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Date: 09 Feb 2015
To: Relevant government department

To Whom It May Concern

Re: Proposal for an Urban Agri-Park in Admiralty

In view of the newly-released government consultation document on The New
Agricultural Policy, we would like to submit this proposal for urban farming in
Admiralty. Urban farming is a growing trend worldwide, most notably in Europe and
the United States, in recognition that the old model of banishing agriculture to
large-scale industrial operations in the countryside is not sustainable, and a desire
among the urban population to get back to nature, and produce safe, quality
vegetables. Every world city, from Havana to Taipei, is now engaged in and actively
encouraging urban farming to some extent. Aspiring to be Asia’s world city, Hong
Kong, with its shortage of land, its high-density population and climate conducive to
agriculture would be most suitable for urban farming.

As concerned citizens interested in safe, healthy and sustainably-produced food for
our families, friends and fellow Hong Kong citizens, we view with great concern the
decline in availability of such food at generally affordable prices. It is no secret that
Hong Kong relies to a great extent on vegetable imports from China primarily, and
other countries around the world, while our vegetable self-sufficiency rate has fallen
dramatically over the years and now hovers at a mere 1.8 per cent. It is further no
secret that China has lax food security standards, is dabbling with unproven and
potentially ecologically-harmful GM-technology, lacks a robust and independent
monitoring system to ensure food safety and consumer protection, and due to
degraded soils and water scarcity is itself increasingly looking abroad to meet its food
requirements for its rapidly expanding population. While we have full faith in Hong
Kong’s Centre for Food Safety in independently testing and verifying the suitability for
consumption of fruit and vegetables imported to Hong Kong, we are concerned about
the lack of GMO-labelling in the city and that as a result of manpower shortage only a
very minute fraction of what we import is even tested for its safety. Furthermore, in
light of the growing body of knowledge on the social and environmental damage
current industrial farming systems cause, an increasingly changing climate causing
erratic and extreme weather patterns that may be detrimental to crops, and the
volatility of the price of oil, it becomes very much evident that Hong Kong is ill
prepared for the future challenges facing food supply in Hong Kong.



In the enclosed sheet we have highlighted which specific areas we have in mind for
developing urban agriculture, to be based on the principles of organic farming and
permaculture. We aim not just to develop these sites for the cultivation of vegetables,
but also as model demonstration farms with a range of other educational and
awareness-raising activities for the benefit of the general public, thereby converting
these idle public places into vibrant and diverse centres of community interaction.

A more detailed proposal and list of supporters and consultants are available for
closer inspection, which we would be happy to send to the contact person for this
project. To this end, kindly let us know the following:
1) Which department and which contact person would be the one with
decision-making authority on this matter?
2) Do you have any initial comments on the ideas of this project?

We look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience.

Best regards,

Emily Wong

Enclosed:
Figure 1: Farm Plan
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Two Agricultural Questionnaires — A Comparison

By: Rishi Kukreja (Farms for Democracy) & Emily Wong (HK Potato/Farms for Democracy)
May 2015
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https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B5nh2Rtf5EFWZ3ZqUIdLaG5fOUE/view?usp=sharing

(Declaration of interest: The authors of this comparison were involved in the conducting of
one of the surveys mentioned below so cannot claim to be completely unbiased. We
therefore encourage everyone to read this critically and decide for themselves whether the
points raised have merit.)

Introduction

The Hong Kong Government issued a consultation paper in December 2014 titled “New
Agricultural Policy”. As a partial response to the consultation, "HK Potato” and "Farms for
Democracy" conducted a survey, "Opinions on Food Self-Sufficiency in Hong Kong",
drawing a total of 800 participants, which was then submitted to the government in March
2015. Another survey was carried out by the "Hong Kong Organic Resource Centre"
(HKORC) a month earlier called "Survey on the Implementation of the New Agricultural
Policy", which received a total of 967 responses, the results of which were submitted as a
policy proposal. Coincidentally, the topics of the two questionnaires were similar, but the
guestions asked and survey results varied considerably. What are the reasons? Every
survey consists of questionnaire design, survey methodology, data analysis and report
writing. The design of the questionnaire is key, as it must be clearly worded, exclude
suggestive questions, and must not assume a preconceived position. In so doing, the data

obtained will be usable and may point to actions to be taken with regard to the related policy
issues. If the survey questions do not comply with the before-mentioned principles, the
survey's credibility will be greatly reduced. Therefore, when a topic produces different poll
results, one must analyse the design of the questions and the questionnaire, and how the
organisers arrived at their respective recommendations and conclusions.

