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Executive Summary

The farming businesses within this study as a cohort have demonstrated 
a moderate to strong capacity to withstand a financial shock that may 
present from a drought event. However, there is a reasonable level of 
diversity within the cohort and their likely outcomes from said shock 
are varied. Only a small percentage (<10%) of the cohort would be 
considered moderately vulnerable. 
Drought as it was defined during the 2006 and 2007 seasons, 
whilst creating financial pressure, is not the only source of financial 
distress. Seasons that are not necessarily especially dry but have an 
unfavourable distribution of rainfall across the season can create a 
similarly poor financial outcome. This was observed during the 2019 

season. All of the businesses surveyed in 2019 
survived and managed to fund their way through 
the 2020 season indicating all businesses in the 
study have moderate to high levels of resilience to 
drought-like financial shocks. 
The businesses that have adapted the best since 
the 2006 and 2007 droughts are those that have 
strategically invested in their soil resource and 
operations logistical capacity. These investments 
have increased productivity, driving enhanced 
profitability, allowing re-investment back into 
further business growth such as further land 
purchases. The underlying equity or capital base 
of these businesses has grown at a faster rate 
than the remainder of the cohort and they have 
the most resilient businesses of the group. There 
is a large percentage of businesses with these 
characteristics. 
Land values over the last two years have increased 
dramatically creating both increased business 
resilience/wealth but also increased challenges 
for those wishing to expand via purchasing. 
Because of this, there is a greater risk to those 
who require expansion to shore up underlying 
profitability. Further to this, operating costs today 
are significantly greater than those present in 

2006 and 2007. This also increases business risk.
Never has it been so important to be a well-
capitalised business to ensure a funding buffer 
against unfavourable trading conditions, provide 
the capacity to invest in the business to improve 
resilience and profitability but also to compete 
with nearby businesses when expansion is a 
priority.

Introduction

In Nov 2021, the Mid West Development 
Commission and NACC though their project 
“Regional Drought Resilience Planning Project” 
commissioned Planfarm Pty Ltd to undertake a 
“viability test of current businesses to withstand 
the shock of drought within the shires of Greater 
Geraldton, Chapman Valley and Northampton”. 
The shires define an area that approximately 
covers the northern half of the total Geraldton 
port zone, and encompasses all rainfall zones 
from high to low; from the ocean to the cleared 
bush line. 
Farm businesses in this region have experienced 
turbulent but mostly favourable conditions since 
the shocks of 2006 and 2007, and during this time 



business equity has risen significantly on the back 
of cash profits and escalating land values. For 
most businesses, 2018 was the largest cash profit 
recorded by their business both in gross terms 
and on a per hectare basis. This was repeated 
and beaten for many in 2021 (data not included in 
the study). However, during the last 10 years, they 
have also repeatedly experienced challenging 
conditions. Whilst some of these seasons could 
not be deemed a drought, they were certainly drier 
than average with an unusual rain frequency. This 
was particularly the case in 2017, which had a 
very late start to the season (late July), and 2019 
due to a very early end to the season (early July) 
as seen in Figure 4. 
Challenging seasonal conditions have occurred in 
the region before. In 2006 and 2007, the region 
experienced what has been described as two 
consecutive 1 in 100-year events. A large section 
of the study area was officially declared a drought 
according to government policies at the time. 
The impact was widespread, and the outcome 
was highly impactful on the community. At the 
end of that period, confidence levels in the farmer 
community were very low, and the future looked 
bleak. 
In 2020 the Federal government announced the 
Future Drought Fund. The fund is wide-ranging 
in its outputs but is designed to enable farm 
businesses and communities to have increased 
resilience to future droughts. 
This report looks at the current status of farm 
businesses in the stated region and looks at the 
viability to withstand seasonal shocks similar to 

that experienced in 2006 and 2007, and describes 
the characteristics of those deemed viable. It 
also assesses the change in business makeup, 
performance and trajectory since 2006 for those 
businesses where data exists back to that time. 
This report details the financial capability as 
defined by the financial parameters studied. 
The author provides commentary based on 
observations of the cohort and individuals, 
but no qualitative survey or investigation was 
undertaken. Hence it is in essence a production 
and financial assessment and does not include any 
commentary regarding social or environmental 
capacity or consequences. 

What is a drought?

