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1. Executive Summary 
Food—from its production and distribution through to consumers’ waste—in the context of food 

security, climate change and peak oil is an increasingly significant issue. This study provides an initial 

snapshot of what we know about food production and consumption in the ACT. The study draws on a 

variety of data sources including those available through the ABS, ABARES and the ACT Government. It 

contextualises this within the current planning and policy frameworks being pursued by the ACT 

Government in relation to local food. It also includes observations and analysis from on-going research 

into local food production and consumption undertaken by the study’s authors.  

The findings of this study highlight the importance of land use planning attending to the four key 

components of the food system: 

o food production 

o processing and transportation 

o consumer access and utilisation 

o waste, re-use and post-use management.  

Most significantly this study identifies a lack of sound data on each of these components in the ACT and 

surrounding areas, the Australian Capital Region (ACR). Based on information currently available, it is 

not possible to specify the amount of food produced in the ACT, both in terms of agricultural production 

(commercial and community/home) and that of processed food products.  

In a similar manner, it is not possible to determine exactly what food products are eaten by residents in 

the ACT, nor where they are bought and the amount wasted after purchase.  

To adequately incorporate food into future land use planning in the ACT and surrounding regions, this 

study recommends that new research be commissioned to address the knowledge gaps identified in this 

study.  

The impact of this research will be enhanced if dialogue continues between all relevant stakeholders in 

the ACT and surrounding NSW, particularly in the Local Government Areas (LGAs).  

The adoption of key principles of food sensitive urban planning and design is discussed in this study as a 

possible basis for this ongoing dialogue to ensure ACT and ACR planning authorities are best able to 

contribute to food security in the region through assisting in the creation of a resilient, socially just and 

environmentally sustainable food system. 

It is suggested that the role of the ACT government in food production be focussed on structural issues, 

including:  

o removing impediments – such as removal of insecurity in land tenure and use rights, and 

o allowing opportunities - such as the identification of under-utilised land that can be used for 

community food production and the development of an interactive, data-rich regional food 

map.  

With the findings of the research adequately factored into land use planning, the governments of the 

ACT and ACR can contribute to regional food security by facilitating the creation of a resilient, socially 

just and environmentally sustainable food system. 
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2. Introduction 
Fears raised about future food security in relation to peak oil and

politicised the food system. This includes 

sale and the rising concern of waste. 

Since 2008 over half of the world’s population 

greenfield sites, and efforts to counteract this through a planning focus on inner

have both reduced the land available for food production in urban and peri

cities (e.g. the shrinkage of the Sydney B

nature of cities suggests that fewer people are direct

production than ever before.  

As documented in Hungry City: How Food Shapes O

in part, produced by freeing people from the

been arguably the greatest force shaping 

sources has required the development of 

e.g. transport systems, supermarkets and global supply chains,

urban dwellers in the developed world

However, despite the key role played by food

planning of cities “to other urban systems like housing, transportation, employment, and the 

environment”4. This lack of attention and distancing from food has fuelled a growing disconnection 

between urban dwellers and the food system. Increasingly, research is indicating that this disconnection 

can have adverse effects on the environment, local economies and personal and com

These points of disconnection can occur in response to a myriad of factors related to the

components of the food system: 

o food production;  

o processing and transportation; 

o consumer access and utilisation; and 

o waste, re-use and post-use management

These four components form the conc

                                                          
1
 UN Habitat., 2010. State of the World’s Cities 

Press Kits. 
2
 Steele, C., 2009. Hungry City: How Food Shapes our lives

3
 Ibid.: 9. 

4
Pothukuchi, K. & Kaufman, J. L. (1999). Placing the Food System on the Urban Ag

institutions in food systems planning. 
5
 See: Lyson, T., 2004. Civic agriculture: Reconnecting farm, food, and community

of New England; Steele, op. cit.; Pothukuchi, op. cit.
6
 Donovan, J. et al. (2011). Food Sensitive Urban Planning and Design: a conceptual framework for achieving a 

sustainable and healthy food system

Australia (Victorian Division). 

Planning processes need to take into account the four key components of the 
food system: food production; processing and transportation; consumer access 
and utilisation; and waste, re

Fears raised about future food security in relation to peak oil and climate change have increasingly 

ed the food system. This includes what we eat, how it is grown, the methods of distribution and 

sale and the rising concern of waste.  

Since 2008 over half of the world’s population has lived in urban environments1. 

greenfield sites, and efforts to counteract this through a planning focus on inner-

have both reduced the land available for food production in urban and peri-urban areas in Australian 

e of the Sydney Basin). The shift in where the world’s population resides and the 

nature of cities suggests that fewer people are directly involved in medium and large

Hungry City: How Food Shapes Our Lives
2, the character and culture of cities has been, 

produced by freeing people from the constraints of food production, “the feeding of cities has 

been arguably the greatest force shaping civilization”. Becoming increasingly distant from our food 

sources has required the development of infrastructure, design solutions and global trading networks

supermarkets and global supply chains, to ensure adequate 

in the developed world3.  

le played by food in our lives, it has tended to take a “

to other urban systems like housing, transportation, employment, and the 

ttention and distancing from food has fuelled a growing disconnection 

between urban dwellers and the food system. Increasingly, research is indicating that this disconnection 

adverse effects on the environment, local economies and personal and com

These points of disconnection can occur in response to a myriad of factors related to the

components of the food system:  

processing and transportation;  

consumer access and utilisation; and  

use management6.  

These four components form the conceptual framework for this study.  

                   
. State of the World’s Cities 2010/2011 – Cities for All: Bridging the Urban Divide

Hungry City: How Food Shapes our lives. London: Vintage Books. 

Pothukuchi, K. & Kaufman, J. L. (1999). Placing the Food System on the Urban Agenda: the role of municipal 

institutions in food systems planning. Agriculture and Human Values 16: 213. 

Civic agriculture: Reconnecting farm, food, and community. New H

Pothukuchi, op. cit. 

Food Sensitive Urban Planning and Design: a conceptual framework for achieving a 

sustainable and healthy food system. Melbourne: Report commissioned by the National Heart Foundation of 

Planning processes need to take into account the four key components of the 
food system: food production; processing and transportation; consumer access 
and utilisation; and waste, re-use and post-use management. 
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ange have increasingly 

what we eat, how it is grown, the methods of distribution and 

. Urban sprawl in 

-city densification/in-fill, 

urban areas in Australian 

). The shift in where the world’s population resides and the 

ly involved in medium and large-scale food 

, the character and culture of cities has been, 

“the feeding of cities has 

ecoming increasingly distant from our food 

, design solutions and global trading networks 

adequate food is available to 

has tended to take a “back seat” in the 

to other urban systems like housing, transportation, employment, and the 

ttention and distancing from food has fuelled a growing disconnection 

between urban dwellers and the food system. Increasingly, research is indicating that this disconnection 

adverse effects on the environment, local economies and personal and community health5.  

These points of disconnection can occur in response to a myriad of factors related to the four key 

 

Cities for All: Bridging the Urban Divide, Media Centre, 

enda: the role of municipal 

. New Hampshire: University Press 

Food Sensitive Urban Planning and Design: a conceptual framework for achieving a 

. Melbourne: Report commissioned by the National Heart Foundation of 

Planning processes need to take into account the four key components of the 
food system: food production; processing and transportation; consumer access 

use management. 
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2.1. ACT and surrounding regions 

This study focuses on issues relating to local food in the ACT but identifies the necessity of cooperation 

with its surrounding regions. This is particularly important in relation to maximising food security by 

sourcing a greater amount of food regionally, thus improving food access and reducing reliance on long-

distance transport systems.  

The ACT region has been defined in many ways. These include: ‘Canberra plus one’ (C+1) which 

incorporates the region’s within one hour’s drive of the Territory; the Sydney-Canberra Corridor; and the 

Australian Capital Region (ACR) which includes the ACT and the 17 surrounding NSW Local Government 

Areas.  

Agriculture is a significant enterprise in all of these broader regions, for example it accounts for 11% of 

the workforce in the Sydney-Canberra corridor and makes a yearly contribution of $200 million to the 

economy7.  

As noted in the Sydney-Canberra Corridor Regional Strategy, “preserving rural lands as a resource for 

emerging as well as existing agriculture is therefore a key challenge for the Region”8. This is due not only 

to the economic value, but also the social, environmental and landscape values attached to productive 

agricultural land9. This is true of agricultural land in the ACR, the region directly affected by ACT 

decisions.  

Since its inception in the early 1990s, the ACR has featured in ACT policy documents. Recently, the ACT 

Legislative Assembly’s Standing Committee on Climate Change, Environment and Water has 

recommended “the ACT Government play a leadership role in ACR land use planning that preserves 

arable land suitable for food production throughout the ACR”10.  

This planning is to be done in consultation with:  

• ACR groups interested in food in the context of peak oil, climate change and local food;  

• NSW Government in respect to NSW Office of Food Security and Agriculture Sustainability and the 

NSW Strategic Regional Land Use Plans that identify the best land for agricultural uses; and  

• Commonwealth Government in relation to the National Food Plan11.  

 

As the relevance of the ACR has been recognised within ACT policy documents, the following study 

includes data related to food production in this region (see map overleaf).  

 

 

 

                                                           
7
 Sydney-Canberra Corridor Regional Strategy, Department of Planning, NSW Government, 2008: 7. 

8
 Sydney-Canberra Corridor Regional Strategy, op. cit. 

9
 Sydney-Canberra Corridor regional strategy, op.cit. 

10
 ACT Standing Committee on Climate Change, Environment and Water, 2012.  

11
 Ibid.  
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2.2. Community Interest and Concerns 

From a community perspective, ACT residents have become increasingly interested in food and its 

social, economic and environmental impacts over the last decade12.  

The Time to Talk: Canberra 2030 Outcomes Report in 2010 confirmed this rising interest and identified 

the significance of:  

• environmental (carbon/food miles, water and waste);  

• social concerns (disconnection from food system, viability of local food production and retail, and 

health); and  

• economic concerns.  

 

The ACT’s Draft Planning Strategy - Background Paper 5: Food and the public consultation in 2011, 

acknowledged the importance of strategic land use planning in ensuring productive agricultural lands 

remain available for food production. This is specifically in relation to peri-urban areas, but also urban 

initiatives such as city farms and farmers’ markets13.  

There is also strong evidence suggesting these concerns and interests extend into the ACR. For example, 

the South East Food Action Plan
14 released in May 2012, developed through a partnership between 

SCPA-South East Producers and Sustaining our Towns, identified how best to grow the regional food 

economy of south east NSW (incorporating the Bega Valley, Bombala, comma-Monaro, Eurobodalla, 

Palerang, Queanbeyan and Snowy River LGAs). The plan proposes projects that aim to increase 

production, supply and consumption of local food in their area. 

2.3. Competing uses and values for land  

Urban planning initiatives attempt to manage competition and conflict over best land use. The Time to 

Talk: Canberra 2030 Outcomes report identifies that Canberra residents value and desire land for 

multiple purposes: open space; recreation; future infrastructure needs; biodiversity and fauna and flora 

habitat; Walter Burley Griffin’s city in a landscape and also for agriculture.  

The significance of food and the need for “food-sensitive planning and urban design (FSPUD)”15 is 

starting to be encouraged in Australian urban planning. In 2011 the Heart Foundation and the Victorian 

Eco-Innovation Lab (VEIL) at the University of Melbourne, with partial funding from VicHealth produced 

guidelines to assist in achieving this. Their publication Food-sensitive planning and urban design: A 

conceptual framework for achieving a sustainable and healthy food system identifies FSPUD as being 

able to impact on urban sustainability and provide “the conditions for attractive, human-scale living 

environments through integration of urban planning and design with the production, distribution and 

equitable access to healthy foods by: 

• trying to make use of urban productive capacity and resources to provide secure, healthy and 

sustainable food 

• optimising synergies between food, energy, water and nutrients 

                                                           
12

 Background Paper 5: Food. Draft Planning Strategy, ESDD, ACT Government, Canberra, Australia, October 2011. 
13

 Time to Talk: Canberra 2030 -  Outcomes report, Elton Consulting for ACT Government, December 2010; 

Consultation Outcomes report ACT Planning Strategy, Elton Consulting for ESDD, February 2012  
14

 South East Food plan: A plan for growing the regional food economy in South East NSW. South East Food Project, 

May 2012. 
15

 Donovan, J. et al. (2011). Food Sensitive Urban Planning and Design: a conceptual framework for achieving a 

sustainable and healthy food system. Melbourne: Report commissioned by the National Heart Foundation of 

Australia (Victorian Division). 
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• reducing the need to transport food (hence water and energy) by producing it closer to where it will 

be eaten”16. 

