, flowers and turf. Like other peri-urban areas 
around Australia, it produces a significant amount of these commodities which are 
not grown in any abundance in other regions. This is a fact that has not been 
addressed in sufficient adequacy by the current Metropolitan Strategy titled A Plan 
for Growing Sydney. The Draft Greater Sydney Region Plan along with the Draft 
Western City District Plan acknowledge the role of agriculture, but more 
comprehensive recommendations are needed to ensure fresh food supply in the 
future. 

This submission is focused on the role of Agriculture in general and the Metropolitan 
Rural area as well as the South West, Western Sydney and North West Priority Growth 
areas. It is also based on detailed knowledge of the rural lands of Western Sydney 
as well as carrying out a land use survey in 2003 and a more recent land use survey 
for the Western Sydney Priority Growth Area.  

2. Sydney Peri-Urban Agriculture 
The peri-urban area of Sydney can be defined as “… land adjacent to the edge of an 
urban area, that area of land extending from the built up edge of the city to the truly 
rural hinterland.” (Buxton et al., 2006) In the Sydney context it covers land between 
the existing urban footprint and that land from the Central Coast in the north, the 
Blue Mountains and Lithgow in the west and Shoalhaven in the south. (Edge Land 
Planning, 2015) One aspect of the peri-urban area is change (Buxton & Low Choy, 
2007)– change in land use as well as population.  

Sydney’s peri-urban area has a unique identity being made up of agricultural 
production, rural landscapes, biodiversity areas as well as settlements and rural 
residential development. (Sinclair, 2015) 

Food has always been grown in the peri-urban parts of the large metropolitan areas 
around the world. This has been food that needs to be close to the market because 
of its perishability and it is characterised by perishable vegetables (commodities with 
a short shelf life and that need to be in the market soon after harvest) and some 
intensive animal production namely poultry as well as niche horticulture and animals. 
In Australia, the peri-urban areas produced 47.2% Australia’s perishable vegetables 
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in the 2010-11 Agricultural census year (ABS, 2012) The 2015-16 census data has 
only recently become available and has not yet been analysed for all of Australia, but 
it is not anticipated to be different nor is it anticipated to be lower. In addition to food 
production, the peri-urban areas are also significant areas for the growing of 
ornamental plants (nurseries, flowers and turf). 

The land use in the Sydney peri-urban area is dominated by rural residential (Edge 
Land Planning, 2003) which is the use of rural land for residential rather than 
productive agricultural uses. (Sinclair & Bunker, 2012).  

Agriculture is a significant land use in the peri-urban area and in 2016, it had a value 
of $644,951,539 which represents 4.9% of NSW value of production from 1.1% of 
the land area. It should be noted that this does not include the Central Coast region, 
nor the Southern Highlands and Illawarra, which are part of Sydney’s peri-urban area 
but not part of the Greater Sydney Region. Table 2.1 shows the total value for the 
main commodities and the percentage contribution to NSW. It shows the dominance 
of the Sydney region for the key commodities of turf (67.7% of NSW), perishable 
vegetables (62.3% of NSW), flowers (47.6%), poultry eggs (34.6%), nurseries 
(29.9%) and poultry meat (24.6%). The production figures show a similar trend and 
are discussed later in this section. 

Table 2.1: Value of Agriculture in the Sydney Region   

Commodity  Sydney Region  % of NSW 

Broadacre Crops $5,798,758 0.1% 
Hay $5,792,275 1.8% 
Nurseries, Flowers & Turf 
Total  $133,204,217 44.4% 
  Nurseries $43,857,074 29.9% 
  Flowers $33,973,791 47.6% 
  Turf $55,373,351 67.7% 
Fruit and Nuts  $7,185,573 1.2% 
Total Vegetables $141,722,661 33.8% 
  Perishable Vegetables $96,472,824 62.9% 
Livestock Products $109,330,247 6.1% 
  Wool $1,001,133 0.1% 
  Milk $18,914,267 3.2% 
  Eggs $89,414,847 34.6% 
Livestock Slaughtered $241,917,808 5.5% 
  Poultry Meat $215,080,824 24.6% 
  Sheep & Lambs $890,433 0.1% 
  Cattle & Calves $24,305,952 0.9% 
  Goats $14,444 0.2% 
  Pigs $1,626,154 0.8% 

Total value of Agriculture $644,951,539 4.9% 
Source: (ABS, 2017c) 

According to the Australian Horticulture Statistics Handbook for Vegetables, the 
Sydney region is one of Australia’s major growing areas for broccoli, cabbages, egg 
plants, parsley, basil and other herbs, fresh head lettuce, leafy Asian vegetables, 
mushrooms and sweet corn (Horticulture Innovation Australia, 2017).  
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It is significant to distinguish from the value of production and the actual production 
as measured by weight of production or number of livestock. The production data is 
sourced from the Agricultural Census which is held every five years during which all 
commercial farms are asked to provide details on the area and tonnage of crop 
production and the number of animals and the production that is gained from them 
– either slaughtering for meat or eggs, milk and wool. It is important to note that not 
all commodities are counted and that a representative sample of the key commodities 
is calculated.   

In 2015-16, Sydney produced 5.5% of Australia’s perishable vegetables, which might 
not seem significant, but it is noted that vegetables are grown throughout the country 
and the number one SA4 region is Toowoomba – Gatton in the Brisbane peri-urban 
area with 8.7% followed by Mackay (Bowen) with 7.7%, so it can be seen that it is 
significant (it is noted that at the time of preparing this submission, the LGA level 
data had not been released by the ABS and so reliance has been made on the SA4 
level data).  

The Sydney region produced 46.6 % of NSW perishable vegetables (beans, broccoli, 
cabbages, capsicums, cauliflowers, lettuces, mushrooms and fresh tomatoes) and 
14.2% of the State’s total vegetable production, as can be seen from figure 2.1. This 
highlights the significance of the Sydney region for vegetable and perishable 
vegetable production compared to the rest of NSW. Whilst the inland irrigation areas 
of the Murray, Riverina and Central west are significant in total vegetable production, 
the Sydney region is significant in perishable production that is the commodities that 
have to be close to the market because of their short shelf life. The Sydney region 
also has a favourable climate and good soils.  

 

Figure 2.1: NSW Vegetable Production  
Source: (ABS, 2017a) 
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Vegetable production in the Sydney region can be seen from figure 2.2 which shows 
the vegetable and perishable vegetable production and it can be seen that the 
number one region is Baulkham Hills and Hawkesbury followed by Outer South West, 
Outer West and Blue Mountains and the South West. It should be noted that the LGA 
level of data is not yet available.  