The key topics both surveys touched upon are: food safety, vegetable self-sufficiency,
agricultural land, the New Agricultural Policy, the proposed Agri-Park, and high-tech
agriculture. Let us now start by comparing the questions asked and results obtained for each
of the above topics.



Topic One: Food safety

HK Potato/Farms for Democracy survey: Two questions examined above construct here.
1. "Which values are important to you when choosing vegetables? Please rank your top
three in descending order.

taste / looks / price / food safety / variety / place of origin / labelled food / relationship with
vendor / food mileage / other”

2. “Do you avoid vegetables from any particular region or country?

Yes / No

If so, please specify:"

Results: Food safety topped the list in the first question, with 38 per cent of people valuing
food safety highest out of a list of ten options, followed by price. With regard to the second
guestion, 44 per cent of people indicated they avoided buying vegetables from a particular
country. China topped that list.

Suggestion: In order to comply with the demands of the public on food safety, the
government must start developing policies to safeguard the quality and quantity of
locally-produced vegetables.

HKORC survey: "Which type of vegetables do you prefer to buy? Rank the options in the list
below with 1 being highest and 4 lowest.

- imported from the mainland

- locally-produced

- foreign imports

- no preferences”

Results: The respondents tend to avoid buying vegetables from China. 81.2 per cent of
respondents chose "local production”, while 51.3 per cent of respondents supported "foreign
imports". Only 28 per cent of respondents chose "imported from the mainland”. This shows
most people choose food safety over food prices and support higher-quality, but more
expensive, local and imported vegetables.

Suggestion: With the hope of improving food safety, most people agree that Hong Kong
should rehabilitate arable agricultural land, to increase the vegetable production rate.

Topic Two: Vegetable self-sufficiency

HK Potato/Farms for Democracy survey: "Do you think Hong Kong should strive for a
minimum level of vegetable self-sufficiency?

Yes / No

If “yes”, please state what percentage you think [that] should be:"

“[A vegetable self-sufficiency rate] would interfere with “free-market” principles.

Agree / Disagree”




Results: "96 per cent of respondents believe Hong Kong should set a target for vegetable
self-sufficiency, with a combined majority of 87 per cent of people naming figures of 30 per
cent or higher as minimum levels of self-sufficiency to strive for. 90 per cent did not believe a
vegetable self-sufficiency rate would interfere with free-market principles."

Suggestion: "The government [should] heed the public’s demand for safe and local food,
and set a minimum target for vegetable self-sufficiency of no less than 30 per cent
immediately, as per the results obtained."”

HKORC survey: “As far as land use in Hong Kong is concerned, there are more than 4,500
hectares of farmland, but only slightly more than 700 hectares (less than 1/6) are still used
for agricultural production. Do you think the government should encourage the creation of
more arable land, increasing our vegetable self-sufficiency rate in Hong Kong?

- Strongly disagree

- Disagree

- No opinion

- Agree

- Fully agree”
"Our neighbour Singapore has set a 10 per cent vegetable self-sufficiency rate target. What
self-sufficiency rate target should we set in Hong Kong?

- maintenance of 2 per cent

- 5 percent

- 10 per cent

- 15 per cent

- 20 per cent or higher"
Results: 65.5 per cent of respondents supported an increase in our vegetable
self-sufficiency rate in response to the first question. As for the second question, a combined
total of 90.3 per cent believed that our vegetable self-sufficiency rate should be higher than

the current 2 per cent. 76.5 per cent of respondents chose 5-15 per cent vegetable
self-sufficiency rate.

Suggestion: The public expects the self-sufficiency rate to be set at 5-15 per cent. We
should use Singapore as a reference, where the local government has formulated a 10 per
cent vegetable self-sufficiency rate and implemented it successfully.

Author’s views: The two questions by HKORC are so similar in nature that it is baffling to
find such a big difference in responses to effectively the same construct. The first question
asks whether we should increase our acreage of arable land to increase our vegetable
self-sufficiency rate. The second question asks what percentage vegetable self-sufficiency
we should strive for. The second question alone would have sufficed to answer both the first
and the second question, as support for anything other than the “maintenance of 2 per cent”
option would have meant the public supported an increase in our vegetable self-sufficiency
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rate. Yet the survey manages to confuse respondents such that it comes up with two
completely different figures for the same effect: 65.5 per cent support an increase in our
vegetable self-sufficiency rate (first question), and 90.3 per cent chose 5 per cent or higher
as desirable levels of vegetable self-sufficiency (second question), effectively meaning the
same as “an increase in our vegetable self-sufficiency rate”!