 

While there are many difficulties in managing the finite land resources in the ACT and surrounding 

regions, the adoption and adaptation of FSUPD framework may provide a useful starting point for 

promoting more comprehensive inclusion of the four key components of the food system into land use 

planning in the region. The FSUPD guidelines provide a matrix for assessing planning practices in relation 

to these four components and the issues of:  

• health and fairness, to facilitate access to nutritionally appropriate food for all;  

• sustainability and resilience, to reduce ecological footprints and improve capacity of local food 

production;  

• livelihoods and opportunity, to strengthen economic activity through education and training and 

investigation of innovative relationships between producers, suppliers and consumers; and, 

• community and amenity, including provision of spaces that are safe, mitigate heat island effects, 

support social interaction and sharing of knowledge and skills17. 

 

While food is only one element that needs to be factored into the decision-making process for land use 

planning, consideration of its environmental, social and economic impact is important. As such, there is 

a need to clearly identify the data required to form best planning practice.  

This study initiates this process and offers suggestions for the next steps that can be taken to fill the 

identified knowledge gaps.  

3. Food production in the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) 

3.1. What is produced? 

In the 2011-12 Agricultural Commodities survey for the ACT18, the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 

advises that the majority of this data should be seen as estimates only and used with caution, thus more 

systematic and small-scale data collection should be undertaken to confirm the findings. The 

Agricultural Commodities survey states that there is 58,286 hectares of agricultural land holding in the 

ACT and 75 agricultural businesses.  

Not all of these businesses are necessarily engaged in producing food intended for human consumption 

as the data also incorporates: hay and silage (4 businesses); nurseries, cut flowers and cultivated turf (5 

businesses); sheep, which are likely to be used for wool (32 businesses have sheep – data is not 

separated into meat and wool) and horses (5 studs and 23 other businesses with horses). It is possible 

that some of these agricultural businesses are also engaged in food production making a precise figure 

of food-producing businesses difficult to ascertain.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
16

 Donovan, op. cit. 
17

 Ibid.  
18

 ABS. 2012. 71210DO001. Agricultural Commodities, Australia 2010-11, June 2012 Canberra: Australian Bureau of 

Statistics. 
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Commodity Number of Businesses 

Hay and Silage 4 

Nurseries, cut flowers and cultivated turf 5 

Wool 32 (data not separated into meat and wool) 

Horses 5 studs/23 other businesses with horses 

Table 1: Non-human consumption food businesses 

 

There are a number of gaps in the ABS data meaning that land area, production and yield is not provided 

for all commodities. There are 304 hectares of ACT land used for producing broadacre crops run by 2 

businesses principally for the production of wheat (farmed on 283 hectares producing 385 tonnes). 

Three businesses use 11 hectares for growing vegetables for human consumption. Included in this are: 1 

business producing 1 tonne of herbs on 1 hectare; 1 business producing 1 tonne of tomatoes; and 3 

businesses producing other vegetables for human consumption on 10 hectares of land (no details of 

production).   

Over the 2011-12 period there were 3 businesses producing fruit and nuts from trees with an estimated 

total of 2099 trees across 5 hectares of land. Of this, 1 business had 83 stone fruit trees, the majority of 

which were plum trees (67) that produced 1.34 tonnes. Three businesses also grew Pome fruit with 

2016 trees, mostly apples (1942 trees), producing 19.492 tonnes equating to a yield (kg/tree) of 12. 

However, while there were fewer pear trees (44) they produced 1.228 tonnes equating to a yield 

(kg/tree) of 51. There were 2 businesses producing grapes on 95 hectares with 59 tonnes of production.  

Commodity Quantity Number of businesses 

Wheat 385 tonnes 2 

Tomatoes 1 tonne 1 

Herbs 1 tonne 1 

Other vegetables Unknown 3 

Plums 1.34 tonnes 1 

Apples 19.492 tonnes 3 

Pears 1.228 tonnes 3 

Grapes 59 tonnes 2 

Table 2: Plant based food production for human consumption 

During the reporting period the ACT also had 6 businesses with 84,246 chickens for egg production, 

collectively producing 1,171,756 dozen eggs. No chickens were identified as being grown for meat 

though 1 business had 25 ‘other’ poultry for meat. There were 51 businesses with 8,807 of cattle for 

meat production (including breeding), and one business with 1,035 goats (data on the proportion for 

meat and/or dairy was not provided). There were 32 businesses with 54,092 sheep, the majority of 

which are merinos suggesting they are principally for wool production. Sheep farming remains the key 

agricultural activity in the ACT. This concurs with the identification in the 2007 ACT State of the 
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Environment report that of the 21% of land in the territory identified a

“almost all” of this was for dryland 

Commodity 

Eggs (Chicken) 

Poultry (other than chicken, 

meat production) 

Sheep (principally for wool 

production) 

Goats 

Cattle (meat production) 

Table 3: Animal based food production for human consumption

 

The publicly available ABS data sets used above do

as the truffle farm in the Majura Valley which is located on

needed to build a more comprehensive database of food

3.2. Where does produc

3.2.1. Commercial production

The land able to be used for agriculture in the ACT is 

zoning of land for Non Urban uses. T

1. Broadacre  
2. Rural 
3. Hills, ridges and buffers

4. River corridor 
5. Mountains and bushland

 

Animal husbandry is prohibited in all la

used for agricultural production, for example 

The map overleaf of ACT land currently used for agriculture, 

reserves) is 30,000 hectares and l

land that is available for agistment

three per cent of the territory is under reserves

 

                                                          
19

 Sustainable Farming in the Majura Valley

Catchment Group Inc., September 2011.

Sheep and cattle farming remain the key agricultural activity in the ACT.

nvironment report that of the 21% of land in the territory identified as being used for agriculture, 

for dryland grazing.  

Quantity Number of businesses

1, 171, 756 dozen eggs 6 

25  ‘other’ poultry 1 

54,092 sheep 32 

1,035 goats 1 

8, 807 cattle 51 

Table 3: Animal based food production for human consumption 

sets used above do not capture details of the ACT’s niche producers such 

Majura Valley which is located on 182 hectares of land19

comprehensive database of foods grown and processed 

production occur? 

Commercial production 

for agriculture in the ACT is controlled by the ACT Territory Plan

zoning of land for Non Urban uses. These are: 

Hills, ridges and buffers 

ountains and bushland 

Animal husbandry is prohibited in all land use zones except broadacre and industrial land cannot be 

, for example food in glasshouses.  

land currently used for agriculture, shows that the urban area (minus

and land leased for agriculture is 39,000 hectares. This does not includ

land that is available for agistment for grazing and national land (such as the Majura Valley farms)

per cent of the territory is under reserves. 

 

                   
Sustainable Farming in the Majura Valley, ACT Rural Landholders’ Association in collaboration with the Molonglo 

Catchment Group Inc., September 2011. 

Sheep and cattle farming remain the key agricultural activity in the ACT.
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Number of businesses 

 
not capture details of the ACT’s niche producers such 

19. Further research is 

 locally. 

the ACT Territory Plan, through the 

ndustrial land cannot be 

an area (minus parks 

. This does not include 

and national land (such as the Majura Valley farms). Fifty-

, ACT Rural Landholders’ Association in collaboration with the Molonglo 
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The ACT 2011 State of the Environment (SOE) report notes that 58% of land in the ACT is zoned for 

conservation purposes with approximately 11.4% for urban areas. Over the reporting period for 2011, 

72% of residential development occurred in greenfield sites with a projection for the 2011-2015 period 

of 55% of these developments occurring on greenfield land. The urban sprawl in other Australian capital 

cities, notably Melbourne and Sydney, has impacted on the peri-urban land available for food 

production and this has raised concerns related to the future food security of these cities and the 

surrounding region’s that they supply. An understanding of the impact greenfield development has had 

on food production and supply in these cities could be useful in informing approaches to similar 

developments in the ACT20.  

The Australian Institute of Architects ACT chapter’s submission to the Time to Talk: Canberra 2030 

Outcomes Report echoes similar concerns noting that the loss of the most fertile agricultural land was “a 

threat to Australia’s capacity to feed ourselves”. Not only do these peri-urban food-producing sites play 

a role in food security, but they have also been shown to have important social, heritage and landscape 

value for local community members21.  

The significance of landscape values through identification of the importance of the ‘bush capital’ 

setting has been reinforced through a variety of recent consultations in the ACT, most notably through 

the Time to Talk: Canberra 2030 Outcomes Report in 2010, the draft Planning Strategy, 2011, the 

Eastern Broadacre Study consultation process and the draft master plan for Pialligo.  

The Eastern Broadacre process explored community attitudes to the creation of employment-based 

industries in the corridor. Of the 56 written submissions made during the consultation process, five 

identified the potential for food production in the area. These submissions highlighted the benefits of 

“minimising ‘food miles’ and compatibility with the ACT’s carbon neutral goals; the quality of the soil in 

the area; and possible compatibility with the conservation objectives of certain areas”22.  

This has been reinforced in the Pialligo draft master plan. In the early days of Federal Government, there 

was a significant focus on Canberra being able to be self-sufficient in food. To assist with this endeavour, 

the fertile soils of Pialligo were identified in the early 20th century for use in vegetable production23. 

Pialligo has been developed under broadacre and river corridor land use zones which permit agriculture, 

thus maintaining this heritage. The draft master plan acknowledges Pialligo “is a natural landscape 

which protects its fertile soils, heritage values, and high food producing capacity”24. The importance of 

food beyond the economic value of its sale is recognised in the draft master plan which identifies 

Pialligo’s capacity to implement and promote sustainability principles to the broader community and its 

potential to use food to promote tourism in the area. Most significantly the plan acknowledges that “the 

                                                           
20

 For example, the Sydney basin area is facing the loss of 52% of its land to build new homes under the 

Metropolitan Plan
20

. In 2006, 40% of the vegetable growers who provided 90% of Sydney’s fresh vegetables 

gardened in the Sydney basin. They produced 12% of the local value (farm gate) of the state of NSW on 1% of its 

land
20

. Similar concerns over a loss of food production and fertile soils have been raised in Melbourne where such 

land is being targeted for urban expansion raising fears that that some of the State’s best soils will be built over
20

 
21

 Parker, F., 2007. Making Periurban Farmers on the Fringe Matter. State of the Australian Cities Conference, 

Adelaide, 28-30 November; Grayson, R., 2008. Urban Farming for city food security. Submission to Phillip Bay Land 

Assessment, NSW Department of Lands; Knowd, I. et al., 2006. Urban Agriculture: The New Frontier. Planning for 

Food Seminar, Vancouver, 21 June; James. S. et al., 2010. Sydney’s Agricultural Lands: An analysis. Urban Research 

Centre, UWS. 
22

 Planning the Eastern Broadacre Area: Discussion paper, Community feedback. ESDD, ACT Government, 

Canberra, Australia November 2011. 
23

 Background Paper 5: Food. ESDD, ACT Government, Canberra, Australia, October 2011. 
24

 Draft Pialligo Master Plan. ESDD, ACT Government, Canberra, Australia, June 2012. 
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protection of the ACT’s food producing capacity is important.” Such recognition of peri

producing regions has been lacking in many planning practices in Australian

3.2.2. Private production: urban g

A key aspect of global urban agriculture is the small

can be divided into three categories: home

capacity for these forms of gardens to contribute to the creation of sustainable cities is being 

increasingly recognised. But there is

the type or quantity of production from the thr

Such “urban gardens” can provide the opportunity to improve loc

better connect people to food systems. 

on the city’s economy, public health, environment, land use, and other community systems

these spaces can: promote social inclusion; contribute to improving micro

areas (e.g. reducing heat island effects); and enhance the c

spaces in which biodegradable wastes can be turned into compost for enriching soil.

Home gardens 

Home gardens are possibly the least problematic to define, referring to the land adjoin

However this land is used in multiple ways around the world “

economic needs and functions”28

food production than in the developed world

readily available for purchase.  

However, the utility of the home

other physical characteristics. On the local level, the diminishing 

and urban infill sites in Australian cities is changing the form and function of these spaces and, 

consequently, the role they play in the urban and suburban landsc

to a significant aesthetic shift, but also to a reduction in biodiversity, a reduction in the ability to capture 

carbon, as well as a reduction in natural climate control

production.  

In the ACT there is evidence of a resurg

seemingly fuelled by a combination of environmental, health and economic concerns

                                                          
25

 Butt, A., 2011. Functional Change and farming in the PeriMetropolis: What does it really mean for agriculture 

and food systems. State of the Australian Cities Conference, Melbourne, 29 November

2009.The decline and rise of urban agriculture: Can urban agriculture deliver on multiple urban planning and policy 

fronts? State of the Australian Cities Conference, Perth, 24
26

 Drescher, A.W., et al. 2006. Urban Homegardens

Management strategies and institutional environments. In B. M Kumar and P.K.R. Nair (E

Homegardens: A time-tested example of sustainable agroforestry
27

 Pothukuchi, et al., op. cit.: 221. 
28

 Drescher et al., op.cit: 319. 
29

Hall, T., 2009. The Death of the Australian Backyard 

Future workshops, ACT Planning and Land Authority: 7

“The protection of the ACT’s food producing capacity is important.” 