 
Figure 2.2: Sydney Vegetable Production  
Source: (ABS, 2017a) 
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Figure 2.3: NSW Poultry Production  
Source: (ABS, 2017a) 

 
Figure 2.4: Sydney Poultry Production  
Source: (ABS, 2017a) 
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The figures for NSW are also significant with 53% of nurseries, flowers and turf 
combined and 27.0% of nurseries (37.1% undercover and 26.1% outdoor), 36.5% 
of flowers (54.7% undercover and 33.4% outdoor) as well as 67.7% of the turf 
produced in NSW. Figure 2.6 shows the dominance of the Sydney region for all of the 
commodities compared to other regions of NSW. 

Figure 2.6 shows the Sydney distribution of the areas where nurseries, flowers and 
turf are grown. This shows that nurseries, flowers and turf are significant in Baulkham 
Hills and Hawkesbury as well as the Outer West and Blue Mountain’s. The highest 
concentration of nurseries is in Baulkham Hills and Hawkesbury (14.7%) followed by 
South West (3.9%), Outer South West, Outer West and Blue Mountains and then 
North Sydney and Hornsby and Blacktown. Baulkham Hills and Hornsby also have 
the highest concentration of flower growers with 26.8% of NSW, followed by the 
Outer South West region with 4.0% then South West, Outer West and Blue Mountains 
and Blacktown. The largest area of Turf is grown in Baulkham Hills and Hawkesbury 
closely followed by the Outer West and Blue Mountains with a minor area being in 
the Outer South West region.  

 
Figure 2.5: NSW Nurseries, Flowers and Turf Production  
Source: (ABS, 2017a) 
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Figure 2.6: Sydney Nurseries, Flowers and Turf Production  
Source: (ABS, 2017a) 
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Table 2.2: Change in Agricultural Production 2010-11 to 2015-16  

Commodity  
2010-11 2015-16 

Change 2010-11 
to 2015-16 

% of 
NSW 

% of 
Australia  

% of 
NSW 

% of 
Australia  

% of 
NSW 

% of 
Australia  

Nurseries, Flowers & Turf 
Total  48.6 12.7 53.0 13.0 4.4 0.3 
Nurseries 31.0 7.8 27.3 6.0 -3.7 -1.8 
Flowers 32.8 4.6 36.5 4.8 3.7 0.2 
Turf 61.8 21.4 67.7 22.6 5.9 1.2 
Perishable Vegetables 42.9 4.9 46.6 5.5 3.7 0.6 
Total Vegetables 13.4 1.7 14.2 1.5 0.8 -0.2 
Meat Chickens 26.4 10.1 21.6 7.2 -4.8 -2.9 
Other Poultry Meat  33.5 16.2 49.8 26.4 16.3 10.2 
Eggs (Dozens) 30.5 9.7 34.6 10.9 4.1 1.2 
Source: (ABS, 2012, 2017a) 

In 1993 Wollondilly Shire Council published its Agricultural Lands Study which also 
analysed these commodities and found a similar pattern of the dominance of the 
Sydney region in the NSW production perishable vegetables, poultry and nurseries, 
flowers and turf (Wollondilly Shire Council, 1993).  

Winston (1957) provides some insights into the food production in Sydney and its 
importance in the 1950s with the following quote: 

“The County is a small area and not particularly rich from the growing point of view, 
yet in 1947 it produced three-quarters of the State's lettuces, half the spinach, a third 
of the cabbages and a quarter of the beans; 70 percent of the State's poultry farms 
were in the County and more than 18 percent of Sydney's milk came from the County; 
the preservation of the farms and market gardens is therefore of considerable 
importance for the well-being of Sydney as well as for the economy of the State. Rural 
production in the county has always played an important part in supplying food for 
Sydney, the advantages of proximity to the largest market in Australia more than 
compensating for the somewhat poor soil conditions.” p 49 (Winston, 1957) 

It is interesting to note that the same sentiments are being reflected by this 
submission some sixty years later. The only change is that the food is being produced 
some 40 to 50 km further out and the food growing lands of the 1950s are now 
middle ring suburbs of Sydney. Sydney’s population growth is reaching the 
geographic limits as the urban and rural residential ‘sprawl’ butts against the Blue 
Mountains, paving over once productive food growing land. 

Another indicator of the significance of agriculture in Sydney compared to the rest of 
NSW is to look at the Farm Management and Demography data collected as part of 
the ABS Agriculture Census. This shows that the average age of the farmer in Sydney 
is 52 compared to 57 (ABS, 2017b) for NSW and the Sydney region has the youngest 
farmers in NSW. Another indicator is the percentage of income generated by 
agriculture on the farm and the percentage of off-farm income. The Sydney Region 
generates 84% (ABS, 2017b) of its income from on farm compared to 82% for NSW 
and Sydney farmers rely on off farm income for 9% of their income compared to 13% 
for NSW.  
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In summary, the Sydney region is a significant producer of poultry, perishable 
vegetables, nurseries, flowers and turf and this has been the case for the past sixty 
years and longer.  

The peri-urban landscapes around the world will be sources of food supply into the 
future. Olivier de Schutter, the United Nations Special Rapporteur on the Right to 
Food sums the issue up well in his report titled “The transformative potential of the 
right to food” when he says: 

“As the competition increases between putting land to urban or to industrial 
use in the urban and peri-urban perimeter, and as increased food supplies 
create unprecedented logistical challenges for food distribution and transport 
systems, it is vital that cities assess their food dependencies, identify 
weaknesses and potential pressure points and, where possible, develop a 
variety of channels through which they can procure their food. Urban and peri-
urban agriculture, as well as the development of short food chains connecting 
cities to their local foodshed, will therefore play an increasingly important 
role”(Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food, 2014) 

The current Sydney Metropolitan Strategy is called A Plan for Growing Sydney and it 
has an action aimed at protecting and enhancing the environmental economic and 
social assets. Agriculture and more aptly food production is one of these assets. One 
part of this action is to prepare a detailed planning framework that, amongst others,  

“…protects productive agricultural land to keep fresh food available locally by 
planning for the infrastructure and land use needs of agricultural activity and 
providing appropriate buffers between different land uses to minimise 
conflicts;” (NSW Department of Environment and Planning, 2014) 

The Sydney Agricultural Strategic Approaches Working Group have recently issued a 
Discussion Paper titled ‘The Future of Agriculture and Food Production in Sydney’ 
which addresses the issues around the future of agriculture in Sydney. It highlights 
that the urban development continues to encroach on the peri-urban food landscapes 
causing land use conflict leading to an adverse impact on the city’s broader food 
system. It states that this is becoming a pressing challenge for decision making at 
the Regional, Council and farm levels. It makes a series of recommendations dealing 
with the following:  

 Land use conflict 
 Promoting agriculture in peri-urban areas 
 Empowering current and future agricultural enterprises 

So it can be seen that peri-urban agriculture is significant in the food production as 
well ornamental plants which is consumed in Sydney. It is also a significant food 
producing are on a world-wide basis and the current Metropolitan Strategy has 
actions aimed at protecting it into the future. 
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3. Rural Land Use Conflict  
The presence of agriculture and non-rural land use in the one location can often 
generate conflict due to their potential incompatibility. This is particularly evident 
with intensive agriculture such as poultry farms and irrigated plants. Agriculture can 
affect adjoining non-rural uses, such as rural residential uses. Similarly, the presence 
of rural residential uses creates an adverse influence on the continued operation of 
the agricultural enterprise. The issue of land use conflict can arise when there is no 
separation between incompatible uses, let alone the misunderstanding, which may 
exist about the purpose and character of a district. Land use conflicts may arise in 
such situations through noise, odour, farm chemicals, access, land degradation due 
to mining and extractive industries, light, visual amenity, dogs, and stock damage 
and weed infestation, to name just a few.  

