
JOHNSTAFF 

Attachment E 

Development Options Assessment 

The Ultimo Presence Project 



PAXON GROUP 

Development Options Assessment - Ultimo Site 

Results Overview: Comparison of Planning Scenarios 

A Development Options Assessment ("DOA") has been conducted to assess potential 

development and divestment options for the Ultimo site. The assessment considers the 

potential value to the State of allowing third-party development on sections of the Ultimo 

site, whilst retaining a presence on the site for MAAS and general cultural usage. 

Planning Parameters 

Two sets of planning parameters have been applied. 

The first is based on current planning restrictions for the site, which limit development to 

28m height. The potential development is shown indicatively below. 

 

The second scenario is based on achieving a change in planning conditions for the site, 

allowing development to 130m height. This height is determined in accordance with advice 

from the Town Planning Consultant, Ethos Urban, as it is in keeping with new and 

proposed developments in the area, preserves solar amenity to surrounding open space, 

and avoids overshadowing of residential development. An indicative development meeting 

these requirements is shown below. 
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Designs under each set of parameters have been produced by Crone Architects. Both 

scenarios assume that the existing heritage buildings will be retained, making the Wran and 

Harwood building sites available for development. 

Assumptions for Analysis 

Results are shown for a range of develop equity returns. Achieving the upper bound of 

these ranges will be dependent on the developer attributing a low level of risk to achieving 

the assumptions that underpin the analysis, and hence accepting a lower return on equity. 

This may be assisted through the State's contracting strategy, particularly by the State 

carrying approval risk in achieving necessary site development approvals. 

It is noted that the capital costing used in the DOA has not been supplied by a Quantity 

Surveyor. The capital cost assumptions may be tested with a cost planner should a 

greater level of certainty in regards to likely construction cost, and resulting potential 

return, be required. 

For the revised LEP scenario, it is assumed the State will enter into an agreement with a 

preferred developer through a tender process. This allows the developer to commence 

planning and pre-sales prior to the release of the final Development Approval. This 

expedites the process of delivering the development, allowing concurrent construction with 

the New Museum, and delivers the best value outcome to the State. 

The results provided below do not consider, at this stage, the cost impact on the remaining 

museum or cultural presence as a result of the varying development scenarios. 

Findings 

Results are shown for both residential and commercial development, with values provided 

for individual sites (Harwood and Wran) and the full site. The indicative designs on which 

these values are based reach maximum height on both site portions, so there is no 

opportunity to maximise value on one site by reallocating development area. 

Table 1: Residential Results 

Type of Development Harwood site Wran Site Total Risk Level 

 Current Planning 
Controls (26m Height) 

 Low to  
Medium 

     Revised Planning 
Controls (130m Height) 

 Medium 

    
 

Table 2: Commercial Results      

 Type of Development   Harwood site Wran Site  Total Risk Level  
        

Current Planning 
Controls (26m Height) 

     
Low to 
Medium 

 

Revised Planning 
Controls (130m Height) 

     Medium  

It can be seen that a residential development yields the greatest divestment value, consistent 

with the market analysis originally conducted by CBRE. 
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Achieving a return at the higher end of the range shown will be dependent on a developer 

becoming comfortable with a low level of risk associated with the project, allowing the 

developer to accept a return on equity at the lower end of typical development returns. The 

overall final divestment value will also be contingent on the assumptions from the prior real 

estate market analysis, cost planning and other inputs remaining valid at the time a 

transaction is completed. 

A mixed-use development would be possible, and would yield a value within the range 

bounded by the commercial and residential values for each site shown above. 

Value Sharing Voluntary Planning Agreement 

Based on current practices, there may be a requirement for any development option to 

undertake in a Value Sharing Voluntary Planning Agreement ("VPA") with local council. It is 

understood that the \TPA will be entered into between the State and the local council, 

affecting the State's overall net return from divestment of the property. The amount of any 

payments associated with a VPA are estimated to be 6.5% of the capital improved value of the 

site, and will only apply to options that exceed current LEP controls.  

The table below shows the calculated CIV and VPA amounts applicable to a revised LEP 

planning option. 

Table 3: CIV and VPA amounts 

 

A summary of results for revised LEP planning options liable to enter a VPA are displayed 

below. 

Table 4: Results inclusive of VPA, Revised LEP planning (130m) 
Type of Development Value - Commercial Value - Residential Risk Level 

Harwood Site Medium  

Wran Site 

Both Harwood and Wran  

Medium 

Medium 

For the purposes of this assessment it is assumed that any VPA 

outcomes would be reinvested into the Ultimo Presence Project to assist in the realisation of 

public amenity or benefit from the project. 
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Executive Summary 

This Development Options Assessment ("DOA") considers potential development 

and divestment options for the current Powerhouse Museum site at Ultimo. These 

options contemplate development on the site, constrained by current Sydney Local 

Environment Plan 2012 ("LEP") controls. These options are in addition to the retention 

of a cultural presence on the site, as outlined in the Project Definition Brief, and seek 

to deliver a capital return to the State through divestment to a developer. 

To determine overall suitability for inclusions in scope, a two-part assessment 

process is conducted, comprising the following steps: 

1. Qualitative Assessment: Determines overall risk level for each option 

against defined qualitative criteria. Options attracting a High risk rating are 

not considered suitable for inclusion in scope; 

2. Quantitative/Financial Assessment: Determines, based on an assessment 

of the market and financial modelling, the likely Net Present Value 

("NPV") impact of each option, and hence its financial viability. 

Options attracting a reasonable qualitative risk rating, and that can be shown to 

demonstrate an overall positive NPV to the State, are then considered appropriate 

for further consideration within the development scope for the Ultimo site. 

1.1 Assumptions 

The DOA draws on the work conducted previously by Crone Architects and CBRE 

in determining the divestment value of the entire site, particularly around product 

types and yields. 

The DOA assumes that the existing heritage buildings (in orange below) will be 

utilised for MAAS facilities and cultural presence. This makes the current Wran 

and Harwood building sites available as potential development options. Hence, the 

following three options are considered within the DOA: 

 Option 1: Base Case (No Divestment); 

 Option 2: Divestment of Harwood building site; 

 Option 3: Divestment of Wran building site. 

It is also possible to divest both the Wran and Harwood sites, with overall 

values modelled. 

The development considered is based on current planning restrictions for the 

site, which limit development to 28m height. 

It may be possible to achieve a higher development value if the State were to 

progress a planning approval for the site, requesting approval for development at a 

greater height and overall site floor space area. However, the DOA considers only 

the value achievable under current planning controls, ensuring that the potential land 

value shown is not subject to risk around future approvals. 

Results are modelled at the upper end of a potential range of developer equity return 

rates, again providing values which are subject to lower risk. Where a developer can 

achieve greater certainty around potential site usage and occupancy, they may accept 

a lower return which would increase the value of results provided. 
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1.2 Results 

The overall findings of the DOA are summarised in the table below. 

T a b l e  1 :  S u m m a r y  o f  R e s u l t s   

Type of Development Value - Value- Risk Level 

Commercial Residential 

Harwood Site Low 

Wran Site Low to Medium 

Both Harwood and Wran Low to Medium 

This analysis leads to the following key findings: 

 There is more potential value in the Harwood site due to its larger footprint; 

and 

 Residential development delivers the greatest potential value for the site. 

A mixed-use development would be possible, and would yield a value within the 

range shown above. 

Achieving a return at the higher end of the range shown will be dependent on a 

developer becoming comfortable with a low level of risk associated with the project, 

allowing the developer to accept a return on equity at the lower end of typical 

development returns. The overall final divestment value will also be contingent on the 

assumptions from the prior real estate market analysis, cost planning and other inputs 

remaining valid at the time a transaction is completed. 
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2 Introduction 
This Development Options Assessment ("DOA") considers potential development 

and divestment options for the current Powerhouse Museum site at Ultimo. These 

options involve development on the site, constrained by current Sydney Local 

Environment Plan 2012 ("LEP") controls. These options are in addition to the retention 

of a cultural presence on the site, as outlined in the Project Definition Brief, and seek 

to deliver a capital return to the State through divestment to a developer. 

While options may generate a commercial return through divestment proceeds, it is 

important that they are also aligned with the overall direction of the project. This 

assessment determines the qualitative suitability, and associated risk, of options 

under a number of qualitative criteria. It then assesses the ability of options to 

provide a commercial return to a developer should they be developed on the Ultimo 

site, which informs the land value a developer would be willing to pay for the 

opportunity. 

2.1 Overall Assessment Process 

To determine overall suitability for inclusions in scope, a two-part assessment process 

is conducted, comprising the following steps: 

1. Qualitative Assessment: Determines overall risk level for each option against 

defined qualitative criteria. Options attracting a High risk rating are not 

considered suitable for inclusion in scope; 

2. Quantitative/Financial Assessment: Determines, based on an assessment of 

the market and financial modelling, the likely Net Present Value ("NPV") 

impact of each option, and hence its financial viability. 

Options attracting a reasonable qualitative risk rating, and that can be shown to 

demonstrate an overall positive NPV to the State, are then considered appropriate for 

further consideration within the development scope for the Ultimo site. 

A detailed description of the methodology employed in conducting the qualitative 

and quantitative assessments is provided in Section 3. 
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3 Assessment Methodology 

The assessment of potential development options involves a two-staged approach, 

assessing both the qualitative suitability of the option, and its financial viability. 

3.1 Qualitative Assessment Methodology 

To undertake the qualitative assessment, each option is evaluated against four criteria. 

These criteria have been developed to align to the overall qualitative objectives of the 

project, and are to be endorsed by the Project Control Group ("PCG") and Project 

Steering Committee ("PSC") for the MAAS Project. The criteria assessed are the 

following: 

 Compliance with Policy; 

 Alignment with Strategy; 

 Sustainability; and 

 Master Plan and Physical Parameters. 

The approach taken is to consider the alignment of each development option 

with these qualitative requirements, and to then determine the likely risk of 

pursuing a specific development option, negatively impacting upon 

achievement of these requirements. 

Each option is assigned a risk rating of High, Medium or Low against each criteria, 

with these ratings used to derive an overall risk rating for the option. The overall risk 

rating determines their qualitative suitability as a site development option. Options 

attracting High overall risk ratings would not be considered qualitatively suitable for 

inclusion, irrespective of the potential commercial outcome. 

Table 2 sets out the four criteria against which potential development options for 

inclusion on the Ultimo site are assessed to determine their qualitative suitability. 