The definition of drought has long been a problem 
for WA broadacre businesses. This study was 
conducted to test the capacity of local farm 
businesses to withstand drought years (long 
term viability), but in essence, we are testing 
for the capacity to withstand any type of shock 
to business profitability. Financial shocks can 
come from various sources including what can be 
defined as drought, but also from other seasons 
(dry but not drought) and also for non-seasonal 
related issues. Divorce or succession, commodity 
price collapse, an escalation of input prices, etc 
can all play a role in testing a farm business’s 
capacity to withstand a shock or its viability. 
Hence whilst the impetus is a focus on drought 
via the Future Drought Fund, the report takes a 
broader look at viability.



The study region comprises all broadacre land 
within the shires of Greater Geraldton, Chapman 
Valley, and Northampton. Intensive agriculture 
and pastoral leases are not included in the 
study. This region has an approximate area of 
600,000Ha and goes across the high, medium, 
and low rainfall zones. Soil types vary but 
generally speaking consist mainly of deep sands 
and red loams across the zone. The vast majority 
of cleared lands would be deemed as suitable for 
cropping and livestock and are effective hectares. 

CBH has provided information that suggests 
there are approximately 231 registered grower 
businesses with CBH Loadnet. Please note that 
this is an estimation and certainly an overestimate 
as it will contain duplication due to partnerships, 
share farming arrangements and other nuances. 
Rainfall: Typically the rainfall across the region 
varies seasonally due to the Mediterranean 
climate, and averages approximately 400mm in 
the south and west to 250mm in the north and 
east. The majority falls within the winter months. 

Figure 2: 100-year data demonstrating median monthly rainfall for 6 locations in the study area. 

Figure 1: The study area including rainfall zones.

About the region



Figure 3: Winter rainfall isohyet comparison for all years compared to years since 2000. 

Winter rainfall has been declining in the last few 
decades. Data sourced from DPIRD in Figure 3 
shows the drift in rainfall isohyets further to the 
west when comparing more recent rainfall records 
to the long term average. This first became 
noticeable during the 1970s, and the decline 

has continued since. In the study area, what is 
observed is that the long term 225mm line is now 
almost mirrored by an annual rainfall of 175mm 
for rainfall since 2000. Rainfall decline has been 
a key production constraint and risk over the last 
20 years. 

Methodology

Planfarm used its large client data set, 
incorporating up to and including the 2020 season, 
to determine the benchmark characteristics of 
businesses today. Asset and liability data from 
the end of 2020 was used, and 6-year average 
production and profit data were also used (2015-
2020). In total, 36 clients from the region were 
analysed in the study. 
The methodology used in this analysis was:
• Define the financial parameters required to 

assess the viability.
• Rank each business accordingly.
• Define cohorts within the data set and observe 

their characteristics.

• For each cohort, assess the trajectory from 
where they were in 2006 compared to 2020.

Defining the parameters: 
Similar investigations conducted previously 
around the state have focussed on smaller 
geographic areas where soil types, land use 
and climatic events are roughly similar. In these 
analyses, simple metrics have been employed to 
determine viability, such as EBIT/ha or similar. 
This analysis covers all rainfall zones from high 
to low, and includes changing soil types from 
deep sands to finely textured clays, and observed 
land-use differences between cropping species 
and livestock incorporation. Because of this, no 
one metric is possible to demonstrate the relative 



strength of the collective businesses in the study 
area. 
The capacity to withstand a business shock is 
not simply a function of strong equity as defined 
by Asset and Liability (A&L) or strong profitability 
(P&L). As such, a matrix was required to be 
developed displaying the relative A&L and P&L 
strengths of each business and the whole cohort. 
For example, a business can own no land assets 
instead gaining access to land via leasing or 
share-farming. These businesses may have 
excellent profitability but are likely to have low 
A&L strength as they have limited physical assets 
such as owned land that can appreciate over time. 
Their machinery and cash are their assets. Their 
capacity to withstand drought is compromised 
due to reduced borrowing capacity (no land to 
borrow against) to trade their way through the 
poor years ensuring they do not miss out on the 
inevitable good years.
Alternatively, a business can have a low level of 
historical profitability but a high level of equity. 
This can occur where productivity is moderate 
but land values are high. In this case, if droughts 
induce trading losses, the business can lean on 