- Draft Pialligo Master Plan

protection of the ACT’s food producing capacity is important.” Such recognition of peri

producing regions has been lacking in many planning practices in Australian capital cities

: urban gardening 

urban agriculture is the small-scale form referred to as “urban gardening,”

into three categories: home gardens, allotment gardens and community gardens

capacity for these forms of gardens to contribute to the creation of sustainable cities is being 

here is currently no official tracking, nor publically available estimates, of 

tity of production from the three different categories of urban gardening.

can provide the opportunity to improve local food producing capabilities and 

people to food systems. This is integral to the “quality of urban life,” 

city’s economy, public health, environment, land use, and other community systems

these spaces can: promote social inclusion; contribute to improving micro-climatic conditions in urban 

areas (e.g. reducing heat island effects); and enhance the capacity for waste management by providing 

spaces in which biodegradable wastes can be turned into compost for enriching soil.

gardens are possibly the least problematic to define, referring to the land adjoin

multiple ways around the world “to meet different physical, social and 
28. Home gardens in the developing world are more likely to be used for 

food production than in the developed world, where average incomes are higher and food is more 

However, the utility of the home garden varies significantly due to significant differences in size

. On the local level, the diminishing size of the backyard in both greenfield 

and urban infill sites in Australian cities is changing the form and function of these spaces and, 

consequently, the role they play in the urban and suburban landscape. This change contributes not only 

nt aesthetic shift, but also to a reduction in biodiversity, a reduction in the ability to capture 

carbon, as well as a reduction in natural climate control29. It also reduces the capacity for urban food 

evidence of a resurgence in backyard, front yard, verge and community gardens 

seemingly fuelled by a combination of environmental, health and economic concerns

                   
Butt, A., 2011. Functional Change and farming in the PeriMetropolis: What does it really mean for agriculture 

and food systems. State of the Australian Cities Conference, Melbourne, 29 November- 2 December; Budge, T., 

2009.The decline and rise of urban agriculture: Can urban agriculture deliver on multiple urban planning and policy 

fronts? State of the Australian Cities Conference, Perth, 24-27 November. 

Urban Homegardens and allotment gardens for sustainable livelihoods: 

and institutional environments. In B. M Kumar and P.K.R. Nair (E

tested example of sustainable agroforestry, Netherlands: Springer: 

The Death of the Australian Backyard – A lesson for Canberra. Paper submitted to Sustainable 

Future workshops, ACT Planning and Land Authority: 7-10. 

“The protection of the ACT’s food producing capacity is important.” 
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protection of the ACT’s food producing capacity is important.” Such recognition of peri-urban food 

capital cities25. 

 

to as “urban gardening,” which 

gardens, allotment gardens and community gardens26. The 

capacity for these forms of gardens to contribute to the creation of sustainable cities is being 

no official tracking, nor publically available estimates, of 

different categories of urban gardening. 

al food producing capabilities and 

his is integral to the “quality of urban life,” and it can “impact 

city’s economy, public health, environment, land use, and other community systems”27. Indeed, 

climatic conditions in urban 

apacity for waste management by providing 

spaces in which biodegradable wastes can be turned into compost for enriching soil. 

gardens are possibly the least problematic to define, referring to the land adjoining a house. 

to meet different physical, social and 

gardens in the developing world are more likely to be used for 

where average incomes are higher and food is more 

garden varies significantly due to significant differences in size and 

size of the backyard in both greenfield 

and urban infill sites in Australian cities is changing the form and function of these spaces and, 

his change contributes not only 

nt aesthetic shift, but also to a reduction in biodiversity, a reduction in the ability to capture 

It also reduces the capacity for urban food 

yard, verge and community gardens 

seemingly fuelled by a combination of environmental, health and economic concerns. It may be 

Butt, A., 2011. Functional Change and farming in the PeriMetropolis: What does it really mean for agriculture 

2 December; Budge, T., 

2009.The decline and rise of urban agriculture: Can urban agriculture deliver on multiple urban planning and policy 

and allotment gardens for sustainable livelihoods: 

and institutional environments. In B. M Kumar and P.K.R. Nair (Eds), Tropical 

, Netherlands: Springer: 318. 

. Paper submitted to Sustainable 
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influenced by the rise of celebrity 

However, we do not know how much food is being produced, nor what could possibly be produced in 

these spaces. The most recent wide

1992 in a survey entitled “Home Production of food” which focused on hous

production of selected food items

With the exception of wine production, in 1992 capital cities produced less than non

householders. The data indicates tha

36.1) were producing fruit, 49% (compared to national average of 34.8) were producing vegetables and 

2.3% producing eggs (compared to national average of 6.6%). There was 1185.9 tonnes of fruit p

with the greatest production being from plums (226.3), grapes (105.8) and apples (179.0). There were 

2924.5 tonnes of vegetables with pumpkins leading the yield at 

cabbages –including brussel sprouts (170.4). 

Nationally those most likely to produce their own fruit and vegetables were aged 55

with the typical ages of retirement and

increase in the number of school kitchen gardens coupled with the 

backyard, front yard, verge and community gardens

younger people being more involved.

While the data from the 1992 survey is based on estimates, it found that

and vegetables in Australia were produced in urban 

was a significant amount of home food production in t

production. For example, with plums as a point of comparison, in the 2010

agricultural businesses produced 1.34 tonnes

tonnes.  

A report on Sydney’s Agricultural Lands indicates that

captured32. The lack of up-to-date data prohibits comment on current production in the ACT. However, 

the rise of urban agriculture and interest in food over the last decade indicate

data to understand the value (economic, social and environmental) of urban gardening practices. 

Community gardens 

In the ACT people with backyards, the desire,

not always able to due to the presence of large shady trees 

a desire to use their backyard to grow ornamentals

purposes (e.g. lawn for children to play)

community garden. Community gardens are defined as an “outdoor recreation facility” and

to land use zones, are permitted most places. 

ACT, with 11 of these managed by the Can

gardens in public housing complexes for the exclusive use of residents. 

                                                          
30

 ABS. 1992. 7110.0. Home Production of Selected Foodstuffs

of Statistics. 
31

 ABS, 1992 op. cit. 
32

 James, S., et al., 2010. Sydney’s Agricultural Lands: An analysis

Sydney. 

In 1992 around 5% of all fresh fruit and vegetables produced  in Australia were produced in 
urban home  gardens.

of celebrity gardeners and chefs promoting gardening and fresh produce. 

e do not know how much food is being produced, nor what could possibly be produced in 

these spaces. The most recent wide scale data on home food production was gathered by the ABS in 

1992 in a survey entitled “Home Production of food” which focused on householder estimates of their 

production of selected food items30. This followed on from a previous study conducted in 1944.

With the exception of wine production, in 1992 capital cities produced less than non

The data indicates that 41.2% of ACT householders (compared to national average of 

36.1) were producing fruit, 49% (compared to national average of 34.8) were producing vegetables and 

2.3% producing eggs (compared to national average of 6.6%). There was 1185.9 tonnes of fruit p

with the greatest production being from plums (226.3), grapes (105.8) and apples (179.0). There were 

2924.5 tonnes of vegetables with pumpkins leading the yield at 568.6, followed by lettuce (292.8) and 

including brussel sprouts (170.4).  

Nationally those most likely to produce their own fruit and vegetables were aged 55

of retirement and a presumed increase in leisure time. However, t

increase in the number of school kitchen gardens coupled with the aforementioned 

yard, verge and community gardens may have produced a shift in this figures

younger people being more involved.  

2 survey is based on estimates, it found that around 5% of all fresh fruits 

and vegetables in Australia were produced in urban home gardens31. The above data suggests that there 

a significant amount of home food production in the ACT, often outweighing the commercial 

For example, with plums as a point of comparison, in the 2010-2011 ABS data ACT 

inesses produced 1.34 tonnes of plums whereas in 1992 householders produced 226.3 

Agricultural Lands indicates that data on urban agriculture has been poorly 

date data prohibits comment on current production in the ACT. However, 

the rise of urban agriculture and interest in food over the last decade indicates a need to gather new 

data to understand the value (economic, social and environmental) of urban gardening practices. 

le with backyards, the desire, skill and time to grow their own fruit and vegetables

due to the presence of large shady trees (particularly in the older inner

a desire to use their backyard to grow ornamentals, or simply as result of dedicating

e.g. lawn for children to play). Some of these people have been able to take up a plot in 

Community gardens are defined as an “outdoor recreation facility” and

are permitted most places. There are currently 17 public commu

of these managed by the Canberra Organic Growers Society. There are also at least 9 

gardens in public housing complexes for the exclusive use of residents.  

                   
Production of Selected Foodstuffs, Australia, April 1992, Canberra: Australian Bureau 

Sydney’s Agricultural Lands: An analysis. Urban Research Centre, University of Western 

In 1992 around 5% of all fresh fruit and vegetables produced  in Australia were produced in 
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chefs promoting gardening and fresh produce. 

e do not know how much food is being produced, nor what could possibly be produced in 

scale data on home food production was gathered by the ABS in 

eholder estimates of their 

study conducted in 1944.  

With the exception of wine production, in 1992 capital cities produced less than non-metropolitan 

t 41.2% of ACT householders (compared to national average of 

36.1) were producing fruit, 49% (compared to national average of 34.8) were producing vegetables and 

2.3% producing eggs (compared to national average of 6.6%). There was 1185.9 tonnes of fruit produced 

with the greatest production being from plums (226.3), grapes (105.8) and apples (179.0). There were 

, followed by lettuce (292.8) and 

Nationally those most likely to produce their own fruit and vegetables were aged 55-69. This correlates 

leisure time. However, the recent 

aforementioned resurgence in 

may have produced a shift in this figures, with 

around 5% of all fresh fruits 

. The above data suggests that there 

utweighing the commercial 

2011 ABS data ACT 

of plums whereas in 1992 householders produced 226.3 

 
data on urban agriculture has been poorly 

date data prohibits comment on current production in the ACT. However, 

s a need to gather new 

data to understand the value (economic, social and environmental) of urban gardening practices.  

fruit and vegetables are 

(particularly in the older inner-city suburbs), 

dicating the space to other 

people have been able to take up a plot in a 

Community gardens are defined as an “outdoor recreation facility” and, according 

public community gardens in the 

There are also at least 9 

, Australia, April 1992, Canberra: Australian Bureau 

. Urban Research Centre, University of Western 

In 1992 around 5% of all fresh fruit and vegetables produced  in Australia were produced in 



FOOD IN THE ACT 

13 | P a g e  

School Kitchen Gardens 

A growing number of schools, childcare centres, playschools and playgroups are planting school kitchen 

gardens in the ACT. A study currently being completed for ACT Health has found that there are currently 

at least 77 food-producing gardens in ACT schools33.  

Landshare 

Landshare also has a presence in the city in official and private schemes. The official scheme enables 

those with backyards or space on their farms to register with an online site (www.landshare.com.au) 

that then offers their land to potential food producers. People seeking land and those willing to help 

out, or wanting to learn about food production can also identify themselves through the site. In 

Australia there are approximately 1, 985 participants. In July in the ACT there were 4 people offering 

land, 2 looking for space to grow and 5 willing helpers registered on the site. Currently a private 

landshare scheme is being run by a landowner at Pialligo. There are currently 20 people involved in that 

venture and plans to further advertise and expand the scheme.  

3.3. Value of production 

Nationally in 2010-11 period, the gross value of Australian agricultural production increased by 16% to 

$46.0 billion. Increased value was also evident in the ACT where the gross value of production increased 

from $10.7 million in 2009-2010 to $14.2 million in 2010-201134.  

The most recent figure is made up of $5.2 million in crops; $4.5 million in livestock slaughtering and 

other disposals; and $4.4 million in livestock products35. This is a significant shift from recent years 

where production value fell 36.2% from 2008-2009 to 2009-2010. Many variables impact on this figure, 

however the breaking of the drought is likely to have had the most significant impact. 

Research into the potential of urban or civic agriculture conducted at the University of British Columbia 

led to the conclusion that “food is an untapped economic opportunity” noting that the “purchasing of 

local food produced nearly twice as much local income as money spent on imported food”36. The report 

claims that 750 square metres could add $425,000 to the local economy each year and employ 8 

people”. Obviously, unique soil qualities and climatic conditions have a significant impact on these 

figures, however there is currently no publically available data indicating that such an assessment has 

been conducted in the ACT. Further research is needed to assess the potential value of urban agriculture 

initiatives in the ACT and ACR. 