The table also identifies the documents and policies which are referenced in this 

evaluation, as well as key themes and individual elements of these documents 

which are specifically considered. 
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Table 2: Qualitative Assessment Criteria and Reference Documents 

Criteria Documents Description of Approach to Assessment 

Referenced 

1 Compliance MAAS Act 

with Policy (1945) 

Premier's 

Priorities 2016 

& State 

Priorities 

Assess options for alignment with objects and functions 

of the Museum outlined in section 14 of the Act. 

Alignment with NSW Government key priority of 

increasing cultural participation through the following 

actions: 

"Participation in the arts promotes personal and collective 

wellbeing, as well as contributing strongly to an 

innovative and robust local economy. Increasing the 

attendance at our cultural venues and events by 15% will 

have flow-on benefits for job creation, the visitor 

economy and education". 

"This requires strategic partnerships across government, 

business, education and the creative industries to ensure 

NSW continues to lead the country in cultural 

employment, screen production and cultural tourism".  
 

2 Alignment 

with Strategy 

Arts NSW, 

Create in 

NSW: The 

NSW Arts 

& Cultural 

Policy 

Framework, 

2015 

Other 

Strategic 

Directions 

Create in NSW policy outlines various ambitions for  

excellence, access and strength, through the following  

actions: 

 "Scoping arts and cultural opportunities across  

redevelopments in Sydney with other government  

agencies and private developers" 

 "Develop and arts precinct in the Sydney CBD" 

 "Support for the NSW Arts and Disability  

Partnership" 

Broad alignment with other strategic documents  

including the following: 

 A Plan for Growing Sydney 

 Better Placed, Draft Architecture and Design Policy 

 NSW Disability Inclusion Plan 

 NSW State Health Plan 

 Create in NSW: NSW Arts and Cultural Policy  

Framework 

 Infrastructure NSW, State Infrastructure Strategy 

Update 2014 

 Transport for NSW Long Term Masterplan 

 NSW Ageing Strategy 

 NSW DEC 5 Year Strategic Plan 

 Jobs NSW, Jobs for the Future Report 

 City of Sydney: Economic Development Strategy 

 Greater Sydney Commission: Draft Central District 
Plan  
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Criteria Documents Description of Approach to Assessment 

Referenced 

 

 
3 Sustainability Government 

Resource 

Efficiency 

Policy 

Alignment to GREP, and general ability to deliver  

favourable sustainability outcomes in relation to: 

 Energy 

 Water Use 

 Waste 
 Clean Air  

 
4 Master Plan / 

Physical 

Parameters 

Planning and 

Heritage 

advice 

contained 

within: 

Final Business 

Case for the 

Renewal of 

the 

Powerhouse 

Museum 

Study of 

Highest and 

Best Use and 

Divestment 

Strategy: 

Powerhouse 

Museum 

Consideration of any risk or potential impact on Planning 

Due Diligence Advice, including the following key 

considerations: 

 Building Height 

 Floor space ratio 

 Impact on heritage sites 

 Overall aesthetic 

Consideration of any risks or constraints presented by  

the existing planning controls over the site. 

Consideration of any risks or constraints presented by  

the Heritage buildings. 

Assessment of both the alignment to these studies and 

the risk of planning related issues will be informed 

through consultation with the architect and planners to 

give consideration to the likely built form of each 

commercial option considered and the design impact of 

such in the context of the overall development. 
 

3.2 Quantitative Assessment Methodology 

The quantitative, or financial, assessment involves development of a 

financial feasibility model for each option. 

The financial model first seeks to assess the likely land value that a developer would 

be willing to pay for the development opportunity. This modelling develops a cash 

flow based on developer cash flows including the following: 

 Capital cost of developing option; 

 Revenues achieved from sales or rental; and 

 Taxes, rates and other expenses. 

The modelling then uses a Discounted Cash Flow ("DCF") methodology to 

determine the land value that a developer would be able to afford whilst still 

achieving a commercial return from the development. 

3.2.1 Developer Considerations 

The modelling assumes that a developer, or developers where multiple components 

of development are proposed, will purchase the land available and undertake a 

development of the nature described under each option. This is considered the most 

likely development method, as the State does not typically undertake real estate or 

commercial developments, primarily as it seeks to avoid the risk associated with 

such projects. 
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Cash flows to the developer, including outgoings such as construction and 

maintenance, and inflows in the form of sales and leasing of areas in the 

development, are discounted at the developer's Weighted Average Cost of Capital 

("WACC") to determine the NPV of the development. The NPV of all future cash 

flows is then the amount that the developer would be willing to pay for the land, 

whilst allowing for sufficient value to be extracted from the development to ensure 

the required return to debt and equity fenders. 

It may be possible to achieve a higher development value if the State were to 

progress a planning approval for the site, requesting approval for development at a 

greater height and overall site floor space area. However, the DOA considers only 

the value achievable under current planning controls, ensuring that the potential land 

value shown is not subject to risk around future approvals. 

Results are modelled at the upper end of a potential range of developer equity 

return rates, again providing values which are subject to lower risk. Where a 

developer can achieve greater certainty around potential site usage and occupancy, 

they may accept a lower return which would increase the value of results provided. 
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4 General Assumptions 
The following sections set out the assumptions to be utilised in the DOA, by relevant 

category. 

4.1 Reference Documents 

The assumptions utilised for the DOA have been drawn from a number of sources 

and previously completed work. Documents used as a reference, and referred to 

within this report, include the following: 

 'Powerhouse Museum: Study of Highest and Best Use and Divestment 

Strategy', CBRE, 26 October 2016 ("CBRE Report"); 

 'Ultimo — Proposed Spatial Requirements', MAAS, May 2017; 

 'Final Business Case for the Renewal of the Powerhouse Museum', MAAS, 24 

October 2014 ("Ultimo Business Case"); 

 'Site Options — Ultimo', MAAS, 3 May 2017; 

 'Preliminary Feasibilities', Crone Architects, 14 July 2017 ("Crone Report"); and 

 'Approach to Development Options Assessment', Paxon Group, June 2017. 

A number of assumptions are also referenced as being consistent with, or utilised in, 

the Development Options Assessment conducted for the Parramatta site for the New 

Museum in Western Sydney. This assessment, completed in February 2017, undertook 

a similar process for the site of the proposed New Museum in Western Sydney as part 

of the previous Business Case development. 

4.2 Model Timing 

Assumptions relating to timing are outlined in Table 3. 

Table 3: Timin Assum • lions 

Assumption Value Explanatory Notes 

Model Start Date 31-Dec-18 Date sale of land is expected to be realised, 
all outputs are based on this date. 

Pre-Sales Commencement 01-Jul-19 Based on planning approvals being 
obtained by 30 June 2019 

Pre-Sales Duration 6 quarters Consistent with modelling conducted for 
Parramatta site DOA 

D&C Commencement 01-Jan-21 Follows completion of pre-sales period, at 
which point financing of project would 
be confirmed 

D&C Duration (Site 1) 2 years Benchmark value for construction, 
consistent with CBRE report 

D&C Duration (Site 2) 2 years Simultaneous construction of both towers. 

It is assumed that access to the MAAS presence at Ultimo can be maintained during 

the construction phase, allowing both the Harwood and Wran sites to be constructed 

simultaneously. 
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4.3  Financial  Assumptions  

For each option, the NPV is calculated as at 31 December 2018 representing the likely date 

the sale of land would be realised. 

Table 4 outlines financial assumptions utilised within the model.  

Table 4: Financial Assum • lions 

Assumption Value Explanatory Notes 

Debt Percentage 75% Market precedent value 

Developer Return on 15-20% Range of values to be utilised to create 

Equity sensitivity of results, consistent with 

approach utilised in CBRE whole of 
site valuation. 

Summary results are for a 20% ROE. 

4.4  Development Assumptions  

For each option, the GFA for each usage is used to calculate Net Saleable Area 

("NSA") or Net Lettable Area ("NLA") using the ratios shown in Table 5 

Table 5: NSA/NLA to GFA Ratios 
Assumption Value Explanatory Notes 

Residential 0.90 Crone Preliminary feasibilities 14/07/17 

Commercial 0.90 Crone Preliminary feasibilities 14/07/17 

Retail 0.90 Crone Preliminary feasibilities 14/07/17 

The residential mix is determined using the same ratios utilised in the CBRE report, as shown 

in Table 6. 

Table 6: Development Mix - Residential 
Assumption Value 

Average Unit Size 65.5 sqm 

Studio Apartments - % of Total 10% 

1 Bedroom Apartments - % of Total 30% 

2 Bedroom Apartments - % of Total 55% 

3 Bedroom Apartments - % of Total 5% 

The number of car bays per residential development product is determined from the 

CBRE report as shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7: Car Bays — Per Residential Product  
Assumption Value Explanatory Notes 

Studio Apartments 0 CBRE Report and market precedent 

1 Bedroom Apartments 0.20 CBRE Report and market precedent 

2 Bedroom Apartments 1.00 CBRE Report and market precedent 

3 Bedroom Apartments 1.50 CBRE Report and market precedent 

4.5 Realisation Assumptions 

The value of residential product is shown in Table 8, using values developed in 

the CBRE report. 

Table 8: Residential Values 
Product Type Sales Price 

Studio $660,000 

1-Bedroom $810,000 

2-Bedroom $1,300,000 

3-Bedroom $2,050,000 

Commercial and retail values are calculated utilising the assumptions shown in 

the following tables. These values are sourced from the CBRE report. 

Table 9: Commercial Realisation Assum . tions 

Assumption Value 

Rental (face rent) $700 / sqm 

Capitalisation rate 6% 

Derived capital value $12,500 / sqm NLA 

Assumed rental incentive 20% 

The rental incentive is the incentive considered necessary to attract a long term 

anchor tenant. 

Table 10: Retail Realisation Assumptions 

  
Retail Product Type Face Rental Capitalisation Rate Derived Capital 

Value 

 

  Ground Floor Retail $1,100 / sqm 6% $13,888 / sqm NLA  

  Supermarket (First Floor) $750 / sqm 5.5% $13,888 / sqm NLA  

  First Floor Retail $450 / sqm 6.5% $13,888 / sqm NLA  
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Revenue achieved from sales and leasing is escalated based on the present day values 

derived using assumptions outlined above. The escalation rate for each product type 

is shown in Table 11. 