the land asset to increase overdraft capacity 
and trade out of drought. However, due to lower 
productivity and profitability, their capacity to pay 
back their increased debt level is questionable. 
These complexities determined that a series of 
business metrics would be required to properly 
analyse the full cohort of businesses within the 
study area. Planfarm consultants were asked to 
identify the appropriate parameters required for 
this analysis. It was determined that three metrics 
would be required to outline a business's strength 
for both A&L and P&L. Then a value from 1 to 10 
was assigned to an array of possible values for 
each metric. Hence, each business would have 
potentially a score of up to 30 for both A&L and 
P&L which would illustrate their relative strength 
compared to their peers. These metric value 
arrays are illustrated in Table 1. 
It should be noted that the ranking array for 
each metric is arbitrary as determined by the 
Planfarm Consulting group collectively. There is 
no set boundary for these parameters, and the 
consulting group use their collective experience 
to determine the array. 

Table 1: Identified parameters used in the analysis and the relative values for their 1, 5 and 10 rankings. 



Measuring business growth:
Of the 36 businesses in the 2020 cohort, 23 also 
existed in 2006. Their relevant position then 
compared to now was observed and commented 
on. Characteristics about different trajectories 
for individual businesses were also identified and 
used to describe characteristics of viable and 
successful businesses. 

Limitations:
It should be noted the data used is focused on 
businesses equity and excludes nonfarm equity 
the family may have, even if this nonfarm equity 
has been derived from business profits. This 
is because not all farming businesses provide 
the full extent of their off-farm wealth in their 
annual review to Planfarm. The exception is Farm 
Management Deposits (FMDs) which are always 
captured in the business A&L for the entirety 
of their existence and are mostly short term in 
nature. Whilst an FMD is legitimately a personal 
asset derived from a business profit and used 
for personal tax management, it always remains 
viewed as a business asset and included in 
business wealth.
Because we do not have a complete view of all 
personal wealth for all businesses, using the total 
personal wealth would provide inconsistent and 
incomplete data. Further to that, no method allows 
the author to track the capital that has flowed 
from a business and toward personal wealth 
across the time frame studied in this report. 
Hence the change from 2006 to 2020 is only 
that of the business and not of the total personal 
wealth of the business owners. Whilst this is a 
flaw of the study, in most cases capital that has 
left the business rarely returns except for FMDs. 
Other assets, such as real estate, superannuation, 
share portfolios, etc are typically required to 

meet succession requirements. Meaning they are 
now not farming business assets. As such, the 
focus on business health alone is a reasonable 
approach.

Results and Discussion

What happened in 2006/07?
The health of businesses in the study area ahead of 
the 2006 and 2007 droughts could be considered 
healthy. Average equity across the businesses 
was calculated as $4.5M and 82%. Even today, 
these figures would likely still be manageable for 
a farming business supporting just one family. 
In comparison to the rest of the economy, the 
average household wealth in Australia in 2007/08 
was $596k according to RBA data (https://www.
rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2009/apr/2.
html#fn2 ). 
The impact of the 2006 and 2007 droughts 
collectively was significant, with a drop to 74% 
ownership of the assets within the business 
(Equity%). Table 2 demonstrates total land assets 
increased in gross value during the drought, which 
is most likely a function of land acquisitions and 
possibly revaluation of land to support borrowing 
requirements, rather than genuine land value 
appreciation.
Liabilities also increased during this period to 
twice the level of the starting amount. These 
additional liabilities are most likely caused by 
trading losses, although individual businesses 
that may have bought land would have incurred 
term debt also. The largest equity loss totalled 
$1.7M which corresponded to a 15% drop in 
equity for that business. The largest observed 
drop in equity % was 53%, which corresponded to 
a $1.46M drop in total equity for that business. 

Table 2: The A&L parameters of businesses before and after 2006 and 2007.

https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2009/apr/2.html#fn2
https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2009/apr/2.html#fn2
https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2009/apr/2.html#fn2


Whilst individual businesses in the study area 
may have suffered similar impacts on wealth and 
equity % previously, as a cohort the events in 2006 
and 2007 created the single largest drop in equity 
over such a large geographic area. The experience 
of 2 drought years back to back, both described as 
one in one hundred events and coupled with much 

talk of climate change, made for a large reduction 
in confidence for many businesses. Hence the 
8% drop in equity was seen as a disaster with 
no known outcome for their immediate future or 
subsequent generations, nor the long term impact 
this might have on the valuation of the main 
business asset: the land on which they farm.

What happened 2019

Figure 4: Mean 100-year rainfall for Mullewa compared to actual rainfall received in 2019. 