Another point to make about the survey is its use of the self-sufficiency rate of Singapore as
reference for our local self-sufficiency rate, which is very leading. We like to compare
ourselves to Singapore, but the self-sufficiency rate of Singapore bears no meaning for
Hong Kong. The self-sufficiency rate of a place is based on its agricultural or environmental
vision, the population that needs to be fed, the length of the growing season, the demand for
local food, and important geopolitical considerations with regard to extraordinary
circumstances that may interrupt foreign food supply, such as war, disease, nuclear
meltdown, natural disaster, climate change, etc. As such, Hong Kong should base its level of
self-sufficiency on a vision, coupled with clear analysis and sound reason, not on the basis
of “keeping up with the Joneses”.

The survey further limited the frame of reference by limiting the numerical options to
between 2 and 20 per cent, all relatively low values. When presented with a multiple-choice
type question featuring a range of numbers, people will not usually go for the most extreme
answers, making the result obtained of between 5 and 15 per cent a foregone conclusion.

Topic Three: Agricultural land

HK Potato/Farms for Democracy survey: "There are 6,136 hectares of usable land for
development. Do you think it is worth the use of public money to buy back all existing unused
agricultural land (4,523 hectares) and use it for the purpose of agriculture?

Agree / Disagree / No opinion”

Results: 75 per cent of people believe it to be a good use of public money to buy back all
existing unused agricultural farmland and rehabilitate agriculture on that land. 14 per cent of
people disagree and 11 per cent of people have no opinion.

Suggestion: “We thus recommend the government go for an even more ambitious policy
that would ensure the preservation and proper use of these resources for their intended
purpose as permanent farmland.”

HKORC survey: "Since the farmers often do not own their land, agricultural land may also
be used for other purposes. Do you think the government should use public money to buy
agricultural land in order to ensure that rural land continues to be used for agricultural
purposes?

- Definitely not worth it

- Not worth it

- No opinion




- Worth its money

- Absolutely worth its money”
Results: 2 per cent indicated it was “definitely not worth it”, 10.6 per cent said it was “not
worth it”, 30 per cent were indifferent, 46.7 per cent said it was “worth its money”, and 8.8 per
cent said it was “absolutely worth its money”. Most respondents thus do not oppose using
public money to buy back land for agriculture.
Suggestion: To ensure that agricultural land is properly used, we suggest that the
government devise effective measures to prevent agricultural land from being converted.
Legislation to require the use of farmland as such is an important way for the preservation of
agricultural land in urban areas. The government should actively enact such regulations in
order to prevent more farmland being converted.

Author’s note: On 29th April 2015, the Town Planning Board green-lighted the two
Northeast New Territories (NENT) outline zoning plans behind closed doors, despite a high
degree of public opposition (more than 40,000, and, on another occasion, more than 10,000
submissions were received on both the Kwu Tung North outline zoning plan and the Fanling
North plan, of which more than 90 per cent expressed opposition to the plans). The
Northeast New Territories, to be developed into new towns, currently contains most of the
remaining agricultural land in Hong Kong, and both the HKORC and the HK Potato/Farms
for Democracy polls found clear public opposition to agricultural land being converted and
even support for their protection by the government.

Topic Four: Consultation “New Agricultural Policy”

HK Potato/Farms for Democracy survey: "Have you heard of the public consultation on
the New Agricultural Policy by the government?

Yes / No”

Results: 37% of the public had heard and 63% of the public had not heard of the public
consultation.

Suggestion: “63% of people had not heard of the [...] New Agricultural Policy. We therefore
suggest that the government roll out more and different ways of engaging the public about
agricultural development in Hong Kong to better understand the public’s opinions and
concerns.”

HKORC survey: "What is your overall opinion of the New Agricultural Policy?
- | absolutely do not support the development of local agriculture
- | do not support the development of local agriculture
- No opinion
- | support the development of local agriculture
- | very much support the development of local agriculture”
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Results: The majority of respondents support the New Agricultural Policy. Only 4.8 per cent
indicated they “absolutely do not” or "do not support the development of local agriculture”.
The general public, at 67 per cent, supports the development of local agriculture. The survey
results show the people of Hong Kong generally agree that the government should adopt
new policies to actively support agricultural modernisation.

