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AMENDED NOTICE PAPER 

SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING 

MONDAY 10 MAY 2021 

MAYOR AND COUNCILLORS 

I inform you that a Special Council Meeting will be held in the Council Chambers on 10 May 2021 at 
6.00pm. 

The purpose of the Special Meeting is to consider Item CC-025-20 - Reframing the Long Term Financial 
Plan (as originally stated) in the notice dated Thursday 6 May 2021.   

Today, the Mayor has requested that the purpose of the meeting also include consideration of a matter 
titled: CEO Recruitment Process; and advise that the officer report will be included in an updated 
agenda as soon as it is available. 

Your attendance is respectfully requested. 

Yours faithfully,  

Friday, 7 May 2021 

Athanasios (Arthur) Kyron 
Chief Executive Officer   

A G E N D A  

If any of the Elected Members have any queries on the Items set out in this Agenda, it would be 
appreciated if they could contact the relevant Director:  
1. Chief Executive Officer 9231 0603
2. Director Canning Corporate and Commercial 9231 0750
3. Director Canning Development 9231 0676
4. Director Canning Environment 9231 0645
5. Director Canning Community 9231 0671
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0.0 CEO Recruitment Process 0.0 

0.0 CEO RECRUITMENT PROCESS 

PROGRAM: Office of the CEO  
SUB PROGRAM: People & Organisational Development  
FILE REF: Q21/235 
REPORT DATE: 7 May 2021 
REPORTING OFFICERS: Keeley Hayward - Manager People, Performance & Innovation 

Athanasios (Arthur) Kyron - Chief Executive Officer   
RESPONSIBLE OFFICER: Athanasios (Arthur) Kyron - Chief Executive Officer   

Strategic Plan Theme: LEAD - Accountable, responsible and forward-thinking administration. 
Community Goal: Effective leadership and good governance. 
Council Strategy: Elected Members and staff practice high ethical standards.     

Authority/Discretion: Executive: The substantial direction setting and oversight role of the 
Council eg adopting plans and reports, accepting tenders, directing 
operations, setting and amending budgets.  

Attachments: 

In Brief: 

This late item will be distributed under separate cover.
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6. REPORTS  

6.1 Director Canning Corporate & Commercial 

CC-025-21 Reframing the Long Term Financial Plan 

PROGRAM: Canning Corporate & Commercial  

SUB PROGRAM: Canning Corporate & Commercial  

FILE REF: Q21/134 

REPORT DATE: 6 May 2021 

REPORTING OFFICERS:  Stephen Cain - Director Corporate & Commercial 

 Hitesh Attawala - Manager Finance & Asset Management  

RESPONSIBLE OFFICER: Stephen Cain - Director Corporate & Commercial  

Strategic Plan Theme:  LEAD - Accountable, responsible and forward-thinking 
administration. 

Community Goal: Effective leadership and good governance. 
Council Strategy: Prudent financial management and long term financial sustainability.     

Authority/Discretion: Legislative: Includes adopting Local Laws, Town Planning Schemes 
and Policies.  Review when Council reviews decisions made by 
Officers.  

Attachments: 1. Long-term Trend of Operating Deficits  (D21/131024).  
 2. LTFP – Predicted and Actual  (D21/131026).  
 3. Pole Condition Report  (D21/131033).  
 4. Canning Vale Street Lights  (D21/131030).  
 5. Benchmark Data (D21/136254).  
 6. City Strategies and Plans LTFP  (D21/131036).  
 7. LTFP Budget Operating Position  (D21/131040).  
 8. Moore Australia Final Report to City of Canning  (D21/134472).  
 9. Rental Comparison LTFP  (D21/131045).    
  

In Brief: 

This report reviews the City of Canning’s (the City) financial performance over the past 10 years, with 
particular emphasis on the performance of the City’s Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) 2017-2027 and 
recommends parameters for the new LTFP, which under the Integrated Planning and Reporting 
Framework (IPR) requirements (prescribed under the Local Government Act 1995 (the Act)), requires 
the LTFP to be updated formally endorsed by Council this year.  The LTFP is also used to plan 
development of the City’s Annual Budget.   

The review demonstrates that the City has had operating deficits for the past decade, the net impact 
of which is an accumulated backlog of capital maintenance and no capacity left in the City’s 
infrastructure reserve funds to undertake future work.    

The LTFP review shows that its parameters have not been adjusted to cater for variations in income 
sources and expenditure categories.  Left unchecked this position will significantly erode the long-
term financial stability of the City.   

The LTFP review also identified that the City’s Asset Management Plans are not yet fully mature and 
previously have not fully informed the LTFP with detailed information that would assist strategic 
decision making. 
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The review sheds light on the financial impact of the State Government’s COVID-19 related budget 
requirements; however, this is only one factor that has impacted the City’s financial position.   The 
cumulative impact of all the variations has been an underfunding of asset preservation.  Shortfalls in 
income has led to insufficient provision for the impact of depreciation, which is now leading to asset 
failure.  Maintaining the quality of assets by current users is a core requirement for the 
‘intergenerational’ equality provisions of the Act. 

These issues can be resolved and will require adjustments to income and expenditure; it is not a 
matter of seeking to simply adjust one of these, but both.  Agreeing to a new set of parameters is 
required before the next version of the LTFP can be prepared. A staged transition over three years is 
proposed to restore the City’s financial position.  If agreed, the new parameters will also be used to 
frame the City’s Annual Budget Financial Year (FY) 2021-2022.  A solid starting point is required for 
the budget in order to progress presentation of draft differential rates for Council’s consideration. 

There is, however, significant risk if this situation is not addressed at this time.  If the Officer’s 
recommendations are not supported the City will not have certainty as to: 

1. How it will return its operating position to achieve financial surplus and long-term economic 
sustainability. 

2. How to progress its FY 2021-2022 Annual Budget. 

3.  How current and future key infrastructure projects can be funded in future, by way of 
producing adequate reserve funds. 

Despite recent short-term COVID-19 lockdowns, economic conditions are now stronger for Western 
Australia than they were pre-pandemic; with low unemployment, consumer and business confidence 
at record highs and the WA State budget in surplus.  The best time to fix a financial problem is when 
economic circumstances are strong; avoiding the risk that would follow if this had to be done during 
another downturn. 
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

That Council:  

1. Notes that to restore the City’s financial sustainability, fully fund the City’s asset 
management plan requirements and all adopted strategic plans, increases in revenue and 
decreases in expenditure need to be factored into a new Long Term Financial Plan. 

2. Adopts the principles outlined in paragraph 83 of this report as the basis for preparation of 
the new draft LTFP. 

3. Adopts revenue measures that lift the City’s rate yield from 5.6% to 6.6%, through a staged 
transition over three years (as outlined in Option 2 of this report) with increases to income 
from: 

a) Adjustments to the minimum residential rate by $50 per annum to lift this to around 
$1,000; 

b) Adjustments to the total (minimum + non-minimum) average residential rate by $55 
per annum to lift the non-minimum residential rate to around $1,320; 

c) Setting the vacant residential land rate at 160% of the residential rate; and 

d) Adjustments to non-residential rates, in line with the above increases, to retain the 
relative proportion of rate income to between 45-48% of total rate income. 

4. Initiates an expenditure reduction program, commencing from FY 2021-2022, to achieve a 
net annual saving of $3m pa within the next three years. 

5. Ensures that returns from future land sales are quarantined from the budget planning 
process and used in accordance with the City’s adopted Land Utilisation Plan. 

6. Applies the above measures to the City’s draft FY 2021-2022 Annual Budget and for 
preparation of the rate setting statement. 

7. Receives a communication plan that sets out the rationale for these adjustments and 
engages the City’s stakeholders with a comprehensive understanding of the need for the 
changes and benefits that will be achieved. 
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Relevant Council Resolutions 

Council Meeting and Date Report No Decision 

 
30 July 2020 
Special Council meeting 
 
 

CC-051-20 

1. Resolves that consistent 
with previous years and pursuant 
to Sections 5.98, 5.98A and 5.99 of 
the Local Government Act 1995, 
the City of Canning Elected 
Members’ annual fees and 
allowances be set at the maximum 
prescribed amounts, as 
determined by the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal under section 
7B of the Salaries and Allowances 
Act 1975. 
2. Authorises the Chief 
Executive Officer to amend Clause 
5 of Policy CM102.1 Members - 
Meeting Attendance and Other 
Allowances to reflect amounts 
adopted in Part 1. 
3. Pursuant to Section 6.2 of 
the Local Government Act 1995 
and Local Government (Financial 
Management) Regulations 1996 
Part 3, Regulations 22 to 33, 
adopts the following Annual 
Budget for the year ending 30 June 
2021, as contained in Large 
Attachment 1: 
a) Budget Statement of 
Comprehensive Income (by 
Program). 
b) Budget Statement of 
Comprehensive Income (by Nature 
or Type). 
c) Statement of Surplus or 
Deficit.  
d) Budget Statement of 
Financial Activity. 
e) Budget Rate Setting 
Statement. 
f) Budget Cash flow 
Statement. 
g) Statement of Rating 
Information. 
h) Notes to the Annual 
Budget.  
i) Management Budgets for 
2020-2021. 
j) FM.05 Budget 
Preparation (Key Assumption 
Schedule). 
k) Schedule of Fees and 
Charges for 2020-2021. 
4. Adopts a material 
variance for reporting of 10% or 
$50,000 (whichever is the greater), 
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Relevant Council Resolutions 

Council Meeting and Date Report No Decision 

for the year ending 30 June 2021. 
5. Endorses the 18 month 
cash flow forecast as contained in 
Attachment 3. 
6. Authorises the Chief 
Executive Officer and any Director 
of the City of Canning, to sign 
schedule documents under the 
Master Lending Agreement with 
the Western Australian Treasury 
Corporation, as well as the 
establishment of short term 
lending facility(s) with the Western 
Australian Treasury Corporation 
and or the Commonwealth Bank of 
Australia as the City’s contracted 
banking services provider, to meet 
City cash flow requirements, and 
give instructions on behalf of the 
City of Canning, pursuant to 
section 9.49A(4) of the Local 
Government Act 1995. 

15 May 2018 
Ordinary Council Meeting 

CC-021-18 

1. Adopts the Rating 
Strategy 2018-2023.  
2. Considers the Rating 
Strategy 2018-2023 in the drafting 
of the City’s 2018-2019 Annual 
Budget. 

 
19 September 2017 
Special Council Meeting 
 
 

CC-004-17 

That Council adopts the Long Term 
Financial Plan (LTFP) 2017–2027, 
as included as Attachment 1 to this 
report. 

BACKGROUND 

1 Long Term Financial Planning is a requirement within the legislated Integrated Planning and 
Reporting (IPR) framework and guidelines that form the City’s ‘Plan for the Future’.  

2 The Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP) is a 10 year rolling plan that informs the Corporate Business Plan 
(CBP) in the activation of Strategic Community Plan priorities. The LTFP includes forecast budgets and 
the first four years accompany the CBP. From these planning processes, annual budgets, which are 
aligned with strategic objectives, can be developed. 

3 Prior to commencing development of a new LTFP, the accuracy of past forecasts should be reviewed 
and changes made to the model where required.  If the current model is not achieving financial 
sustainability it should not be used as the starting point for a new plan. 

DETAILS 

4 Since the last LTFP was developed, the City’s financial position has deteriorated considerably.  It is 
worth noting that this is not a new trend (see Attachment 1), as over the past 10 years the City has: 

a) Recorded only one operating surplus (ie a positive variance of operating revenue over 
operating expenditure and excluding gain on disposal of land), back in FY 2010-2011, with four 
operating surpluses with land sales included; 
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b) Exhausted the balance in the primary Infrastructure reserve fund, with this now only holding 
funds that are being carried over from one budget year to the next; with no reserve funds 
available in FY 2020/2021 $0.57m of land sales was required to fund infrastructure renewal;   

c) Accumulated an asset renewal demand gap of $33m in outstanding (and unfunded) 
infrastructure investment;  

d) Sought to develop, adopt and implement various organisation strategies that could not be fully 
funded in the LTFP (without their being additional revenue increases); and 

e) Continued development of new capital projects (approximately $30m in approved 
masterplans), where there is no own source funding available to undertake these (ie Kent 
Street Weir and Shelley Beach Masterplans). 

5 This position is not the result of a single factor, nor the result of decisions of a single Council or 
Administration; it is a result of cumulative shortfalls over an extended period of time in income and 
some higher expenditure, with the COVID-19 budget constraints imposed by the State Government 
for FY 2020/2021 magnifying this predicament.   

6 To get a better understanding of how the cumulative impacts affected the bottom line, four 
examples are highlighted (Attachment 1 also depicts these transactions with dotted boxes around 
each time period): 

a) New Cannington Leisureplex (opened 2010-2011) - this community project saw increased 
operating costs (materials and contracts, employee wages), had a corresponding increase in 
fees and charges, a lag increase in depreciation (assets added to the register); but overall the 
facility generates an annual operating loss of around $2m pa (inclusive of depreciation).  
Though these facilities are highly valued by the community, community leisure centres do not 
make money.   By building a second leisure complex the City needed to accept there would be 
an increased burden on municipal funding and incorporate this into the LTFP. 

b) Local Government Reform Wage increases (2014-2015) – the consolidation of enterprise 
agreements as part of the intended breakup of the City and transfer of staff, along with 
substantial wage increases, added considerably ($8m) to the wages expenditure.  With Reform 
not proceeding, however, this left the City with a legacy cost.  (It should be noted that there 
has not been a general wage increase for staff in the past two years.) 

c) Exiting Services (2017/2018/2019) – to reduce labour costs, the City transitioned from direct 
delivery of the Aged Care Services, Disability (supported accommodation) Services and Youth 
accommodation services, which saw the complimentary grant income fall; however as 160 
staff had to be transferred / made redundant / redeployed it took several years to achieve the 
overall offset labour cost saving.   

d) Interest income (2010 – 2020) – as operating surpluses were not being achieved, but asset 
renewal still had to continue, the reserves were drawn down and generated less interest 
income.  The City gets just under $4m less in interest income pa today than was generated a 
decade ago. 

7 While the City’s governance went from Council, to Commissioners and back to Council over the 10 
year period, with LTFP’s produced in 2013 and 2017; there was not a sustainable financial position at 
the end point of these governance transitions for the starting point for the next.   

Before a new LTFP plan is developed it is essential the City revisit what has occurred financially since 
2017 and determine what adjustments are necessary in order to avoid previous errors. 

LTFP 2017-2027 

8 The LTFP 2017-2027 was due for review in 2020. However, with the advent of the COVID-19 
pandemic, a full review was not initiated due to the unusual circumstances. The review was deferred 
to 2021. 
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9 The summary below shows these impacts on the predicted and actual positon of the last LTFP  
(four year period), see Attachment 2 for the financial data: 

a) Fees and Charges (down $6.5m) - Fee increases were not in accordance with the LTFP 
approved plan and in some years no increases were passed on; some of the forecasting for 
patronage through the Leisureplexes was too optimistic. 

b) Rates (down $2.9m) - Rate increases were not in accordance with the adopted plan.  No 
additional rate adjustments were made to fill the void when other sources of revenue were 
reduced. 

c) Interest Income (down $1.5m) – the reserves account continued to be drawn upon, but with 
the Reserve Bank of Australia reducing cash rates and with the City not generating an 
operating surplus, the reserve funds reduced. 

d) Operating Contributions and Subsidies (down $1.3m) – this primarily resulted from the City 
exiting some operations (ie aged in home care and youth accommodation).  It was matched by 
some expenditure reductions, though as noted earlier there was a lag impact on these as the 
latter often takes longer to achieve. 

e) Expenditure - as a whole the forecast was close to plan (down $1.1m, >1% difference on the 
LTFP projection). 

f) The balance of minor expenditure categories were predictable and generally in accordance 
with predictions (ie utilities, interest, depreciation, insurance). 

g) The LTFP forecast a level of outsourcing that was not fully achieved, leaving the balance 
between wages and salaries vs materials and contracts, with more insourced operations than 
had been predicted.   

h) In FY 2019/2020 there was also a transfer in the way training costs were accounted for, moving 
the $0.5m pa spend from materials and contracts into wages and salaries, which artificially 
distorted some of the value of labour savings from outsourcing that had been achieved at that 
time.  

i) COVID-19 related measures caused a significant fall in the City’s income and increase in 
expenditure that has had a net impact of $2m ($1.2m rate concession and $0.8m fee 
cancellations), predominantly in the current FY.  The COVID-19 regulations also prevented the 
City adopting the rate increase (3.5%) that had been forecast in the LTFP.  However, due to the 
diminished starting position (ie prior operating deficits), the City was not in as strong financial 
position as other local governments to provide this relief and this has had a considerable 
impact on financial sustainability.   