Table 11: Revenue Escalators 

Product Type Value Explanatory Notes 

 
Residential 3.0% CBRE Report and market precedent 

 
Commercial 2.5% CBRE Report and market precedent 

Retail 2.5% CBRE Report and market precedent 

4.6 Construction Cost Assumptions 

For each option, a capital cost is developed based on the allocated GFA for each 

product type. The capital cost assumptions shown in Table 12, as sourced from the 

CBRE report, are utilised to develop the capital costs. 

Table 12: Capital Cost Rates 

Product Type Value 

Basement Car Park $117,527 / bay 

Retail $3,616 / sqm 

Commercial $5,469 / sqm 

Residential - Blended Rate $4,960 / sqm 

Plant Space $1,421 / sqm 

The residential blended rate is based on the high floor and low floor rates adopted 

within the CBRE report. 

These rates are inclusive of preliminaries and the contractor's design and construction 

risk allowance. 

Additional contingencies and allowances, as shown in Table 13, are added to the base 

construction rates above to give the final construction cost. 

Table 13: Contingencies and Allowances 

Description Value 

Project and D&C Contingency 15% 

Professional and Consultant Fees 7% 

Development Management 3% 

Section 94 Contribution 1% 
 

The Section 94 contribution is a local council level for the provision of public 

services and amenities. 
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Value Explanatory Notes Assumption 

50% Pre-Sales Percentage Market precedent 

30% D & C Sales Percentage of remaining units sold 
during D & C phase. 

4.0% Market precedent Selling Costs 

0.2% Market precedent Holding Costs 

0.75% Market precedent Marketing 

Table 14: Sales Assumptions 

!MN GROUP 

It is noted that the capital costing used in the DOA has been developed from these 

assumptions, as opposed to utilising a cost plan developed by a Quantity Surveyor. 

The capital cost assumptions may be tested with a cost planner should a greater level 

of certainty in regards to likely construction cost, and resulting potential return, be 

required. 

4.7 Sales Assumptions 

As the residential value is modelled based on the sale of apartments within the 

development, assumptions relating to the rate and cost of sales are required. The 

assumptions utilised are shown in Table 14. 
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5 Overall Planning Assumptions 
This assessment analyses options constrained to current LEP guidelines that guide 

development on the Ultimo site. On the basis of this constraint, the maximum building 

height for the site is 28 metres high. Site constraints are shown in Figure 1 below, the 

height control map outlined in the 2012 LEP guidelines. 

It may be possible for the State to seek a development approval which considers 

development beyond these planning constraints, which may allow the State to then 

realise a higher value for the land on sale to a developer. However, as this involves 

the State carrying a level of development risk, and the outcome is uncertain, this 

DOA considers only a sale based on current planning restrictions. This provides a 

divestment value for the land which has a far lower risk level associated in terms of 

being able to be achieved by the State. 

Indicative site massing, as developed in the Crone Report, is shown in Figure 2. 

Sites A and B are the Harwood development site and sites C and D are the Wran 

development site. 
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Figure 2: Site Areas and Indicative Site Massing 

 

Site E, as well as the current heritage buildings, shown in orange, are assumed to 

be retained for the cultural and museum presence remaining on the site. The 

heritage listed post office building is also assumed to be retained. 
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6 Option-Specific Assumptions 

The following sections provide an overview of each option, along with 

the assumptions specific to that option. 

6.1 Option 1 

Option 1, a base case option, considers no significant change to the current museum 

buildings. There will be no opportunity for sale or lease of land to developers, with 

any commercial opportunities pursued within existing spaces, such as café and retail. 

This option is shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3: Option 1- Base Case 

There are no capital or sales assumptions relevant to Option 1, as it models a base 

case only. 

6.2 Options 2 and 3 

Options 2 and 3 consider the redevelopment of the Harwood and Wran building sites 

respectively as either residential, commercial or mixed-use developments. The 

Harwood site is indicated by Sites A and B in Figure 4, with Sites C and D 

comprising the Wran site. 
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Figure 4: Options 2 and 3 — Wran and Harwood sites 

 

Full details relating to Options 2 and 3, including the potential GFA delivered under 

residential and commercial development scenarios, are provided in the Crone 

preliminary designs attached as Appendix A. 
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Assessment of Development Options 
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7 Option 1 

7.1 Description of Scope Item 

Option 1 is a base case option and considers no significant change to the current 

museum buildings. There will be no opportunity for sale or lease of land to 

developers, with any commercial opportunities pursued within existing spaces, such 

as café and retail. 

7.2 Qualitative Assessment 

The assessment of option 1 against the four defined qualitative criteria is summarised in 

Table 15 below. 

Table 15: Qualitative Assessment Option 1 

Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Compliance 

with Policy 

Low This option is in alignment with current objectives and 
functions of the Museum. The asset retained provides 

significant opportunity for a retained museum presence at 
Ultimo, irrespective of the scope of the New Museum in 
Western Sydney. This ensures that policy requirements 

can be met in a low risk manner.  

Alignment Low By allowing the whole of the site to be retained for 

with Strategy cultural and museum purposes, this option provides 

scope to meet the strategic objectives outlined in terms 

of provision of necessary assets and facilities at the 
Ultimo site. 

Sustainability Low This option does not provide any material risk to 

sustainability at the site. 

Master Plan / Low With no additional development proposed, there are not 

. Physical considered to be any material risks to master planning. All 

Parameters heritage sites are retained, meaning the heritage risk is 

also minimal. 

7.3 Financial Assessment  

Option 1 does not allow any development on the site, hence there is no financial 

return to the State, as no land is divested or developed. 

There may be some opportunity to maximise commercial return from cafe, events, retail 

and other revenue-generating activities of the museum, however these are not considered 

within the scope of this DOA. 
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8 Option 2 

8.1 Description of Scope Item 

Option 2 considers the redevelopment of the Harwood site for residential, commercial or 

mixed-use development. The potential development is indicated by Site A and Site B in Figure 

5. 

Under this option the existing collection storage facility would be removed to allow 

development on the Harwood site. This would require the collection to be relocated either 

elsewhere on the Ultimo site, or to art expanded Castle Hill facility. 

8 .2 Qual ita tive Assessment  

The assessment of a development on the Harwood site against the four defined 

qualitative criteria is summarised in Table 16. 

Table 16: Qualitative Assessment: Option 2 
Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Compliance  

with Policy 

Low This option is in alignment with current objectives and 

functions of the Museum. The asset retained provides 
significant opportunity for a continued museum presence 

at Ultimo, irrespective of the scope of the New Museum 

in Western Sydney. This ensures that policy requirements 

can be met in a low risk manner.  

Alignment Low By allowing the heritage buildings and surrounding areas 

with Strategy of the Ultimo site to be retained for cultural and 

museum purposes, this option provides scope to meet 

the strategic objectives outlined in terms of provision of 

necessary assets and facilities at the Ultimo site. 

Ultimo Site I Development Options Assessment — Current Planning Controls Page 21 



 

 

Table 18: Cost Plan -  .
  Harwood Element 

Table 17: Cost Plan - 0 lion 2 (Commercial) 

Harwood Element 

Commercial 

Retail 

Basement, Plant and Equipment 

Contingencies and Allowances 

Total Development Cost 

lion 2 (Residential) 

Retail 

Residential 

Car Bays 

Plant and Equipment 

Contingencies and Allowances 

Total Development Cost 

MUNI 1111.01IP 

Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Sustainability Low This option does not provide any material risk to 

sustainability at the site. 

Master Plan / Low While this option considers some development, it has 
Physical been modelled based on current planning constraints, so 

Parameters there are not considered to be any material risks to 

master planning. All heritage sites are retained, meaning 

the heritage risk is also minimal, with the Harwood site 

situated physically distinct from the heritage buildings. . 

8.3 Financial Assessment 

The financial assessment has been conducted on the basis of two development mix 

scenarios, full residential development and full commercial development. Each 

scenario includes some ground floor and podium retail as shown within the pla ns in 

Appendix A. A mixed-use development may also be pursued, with the likely yield 

falling between the range bounded by the purely commercial and residential options, 

dependent on the chosen development mix. 

8 .3 .1  Assumptions  

The development capital cost has been calculated based on the assumptions outlined in 

Section 4. The cost for commercial and residential development vary dependent on the 

construction rates, and the nature of development provided in order to comply with all 

planning restrictions. The capital cost build-ups for each scenario are shown in the tables 

below. 
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 Table 19: Financial Assessment: 0 lion 2 

Development Type Value 

Commercial (ind. Retail) 

Residential (ind. Retail) 

PAXON GROUP 

8.3.2 Results 

The results of the financial modelling are summarised in Table 19 below. Residential 

development achieves a significantly higher value than commercial development, 

consistent with the findings of prior work by CBRE that found the highest and best 

use of the site to be as a residential site. 

The value shown is the value that a developer would be prepared to pay to purchase 

the site and pursue the development opportunity. This is therefore the value the 

State could achieve through a divestment of the portion of the site. 

8.4 Summary of Results 

Option 2 shows that a value of between $42.3m and $101.8m may be achieved 

through divestment of the Harwood site, with low qualitative risk associated with 

this decision. 
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9 Option 3 

9.1 Description of Scope Item 

Option 3 considers the redevelopment of the Wran site for residential, commercial 

or mixed-use development. The potential development is indicated by Site C and 

Site D in Figure 6. 

Under this option the connection between the heritage buildings and the Wran 

building within the current Powerhouse museum would need to be removed. It is 

assumed that this could be achieved with minimal risk or expense to either the 

developer or the State. 

9.2 Qualitative Assessment 

The assessment of a development on the Wran site against the four qualitative 

criteria defined is summarised in Table 20 below. 

Table 20: Qualitative Assessment: 0 • tion 3 

Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Compliance  

with Policy 

Low This option is in alignment with current objectives and 

functions of the Museum. The asset retained provides 

significant opportunity for a continued museum presence at 

Ultimo, irrespective of the scope of the New Museum in 

Western Sydney. This ensures that policy requirements can 

be met in a low risk manner.  

Alignment Low By allowing the heritage buildings and surrounding areas 

with Strategy of the Ultimo site to be retained for cultural and museum 

purposes, this option provides scope to meet the strategic 

objectives outlined in terms of provision of necessary assets 

and facilities at the Ultimo site. 
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Table 22: Cost Plan - 0 • tion 3 (Residential) 

Wran Element 

Retail 

Residential 

Car Bays 

Plant and Equipment 

Contingencies and Allowances 

Total Development Cost 

Table 21: Cost Plan - 0 • tion 3 (Commercial) 

Wran Element 

Commercial 

Retail 

Basement, Plant and Equipment 

Contingencies and Allowances 

Total Development Cost 

IAXON GROUP 

Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Sustainability Low This option does not provide any material risk to 

sustainability at the site. 