Land use conflict in Western Sydney occurs mostly between rural residential and 
agricultural uses. These are mostly for intensive animal uses such as poultry farms 
where the odours are the main source of complaint. A definition of rural residential 
development has been devised and which is from a chapter from a planning text and 
is as follows: 

“The residential use of rural land is called rural residential development; that 
is, people live on rural lots, but use the land primarily for residential rather 
than agricultural purposes. Although some engage in ‘hobby farming’, most 
derive the principal source of their income from pursuits not carried out on the 
land. The main distinction between urban housing and rural residential housing 
is bigger lot size and larger distances between dwellings. This creates a sense 
of openness and of living in the landscape rather than in an urban area. Rural 
residential dwellings are often large (up to 1000 to 2000 square metres in floor 
area). They can be found in clusters of new houses and are often mixed with 
intensive plant and animal uses, which invariably leads to rural land-use 
conflict. (Sinclair, Docking, Jarecki, Parker, & Saville, 2004) They can have 
varying degrees of native vegetation cover, from totally covered to totally 
cleared. This has been termed ‘rural sprawl’ (Daniels, 2014) because of its 
pervasiveness over the rural landscape, particularly adjoining the metropolitan 
areas as well as large cities and towns. 

Rural residential development can be divided into two main categories: rural 
fringe and rural living. Rural fringe development is characterised by single 
detached houses and dual occupancies on lot sizes of approximately 4000 
square metres to two hectares laid out in an estate. This estate usually joins 
or is in close proximity to an urban area.  

Rural living, on the other hand, features single detached houses and dual 
occupancies on lot sizes between one hectare and 40 to 100 hectares and can 
adjoin farmland or vegetated areas (it should be noted that there are 
sometimes lots of less than one hectare). People living on these lots use the 
land primarily for residential purposes, although they may graze some cattle 
or have horses. This requires lot sizes of more than two hectares if land 
degradation is to be avoided. The lots do not adjoin townships or villages and 
are scattered throughout the rural landscape.” (Sinclair & Bunker, 2012) 
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Rural residential development made up 78.3% of the land use in Western Sydney in 
2003 and it is estimated that this may have increased. However, despite this, 
agriculture is still grown in Western Sydney and at a significant value.  

The main cause of land use conflict is the pollution from the use but it is also caused 
by lack of understanding and lack of communication between both the resident and 
the polluting use. 

The basic concept of pollution regulation is to ensure that the pollution does not 
impact on uses outside the property boundaries. Any person can make a complaint 
about a land use that is causing noise, odour or other pollution to cross its boundaries 
and lead to a loss of amenity to the surrounding land uses. It is not always residential 
uses and in some cases, it can be commercial and other types of industrial uses. The 
polluting use has to take steps to ensure that the pollution does not occur. This can 
lead to an amendment to the operation or physical structures being built to enclose 
the pollution and treat it at the source poses. “It could be said that the legislation 
benefits the complainant and not the producer because its target levels have been 
set for an urban situation, not a rural one.” (Sinclair & Bunker, 2012) p190 

The issue of land use conflict can arise when there is no separation between 
incompatible uses, let alone the misunderstanding, which may exist about the 
purpose and character of a district. Land use conflicts may arise in such situations 
through noise, odour, farm chemicals, access, land degradation due to mining and 
extractive industries, light, visual amenity, dogs, and stock damage and weed 
infestation, to name just a few. The buffer distance depends on a number of aspects 
of the use such as noise intensity, odour or spray drift. Living and Working in a Rural 
Area has been prepared for the North Coast and it has a number of recommended 
buffer distances depending on whether it is noise, odour, spray drift or dust. They 
range from 60 m to 1,000 m. A conservative approach to buffers for all intensive 
agriculture in the study area would be 500 m. This is 500 m from a residential area 
for new intensive agriculture uses.  

One issue that has to be addressed is the basic planning principle of the new use 
blending in with the current one. This has not happened in the past with dwelling 
houses being permitted to locate in areas close to the property boundary with the 
adjoining property with little or no consideration of the impact it may have on the 
agricultural use on the next door property. This leads to rural land use conflict and 
experience in other areas has led to the agricultural use having to move. 

The principle of the buffer distance discussed above is for new agricultural uses 
locating near to existing residential uses (urban and rural residential). However if this 
distance is reversed, and a buffer is applied to the rural residential house the amount 
of land that is potentially at risk of being lost to production can be estimated. This is 
called the contested land. This exercise has been done for the in areas where there 
is a mixture of rural residential and intensive agricultural uses. Each rural residential 
dwelling house has been identified and located on a GIS layer using the aerial 
photography. This has been shown as a black dot. A 500m buffer has been applied 
to each of these dots to represent the land that would be affected. This 500m buffer 
take out 77ha of land and it is noted that the average lot size is in the order of 3-5ha 
ha and the median is 2 ha so this means that the contested land is actually on the 
adjoining agricultural use.  
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This is becoming a major issue around Sydney as more people wish to live in a rural 
landscape for rural residential development. At present the number of rural 
residential development is 78.3 %. This was from the survey conducted in 2003 and 
it is likely that it has increased since then. However, agriculture is still being grown 
but it needs to be protected. 

This matter is addressed by the Rural Lands SEPP for all parts of NSW except for the 
Sydney Region. The provisions of the Rural Lands SEPP are commendable and should 
be retained. The coverage of the SEPP should also be enlarged to cover those LGAs 
on the fringe of Sydney. 

Currently, rural dwellings are complying development under the Codes SEPP and 
there are minimal controls in the SEPP to restrict dwellings from locating next to an 
intensive agricultural use. Clause 3A.19(e) states that a dwelling house must have a 
setback of 250m from a boundary with adjoining land being used for intensive 
livestock or intensive plant agriculture amongst others. However, this is not 
considered to be of sufficient size and should be larger. This can lead to land use 
conflict as discussed above, and to the loss of this significant agriculture. 

4. Identifying Sydney’s Strategic Agricultural Lands 
The previous sections have identified the value of agriculture in Sydney and pointed 
to land use conflict as being a major issue with its ongoing sustainability. To ensure 
this, there is a need to identify the good land for growing food and to put in place 
other mechanisms to protect it. 