The net impact of all these factors is that the LTFP had predicted income to be $10m pa higher than it 
currently is.  While expenditure reductions have achieved savings, these could never be sufficient to 
achieve the necessary balance to provide an overall operating surplus. 

ASSET MANAGEMENT 

10 Prior to developing parameters to fix these issues, a review was also undertaken on the City’s asset 
management regime.  The City updated it Asset Management Framework in 2019, with new policy 
FM.07 Asset Management, along with development of detailed Asset Management Plans (AMP).  Not 
all of the AMPs have been fully completed at this time, however, by the end of 2021 this work will be 
substantially complete.   

11 Asset renewal and maintenance is primarily funded by depreciating an asset, setting aside cash for 
this expense and annually using funds generated through municipal funding for asset preservation.   
Where the deprecation exceeds the need in any particular year (eg assets have different useful lives 
and do not all wear out at the same rate), the balance of the depreciation expense should be 
matched with a cash transfer into a reserve fund; thus achieving true cash-backing of depreciation. 
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12 However, as the City did not achieve operating surpluses, more often than not the depreciation could 
not be cash-backed.   While this may not cause an issue if it only occurs occasionally, a systemic cash 
shortage leads to underfunding of the ability to maintain asset preservation appropriately. 

13 Two examples are shown in the attachments (Attachment 3 and 4) to highlight the importance of 
asset preservation; the condition of lighting in the carpark at the Burrendah Park sports complex and 
the condition of street lighting in the suburb of Canning Vale.  Both asset groups show considerable 
deterioration of the assets and replacement will be required in the very near future.  To date the 
asset maintenance practice for the Canning Vale lights, ie replacing just parts of failed assets, is not 
an efficient one; and all of the street lights will need whole of pole and luminaire replacement, at an 
estimated cost around $1.2m.   

14 The diagram below provides some further evidence of how the gap in asset renewal funding 
availability affects asset maintenance.  The graph shows the amount of depreciation incurred in FY 
2020/2021 along with the renewal expenditure forecast to be applied in FY 2021/2022.  For all asset 
classes other than Parks - the gap is evident.  Parks does not have a gap in this year as it will continue 
to have access to a capital grant from the Department of Communities as part of the Bentley 360 
Bentley Parkscapes project.  These are one off grants and are not a guaranteed source of asset 
renewal funding.   

15 The graph also shows the planned construction of new assets funded in that year.   Funding for these 
should normally be able to be sourced from operating surpluses, however, in the absence of surplus 
funds or one-off grants, the only alternative is debt funding via the Western Australian Treasury 
Corporation.  That funding source is not free capital; it needs to be repaid and adds interest expense 
to total operating costs.  If long-term debt funding is being relied upon as the only income source for 
new projects, this will cause the City’s financial position to deteriorate; borrowing is not a sustainable 
source of funding normal operating costs.  All local governments are required to report their specific 
financial indices to the Department of Local Government Sport and Cultural Industries (DLG) as part 
of the Financial Health Indicator (FHI); these including Operating Surplus, Asset Renewal and Debt 
Service Coverage ratios.  A fall in the first ratio will lead to a decline in the second, if debt funding is 
the primary source used for renewal. 

 

16 The City’s Buildings AMP shows there is an accumulated deficit of $33m in asset renewal funding.  
Aged community centres, sports facilities, the Leisureplexes, Canning Lodge, and our retirement 
villages are all examples of assets that are in need of additional asset maintenance funding. 
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17 Further land sales should not be used to fund these needs; this is a standard operating expense for 
any local government and should be covered by general municipal funding.  The new LTFP has to 
restore this funding and prevent further asset deterioration. 

18 Previous advice provided by the City’s Auditors in 2017-2018 warned of the risks associated with 
underfunding of asset renewal.  The Audit report noted: 

“In accordance with the Local Government (Audit) Regulations 1996 we report that:  

(i) In our opinion, the following material matters indicate significant adverse trends in the financial 
position of the City:  

a. The Asset Sustainability and Operating Surplus Ratios have been below the Department of 
Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries (“DLGCI”) standard for the past three years”. 

19 In response to this observation, the City responded: “The City did achieve a positive operating surplus 
ratio for the financial year 2017-2018 and it is also expected to achieve positive ratio for the year  
2018/2019.”  While this is technically accurate, it was only achieved by the selling of land in both 
financial years.  A similar balance was to be achieved with the FY 2020/2021 budget with $8m in land 
sales forecasted; however, as reported in the recent mid-year budget review, the majority of these 
transactions will not be finalised this FY.  The City’s Land Utilisation Plan 2020 - 2025 did not intend 
using land sales to finance asset renewal, specifically stating: 

“Any financial returns received from City land assets are re-invested into initiatives that will deliver 
enhanced financial, economic, social and environmental outcomes for the local community.” 

20 Economically the City must decouple its thinking from using land transactions as a means of 
delivering budget surpluses, or for funding its asset management needs. 

ESTABLISHING NEW LTFP PARAMETERS 

21 Restoring the City’s financial position is eminently achievable.  It will require reductions in 
expenditure and increases in income; not one or the other, but both.  Achieving this will require 
cooperation from staff, a solid commitment from Council and understanding by the community.  
Detailed below are the measures that are proposed to achieve this balance, they start with the 
expenditure side of the equation as this also has a greater variety of external variables to 
accommodate. 

22 The starting point is the current year (FY 2020/2021), which has predicted expenditure of $115m.  
This number has been adjusted from the mid-year financial year update, removing the Underground 
Power expense (to be recovered as a service charge next FY) and internal overheads for the recently 
outsourced road construction crew (reallocating these to capital expenditure in future years).   

23 In FY 2021/2022 the City’s budget has to accommodate the following additional expenditure: 

a) Utility expense – current allocation $4.4m, (street lighting $1.8m).  Western Power did not 
increase charges this year as a COVID-19 measure, however, the State Budget papers show a 
9% cost increase next year.  This adds $0.18m to operating costs. 

b) Insurance expense – current allocation $1.2m.  Due to the national impacts of fire, flood and 
the pandemic, the Local Government Insurance Scheme has advised re-insurance costs will 
increase nationally by 10% next year.  This adds $0.12m to operating costs. 

c) Superannuation Guarantee Charge (SGC) – current allocation (in wages and salaries) $5.5m.  
The legislated increase of 0.5% will come into effect for FY 2021/2022 and then every year 
until the SGC rate is 12.5%.  This adds $0.3m to operating costs, increasing further each year. 
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24 As part of the initiatives to further pare back expenditure and subject to Council endorsing some of 
these changes, the City’s Administration has looked at changes to achieve a targeted saving of $3m 
pa (a mix of straight cost savings and gains from changes to service delivery models, ie potentially 
outsourcing); with measures gradually building from $0.5m in FY 2021/2022 to achieving the full $3m 
by FY 2023/2024.  Additional commentary on this matter is contained later in this report.   However, 
as can be seen from the known increases listed above, the external factors add a combined $0.6m to 
operating costs leaving a net cost increase of $0.1m as the starting point, even before other cost 
escalations for general Materials and Contracts are factored in. 

25 Depreciation (19% of expenditure). The inputs that make up this category of expenditure vary from 
asset class to asset class.  Every three years the City is required to revalue its assets; with re-
valuations undertaken progressively across each asset class.  Variations to some asset classes, eg 
land, do not have direct impact on the budget position, as land is held for resale and not (usually) 
used to fund operating needs.  However, variations in asset classes such as buildings does have a 
material impact on the budget.  Cost escalation for such fixed infrastructure is often much higher 
than CPI, thus when it comes to cost of asset replacement straight line depreciation is not a suitable 
guide for determining the asset renewal cost. 

26 To gain a better understanding - consider the purchase of a family car compared to a house.   The 
average value of the former is currently around $38,500 (www.canstarblue.com.au), with a lifespan 
of around 10-12 years.  Over the past decade the price movement on a vehicle has been reasonably 
close to Consumer Price Index (CPI) (20.5% over the period).  For example, a Holden Commodore V6 
cost $45,000 in 2010 and its replacement today is around $53,000 (an 18% increase).  Straight line 
depreciation is therefore a reasonable predictor for replacement of these type of assets. 

27 Whereas the average family home cost in Perth $500,000 in 2020 and increased in value 5.4% last 
year. Whereas over the 30 year period to 2015, the average family home increased 7.5% pa. 
(https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2015/sep/3.html).   

28 A house, much like a community centre and sports pavilion, will cost much more to replace or 
refurbish.  Building standards that applied when the asset was first created may have substantively 
changed by the time renewal is required.  Consider the case of a sports facility built in the 1980’s 
when its predominant use was by males.   A replacement asset required in the 2020’s will need to 
provide for male and female athletes, as well as changes to new standards for disability access. 
However, if there is no land transactions required for the householder, then the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics Construction Price Index provides a good guide for price movement on general building 
costs.  In the period December 2011 – December 2020 the index increased 20.5%, slightly higher 
than overall CPI movement.  (www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/price-indexes-and-
inflation/producer-price-indexes-australia/latest-release.)   As long as the building standard or 
community expectations don’t need to change, the index gives good guidance; but where standards 
need to be improved (ie as indicated above) depreciation will not provide for all future construction 
needs. 

29 The timing of building asset renewals means the annual expenditure tends to be more volatile, 
further reinforcing the need for good reserve funds.  As at June 2020, the City had some $248m in 
building assets, with annual depreciation expenses of $3.5m.  Substantive increases in annual 
depreciation costs happened in 2014 ($1m – new Leisureplex) and 2020 ($1m – general uplift of all 
assets).   In the next three years a further asset revaluation will most likely see another increase of 
this value; this alone will easily absorb half the balance of the other expenditure cost savings being 
targeted by the Administration.    

30 The net impact of the expenditure initiatives is that while $3m pa in expenditure savings will be 
significant, the uplift in other costs over the next four years is likely to make this a net break-even 
position.   This measure will not close the operating deficit; this can only come from income uplift. 
  

http://www.canstarblue.com.au/
https://www.rba.gov.au/publications/bulletin/2015/sep/3.html
http://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/price-indexes-and-inflation/producer-price-indexes-australia/latest-release
http://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/economy/price-indexes-and-inflation/producer-price-indexes-australia/latest-release
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31 Fees and Charges (30% of Income).  With some fees and charges the City has full discretion and can 
achieve full cost recovery; eg waste and security levies.  For others the City has full discretion, 
however, it sets fees for community programs (eg Leisureplexes and hire of sports facilities) to allow 
for a social element to pricing (ie not full-cost recovery).  There is also a final category of fees for 
statutory services (ie planning, building and health) for which the City delivers the program, but the 
State Government sets the price.  Many of the fees in this category have remained static for years, 
they do not cover the cost of the service provision, increasing the burden on the City’s municipal 
funding to make up shortfalls. 

32 It is essential that full-cost recovery is achieved wherever possible, with zero-based budgeting used 
to identify and report on the various elements that make up the overall revenue stream.  As noted 
earlier, the Leisureplexes had the most significant over estimation of income; this has been rectified 
with price benchmarking being used to establish appropriate usage charges and zero-based 
budgeting to derive robust income forecasts for the FY 2021/2022 draft budget. 

33 Interest Earnings, Grants and Subsidies, Other (>7% of income).  The same drivers that impacted 
these sources of income are not expected to change in the next four years.  Low interest rates, 
limited reserve funds and limited movement in the amount of Financial Assistance Grants (FAGs) 
from the Commonwealth will not see any substantive change in these sources of revenue.  In the 
case of FAGs, where these once provided for 1% of a local government’s income, they now only 
provide around 0.7%. 

34 Rates (62% of income).   This is the primary ‘own source’ of revenue for local government.  Other 
than for the COVID-19 mandated requirements in FY 2020/2021, this is also the most reliable source 
of income for our level of government.  A property tax does not have the inherent variations that 
occur with sales tax (ie GST from derived demand), income taxes and duties (ie from derived 
economic levels).  It is for this reason that it is also used by the State Government to piggy-back their 
Emergency Services Levy (ESL) levy. 

35 Rates are established using formula outlined in the Act and ancillary Regulations.  For a more 
detailed understanding of rating see the DLG.   (www.dlgsc.wa.gov.au/local-government/local-
governments/rates-setting.) 

36 A robust Rating Strategy is fundamental to setting appropriate and sustainable rating.  The City 
adopted its Rating Strategy 2018-2023 in 2018  
(www.canning.wa.gov.au/Canningwebsite/media/Files/Residents/Rates/D18-61123-Rating-Strategy-
adopted-OCM-15-May-2018.pdf) and before commenting further on future rating needs it is worth 
revisiting the fundamentals of that document.   The core principles in the Strategy are outlined 
below: 

a) Differential rating: not used as a basis for discriminatory charging. (Objectivity) 

b) Residential Improved: recognises the need for ongoing maintenance and service provision of 
the City’s assets. (Intergenerational discipline) 

c) Minimum: every ratepayer makes a (reasonable) contribution to the cost of services. (Fairness 
and Equity) 

d) Rating: considers the approach for neighbouring Councils. (Consistency) 

37 As part of a detailed analysis of rates a comparative exercise was undertaken benchmarking with 
nine other local governments; the Cities of Armadale, Belmont, Cockburn, Gosnells, Kwinana, 
Mandurah, Melville, Rockingham, and Town of Victoria Park.  These were selected as they are 
relative to the size of Canning, were neighbours or shared similar mixes of property categories for 
differential rating.  To be meaningful, comparisons needed to consider ‘like for like’, so where there 
were variations in categories of differential rates only the commercial, industrial, residential, vacant 
and minimum rates for these categories were benchmarked.  As some of these local governments 
included waste charges in their rates, these elements were excluded from the residential and 
minimum rates so to achieve a true like for like comparison.   

http://www.canning.wa.gov.au/Canningwebsite/media/Files/Residents/Rates/D18-61123-Rating-Strategy-adopted-OCM-15-May-2018.pdf
http://www.canning.wa.gov.au/Canningwebsite/media/Files/Residents/Rates/D18-61123-Rating-Strategy-adopted-OCM-15-May-2018.pdf
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38 Tabulated data showing the relative position of Canning against this group is shown in Attachment 5. 
COVID-19 specific concessionary measures were also quantified so that this one-off factor can be 
identified in the analysis. 

39 Some of the headline statistics from this analysis show: 

a) Average residential rates - $1,438, City of Canning - $1,125 (20% below average) 

b) Average minimum rates - $1,106, City of Canning - $852 (16% below average) 

c) Average commercial rate in dollar - $0.07870, City of Canning - $0.06254  (31% below average)  

d) Average yield on rates (ie value of rate income as % of total value of rateable land) – 7.7% 
(with COVID-19 measures), 8.0% (without COVID-19 measures), City of Canning 5.6% (with 
COVID-19 measures), 5.7% (without COVID-19 measures). 

40 The City is rating at a far lower level than any comparable local government.  The figure below shows 
the relative position of those in the benchmark group (using the value of $GRV), along with the 
midpoint (combined residential and commercial GRV) of the group (dotted line).  