Author’s views: The HKORC survey seems to provide a confusing question here. The New
Agricultural Policy is a government consultation policy paper. While the question appears to
ask the public their opinion on the policy, the choices provided as answers point to another
issue, namely whether they "support” or “do not support the development of local
agriculture”, which are not answers to the question posed. With the majority of people
indicating they “support the development of local agriculture” the survey concludes that the
"public is generally in favour of the government adopting new policies to support agricultural
modernisation”. Supporting the development of local agriculture is not synonymous with
supporting the New Agricultural Policy, and agricultural modernisation is another topic
altogether which didn’t feature in the question. As such, the choices listed as answers to the
guestion and the subsequent conclusion drawn seem an advocacy of the government’s
consultation paper.

Topic Five: Agri-Park

HK Potato/Farms for Democracy survey: "Do you agree with the government’s plans of
setting up an "Agri-Park™?

Agree / Disagree / No opinion”

“There are still 4,523 hectares of unused farmland in Hong Kong. The government intends to
set aside around 70-80 hectares for this "Agri-Park". Do you consider this to be adequate?
Yes / No / No opinion”

Results: 27 per cent of the public support the proposed “Agri-Park”, 33.75 per cent are
against the “Agri-Park”, and 39.25 per cent of people have no opinion. Another 74 per cent
of people think that 70-80 hectares for the proposed “Agri-Park” are not enough, while 3 per
cent of people think that they are enough. 23 per cent of people have no opinion.
Suggestion: “We suggest the government revise its ideas and come forth with concrete
proposals that will satisfy the public’s demands.”

HKORC survey: "As part of the New Agricultural Policy, the government proposes to set
aside 70 hectares of land for an Agri-Park. Do you think it is worth the use of these land
resources for agricultural development?

- Absolutely not worth it

- Not worth it

- No opinion




- Itis worth it

- Itis very much worth it”
Results: More than 60 per cent of respondents supported the establishment of the
Agri-Park, with 54.6 per cent indicating they found it "worth it" and 9.4 per cent saying they
found it "very much worth it”; in contrast, only about 6 per cent of respondents did not agree
with the move. This shows the public generally supports the idea that some of our land
resources be used for agriculture and support continued agricultural development.
Suggestion: Helping farmers own their land would give them more security and enable
them to invest in their undertaking, thereby encouraging local agricultural development. The
consultation paper states that public funds cannot be used for the acquisition of land as a
long-term measure to resolve the problems of agricultural land. The Agri-Park can only
serve as a first step in the process of agricultural development.

Author’s views: The question again appears to address a different issue as compared to
the recommendation it comes forth with. 70 hectares is the proposed size of the Agri-Park. It
does not on its own represent the development of agriculture, which is a much bigger and
broader concept. The general public would agree on the need for agricultural land, but may
not understand how big 70 hectares are and what significance 70 hectares have on the
broader concept of “agricultural development”. As such, while 54.6 per cent said they found
it worth it to use land for agricultural development, and 9.4 per cent found it very much worth
it, this does not equate to 60 per cent support for the Agri-Park (which entails more than just
setting aside 70 hectares) nor does it indicate 70 hectares is all the public supports, for it
may well be people would support a higher acreage, had the question allowed them to
explain this. The question thus fails to get to the heart of the matter and superficially
endorses the Agri-Park idea by means of foregoing deeper probing.

Topic Six: Modern high-tech farming

HK Potato/Farms for Democracy survey: "Hydroponic farming is organic farming.

Agree / Disagree"

Results: 30.2 per cent of people agree that hydroponic is equivalent to organic. 69.8 per
cent disagree.

Suggestion: "According to the standards set by the International Federation of Organic
Agriculture Movements (IFOAM), the globally-recognised body for organic agriculture, [...]

only soil-based cultivation systems qualify for organic consideration with hydroponic to be
impermissible in organic farming. We therefore recommend the government set up a
comprehensive set of organic agriculture guidelines in line with the IFOAM standards and
better inform the public about the meaning and principles of organic agriculture.”



HKORC survey: "With the limited amount of agricultural land in Hong Kong, which direction
should we take?