It is acknowledged that the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan recognises the need to 
protect the agricultural production (objective 29 and strategies 29.1 and 29.2) and 
the draft Western City District Plan also refers to it by planning priority W17 and 
actions 74 and 75. In particular, action 74 and strategy 29.1 refer to using place 
based planning. However it is considered that this needs to be done in the context of 
strategic planning to identify land to be kept for agriculture as well as other uses.  

This issue can be resolved by the use of strategic planning and the way that the land 
is zoned. It is noted that the standard LEP identifies two zones for rural land: 

 Primary Production 
 Rural Landscape 

A technique devised by Edge Land Planning and applied to the zoning of more than 
20 rural councils in NSW and Queensland using the Standard LEP zones for a number 
of them. The best land can be zoned as Primary Production land and the other land 
can be zoned as Rural Landscape. This technique uses a combination of broad scale 
classification maps prepared by Government Departments and land use maps 
prepared for the detail of each Council area using the cadastre as the basis rather 
than landform. The agricultural land classification establishes the capabilities of 
natural resource management for sustaining agricultural production whilst land use 
surveys show what is actually happening on the ground. In addition to this 
classification process, surveys of rural land use show the nature of economic activity 
and the characteristics of rural residential living in such areas. The latter is 
particularly important in showing the encroachment of rural residential development 
into farmland. The steps in the process are outlined below.  
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 Step 1: Data Gathering. This is done using a GIS. The following layers / maps 
are used: cadastre land use survey, holdings analysis, slope, drainage, good 
quality agricultural land and so on, as appropriate.  

 Step 2: Identify the constraints for agriculture. The data gathering is used to 
identify the constraints of the land for its continued use for agriculture. The 
following are identified: urban expansion areas, clusters of rural residential 
land uses, slope and other physical constraints. This is done by reference to 
the land use survey mapping to identify the clusters of rural residential 
development and slope mapping, drainage and native vegetation mapping. 
Documents on the future strategic intent of land such as urban expansion, 
future industrial uses, etc. are also a source of this information.  

 Step 3: Identify land for agriculture. The maps are used to identify the 
constraints. The first constraint is slope and soil types. This will provide an 
analysis of the land capability. The land use and holdings analysis is the next 
constraint. The land use survey will show where there are clusters of 
agricultural uses as well as the location of urban and rural residential uses. 
The holdings map will show where there are large and small lots / holdings. 
Larger holdings are preferred because they are less likely to be in demand for 
rural residential development and other non-agricultural development. This is 
done by reference to the land use and holdings GIS mapping. 

 Step 4: Identify Land Units. Land units are areas that have similar land uses, 
soil types, topographic and other physical features like vegetation. This is done 
by reference to the relevant GIS databases. There are 7 land units: 
 Agriculture Production. The land that is good for agriculture will be that 

land that has good soils (although this is not always the case), is 
relatively flat, has an existing number of agriculture (mostly intensive) 
uses as well as having a number of larger lots and not a proliferation of 
small ones. This is the area that should be preserved for future food 
production.  

 Rural Landscape. This land is hilly and not the best class of soils but can 
still be used to grow orchards and vineyards as well as grazing cattle 
and sheep. The land use would be mostly extensive agriculture and rural 
residential rural living uses. It will also have areas of native vegetation 
which has biodiversity value. 

 Native Vegetation. This is land that is mostly covered in native 
vegetation and is mostly steep and inaccessible. It might be in private 
ownership but a large proportion of it is owned by the government as 
National Parks and other land. 

 Rural Residential – Rural Fringe. This is land that is close to an urban 
area that is fragmented and mostly small lots around the 2 ha mark and 
smaller laid out in an estate style.  

 Rural Residential – Rural Living. This land is land that is larger in lot size 
2 – 40 ha and above and is not laid out in an estate but rather has a 
mixture of lot sizes. 

 Urban. This is land that is zoned for urban uses like Residential, 
Commercial, Industrial, and Recreation and so on. 

 Step 5: Prepare Land Use Designations. The land units are then mapped into 
designations which have the same titles and which can be converted to zones. 
This is done as a GIS layer.  

By utilising this methodology, the best land can be identified and protected for 
growing food, fibre and ornamental plants. However, as this submission has revealed, 
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the issue is very complex and there is a need for a multi-faceted approach. Preserving 
land for growing agriculture in peri-urban areas like Sydney is a landscape that can 
be described as being contested. Overseas research (Caldwell, Collett, Ludlolw, 
Sinclair, & Whithead, 2011; Daniels, 2014; Daniels & Daniels, 2003) shows that there 
is a need to supplement planning policy and regulations with incentives, economic 
development initiatives and farming infrastructure while also encouraging community 
engagement, communication and education. There is also a need to understand and 
take advantage of the links between these three components. An effective policy 
regime for preserving land for food production requires the application of all of these 
elements, as figure 5.1 suggests.  

 
Figure 5.1: Policy Response to Contested Landscapes 
Source: (Sinclair & Bunker, 2012) 

Underpinning the policy response is the need to gather data. This includes natural 
resources like water (above and underground), native vegetation, agricultural land 
classification and so on – these can be described as natural resource capabilities. The 
other important source of data is land use surveys of the type outlined above.  

Planning policy includes the development of appropriate strategies, zoning and land-
use regulation. Planning strategies enable planners to gain an overall perspective and 
define the issues in a particular area: they are formulated prior to the introduction of 
zoning policies. A strategy can address matters that are not purely related to 
traditional land-use planning but that have an impact on it. These include growth 
management, social issues, infrastructure needs, economic development, water 
catchment planning, ecological and biodiversity management, protection against 
natural hazards such as bushfires and flooding, and heritage and landscape issues. 
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Zoning and land-use regulations entail restrictions on the use of land by statute. 
Zoning is practised in Australia as the principal method of controlling the development 
of land and thereby addressing rural land-use conflict. In the case of contested lands, 
it would be appropriate to have two rural zones. One for the best agricultural land 
which would be called Agriculture Production and one for the other rural lands and 
this could be called Rural Landscape, as has been discussed above.  

Right to Farm legislation is an attempt to protect farming operations from objections 
about loss of amenity from rural residential users in the vicinity. It is used in the 
United States to give farmers the right to continue farming as long as they are 
carrying out ‘good management practices’ (Daniels, 2014) As Wacker and colleagues 
(2001) point out in a review of Right to Farm ordinances in California, however, ‘right-
to-farm ordinances are a limited answer to the problems of conflict and incompatible 
land uses at the agricultural-urban edge. The solution also depends on other and 
more active measures, especially the planning and design of urban development that 
is sensitive to agricultural operations and appropriate modifications in farm practices 
at the edge’ (p. 6). Instead of a right to farm, a solution could be to use the zoning 
of the land and best practice in farming systems. If a complaint is received from a 
neighbour to a farm which is in the Primary Production zone, and the farmer was 
carrying out best practice management, the complaint is dismissed by the 
investigating authority. This is based on the farmer carrying out best management 
practice which can be codified by the relevant industry body. 