 

 

41 In noting the City’s relative position, the purpose of this observation is not to simply promote higher 
rates, but to show that when the operating positions of the benchmarked group were also 
compared, the majority were achieving operating surpluses.  These local governments had therefore 
achieved a ‘sustainable’ level of rating income relevant to their size and available income sources. 

42 As a key component of the City’s Rating Strategy is ‘Objectivity’, the analysis also reported on the 
balance of the rating mix between residential and non-residential, ie the balance of commercial and 
industrial income.  This demonstrated that these local governments (including the City) were not 
disproportionally charging their commercial sectors a higher balance of the overall rating mix.   
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43 The analysis also considered the Socio Economic Index for Areas (SEIFA index), an international 
benchmark that records the level of social financial advantage or disadvantage of a community.  This 
benchmark sets the 1,000 mark as being the difference between the two.  As a whole the Australian 
SIEFA is 1,001, making Australia an advantaged community.  Western Australia’s SEIFA is 1015, 
meaning that WA residents are more advantaged than other Australians.   The City of Canning’s SEIFA 
is 1,023, meaning that Canning residents (in general) have more financial advantage than other West 
Australians.  As not all residents live in suburbs that have this financial advantage, the summary also 
reports the proportion of residents that live in suburbs below the 1,000 mark.  For Canning this is 
35%, whereas in the City of Belmont 94% of all residents live in suburbs that have a SEIFA below the 
1,000 mark. 

44 The observation from this component is that the majority of Canning residents and its businesses 
have a high level of social and economic advantage.  Where other communities may not do so, there 
are good social arguments for minimising the financial burden taxes and charges impose.  In the case 
of Belmont, this local government receives around $11m pa in rating income from Perth Airport and 
can use this benefit to minimise the socio-economic impact of its own charges by the level of rating it 
imposes on these low income households.  

Before making further commentary on what would constitute a fair, equitable and affordable rating 
mix for Canning, it is clear that the current level of rating is far below the comparative benchmark 
group, there does not appear to be an economic or social reason required to maintain this and 
clearly there is a financial need for the City to restore its financial sustainability. 

INCORPORATING ALL BUDGETARY NEEDS 

45 The starting point for a future LTFP has to ensure that it has fully appreciated, quantified and 
incorporated all funding needs.  The above commentary has focused on the deficit in infrastructure 
funding, however, the Council has also responded to other community aspirations through the 
adoption of other strategies and plans, particularly masterplans.   

46 Further analysis was undertaken on the status of each of the City’s strategies and plan and the level 
of funding that is capable of being provided in the existing LTFP (and budget position).  This shows 
that of the 35 adopted strategies and plans: 

a) 22 are fully funded; 

b) three are partly funded; and  

c) 10 are unfunded. 

47 This information is presented by program below, with a more comprehensive summary contained in 
Attachment 6.  In summary, the current LTFP has the funding capacity for $295m of the $358m 
capital and operating expenditure required, with a shortfall of $32m for the plans and $31m for the 
building AMP. 
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48 Previous commentary has noted that a targeted reduction in operating expenditure could achieve 
around $3m pa of savings, but with half of that sum then quickly absorbed by other cost increases (ie 
depreciation, utilities, insurance and SGC), at best over the next decade the savings will only 
generate around $15m of the $63m needed.  However, it is not a matter of simply setting a higher 
threshold for expenditure cost reduction, as the following section of this report explains. 

49 The new LTFP also needs to factor in the other outstanding liabilities.  The capacity to repay $3.45m 
in bonds received for the Rossmoyne Retirement Village, the $0.8m in non-current liability for 
employee long service leave entitlements and the internal loan of $1.75m provided from the Land 
and Building Reserve to Aged and Disability Services Reserve to fund operating deficits.  (See City’s 
Annual Financial Statements for FY 2019/2020, Current and Non-Current Liabilities, for details). 

ACHIEVING THE ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURE REDUCTIONS  

50 A $3m reduction in expenditure represents a 3% cost saving on the two categories (Wages and 
Salaries and Materials and Contracts) where cost savings can be achieved.  It is not possible to make 
cuts to Depreciation (without wholesale closure of buildings), nor on Interest Expense and Utilities.   
The magnitude of this cost reduction is also increased when it is remembered that the City can’t 
reduce the statutory services (ie planning, building, health, pool inspections, rangers, etc) it is obliged 
to deliver.  Excluding these, the $3m cost saving represents a 5% cost reduction on discretionary 
expenditure.  Noting that this number is about cost reduction, not service reduction; working more 
efficiently and effectively, not doing less for the community. 

51 The Administration has three broad projects underway to deliver these cost reductions: 
benchmarking, outsourcing and service level reviews.  Technology improvements will also contribute 
part of the savings to each of these categories, so for the purposes of this report the details relating 
to technology based initiatives are not duplicated. 

52 Benchmarking.  For the past six years the City has participated in a nationwide local government 
benchmarking project through Price Waterhouse Coopers (PWC).  This was originally predicated on 
seeing how efficiently local governments were structured and administered (ie analysing internal 
overhead expenditure), but has subsequently developed to cover a wide array of services delivered 
by local government and infrastructure spending.  The data presents national (and larger New 
Zealand local governments) data, WA domestic data, and also allows participants to benchmark 
within like for like groupings in their own State (ie small, regional, large, metro) local governments. 

Program
Total Cost of 

Strategies & Plans
Funded within LTFP Not Funded in LTFP

Canning Environment 79,152,322 50,187,322 28,965,000 

Canning Development 5,531,218 5,531,218 -

Canning Community 9,339,500 9,339,500 -

Canning Corporate & Commercial 44,737,163 41,624,663 3,112,500 

Sub Total 138,760,203 106,682,703 32,077,500 

Asset Management Plans  155,572,214 124,572,214 31,000,000 

Canning City Centre  64,001,000 64,001,000 -

Total 358,333,417 295,255,917 63,077,500 

Summary by Program 
Number of Strategies and Plans 

$ Allocation towards Strategies and Plans 

*”Total Cost of strategies” – Indicates $ 
requirement from FY2021-2022 onwards and 
not the endorsed $ amounts during adoption

Program
Total 

Strategies & 
Plans

Fully funded
Under 
funded

Unfunded TBC
Costed 
during 

adoption

Canning Environment 19 10 2 6 1 14 

Canning Development 5 5 - - - 5 

Canning Community 4 3 - - 1   1 

Canning Corporate & Commercial 7 4 1 - 2 1 

Total 35 22 3 6 4 21 

*Summary shown in standalone slides} 
G': CITY OF CANNING 
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53 The City has used this data to shape some of its service offering and to ensure that we are 
maximising the use of technology to drive down costs.  By way of example, several years ago the City 
fully automated its libraries (Radio Frequency Identification (RFID), self-check book dispensing, 
electronic security gates, etc).  This reduced staffing, but also allowed staff to focus on value add for 
community though increase programming for children and youth, adult programs, and home bound 
services. 

54 An extract of the performance of our libraries is shown below, which shows the cost of operation per 
10,000 residents, and that the City is achieving best practice.  Post the forced closure periods for 
COVID-19, when the City’s libraries re-opened they did so for around 30 hours per week less than 
pre-COVID-19, without impacting customer satisfaction.  The only way the City could further reduce 
the cost of operating libraries would be to cease provision of one of its services, or closing a facility, 
neither of which is being suggested or recommended. 

 

55 Each program and sub-program operated by the City is undergoing similar analysis.  Some of this will 
lead to changes, particularly when similar technology projects are fully implemented, which will 
contribute to the overall cost savings. 

56 Outsourcing.   The PWC analysis also shows that the City is structured as an ‘insourcing’ entity.  While 
there has been divesting of some programs in the past four years, notably Aged Care, Disability 
(supported accommodation) and Youth Accommodation services referred to earlier; the further use 
of commercial contracting is being reviewed.  In the previous FY, the road construction function was 
reviewed and the City now seeks tenders for its major road projects, whilst retaining a smaller 
workforce for simpler projects.  The lack of a continuous flow of this work meant that the City’s 
works crews were not being fully utilised all year round.  Cost savings from this project will appear 
from FY 2021/2022.  Similar reviews have resulted in the outsourcing of other services such as 
surveying, pest control, concrete batching and tree maintenance. 

57 Other services are being similarly benchmarked to see where efficiencies can be gained.   However, 
where the cost of a service is fully recovered by way of a service charge, ie waste collection, 
outsourcing may deliver cost savings, but may not result in lower service charges, due to pre-existing 
liabilities, and are not savings to municipally funded operations. 
  

Library Services 
Operating costs per 10,000 residents 

Fl:lereci by: Sel"ACN l&Jn' 1 lOC-a:IOn WA. lj~ ~ ! Stt•· LMge 

Pubhc L1br8nes 

■ Survey populatJon ■ FIitered survey population ■ Cily of Canning 

FTE per 10,000 residents 
eied b)-. ~n,,on L.OR'r' Loca:lort. WA : Tyfle. U-Cll'O · S Ze; Uirge 

Pubhc Libraries 

■ Survey population ■ Filtered survey populat.on ■ Cify of canning 

Includes administration, planning, support, provision, operation etc. of archives and libraries for general public use , CITY OF CANNING 
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58 Service Level Review.  As an offshoot of the benchmarking project, the City has also embarked on a 
comprehensive review of the level of servicing provided by various Canning Environment teams.  This 
is being undertaken by an external consultant, with the review expected to be completed in May 
2021.  The data will help the City determine whether, compared to other local governments, the City 
is over-servicing or potentially under-servicing some of its grounds, parks, reserve and landscape 
maintenance.   

59 Compared to other local governments, the City’s open space maintenance costs are higher, but 
compared to other local governments, the City also maintains a considerably larger area of high 
quality reserves within the Canning River Regional Park along its river frontage.  By its nature this 
requires more small scale machinery and is more costly to deliver than broad acre mowing. 

In combination with the PWC benchmarking, the outsourcing analysis and further use of technology, 
the City’s Administration is confident that it can achieve the $3m cost saving target over the three 
year timescale. 

RATING – ACHIEVING A SUSTAINABLE AND EQUITABLE BALANCE 

60 Further financial modelling has been undertaken to determine what minimum level of rate yield  
(ie the level of taxation) is required for the City to meet all operating expenses and be able to achieve 
a surplus budget operating position; and, as a minimum, fund all of the asset depreciation needs.  
Noting that the average yield, (see paragraph 39) for local governments pre COVID-19 was 8%. 

61 Given the relative balance of residential and non-residential land, the City should have the capacity 
to operate with a lower yield.  Modelling was done setting a yield of 6.6% (equivalent to the Cities of 
Belmont and Rockingham). Noting that the City’s starting point is a yield of 5.6%, this increases the 
level of taxation by only 1%, however, yield should not be confused with any increase in the 
individual rate mix; this factor is about the totality of the return.   

62 Three options were modelled: 

a) Option 1 – this achieves the statutory objectives of rate setting and brings the City’s budget 
back into balance in year one;  

b) Option 2 – this uses the parameters put forward in the recommendation to this report; and 

c) Option 3 – this applied a lower level of rate increases for residential categories. 

63 A copy of the outputs of each model is shown in Attachment 7.   For each scenario all budget 
requirements were included, with a notional timeline for funding the outstanding balances of asset 
upgrade, masterplans and unfunded strategies.  The models include the amount of debt funding 
needed to support the future CAPEX expenditure.  At the bottom of each summary a table is included 
that shows the loan amounts drawn down, repaid and outstanding each year.  As the City also has 
separate debt funding for its City Centre project, which is excluded from the calculations in the LTFP, 
an aggregate debt position is also shown (ALL), separate to the LTFP funding (MUNI) balances.  A 
separate slide in the attachment shows the relative achievement each option delivers on achieving 
operating surplus positions as well as the FHI indicators.  A high level summary of the outcomes of 
these options is shown in the table below. 
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64 While Option 1 delivered a sustainable financial position in the quickest timeframe, Officers believe 
that it is too significant a change to make for a fair transition (additional commentary is made on this 
later in the report).  Option 3 does not achieve a sustainable financial position, has the lowest level 
FHI and would expose the City to a higher level of risk over the life of the LTFP.  The modelling on 
Option 2 shows that can achieve a sustainable position and a level of surplus, with: 

a) An operating surplus being achieved in FY 2023/2024; 

b) All carried forward budget deficits being repayable in FY 2022/2023; and 

c) The capacity to commence funding (without debt) the outstanding backlog of infrastructure as 
well as commence new projects from FY 2023/2024. 

65 As differential rating is another core element of the City’s Rating Strategy, it is also important that 
the relative shares of residential, minimum, vacant land and non-residential rates is equitably applied 
within the model. 
  

Parameters / Outputs # Option 1 Option 2 Option 3

Average $1,276 $1,196 $1,173

Increase in Average 

(Concession Impact)
$153 $74 $51

Increase in Average $121 $42 $19

Inc in rate in $,  (Exit 

Concession)
8% 2.17% 1%

Minimum and $ value increase $975; $123 increase $902; $50 increase $877; $25 increase

Total Residential Average  and $ 

value increase
$1,143 ; $125 increase $1,073 ; $55 increase $1,054 ; $37 increase

% increase Non-residential
10% (includes removal 

of concession)

4.5%; (includes removal 

of concession)

4.5% (includes removal 

of concession)

LTFP Yr 1 (FY21/22) 68 57 56

LTFP Yr 10 (FY30/31) 79 79 66

Operating Surplus Achieved FY2021-2022 FY2023-2024 FY2025-2026

Peak ALL Debt $ (Year) $42m (FY25/26) $51m (FY25/26) $77.4m (FY30/31)

Municipal Nil $0.5Mil $50.7Mil

City Centre $25.8Mil $25.8Mil $25.8Mil

Self Supporting $0.8Mil $0.8Mil $0.8Mil

Total $26.7Mil $27.1Mil $77.4Mil

Cumulative Surplus at end of LTFP Maximum $7m Maximum $7m NA

Achieves balance over life of LTFP YES YES NO

Risk Rating Least Risk Outcome Moderate Risk Highest Risk

Future Shocks
Flexible to 

accommodate changes

Impact other budget 

drivers 

Require major changes 

to the model

Residential (Non Min ) Average and $ 

value increase 

Net ALL Debt $ at end of LTFP(2031)

Risk Factors

Financial Health Indicator 

I I I I 
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66 Equity.  The City can apply any variation it wishes, but to do so equitably, the following parameters 
and rationale have been established: 

a) Minimum.  A minimum rate is established so that all ratepayers make a reasonable level of 
contribution to the funding of services they receive.  Across the benchmark group the average 
minimum rate was $1,016.  Within the benchmark group six of the 10 local governments also 
have much higher proportions of their ratepayers with lower levels of SEIFA than Canning; 
reinforcing the belief that this level of rating will not likely lead to significant financial stress.  
Further commentary is detailed later in this summary.  The model set the City’s proposed 
minimum at $1,000 approximately $150 higher than at present, but still 2% lower than the 
current group average. 

b) Residential.  The City’s current average residential rate is $302 higher than its minimum rate.  
It is proposed to retain this differential and set the future average rate at $1,320.  This would 
still be around 9% lower than the current group average. 

c) Vacant Land.  The Act allows a local government to set the vacant land rate up to 200% of the 
value of the residential rate, however, as there is no dwelling on these properties the overall 
dollar value of the rate charged is low.  Until the current FY the City had applied a charge of 
160% and this number has been incorporated into the model. 

d) Non-residential.   Commercial and industrial property does not share similar characteristics to 
residential property.  The size, location and use of the 3,000 properties within the City does 
not lend itself to establishing an ‘average’ property rate.  The model was set that it would 
retain the same proportionate level of income generation, in the band 45-48% that these 
properties currently contribute to the City’s rates income.  The ‘objectivity’ principle has been 
fully maintained. 