4.  Processing and transportation of food in the ACT 

4.1. Food flows and transportation 

The majority of the ACT’s food is transported to the capital on trucks via 4 key access roads. The 

limitations of this transport infrastructure makes the Territory vulnerable to disruption of its food supply 

either due to road blockages or as a result of the rising cost of oil. Recent concerns related to peak oil37  

indicate that this would make it increasingly difficult for urban areas to ensure future food security.  

                                                           
33

 Turner, B., Henryks, J. (forthcoming September 2012). Mapping Community Gardens in the ACT, ACT Health. 
34

 ABS. 2012. 7503.0. Home Production of Selected Foodstuffs, Australia, April 1992, Canberra: Australian Bureau 

of Statistics. 
35

 Ibid. 
36

 Cited in Larsen, K., 2008. Outer Suburban Interface Services and Development Committee –Inquiry into 

Agribusiness in Outer Suburban Melbourne. Submission from VEIL, Faculty of Land and Environments, University of 

Melbourne. 
37

 Cribb, op. cit.; Steele, op. cit. 
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A Victorian study on transportation of fruit and vegetables in the state identifies oil price fluctuation 

alongside extreme climatic events as the two key supply chain vulnerabilities38. Oil price increases have 

the potential to reduce availability of food, increase its cost and, thus, reduce access to food (this is 

particularly true of those in low socio-economic conditions).  

Furthermore, in 2008-2009, food contributed to 22% of the ecological footprint of Canberrans making it 

“responsible for the largest single category of the ACT ecological footprint closely followed by provision 

of services to ACT residents”39.  

A 2011 life cycle analysis of the typical products consumed in the ACT indicates that the use of cars to 

frequently procure food coupled with over-purchasing, and thus waste, makes a significant contribution 

to the ecological footprint of food for ACT residents40.  

This identifies the need to treat the issue of ‘food miles’ with caution, as the impact of transporting food 

to Canberra is unlikely to be the most significant contributor to carbon emissions. It also highlights the 

need to ensure the population has sustainable access to locations where fresh food is sold.  

This need for close-proximity and sustainable transport options to access fresh fruit and vegetables was 

identified in a 2010 study exploring the freight movements of Victoria’s fruit and vegetables. The study 

notes that “most importantly, the proximity of retail outlets to consumers (or access without a car) is 

critical to decrease the consumer transport component in farm-to-fork supply chains”41.  

Another factor which limits the ACT’s ability to improve food security relates to its lack of infrastructure 

(e.g. abattoir, flour mill) to process food within its borders. The closure of regional abattoirs over recent 

years has resulted in the remaining businesses (notably Cootamundra) no longer processing small 

orders.  

Little desktop data is available in relation to the food flows in the region. The most relevant data was 

identified in a submission to the 2011 ACT State of Environment report relating to cattle. Ryan notes 

that beef cattle from the ACT are often “moved to feedlots in the grain-growing regions to the west of 

the ACT to improve weight gain and condition over several months before slaughter”. These feedlots are 

usually nearer to abattoirs for processing. There is very little chance of ACT residents purchasing local 

beef at the supermarket. Major supermarkets purchase cattle from the feedlot, which are then taken to 

abattoirs for processing before moving through a “small number of very large distribution centres”. 

Meat available in major ACT supermarkets is most likely to be from NSW having passed through 

distribution centres in Wodonga and Sydney before arriving on local supermarket shelves. However, 

meat from local butchers is more likely to have come from regionally grown cattle42.  

Regionally grown meat and other products are available at the ACT’s Farmers’ markets and farmers’ 

retail outlets. The continued growth of these outlets has increased the capacity of regional producers to 

sell their goods locally. The Capital Region Farmers’ Market (CRFM) is visited by over 5,000 shoppers 

each week who consume produce from the ACR and beyond. The CRFM focuses on “low-food-mile but 

seasonally diverse produce” identifying its key producers as coming from: the Murrumbidgee Irrirgation 
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Area, Batlow, Cowra, Orange, Young-Temora, Western Sydney, Southern Tablelands, Goulburn-

Crookwell, South Coast and Monaro”43.  

4.2. Commercial food processing and value-added food products 

This section provides an overview of commercial food processing and value-added food products in the 

ACT. This information has been obtained through ACT Government reports, internet searches, the 

telephone directory and identification of producers selling goods at the local farmers’ markets. The data 

provides a snapshot, rather than a comprehensive overview of food processing in Canberra. 

Meat 

As noted above, there is no capacity for commercial processing of animals in the ACT and the nearest 

ACR abattoir no longer processes meat for small-scale producers. The Territory and surrounding region’s 

small-scale farmers identify this as a significant impediment to their businesses. One business, Poachers 

Pantry, produces smoked meat products but sources its raw meat from a number of Australian 

suppliers. 

Milk production 

Despite the significance of dairying in Canberra’s early days, there are now no commercial dairy cows 

identified in the ABS data and no dairy in the Territory. While milk is no longer produced in the ACT, it 

and other dairy products are processed and packaged at the Capitol Chilled Foods (Australia) site in 

Fyshwick (directly employing 70 people)44.  

Bread and baked goods  

Around two-thirds of the flour that becomes bread for Canberra consumers is baked in the capital 

(Goodman Fielder and local brands) after having been grown in country NSW and milled in Sydney45. 

There are a number of small-scale businesses in Canberra that produce value-added baked goods 

including bread, pastries and cakes and biscuits. According to the CRFM website, there are 7 sellers from 

the ACT and 3 from the ACR regularly selling at the markets. Most of these also have stalls at the 

Southside Farmers’ Market. There are also at least 50 local bakeries46. 

Wine 

Wine production is significant to the immediate region with 33 wineries and 140 vineyards in close 

proximity to Canberra47 

Other Production 

There are many other small-scale producers in ACT and its immediate surrounds including: a number of 

regional olive growers with oil available from at least 3 local olive groves (ACR); 2 key chocolate 

producers from the local region (1 ACR and 1 ACT); 3 ACT coffee roasters; 1 producer of Chai (ACR); at 

least 3 honey producers (1 ACT and 2 ACR); 2 ACR pasta producers; two local breweries and one ACT 

business selling “raw food” products. 
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5. Consumer access and utilisation 

5.1. What does the ACT currently consume? 

There is a lack of up-to-date information available on what foods are consumed in the ACT and 

surrounding regions.  

Data for the apparent consumption of 130 basic foodstuffs consumed by an ‘average’ Australian 

resident was gathered at a national level by the ABS up until 1998-99, after which the series was 

discontinued. Apparent consumption estimates the quantity of food availability (supply); where the food 

supply goes (utilisation); and the amount of food consumed by each person. It is referred to as 

‘apparent’ consumption because it assumes that all the available food is consumed (ABS, 2000). This 

data set makes no distinction regarding where the food is consumed, be that at home or in restaurants, 

take-away or other sources (with the latter in the ACT estimated by Ryan to be 2/3 to 1/3 

respectively48). 

Despite the discontinuation of the data set, the ABS did generate an update providing trend estimates 

up to 2010. This update suggests that there have not been significant changes in the per capita 

consumption of key foodstuffs and, as such, it forms the basis for the analysis below49.Table 4 below 

picks out the main classes of foodstuffs consumed nationally and assumed to be consumed at equivalent 

rates in the ACT50 showing the total per capita volume of each product type consumed in 1998-9951. The 

population of the ACT is taken to be 365,421 or 1.6% of the national figure of 22,620,55452. These 

figures provide a reasonable indication of the amount of each product that is consumed in the ACT.  

One measure of the viability of alternate food systems in relation to improving regional food security, 

would be the extent to which they can regularly and reliably provide volumes at this order of magnitude 

all year round, with the working assumption that the population of the ACT is not being asked to change 

what it consumes. This assessment would require identification of suitable soils, suitable produce for the 

soil and climate, and an assessment of the potential yield of the produce on the selected sites.  
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Main Product Class Sub-category Volumes p/cyr Indicative total annual ACT 

consumption  (tonnes) 

Dairy Products Butter 2.9kg 1060 

Margarine (table) 4.5kg 1644 

Cheese 10.7kg 3910 

Whole and skim milk 

powder 

2.7kg 987 

Drinking milk 102.4L 37,419,000L 

Meat and meat 

products 

Beef and veal 36.4kg 13301 

Lamb and mutton 16.3kg 5956 

Pig meat (including 

bacon and ham) 

28.3kg 10341 

Poultry meat 30.8kg 11255 

Cane Sugars As refined sugar 8.8kg~ 3216 

In manufactured foods 33.9kg~ 12388 

Fresh Fruit (include fruit 

for fruit juice) 

Citrus 56.4kg 20609 

Other 55.4kg 20244 

Vegetables Potatoes  68.0kg 24849 

Other root and bulb 

vegetables 

24.4kg 8916 

Tomatoes 24.9kg 9099 

Leafy and green 

vegetables 

20.6kg 7528 

Other vegetables 25.1 9172 

Eggs and egg product  137 (equivalent 

number) 

4,171,890 (dozen) 

Grain Products Wheaten flour 

(excluding bread) 

16.3kg 5956 

Breakfast foods 7.9kg 2887 

Table rice 7.1kg 2594 

Bread 53.4kg 19513 

Nuts Peanuts 2.3kg 840 

Tree nuts 4.8 1754 

Table 4: Consumption                         ~Figure is for 1988-89 due to unavailability of more recent data 

5.2. What does the ACT currently produce? 

What the ACT’s population consumes is discussed in the previous section. However, a more realistic 

proposition in relation to food security and local food production is to look beyond the borders of the 

ACT to what the Territory could source from its immediate region, specifically the ACR. Extending 

consideration of regional productive capacity to the ACR adds the surrounding 17 Local Government 

Areas of NSW to the 2,400km land area that falls under the sovereign jurisdiction of the ACT, including 

the city of Canberra. The ACR has a total land area of 5.86M ha.  

As previously noted the lack of up-to-data on home food production for the ACT and ACR prevents 

analysis of the contribution it does, and could, make to local production and consumption. As such, this 

section focuses on commercial enterprises.  

Agricultural landuse in the ACR is dominated by grazing sheep and cattle on relatively un-improved 

grasslands. By and large these grasslands could not be put into alternative food production, notably 

grain fit for direct human consumption, without significant human inputs, including water.  
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There is also extensive forestry under management for a range of productive outputs. Whether these 

could be converted to food production is discussed below, but here it is assumed that their wood 

product output is valued above any alternatives. Land areas set aside for National Parks, devoted to 

urban and peri-urban non-farming uses or unsuitable for farming due to slope are not considered as 

available in this analysis. 

The ACR excluding the ACT has its own population of about 245,00053, albeit at much lower density 

levels than the ACT. If the ACT is to consider the ACR as its provisioning catchment then the 

consumption demands of people living in the ACR need to be added to total requirements (the total ACR 

figure, including the ACT, would then be around 610,400).  

ACR production figures in the year 2000 (the year which most closely matches the consumption data) 

for key 10 commodities selected from the consumption table are presented in Table 5. 

 

Product ACR Production (Tonnes) 

Apples           20,525  
Beef           36,576  
Cheese           12,000  
Chicken meat             5,607  
Grapes             5,893  
Wine             4,717  
Lettuce                 109  
Milk - fresh           17,000  
Milk -all dairy         142,816  
Oranges                 486  
Potatoes                 544  
Rice                    -    
Sheep meat           30,061  
Wheat        273,896  
Pork           13,656  

Table 5: Production                        *Data from Agstat 2005/2006 

 

The commodities in Table 5 account for over 85% of ACR agricultural land use by area and, thus, fairly 

accurately represent the ACR’s productive capacity. 

5.3. How much could ACT consumption be met from ACT production? 

Table 6 aligns the previous two tables, or the nine indicative products, to indicate the potential scope for 

ACR consumption to be adequately met by ACR production. 
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Product ACR Production (Tonnes) ACR Crude 

Consumption 

ACR Production to 

ACR Consumption 

% 

Apples           20,525                9,780  210% 
Beef           36,576              18,384  199% 
Cheese           12,000                5,922  203% 
Chicken meat             5,607              19,874  28% 
Grapes             5,893              29,213  20% 
Wine             4,717              19,616  24% 
Lettuce                 109                4,336  3% 
Milk - fresh           17,000              52,864  32% 
Milk -all dairy         142,816            161,198  89% 
Oranges                 486              18,447  3% 
Potatoes                 544              34,221  2% 
Rice                    -                23,678  0% 
Sheep meat           30,061                7,033  427% 
Wheat        273,896            251,110  109% 
Pork           13,656              12,987  105% 

Table 6: Production to Consumption                         *Data from Agstat 2005/2006 

 

Although the table above is incomplete, it does demonstrate a number of important factors: 

• For a range of foodstuffs, the ACR population, including the ACT, could feed itself on local produce. 