It is important to context the events of 
those successive droughts with the financial 
performance in more recent years. The 2019 
season was by no means a drought as observed 
in Chart 4. However, the rainfall pattern created 
a similarly disastrous financial outcome. Autumn 
rains were moderate and the season-opening 
rains did not occur until late May/early June. 
When the season started, the rains were plentiful, 
and the mood was for a reasonable year without 
being spectacular. Hence all farm businesses 
stuck to their plan A which meant spending the 
vast majority of their operating costs as planned. 
In conjunction with this, the 2018 year was a great 
production and profit year, providing a healthy 
positive mood in the district. Hence spending 
was increased for many businesses on costs 

not normally incurred. This was best typified by 
the average 2019 repairs and maintenance costs 
which were 20% above the 6-year average (Table 
4). 
As the season progressed, very little rain 
occurred after early July, and the result was a 
yield outcome of approximately 58% of the 6-year 
average but accompanied by spending that was 
close to budget. Substantial trading losses were 
observed with an average -10% Return on Capital 
(compared to +8% as a 6-year average, Table 3).
As a result, average business equity dropped by 
10% in one single year that was not a drought year 
as such. Of note, this drop in equity was somewhat 
contained relative to the size of operating losses 
by an increase in land values reported.



Table 3: The production and financial performance, and impact on equity in the single year 2019. 

This drop in equity % for the single year which 
was not a drought was larger than the cumulative 
effect of the 2006 and 2007 droughts. This tells 
us two things. 
All of the businesses within the cohort in 2019 
are still trading today, meaning they survived 
the testing financial conditions. Hence in terms 
of their future viability, and their capacity to 
withstand drought, their performance in 2019 
suggests they are capable of doing so. However, 
suffering consecutive droughts may present 
a different proposition. Trading losses and 
subsequent decrease in cash reserves would lead 
to increased borrowings for the following year and 
also dent any probable land value appreciation as 
observed in 2019. 
Since the end of the 2020 year, land values have 
increased substantially across the entire WA 
Wheatbelt recently reported to be 42% by Elders 
Real Estate. This increase has seen the greatest 
rises in the medium rainfall zone of the study 

region, but all regions have seen substantial land 
value appreciation that further provides equity to 
lean on if trading losses occur. 
The second is that the risk is greater now than it 
was in 2006.
The proportion of farms planted with crops has 
increased significantly since 2006 and 2007 which 
has improved profitability but also increased the 
financial exposure when crops fail. Also, the sheer 
cost to produce a crop in recent years compared 
to what occurred in the droughts is far greater and 
hence the risk (cost) is immense. Indeed the 2021 
year was the most expensive operating cost year 
observed for virtually all businesses (data not 
published), averaging more than $400/ha for the 
cohort in the 2021 calendar year. Table 4 outlines 
some differences in genuine spending between 
the years. Added to this is the change in scale and 
the gross change in costs for any single business 
is large. 



Table 4: Notable operating cost differences between 2006/07 and present time (2019). 

Current Business Status: 
Table 5 demonstrates the wide range between 
individual businesses in their current status for 
each parameter, demonstrating the diversity that 
exists in the cohort. As of the end of the 2020 
season, the average health of all businesses 
within the geographic region would be considered 
excellent with strong A&L (static) and strong P&L 
(6-year average). But there is a range around 

the average as demonstrated in this table. The 
worst performing business for each metric is 
not necessarily the same. Further to this, as 
demonstrated in the discussion regarding 2019 
performance, all businesses would be seen as 
successful and capable of withstanding a drought 
shock. The differences within the cohort need to 
be teased out a little more. Hence the viability 
matrix is seen in Figure 5.  

Table 5: The worst, median, average, and best results observed from the 2020 dataset for each 
parameter.

Viability Matrix:
Figure 5 shows the relative A&L strength of 
each business versus their P&L strength for 
the whole cohort. As the X-axis increases, the 
business A&L strength increases, and similarly 
for the Y-axis for P&L strength. The four different 
quadrants demonstrate the relative robustness 
of each cohort. The top right-hand quadrant has 
high A&L and P&L strength and demonstrate the 
greatest ability to withstand drought shock. The 

bottom left corner demonstrates the weakest 
A&L and P&L strength and is the most vulnerable 
businesses in the event of drought. The bottom 
right quadrant has strength in A&L but weaker 
P&L characteristics, while the top left quadrant 
has strong P&L capabilities but low A&L strength.
Remembering that all businesses survived the 
2019 season, meaning their capacity to withstand 
shock has already been demonstrated. However, 
Figure 5 shows the relative differences between 



individual businesses within the cohort. The 
graph demonstrates the mixture of both current 
wealth status (A&L strength and increasing 
along the X-axis left to right) and wealth creation 
capability status (P&L strength increasing up the 
Y-axis bottom to top). The most obvious initial 

observation from this figure is that the most 
populous quarter is the top right which is high for 
both A&L and P&L strength (51% of the group), 
and secondly, a high percentage of businesses 
have high wealth currently (78%). The cohort 
similarities are described below.