67 To ensure this analysis is economically sound, the City engaged the firm of Moore Australia Pty Ltd  
(a firm with specific expertise in local government LTFP analysis) to review and verify all of the 
elements used in the initial financial modelling; as well as data sources and assumptions applied in 
the draft LTFP.  A senior partner from Moore Australia presented the findings to a Special Briefing for 
Elected Members on 4 May 2021.  A copy of the report is also attached (Attachment 8).  In summary 
that review found the modelling was accurate with: 

“Scenario 2 achieving the goals of being in a position to: 

• Achieve an Operating Surplus 

• Fund the capital expenditure program from own source funds 

• Gradually increase the level of reserves”. 
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68 A further aspect to the analysis has been to ensure that these proposed rates do not 
disproportionately contribute higher levels of income.   As part of the benchmarking exercise, the 
comparative share of income for the other nine local governments was assessed and is shown below.   

 

 

 

69 Canning’s rate income only makes up 62% of its revenue.  In making the adjustments referred to 
above this will only lift the share of rate revenue by 3% to 65% of total income, still below the group 
average.  In considering this a ‘fair share’ the State’s budget was compared, which shows that it relies 
on taxation revenue receipts (State and Commonwealth derived) for 79% of its income.  Local 
governments are the lowest taxing entities of all levels of Australian governments. 

70 It is important to understand what these income measures will achieve and won’t achieve over the 
life of the plan.  They will achieve full funding of all known budgetary needs, as well all adopted plans 
and strategies.  However, there is no capacity to undertake further projects, unless additional income 
or expenditure measures are achieved.   

As the intent is to use the income to fund these shortfalls, the measures will also not build up the 
City’s reserves.  As a comparator, the analysis examined the balances in Reserve funds (for the eight 
local governments) per resident.  On average the group held Reserves of $845 per head of 
population, compared to Canning’s holding of $358.  If Canning held similar level of reserves today, 
the balance would be $78.6m, $45m higher than the projected FY 2020/2021 closing balance.   A 
financially sustainable entity will have the capacity to pay its bills, but also the reserves to meet any 
unexpected contingencies. 

TRANSITION AND ECONOMIC IMPACT 

71 While recognising there is an urgent need to restore financial sustainability and despite the City’s 
rates being a significant quantum below the group average, it is recommended that Option 2, using a 
three year transition, be applied to achieve the proposed benchmarks.   

72 Economic modelling has also been applied to demonstrate that such an approach will not cause 
financial stress, as outlined below: 

a) Minimum Rates – rental property.  The SEIFA analysis shows that 35% of residents live below 
this threshold.  The majority of these are in the suburbs with high levels of rental properties.  
The 2016 ABS Census data shows that 36% of all Canning residents were in rental 
accommodation.  The amount of rent charged by a landlord is not determined by the value of 
the rate applied by local government, rather what the market deems a reasonable weekly 
rental for the type and location of the property. 

  

Group Average less Canning 

Operating Revenue 

Rates 

Op Grants and Subsidies 

Fees and Charges 

Service Charges 

Interest Earnings 

Other Revenue 

Total Revenue 

% Cost Make

up 

66% 

6% 

24% 

0% 

2% 

2% 

100% 
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Attachment 9 shows the weekly rents charged in two suburbs, St James and Canning Vale, 
which are jointly shared with neighbouring local governments; along with the rates that are 
charged by each local government for the properties.  What immediately stands out is that, 
despite the difference in local government rates, there is no difference in the property rents.   

The increase in the minimum rate is proposed to be over three years, an average of $50 pa or 
less than $1 per week.  Using the example of these properties, for the landlord the average 
value of their rates represents a cost of between 3.8-4% of the total rent they derive.  As rates 
are also a deductible tax expense, 30% of the rate increase will be recouped from the 
Australian Taxation Office. Increasing this by $50 pa adds 0.2% – 0.3% to this cost ($0.68 per 
week).   

The City’s rate adjustments are unlikely to cause any adjustment in property rents.  This 
position is especially true for residents living in housing supplied by the Department of 
Communities (Department).  The City has 561 properties, 1.75% of all residential property in 
the City, which is owned by the Department.  The Department’s property rents are consistently 
charged across the metropolitan area based on the property type and set against fixed 
parameters, which only consider the resident’s gross assessable income, to a maximum of 
25%.  There is no linkage to any local government fee or charge.  Thus despite the City charging 
lower rates than other local governments there is no discount given to the tenant.   All rates 
are paid directly by the Department. 

(https://www.housing.wa.gov.au/housingoptions/rentaloptions/publichousing/Pages/default.
aspx)   

Minimum Rates – pensioner owned.  The City has 4,775 pensioner owned properties.  Without 
knowing a detailed breakdown of what proportion live in minimum rated properties, a $50 per 
week rate increase for these properties gets a 50% rate rebate from the State Government.  
This means the average rate increase is $25 pa, or just $0.48 per week, for these residents. 

The Commonwealth Government indexes the pension and increases this twice per year.  In 
March 2021, the pension rates for singles increased by $8.40 per week and $12.60 for couples.  
The City did not increase the minimum rate in the current financial year.  It is expected a 
further increase in pension rates will occur in September 2021 in line with CPI. 

Pensioners are also able to completely defer any rate payment through deferred rates.  Only 
192 minimum rated properties have sought such deferral, demonstrating the low level of need 
within the City; however, this position is always open to pensioners and protects them from 
financial stress. 

b) Average Residential Rate – rental property.  The same rationale that applied to a $50 increase 
in minimum rates equally applies to those paying above the minimum.  A landlord will be able 
to offset a rate increase of around $74 per annum by 30% as a deductible expense.  The 
remaining $51.80 cost works out to $1.00 per week.   

As part of the COVID-19 response measures, the Commonwealth Government imposed a 
moratorium on property rental increases, which expired at the end of March 2021.  Property 
rental data shows that across Perth / Canning property rents subsequently increased $15 per 
week (average median rental is $430 for a house and $380 for an apartment) despite there 
being no rate increases in this period, or increases to the cost of borrowing.  
https://www.domain.com.au/news/perth-house-rents-on-par-with-melbourne-domain-rent-
report-1044617/.  

This transaction shows that the two are not coupled together, with market forces driving the 
latter.  A minor cost increase is local government rates for a landlord is not going to cause an 
increase property rents for tenants. 

  

https://www.housing.wa.gov.au/housingoptions/rentaloptions/publichousing/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.housing.wa.gov.au/housingoptions/rentaloptions/publichousing/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.domain.com.au/news/perth-house-rents-on-par-with-melbourne-domain-rent-report-1044617/
https://www.domain.com.au/news/perth-house-rents-on-par-with-melbourne-domain-rent-report-1044617/
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c) Average Residential Rate – home owner.  The proposed rate adjustment of $74 pa equates to 
$1.42 per week.  However, as part of the COVID-19 rating measures that all local governments 
were required to apply this FY, the City provided a rate ‘concession’ on non-minimum rated 
residential properties.  This roughly equated to a 2% rate discount on what would have the 
rates applied after the triennial property revaluations were undertaken.   In effect $32 of the 
proposed rate increase is the deferred rate increase from the current FY and actual rate 
increase excluding the impact of concession is only $42.  

This level of rate will still be around 16% cheaper than the average rates paid in the benchmark 
group.   Noting the comparatively higher SEIFA across the City this level of cost increase is also 
not going to cause financial stress. 

d) Non-Residential Rates.  As with residential leased properties, all commercial property rates are 
tax deductible expenses.  Whatever the specific amount of rate increase that applies to any 
individual property, 30% of this is recouped as a tax deduction.  The starting point for the City’s 
commercial rates is that they are significantly lower (ie 31%) than comparable commercial 
properties in the benchmarked local governments. 

As part of its economic analysis the City obtained data on property rents in commercial 
centres.  This demonstrated similar findings to the residential property analysis (Attachment 
8), however, for commercially confidential reasons this data is not included in this report.  The 
value of rates charged by the City was around 2% of commercial rent, with the proposed 
overall increases only lifting this by around 0.2%. 

In seeking to charge relatively low industrial and commercial property rates the City is not 
advantaging its residents or ratepayers.  The additional profit earned by a landowner achieves 
them economic benefit, it does not benefit the City in funding its infrastructure shortfalls, or 
the other ratepayers that seek to use this infrastructure. 

The proposed three year transition will still leave average non-residential rates around 16% 
lower than the benchmark group.  However, the additional income derived by the City will 
help it maintain the vital infrastructure (roads, drainage, lighting, etc) that helps sustains the 
City’s economy. 

73 Noting that the City applied no rate rise increases in the past year (LTFP forecast had been 3.5%) and 
over the past two years national CPI lifted just over 3%.  The cost benchmark used by WALGA (local 
government cost increase) also moved 2.7% over this period.  Many of the City’s costs increased with 
inflation and with no income rise to offset this, the City’s budget position has further deteriorated. 

74 It should be noted that as the proposed level of rating will move over three years, it will not allow the 
City to achieve an operating surplus for at least two years.   The City is also carrying forward a budget 
deficit of around $1.75m and for this to increase in year one (under this model it would increase to 
$4.3m in FY 2021/2022); and under this scenario all deficits won’t be able to be repaid until year 
three (FY 2023/2024).  Until the full income and expenditure measures are fully achieved the City will 
still have operating deficits. 

75 The most recent economic data provided by the ABS shows that the WA and national economies 
have robustly recovered from the impact of the COVID contractions.  Seasonally adjusted the key 
statistics for March 2021: 

 Unemployment rate decreased to 5.6%. 

 Participation rate increased to 66.3%. 

 Employment increased to 13,077,600. 

 Employment to population ratio increased to 62.6%. 

 Underemployment rate decreased to 7.9%. 

 Monthly hours worked increased by 38m hours. 
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 Record number of women employed, the proportion is now 58.5% - the highest ever! 

 WA unemployment rate 4.8% (second lowest in the country). 

76 There are now more people employed than there were in March 2020 (overall increase 0.6%). 

77 At the same time in April 2021, the Westpac Melbourne Institute’s Consumer Confidence Index 
increased to 111.8, a 6.2% jump on last year and now at the highest level in 11 years.  Stimulus 
measures introduced by Commonwealth and State Governments have also seen strong activity in the 
housing sector, with a doubling of the number of new dwellings under construction in WA. (The West 
Australian, Saturday 17 April 2021, pp146-147).  Despite the pandemic, the State Government’s own 
budget position continued in surplus during FY 2020-2021 ($1.7B) and the likely year-end figure is 
expected to be much higher.  

(https://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/Pages/McGowan/2020/09/Western-Australias-Annual-
Report-on-State-Finances-released.aspx) 

Throughout FY 2020/2021 rate collection payments have come in at a much faster rate than had 
been forecast as a result of the expected economic impact COVID-19 would have.  As a budget 
measure, in the FY 2020/2021 Annual Budget the City also introduced special hardship provisions, 
open to any ratepayer to apply for.  As at April 2021, only 10 applications had been received and are 
active from the City’s near 40,000 ratepayers. 

ANNUAL BUDGET FY 2021/2022 

78 The City’s Policy FM.05 Budget Preparation notes that the LTFP is to “Provide persuasive guidance in 
the preparation of the annual budget”.  Without having a new set of LTFP parameters from which to 
start the budget process, this guidance is absent.  The arguments put forward in this report establish 
the need and nexus for the LTFP’s parameters to be adjusted.  In particular, clause 5.1 Operational 
Income, (a) Rates and Service charges requires rate to: 

“Achieving an appropriate Own Source Revenue Ratio Target”. 

79 The targets outlined in this report will deliver an ‘appropriate’ level of funding, while still keeping this 
an ‘equitable’ level of contribution from all ratepayers.   The City’s Officers need to have certainty on 
the matters outlined in this report so as to be able to confidently progress the budget process.   

80 It should be noted when adopting its FY 2020/2021 Annual Budget that report advised that the 
measures contained within that budget would require the FY 2021/2022 Budget to be based on a 
rate increase of 3.5% (LTFP) plus 0.92% to accommodate the COVID-19 stimulus measures contained 
in that budget; an overall increase of 4.42%. (See paragraph 41, p72 in the link below for details).  
While that outcome would be above the Option 3 revenue measures, it is insufficient to achieve the 
same outcomes as Option 2. 

https://www.canning.wa.gov.au/CanningWebsite/media/Files/Agendas-and-Minutes/Special-
Council-Meeting/SCM-2020/SCM-Agenda-30-July-2020.pdf 

CONCLUSION 

81 Ending the cycle of operating deficits is critical to restoring a sustainable financial position for the 
City.  The proposals outlined in this report are responsible measures that will do this, but without 
causing economic hardship.  The measures outlined propose savings in expenditure and an increase 
in revenue over the next three years.  Such is the City’s backlog of infrastructure maintenance that 
any delay to this program will significantly increase the risk of not being able to fund asset 
preservation and maintenance without further recourse to debt funding.  Borrowing to fund an 
operating expense is not good financial practice. 

82 While seeking to be one of the lowest rating local governments in WA, the proposals contained in 
this report will still achieve that objective, but at a sustainable level.  Without making the 
adjustments the City’s financial security will be imperilled. 

https://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/Pages/McGowan/2020/09/Western-Australias-Annual-Report-on-State-Finances-released.aspx
https://www.mediastatements.wa.gov.au/Pages/McGowan/2020/09/Western-Australias-Annual-Report-on-State-Finances-released.aspx
https://www.canning.wa.gov.au/CanningWebsite/media/Files/Agendas-and-Minutes/Special-Council-Meeting/SCM-2020/SCM-Agenda-30-July-2020.pdf
https://www.canning.wa.gov.au/CanningWebsite/media/Files/Agendas-and-Minutes/Special-Council-Meeting/SCM-2020/SCM-Agenda-30-July-2020.pdf
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83 The six financial goals for next LTFP need to be: 

a) Restoring the City’s financial position to be able to generate operating surpluses. 

b) Funding all of the adopted strategies and plans, especially the asset management plans. 

c) Achieving the cost reductions through a mix of benchmarking, outsourcing and service level 
reviews. 

d) Not relying on land sales to generate operating surplus. 

e) Applying a three year timeframe for lifting the rating levels to the required level of funding. 

f) Maintaining the principles identified in the City’s Rating Strategy 2018-2023, ensuring 
objectivity and equity continue.  

84 The City intends to and can deliver significant new infrastructure projects for the benefit of the 
community.  In doing so, it will remain a welcoming, thriving and financially secure local government.  
The new LTFP has to support the City to achieve this objective; the final version of this plan will be 
evolved alongside the City’s new Strategic Community Plan, which is currently in preparation.  The 
optimum time to solve a problem is when the circumstances are most favourable; the local and State 
economic conditions are strong and present the City with the best timing to address this challenge. 

CONSIDERATIONS 

Legal Compliance 

85 Local Government Act 1995 sets a number of provisions for the management of assets: 

 “s1.3 (3) In carrying out its functions a local government is to use its best endeavours to meet the 
needs of current and future generations through the integration of environmental protection, 
social advancement and economic prosperity. 

 s2.7 (2) The Role of Council 

a) Overseas the allocation of the local government’s finances; and 

b) Determines the local government’s policies 

 s5.56 require local governments to “plan for the future”. 

 s6.2 (2) In the preparation of the annual budget the local government is to have regard to the 
contents of the plan for the future of the district made in accordance with s5.56…” 

86 Department of Local Government and Communities Integrated Planning and Reporting Advisory 
Standard September 2016. 

Policy Implications 

87 FM.05 Budget Preparation  

a) 5.3 Capital Management “For the City to remain financially sustainable, it needs to be able to 
maintain the condition of its infrastructure and non-current assets at predetermined levels in 
for to deliver services to the community over the longer term.” (extract) 

b) 5.4 Reserves.  “Reserves are established for the following purposes: 

i) To protect against risk 

ii) To support capital development 

iii) To manage and avoid contingency allocations within the annual budget, and 

iv) To Support the City’s Integrated Planning Framework.” (extract) 
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88 FM.07 Asset Management – cl 3 (1) (a) “Council is responsible for ensuring that sufficient resources 
are allocated to management of assets”. 