Master Plan / Medium While this option considers some development, it has 

Physical been modelled based on current planning constraints, so 

Parameters there are not considered to be any material risks to master 

planning. While all heritage sites are retained, there is 

considered to be a medium level heritage risk given the 

proximity of development to heritage assets, as well as the 

requirement to remove the physical connection between 

the Wran and heritage buildings. 

9.3 Financial Assessment 

The financial assessment has been conducted on the basis of two development mix 

scenarios, full residential development and full commercial development. Each 

scenario includes some ground floor and podium retail as shown within the plans in 

Appendix A. A mixed-use development may also be pursued, with the likely yield 

falling between the range bounded by the purely commercial and residential options, 

dependent on the chosen development mix. 

9.3.1 Assumptions 

The development capital cost has been calculated based on the assumptions outlined 

in Section 4. As with Option 2, capital costs are developed for both residential and 

commercial developments, with each scenario shown in the tables below. 
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9.3.2 Results 

The results of the financial modelling are summarised in Table 23 below. Residential 

development achieves a significantly higher value than commercial development, 

consistent with the findings of prior work by CBRE that found the highest and best use 

of the site to be as a residential site. 

The value shown is the value that a developer would be prepared to pay to purchase the 

site and pursue the development opportunity. This is therefore the value the State could 

achieve through a divestment of the portion of the site. 

Table 23: Financial Assessment • . lion 2 

Development Type Value 

Commercial (incl. Retail) 

Residential (ind. Retail) 

9.4 Summary of Results 

Option 3 shows that a value of between may be achieved through 

divestment of the Wran site, with low to medium qualitative risk associated with this 

decision. 
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GROUP 

1 0 Conclusion and Additional Analysis 

Options 2 and 3 provide divestment values for the Harwood and Wran sites 

individually. It is also possible to provide a cumulative total. As the current planning 

controls restrict height before overall site allowable GFA is reached, there is no 

opportunity to maximise value on one site by reallocating development area. 

The overall findings of the DOA are summarised in Table 24. 

Table 24: Summ of Results 

Type of Development Value - Value - 

Commercial
 Residential 

Harwood Site Low 

Wran Site Low to Medium 

Both Harwood and Wran Low to Medium 

This analysis leads to the following key findings: 

 There is more potential value in the Harwood site due to its larger 

footprint; and 

 Residential development delivers the greatest potential value for the site. 

A mixed-use development would be possible, and would yield a value within the 

range shown above. 

Achieving a return at the higher end of the range shown will be dependent on a 

developer becoming comfortable with a low level of risk associated with the project, 

allowing the developer to accept a return on equity at the lower end of typical 

development returns. The overall final divestment value will also be contingent on 

the assumptions from the prior real estate market analysis, cost planning and other 

inputs remaining valid at the time a transaction is completed. 

10.1 Nature of Return 

It would be possible to obtain a recurrent return from site development, by offering 

the developer a long term (99-year) lease as opposed to a sale of land. The annual 

lease payments obtainable, comparable to Table 24 above, are shown below. Under 

this scenario no capital would be made available for required museum 

redevelopment works. 

Table 25: Potential Recurrent (Lease) Return 

  Type of Development    Harwood site Wran Site Total 

       
Residential (ind. Retail) 

   

 Commercial (incl. Retail)    

       
 

10.2 Potential for Co-Development 

The assessment has considered the possibility of 'co-development', where a 

developer would be required to provide, within the development, space for museum 

use in order for MAAS to earn revenue from the space. 
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Requiring the developer to make the retail space within the Harwood development 

available to MAAS to earn the revenue, would drop the site valuation under the 

residential scenario from $101.8m to $85.4m. The high value drop is due to the fact that 

the developer builds the asset but yields no return from that area. Additionally, 

Government is paying the developer's cost of capital on borrowings to develop the site, 

whereas Government can borrow to construct at a much lower rate. 

There do not appear to be significant risk transfer benefits in such an approach, hence 

should additional facilities be required for museum or cultural use, it is recommended 

these are constructed by the State, and the area of land available for development be 

reduced. This condusion may be tested dependent on the nature of development proposed 

and the potential for integration into wider site development. 
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Appendix A: Indicative Schemes 
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Scenario A-1- Current controls at 28m height 
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Indicative Scheme 

Scenario A-1- Current controls at 28m height 
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Executive Summary 

This Development Options Assessment ("DOA") considers potential development 

and divestment options for the current Powerhouse Museum site at Ultimo. These 

options involve increased development on the site, and assumes greater height and 

scope for development than the current Sydney Local Environment Plan 2012 ("LEP"). 

To determine overall suitability for inclusions in scope, a two-part assessment process 

is conducted, comprising the following steps: 

1. Qualitative Assessment: Determines overall risk level for each option 

against defined qualitative criteria. Options attracting a High risk rating are 

not considered suitable for inclusion in scope; 

2. Quantitative/Financial Assessment: Determines, based on an assessment 

of the market and financial modelling, the likely Net Present Value 

("NPV") impact of each option, and hence its financial viability. 

Options attracting a reasonable qualitative risk rating, and that can be shown to 

demonstrate an overall positive NPV to the State, are then considered appropriate 

for further consideration within the development scope for the Ultimo site. 

1.1 Assumptions 

The DOA draws on the work conducted previously by Crone Architects and CBRE 

in determining the divestment value of the entire site, particularly around product 

types and yields. 

The DOA assumes that the existing heritage buildings (in orange below) will be 

utilised for MAAS facilities and cultural presence. This makes the current Wran 

and Harwood building sites available as potential development options. Hence, the 

following three options are considered within the DOA: 

 Option 1: Base Case (No Divestment); 

 Option 2: Divestment of Harwood building site; 

 Option 3: Divestment of Wran building site. 

It is also possible to divest both the Wran and Harwood sites, with overall 

values modelled. 

The DOA is based on achieving a change in planning conditions for the site, 

allowing development to 130m height. This height is determined in accordance with 

advice from the Town Planning Consultant, Ethos Urban, as it is in keeping with 

new and proposed developments in the area, preserves solar amenity to 

surrounding open space, and avoids overshadowing of residential development. 

Results are shown for a range of developer equity returns. Achieving the upper 

bound of these ranges will be dependent on the developer attributing a low level of 

risk to achieving the assumptions that underpin the analysis, and hence accepting a 

lower return on equity. This may be assisted through the State's contracting 

strategy, particularly by the State carrying approval risk in achieving necessary site 

development approvals. 
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1.2 Results 

The overall findings of the DOA are summarised in the table below. 

Table 1: Sunun of Results 

Type of Development Value - Commercial Value - Residential Risk Level 

Harwood Site Medium 

Wran Site Medium 

Both Harwood and Wran Medium 

This analysis leads to the following key findings: 

 There is more potential value in the Wran site based on the designs in the 

Crone Report, driven by a larger basement construction requirement at 

the Harwood site; 

 Residential development delivers the greatest potential value for the site; 

and 

 There is medium to high level planning risk associated with all options 

due to the requirements for additional planning approvals. 

A mixed-use development would be possible, and would yield a value within 

the range shown above. 

Achieving a return at the higher end of the range shown will be dependent on a 

developer becoming comfortable with a low level of risk associated with the project, 

allowing the developer to accept a return on equity at the lower end of typical 

development returns. The overall final divestment value will also be contingent on 

the assumptions from the prior real estate market analysis, cost planning and other 

inputs remaining valid at the time a transaction is completed. 
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2 Introduction 
This Development Options Assessment ("DON') considers potential development 

and divestment options for the current Powerhouse Museum site at Ultimo. These 

options involve increased development on the site, and assumes greater height and 

scope for development than the current Sydney Local Environment Plan 2012 ("LEP"). 

These options are in addition to the retention of a cultural presence on the site, as 

outlined in the Project Definition Brief, and seek to deliver a capital return to the 

State through divestment to a developer. 

While options may generate a commercial return through divestment proceeds, it is 

important that they are also aligned with the overall direction of the project. This 

assessment determines the qualitative suitability, and associated risk, of options 

under a number of qualitative criteria. It then assesses the ability of options to 

provide a commercial return to a developer should they be developed on the 

Ultimo site, which informs the land value a developer would be willing to pay for 

the opportunity. 

2.1 Overall Assessment Process 

To determine overall suitability for inclusions in scope, a two-part assessment 

process is conducted, comprising the following steps: 

1. Qualitative Assessment: Determines overall risk level for each option 

against defined qualitative criteria. Options attracting a High risk rating are 

not considered suitable for inclusion in scope; 

2. Quantitative/Financial Assessment: Determines, based on an assessment 

of the market and financial modelling, the likely Net Present Value 

("NPV") impact of each option, and hence its financial viability. 

Options attracting a reasonable qualitative risk rating, and that can be shown to 

demonstrate an overall positive NPV to the State, are then considered appropriate 

for further consideration within the development scope for the Ultimo site. 

A detailed description of the methodology employed in conducting the 

qualitative and quantitative assessments is provided in Section 3. 
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3 Assessment Methodology 
The assessment of potential development options involves a two-staged approach, 

assessing both the qualitative suitability of the option, and its financial viability. 

3.1 Qualitative Assessment Methodology 

To undertake the qualitative assessment, each option is evaluated against four criteria. 

These criteria have been developed to align to the overall qualitative objectives of the 

project, and are to be endorsed by the Project Control Group ("PCG") and Project 

Steering Committee ("PSC") for the MAAS Project. The criteria assessed are the 

following: 

 Compliance with Policy; 

 Alignment with Strategy; 

 Sustainability; and 

 Master Plan and Physical Parameters. 

The approach taken is to consider the alignment of each development option with 

these qualitative requirements, and to then determine the likely risk of pursuing a 

specific development option, negatively impacting upon achievement of these 

requirements. 

Each option is assigned a risk rating of High, Medium or Low against each criteria, 

with these ratings used to derive an overall risk rating for the option. The overall risk 

rating determines their qualitative suitability as a site development option. Options 

attracting High overall risk ratings would not be considered qualitatively suitable for 

inclusion, irrespective of the potential commercial outcome. 

Table 2 sets out the four criteria against which potential development options for 

inclusion on the Ultimo site are assessed to determine their qualitative suitability. 