Notable are the major meats, cattle and sheep, and cheese which the region’s natural grassland 

ecosystems are highly conducive to producing. Any consideration of the environmental impact of 

these animals, notably their contribution to greenhouse gas through their methane production, 

requires due consideration.  

• Secondly, it can be observed through time series analysis that declining popularity in ‘traditional’ 

meats such as lamb in favour of meat such as pork and chicken, results in a shift from a product that 

the ACR is self-sufficient in to ones that it is not. Additionally, pigs and chickens are typically 

intensively farmed – with associated concerns for animal welfare and dependency on imported 

grains. 

• Finally, the ACR could be self-sufficient in fruit, with major health benefits, but it might have to 

change its consumption practices away from imported exotics, such as bananas towards apples and 

pome fruits that readily grow in the region. 

There are also a number of foodstuffs that ACR cannot be self-sufficient in and which cannot grow in 

these regions, or which could only grow here under highly artificial conditions for which energy and 

other factors would need to be considered. This list includes rice, most citrus, tea and coffee. 

An interesting, but rather difficult calculation is how much ACR seafood could meet ACR consumption, 

assuming the catch landed on the South Coast was considered. How much of the ocean required to 

support the catch could be considered ‘sovereign ACR territory’ is a vexed question. However, most of 

this fish is actually sourced from Sydney, so it is difficult to class it as ‘ACR’ product.  

For some foodstuffs, social and economic considerations largely determine whether a product could be 

produced in the ACR. For example, in the past, much closer levels of self-sufficiency in potatoes were 
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achieved, but for a variety of reasons these are now imported from elsewh

similar category. This is, in part, due to 

 

Caution must be exercised when using publicly generated production and consumption figures in 

estimating a region's degree of self

food intake, its adequacy or excess, safety and nutritional value are of prime concern for human health 

and wellbeing. However, figures for what people consume, meaning to actu

not include wastage. Volumes of food purchased indicate economic activity in the food sector, 

irrespective of what percentage of food was never actually eaten. It is this figure, including any wastage 

in the food production and distribution system, which is of central concern to 'sustainability' and local 

sufficiency, since the landscapes in question are required to yield total volumes, including any wastage. 

Reducing wastage throughout the food system, including after purchas

volume of food could be produced to satisfy demand, and is one of the major avenues for increasing 

sustainability of supply.  

Finally, consideration must be given to food exports and whether the recipient population of these 

exports, wherever on the planet they are located, is as dependent upon them, and as deserving of being 

provisioned, as locals. If this 'offshore' but depende

supported by Australian agriculture is already over 80 million, feeding 3 people living offshore for every 

1 actually residing in Australia.  

It could be assumed that ACR farmers had an obligation to contribut

proportion to the percentage of national export of that product. Taking wheat as an example, if half of 

Australia's wheat crop is exported then it seems reasonable that half of the ACR wheat crop should be 

considered as exported and thus unavailable to satisfy local demand. Under this model, the ability of 

ACR landscapes to satisfy ACR demand would need to be adjusted by their implied contribution to the 

'offshore' ACR dependent population.

5.4. How much of ACT c

With the data currently available, the

production is almost unanswerable. Australian food systems are overwhelmingly dominated by two 

highly vertically integrated companies 

account for 65% of beef purchases in the ACT

equivalent of a local butcher as a favoured alternative, 

How these companies currently maintain their inventories is unknown. There is no requirement for 

them to disclose where they purchase their products from nor where they chose to refine or warehouse 

it or which of their outlets it is eventually sold from. Tran

insignificant, so it might be assumed that a bulk commodity, such as wheat, would be milled in the 

nearest accessible facility. Where the flour is then taken to be baked and where the resulting bread is 

retailed is not known. Supply chain logistics might assume that much produce arrives from its nearest 

central dispatching point, but a range of corporate decisions concerning work load distribution, 
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locally. This is very different from saying that it 

achieved, but for a variety of reasons these are now imported from elsewhere in Australia. Milk is in a 

This is, in part, due to a complex web of trading partnerships and transport networks.
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provisioned, as locals. If this 'offshore' but dependent population is included, then the population 

supported by Australian agriculture is already over 80 million, feeding 3 people living offshore for every 

 

It could be assumed that ACR farmers had an obligation to contribute to this international population in 

proportion to the percentage of national export of that product. Taking wheat as an example, if half of 

Australia's wheat crop is exported then it seems reasonable that half of the ACR wheat crop should be 

s exported and thus unavailable to satisfy local demand. Under this model, the ability of 

ACR landscapes to satisfy ACR demand would need to be adjusted by their implied contribution to the 

'offshore' ACR dependent population. 

How much of ACT consumption is currently met by ACT production?

data currently available, the question of how much ACT consumption is currently met by ACT 

is almost unanswerable. Australian food systems are overwhelmingly dominated by two 

ed companies – the Woolworths and Coles supermarkets. 

beef purchases in the ACT54. For other food products, where there is not the 

equivalent of a local butcher as a favoured alternative, the figure could be higher

these companies currently maintain their inventories is unknown. There is no requirement for 

them to disclose where they purchase their products from nor where they chose to refine or warehouse 

it or which of their outlets it is eventually sold from. Transport energy costs are low, but not 

insignificant, so it might be assumed that a bulk commodity, such as wheat, would be milled in the 

nearest accessible facility. Where the flour is then taken to be baked and where the resulting bread is 

nown. Supply chain logistics might assume that much produce arrives from its nearest 

central dispatching point, but a range of corporate decisions concerning work load distribution, 
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efficiencies and capacities of systems, and contractual arrangements could all lead to very different 

actual practices55.  

5.5. Consumer motivations to engage in local and regional food purchases 

In an era before easy access to relatively cheap transport the difficulties of transporting food over large 

distances meant that people tended to eat what they could produce and harvest locally, and hence all 

food was local food. These days however, many consumers in Australia have the luxury of choosing from 

a wide range of food products, usually without knowledge of the distance it has travelled. Further, most 

of them are available throughout the year, which requires global sourcing, and consumers are detached 

from local production and its inherent seasonality.  

5.5.1. Understanding local food consumers 

While the variety of food available to consumers is abundant, more and more consumers are becoming 

interested in what they eat, where their food comes from, and how it is produced56. The attitudes and 

motivations for consumers to get involved with local food are many, and research has suggested that it 

is not just one simple concept, rather, the local food sector embraces various layers of appeal for 

consumers57. It has been stated that the turn to ‘local’ in the food market has been constructed around 

consumer concerns over human health and food safety, the environment, farm animal welfare, and fair 

trade58. These consumers are generally seen to be motivated by desires both to support their local and 

national economy, and to reduce the environmental costs of food59 60 although this latter issue is not 

always supported by the evidence61.  

Based on their different motivations, local food consumers may be segmented into clusters, each of 

which are discussed in the following paragraphs:   

• Quality: To do with the perceived superior freshness, and taste, of the food. 

• Community: Support the local economy and local services. 

• Confidence: Knowledge of the foods source or provenance. 

• Health: Perceptions being fresh and using fewer chemicals for maintaining freshness. 
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• Green: Concern for sustainability and the envir

• Pluralist: Having options for food shopping, rather than dominance by supermarkets.

• Enrichment: Diversity of food shopping experiences, including some leisure value 

Other research found that some consumers seeking out local food believed that it was of superior 

quality62. They held beliefs about the way 

food networks were more environmentally beneficial and that the product was fresh, such as perishable 

fruits and vegetables having been harvested that day or the day before. As such, local foods

particular resonance for fresh products, encompassing fresh and unprocessed fruits and vegetables as 

well as dairy products, meats, and sometimes bakery items

Local food can also have a number of social and economic benefits in a community. The 

include increased local employment and an improved sense of community which collectively may assist 

in maintaining or rejuvenating rural areas. Some consumer

source of their food. Local food can co

resulting in improved understanding between urban and rural dwellers. Thus local food may add to the 

size and integration of local communities, both in relatively sparsely populated rural are

more densely populated urban areas. Direct engagement with producers through accessing local 

products provides an opportunity for the creation of ‘cultural capital’

of creating forms of social identity. Th

potential for greater awareness of product seasonality and information about how to prepare particular 

foods66. With local food, consumers are able to obtain food products from particular ‘p

which gives products a sense of provenance. As such local food is associated with notions of territory 

and social embeddedness67. And finally, local food is often sold in local retail outlets which in turn may 

become focal points for valuable social networks in a community. 

Economic benefits may emerge from purchasing food locally

tends to remain in the local economy, where it has a multiplier benefit through adding to employment 

in other service industries in the local community. 
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Direct engagement with producers through accessing local products provides an 
opportunity for the creation of ‘cultural capital’ whereby food choices are a way of creating 
forms of social identity.
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Pluralist: Having options for food shopping, rather than dominance by supermarkets.

Enrichment: Diversity of food shopping experiences, including some leisure value 
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Pluralist: Having options for food shopping, rather than dominance by supermarkets. 

Enrichment: Diversity of food shopping experiences, including some leisure value (FSA 2003:32) 

Other research found that some consumers seeking out local food believed that it was of superior 

in which it was produced, assuming that methods used in local 

food networks were more environmentally beneficial and that the product was fresh, such as perishable 

fruits and vegetables having been harvested that day or the day before. As such, local foods have a 

particular resonance for fresh products, encompassing fresh and unprocessed fruits and vegetables as 

Local food can also have a number of social and economic benefits in a community. The social value may 

include increased local employment and an improved sense of community which collectively may assist 

s report that they feel alienated from the 

connection for them. This may even go so far as 

resulting in improved understanding between urban and rural dwellers. Thus local food may add to the 

size and integration of local communities, both in relatively sparsely populated rural areas as well as the 

more densely populated urban areas. Direct engagement with producers through accessing local 

whereby food choices are a way 

is gives consumers insights into the wider food system65 as well as 

potential for greater awareness of product seasonality and information about how to prepare particular 

. With local food, consumers are able to obtain food products from particular ‘people and places’ 

which gives products a sense of provenance. As such local food is associated with notions of territory 

. And finally, local food is often sold in local retail outlets which in turn may 
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multiplier’. This has been applied to the analysis of local food in the UK which found that every £1 spent 

on purchased from a local box scheme (where a producer supplies a box of vegetables to households in 

their immediate area) resulted in a £2.59 contribution to the local economy. In contrast, when £1 was 

spent at the supermarket chain store, it only resulted in a £1.40 contribution to the local economy.69 

Thus money spent on local food, eventually results in more income being generated for people in that 

area and hence contributes to economic growth in the local economy.  

The closer connection between producer and consumer in local food networks70 may engender higher 

levels of confidence with consumers in that it enhances their trust and belief in product authenticity. 

Such relationships may also lead to consumers becoming more educated about the source of their food, 

as well as creating feedback mechanisms for both producers and consumers71. For example, it has been 

reported that many local food consumers surveyed had no concerns regarding the outlets they were 

purchasing from, assuming that the food was produced in the local area, albeit undefined, and that trust 

was implicit72. The assumption that the vendor was also the producer was rarely questioned. If this 

assumption was questioned then the vendor was assumed to be someone with a connection to the 

producer and hence was knowledgeable about the product. The rise in local food networks 

demonstrates a consumer’s search for “good food” and “recovering a sense of morality within the food 

and agriculture sector is arguably one of the most important emerging characteristics of alternative 

[local] food networks ”73.  

The perceived health benefits of local food also motivate some consumers. The lower usage of artificial 

chemicals including preservatives required for time consuming transport and storage may attract those 

who want clean whole foods and are worried about the health impact of added chemicals74. An 

increased understanding of where food comes from may also lead to consumers taking greater 

responsibility for their diet. This is becoming increasingly important, as the health effects of diets high in 

processed foods, such as obesity and type 2 diabetes, are on the rise.  

In addition some consumers express their concern about environmental impacts from transporting food 

long distances, some of which stretch around the globe. The most important environmental benefit of 

local food as seen by consumers is the reduction in food miles. This is attractive because transport has a 

negative impact on the environment due to its consumption of fossil fuels and pollution caused from 

‘green house’ gasses emitted, noise produced and requirement for road infrastructure. This reduction in 

transport costs may also lead to a reduction in overall costs.  

And finally there are those consumers who are enriched by the different products and retail outlets that 

emerge in local food networks. Whilst local food implies proximity it also carries overtones of small 

scale, artisan craft and a general avoidance of mass production. These consumers tend to find 

supermarket shopping convenient but dull, and hence local food buying (except for local food in 

supermarkets) offers a leisurely and pleasurable alternative75.  
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In summary, shopping for local food tends to be sporadic and opportunistic. Thus, even dedicated local 

food consumers do not purchase all of their food locally, rather, they use a diversity of outlets76 and 

hence local food networks may be seen as complimentary to mainstream retail outlets which includes 

supermarkets and the food service sector. This is consistent with the conclusions reached in other 

research which suggests that a pragmatic solution for consumers is to continue buying non-local 

products whilst benefiting from the enjoyment and challenge associated with seeking local foods77. 