89 The SCP 2021-2031 is also under review at this time and the changes recommended in this report, if 
adopted by Council, will be incorporated into that document. 

Financial Considerations 

Business Plan 

90 Business Canning 

Finance and Asset Management 

Financial Reporting: 

a) To prepare the City’s Annual Report, Annual Budget, Long Term Financial Plan.  

b) To oversee acquittals for external agencies.  

c) To prepare the City’s accounts for audit. 

Internal Budget 

91 Annual budgets are developed in reference to the LTFP that are aligned with strategic objectives.  
Once the parameters for a new LTFP are adopted the FY 2021/2022 Budget can be progressed; 
without such certainty advertising of differential rates cannot be progressed.  Noting the legislative 
provisions for the advertising, receiving community input and subsequent final rate setting, this 
timeline requires draft rates to be advertised in May 2021. 

Asset Management 

92 The LTFP is informed by the Asset Management Plans, including the assumptions and expected 
funding sources.  The provision of sufficient funding for asset preservation is a core requirement of 
City policies FM.07 Asset Management and FM.05 Budget Preparation.  

Sustainability Considerations 

93 The Sustainability Policy CM194, adopted on 18 June 2019, establishes clear benchmarks for the City 
to achieve in order to be a sustainable entity; these include:  

“a) Acknowledge the City’s responsibility to both current and future generations of our community, 
and for impacts on communities beyond our boundaries. 

b) Acknowledge the interdependence of economic, social and environmental issues in decision 
making, planning and procurement processes. 

c) Build, maintain and improve our City facilities and assets to ensure operational efficiency and 
reduce the impact of current and future operations, and ensure their optimal operation by City 
staff and community users through appropriate education and support. 

d) Acknowledge that not addressing sustainability considerations in decision-making, project 
planning and practice may present risks to the City and / or to future communities.” 

Consultation 

94 The City conducted Strategic Information Briefings for Elected Members on the matters addressed in 
this report on 15, 24 and 30 March and on 4 May 2021.  Further presentations are planned for 20 
May and 9 June 2021. 
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95 There will need to be a clear communication plan developed to ensure that all stakeholders; the 
community, business sector and Department understand the rationale for these changes and achieve 
the reassurance that the new LTFP will restore the City’s financial sustainability.  The first stage of 
this is adopting the proposed LTFP framework, which will then allow the City to finalise and advertise 
the FY 2021/2022 differential rates for community feedback. 

Other Considerations or Risks 

Risk/ Opportunity Consequences 
Mitigation/ 

Actions 
Consequence 

Likelihood 
X 

Consequence 
Rating 

= 
Overall Risk/ 
Opportunity 

Officer 
Recommendation 
Approved by the 
Council (Positive 
Outcomes) 

Opportunity A 

The City can 
progress its  
FY 2021-2022 
Annual Budget 
preparation and 
move to finalise 
draft differential 
rates for Council’s 
consideration. 

Compliance with 
part 6 Division 6 
of the Local 
Government Act 
1995. 

 Almost Certain Moderate 
Very High 

(Opportunity) 

Officer 
Recommendation 
Approved by 
Council (Negative 
Outcomes) 

Risk B 

The City can 
progress the 
budget, but if the 
income measures 
are not agreed 
the City will retain 
operating deficits 
and its FHI will fall 
further. 

Continue to defer 
new CAPEX and 
asset renewal 
funding. 

Likely Significant 

 

 

High 

(Risk) 

 

Officer 
Recommendation 
Deferred by Council  

Risk C 

The City cannot 
establish the 
budget 
parameters and 
cannot progress 
further budget 
planning until 
guidance is final. 

Ability to meet 
legislative 
deadlines. 

Defer advertising 
of draft 
differential rates 
until guidance 
from Council is 
provided. 

Essential that 
statutory 
timetable for 
budget adoption 
is not exceeded.  

Almost Certain Significant 
High 

(Risk) 

Officer 
Recommendation 
Declined by Council  

Risk D 

There is no clear 
guidance for 
Officers to 
progress the 
budget or develop 
a new LTFP. 

Non-compliance 
with Part 6 
Division 6 of the 
Local Government 
Act 1995. 

Essential that 
statutory 
timetable for 
overall budget 
adoption is not 
exceeded.  The 
City seek 
guidance from 
the Department. 

 

Almost Certain Significant 
Extreme 

(Risk) 
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96 The level of risk increases with ongoing uncertainty.  The City is obliged to adopt an Annual Budget by 
August 2021, however, in the absence of being able to strike and then issue rates prior to the end of 
the current FY, there is a risk the City may run out of liquidity.  Deferring the budget will also present 
risks to the capacity to achieve the forward Capital Works Program within the new FY. 

COMMENT 

97 Nil. 

VOTING REQUIREMENT 

98 Simple majority. 

AGENDA BRIEFING COMMENT 

99 Not applicable. 
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Long-te rm trend of Operating deficit s 
Annual Report Results 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Operating Revenue 

Rates 39.4 41.2 42 .9 45.7 49.7 54.3 59.1 62.0 65.4 67.9 

Operating Grant, subsidies, Contributions 12.2 13.6 14.2 14.3 18.0 16.0 
.------------, 7.8 ,--------- l l9.l ___ 10.5 ___ 7.9~ 

Fees and Charges 25.3 ,~1 ___ _!.8.;;.,! 30.5 31.7 32.6 31.4 31.6 31.5 30.9 

Service Char~s 0.0 8.1 1.8 2.6 2.9 2.4 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.5 

1------ --------------------------------------------------------------------, L lnterestEarned __________________ 4.8 ___ 4.4 ___ 3.1 ____ 2.9 ___ 2.6 ___ 2.0 ___ 1.8 ___ 1.6 ___ 1.6 ___ 1.0 I 

Other Income 1.5 2.3 2.1 6.1 1.8 3.0 1.9 1.6 0.4 1.2 

Total Revenue 83.3 95.7 92.6 102.1 106.6 110.3 115.6 109.6 109.3 111.2 

Operating Expenditure ,--------- .-------------- ,------------------, Employee Costs 38.4 ~ 47.2 1 11 2_2 ___ !~8.. ___ 5! ·!. ~ l.64.9 ____ N.·?.. ---~l --- l 6 .. 1_1 ,----- -----
Materials and Contracts I 16. 7 27.6 1 22.1 27.0 30.3 29.0 28.6 26.7 28.8 29.6 

Utility Charges -----~------3·5 121----~ .! 4.9 5.1 4.7 4.5 4.S 4.6 4.6 

Interest Expense 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.7 0.1 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 ,--------
Depreciation 15.4 1!?;2 ___ ,1,7.;!1.! 17.1 20.0 20.6 20.5 19.3 19.3 20.2 

Insurance 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.8 2.2 0.9 0.9 0.8 1.0 1.1 

Other 7.4 7.4 6.1 3.9 3.8 3.3 3.9 1.4 2.2 1.7 

Total Expenditure 83.2 97.1 99.9 108.3 122.3 118.7 119.8 110.8 113.3 113.6 

Gains/ (Losses) on Disposal of Assets 

Building & Property Infrastructure 0.S -0.8 

Road Reserve Infrastructure 

Parks and Re creation Infrastructure 

Fleet, Plant, Equipment 0.4 0.3 0.7 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.2 

Intangibles 0.1 -0.5 

Land -0.1 10.7 0.3 1.5 1.0 5.8 

Total Gain/ (Loss) on Disposals 0.4 -0.1 10.9 1.1 1.7 0.2 0.2 2.0 4.7 0.2 

Operating Surplus/ (Deficit) 0.5 -1.6 3.6 -5.2 -14.0 -8.2 -4.0 0.8 0.6 -2.1 

1---------------------------------------------------------------------------, L <2fs.'2!'~'i.!:e!.u.l~'2..e!!,c!!)~!l,h,2u.!,!2,n.!! _______ .!!;~ ---;l! ___ ,;,Z;J ___ ..;~5---•;,ll-~---~l---.;,4..!l ____ -!!;~ ---~-i---~:.! .! 
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LTFP - Predicted and Actual 
LTFP Comparison 2018 2019 2020 2021 Actual / Budget 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Operati ng Revenue Operating Revenue 

Rates 61.7 65.2 68.9 72.0 Rates 59.1 62.0 65.4 67.9 69.1 

Operating Grant, subsidies, Contrib 13.0 7.2 7.6 8.3 Operat ing Grant, subsidies, Contribl 19.1 10.5 7.9 7.8 6.8 

Fees and Charges 33.7 35.1 37.0 38.7 Fees and Charges 31.4 31.6 31.5 30.9 32.2 

Service Charges 2.3 6.6 2.6 2.7 Service Charges 2.3 2.3 2.5 2.5 2.4 

In terest Earned 2.0 1.5 1.8 1.9 In terest Earned 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.0 0.4 

Other Income 2.5 1.8 1.9 1.9 Other Income 1.9 1.6 0.4 1.2 0.5 

Total Revenue 115.2 117.4 119.8 125,5 
Tota l Revenue 115.6 109.6 109.3 111.2 111.4 

Operating Expenditure 
Operating Expenditure 

Employee Costs 60.9 57.7 57.1 56.1 57.7 
Employee Costs 57.1 50.6 52.2 54.0 Materials and Contracts 28.6 26.7 28.8 29.6 29.9 
Materials and Contracts 29.2 33.7 31.9 32.3 Utility Charges 4.5 4.5 4.6 4.6 3.9 
Uti lity Charges 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.9 Interest Expense 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Interest Expense 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 Depreciation 20.5 19.3 19.3 20.2 21.6 

Depreciation 20.2 20.5 20.9 21.2 Insurance 0.9 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.2 
Insurance 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 Other 3.9 1.4 2.2 1.7 1.3 

Other 1.8 1.2 1.6 1.2 Total Expenditure 119.8 110.8 113.3 113.6 115.9 

Total Expenditure 114.2 111.9 112.7 114.8 
Gains/ (Losses) on Disposal of Assets 

Gains/ (Losses) on Disposal of Assets Building & Property Infrastructure 0.50 -0.80 -2.60 

Bui lding & Property Infrastructure 2.30 6.60 -0.25 
Road Reserve Infrastructure 

Road Reserve Infrastructure 0.00 
Parks and Recreation Infrastructure 

Fleet, Plant, Equipment 0.17 0.43 0.17 0.20 
Parks and Recreat ion Infrastructure -0.80 

Intangibles 0.09 -0.52 
Fleet, Plant, Equipment 0.20 0.40 0.10 -0.25 Land 0.95 5.80 8.10 
Intangibles Total Gain/ (Loss) on Disposals 0.17 1.97 4.65 0.20 5.50 
Land 

Total Gain/ (Loss) on Disposals 1.70 7.00 0.10 -0.50 Operating Surplus/ {Deficit) -4.03 0.77 0.58 -2.12 0.96 

Operating Surplus/ (Deficit) 2.70 12.50 7.20 10.20 
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City of Canning Pole Condition Report 
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Pole ID: Pole 10 

Date of Inspection: 07/03/2021 

Park/Facility Name: Willetton Library Carpark 

Location Name: Burrendah Boulevarde, Willetton 

Pole Shape: Octagonal 

Foundation Type: Garden 

Pole Height: 5 

Pole Diameter: 160 

Outreach Length: 0 

VISUAL INSPECTION RESULTS 

Surface Damage Raw Score Good 

Structure Condition Raw Score Good 

Condition Rating Poor 

Remedial Action 
Significant on-going maintenance intervent ion; major component or asset 
replacement required. 

Risk Rating of Pole Poor 

Asset functionality is reduced. Asset has significant defects affecting major 
Remedial Action components deteriorated surfaces required significant attention; services are 

funct ional but failing often; significant backlog maintenance work exists. 
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PRAC 

Residual Life 10%to 25% 

Rating Comments 

Condition Comments Corroded below ground line. 

Condition Photo 
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Canning Vale Street Lighting 
City Owned Assets 
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City owned street lighting assets 
• Canning Vale 158 street lights 
• Installed between 1995 and 2002. 
• Assets are 19 to 26 years old; life expectancy of 

street light poles at 25-35 years. 
• Luminaires are Mercury Vapour (Banned since 

2020) 
• Canning Vale lights nearing the end of life cycle 

for street light poles. 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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Current condition of the assets 
Old Mercury Vapour luminaire with 
aged light fitting on decorative pole 

I A8'd Ught pole 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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Current condition of the assets 

G; CITY OF CANNING 
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Current condition of the assets 
Old Mercury Vapour luminaire with 

aged and damaged light fitting 

Aged light pole and base 

G; CITY OF CANNING 
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Current condition of the assets 

Dented and damaged light fitting 

G; CITY OF CANNING 
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Current condition of the assets 
LED luminaire retro fitting onto 

decorative lamp 

Light pole replaced after vehicle 

damage to original, does not match 

other poles on the street as cannot 

get original decorative poles 

anymore 

G; CITY OF CANNING 
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Current condition of the assets 

Custom connection had to be 

manufactured to retro fit and is an 

expensive fix 

G; CITY OF CANNING 
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Cost to replace and upgrade 
• Cost to replace and upgrade Canning Vale street lighting 

(standardised poles, light fittings and LED) is estimated at 
$1.2m 

• Does not include replacing the 10mm2 cable (assumed in 
conduit) with 16mm2 cable (new Western Power standard). 

• No reserve fund for this purpose. $400k in budget for asset 
failure replacement (luminaire, pole), but not complete asset 
replacement. 