The table also identifies the documents and policies which are referenced in this 

evaluation, as well as key themes and individual elements of these documents which 

are specifically considered. 

Ultimo Site I Development Options Assessment Page 6 



GROUP 

Table 2: Qualitative Assessment Criteria and Reference Documents  

Criteria Documents Description of Approach to Assessment 

Referenced 

1 Compliance MAAS Act 

with Policy (1945) 

Premier's 

Priorities 2016 

& State 

Priorities 

Assess options for alignment with objects and functions 

of the Museum outlined in section 14 of the Act. 

Alignment with NSW Government key priority of 

increasing cultural participation through the following 

actions: 

"Participation in the arts promotes personal and collective 

wellbeing, as well as contributing strongly to an 

innovative and robust local economy. Increasing the 

attendance at our cultural venues and events by 15% will 

have flow-on benefits for job creation, the visitor 

economy and education". 

"This requires strategic partnerships across government, 

business, education and the creative industries to ensure 

NSW continues to lead the country in cultural 

employment, screen production and cultural tourism".  
 

2 Alignment with 

Strategy 
Arts NSW, 

Create in 

NSW: The 

NSW Arts 

& Cultural 

Policy 

Framework, 

2015 

Other 

Strategic 

Directions 

Create in NSW policy outlines various ambitions for  

excellence, access and strength, through the following  

actions: 

 "Scoping arts and cultural opportunities across  

redevelopments in Sydney with other government  

agencies and private developers" 

 "Develop and arts precinct in the Sydney CBD" 

 "Support for the NSW Arts and Disability  

Partnership" 

Broad alignment with other strategic documents  

including the following: 

 A Plan for Growing Sydney 

 Better Placed, Draft Architecture and Design Policy 

 NSW Disability Inclusion Plan 

 NSW State Health Plan 

 Create in NSW: NSW Arts and Cultural Policy  

Framework 

 Infrastructure NSW, State Infrastructure Strategy 

Update 2014 

 Transport for NSW Long Term Masterplan 

 NSW Ageing Strategy 

 NSW DEC 5 Year Strategic Plan 

 Jobs NSW, Jobs for the Future Report 

 City of Sydney: Economic Development Strategy 

 Greater Sydney Commission: Draft Central District 
Plan  
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Criteria Documents Description of Approach to Assessment 

Referenced 

 

 
3 Sustainability 

Government 

Resource 

Efficiency 

Policy 

Alignment to GREP, and general ability to deliver  

favourable sustainability outcomes in relation to: 

 Energy 

 Water Use 

 Waste 

 Clean Air 
 

 
4 Master Plan / 

Physical 

Parameters 

Planning and 

Heritage 

advice 

contained 

within: 

Final Business 

Case for the 

Renewal of 

the 

Powerhouse 

Museum 

Study of 

Highest and 

Best Use and 

Divestment 

Strategy: 

Powerhouse 

Museum 

Ethos Urban 

Powerhouse 

Museum, 500 

Harris Street, 

Sydney 

Planning 

Advice 

Consideration of any risk or potential impact on Planning 

Due Diligence Advice, including the following key 

considerations: 

 Building Height 

 Floor space ratio 

 Impact on heritage sites 

 Overall aesthetic 

Consideration of any risks or constraints presented by  

the existing planning controls over the site, or the  

requirement to seek amendment to the controls 

Consideration of any risks or constraints presented by  

the Heritage buildings. 

Assessment of both the alignment to these studies and 

the risk of planning related issues will be informed 

through consultation with the architect and planners to 

give consideration to the likely built form of each 

commercial option considered and the design impact of 

such in the context of the overall development. 
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3.2 Quantitative Assessment Methodology 

The quantitative, or financial, assessment involves development of a 

financial feasibility model for each option. 

The financial model first seeks to assess the likely land value that a developer would 

be willing to pay for the development opportunity. This modelling develops a cash 

flow based on developer cash flows including the following: 

 Capital cost of developing option; 

 Revenues achieved from sales or rental; and 

 Taxes, rates and other expenses. 

The modelling then uses a Discounted Cash Flow ("DCF") methodology to 

determine the land value that a developer would be able to afford whilst still 

achieving a commercial return from the development. 

3.2.1 Developer Considerations 

The modelling assumes that a developer, or developers where multiple components 

of development are proposed, will purchase the land available and undertake a 

development of the nature described under each option. This is considered the most 

likely development method, as the State does not typically undertake real estate or 

commercial developments, primarily as it seeks to avoid the risk associated with 

such projects. 

Cash flows to the developer, including outgoings such as construction and 

maintenance, and inflows in the form of sales and leasing of areas in the 

development, are discounted at the developer's Weighted Average Cost of Capital 

("WACC") to determine the NPV of the development. The NPV of all future cash 

flows is then the amount that the developer would be willing to pay for the land, 

whilst allowing for sufficient value to be extracted from the development to ensure 

the required return to debt and equity funders. 

Results are shown for a range of develop equity returns. Achieving the upper bound 

of these ranges will be dependent on the developer attributing a low level of risk to 

achieving the assumptions that underpin the analysis, and hence accepting a lower 

return on equity. 
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4 General Assumptions 
The following sections set out the assumptions to be utilised in the DOA, by relevant 

category. 

4.1 Reference Documents 

The assumptions utilised for the DOA have been drawn from a number of sources 

and previously completed work. Documents used as a reference, and referred to 

within this report, include the following: 

 'Powerhouse Museum: Study of Highest and Best Use and Divestment 

Strategy', CBRE, 26 October 2016 ("CBRE Report"); 

 'Ultimo - Proposed Spatial Requirements', MAAS, May 2017; 

 'Final Business Case for the Renewal of the Powerhouse Museum', MAAS, 

24 October 2014 ("Ultimo Business Case"); 

 'Site Options - Ultimo', MAAS, 3 May 2017; 

 'Preliminary Feasibilities', Crone Architects, 6 September 2017 ("Crone 

Report"); and 

 'Approach to Development Options Assessment', Paxon Group, June 2017. 

 'Powerhouse Museum, 500 Harris Street, Sydney Planning Advice' Ethos 

Urban, August 2017. 

A number of assumptions are also referenced as being consistent with, or utilised in, the 

Development Options Assessment conducted for the Parramatta site for the New 

Museum in Western Sydney. This assessment, completed in February 2017, undertook a 

similar process for the site of the proposed New Museum in Western Sydney as part of 

the previous Business Case development. 

4.2 Model Timing 

Assumptions relating to timing are outlined in Table 3. 

Table 3: Timing Assumptions 
Assumption Value Explanatory Notes 

Tender Award Date 31-Dec-18 It is assumed the State will announce a  
preferred tenderer prior to planning  
approval, and the State hold development  
risk until the DA is finalised. This allows  
the developer to commence pre-sales and  
delivers maximum value to the State.  

Development Approval 31-Dec-2019 
 
Construction Duration 3 years CBRE report, construction duration  

assumed to be 1 year greater than current  
planning controls scenario. 

It is assumed the MAAS presence at Ultimo is not required to remain accessible to the 

public during the construction phase allowing both the Harwood and Wran sites to be 

constructed simultaneously. 
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It is assumed that the State will enter into an agreement with a preferred developer 

through a tender process, allowing the developer to commence planning and pre-

sales prior to the release of the final Development Approval. This expedites the 

process of delivering the development, allowing concurrent construction with any 

works on the heritage buildings, and delivers the best value outcome to the State. 

4.3 Financial Assumptions 

Table 4 outlines financial assumptions utilised within the model. 

T a b l e  4 :  F i n a n c i a l  A s s u m p t i o n s   

Assumption Value Explanatory Notes 

 
Debt Percentage 75% Market precedent value  

Developer Return on 15-20% Range of values to be utilised to create 

Equity sensitivity of results, consistent with 

approach utilised in CBRE whole of site 

valuation. 

4.4 Development Assumptions 

The Crone Report provides areas designated as Net Saleable Area ("NSA") or Net 

Lettable Area ("NLA") under each option, as well as a specified mix of apartments of 

varying size. 

The number of car bays per residential development product is determined from the 

CBRE report as shown in Table 5 

Table 5: Car Bays - Per Residential Product 

Assumption Value Explanatory Notes 

 
Studio Apartments 0 CBRE Report and market precedent 

  
1 Bedroom Apartments 0.20 CBRE Report and market precedent 

2 Bedroom Apartments 1.00 CBRE Report and market precedent 

3 Bedroom Apartments 1.50 CBRE Report and market precedent 

4.5 Realisation Assumptions 

The value of residential product is shown in Table 6, using values developed in the 

CBRE report. 

Table 6: Residential Values 

Product Type Sales Price 

 Studio
 

$660,000 

1-Bedroom

 

$810,000 

2-Bedroom

 

$1,300,000 

3-Bedroom

 

$2,050,000 
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Commercial and retail values are calculated utilising the assumptions shown in the 

following tables. These values are sourced from the CBRE report. 

T a b l e  7 :  C o m m e r c i a l  R e a l i s a t i o n  A s s u m p t i o n s   
Assumption Value 

Rental (face rent) $750 / sqm 

Capitalisation rate 6% 

Derived capital value $12,500 / sqm NLA 

Assumed rental incentive 20% 

The rental incentive is the incentive considered necessary to attract a long-

term anchor tenant. 

Table 8: Retail Realisation Assum • lions 

Retail Product Type Face Rental Capitalisation Rate Derived Capital  

Value 

Ground Floor Retail $1,100 / sqm 6% $13,888 / sqm NLA 

Supermarket (First Floor) $750 / sqm 5.5% $13,888 / sqm NLA 

First Floor Retail $450 / sqm 6.5% $13,888 / sqm NLA 
 

Revenue achieved from sales and leasing is escalated based on the present day values 
derived using assumptions outlined above. The escalation rate for each product type 
is shown in Table 9. 

Table 9: Revenue Escalators 
Product Type Value Explanatory Notes 

Residential 3.0% CBRE Report and market precedent 

Commercial 2.5% CBRE Report and market precedent 

Retail 2.5% CBRE Report and market precedent 

4.6 Construction Cost Assumptions 

For each option, a capital cost is developed based on the allocated GFA for each 

product type. The capital cost assumptions shown in Table 10, as sourced from 

the CBRE report, are utilised to develop the capital costs. 