5.5.2. Local food consumption and tourism 

In addition to local residents, tourists are another important source of consumers who may engage in 

local and regional food purchases. This potential for ‘food tourism’ has recently attracted a lot of 

interest amongst the governments, researchers and tourism industries. Distinctive food products are 

able to attract tourists to certain destinations and many rural areas have started to diversify their 

agricultural and economic bases through tourism-related consumption and production78. 

Food tourism may be seen as “visitation to primary and secondary food producers, food festivals, 

restaurants, and specific locations for which food tasting and/or experiencing the attributes of specialist 

food production region are the primary motivating factor for travel”79 where regional food is recognized 

as “part of the local culture” that is attractive to tourists80. 

In this way food tourism may contribute to the authenticity of different regions81. While globally food 

tourism is still often considered to be relatively small82, food expenses in local economies from all 

tourists are significant, with estimates that one-third of tourism turnover consists of money spent on 

food and beverage83. Even when the original travel plans are not directly influenced by any food related 

opportunities, travelling to new places and tasting different foods can affect tourists’ tastes and also 

create export markets for these local products84.  

Given the wide range of benefits from the consumption of food by tourists, including those on the food 

tourism trail, it is possible for governments to take a proactive role in enabling these activities. This 

maybe through policies that protect and promote land use for food growing, production or processing, 

or through direct involvement in promotional food tourism activities.  
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To develop and maintain an active food tourism sector, governments may wish to support the following: 

1. Cooperation and networking – In order to gain best advantage, local providers (of food, attraction 

and accommodation) must work together, and create local networks.  

2. Marketing – developing a nice market for a product is not enough on its own, if the message never 

reaches the consumers. Thus market segmentation, and advertising and promotion strategies are 

vital to business sustainability.  

3. Competition – the need to monitor the competitive strategies at both regional planning level as well 

as at an individual level in order to maintain a competitive advantage. 

4. Globalisation – Global travel is increasing, and at the same time some tourists are looking for more 

individual options such as rural tourism, which may seem as a more natural, sustainable option to 

them. However, the providers must have a web presence in order to be discovered by the tourists85. 

 

Canberra already offers a number of activities that support food tourism. These include yearly food 

festivals that attract tourists to Canberra.  

• ‘French Black Truffle of Canberra’ organizes weekly ‘Truffle Hunts’ on their estate from late June to 

mid August each year  (http://canberratruffles.com.au/).  

• On a larger scale, there is also the ‘Canberra & Capital Region Truffle Festival’ running in the month 

of July, which attracts culinary visitors to the capital region.  

• 2012 Murrumbateman Moving Feast 29/09/2012 to 30/09/2012 

(http://www.makersofmurrumbateman.org.au/moving-feast.aspx) 

• National Multicultural Festival 08/02/2013 to 10/02/2013 (www.multiculturalfestival.com.au) 

• Canberra International Riesling Challenge Public Tasting 13/10/2012 (www.rieslingchallenge.com) 

• Christmas in July at Shepherds Run Wines  14/07/2012 (www.shepherdsrun.com.au) 

• Fireside Festival 01/08/2012 to 31/08/2012 (www.firesidefestival.com.au) 

• Wine, Roses and All That Jazz Festival 03/11/2012 to 04/11/2012 (www.canberrawines.com.au) 

• Oktoberfest 02/11/2012 to 04/11/2012 (www.harmonieclub.com.au/oktoberfest.html) 

The Poacher's Way is another activity that includes a number of food tourism businesses. It is a platform 

for more than 20 local businesses to highlight some of the best the region has to offer in term of food, 

wine and activities. It is an Australian Government funded initiative under the Australian Tourism 

Development Program (http://thepoachersway.com.au/). 

In addition to supplying local residents and serving tourists, local and regional food products are 

exported to both national and international markets. An example is the Australian Tourist Exchange in 

2012 where Australian Capital Tourism invited two CIT chefs to join as culinary partners in a cafe themed 

ACT booth which served local Canberra food and wines from Lerida Estate and Mount Majura Vineyard 

(http://tourism.act.gov.au/industry-link/2012/07/australian-tourism-exchange-2012/ 
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5.6. Retails outlets for local and regional food purchases 

Supermarkets are continuing to increase their dominance as the preferred option for household 

purchases of grocery items in developed countries including Australia where full service supermarket 

chains account for over 70 per cent of sales86. They represent an incredibly efficient logistic network, 

which is able to source and distribute a huge range of individual products, often over 40,000 in each 

store. These shops offer relatively low prices and a convenient shopping experience in terms of parking, 

opening hours and that of one-stop shopping87.  

There is little evidence that the major supermarket chains in Australia are actively supporting local and 

regional food. It is important to note that local and indeed regional food are without legal definition, or 

even widely accepted views as to what they are. The global perspective of many food retailers in 

Australia is evident where the two major grocery retailers Woolworths and Coles, and the biggest 

national box scheme - Aussie Farmers Direct - use the word ‘local’ to refer to food products from 

anywhere in Australia. One of the smaller supermarket chains does not provide explicit support for local 

food, but they do claim to enable Australian business to continue to be active in the communities that 

they serve.  

There are some non-supermarket retail outlets that sell local products - some of these explicitly require 

local products, such as farmers markets (www.farmersmarkets.org.au/), whilst others tend to be more 

local as a result of their business strategy88. Farm shops and box schemes tend to provide local food.  

Box schemes offer an interesting retail outlet for local food that are growing in popularity in many other 

countries. They are also known as Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) which usually involve weekly 

deliveries either directly to homes or to a local collection point. Customers receive a range of seasonal 

fresh fruits and vegetables in their box, and some include other items such as meat and dairy items. 

Most of these products are locally grown and often from certified organic farmers. Most urban 

consumers in Australia are able to choose from a number of competing box schemes.  

Consumers in Canberra and region have access to the major national grocery retailers (Woolworths, 

Coles, Aussie Farmers Direct, and IGA) as well as a range of the non-supermarket retail outlets that focus 

on local food including:  

• two farmers’ markets (http://www.capitalregionfarmersmarket.com.au/ and 

http://www.southsidefarmersmarket.com.au/) 

• one food co-op (http://foodco-opshop.com.au/) 

• a farmer-direct operation with two retail outlets (http://www.chokubaijo.com.au/) 

• home delivery box scheme (http://www.canberraorganics.com.au/) 

• a café and a shop that sources from local suppliers in the Canberra region 

(http://www.outincanberra.com.au/urbanfoodstorecafe) 

• a Slow Food convivium (http://slowfoodcanberra.com/) 

• Local/regional food is also sold at regular markets including Trash and Treasure in Jamison; Bus 

Depot Markets in Kingston, the Tuggeranong Homestead markets and Hall markets. 
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In addition to commercial activities where the focus is on buying and selling there are numerous 

activities in civil society that encourage and enable sourcing food locally

• festivals  

Canberra Harvest Festival - a yearly festival on sustainab

http://www.ecoaction.com.au/category.php?id=125

• access to expertise in food production in gardens 

both paid consultants http://www.canberrassustainablehouse.com.au/

organisations such as Canberra Organic Growers Society 

• access to productive land  

community gardens www.communitygarden.org.au

www.landshareaustralia.com.au

5.7. Promotion of local and regional 

The Commonwealth Government is currently developing a ‘N

fostering ‘a sustainable, globally competitive, resilient food supply that supports access to nutritious and 

affordable food’89. The concept of local food production and consumption is not an explicit part of this 

plan. 

Several relevant regional organisations did

to the current green paper stage

Recovery Network, the Sustaining our Towns South East

Monaro Farming Systems, the Southern Rivers Catchment Authority, and the NSW Government

However, as noted in the introduction, 

Change, Environment and Water

“preserving arable land suitable for food p

groups interested in the ecological carrying capacity implications of food productio

consumption, in the context of peak oil, climate change, and consumer int

food.” Other more specific recommendations include preventing and recycling food waste for use

soils that most need conditioning as well as

gardens.”  

These government policies supporting the development of local food webs have the potential to 

contribute in many areas including assisting in promoting greater food self

resilience of the food system, re

the environmental footprint of food due to reduced food miles. Food production also promotes a 

healthy community, as it requires exercise, being ou

in with other government goals in areas of health and environment. 
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Government policies supporting the development of local food webs have the potential to 
contribute in many areas including assisting in promoting greater food self
adding to the resilience of the food system, re
their food as well as lessening the environmental footprint of food due to reduced food 
miles.

addition to commercial activities where the focus is on buying and selling there are numerous 

activities in civil society that encourage and enable sourcing food locally. These include

a yearly festival on sustainable living 

http://www.ecoaction.com.au/category.php?id=125;  

in food production in gardens  

tp://www.canberrassustainablehouse.com.au/ and through membership

organisations such as Canberra Organic Growers Society www.cogs.asn.au/ 

www.communitygarden.org.au and Landshare Australia 

www.landshareaustralia.com.au. 

Promotion of local and regional food by government 

The Commonwealth Government is currently developing a ‘National Food Plan’, with the aim of 

fostering ‘a sustainable, globally competitive, resilient food supply that supports access to nutritious and 

The concept of local food production and consumption is not an explicit part of this 

organisations did make subm,issions to the Australian Government leading up 

to the current green paper stage, including the South East Regional Organisation of Councils Resource 

Recovery Network, the Sustaining our Towns South East Food Project, RDA Southern Inland with 

Monaro Farming Systems, the Southern Rivers Catchment Authority, and the NSW Government

as noted in the introduction, the ACT Government through its Standing Committee on Climate 

ater91 has received recommendations that it play a leadership role in 

preserving arable land suitable for food production throughout the region” through “

groups interested in the ecological carrying capacity implications of food productio

consumption, in the context of peak oil, climate change, and consumer interest in locally produced 

Other more specific recommendations include preventing and recycling food waste for use

t need conditioning as well as “maintaining support for well-coordinated community 

These government policies supporting the development of local food webs have the potential to 

contribute in many areas including assisting in promoting greater food self-sufficiency, adding to

resilience of the food system, re-engaging consumers with the source of their food as well as lessening 

the environmental footprint of food due to reduced food miles. Food production also promotes a 

healthy community, as it requires exercise, being outside and interacting with other people, thus fitting 

in with other government goals in areas of health and environment.  

                   
Canberra, Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

e on Climate Change, op. cit.  

Government policies supporting the development of local food webs have the potential to 
contribute in many areas including assisting in promoting greater food self
adding to the resilience of the food system, re-engaging consumers with the source of 
their food as well as lessening the environmental footprint of food due to reduced food 
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addition to commercial activities where the focus is on buying and selling there are numerous 

These include:  

and through membership of 

 

and Landshare Australia 

 

ational Food Plan’, with the aim of 

fostering ‘a sustainable, globally competitive, resilient food supply that supports access to nutritious and 

The concept of local food production and consumption is not an explicit part of this 

make subm,issions to the Australian Government leading up 

, including the South East Regional Organisation of Councils Resource 

Food Project, RDA Southern Inland with 

Monaro Farming Systems, the Southern Rivers Catchment Authority, and the NSW Government90.  

the ACT Government through its Standing Committee on Climate 

t it play a leadership role in 

roduction throughout the region” through “consultation with 

groups interested in the ecological carrying capacity implications of food production, supply, and 

erest in locally produced 

Other more specific recommendations include preventing and recycling food waste for use in 

coordinated community 

These government policies supporting the development of local food webs have the potential to 

sufficiency, adding to the 

engaging consumers with the source of their food as well as lessening 

the environmental footprint of food due to reduced food miles. Food production also promotes a 

tside and interacting with other people, thus fitting 

 

Canberra, Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. 

Government policies supporting the development of local food webs have the potential to 
contribute in many areas including assisting in promoting greater food self-sufficiency, 

engaging consumers with the source of 
their food as well as lessening the environmental footprint of food due to reduced food 
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Generally in Australia, food production has a large impact on the environment when measured in terms 

of greenhouse gas emissions and water usage. In the ACT, a background study for the most recent ACT 

State of the Environment (SOE) report, found food comprises 22% of the ACT’s ‘ecological footprint’. 

(The 2011-12 SOE assessed this for the ACT at 9.2 global hectares per person, this is 13% larger than the 

Australian average and more than three times the world average92. ) 

Many contemporary studies suggest that community awareness of food issues is rising. This awareness 

has engendered continued support for farmers markets, community gardening and food programs at 

schools including kitchen gardens. However, it is important to note that sourcing food locally is not 

always the most environmentally friendly option. For example, according to a lifecycle assessment of 

common purchases such as tomatoes, bread, coffee and beef in the ACT, frequent trips to shops in cars 

has a bigger impact on the ecological footprint than interstate transportation93. As such, The Institute of 

Public Affairs ACT Energy and Climate Change Group suggest that potential measures to increase local 

food production should be subjected to cost-benefit analysis before being promoted. 