• Cannington (City Centre) 71 street lights and other lights in 

public places. G7;cnvoFcANN1NG 
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BENCHMARK DATA ATTACHMENTS 

Ruts lm:omt " Rat• 
Resldtntl•I & lnc:omeH C111c:ltu. Revenue Commerclal& Income - Ooslnc Cash AnualC.uh 

SEIFA " Below lmp,011ed Commerclal Va~nt Value of Rah!i1blt1 Commercial " rateable COVID bom Industrial " of A•I Minimum " ofMin VarAvJ t.o Extnordlnarv Sichd Au•rYtl 8acbd Reserves 81.ldgeted Loan Budget11d Loan 

Loul Goiiernm•nt lndo 1000 Rtsldtntl1I &lndustrl1I (GRVI land Rate Income l1nd Conc:e"lon Commtrclal RatHble land Ruld•ntlal Rttldentlal ProP4rtJH MinRlt<t lttmt '21 '20 B;iil'Zl B11'20 
Ciinnin1 1023 3S" O.OS642 s 0.05407 S 0.07990 1,217,639,843 68,708,230 5.6" 5.7" 45 .4% 48.2" s ll ,l 5 852 39" 302.11 33,270,530 22,36S,595 21.7S5.810 

Cod.born 1033 29" 0.06254 0.08219 5 0.09145 1,166,933,897 76,449,493 6.6" 6.8" .11 r 29.6" 1,270 895 34% 374,52 S3.9m pa 131,094,219 151,407,483 15,000.000 17.500,000 
Jandakot A pt 

Gosnell, 987 3'% 0.0741.9 0.08903 S 0.00289 910,889,598 68,323,064 7.5" 7.7% 2.6% 2.2" ~585 980 - 605.33 63,661,690 66,847,311 17,131,583 l9,44J,SS4 

Armadalt 994 49" 010332 0.09357 S 0.14997 655,006,438 67,392,306 10.3% 10.6% B.9" 15.7% 1,679 1,179 12" 500.32 81,369,900 93,854,500 4S,820,100 4S,63~.662 

Kwlnana .,, .,,. 0.09665 0.09641 S 0.17346 498,512,354 36,934,640 7.4% 7.6% 34.4" ~J .. j, 1,442 1,061 16% 379.68 52.Sm pa 48,632,018 SS,730,367 22,111.184 $ J0,101,30'; 

ISpeclal lndusrtrlal) 0.047d4 Big 3 ltldu!trial 

Rockingham 1001 .... 0.08497 0.09307 5 0 00104 1,40S,OS0,016 92.209,234 66% 6.6" 19.4" 136% 1.452 1,200 ""' 151.85 45,492,334 4,8,626,115 26.665,4~ 8,991,012 

Madurat, 971 49" 0.09594 0.09293 S 0.16300 781,943,518 78,774,332 10.1% 10.5% 17.7" 18.9" 1,519 1,108 20% 410.94 20,116,870 34,557,228 l0.3,) 11) 16,2',0,068 

Meh•llle 1073 '" S 0.053364 0.07358 5 0.07358 1,298,690,571 75,447,385 5.8" 6.6% 24.0% 18.9" 1,553 941 26" 611.0S 119,895,584 143,318,634 1,B9.8A8 2,1.38,SOl 

VlcPuk 1022 29" 5 0.069125 0.09690 455,450,104 37,919,267 8.3" 9.1% 1,275 936 22" 338.97 44,341,015 45,685,415 19,'93S,42l 19,93S,421 

Belmont 9t5 94% 5 0.065585 006937 5 0.06946 7.38,116,647 48,964,174 6.6'K- 6.8% 1,166 840 27% 325.57 Sllmpa 43,719,784 47, 182,543 13.404.74:!S 13,9~6.b89 
Perth A'pt 

Avut,ge 422.02 

Variance ta (arming 
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City Overview 

10 Strategies & Plans 

3 Strategies & Plans 

22 Strategies & Plans 

Unfunded in the current LTFP 

Partly funded in the current LTFP 

Fully funded within the current LTFP G; CITY OF CANNING 
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Summary by Program 
Number of Strategies and Plans 

Program 

Canning Environment 

Canning Development 

Canning Community 

Canning Corporate & Commercial 

Total 

$ Allocation towards Strategies and Plans 

Program 

Canning Environment 

Canning Development 

Canning Community 

Canning Corporate & Commercial 

Sub Total 

Asset Management Plans 

Canning City Centre 

Total 

•••••• 19 10 

5 5 

4 3 

7 4 

35 22 

Total Cost of 
Strategies & Plans 

79,152,322 

5,531,218 

9,339,500 

44,737,163 

138,760,203 

155,572,214 

64,001,000 

358,333,417 

2 

1 

3 

Funded within LTFP 

50,187,322 

5,531,218 

9,339,500 

41,624,663 

106,682,703 

124,572,214 

64,001,000 

295,255,917 

6 1 14 

5 

1 1 

2 1 

6 4 21 

Not Funded in LTFP 

28,965,000 

3,112,500 

32,077,500 

31,000,000 

63,077,500 

* "Total Cost of strategies" - Indicates$ 
requirement from FY2021-2022 onwards and 
not the endorsed$ amounts during adoption 

*Summary shown in standalone slides 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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Canning Development 

Strategic Document 

Reported cost as 

part of Council 

endorsing the 

document ■ 
. 
I 

• 

Type 
2020-2021 

Budget ■ Canning City Centre Regeneration Program (Latest upd, 

Canning City Centre Activity Centre Plan 

89,713,000 

Not Costed 

Public Health Plan 

Local Planning Strategy 

Local Comme rcial and Activity Centres Strategy 

Total 

Canning Community 

Strategic Document 

Safe Canning Strategy 

Learning City Strategy II 

Homelessness Plan 

Queens Park Revita lisat ion Plan 

!Total 

43,000 30,000 

Not Costed 5,001,218 

Not Costed 500,000 

89,756,000 5,531,218 

Reported cost as 

part of Council 

endorsing the 

document ■ 
. 

I . 

Operational 

Operational 

Operational 

10,000 

365,906 

41,000 

416,906 

2020-2021 Budget 

30,000 

5,001,218 

500,000 

5,531,218 

Allocation in 

LTFP 

80,000 59,500 Operational 20,500 59,500 

Not Costed 9,280,000 Both 

Not Costed Operational Operational 

Both 

80,000 9,339,500 

876,700 9,280,000 

15,000 Existing Budgets 

Identi fying from 

ex isting operational 

budgets 

912,200 

TBC 

9,339,500 

*Summary shown in a standalone slide 

*Schedule attached in the appendix 

*Schedule attached in the appendix 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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Canning Corporate & Commercial 

Strategic Document 

Culture of Care Program 

Digital Strategy 

Record Keeping Plan 

Whale back Master Plan (In development) 

Riverton Leisureplex Master Plan (not endorsed) 

Cannington Leisure pl ex Master Plan (not endorsed) 

Land Utilisation Plan * 

lrotal 

Reported cost as 

part of Council 

endorsing the 
document 

348,606 

Not Costed 

Not Costed 

In Deve lopemt 

In Developemt 

In Developemt 

Not Costed 

348,606 

Revised 
Costing FY2021-

2022 onwards 

116,202 

40,890,961 

3,650,000 

40,000 

40,000 

44,737, 163 

Operational 

Both 

Operational 

Capital 

Capital 

Capital 

■ 116,202 

5,168,991 

10,000 

5,295,193 

Allocation in 
LTFP 

116,202 

40,890,961 

537,500 

40,000 

40,000 

41,624,663 

3,112,500 

TBC 

TBC 

3,112,soo I 

*Land Uti lisation Plan - Capital revenue and expenses associated with the City's land utilisation projects and activities are linked to a 
variety of City reserve and trust funds accounts, with the Land, Building & Development Reserve being the most commonly used. 

RLP/CLP- Draft Masterplan involves scope of works including Arts Centre, Nature playground Gym extensions, Aquatic extensions and 
major renewals which haven't been factored in the LTFP yet and will require further allocations, subject to finalization of costings and 
phasing of the works. 

* Schedule in the appendix 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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Asset Management Plans 

Strategic Document ••• Status ■ . I 

Type • Asset Management Plan - Buildings 247,924,745 163,931,026 33.9% Draft 68,000,000 Capital 5,150,515 37,000,000 

Asset Management Plan - Stormwater Drainage 137,660,702 82,857,219 39.S°/o In development 10,000,000 Capital 710,000 10,000,000 

Asset Management Plan - Stormwater Drainage In development 1,030,843 Maintenance & Operat ional 1,030,843 1,030,843 

Asset Management Plan - Road Transport 519,725,981 312,392,444 39.9% In development 45,000,000 Capital 3,323,654 45,000,000 

Asset Management Plan - Road Transport In development 811,370 Maintenance & Operational 811,370 811,370 

Asset Management Plan - Parks 93,160,213 69,983,768 24.9% In development 30,730,000 Both 4,425,537 30,730,000 

!Total 998,471,641 629,164,457 37% 155,572,214 15,451,920 124,572,214 

* Please note - Budget 2020-2021 and Allocation in LTFP has been historically allocated in the absence of AMPs. 
• AMP - Buildings : Estimated cost of Renewals is based on the recently developed draft Buildings AMP with an indicative 

requirement of $68Mil over next 10 years . However the LTFP allows an allocation of $37Mil. Gap of $31Mil. 
• AMP - Buildings is subject to further data maturity and modelling 
• AMP - others : In development and hence shortfall hasn't been identified at this stage 

■ 31,000,000 

31,000,000 1 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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2021-2031 LTFP I Output : Budget Operating Position 
Workshop approach 

Scenarios - Option 1 
City of Canning 
Long Term Financial Plan Beginning 1 July 2021 - Draft (Option 1) 

Statement of Comp re hens,ve Income 

By Natu"' and Type 

Operating Revenue 

Rates 

Operating Grants. Subsidies and Cootnbutlons 

-Underground Power related contribution 

Fees and Charges 

SMice Charges 

Interest Earnings 

Other Rewnue 

Tota l Revenue 

Operating Expenditure 

Employee Costs 

Materials and Contracts 

-Underground Power related expenditure 

Utility Charges 

Interest Expenses 

Depreclal Ion 

Insurance (Ex WOfl(ers Compensation) 

Other Expenditure 

Tota l Expenditure 

Operating Surplus/(Deficlt) 

69,1 

6,9 

32.2 

2.4 

0 .4 

0,5 

111 .4 

(57,8) 

(306) 

(3,9) 

(0.3) 

(21 .6) 

(1 .2) 

(1 .4) 

(116.8) 

························••"'"''' .............................................. . 

Breaking the 
City's Operating 
Deficit streak ! .. *Exel Land Sales 

78,2 

6,7 

2.3 

34.7 

2.4 

02 

0,6 

125.1 

(58,2) 

(31 .4) 

(4.6) 

(4.99) 

(0.3) 

(226) 

(1 ,3) 

(17) 

(125.1) 

0.0 

For.,_, , 

S~llon 
Fu U Fo, .st I • • • FQf,;c t~I 

SMil'ron $Ml ,on .SA'll ptf • .SM/Ion 

7.0 

2.8 

82.9 

6.7 

4.3 

85.0 86.8 88.7 .... ······::.2 
6.8 7.0 ?•" 8.2 
6.2 • 

35.6 36.4 37.3 38.3 •• ····39_3 40.2 

2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 ••• •• 2.8 2.8 

0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3•· 0.5 0 6 

0,6 0.6 o.6 ...-o.6 o.6 o.6 

129.0 133.5 138.8 •••• •• 135.7 139.1 143.7 

... ··· 
(58,2) (57,8) • .isii'.~) 
(31 .5) (32 3) •••• •• (32,4) 

(5.7) (4 21.·· (9 1) 

:~:: .... ·::!: :~·:: 
(23 2) ••• •• (23 8) (24,4) 

(1 ,;i,r·· (1,4) (1.4) 

,.(1· 5) (1 .8) (1.5) 

••••(127.0) (127.3) (134.2) 

2.0 6.3 4.6 

(60.6) 

(33,8) 

(5,9) 

(06) 

(25 1) 

(1 ,5) 

(1 8) 

(129.2) 

6.5 

(62.1) 

(346) 

(61) 

(0.7) 

(258) 

(1 ,5) 

(1 6) 

(132.2) 

6.9 

(63.4) 

(350) 

(62) 

(0.6) 

(26.4) 

(1 ,6) 

(1 9) 

(135,1 ) 

8.6 

93.4 

7.4 

41 .1 

2.9 

0.7 

0.7 

146.2 

(64.7) 

(36.9) 

(6.4) 

(0.6) 

(27.0) 

(1 .7) 

(1 6) 

(138.9) 

7.3 

95.5 97.8 

7,5 7.7 

42.1 43.1 

3.0 3.1 

0.8 1.3 

0.7 0.5 

149.7 153.6 

(66.1) (67.4) 

(37.1) (380) 

(6.5) (6 7) 

(0.6) (0.6) 

(27 7) (283) 

(1 .7) (1.8) 

(1 9) (1.7) 

(141 .7) (144.5) 

8.0 9.2 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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2021-203 1 LTFP 
Workshop approach 

Scenarios - Option 1 

I Output : Budget Position 

Stateroont of Comprehensive Income Fi·f!E-1.t1••1·t1•51,flii/off&Fhi--M&5j,fi,EFHiiiJ,"'--1·"-
By Nato,a Typ,, 

Nola Pla n & Strategies with othar llabllldas 

1 AMP • Buildings (fonded from rsv trnsfr • not incl In debt) 

2 Bentley Parkscapes 

3 Kent Street Weir Master Plan• Capital 

4 Kent Street Weir Master Plan • Operating 

5 Dog Spaces Strategy 

6 Play Provision Strategy 

7 Queens Park Open Space Master Plan 
8 Urban Forest Strategy 

9 Shelley Beach Park Master Plan 

10 Shelley Rossmoyne Foreshore Management Plan 

11 Caoning Vale Sports Master Plan 

12 Whaleback Master Plan (in de-.lopmentl 

13 Riverton Leisureplex Master Plan (not endorsed) 

14 Cannington Lelsureplex Master Plan (not endorsed I 
Sub To la/ (L TFP Workshop 2) 

t5 Resident Equity- Liability provision 

16 Non Current LSL Liability 

17 Loan from LBR Reserve to Aged Care Reserve 

Total 

31,000,000 

2,300,000 

6,500,000 

1,000,000 

1,440,000 

2,275,000 

6.000,000 
4,900,000 

3,800,000 

750,000 

TBC 
3,112,500 

TBC 

TBC 
63,077,500 

3.500,000 

829,000 

1,757,000 

69,163,500 

Tola/ yearly spread (Notional • Exel AMP-Buildings) 

Cumulati .. Surplus / (Deficit) - aftar debt funding 

Loan funding for above Strategies & PlanS'Budget De ficit 

Cumulative Surplus I (De ficit) - before debt funding 

Loan Outstanding UGP 

Clly Centre 

Ottiers (WSS) 
Covid Stimulus 

DeflciUS1rategiH & Plan, 

Tota l 

N, 

JM,/1 

4.1 

1.4 1.0 

2.3 2.3 

0.1 0.1 

0.2 0.2 

0.3 0.3 

2.1 2.2 

0.6 0.6 

1.3 1.4 

0.1 0.1 

1.1 1.1 1.1 

2.5 9.0 8 3 

(0.5) 13-2) (4.3) 

(0.5) 13.61 (7.2) 

Contribution 2.6 4.9 4.5 

RINrYI 5.5 11 .5 15.4 
MUNI 1.6 1.4 1.1 
MUNI 9 .1 6.9 4.6 

MUNI 0.5 3.6 7.2 

19.3 28.3 32.8 

Fi tte r k, "' ... 
4,2 4.2 4,3 

2.4 

0 .1 0. 1 0.1 

0 ,2 0.2 0 ,2 

0.3 0.3 0.3 

2.2 

0,6 0.6 0,6 

1.4 

0.1 0.1 0.1 

7.3 1.3 1.3 

0.7 

(5.4) (1.2) 

(10.91 (9.4) (5,8) 

4 .0 3.5 2.9 

20,4 28.3 28.0 
0.9 0.7 0.5 
2.3 o.o o.o 

11.0 9.6 6.6 

38.6 42.0 38.0 

·~ "" ,,,."Of"I $0 on 

4.3 44 

0.1 0.1 

0.2 0.2 

0.3 0.3 

0.6 0.7 

0.1 0.1 

1.3 1.4 

3.7 a.o 

0.1 4.7 

2.4 1.9 

29.7 30.2 
0.2 
o.o o.o 
3.8 1.6 

36.2 33.7 

4.5 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.7 

0.1 

1.4 

9.1 

9.1 

1.4 

28.0 

o.o 
0.2 

29.7 

4.5 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.7 

0.1 

3.5 
0.8 

18 

7.5 

7.5 

7.8 

0.8 

25.8 

o.o 
0.0 

26.7 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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2021-2031 LTFP I Output: Budget Operating Position 
Workshop approach 

Scenarios - Option 2 
City of Canning 

Long Term Financial Plan Beginning 1 July 2021 

Sutement of Comprehensive Income 

By r~ature and Type B.,ag;,r For«.U! Foux.es• 
SMll,on SM //,on S M/1,on 

Operating Revenue 

Rates 69 1 73 9 77 8 

Operating Grants. Subsidies and Contnbutions 69 6 7 70 

UGP 2.3 28 

Fees and Charges 32 2 34 7 35 6 

SeMce Charges 2.4 2.4 2.4 

Interest Earnings 04 0.2 0 1 

Other Revenue 0 5 06 06 

Total Revenue 111.4 120.8 126.3 

Operating Expenditure 

Employee Costs (57 8) (58 2) (58 2) 

Materials and Contracts (30 6) {314) (31 5) 

UGP (4 6) (5 7) 

Utility Charges (3 9) {4 99) (5 3) 

Interest Expenses (0 3) (0 3) (0 3) 

Oeprnc iat,on (21 6) (22 6) (23 2) 

Insurance (Ex Workers Compensation) (1 2) (1 3) (1 3) 

Other Expenditure (1 4) {17) (1 4) 

Toial Expenditure (116.8) (125.1) (127.0) 

Opera t ing Surplus/(Defici t ) (4.3) (0.7) 

Fwer..as· 
S ,,,1,11,on 

81 6 

67 

43 

36 4 

2.5 

0.2 

06 
132.3 

(57 8) 

(32 3) 

(4 2) 

(5 5) 

(04) 

(23 8) 

(14) 

(17) 

······················••"·····••"''''''''"'"''''"''"" 
······ 

Breaking the 
City's Operating 
Deficit streak ! 