Table 10: Capital Cost Rates 

Product Type Value 

  Basement Car Park $3,358 / 
sqm 

 

  Retail $3,616 / sqm  

  Commercial $5,469 / 
sqm 

 

  Residential - Blended Rate $4,960 / 
sqm 
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Value Explanatory Notes Assumption 

50% Pre-Sales Percentage Market precedent 

30% D & C Sales Percentage of remaining units sold during D 
& C phase. 

4.0% Market precedent Selling Costs 

0.2% Market precedent Holding Costs 

0.75% Market precedent Marketing 

Table 12: Sales Assumptions 

l'AXIIN CROUP 

Product Type Value 

Plant Space $1,421 / sqm 

The residential blended rate is based on the high floor and low floor rates 

adopted within the CBRE report. 

These rates are inclusive of preliminaries and the contractor's design and 

construction risk allowance. 

Additional contingencies and allowances, as shown in Table 11, are added to the 

base construction rates above to give the final construction cost. 

Table 11: Contingencies and Allowances  
Description Value 

Project and D&C Contingency 15% 

Professional and Consultant Fees 7% 

Development Management 3% 

Section 94 Contribution 1% 

The Section 94 contribution is a local council level for the provision of public 

services and amenities. 

It is noted that the capital costing used in the DOA has been developed from these 

assumptions, as opposed to utilising a cost plan developed by a Quantity Surveyor. 

The capital cost assumptions may be tested with a cost planner should a greater 

level of certainty in regards to likely construction cost be required. 

4.7 Sales Assumptions 

As the residential value is modelled based on the sale of apartments within the 

development, assumptions relating to the rate and cost of sales are required. 

The assumptions utilised are shown in Table 12. 
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5 Overall Planning Assumptions 

This assessment analyses options which exceed the current LEP limits, to a height 

of 130m. The chosen height is selected as it will not impact on the solar amenity to 

surrounding public spaces during winter, and also limits overshadowing to 

surrounding residential development, particularly on Mary St. The resulting 

allowable height and massing profile is shown in Figure 1 below. 

In order to achieve an accelerated programme, it is assumed that the approval for 

development on both sites will be sought through an amendment to the Regional 

Development State Environmental Planning Policy to call in the site as a State 

Significant Development (SSD), with the Minister as consent authority. It is assumed 

that this process will enable Development Approval by end 2019 or earlier. Should 

this approach not be adopted, a Planning Proposal will be required which is likely to 

add an additional 12 to 18 months to the planning approval timeline. If this extended 

timeframe is required, the development value achievable would be reduced from the 

values shown in this report, due to later realisation of project benefits by a developer 

and the further discounting of these returns. 

This DOA considers only a sale based on the outlined planning assumptions, 

further detailed in Appendix B. 

Figure 1: Allowable Height and Massing Profile 

130m 

 
Indicative site massing, as developed in the Crone Report, is shown in Figure 2. 

Sites A and B are the Harwood site, shown in the bottom left of Figure 2, and sites 

C and D are the Wran site. 
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Figure 2: Site Areas and Indicative Site Massing 

130m - 39 Storeys 27m - 7 Storeys 27m- 7 Storeys 130m - 39 Storeys 

 

Site E, as well as the current heritage buildings, are assumed to be retained for the 

cultural and museum presence remaining on the site. The heritage listed post 

office building is also assumed to be retained. 
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6 Option-Specific Assumptions 

The following sections provide an overview of each option, along with 

the assumptions specific to that option. 

6.1 Option 1 

Option 1, a base case option, considers no significant change to the current museum 

buildings. There will be no opportunity for sale or lease of land to developers, with 

any commercial opportunities pursued within existing spaces, such as cafe and retail. 

This option is shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3: Option 1- Base Case 

 

There are no capital or sales assumptions relevant to Option 1, as it models a base 
case only. 

6.2 Options 2 and 3 

Options 2 and 3 consider the redevelopment of the Harwood and Wran building 

sites respectively as either residential, commercial or mixed-use developments. 

Full details relating to Options 2 and 3, including the potential GFA delivered 

under residential and commercial development scenarios, are provided in the 

Crone Report preliminary designs attached as Appendix A. 
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Assessment of Development Options 
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7 Opt io n  1 

 7.1 Description of Scope Item 

Option 1 is a base case option and considers no significant change to the current 

museum buildings. There will be no opportunity for sale or lease of land to 

developers, with any commercial opportunities pursued within existing spaces, such 

as café and retail. 

 7.2 Qualitative Assessment 

The assessment of option 1 against the four defined qualitative criteria is summarised in 

Table 13 below. 

Table 13: Qualitative Assessment: 0 . tion 1 
Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Compliance  
with Policy 

Low This option is in alignment with current objectives and 
functions of the Museum. The asset retained provides 
significant opportunity for a retained museum presence at 
Ultimo, irrespective of the scope of the New Museum in 
Western Sydney. This ensures that policy requirements 
can be met in a low risk mariner.  

Alignment Low By allowing the whole of the site to be retained for 
with Strategy cultural and museum purposes, this option provides 

scope to meet the strategic objectives outlined in terms 
of provision of necessary assets and facilities at the 

Ultimo site. 

Sustainability Low This option does not provide any material risk to 

sustainability at the site. 

Master Plan / Low With no additional development proposed, there are not 

Physical considered to be any material risks to master planning. All 
Parameters heritage sites are retained, meaning the heritage risk 

is also minimal. 

7.3 Financial Assessment 

Option 1 does not allow any development on the site, hence there is no financial 

return to the State, as no land is divested or developed. 

There may be some opportunity to maximise commercial return from café, events, retail 

and other revenue-generating activities of the museum, however these are not considered 

within the scope of this DOA. 
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8 Option 2 

8.1 Description of Scope Item 

Option 2 considers the redevelopment of the Harwood site for residential, commercial or 

mixed-use development. The potential development is indicated by Site A and Site B in 

Figure 4. 

Under this option the existing collection storage facility would be removed to allow 

development on the Harwood site. This would require the collection to be relocated either 

elsewhere on the Ultimo site, or to an expanded Castle Hill facility. 

Figure 4: Option 2 (Sites A and B) 

8 .2 Qual ita tive Assessment  

The assessment of a development on the Harwood site against the four defined 

qualitative criteria is summarised in Table 14. 

Table 14: Qualitative Assessment 0 • tion 2 



Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Compliance  

with Policy 

Low This option is in alignment with current objectives and 

functions of the Museum. The asset retained provides 

significant opportunity for a continued museum presence 

at Ultimo, irrespective of the scope of the New Museum 

in Western Sydney. This ensures that policy requirements 

can be met in a low risk manner.  

Alignment Low By allowing the heritage buildings and surrounding areas 

with Strategy of the Ultimo site to be retained for cultural and 

museum purposes, this option provides scope to meet 

the strategic objectives outlined in terms of provision of 

necessary assets and facilities at the Ultimo site. 
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Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Sustainability Low This option does not provide any material risk to 

sustainability at the site. 

Master Plan / Medium- This option considers development that would require a 

Physical High departure from the existing planning controls for the site. 

Parameters • 

All heritage sites are retained, meaning the heritage risk 

is minimal, with the Harwood site situated physically 

distinct from the heritage buildings. 

8.3 Financial Assessment 

The financial assessment has been conducted on the basis of two development mix 

scenarios, full residential development and full commercial development. Each 

scenario includes some ground floor and podium retail as shown within the plans 

in Appendix A. A mixed-use development may also be pursued, with the likely yield 

falling between the range bounded by the purely commercial and residential 

options, dependent on the chosen development mix. 

8.3.1 Assumptions 

The development capital cost has been calculated based on the assumptions outlined 

in Section 4. The cost for commercial and residential development vary dependent on 

the construction rates, and the nature of development provided in order to comply 

with all planning restrictions. The capital cost build-ups for each scenario are shown 

in the tables below. 

Table 15: Cost Plan — • . tion 2 (Commercial) 
 

Harwood Element  Cost 

Commercial 

  

 

Retail 

Basement 

Plant and Equipment 

Contingencies and Allowances 

Total Development Cost 

Table 16: Cost Plan — 0 . lion 2 (Residential) 

Harwood Element Cost 

 Retail    

 Residential   

 Basement   

 Plant and Equipment   

 Contingencies and Allowances   
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Value 

Table 17: Financial Assessment: 0 tion 2 

Development Type 

Commercial (ind. Retail) 

Residential (ind. Retail) 

!ANON GROUP 

Harwood Element Cost 

Total Development Cost 

8.3.2 Results 

The results of the financial modelling are summarised in Table 17 below. Residential 

development achieves a significantly higher value than commercial development, 

consistent with the findings of prior work by CBRE that found the highest and best 

use of the site to be as a residential site. 

The value shown is the value that a developer would be prepared to pay to purchase 

the site and pursue the development opportunity. This is therefore the value the 

State could achieve through a divestment of the portion of the site. 

8.4 Summary of Results 

Option 2 shows that a value of between _______________ may be achieved 

through divestment of the Harwood site, with medium level qualitative risk 

associated with this decision. 
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9 Option 3 

9.1 Description of Scope Item 

Option 2 considers the redevelopment of the Wran site for residential, commercial 

or mixed-use development. The potential development is indicated by Site C and 

Site D in Figure 5. 

Under this option the connection between the heritage buildings and the Wran 

building within the current Powerhouse museum would need to be removed. It is 

assumed that this could be achieved with minimal risk or expense to either the 

developer or the State. 

Figure 5: Option 3 (Sites C and D) 

 

9.2 Qualitative Assessment 

The assessment of a development on the Wran site against the four qualitative 

criteria defined is summarised in Table 18 below. 

Table 18: Qualitative Assessment: 0 tion 3 

Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Compliance  

with Policy 

Low This option is in alignment with current objectives and 

functions of the Museum. The asset retained provides 

significant opportunity for a continued museum presence at 

Ultimo, irrespective of the scope of the New Museum in 

Western Sydney. This ensures that policy requirements can 

be met in a low risk manner.  

Alignment Low By allowing the heritage buildings and surrounding areas 

with Strategy of the Ultimo site to be retained for cultural and museum 

purposes, this option provides scope to meet the strategic 

objectives outlined in terms of provision of necessary assets 

and facilities at the Ultimo site. 