Figure 5: The viability matrix plotting A&L strength versus P&L strength for each business in the study. 

Bottom left quarter (weaker A&L and weaker 
P&L):
• Half of this cohort are startup businesses, 

meaning they have not had generational 
wealth transferred to them. What they have 
they have built themselves.

• The other half is lower rainfall farmers, and 
most have incurred some other type of 
shock within the last 10 years (for example 
succession issues).

• Almost all have a lower than average scale 
as measured by either effective hectares or 
gross income. 

• Several businesses have under-investment 
in plant & equipment suggesting operation 
timing may be compromised.

• These businesses are most at risk of 
successive droughts. Survival would depend 
on their capacity to minimise losses in drought 
years, source finance to trade their way out in 
subsequent years, and improve profits in the 
coming years.

Top left quarter (Strong P&L weak A&L):
• Half of these businesses are also a startup.
• The cohort has a high percentage of effective 

hectares acquired via lease, meaning their 

return on capital is significantly higher than 
their peers in profitable years. 

• Those that are not startups could be described 
as capital starved for various reasons.

• Several businesses have under-investment 
in plant & equipment suggesting operation 
timing may be compromised.

• These businesses have a moderate risk to 
survive successive droughts. They are likely 
to be able to trade into a better position due 
to their profit-making ability, but funding this 
exercise would prove difficult with an inferior 
asset base to lean on. 

Bottom right quarter:
• These are all generational businesses with 

wealth transferred to them from previous 
generations

• They tend to have farms in the high and 
medium rainfall zone.

• Almost all have multiple families drawing from 
the business.

• Over half have a strong focus on livestock, 
where livestock constitutes 10-50% of income 
and at least 30% of their time (authors 
observation). This is the cohort with the 
largest livestock representation of the whole 



group. 
• These businesses have a moderate risk to 

survive successive droughts. They will have 
the asset base to lean on to borrow more 
and fund their way into subsequent years. 
However, their capacity to pay off this new 
debt may be questioned unless practice 
changes possibly including land utilisation are 
implemented.

Top right quarter:
• The largest representation with over half of all 

businesses in the study.
• All have had generational wealth distributed 

to them, but all have also demonstrated a 
consistent capacity to generate profits and 
have re-invested profits wisely to further 
increase scale, production and profitability.

• As a result of such excellence and on the 
back of increased land values, this has seen 
them ‘accelerate away from the pack’, an 
observation shared by Planfarm consultants 
over the last 10 years. 

• They have a mix of single and multiple families 
drawing from them.

• They are larger in scale as measured by both 
hectares and gross income.

• They are represented in all rainfall zones and 
soil types but are somewhat dominated by 
medium to low rainfall farms.

• A low representation of livestock as part of 
the business, with only 1 in 6 having any form 
of livestock income in their business. 

• They have the largest representation (as a % 
of their cohort) who have invested in lime and 
physical soil amelioration.

• These are the most robust businesses and 
the most capable to withstand successive 
droughts. 

Trajectory:
The change in each business from the end of 
2007 to the end of 2020 has been starkly different 
for each cohort as described below:
• Change in effective hectares:

• Averaged 1340 ha in total farmed hectares 
increase across the whole group, with the 
highest recorded value of 5800ha and the 
lowest is a decrease of 2760ha

• Only one business had decreased their 
effective hectares over the study period.

• This represented a 40% increase on 
average.

• The largest increase was observed for 
the top-right cohort where they averaged 
2157ha growth or a 53% increase in 
effective hectares. Essentially this cohort 
reinvests their profits into more land, 
makes more money from the increased 
scale AND significantly also then benefits 
from the appreciation of farmland values 
over time. 

• Interestingly, the bottom right cohort 
observed the smallest increase in average 
effective hectares across the whole 
group, with several individual businesses 
experiencing a drop in effective hectares 
across the study time frame.