These basic legislative and regulatory controls can be combined with various types 
of incentive measures to preserve rural landscapes and resolve rural land-use conflict 
(McKenzie, 1997). Australian and international experience has identified four 
principal forms of incentives: density bonuses; purchase of development 
rights/credits; transfer of development rights/credits; and remission/rebates of 
council rates. 

Density bonuses mean that an application for rural residential use can be varied so 
that part of the land involved can be retained for farming, while the allowable density 
for residential use in the remainder of the land that is the subject of the application 
is raised to compensate. The outcome is that there is a clustering of the subdivision 
for residential purposes on one part of the property while a larger part is retained for 
low-intensity agriculture, such as grazing or keeping horses. Density bonuses are not 
appropriate for intensive forms of agriculture because of the potential for land-use 
conflict. This form of incentive is used more informally in the processes of 
development assessment and control rather than as a deliberate program. 

Purchase and transfer of development rights/credits exist in the United States 
(Daniels, 1999, 2014; Daniels & Bowers, 1997; Daniels & Daniels, 2003). Purchase 
of development rights or credits can be used where land is declared to be in a 
preservation zone and kept for agricultural purposes. A farmer can sell the 
development rights or credits pertaining to the farm to a government or non-
government organisation. In return, a covenant is taken out over the land to ensure 
that the land is used only for agricultural purposes. The purchase of development 
rights or credits can also be used to require soil and water cycle management to be 
undertaken on a property including the use of treated effluent for irrigation. The 
property is inspected at regular intervals to ensure that it is being used properly. 
Purchase and transfer of development rights or credits remains an exceptional, 
unusual and ad hoc practice in Australia. 
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Transfer of these rights or credits can also be used where land is to be kept for 
agriculture. The development rights or credits to this land can be purchased by 
developers who wish to gain an increase in the development potential of the land 
declared to be in a development zone (usually an urban area). Governments or non-
government organisations can also establish a bank of such rights or credits, so that 
buying and selling can take place, as is the case with water entitlements in Australia. 
The process depends on establishing an effective market in such rights, and a short-
lived attempt to do this in rural land in the Adelaide Hills was not successful. It can 
also be applied to heritage buildings and increase of floorspace (City of Sydney) and 
biodiversity preservation (NSW BioBanking Scheme). 

Council rates are one of the largest single outlays for an agricultural producer, and 
rate remission can help keep land in farming. Rate charges are based on land value, 
and can range from $2000 to $60 000 or more, depending on a farm’s size and 
location. As rural land becomes more desirable for rural residential use, land values 
increase, with a corresponding impact on rates. The farming community has borne 
this cost, often without a commensurate increase in the value of production, and this 
is more problematic where intensive farming – for example, market gardening, 
flower-growing and wine production – is already common. This creates a fundamental 
inequity between urban and rural areas where residents of urban areas adjoining 
rural land pay much less (in the order of $500 to $800) and have many more services 
than people living in adjacent rural areas. Remission, or part-remission, of council 
rates to help farming continue in these circumstances is often difficult for local 
governments because they are always under pressure to finance the infrastructure. 
Nevertheless, many councils do provide a rebate of 75 per cent, but a more effective 
one could be applied.  

Economic development initiatives are also used to ensure that farming can continue, 
thereby preserving the rural landscape. These initiatives include farm gate sales, 
whereby farmers are permitted to sell produce from their farm. One successful 
initiative of this type is the Hawkesbury Harvest Farm Gate Trail on Sydney’s fringe. 
Other initiatives can include agritourism, farmers’ markets, community gardens, local 
branding and incentives for farmers to deal directly with restaurateurs, which gives 
the restaurateur access to fresh reliable produce and the farmer access to a secure 
and reliable market. 

There is a need to ensure that there is sufficient infrastructure to allow agriculture to 
continue. This includes water as well as access to produce stores, farm machinery 
dealership, mechanics, transport (road, rail and air), access to consultants and other 
professionals as well as a workforce.  

Events can be designed to draw attention to the importance and characteristics of 
rural production, such as the Hawkesbury Harvest near Sydney. Initiatives in 
agritourism – such as the vineyard wine and food festivals in the Barossa Valley north 
of Adelaide and Mudgee in New South Wales and musical events and concerts in the 
wine-growing areas of the Margaret River and Hunter Valley – are also useful in 
promoting community awareness of local agricultural production. 

There is also a need to engage with the community to make them aware of the 
importance and benefits of farmland. Connections can be made between urban 
agriculture and the community, thereby encouraging healthy lifestyles. It is 
important to communicate with the various stakeholders to ensure that they are all 
involved and know what is happening in other areas and fields of expertise, thereby 
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creating an environment for collaboration. Education is useful in overcoming 
misconceptions about the idyllic rural lifestyle sought by those moving to the country 
from urban areas. The restaurant and catering industry can play an educative role by 
promoting fresh food from nearby sources.  

An effective policy response to preserving rural landscapes in Australia has to include 
all of these matters. But more importantly, there needs to be an understanding of 
the links between them. For example, incentives could be applied to land zoned as 
primary production only; land not zoned for primary production would not attract 
incentives. Also, links can be made between these farms and the local restaurant 
industry and farmers markets. There could also be a farm gate trail set up to promote 
this. Finally, a locally grown scheme could be set up and be promoted by local cafés 
and restaurants to promote the local farming. If all of this is done, farming should 
have a future. However, if nothing is done, it will lead to the demise of farming as 
the land will be desired for rural residential lifestyle and future urban development. 

5. Urban Agriculture 
Urban agriculture has been defined by Hodgson et al 2011 as  

“… the production of food for personal consumption, education, donation or 
sale and includes associated physical and organisational infrastructure, 
policies, and programs within urban, suburban and rural built environments.” 
(p2) 

Food grown within the urban boundaries consists of the backyard gardens, 
community gardens, market gardens, school gardens, rooftop gardens, windowsill 
gardens, aquaculture and urban farms. 

Urban agriculture is becoming a significant part of the Sydney scene with farmers 
markets, community and verge gardens increasing. The document should recognise 
this as part of encouraging a healthy Sydney. 

There is the opportunity to employ these urban agriculture concepts within residential 
new subdivisions as well as in existing areas to make it a food positive one. This will 
require a significant investment in infrastructure but this can be minimised if the 
necessary infrastructure is provided in conjunction with the construction of a 
residential subdivision.  

Community gardens can be incorporated into the open space network in suitable 
locations that are accessible to the surrounding houses. Ideally they should have a 
500 m to 1 km radius for walking but this depends on the location of the open space 
network and how it fits with the subdivision layout.  