Ultimo Site I Development Options Assessment Page 22 



 

 

Table 19: Cost Plan - 0 lion 3 (Commercial) 

Wran Element 

Commercial 

Retail 

Basement 

Plant and Equipment 

Contingencies and Allowances 

Total Development Cost 

Table 20: Cost Plan - 0 lion 3 (Residential) 

Wran Element 

Retail 

Residential 

Basement 

Plant and Equipment 

Contingencies and Allowances 

Total Development Cost 

I';1XIlY GROUP 

Criteria Risk Level Reasoning for Risk Level Assigned 

Sustainability Low This option does not provide any material risk to 

sustainability at the site. 

Master Plan / Medium- This option considers development that would require a 

Physical High departure from the existing planning controls for the site. 

Parameters All heritage sites are retained, meaning the heritage risk is 

minimal, although as the Wran site is adjacent to heritage 

buildings there is residual risk at the interfaces. 

9.3 Financial Assessment 

The financial assessment has been conducted on the basis of two development mix 

scenarios, full residential development and full commercial development. Each 

scenario includes some ground floor and podium retail as shown within the plans in 

Appendix A. A mixed-use development may also be pursued, with the likely yield 

falling between the range bounded by the purely commercial and residential options, 

dependent on the chosen development mix. 

9.3.1 Assumptions 

The development capital cost has been calculated based on the assumptions outlined 

in Section 4. As with Option 2, capital costs are developed for both residential and 

commercial developments, with each scenario shown in the tables below. 
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9.3.2 Results 

The results of the financial modelling are summarised in Table 21 below. Residential 

development achieves a significantly higher value than commercial development, 

consistent with the findings of prior work by CBRE that found the highest and best 

use of the site to be as a residential site. 

The value shown is the value that a developer would be prepared to pay to purchase 

the site and pursue the development opportunity. This is therefore the value the State 

could achieve through a divestment of the portion of the site. 

Table 21: Financial Assessment Option 3 

Development Type Value 

Commercial (incl. Retail) 

Residential (ind. Retail) 

It is noted that the Wran site achieves a higher value than the comparably sized 

development on the Harwood site. The lower value for the Harwood site is driven 

by an increased basement construction cost to achieve a similar lettable or saleable 

area to the Wran site, an assumption which may be tested through further design 

and planning work. 

9.4 Summary of Results 

Option 3 shows that a value of between may be achieved 

through divestment of the Wran site, with medium level qualitative risk associated 

with this decision. 
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1 0 Conclusion and Additional Analysis 

Options 2 and 3 provide divestment values for the Harwood and Wran sites 

individually. It is also possible to provide a cumulative total. As the current planning 

controls restrict height before overall site allowable GFA is reached, there is no 

opportunity to maximize value on one site by reallocating development area. 

The overall findings of the DOA are summarised in Table 22.  

Table 22: Sun= of Results 

Type of Development Commercial Residential Risk Level 

Harwood Site Medium 

Wran Site Medium 

Both Harwood and Medium 
Wran 

This analysis leads to the following key findings: 

 There is more potential value in the Wran site based on the designs in the 

Crone Report, driven by a larger basement construction requirement at 

the Harwood site; 

 Residential development delivers the greatest potential value for the site; 

and 

 There is medium to high level planning risk associated with all options 

due to the requirements for additional planning approvals, which may 

take upward of two years. 

A mixed-use development would be possible, and would yield a value within the 

range for commercial and residential development shown above. 

Achieving a return at the higher end of the range shown will be dependent on a 

developer becoming comfortable with a low level of risk associated with the project, 

allowing the developer to accept a return on equity at the lower end of typical 

development returns. The overall final divestment value will also be contingent on 

the assumptions from the prior real estate market analysis, cost planning and other 

inputs remaining valid at the time a transaction is completed. 

Lowering a developer's rating of project risk may be assisted through the 

proposed procurement process whereby the State carries development approval 

risk for the entire site prior to divestment when a DA is granted. 

10.1 Nature of Return 

It would be possible to obtain a recurrent return from site development, by offering 

the developer a long term (99-year) lease as opposed to a sale of land. The annual 

lease payments obtainable, comparable to Table 22 above, are shown below. Under 

this scenario no capital would be made available for required museum redevelopment 

works. 
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Table 23: Potential Recurrent (Lease) Return 

Type of Development Harwood site Wran Site Total 

Residential (ind. Retail) 

Commercial (ind. Retail) 

10.2 Value Sharing Voluntary Planning Agreement 

Based on current practices, there may be a requirement for any development option to 

undertake in a Value Sharing Voluntary Planning Agreement ("VPA") with local 

council. It is understood that the VPA will be entered into between the State and the 

local council, affecting the State's overall net return from divestment of the property. 

Based upon and in line with other recent brownfield developments (Lend Lease at 

Circular Quay and AMP's Quay Quarter) a potential provision of value capture to 

the City of Sydney may be 5-8% of Capital Improved Value ("CIV"). For the 

purpose of calculating the VPA amount applicable to each development option, 

6.5% of CIV is utilised. 

CIV is calculated as the forecast sales revenue generated from residential 

developments. CIV for commercial options is calculated using the following 

method: Face Rent x NSA ÷ Capitalisation Rate. Capitalisation rates are supplied in the 

CBRE Ultimo Report as shown in Table 24. 

Table 24: Capitalisation Rates 

Type of Development Capitalisation 

Rate 

Commercial 6.0% 

Ground Floor Retail 6.0% 

First Floor Retail 6.0% 

Supermarket 5.5% 
 

VPA amounts are calculated based on the difference between the CIV of development 

options adhering to current LEP controls, and those that exceed current LEP controls. 

The table below shows the VPA calculated based on CIV that exceeds current LEP 

controls. 

Table 25: CIV and VPA Totals 

Type of CIV Harwood CIV Wran VPA VPA Wran 

Development Harwood 

Commercial  

Residential 
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The below table is the net effect of the VPA payments on the modelled results shown in 

Table 22. 

Table 26: Summary of Results with VPA liability 

Type of Development Value - Commercial Value - Residential Risk Level 

Harwood Site Medium 

Wran Site Medium 

Both Harwood and Wran Medium 

A VPA payment constitutes a liability to the State, payable to the City of Sydney 

Council, the effect of which reduces any proceeds from divestment of property. 

For the purposes of this assessment it is assumed that any VPA outcomes would be 

reinvested into the New Museum in Western Sydney Project to assist in the realisation of 

public amenity or benefit from the project. 
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Appendix A: Indicative Development Schemes 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study  

Key Design Principles 

 
This document explores preliminary massing feasibilties for 500 Harris Street Ultimo. The 

massing has been generated through analysis of the site, adjoining properties, current and 

future planning context, surrounding local context and the broader City of Sydney as a whole. 

The proposed envelope has been developed with consideration of surrounding 

amenity and moves beyond the development potential that would occur under 

the current applicable controls (i.e. planning proposal scenarios). 
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 Site Analysis 

Study Area 

c — ] Study Area 
 

Darling 

Square 

The total MAAS site area is 

comprised of the following lots: 

Lot 1 DP 770031 

Lot 1 DP 781732 

Lots 1 and 3 DP 631345 

Lot 3 DP 216854 

Lot 37 DP 822345 

The preliminary full site studies in this 

document are confined to the Wran and 

Harwood site areas identified (right) 
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Site Analysis 

Site Boundary and Area 

The total MAAS site area is  

comprised of the following lots: 

Lot 1 DP 770031 

Lot 1 DP 781732 

Lots 1 and 3 DP 631345 

Lot 3 DP 216854 

Lot 37 DP 822345 

Approximate total site area is 24,378 m2 
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 UTS Green, Ultimo The Goods Line, Ultimo Mary Ann Park, Ultimo 

Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Key Design Principles 

With a growing emphasis on the protection 

of public spaces within Central Sydney, it is 

realistic that new development should look 

to limit additional overshadowing of key 

public spaces within the vicinity. The public 

spaces considered are: 

1. The Goods Line 

2. UTS Green 

3. Mary Ann Park 

The tower heights modelled in this feasibility 

are reflective of a height that would not have 

a considerable impact on the solar amenity 

to these public spaces in Winter. 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study  

Key Design Principles 

It is realistic that new development should look to limit additional  

overshadowing of residential apartments within the vicinity.  

The relevant surrounding developments considered are: 

01. 82 Mary Ann Street 

Proposed development should not reduce existing sun access to  

surrounding residential apartment buildings in mid-winter by more  

than 20% in accordance with the ADG objective 3B - Overshad-  
owing of neighbouring properties is minimised during mid-winter. 

   

 

   

 
   82 Mary Ann Street  
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Site Analysis 

Site Boundary and Area 

The context plan illustrates some 

considerable development heights (existing, 

under construction and proposed) between 

Darling Harbour and Ultimo 
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Site Analysis 

Site Boundary and Area 

The maximum building heights in this 

feasibility have considered these changing 

densities and heights around Darling 

Harbour, Central Station and Ultimo. 

80m 

90m 

130m 150m 

55m 

E _ 3 Site Bdy 
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overshadowing from envelope 

- 9am mid winter 

Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Commercial Program 

The proposed building envelopes and indicative 

130m tower heights have been formed in response 

to context and environmental constraints, including 

overshadowing. An analysis of the impact of the 

envelope to key public spaces has been undertaken 

to ensure no adverse impacts to these sites. 

The shadow diagrams illustrate no additional overshad-

owing to the UTS Green or Mary Ann Park minimal 

impact onto the Goods Line from the indicative tower 

envelopes in mid winter between 10am and 2pm (in 

line with public space protection times) 

10am shadow indicates some overshadowing of 82 

Mary Ann Street apartments. Tower locations on the 

site have been developed with the intention that any 

additional overshadowing ov 82 Mary Ann Street is 

kept within an allowable range (i.e. <20% between 

9am and 3pm). Subject to more detailed survey 

r 
A Public Space A - Goods Line  
L 
r 
a Public Space B - UTS Green 

r c J Public Space C - Mary Ann Street Park 
L  

Dj Adjoining Residential D - 82 Mary Ann Street 
r 
E LEP RE1 zoning 

r 
LEP RE1 zoning 

L  J  
r 

Gj LEP RE1 zoning  
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Commercial Program 
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 n 

I. AJ Public Space A - Goods Line 
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L 
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 J Public Space B - UTS Green 
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L CJ Public Space C - Mary Ann Street Park 
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D ..1 Adjoining Residential D - 82 Mary Ann Street 
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overshadowing from envelope 

- 11am mid winter 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Commercial Program 
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overshadowing from envelope 

- 12pm mid winter 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Commercial Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Commercial Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Commercial Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Residential Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Residential Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Residential Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Residential Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Residential Program 
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Preliminary Feasibility Study 

Shadow Study - Residential Program 
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130m - 32 Storeys 28m - 6 Storeys 130m - 32 Storeys 

- Commercial scheme 
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Scenario A - Planning Proposal -130m Towers 
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 - Commercial scheme 

 

130m - 32 Storeys 28m - 6 Storeys 130m - 32 Storeys 

Indicative Scheme 

Scenario A - Planning Proposal - 130m Towers 
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Indicative Scheme 

Scenario A - Planning Proposal - 130m Towers 

- Commercial scheme - Typical podium level 
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Indicative Scheme 

Scenario A- Planning Proposal -130m Towers 

- Commercial scheme - Typical lower tower level 
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Indicative Scheme 

Scenario A - Planning Proposal - 130m Towers 

- Commercial scheme - Typical higher tower level (L32) 
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Indicative Scheme 

Scenario A - Planning Proposal - 130m Towers 

- Commercial scheme - Schedules 

60 17 BO Si - 71.01 

37 16,606 36,536 32,536 

03. 706 

10 Ara• I 24 378 0.  

Hentwte °FA (40000 Rause) 10 14.170 ro2 

001101104GFA ott 
02700311/101 .62 10560 Ir.  