• Change in gross land value:
• This metric averaged an increase of 178% 

in overall land value across the group, 
with the highest measurement achieving 
a 763% increase and the lowest only 8%. 

• Again the top-right quarter achieved a 
higher average than the whole group but 
only marginally. This is possible due to a 
larger number of these farms situated in 
the lower rainfall parts of the region where 
the increase in land value per hectare has 
been lower. 

• Business equity:
• The whole group increased their equity by 

$7.8M or 267% on average. 
• The top right quarter achieved the largest 

increase of $10M per business and a 
325% average 

• Amazingly the highest increase in equity 
by an individual business was a change of 
almost 1000%, meaning a 10 fold increase 
in net wealth across the study period. 

• The change in equity for the whole cohort 
was largely dominated by the increase in 
land value with 84% of equity represented 
by this one asset class. However, the 
bottom right cohort has a higher % 
increase in their net wealth driven by cash 
than the whole group. This is not because 
they generate more cash/ha than the 
other groups but because they have 
the lowest increase in hectares farmed 
compared to the whole group.

Conclusions

The cohort is strong: The capacity of the cohort 
represented in this study to withstand a business 
shock, such as that presented by drought, is 
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moderate to strong. This is best demonstrated 
by their previous performance during 2019. 
Whilst the year was not a drought under the 
definition used to outline affected areas during 
2006 and 2007, there was a prolonged period 
of abnormally dry weather, particularly through 
the grain-filling period. The financial impact was 
severe and greater than the previous 2006 and 
2007 droughts. All of the businesses survived 
that season, providing strong evidence of their 
resilience. Since then, they have experienced two 
excellent profit years, further entrenching their 
positions.
However, there are relative differences between 
the individual businesses. There are a large number 
of businesses that are very strong (high A&L and 
P&L strength; >50% of the cohort). Conversely, 
there are a small number of businesses that are 
the most vulnerable (low A&L and P&L strength; 
<10%). The remainder has some vulnerability 
dependent on their situation. It is most likely those 
that can generate excellent profits are slightly less 
vulnerable, but this is contingent on their ability 
to fund their way forward after a trading loss. 
Funding a loss is not a problem for those with high 
asset strength but servicing the new debt might 
be which creates a longer-term systemic issue 
they need to address and means they possibly 
have a slightly higher level of vulnerability. 

There is a greater risk today: The cost of 
operating in current times is significantly greater 
than that in the previous drought period. Whilst 
this is somewhat offset by increased product 
value (Grain, meat), the increased spending 
simply increases the risk. As such, losses from 
below-average years are likely to be larger than 
that experienced in 2006/07. 

Capitalisation is king: Never has the need to 
be well capitalised been more important. With 
increased risk as described above, leaning on your 

equity to fund your way through previous trading 
losses becomes an even greater requirement to 
manage risk and ensure long-term profitability. 
But a business can’t just ‘have’ wealth, it must 
be built over time through profits. This means 
profit generation and reinvesting into more profit-
making practices and acquisitions are vital. This 
includes appreciating land assets.  

Strategic Capital Investment: Those that have 
the greatest A&L and P&L strength have mostly 
had a strategic focus on capital investment that 
drives enhanced profitability. Examples such 
as soil amelioration via liming and physical 
manipulation, along with plant investment to 
enhance the timing of operations, dominate the 
top right-hand quarter of the viability matrix. 
They have strategically viewed the investment of 
their capital into activities that increased profit, 
then used this profit to buy more land, and have 
essentially ‘accelerated away from the pack’ in 
their wealth creation.
One of the great outcomes of the 2006 and 2007 
droughts was this renewed focus on making every 
drop of rain count, and understanding the value of 
improving the most valuable farming resource, the 
soil. Overcoming impediments to utilising every 
drop has been realised and rectified, positively 
impacting profitability and therefore resilience. 

Land values: The recent massive uplift in land 
values creates a double-edged sword. On one 
hand, it has provided increased equity, improving 
a business’s borrowing capacity and thus 
resilience. But on the other hand, it stifles growth 
aspirations due to the increased purchase costs. 
In some cases, it forces farm businesses that 
have strong growth requirements to take bigger 
risks by borrowing more for potentially less land 
placing significant pressure on the business to 
service the debt. The alternative is to lease land, 
which is also a risk to the business and excludes 