--SM1/lloo 

Forecast 
S Mt/lion 

F01ecas• 
S M/1,on 

For~,s· .•• Fc,r«.esr 
SM ,•••• SM ,on 

.•· .. 
92 2 ••• / 95 0 
8 2 •• 7 4 

84 3 
6 8 

86 6 
7 0 

89 1 

72 

97 8 

7 5 

62 

37 3 

2.6 

0.2 
06 

138.1 

38 3 
2.7 

0.3 
06 

135.5 

.•· 

39 3 4.Q.l 
2.8 / 2.8 
0 5 ..... 0.6 

06 / 0 6 

139.5°. 144. 7 .. . •· 
(59 1) (60 6) ..... (62 1) (63 4) 

(35 0) {32 4) (33 l!r'. {34 6) 

(9 1) ••• •• 

(58) / {59) 

(0 5) ...... (0 6) 

(24 4, ,.· (25 1) 

l•f°4) {1 SJ 
..... (15) (17) 

(6 2) 

(0 7) 

.. · 
411 

2.9 

0 7 
0 7 

147.8 

(64 7) 

{36 9) 

42 1 

3 0 

0 8 
0 7 

151.9 

(66 1) 
(37 1) 

100 8 
77 

43 1 

3.1 

1 3 

05 
156.6 

(67 4) 

{38 0) 

(6 7) 

(0 6) 

(28 3) 

(127.3) / (134.2) (129.2) 

{6 1) 

(0 8) 

(25 8) 

(15) 

{1 5) 

(132.3) 

(264) 

(1 6) 

(1 8) 

(135.1) 

(6 4) 

(0 7) 

(27 0) 

(17) 

(1 5) 

(138.9) 

(6 5) 

(0 7) 

(27 7) 

(1 7) 

(1 8) 

(141.6) 

(1 8) 

(1 6) 

(144.4) -...-
5.0 3.8 6.3 7.2 9.6 8.9 10.3 12.2 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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2021-2031 LTFP I Output · Funding Strategies/Cumulative Budget Position 
Workshop approach 

Scenarios - Option 2 
Strategies & Plans 

AMP - Buildings (funded from rsv trnsfr- not Incl in debt) 

2 Bentley Parl<scapes 

3 Kent Street Weir Master Plan - Capital 

4 Kent Street Weir Master Plan - Operating 

5 Dog Spaces Strategy 

6 Play Provision Strategy 

7 Queens Park Open Space Master Plan 

8 Urban Forest Strategy 

9 Shelley Beach Park Master Plan 

10 Shelley Rossmoyne Foreshore Management Plan 

11 Canning Vale Sports Master Plan 

12 Whaleback Master Plan (In development) 

13 Riverton Leisureplex Master Plan (not endorsed) 

14 Cannin!!lon Leisure pl ex Master Plan !not endorsed) 

Sub Total (LTFP Workshop 2) 

15 Resident Equity - Liability provision 

16 Non Current LSL Liability 

17 Loan from LBR Reserve to Aged Care Reserve 

T otal 

Cumulatl .. Surplus/ (Deftdt) • altar debt funding 

Loan funding for above Strategies & Plana/Budget Defldt 

Loan Outsta nding UGP 
City C.ntnt 

Others (WBA) 
Covld Stimulus 
Strategies & Plans 

Total 

--■HfEMH!EMHf◄MMMMHMMHJ:E 
f - t-fW ,. "i. ., ·t ,~"it .., ;:.r;tSI '"" • i U• 1,., "" 

,.. 
31 ,000,000 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.5 
2.300.ooo 1 1.4 1.0 
6,500,000 2.3 2.3 2.4 
1,000.000 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
1,440,000 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
2,275,000 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
6,000,000 2.1 2.2 2.2 
4,900,000 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 
3,800,000 1.3 1.4 1.4 

750,000 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
TBC 

3,112.500 I 1.1 1.1 1.1 
TBC 

TBC 

3.5 
0.8 
1.8 

(4.8) (6.6) (7.1) (8.2) (4.1) (2.2) 

Contribution 2.6 4.9 4.5 4.0 3.5 2.9 2.4 1.9 1.4 0.8 
Re•rve 5.5 11 .5 15.4 20.4 28.3 28.0 29.7 30.2 28.0 25.8 

MUNI 1.6 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.2 
MUNI 9.1 6.9 4.6 2.3 o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o o.o 
MUNI 4.8 10.5 15.4 19.9 18.6 14.7 9.0 4.7 1.7 0.5 

23.6 35.2 40.9 47.4 51 .0 46.1 41 .4 36.8 31 .1 27.1 

~ ; CITY OF CANNING 
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2021-2031 LTFP I Output · Budget Operating Position 
Workshop approach 

Scenarios - Option 3 
City of Canning 
Long Term Financial Plan Beginning 1 July 2021 - Draft (Option 3) 

Statement of Comprehensive Income 

By alur<. and Type 

Operating Revenue 

Rales 

Operating Grants, Subsidies and Contnbutions 

-Underground Power related contribution 

Fees and Charges 

Ser.,ce Charges 

Interest Earnings 

OtherR8\8nue 

Tota l Revenue 

Operating Expenditure 

Employee Costs 

Malerials and Conlracts 

-Underground Power related expenditure 

Utility Charges 

lnle<eSI Expenses 

Depreciation 

Insurance (Ex Wori<ers Compensation) 

Other Expenditure 

Total Expenditure 

Opera ling Surplus/(Deflci l) 

S M1lfro,1 su,,;o,,, $Al °" 

69.1 73.2 75.6 

6.9 6.7 7.0 

2.3 2.8 

32.2 34.7 35.6 

2.4 2.4 2.4 

0.4 0.2 0.1 

0.5 0.6 0.6 

111 .4 120.1 124.1 

(57 8) (582) (582) 

(306) (31 4) (31 .5) 

(4 6) (5.7) 

(39) (4 99) (5.3) 

(0 3) (0.3) (03) 

(21 .6) (226) (23.2) 

(12) (1 .3) (1 .3) 

(1 4) (1 7) (t 4) 

(116.8) (125.1) (127.0) 

(5.0) (2.9) 

SM r,on 

78.2 

6.7 

4.3 

36.4 

2.5 

0.2 

06 

128.9 

(57 8) 

(32.3) 

(4 2) 

(5.5) 

(0.5) 

(238) 

(1.4) 

(1 7) 

(127.4) 

1.5 

Breaking the 
City's Operating 

•············ Deficit streak ! 
PH&fliiiM··· EH■~-•Exd Land Sales 

F, Ve< 

$ l.tll,on SM/lion 

800 81 5 

6.8 7.0 

6.2 

373 38.3 

2.6 2.7 

02 0.3 

0.6 0.6 

133.8 130.4 

(591) (606) 

(324) (33 8) 

(91) 

(58) (5.9) 

(06) (08) 

(244) (251) 

(14) (1 .5) 

(15) (1 8) 

(134.3) (129.4) 

(0.5) 1.0 

/ I,~: $Al//,;, $M .>.... ~,..10,'. 

83 2 85.3 1/2 89.0 

3:·: 4::: ........... 4:·: 4::: 

2.8 2.8 / 2.9 3.0 

o.5 06 / 0.1 o.8 

0.6 0.fi 0.7 0.7 

;;: _./_..-{ ;: ;;: ; ;: 
(6 ·ti (6 2) (6 4) (6.5) 

(J,.'O) (10) (11) (1 2) 

~~ ~~ W~ W7J 
/ (1.5) (1.6) (1 7) (1 7) 

..... (1 6) (1 9) (1 6) (1 9) 

(132.6) (135.5) (139.5} (1 42.3) 

1.0 2.3 0.5 0.7 

00.9 

7.7 

43.1 

3.1 

1.2 

0.5 

146.6 

(674) 

(38.0) 

(6 7) 

(1 .3) 

(28.3) 

(1 .8) 

(1 7) 

(145.2) 

1.4 

G; CITY OF CANNING 
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2021-2031 LTFP I Output : Budget Position 
Workshop approach 

Scenarios tion 3 
■l·ll·l■Hl■■·ll■ll .. 1-•ul■•u,■11•11 ·111·111 

~ ~, '"' ,oro ' ,.,,.. iJllif l(Y'9''1I 

1i.1r1 ... or '"" " 
.., ,, 

Note Pl,1n & Str~ll'git-1wi1h 00.r ILlbilitN1 

1 AMP • Buildings (funded from rsv tmsfr - not incl in debt) 31 .000,000 4,1 4.2 4 ,2 4 3 4.3 4,4 4 ,5 4,5 

2 Bentley Parkscapes 2,300,000 1.4 1.0 

3 Kent Stteet Weir Master Plan • Capital 6,500,000 2.3 2.3 2.4 

4 Kent Street Weir Master Plan- Operating 1,000,000 0.1 0.1 0 ,1 0.1 0.1 0 ,1 0.1 0 .1 0 ,1 

5 001!: Spaces Strategy 1.440,000 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 

6 Plav Provision Strategy 2,275,000 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 

7 Queens Park Open Space Master Plan 6,000,000 2.1 2.2 2.2 

8 Urban forest Strategy 4.900,000 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 

9 Shelley Beach Park Master Plan 3,800,000 1.3 1.4 1.4 

10 Shelley Rossmovne Foreshore Management Plan 750,000 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 ,1 01 0.1 0.1 0 .1 0 ,1 

11 Canning vale Sports Master Plan TBC 
12 Whalebadc Master Plan (in development) 3,112,500 ,_, 1.1 ,_, 
13 Riverton ~lsureplex Master Plan I not endorsed) me 
14 Cannington Leisureplex Master Plan (not endorsed I TBC 

Sub Tora/ (L TFP Workshop 2) 63,077,500 

15 A:esident Equity- Liabili ty provision 3,500,000 3,5 

16 Non Current LSL liability 829.000 0.8 

17 Loan from LBR Reserve to Aged care Reserve 1,757,000 1.8 

Total 69,163,500 

Tola/ yearly spread (Notional• Exel AMP-Buildings) 2.5 9.0 8.3 7.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 u u 7.5 

Cumulative Surplu1 / (DeftcH) - after debl funding 

Loan funding for abo_.. StrablglH & Plant/Budget Deficit {5.5) (9.0) (11 .2) (13.8) (11.7) (12.2) (12.7) (14.3} (15.3) (21.9) 

Cumulative Surplus I (Deficit) - before debt fund ing (5.5) (13.2) (21 .5) (30.1) (33.7) (35.6) (36.6) (J8.3) 140,4) (48.8) 

Loan Outstanding UGP Contribution 2.8 4.9 4.5 4.0 3.5 2.9 u 1.9 1.4 0.8 

Clly Centre Ro•IW 5.5 11.5 15.4 20.4 28.3 28.0 29.7 30.2 28.0 25.8 
Othe'9 (WSS) MUNI 1.8 1.4 1.1 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.2 
Covid Stimulus MUNI 9.1 6.9 4.6 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

DeficWStrablgies & Plans MUNI 5.5 13.4 21.7 30.5 34.3 36.4 37.8 39.5 42.0 50.7 

Total 24.3 38.1 47.3 58.0 66.8 67.8 70.0 71 .7 71 .4 77.4 

G7; CITY OF CANNING 
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2021-2031 LTFP I Driver : Revenue Parameter - Rate Revenue 
*Excludes - SAR,Retlrement 
Villages,lnterlms im pact 
••Assu mes FY2021-22 as Base 
GRV Workshop a pp roach 

Scenarios 

Option 1 

Option 2 

Option 3 

Oes.cription 2021 2022 

General Rates Revenu e 111SM 68.71 n.68 
Rate Ye lid ~ 5.64% 6.34% 

Residential • Rate in a$(%) Increase 8.00% 
Non Resi - Ra te in a$(%) Increase "" 10.00% 
Minimum lna ease s 123 

Average • Residential (Non-Min) 1,122 1,276 
Average • Residential (Total) 1,018 1,143 

S Inc In Avg • Residential ( on-Min) m 
S Inc In Avg - Residenual (Total) 125 

6.50% L 6.6iiil 6.83" 1.00% 1.18" 

2.50% 2.50% ~~50% 2.50% 2.50% 
2.50% 2.50% 2. ' , 2.50% 2.50% 

24 25 26 ------~6 27 
r:-::::7 ..... 

1,307 ~ 1,374 1,408 ' ~443 
1,172 1,201 1,231 1,262 1,29,..., 

32 33 34 34 3S 

29 29 30 31 32 

2028 2029 2030 

90.08 

7.36% 

2.50% 
2.50% 

28 

1,479 
1, 326 

32 ....... 

92.33 

7.54% 

2.50% 
2.50% 

28 

1,516 
1,359 

37 
33 

94.64 

7.73% 

2.50% 
2.50% 

29 

1,554 
1,393 

38 
34 

97.01 

7.92% 

2.50% 
2.50% 

30 

1,593 
1,428 

39 
35 

Description 2021 

...... 

IEml&!IEmllEWiii&IIEml&IIEmlil·Ufl·FI■ 
Ge neral Rates Revenue 

Rate Yelld 

..,., , c;. • , $ .. • -~ t f •~ , , t r '!!-<: , ~ 

68.71 

5.64% 

76. 78 80.39 • 82.40 84.:4! __ 86.57 88.74 90.95 93.23 95.3&,,, 

Residential • Rate in a$(") lnaease % 

73.30 

5.99% 

2.17" 
4 .50% 

6.21"L__iiiffi 6.73% 

4 .65% 4.65" 2.50% 

6.90% T.IT7'1f.~- ...,,,~--~ 7.61% 7.80" ......... 
2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% --i:50% ___ is'aK' -----~:::. 

Non Resi - Rate in a S (" ) Increase 
Minimum Increase s 
Average • Residentia l (Non-Min) s 
Average - Resident ial (Total) s 
S Inc on Avg - Residential (Non-Min) s 

S Inc In Avg · Residential (Total) s 

Description 

General Rates Revenue 

Rate Yeild 
., 

Residential - Rate in a$(%) Increase 

Non Resi - Rate in a $(%) Increase " Minimum Incre ase 

Average - Residential (Non-Min) 

s 

1,122 

1,018 

50 

1,196 

1,073 

4.50% 4.50% 2.50% 

50 50 25 

l,252 ~ 1,355 
1,126 1,181 1,210 

56 70 33 

53 55 30 

26 

1,388 

2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% / 

U V 28 28 29 // 

1,423 1,459 1,495 1,533 1,5 ~ .,. 

1,271 1,303 1,336 1,369 ,!o3 1,240 

34 

30 

EIIEmlEDEmllEWiii&IIIEml&m-Eml&m 
s• ' ,. ,. , F • ~- • ,. rfl • 

68.71 72.62 74.75 76.96 78.50 80.07 81.67 jl!.30 84.97 86.67 88.40 

5.64% 5.93% 6.10% 6.29% 6.41% 6.54% 6.67" 6.80% 6.94% 7.08% 7.22% 

1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 
4.50% 4.50% 4.50% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 

25 25 25 19 19 19 20 20 20 21 

l ,U2 1,173 1,194 1,217 1,241 1,266 l ,291 ~ 1,343 1,370 1,398 

1,089 1, 111 1,156 1,179 1,202 1,227 1,251 

.,. .,. 

Rate 
Yield 
6.6% 

I ________ _ 

Goals! 