Therefore to encourage efficient local food production and distribution, a range of options need to be 

continued , ranging from home-based food production and community gardens, through regional 

farming and retailing processes, to redistributing surplus and potentially waste food to people in need 

(this already occurs to some extent through “The Yellow Van,” previously known as OzHarvest). Further, 

any significant expansion of local food networks would require enduring leadership from Government 

rather than the existing situation of incremental growth as a result of consumer demand being met 

through entrepreneurial producers and retailers. 

6. Waste, re-use and post-waste management 
Understanding the amount and origins of waste along the food supply chain—from production to post-

purchase—is relevant to local and regional food in the ACT and ACR.  

Food waste is becoming a major issue, contributing to both environmental and economic problems 

around the world. There are several types of food waste, with avoidable household food waste being of 

the biggest concerns. With estimates that up to 50% of the food that we produce ending up as waste94 

(including almost 25% of the food purchased in a supermarket not being eaten95) food waste is a major 

environmental, economic and social justice issue in the developed world.  

Research has shown that Australian households discard between $5-7.8 billion worth of food each 

year.96 The ACT has been identified as being the most wasteful state, “presumably because our income 

is higher, we buy more stuff and we can afford to waste more”97.  In 2003, food and kitchen waste in the 

ACT was found to constitute 38% of the territory’s landfill rubbish.  

Collecting, transporting and treating food waste places an economic burden on waste disposal systems 

and is an economic cost to consumers. The environmental burdens include migration of nutrients and 

leachates out of landfill sites and into groundwater reserves and waterways, and production of CO2 

emissions as the food decomposes. As the decomposition of organic waste in landfill (including paper 

and cardboard, food and garden organics, and wood and timber) is the largest contributor to the waste 

sector greenhouse gas emissions, it is necessary to address this issue both locally and nationally. In 

addition, reducing food waste can also have a significant positive impact on global food security.  
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There are several reasons why food is wasted including the fact that, for many, it does not create a 

significant economic burden. Also high levels of food waste are common with those who have exacting 

quality standards or high sensitivity to food safety. However, it is possible to reduce the amount of 

household food waste as much of this wastage emerges from insufficient purchase planning, buying 

and/or cooking too much, the pervasive deskilling in the kitchen and changing plans after buying food.  

Food waste within domestic residences is a significant social, economic and environmental concern.  The 

ACT Waste Management Strategy 2011-2025 identifies the need to reduce food waste98. This study 

mentions that one strategy to reduce food waste is to educate and conduct awareness raising 

campaigns to encourage waste avoidance. 

Indeed, addressing food waste requires changing behaviours which may be stimulated by appropriate 

educational campaigns. Specifically these could include: communication campaigns informing 

consumers of how much food waste costs them and its environmental impact; encouraging changes in 

shopping behaviour; education to improve kitchen skills; and finally, developing partnerships with 

supermarkets to provide information and purchase options that support reductions in food waste. 

Different approaches to address the problem have been trialled and adopted in Australia. These include 

‘Love Food Hate Waste’ in NSW and ‘Zero Waste SA’ in South Australia. Both these programs have 

resulted in an increased awareness of food waste and, importantly, show the willingness of both 

consumers and businesses to change their behaviour.  Similar approaches could be adopted in the 

ACT99.  

Although detailed review of this issue is beyond the scope of this study, aspects of this issue are 

currently being addressed by another study commissioned by the ACT Government100. 

7. Knowledge Gaps 
This study draws on a variety of data sources including those available through the ABS, ABARES and the 

ACT Government. It contextualises this within the current planning and policy frameworks being 

pursued by the ACT Government in relation to local food. It also includes observations and analysis from 

on-going research into local food production and consumption undertaken by the study’s authors.  

This study has identified a number of key knowledge gaps that centre on a lack of data. In particular, 

based on information currently available, it is not possible to specify the amount of food produced in the 

ACT, both in terms of agricultural production (commercial and community/home) and that of processed 

food products. In a similar manner, it is not possible to determine exactly what food products are eaten 

by residents in the ACT, nor where they are bought and the amount wasted after purchase101.  
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The key knowledge gaps identified in this research are summarised in the six points below. 

1. Cost-benefit analysis 

Lack of research into environmental, social and economic factorsrelated to use of land in the ACT 

and ACR for food production. This would need to incorporate consideration of sourcing food from 

areas outside the ACT and ACR and the costs of associated transport options. 

2. Location of local sources 

Lack of consolidated knowledge and publically accessible information on where local food 

production, processing and distribution takes place within and for the ACT and ACR. 

3. Small producers 

Lack of knowledge about food production from smaller and non-commercial sources. It is likely that 

urban gardens (including home and community gardens) are the most significant in this area with 

dated information from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (1992) indicating that around 5% of all 

fresh fruits and vegetables were produced in urban gardens102. Information may be available from 

operations such as Farmers Markets and farmer direct operations such as Choku Bai Jo. 

4. Food consumption 

Lack of knowledge regarding the availability and consumption of food amongst different groups 

within the ACT and ACR. This food access issue is of particular relevance to vulnerable individuals 

including new immigrants, the elderly and lower socio-economic groups who may live in areas 

where they do not have access to food outlets – ‘food deserts’, or areas where they are surrounded 

by unhealthy food options – ‘food swamps’.  

5. Location of food sources outside the ACR 

Lack of data on where food purchased in the ACT has been grown and processed. Given most food is 

purchased from national supermarket chains (Coles and Woolworths), access to their inventory 

management records would be required to address this issue. 

6. Consumer information 

Lack of information on consumers’ knowledge, values and beliefs related to local food in the ACT 

and ACR. It is not currently known what local food products are purchased and who purchases them, 

nor the likely acceptance of further local food offerings.  

8. Recommendations 
It is recommended that new research for the ACT and the ACR be undertaken to address the knowledge 

gaps identified in this study. The impact of this research would be enhanced if dialogue continues 

between all relevant stakeholders in the ACT and surrounding regions (particularly the LGA’s of the 

ACR). Ways of addressing the above listed six knowledge gaps, and further research priorities are 

identified below. 

Knowledge Gap 1  

There is a need to:  

• identify the land currently available for food production in the ACT and ACR;  

• ascertain the potential productivity of the land; identify and quantify the ecological impact of 

proposed food-producing/processing activities; and  

• engage in community-wide consultation regarding its social values.  
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Once the productive capacity of the land has been ascertained, adaptation of the food sensitive urban 

planning and design guidelines could provide a starting point for the best land use assessment.  

This analysis would need to incorporate consideration of sourcing food from areas outside the ACT and 

ACR and the costs of associated transport options.  

Knowledge Gap 2  

The development of an interactive, data-rich Regional Food Map which includes products that are locally 

grown, processed and distributed. It should also include links to public transport travel options to access 

these foods.  

The mapping exercise could include gathering data on the location of retail outlets (large supermarkets; 

smaller supermarkets, take-away food outlets; fresh fruit and vegetable outlets; other food outlets; 

alcohol outlets; farm-gate sales, food processing operations, and non-commercial activities such as 

community gardens. 

This would provide aggregate figures for the ACT and ACR and enable identification of opportunities to 

support new activities including more Community Supported Agriculture/Food Box schemes and food 

swaps (see: http://www.morelandfoodgardensnetwork.org/p/food-swaps.html). 

In addition it would assist in addressing Knowledge Gap 4 by identifying areas where consumers are 

least able to access healthy food options and local food and allow for consideration of development of 

‘sustainable’ transport options (such as public transport to farmers’ markets). 

Further, completion of the regional food map would facilitate identification of those individuals and 

businesses involved in local food and hence enable them to increase their impact through a range of 

networking activities. 

Knowledge Gap 3 

To holistically attend to this, there is a need to determine the profile and location of individuals who 

engage in urban gardening activities, including their actual production.  

Some of this work is currently being carried out on in relation to community gardeners however this 

does not include home gardeners or quantifiable data on the type and quantity of food production in 

these sites.  

 Carrying out a public survey supplemented with focus groups and semi-structured interviews would 

help bridge the gap in knowledge relating to the profile of all urban gardeners.  

In relation to measuring production, ACT-based research could adapt the methodology currently being 

used by Permaculture Melbourne to identify and benchmark the quantity and types of food produced in 

urban gardens.  

Knowledge Gap 4 

The data about urban gardening would enable identification of the capacity for food swaps. And, when 

supplemented with ABS demographic data , could assist in pin-pointing the most useful locations to 

improve access to healthy, local food for those in ‘food deserts’ and to capitalise on sustainable 

transport options.  

Knowledge Gap 5,  

Access to, and analysis of, the inventory management records of national supermarket chains (Coles and 

Woolworths) would be required to fill this knowledge gap.  

Improved understanding of where food comes from assists with developing life-cycle analyses of key 

foodstuffs. 
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Knowledge Gap 6  

To identify consumer knowledge, values and beliefs related to local food a mixed-methods approach is 

preferred, that is combining quantitative survey data with qualitative interviews and/or focus groups 

with ACT (and possibly ACR) residents.  

Information gathered through this research may assist existing and new local food businesses in 

providing food options that are attractive to customers. This research should also investigate the 

potential development of a ‘made in the ACT’ and ‘made in the ACR’ brand to promote local 

consumption and food-based tourism in the region. 

 

In addition, it is recommended that the ACT Government undertake investigation into and then take 

action on, the following ‘structural’ issues within control of ACT Government agencies. 

Removal of impediments to local food production 

• Certainty of land tenure - granting long term leases in any areas where rural land use 

(agricultural production) is the primary purpose, rather than adjistment or license; and 

resolution of equivalence in national land tenure, for example in the Majura Valley. 

• Planning controls – modification to regulations and codes to allow food production, for example 

facilitating glasshouse food production in suitable locations. 

Actively finding opportunities to facilitate local food production 

• Allowing unused or under-utilised urban land for food production;  

• Promoting education ventures such as the Sustainability Education Centres in the region’s 

schools;  

• Incorporating food sensitive urban planning and design approaches into policy documents. 

 

This combined approach of further research, removal of impediments and fostering opportunities is 

likely to bring numerous co-benefits in the economic, environmental and social spheres that extend 

beyond their contribution to regional food security. Collectively these would enhance the attractiveness 

of the ACT and ensure that it remains a leader in providing innovative solutions to emerging issues. 
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Consultant Brief – Food in the ACT 
 

Background 

Food security issues are frequently in the media and there are known pressures in the Australian Capital 

Region (ACR) for agricultural lands to be used for alternative uses that could fundamentally change both 

the setting to Canberra and the subsequent ability of the land to produce food and fibre. Examples of 

alternative land uses are housing, nature conservation, recreation and infrastructure (energy 

generation). 

 

The draft ACT Planning Strategy identifies the need to take a regional approach to agricultural lands 

protection and food security. Furthermore, under the ACT and NSW Memorandum of Understanding for 

Regional Collaboration, work on the Regional Strategic Plan – Land Use Planning and Infrastructure is 

commencing soon. The findings from this project will inform such work by ACT Government and regional 

NSW neighbours.  

 

The ACT legislative Assembly’s Standing Committee on Climate Change, Environment and Water is 

addressing issues related to food in its Inquiry into Ecological Carrying Capacity of the ACT and Region. 

This report is expected to be tabled in May 2012. 

 

Copies of relevant documents will be provided at the commencement meeting as background for the 

work and ESDD are able to provide map information/products if required. 

 

Scope of Work 

This project is to prepare this “scoping study” to address the following: 

• what is known about current local food production in the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) 

• where is the ACT’s food currently sourced 

• what are the characteristics of the local food economy 

• what are the knowledge gaps 

Findings and or conclusions should address what else needs to be considered in the context of food 

security, including recommendations for further investigation and approaches to achieve best practise 

planning, community health and land management outcomes. 

 

The project is a ‘desktop’ study and communication with stakeholders is not required. The key ‘products’ 

are to be a report (1 paper copy and a CD) and a presentation of the findings to a meeting of key 

government personnel.  

 

Contract Value 

Total available $20,000 GST inclusive, executed under a purchase order, cost centre - 12261 

 

Communication and liaison 

Communication with ESSD will be through the project officers  

Catherine Keirnan catherine.keirnan@act.gov.au, phone 6207 1791 and  

Belinda McNeice belinda.mcneice@act.gov.au, phone 6207 2553. 

 

Any communication with government entities or stakeholders is to be through the ESDD project officers. 

The suggested outline of time and milestones are below. 

 

Time   Milestones 

Week 1: commencement meeting 
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Week 4  draft report outline provided  

Week 5  progress meeting, draft report completed  

Week 6  comments on draft provided and presentation date confirmed 

Week 7  project completion meeting / presentation 
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Appendix 2: Turner, Pearson and Dyball Submission 

Submission for ‘Food in the ACT’ 
 

In response to the project brief for the scoping study into local food in the ACT provided by the 
ACT Government’s Environment and Sustainable Development Directorate (ESDD) this 
document briefly outlines the project team, their relevant experiences, the role they will play, 
their approach, the timeline and work plan for the proposed study. 
 