The demand for community gardens is evidenced by the number of existing gardens 
parts of Sydney. Nearly all of them has been constructed on public land long after 
the development has been completed. This causes issues with the provision of 
reticulated water, electricity, security and storage buildings. This infrastructure has 
to be retrofitted, often at a high cost. The opportunity exists for community gardens 
to be constructed as the subdivision is being developed, thus limiting the cost of 
infrastructure.  
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They can also fulfil social function as well as being part of the healthy food and 
nutrition objectives of the plans 

Backyard gardens are also something that can be encouraged by the development 
although, it is likely that some people will opt to join a community garden, especially 
if they have a small lot size.  

The potential to have edible streetscapes in certain areas such as near the location 
of the community gardens will also be investigated. 

It is recommended that provision be made in the document to promote urban 
agriculture. This includes community gardens, farmers markets and edible 
streetscapes (growing fruit and vegetables on the footpath outside houses, 
particularly in higher density areas) as well as rooftop gardens. 

6. The Values of the Metropolitan Rural Area 
A document was prepared for the Greater Sydney Commission dated February 2017 
titled “Values of the Metropolitan Rural Area” by AgEconPlus and its scope is set out 
on page 5 as being: 

“This report provides an evidence base for the analysis and spatial recognition 
of the economic, environmental and social values of the Metropolitan Rural 
Area in each of the five districts of Greater Sydney that contain parts of the 
MRA, to support district planning. The study relied primarily on existing 
Geographic Information System (GIS) data and hence information that was 
not available in this form was unable to be represented. This study was 
undertaken at a strategic level and ground truthing was beyond the scope of 
the study.” (AgEconPlus, 2017) 

This document makes unsubstantiated assertions and overlooks the value of 
agriculture, particularly the commodities that are significant for Sydney being 
vegetables, poultry and ornamental plants (nurseries, flowers and turf).  

The document does not seem to have availed itself of the literature on land use in 
peri-urban Sydney. This can be found from the Sydney Peri-Urban Network site which 
has a number of papers and reports on it. One being an Issues Paper which was 
prepared by Edge Land Planning in 2015 and which discusses a range of issues 
including land use and agriculture. Another is the work done by the Institute for 
Sustainable Futures on the Sydney Food Project and a document prepared by Wynne 
et al in 2016 titled Planning Tools for Strategic Management of Peri-Urban Food 
Production (Wynne, Cordell, Chong, & Jacobs, 2016) 

In a section dealing with agricultural production in the MRA, a broad statement is 
made about globalisation and trade in agriculture which has put a downward pressure 
on prices which has led to fewer and larger farms and more intensive production. 
There is no documented evidence or source to back up this statement and the 
following conclusion is reached on page 34: “Small farms in peri-urban locations are 
therefore likely to struggle to compete and therefore increasingly be operated by 
‘lifestyle farmers’. This section explores the extent to which this is reflected in 
agricultural production of the MRA. ” This is not the case and the document does not 
document this and in fact, as can be seen from the data presented in section 2, 
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agriculture is quite valuable in Western Sydney for the specific commodities outlined. 
Discussions held with farmers also backs up the data on production and its value.  

Reference is made to agricultural land uses on private land using the Australian Land 
use and Management (ALUM) Classification, although the source of the information 
is not provided. It states that the major agricultural land use on private land is other 
minimal land uses, grazing and pastures. It defines the other minimal land use on 
page 34 as land that is “… defence land - natural, stock route, residual native cover 
or rehabilitation”. The ALUM Classification makes the following statement about the 
residual native cover: “land under native cover, mainly unused (no prime use) or 
used for non-production or environmental purposes (e.g. to conserve native 
vegetation and wildlife, or for natural resources protection)” (ABARES, 2010) So it 
can be seen that it is not private land nor is it land that can be used for agricultural 
production. However, it has been included in the discussion of agricultural land use 
to present the picture that there is not much agricultural land use in Sydney. This 
presents a skewed analysis of the land use in Western Sydney. An analysis is then 
done of the various districts and again the source of the GIS data is not provided.  

The document carried out a review of the ABS Value of Agricultural database and it 
has not presented any details of the total value of agriculture in the MRA or the 
Sydney Region as a whole. The value of agriculture quoted uses the Local Value and 
not the Gross Value of Production which is used by Government Agencies, researchers 
and the ABS, when referring to the value of agriculture – there is no reason given for 
this divergence. In 2014-15, the ABS estimated this to be $542,403,769 gross value 
and $506,675,799 local value for the MRA and $597,080,030 gross / $559,568,864 
for the entire Sydney region. The document does not note that this was derived from 
a sample of 35,000 farms nationwide compared to the full census of all farms in 
Australia which is conducted every five years and the most recent survey was 
conducted in 2016 but not released until July 2017 and which sampled 103,400 
farms. The document produces a graph of the value of production for the MRA in 
which it lists the significant commodities as poultry, nurseries, flowers and turf, eggs 
and vegetables (but instead of reporting on the total vegetable production as it is 
presented in the ABS database, it breaks it up into mushrooms and other vegetables 
– with not reason given). This has the result of skewing the result because if the total 
vegetable production had been shown, it would have been $89.2m local value (and 
$105.3m gross value) which would have been the third highest rather than four and 
five. The data is reported by ABS using the SA4 level, which is a spatial area produced 
for the population census and replaces the previous Statistical Divisions and is based 
on the population, rather than purely geographical boundaries. There is no longer 
one Sydney category (as has been the practice in the past when the Sydney 
Statistical Division was used) and instead there are twelve SA4s covering the former 
Sydney SD. So in order to get a Sydney value there is a need to aggregate the data 
for all of these twelve or in the case of the MRA seven SA4s cover the majority of the 
land. This has not been done, rather the data has been presented in its disaggregated 
form as it is presented by the ABS. It does not provide an accurate picture of the 
relative value of Sydney to the rest of NSW. 

The document then goes on to discuss the economics of farming in the MRA which 
refers to a report prepared for Liverpool LGA in 2007 by Agribiz Consulting which was 
10 years old. There are some statements made using generalisations and others 
making assertions that many agricultural activities in the MRA are no longer 
economically sustainable, which are not based on any documented evidence. Another 
statement is made that “there is not a relative shortage of alternative farmland in 
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NSW of comparable or better quality to the land in the MRA”. This statement may be 
true to some extent but it does not make reference to the climate change scenarios 
and drought prevalence in other parts of NSW that is not as problematical in Western 
Sydney. Reference is made to the Agribiz report stating that many of the remaining 
farms in the Liverpool LGA (although by inference the MRA) being at or near their 
maximum intensification potential. This statement is not borne out by the number of 
low and high tech greenhouses that have been constructed in the Liverpool LGA and 
also in Western Sydney over the past few years. The growing of vegetables in a 
greenhouse enables a farmer to intensify the production more than for crops planted 
in a traditional market garden. 