- leisure farming, eco-tourism

- strengthening the development of organic farming

- increase sales channels for local vegetables

- high-tech production, such as hydroponic farming

- urban agriculture

- others, please specify”
Results: 56.9 per cent chose the development of organic farming, 41.2 per cent leisure
farming and eco-tourism development, 38.1 per cent high-tech production, and 36.9 per
cent sales channel development and promotion.
Suggestion: Local agriculture should take the direction of high-tech and high value-added
agriculture. Organic farming is one of the possible directions. Organic farming not only has
positive effects for the environment, but can also fetch higher prices, thereby increasing the
value of agricultural land. Hydroponic techniques do not require large areas of agricultural
land to produce crops and are thus suitable for densely-populated cities."

Author’s view: The recommendations on the one hand say that organic farming is
eco-friendly, on the other hand point to hydroponic technology as not requiring large areas
of agricultural land, neither of which are direct responses by the participants or a survey
finding. The survey found majority support for the development of organic farming, yet the
first recommendation by the report goes to developing high-tech farming and improving
agricultural profit, which is puzzling.

Author’s afterthought:

The New Agricultural Policy carries the subtitle “Sustainable Agricultural Development in
Hong Kong”. Sustainable development is defined as "meeting our current needs without
compromising the needs of future generations to meet their own needs", while sustainable
agriculture is the act of farming using principles of ecology, and the study of relationships
between organisms and their environment. The consultation paper itself, however, does not
pay any attention to the concept of sustainable development, what it means and what it
would take to achieve it. Modern agriculture, heralded in the 60s as the Green Revolution
and promising to increase food production and profit margins by controlling nature, has hit a
snag. The increases have come at steep external costs, such as a loss of crop variety and
diversity, farmers getting poorer at the expense of agri-businesses, as well as a range of
environmental problems relating to water scarcity, climate change, pest control and soil
fertility, which are now threatening our future food security and economies (UNEP’s
TEEBAgFood is currently investigating and quantifying, in monetary terms, the hidden costs
of our current agricultural production methods). While countries around the world are waking
up to the need to incorporate holistic, environmental thinking, the Hong Kong government is
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still stuck in the ideas of the 60s in its push for modern agriculture. There is no talk of
sustainable agriculture in the paper, how to protect agriculture’s most important component
soil, what role agriculture could play for the protection of the environment, creating
closed-loop nutrient systems, or analysis of the social and economic needs of traditional
farmers. The consultation paper does not keep up with worldwide trends and new research
into sustainable agricultural practices (we recommend the government take a leaf out of
UNCTAD’s book on the paradigm shift needed in agriculture) or systematically revitalising
and integrating agriculture into our urban landscape, instead relying on overused buzzwords
such as “modern technological farming” or “modern agricultural undertakings” without
explaining how that would enhance sustainability. Considering that tried and tested
nature-based practices of organic, agroecological and permaculture farming to this day still
produce the healthiest foods, boast the healthiest soils and are the most conducive to
biodiversity (see FiBL’s DOK-trials, the longest-running scientific comparison between
biodynamic (D), organic (O) and conventional (K) agriculture), it would appear more
appropriate for the government to help Hong Kong'’s traditional farmers convert to organic
operations. This is further supported by the "Institute for Food and Development Policy" and
other agricultural and development organisations, who say smallholder farmers and family
farms are the way forward, as they enhance soils, enhance biodiversity and foster higher
employment rates, as well as help retaining more money in the local economy, thereby
benefiting local businesses, schools, organisations — in short, the local community. The
consultation paper makes no mention of such economic concepts to achieve self-sustaining
communities. As a case in point, the Northeast New Territories represent a long-standing
farming community, which has helped diversify the economy and job market, produced local
food, protected biodiversity and the environment, and could, with the right incentives,
become a model for sustainability and liveable communities. Instead, the nature, farmland
and communities are to be destroyed for economic gains by property developers and the
government, without factoring in social gains and losses and environmental costs. It is quite
unbelievable that the government eschews proper procedure by treating the NENT
development as separate issue to its New Agricultural Policy, thereby destroying agriculture
in the former while promoting agriculture in the latter. Housing and food, two basic human
needs, should not be pitted against each other, but should be discussed together and
co-exist and cohabit in Hong Kong’s urban landscape and, as such, no action should be
taken on one without consideration of the other. The segregated, rather than integrated,
handling of these issues shows the shortcomings of the government’s thinking a