The project team includes Dr Bethaney Turner and Associate Professor David Pearson from the 
Sustainability, Development and Food Security research cluster in the Faculty of Arts and 
Design at the University of Canberra and Dr Robert Dyball, Convener of the Human Ecology 
program in the Fenner School of Environment and Society at the Australian National University.  
Dr Turner will act as the project leader and coordinator, being the key point of contact between 
the research team and representatives of the ACT Government.  Collectively Dr Turner, 
Associate Professor Pearson and Dr Dyball have mapped out a work plan (see below) and each 
researcher will take primary responsibility for managing one key aspect/question of those set out 
in the research brief provided to us (as outlined below) with all four contributing to the 
identification of gaps in knowledge.  
 
To facilitate the completion of the project within the timeframe set out by the ESDD (with a 
completion date of 31 August 2012) we will be drawing on our existing team of Research 
Assistants (RAs) all of whom have expertise in the areas of local food, sustainable food and 
community health. From the University of Canberra these include Walter Steensby (a former 
town planner and current Masters student working on the food supply system in Canberra) and 
Nicholas Mikhailovich (Research Assistant working on the links between human health and 
sustainable environmental systems with a Masters degree from the ANU’s Fenner School). It 
also includes Dr Adam Dickerson from UC’s Faculty of Arts and Design who is currently in the 
process of shifting his research focus to urban agricultural practices. From the ANU, research 
assistance will be provided by Mishka Talent who holds a first class Honours (ANU) with 
expertise in GIS mapping with a particular focus on land use and land use change. Talent has 
also worked on the ANU’s component of the IARU sustainable cities demonstration project.  

Collectively the project team outlined above has extensive experience in the areas of local food 
and urban food provisioning and consumption in the Australian Capital Region (ACR). The 
team’s existing body of work provides a solid, extensive and up-to-date foundation for the 
research required for this project. In the following section we identify the key aspects of the 
work that will be undertaken, how and by whom it will be carried out and the timeline over 
which the research will occur. 
 
Work Plan/Timeline 
Pre Week 1  

• Commencement Meeting: Tuesday 5 June, attended by the Chief Investigators - Bethaney 
Turner, David Pearson and Rob Dyball 

• Research Assistants engaged and placed on short-term contracts as required 

Week 1 Identification and sourcing of current literature (RAs will play a significant role in this 
directed by the Chief Investigators: Turner, Pearson and Dyball) 
Week 2 – 3 Analysis of data, identification of gaps in literature, refining of search terms and 
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rechecking data/literature, drafting of section for report (gaps and analysis to be identified by 
Chief Investigators and follow-up research carried out by RAs) 
Week 3: Chief Investigators finalise their drafts of the key question they are responding to (see 
below) and send to Turner (Project Leader by COB 3 June 29) 
Week 4 Entire draft report compiled by Turner, gaps identified, circulated to Pearson and 
Dyball, final comments/changes incorporated and Turner to send outline to ESDD by COB 
Friday 6 July 
Week 5 Progress Meeting Friday 13 July: Attended by Bethaney Turner 
Week 6 Review of recommendations on the draft report from representatives of ACT 
Government – Meeting/discussion between Pearson, Dyball and Turner to allocate final tasks, 
completion of these and responses forwarded to Turner by COB Friday 20 July 
Week 7 Turner to compile final report and hardcopy provided to ESDD at the project completion 
meeting/presentation on Friday 27 July: Delivered by Bethaney Turner, David Pearson and Rob 
Dyball 
 
Project Organisation and Allocation of Responsibilities 
As identified in the project brief, the scoping study seeks research to be carried in response to 
four key questions: 

• what is known about current local food production in the Australian Capital Territory 
(ACT)? 

• where is the ACT’s food currently sourced? 
• what are the characteristics of the local food economy? 
• what are the knowledge gaps? 

 
Due to the relevant expertise of each member of the core project team (Turner, Pearson and 
Dyball) the Chief Investigators will each be responsible for responding to one of the first three 
questions (Turner –Q. 1, Dyball-Q.2, Pearson-Q.3). These responsibilities include the research 
design, overseeing the work (including management of relevant RAs) and writing-up the 
findings. Through analysis of each of these sections all three of the Chief Investigators will 
contribute to answering question four, ‘what are the knowledge gaps?’. Turner will then be 
responsible for integrating the work into one report. The division of the work, justifications for 
this and the methods that will be used are outlined in the following section. 
 
 Project leader and Chief Investigator: Dr Bethaney Turner (Question 1) 
Dr Turner will take responsibility for the research into question 1, ‘what is known about current 
local food production in the Australian Capital Territory (ACT)?’. This is due to her expertise in 
understanding the food systems in the Australian Capital Region, having carried out research 
examining the roles of farmers’markets, farmers’ retail outlets, community supported agriculture, 
community gardens, landshare and backyard gardens. The key focus of these previous and on-
going studies has been identification and analysis of the role these local food initiatives can play 
in promoting broader engagement with environmentally sustainable urban living practices 
specifically in relation to food security and community health and well-being. Dr Turner has no 
teaching commitments July -December 2012 and her full workload will be focused on research 
during this period. 
 
Method and approach to Question 1 
The section of the report titled ‘What is known about current local food production in the 
Australian Capital Territory (ACT)?’ will require a comprehensive review of the literature to 
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identify existing knowledge about food production in the Australian Capital Region.  This will 
include searches for information about broadacre and small-scale farming as well as urban 
agriculture initiatives such as community gardens, landshare and backyard gardens. The urban 
agriculture literature will include a discussion of Dr Turner’s ongoing work in this area which 
involves the gathering and analysis of ethnographic data from surveys and in-depth interviews 
related to the role of these practices in the ACR.  The findings of this published and unpublished 
work will be included in the report along with a broader literature review and analysis of data. 

 
Recent relevant projects undertaken by Dr Bethaney Turner 
Recent research grants/consultancy related to local food in the ACT Government: 

• ACT Health Promotion Grant – Mapping Community Gardens in the ACT (2011-2012). 
• ACT Heritage Grant – The Evolution of Community-based food production in the ACT 

(2011-2012)  
• Consultancy for ESDD – The Demand and Benefits of Community Gardens in the ACT 

(2012) 

Dr Turner’s research into local food research has been recognised through grants and is evidenced in the 
selection of recent publications provided below: 

• Turner, B ., Henryks, J. (Forthcoming June 2012). Cultivation, Consumption and 
connection: How to make the most of local food. Refereed Proceedings of Healthy Cities 
Conference, Geelong. 

•   Turner, B . (2011). Embodied Rights: Food security, the body, and GMOs. Borderlands 
e-journal: New spaces in the humanities, 10(3): 1-21. 

• Henryks, J, Turner, B . (forthcoming July 2012). Understanding Farmers Markets. 
Refereed Proceedings of Australian and New Zealand Communication Association 
Conference, Adelaide. 

• Turner, B ., Henryks, J. & Pearson, D., Guest Eds (2011) Community Gardens:  
Sustainability, health and inclusion in the city, Local Environment: The International 
Journal of Justice and Sustainability, 16 (6): 489-492.  

• Turner, B . (2011). Embodied Connections: Sustainability, food systems and Community 
Gardens. Local Environment: The International Journal of Justice and Sustainability, 
16(6): 509-522.   

Chief Investigator: Dr Robert Dyball (Question 2) 
Dr Robert Dyball will take lead responsibility for researching question 2, ‘where is the ACT’s 
food currently sourced?’. Dr Dyball convenes the Human Ecology Program at the Fenner School 
of Environment and Society at the Australian National University. His research centres on the 
application of dynamic systems thinking to the security of global food systems. Recent research 
with the International Alliance of Research Universities (IARU) has explored the flow of food 
between the Australian Capital Region (ACR) and areas of production and consumption in 
Denmark and Japan. This is part of a continuing program of research on the vulnerabilities of 
urban populations to land use and land use change in the regions that produce the food that they 
depend upon. 
 
Method and approach  
The section of the report titled ‘Where is the ACT’s food currently sourced?’ will draw primarily 
on data already gathered as part of the research referred to above. None of this work has yet been 
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published. For the purposes of this research into local food we intend to extract data from 
ABARE, BRS and FAO on ACR production. This analysis and data extraction has not yet been 
undertaken and represents a unique contribution Dr Dyball can make to this project as a result of 
his involvement in the larger IARU studies. This research already suggests that, for a range of 
staple foodstuffs, the ACR could meet its food consumption for food produced locally. However, 
given the purchasing, processing and distribution systems of the companies that dominate the 
main food supply chains, it is certain that the ACT currently does not primarily consume locally 
sourced food. The section will discuss this disjunct between what could be locally sourced and 
what is, as well as discussing some of the social, economic and ethical considerations that would 
accompany moves to increase local consumption of local production. This is data that has not yet 
been extracted, analysed nor published. 
 
Recent relevant projects completed by Dr Rob Dyball 
Recent contributions to the ACT Government: 

• Invited expert witness - ACT Government Public Hearing into ‘Ecological carrying 
capacity of the ACT and region’ (2011). 

• Invited contribution ACR Food Futures for Museum of Canberra forthcoming exhibition 
on Canberra  

Dr Dyball has also authored or contributed to a number of conference papers and workshops 
reporting on the IARU Sustainable Cities project, including for COP15 in Copenhagen. A 
number of these papers are currently manuscripts in preparation. Dr Dyball will convene a 
Master of Global Food Security to be offered jointly with the University of Copenhagen in 2013 
onwards. Global Food Security will also be a major theme at the Society for Human Ecology 
(SHE) Conference that Dr Dyball is organising, which will be held at ANU in February 2013. 
Chief Investigator: Associate Professor David Pearson (Question 3) 
Dr Pearson will take lead responsibility for the section titled ‘What are the characteristics of the 
local food economy?’.  Dr David Pearson is the Foundation Chair of the Sustainability 
Development and Food Security Research Cluster at the University of Canberra.  He has 
extensive international experience advising government, private businesses and non-government 
organisations in the creating of more environmentally sustainable food systems.   
 
Method and approach  
The section of the report titled ‘What are the characteristics of the local food economy’ will 
require a comprehensive review of the literature in terms of the market for local food.  This will 
encompass consideration of products that are suited to local food economies, the types of retail 
outlet that offer these products and profile of consumers who frequent them.   
 
Recent relevant projects completed by Dr David Pearson 
Recent contributions to the ACT Government related to local food: 

• Invited expert witness - ACT Government Public Hearing into ‘Ecological carrying 
capacity of the ACT and region’ (2011). 

• Invited consultancy - Pearson, D. 2012 (currently with the Minister prior to public 
release) ‘Exploring individual values and attitudes for a more sustainable Canberra:  The 
example of food.’  Report for the ACT Commissioner for Sustainability and 
Environment. 
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Dr Pearson has also completed numerous research projects that have resulted in academic 
publications that focus specifically on local and regional food systems. Recent examples include: 

• Pearson, D. and Bailey, A. Under second review (resubmitted 26 April 2012) ‘Exploring 
the market potential of ‘local’ in food systems.’ Locale. 

• Pearson, D., Henryks, J., Trott, A., Jones, P., Parker, G., Trott, A., Dumaresq, D. and 
Dyball, R. 2011 ‘Local food: Understanding consumer motivations in innovative retail 
formats.’  British Food Journal, vol.  113, no. 7, pp. 886-99. 

• Pearson, D. and Bailey, A. 2009 ‘Sustainable horticultural supply chains:  The case of 
local food networks in the UK.’  ACTA Horticulturae, vol. 821, pp. 131-7. 

• Pearson, D. and Bailey, A. 2009 ‘Business opportunities in local food supply chains:  An 
investigation in England and Australia.’   Agricultural Economics Society 83rd Annual 
Conference.  31 March – 1 April, Dublin, Ireland. 

 
Question 4 
As stated above, the identification of knowledge gaps will occur throughout our research into the 
three questions outlined above and all Chief Investigators will respond to this question. 
 
Project Outcomes 
We envisage that the work outlined above will provide a comprehensive overview of what is 
currently known and not known about food sourcing and the role of local food in the ACR. It is 
designed to provide a basis for future studies to fill the identified gaps in order to explore the 
most useful ways to ensure future food security in the ACR. This includes identification of issues 
relevant to land use planning, techniques for promoting sustainable urban living and the need to 
account for the three key components of food security: food access, food availability and food 
use (Rosier, 2011: 2). The last category introduces issues related to community health and food 
preparation knowledge and it likely that future studies will need to explore this particular issue in 
greater detail. 

Reference 
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