The section dealing with the Economics of Farming also shows the percentage 
contribution of fruit (excluding grapes) and vegetables (excluding mushrooms) for 
each SA4 region of NSW including the ones that are in Sydney rather than 
aggregating them to form one figure for the Sydney MRA. This does not allow for an 
accurate comparison of how Sydney relates to the other parts of NSW. The data is 
not presented in a consistent manner - seven of the twelve SA4s are shown in the 
Fruit (including Sydney Inner West and Sydney City and Inner South – both of which 
are not in the MRA) and eight of the twelve the SA4s for the vegetable production 
(including Sydney Eastern Suburbs, Sydney Inner South and Sydney Inner South 
West – all of which are not in the MRA). A better method of comparing the data would 
have been to compare the entire Sydney Region MRA with the parts of the State as 
this would have given a good picture of how agriculture in Sydney compared to the 
rest of NSW. The use of fruit as an indicator is interesting because this has not been 
a significant commodity in Sydney for the past 30 – 40 years. However, the number 
one and two commodities identified in figure 4.5 (poultry and nurseries, flowers and 
turf) are not compared to NSW, nor are they discussed. These two commodities 
should have been included and discussed, as it would have provided data on the 
significant commodities instead of a relatively insignificant one like fruit. 

When the Sydney region data is presented as an aggregated whole and then 
compared with the other regions of NSW for the commodities it is strong in, it shows 
that the Sydney MRA is a significant agricultural region. It has the highest value of 
vegetable production – 25.3 % of NSW – followed by the Central West with 24.5% 
and then the Riverina with 20.2% of NSW value of production. The MRA also has the 
highest value of Nurseries, Flowers and Turf producing 41.6% of NSW followed by 
Richmond Tweed with 14.1% and then the Central Coast (9.4%). It is a similar trend 
with poultry production – Sydney produces 28.4% of the State’s poultry followed by 
the Riverina (17.7%) and New England and North West. So it can be seen that 
contrary to what the document says, Sydney is a significant agricultural region of 
NSW.  

The document then goes on to compare the 2014-15 data with the 2010-11 data to 
get some sense of how the agriculture production has changed over time. However, 
as noted above, the 2014-15 data is based on a sample of 35,000 farms and the 
2010-11 data is based on a full census of 135,654 farms. This has not been 
acknowledged in the document. It is not considered to be statistically accurate to do 
such comparisons because of the great difference in the sample size as well as 
differences in the vegetables identified in each database. It is also not known how 
many farms were sampled from the Sydney region to arrive at the 2014-15 data. 
The document makes the following statement when comparing the figures for 
vegetables:  
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“… the NSW value of vegetables for human consumption (other than 
mushrooms) contracted from $376.9m to $357.3m with an increasing share 
of total production concentrated in the Central West and Murray Region, two 
of the major production areas in NSW for vegetables for human consumption 
(other than mushrooms). The share of the total NSW production from the MRA 
declined from 36% to 25%, reflecting the issues identified earlier”p42  

This statement does not paint the full picture. Analysis of the ABS database for 2010-
11 shows that the figure for all of NSW vegetable production was $376.9m and that 
mushrooms was valued at $84.7m and in 2014-15 the total value for NSW was 
$357.3 with mushrooms being $54m. So the figures quoted did not take out 
mushrooms as is stated. If they had, it would have been $292.2m in 2011 and 
$303.3m in 2014, which is not as a large a difference. It states that the Central West 
and Murray are two of the major production areas in NSW but does not make the 
connection that Sydney at 25% is still the largest production area followed by Central 
West with 24.5% then the Riverina (20.2%) and Murray having 13.3%.  

To put this into context, analysis has been of the 2015-16 Census and this shows 
that the value of vegetables in Sydney has changed from $159.6m / $137.4m (Gross 
/ Local values) in 2010-11 to $141.7m / $118.9m in 2015-16. The percentage of 
NSW has not changed very much in that time – the report states that it was 36% in 
2010-11 and the analysis of 2015-16 shows that it was 33.8% in 2015-16. The 
method of collecting the statistics has changed. In 2010-11 the cut off for filling in 
the census was a property on the Australian Business Register with an Estimated 
Value of Agricultural Operations (EVAO) of a minimum $5,000. In 2015-16 it has 
changed to an EVAO of $40,000 and this meant that the ABS surveyed 103,400 farms 
which is less than in 2010-11, as would have been expected. So with this change in 
collection methodology one would expect so see a lower figure for 2015-16 but it is 
interesting to note that the percentage of the value of Sydney compared to NSW is 
very similar. The inference could be made that the proportionality has not changed 
at all considering the large increase in the EVAO. However the percentages for the 
other significant regions in 2014-15 as noted have reduced. The 2015-16 Central 
West is 17.8% of NSW, Riverina is 18.3% and Murray is 13.3%. It is noted that the 
2015-16 census is considered by the ABS to be a more accurate estimate of the value 
of production, because by having a higher estimated value of production, part time 
and hobby farming are not counted. If agriculture was not a sustainable industry in 
Sydney, it would be expected that it would be a lower figure not a higher one – it 
being noted that the collection criteria has changed.  

There is a section dealing with the pressures on rural lands in the MRA. This makes 
the following statement in relation to the high price of land: “As a result, the majority 
of the rural lands of the MRA will increasingly be primarily in demand as rural lifestyle 
properties, with some semi-commercial or non-commercial agricultural operations” 
(p46) This statement is not backed up by any other facts than the value of the land 
is increasing. Armed with the facts about the role of the Sydney region as a key 
producer of NSW vegetables (and particularly perishable vegetables), poultry and 
nurseries, flowers and turf, it is considered that another conclusion could be reached. 
The inference is that the production needs to expand, however the option of keeping 
it in place as a significant contributor to the fresh food supply for Sydney has not 
been discussed at all. 