Residential 

Average - Residential (Total ) 1,018 1,054 1,072 1,133 

S Inc In Avg - Residential ( on-Min) st 21 22 24 25 25 26 26 27 27 G; CITY OF CANNING S Inc In Avg - Res idential (Total) 17 18 22 22 23 23 24 24 25 
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" Assumes Current Rat io of 0.94 
based on historical 3 year min imum 

2021-2031 LTFP I Outout: FHI Forecast 
Workshop approach 

Scenarios 

Option 1 

City of Canning Ratio Results 

Financial Health Indicator 

Option 2 

City of Canning Ratio Results 

Financial Health Indicator 

Option 3 

--
City of Canning Ratio Results 

Financial Health Indicator 

---

(IMtlllflC,..... 

tl.-!lelftt -
MHfMMH!MMHJMMH¾WMHlMMHIMMH+MM+Hi■MMl·MMMIM 

68 77 81 80 80 79 80 80 80 79 

......... 

~.....,_. ~ ~ O IWI $viii~ C-s.;• 
0 ~ O K!t l 

MHfMMH!MMHJMMH¼WMHlMMHMMH+MMHkMMMl·MMHIM 
57 61 79 77 78 

56 60 76 59 74 

75 78 

69 71 

78 

..... --

60 

80 79 

64 66 
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MOORE 

30 Apri l 2021 

Mr S Cain 
Director Canning Corporate and Commercial 
City of Canning 
Locked Bag 80 
WELSHPOOL WA 6986 

Dear Stephen 

Agreed Upon Procedures 

Introduction 

Moore Australia 

Level 15, Exchange Tower, 
2 The Esplanade, Perth. WA 6000 

PO Box 5785. St Georges Terrace, WA 6831 

T +61 8 9225 5355 
F +61 8 9225 6181 

www.moore-australia.com.au 

Scope of work as determined by the engagement letter dated 20 April 2021 signed by Greg Godwin on 
behalf of Moore Australia ("MA"} and signed by Stephen Cain on behalf of the City of Canning. 

Scope of the Engagement 

We conducted our engagement in accordance with Standard on Related Services ASRS 4400 Agreed
Upon Procedures Engagements to Report Factual Findings. This standard requires us to comply with 
ethical requirements equivalent to Other Assurance Engagements, and plan and perform the agreed 
procedures to obtain factual findings. The procedures which we will perform will be restricted to those 
procedures agreed with you and listed below. 

We have agreed to perform the procedures listed below and report to you the factual findings resu lting 
from our work in relation to the City. 

1. Review the accuracy of all the comparative data collected from the budgets of the other Councils 
listed in the comparative data spreadsheets; 

2. Compare the parameters used in the new L TFP to the parameters established in the comparative 
data; 

3. Review the rationale developed by the City for the proposed staged adjustment to the L TFP for the 
purpose of re-establishing a solid financial position, including benchmarking and the capacity to 
pay; 

4. Review the reasonableness of the draft L TFP and the financial position in the light of financial ratios 
set by the DLGSC, the Financial Health Indicator and principles of financial prudence; and 

5. Identify any other gaps or issues noted during the review. 

If we are unable to perform the exact nature, timing or extent of procedures agreed above but alternative 
procedures are available, we will only perform these alternative procedures if modified terms of the 
engagement are agreed with yourself. 

Moore Australia (WA) Pty Ltd trading as agent - ABN 99 433 544 961. 
An independent member of Moore Global Network Limited • members in principal cities throughout the world . 
Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation. 



Item CC-025-21 - Attachment 8 Moore Australia Final Report to City of Canning 

Page 57 

CC-025-21 Reframing the Long Term Financial Plan CC-025-21 
 

 
  

MOORE 

Factual Findings 

1. Review the accuracy of al l the comparative data collected from the budgets and annual reports of 
the other Councils listed in the comparative data spreadsheets. 

Source of Informatio n 

• Statutory Budget for the year ended 30 June 2021 for the following local governments: 

City of Armadale City of Gosnells City of Rockingham 

City of Belmont City of Kwinana City of Stirling 

City of Canning City of Mandurah City of Swan 

City of Cockburn City of Melville Town of Victoria Park 

PROCEDURE FINDING 

City of Armadale 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Armadale's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

City of Belmont 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order lo verify: budget found on the City of Belmont's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

City of Canning 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Canning's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

City of Cockburn 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Cockburn's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

Page I 2 
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MOORE 

Factual Findings (continued) 

PROCEDURE FINDING 

City of Gosnells 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Gosnell's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

City of Kwinana 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Kwinana's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

City of Mandurah 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Mandurah's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

City of Melville 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Melville's websi te. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

City of Rockingham 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Rockingham's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances . Total loan balances . Average residential rates 

Page 13 
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MOORE 

Factual Findings (continued) 

PROCEDURE FINDING 

City of Stirling 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Stirling's website. . Number of properties rated , rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances 

• Total loan balances 

• Average residential rates 

City of Swan 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the City of Swan's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items 

• Total reserve balances 

• Total loan balances 

• Average residential rates 

Town of Victoria Park 

Independently obtained a copy of the 2021 Budget in Amounts used on comparative table agree to the 2021 
order to verify: budget found on the Town of Victoria Park's website. . Number of properties rated, rateable value, rate in 

the $ and minimum rates; . Income and expenditure items . Total reserve balances 

• Total loan balances 

• Average residential rates 

Page 14 
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Factual Findings (continued) 

2. Compare the parameters used in the new L TFP to the parameters established in the comparative 
data. 

Source of Information 

• Summary of comparative data prepared by C ity of Canning management. 

• Draft new L TFP prepared by City of Canning management. 

• Presentation prepared for Budget 2022 workshop to be held on 27 April 2021 . 

• PWC benchmarking survey for Sustainable Productivity 

PROCEDURE FINDING 

Obtain a listing of the parameters used in the new 
L TFP in order to achieve the goals of: 

a) Restoring the City's financial position to be able 
to generate operating surpluses. 

b) Funding all of the adopted strategies and plans, 
especially the asset management plans. 

c) Achieving the cost reductions through a mix of 
benchmarking, outsourcing and service level 
reviews. 

d) Not relying on land sales to generate operating 
surplus. 

e) Applying a three year timeframe for lifting the 
rating levels to the required level of funding . 

f) Maintaining the principles identified in the City's 
Rating Strategy 2018-2023, ensuring objectivity 
and equity continue. 

Obtain a summary of the parameters established from 
the comparative data 

Compare the parameters used in the new L TFP with 
the parameters obtained from the comparative data 

Comment on the parameters used in the new L TFP in 
the light of the parameters obtained from the 
comparative data 

Management is proposing the following: 

1. Adopting revenue measures that lift the City's rate 
yield from 5.6% to 6.6%, through a staged 
transition over 3 years with increases to income 
from: 

a) Adjustments to the minimum residential rate 
by $50 per annum to lift this to around $1 ,000; 

b) Adjustments lo the average residential rate by 
$55 per annum to lift this to around $1 ,320; 

c) Setting the vacant residential land rate at 
160% of the residential rate; and 

d) Adjustments to non-residential rates, in line 
with the above increases, to retain the relative 
proportion of rate income to between 45-48% 
of total rate income. 

2. Adopting fees and charges and assuming pre
COVID patronage at the leisure centres to reduce 
operating losses at these facilities 

3. To continue the expenditure reduction program to 
achieve a net annual saving of $3m pa within the 
next three years. 

See Appendix A for details 

See Appendix A for details 

The comparative data indicates the adjustments 
proposed to rates would keep the: 

average residential rates below the average 
calculated from the comparative data; and 

- minimum rates below the average calculated from 
the comparative data. 

See Appendix A for details 

The rate in the $, average residential rates and 
minimum rates used in the L TFP remain below the 
averages determined in the comparative data 

The PWC survey notes the City's number of 
employees per 1,000 residents is 6.1 compared to an 
industry average of 4.9. The L TFP has adopted a 
strategy lo reduce overall employee, material and 
contract costs to achieve a net reduction of 
approximately 5%, thereby moving the City towards 
the industry average. 

Page I 5 
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Factual Findings (continued) 

3. Review the rationale developed by the City for the proposed staged adjustment to the L TFP for the 
purpose of re-establishing a solid financial position, including benchmarking and the capacity to 
pay. 

Source of Information 

• Presentation prepared for Budget 2022 workshop to be held on 27 April 2021 . 

PROCEDURE FINDING 

Review management's rationale for each adjustment. Management's rationale is noted as: 

Obtain management's assumptions for what 
constitutes a solid financial position. 

Compare the key items comprising a solid financial 
position to forecasted levels in the new L TFP 
Scenario 2 

Compare the source of funds for any operating 
deficits and capital expenditure between Scenario 2 
and Scenario 3 

- Proposed rate increases raise required revenue 
whilst keeping rates below those of neighboring 
and comparative local governments. 

- As other metropolitan local governments can 
achieve 4.9 employees per 1,000 residents, 
management considers it reasonable to target 
this area for cost savings. 

Management's assumptions have been identified as: 

- Financial ratios to achieve DLGSC target levels 

- Council to generate operating surpluses in order 
to fund asset management requirements, capital 
expenditure programs and endorsed strategies 
from its own sources of funds. 

- All currently identified capital projects fully funded 
in the LTFP 

Scenario 2 achieves the goals of being in a position to: 

• Achieve and maintain an Operating Surplus from 
2024 onwards 

• Fund the capital expenditure program from own 
source funds 

• Gradually increase the level of reserves 

• Maintain current borrowing levels. 

By not increasing rates by the required amounts 
operating deficits persist and both the operating 
deficits and capital expenditure are required to be 
funded by borrowings in the L TFP. 

Page I 6 
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Factual Findings (continued) 

4. Review the reasonableness of the draft L TFP and the financial position in the light of financial ratios 
set by the DLGSC, the Financial Health Indicator (FHI) and principles of financial prudence. 

Source of Information 

• Draft new L TFP prepared by City of Canning management. 

• Benchmark levels set by the DLGSC. 

PROCEDURE FINDING 

Compare each forecast ratio in the L TFP to the The staged increase of revenue and reduction in costs 

benchmark levels set by the DLGSC for the Scenario leads to forecasted ratios being above benchmark 

2 LTFP levels from 2024 with minimal forecast increase in 
borrowings 

Compare each forecast ratio in the L TFP to the Without the increase in revenue, the cost reductions 

benchmark levels set by the DLGSC for the Scenario alone don't resu lt in the required level of operating 

3 LTFP surpluses to fund the capital projects committed to 
resulting in increased borrowings which leads to the 
Debt Service Cover ratio forecasted to be below 
benchmark levels from 2027 onwards. 

Compare the resulting FHI score to a benchmark level Scenario 2 achieves an FH I score in excess of 70 in 

of 70 2024 and the score remains above 70 for the 
remainder of the L TFP 

Scenario 3 achieves an FH I score in excess of 70 in 
2024, however, it reverts to below 70 for 5 of the 
remaining 7 years of the L TFP. 

Financial position compared to principle of financial Prudence requires revenue not to be overstated or 

prudence - Operating Surplus / (Deficit) costs understated. The rationale appears to be both 
logical and prudent. 

Financial position compared to principle of financial Prudence would require adequate provision to be 

prudence - Reserve Levels made for all known future commitments. As master 
plans and capital expenditure projects have been 
extensively researched, it would be prudent to allocate 
funds from current revenues for these known future 
commitments. 

Cash backed reserve levels appear to be less than half 
the average of the other local governments in the 
sample. 

Financial position compared to principle of financial Debt levels should be maintained at a level which 

prudence - Debt Levels and cost of servicing debt. keeps debt service costs at sustainable levels. 
Scenario 2 achieves the goal of keeping debt service 
costs above industry benchmark levels whereas 
Scenario 3 causes debt service costs to trend below 
the industry benchmark level. 

Page I 7 
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Factual Findings (continued) 

5. Identify any other gaps or issues noted during the review. 

PROCEDURE FINDING 

Consider all information gathered and note any gaps. The L TFP review also identified that the City's Asset 
Management Plans are not yet fully mature and 
previously have not fully informed the L TFP with 
detailed information that would assist strategic 
decision making. 

Yours faithfully 

Greg Godwin 
Partner 
Moore Australia (WA) Ply Lid 

The difference between the budgeted deficits and 
actual deficits for the leisure centres and aged care 
services is an ongoing concern. 

How cost savings of $3M per annum will be achieved 
is yet to be detailed. 

Page I 8 
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Appendix A 
Parameters used in 2021 budget 

Average of 

Item City of Canning Comparative Councils Variance 

Improved residential ra te in the $ 0.0564 0.0706 -0.0142 

Average residential rates $1,154 $1,438 -$284 

Minimum rate for residential $852 $1,016 -$164 

Total reserves at 30 June 2020 $22,365,595 $76,356,622 -$53,991,027 

Total reserves at 30 June 2021 $33,270,530 $66,480,382 -$33,209,852 

Borrowings as at 30 June 2020 $5,486,976 $19,327,912 -$13,840,936 

Borrowings as at 30 June 2021 $21,755,810 $21,362,388 $393,422 

PWC industry survey 

Average of 

City of Canning Comparative Councils Variance 

Employees pe r 1,000 res id ents 6.1 4.9 1.2 
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Rental Comparison 
Address Suburb Rent p/w Rent per room Bedrooms Bathrooms Car Parking Local Government source Tenure 

19Wyndham Street St James s 380.00 s 126.67 3 2 1 Town of Victoria Park realestate.com Whole House 

106 Jarrah Road St James s 380.00 s 126.67 3 1 2 Town of Victoria Park realestate.com Whole House 

2/16 Lei chart Street St James s 410.00 $ 136.67 3 2 2 Town of Victoria Park realestate .com Whole House 

1/44 Alday Street St James s 450.00 $ 150.00 3 2 2 Town of Victoria Park realestate.com Whole House 

Average s 405.00 $ 135.00 $ 1,191.00 

2/13 Norman Street St James s 42S.OO $ 141.67 3 1 2 City of Canning realestate .com Whole House 

4/15 Pitt Street St James s 380.00 $ 126.67 3 1 2 City of Canning realestate .com Whole House 

3/14 Stannard St James s 420.00 $ 140.00 3 2 2 City of Canning realestate.com Whole House 

Average $ 408.33 $ 136.11 $ 852.00 

Cann, ng Va le 

Address Suburb Rent p/w Rent per room Bedrooms Bathrooms Car Parking Local Government source Tenure 

3Amboy Lane Canning Vale $ S95.00 $ 148.75 4 2 2 City of Gosnells realestate.com Whole House 

9 Rath lin Cove Canning Vale $ 520.00 $ 130.00 4 2 2 City of Gosnells realestate.com Whole House 

23 Hughes Street Canning Vale s 530.00 $ 132.50 4 2 2 City of Gosnells Realestate .com Whole House 

270 Shreeve Road Canning Vale s 520.00 $ 130.00 4 2 2 City of Gosnells realestate .com Whole House 

28 Stainbu ry Turn Canning Vale s 470.00 $ 117.50 4 2 2 City of Gosnells realestate .com Whole House 

Average $ 527.00 $ 131.75 $ 1,377.00 

22 Kingsway Gardens Canning Vale s 625.00 $ 156.25 4 2 2 City of Canning Realestate .com Whole House 

21 Temple tonia Retreat Canning Vale $ 500.00 $ 125.00 4 2 2 City of Canning Realestate.com Whole House 

8The Cove Canning Vale $ 515.00 $ 128.75 4 2 1 Ci ty of Canning Realestate .com Whole House 

3 Carlton Loop Canning Vale s 530.00 $ 132.50 4 2 2 City of Canning Realestate .com Whole House 

46 Lansdowne Entrance Canning Vale $ 500.00 $ 125.00 4 2 2 City of Canning Realestate.com Whole House 

Average $ 534.00 $ 133.50 $ 1,062.00 
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7. CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS  

Nil. 

   

8. CLOSURE 
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