There are five chapters dealing with the values of each of the districts that make up 
the MRA being the North, West Central, West South West and South districts. These 
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chapters don’t present the full picture of agriculture nor the issues involved with 
growing food and ornamental plants in these districts. There are inaccuracies and not 
all of the commodities are shown. This includes the following: 

 Referring to LGAs rather than basing it on a map to distinguish each district;  
 Referring to LGAs that are in a district but not in the MRA such as all of Fairfield 

and parts of Liverpool, Camden and Campbelltown in the South West District 
as well as all of Blacktown in the West Central District;   

 Not referring to the fact that there is not much class 1 and 2 Land and Soil 
Capability land in NSW when referring to the fact that there is no class 1 and 
2 land in Sydney, nor is it stated that class 3 land is quite capable of growing 
horticulture; 

 Data is presented on the value of agriculture in the various ‘agricultural cluster’ 
areas without any reference to the source of the data nor is the date of the 
data given. The data on the value of agricultural production only relates to the 
clusters, however there are other parts of the MRA that are significant 
agricultural producers, but which are not in the clusters. Investigations into 
the ABS database reveals that the data is based on the SA2 level data which 
is a smaller area than the SA4 level and also it is 2010-11 (compared to the 
2014-15 data that is used in chapter 4). Both of these facts are not 
acknowledged nor is it acknowledged that it refers to the gross value rather 
than the local value as reported in the section on the MRA agriculture in chapter 
4 as discussed above. The data presented is only a small part of the value of 
the actual district, which has the impact of distorting the actual value. For 
example, in the South West district, the total value of the three clusters is 
$112.2m, however when the total value of agriculture for the LGAs in the entire 
District is calculated it is $241.6m which is 40.8% of the total MRA. There is 
no consistency with these figures – looking at the West District, there is no 
data on the total value of agriculture rather only some of the components are 
reported. It is noted that the data on the Hawkesbury River Agricultural Cluster 
is the aggregation of a number of SA2 regions and it is stated that turf is the 
number one commodity in this region at $35.2m followed by vegetables at 
$23.5m. This is incorrect and the database shows the value of vegetables to 
be $77.9m which is $54.4m less than it should be. This area is also a significant 
producer of poultry ($25.1m), which has not been reported. The West District 
has an estimated value of agriculture of $241.2m which is also 40.5% of the 
total for Sydney. There is no attempt to total the value of agriculture for each 
of the five districts. Had this been done, it would have been evident which of 
the districts a significant agricultural producer and which are not. There are 
inaccuracies with the West Central and North Districts as well. Data is 
presented on one cluster that is not in the district and reference is made to 
nurseries in the Maroota Cluster that are not in that area, but further south in 
another cluster.   

 The document makes reference to a series of maps which are not included in 
the document, nor are they published elsewhere.   

The chapter dealing with considerations for decision making repeats the 
unsubstantiated and inaccurate statements made in other chapters.  

There is no statement about the value of agriculture in Sydney and its regional and 
national importance. Nowhere in the document does it say that the gross value of 
agriculture in the MRA is $542,403,769 (or $506,675,799 local value) and that this 
has a multiplier of 4 – 5 in the local economy. Nor does it say that this value is 4.5% 
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of the NSW value, which when considering the amount of land in the MRA that is 
arable, is quite significant. It does not highlight that the MRA and Sydney in total are 
significant producers of Nurseries, Flowers and Turf (39.9% of NSW value of 
production) as well as vegetables (25.0%) and perishable vegetables (66.8%) plus 
eggs (34.6%) and poultry meat (23.6%). However all it does say is the following: “… 
ultimately market forces primarily dictate the suitability of land for different 
agricultural activities and the viability (of) agricultural activities and clusters” p108. 
This seems to ignore the range of agricultural activities and the associated agri-
tourism and other values of land. It also seems to promote an attitude of ignoring a 
significant business and not providing any strategies to seek to keep them operating. 
I don’t think that this is the intention of the current Government policy in this regard. 

A statement is made that vegetables (other than mushrooms) are now primarily 
grown in the Central West (24%), Riverina (24%) and Murray (16%). It is not 
explained why mushrooms have been excluded. The data for the entire MRA has not 
been provided and only the values for regions within it have been shown. If this had 
been done and it included mushrooms it would have shown that number one region 
for vegetable production in NSW is the Sydney region (which produced 25.3% of 
vegetables by value) and the MRA (25%). When the perishable production is 
considered, Sydney is by far the highest area of production – by value as well as by 
commodity. In addition, there are many examples of existing businesses expanding 
and new vegetable producers starting up – particularly the perishable commodities.   

The data is presented that poultry and nurseries, flowers and turf are number one 
and two in NSW but there is no actual analysis of this. Is this to say that these sectors 
are not important?  

A statement is made that there will be a continuing shift in the share of fruit and 
vegetables to other regions of NSW. Apart from a statistically incorrect method of 
comparing a sample with a full census, there is no other evidence given for this 
statement. Fruit has not been significant in Sydney for a long time and this is not 
acknowledged. The main reason given for this is the cheap land and readily available 
water in these parts. This statement ignores the water sharing plans and climate 
change scenarios – both of which have the impact of potentially creating an unreliable 
source of water every year.  

The statement that there will be demand for rural residential lifestyle uses is correct 
but it is not backed up by any evidence of the existing nature of the landscape. 
However the statement that small farms in peri-urban areas struggle to compete and 
that there is likely to be some semi-commercial or non-commercial agricultural 
activities is just a statement that is not backed up by discussions with farmers or 
grower organisations or government agencies. The data presented for the 2016 
agricultural census on the value and proportion of NSW vegetable production coming 
from Sydney seems to be at odds with this statement. So too are discussions with 
individual farmers as well as NSW Farmers Association. 

It is noted that the MRA has significant landscape, tourism and recreation values but 
it is not acknowledged that agriculture is responsible for a large proportion of these 
values.  

In summary, this document makes assertions about the future of agriculture in 
Sydney which are not based on evidence of the existing agriculture nor has there 
been a review of appropriate literature on peri-urban land use. The points raised 
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above should be taken into account by the Greater Sydney Commission when relying 
on it as the basis of any policy on agriculture.  

7. The Draft Region Plan and Draft District Plan 
These documents are comprehensive in their coverage of all of the issues that shape 
a complex urban area like Sydney.  

It is acknowledged that the draft Greater Sydney Region Plan recognises the need to 
protect the agricultural production (objective 29 and strategies 29.1 and 29.2) and 
the draft Western City District Plan also refers to it by planning priority W17 and 
actions 74 and 75. In particular, action 74 and strategy 29.1 refer to using place 
based planning. However it is considered that this needs to be done in the context of 
strategic planning to identify land to be kept for agriculture as well as other uses. 
The principle of not allowing any major urban releases into the Metropolitan Rural 
Area is commended. 

The production of some fresh food for the city comes from the city’s doorstep as has 
been discussed in section 2. There is a need to identify the key growing areas for 
agriculture and to preserve these for future food production. In order to do this there 
is a need to prepare a Strategy for Agriculture as was proposed in previous 
metropolitan strategies notably the 2010 and 2005 Metropolitan Strategies. It is 
considered that the introduction of place based planning will not succeed without a 
specific overarching policy that sets the context of the need to protect good 
agricultural land for its ability to produce food and ornamental plants. The economic 
contribution of agriculture to the local economy should not be dismissed and can be 
encouraged to continue in harmony with agritourism and food production as well as 
value adding to the local fresh food supply. 

Urban Agriculture should also be addressed as being part of the production of food 
but care should be taken to ensure that there is still a need for production agriculture 
eon the fringes of the city. It needs to be acknowledged that not everyone has the 
time or willingness to grow fresh food in their homes or back yards.  
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