TOTAL ORA 4092.s 
.1600 066 413:1  

7.0.11001 
.aomud 0110 30 

011001  185.2 003 
LottiW 123 14 1200 1.20 
60131 12.L.2 2.1 12600  011 
10110  1173 31 121112,212 
10121 Si 1170 ______ 103 
0 0 4 1   - 0 0 - 1 - 6 . 0  0 0 1   
12627/ 126 24 i112111  
8 . 3 ,  1 2 3 3  0  % W O 9 2  
100211 NA as 1001 ,115 Y0024 01.6 3.1 0241 

1246 
628123 103  3.1 POO 4.012 
-
331 fr-. a  WM  116  

00121 _________________ 412 2.,  •00  _______________   
Wir21 70.4 a ...21 15

110
  

Ym115 11.0 34 7220 

P104  

ozna 662 as ara 
62611 11021 21 013 
622114 666 2.5 010  
30113 SU la ____ MO 

 31 ___ aith____   
02 31 .11.  
414 32 0223 
2/23 3.2 2176  

 311 33 27  
 27.1 

0 270 _____ 7111 
 143 0.2 31 3011 012 
 1,44 168 3.11 11,16 00  
 ••

3 12.3 14 t 1•36 9112
 

1•012 11 34 110 201 

 1010 013 
170 

11.6 

004 5 12 AA 2.012 
6006 0 5 OM 9.10 

00000 
00

.0 
 

100.1 

011010120 

1,733  
1.933 

Comm. 

064 

101 

5304  

Site 

Train 07.0.4 1-
13.tmod 01.111Ji2 

163 
24  

003 

  
115 

3 423 

2 25 

     
 __________________ 1111111111•1=111    

06 

                00 .10/ 101 
0032 123 

1 
23 

1405 
11113 1,13   4,216   211/13 

0s1.15as 

IMfl 121.2 61 1200 

  
4. 5071 

  
1,00 

04020 117.4 0 121.0 1 343 ipla 

    
_A. 

1633 1137  

10031 1063 
31 

11 

147,40 

MN 1,862 

100 
110 

1.100 
1,01   

IAN 
4.1101 

WM 27 1916 3.4 1000 2,201 181e 1101/ 

     1021 _ 

   
bran 3114 

33 
1.• 

1000 
0220 430  130  1010   

Ii.. 
1,16/ 

1000 026 32 64.20 1712 

  
1223 

  
1MI1 

1623 0I6  
22633 57 

sa 
3.5 

00 
1110 

4,142 
1.346 

, /20  
130 13no   

tan 

late 

5021 112 31 10.00 190 102 1210  

  
1,000 

16. Al 
,...,10 116 

31 
37 

100 
1070 

010  

1,62I 

1103 
1.631 

170 
1.101   

1s* 

1_,,__
_ 
J_M___  

ipos 
1.00 

1.010 

1012 71.5 3.1 7610 1343 130 107 

  '0.017 0 12 11.10 174 2766 i 007 

  04610 02  
10011 30 

1.• 
11 

11601 
6.1.10 

4343 
1,113 

101 
1361 

007 
1107   8,. 14 0,3 32 00 1.20 1,016 00  

  
LIN 

Wool 1,22 MI XS 

  
1340 1,00 

    
1646 

43 31 mop 1,11+ 277 1001 77 

  
1;0 

43%0141 3J 4010 102 1206 1,67 

  
1,00 

40 11 41.4 

    
4,0  

  
1712 

00 0 00,0 33 41.40 

  
110 1.01 

  
1/40 

00 a 2111 as 31.10 1,741 1011 107 

  
1,0 

1017 29.6 
00 24 

5  

61 

W O  
D J  4105 1 711 13741   

0 
1 011 

00.4 

Cen.00.1 

106 20.2 31 106 1333 1 733 

    
1 36 

,,,,, 4 164 la 0100 1361 1,110 1070 

  
17,136 

164 17-0  
0.612 1.41 

aS 
2.5 

*00 
110 

1,10 
1,186 

4,730 IWO 

  
1,720  

1se 
.... 1  sa Lao 1,151 I 730 

    
1.718 

02,,, 0  

  
65.00 00  110  r 10 ___   

  
33,713 02222.222,2 a 12201 

1 1 0 0 7 . 1 1  ( 0 0 0 , 3 0 . 1   0 0 0 2  

  _3703   0000 00000 

  
ZIA 

  19406101 

  
2.16  

  8041405 

  
100 

  104  

total 

 33,032 37,231 

 83.61% 05.88% 

11 153 31,0311 

 

31  130  

1,10 
1,706  

510 0 

103 1.101 

103 _____ 1 AM 
03 1. 

101  ______________ 1.031  
166 ..202 3s 
1041 1114  
14013. 12.3 23 

271  11.07  
10416 

1;0 

 101 
600.61 isd622173C/ 

103 

SO 

000 00 

1,76 
710 

1,7011 
1 7 0 4   
I s  

Cormwold a 1104 

cosn,  
Baurnall, 

X.0  
11 104 

INN 

13,635 

00005 

10131 

Heals. 

.0.00 

10.00 
10.0 
040 

Ufa 
2.1112 

2.30 

2.01 
012 

132  
117 

11 
1117 

'1  

1 70 
1 TY 

100 

74 
1 74111 

1 We 
2.370 

mminommommininammomsErmoman-im 

6526% 84.716 

!
1
1

10
=

0,7
: 

 ____________________ 11M101111111111•10 

81.00 

 



01  Scenario 13, .esic ential Drogra  
 

 

© 2017 Crone FINAL DRAFT- CONFIDENTIAL 32 



 - Residential scheme 

© 2017 Crone 
 

130m - 39 Storeys 27m - 7 Storeys 

I 

` § c , .  
\ 

W‘.510  

130m - 39 Storeys 27m - 7 Storeys 

1 

FINAL DRAFT- CONFIDENTIAL 
33 

Indicative Scheme 

Scenario B - Planning Proposal - 130m Towers 
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Scenario B - Planning Proposal - 130m Towers 
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Scenario B - Planning Proposal -130m Towers 

- Residential scheme - Typical podium level 
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Scenario B - Planning Proposal -130m Towers 

- Residential scheme - Typical tower level 
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Scenario B - Planning Proposal -130m Towers 

- Residential scheme - Typical basement level 
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0 11400ŝ  4•0444******0010001•1014**Xin00101101XXXIBOXA*41 

17.1101144.0141***TXXIII MOM* XXXXXXXXXXXXXVIROXXXXXXXXXE•410000•94/14.1M memorwasasompoonearo. •11641001**XXXX00111XXXXX 

nrxxxx.emexamanionwommoommommumemeol.  XIXIX01141.11440-104441011XMIIMMI 4111ILMOIMMI*00001000,01MMOSIX100.1011031.0010011001114.1001XXIMI*00***••••••• 

IMAIDIMO1400MINXIINXIIIM1004  

"11 

0 4 4111494144312•1•0 1111•41•10.1101010•V IX Ma WI 

tosmx • ararvemexnxxxxxemvuxemexrensameasxxxxxxxxxie Ix* 

400001•1411XIMOMOOlk      

4.1***rxxXIM*24,030.44.*IrdneXvIVA11111 14144444,00ramir 010XXXXXItaf*  
 __ XX.XXXxxelepron AW*3•01,11601•00BlaIXIM0010•10.11 4.4*,49•40,00t4040440,44,4*•4. 

 
PX41100.6•XSX041111411.411101X,X* te**X.E*04040.4 *XXXI'', WNW XXXXXIII X N11.1. 410124011V0 00111XXXXXXX 041141**0•120111**SPETTXXXXXXXXX10•MPROVIVAONVOCIFV•0113 V VITPICEIFIR*0.0rOX •• 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxamnexxxxxaeuremosenes 011R4110.1XlMAIIMIX/110114.1. fr 1001*XXXXIElleXIXXXIX•Xl 444."40410 • 

  ex. 
  **X.= ••••••••••• 

fX exxxxx*** arrarrsamaxxxxxxxxx*elesms. ovrannerrxmaxerisievrxxx xallelr***rnIFEWX1141111214***X1111111101**1****MeltIMMXINIMMONrnI1310,101XXIMIEVIXXIMIMVW.11 01401****** 

0 2017 Crone FINAL DRAFT- CONFIDENTIAL 40 



l'ADIN GROUP 

Appendix B: Planning Advice 

Ultimo Site I Development Options Assessment Page 29 



 (f)4+  
0 

2 3  
Z(i) 

C a  
C O  

C 

0 )  - a   

E 

C 

2 2  

U ' 
42. 

T
. +

6
1
 2

 9
9
5
6
 6

9
6
2
 

2011 

am
 

t 

E 
CD O. 

ETHOS 
URBAN 

29 September 2017 

16462 

POWERHOUSE MUSEUM, 500 HARRIS STREET, SYDNEY 

PLANNING ADVICE 

This advice has been prepared by Ethos Urban on behalf of Johnstaff in relation to the Powerhouse Museum 

site at 500 Harris Street, Sydney. Specifically, Johnstaff have requested our advice regarding the potential 

,7) future building height that could be achieved on the site, should the controls in the Sydney Local 

03 Environmental Plan 2012 (Sydney LEP 2012) be amended. 
Z  °  

Consideration of 'super towers' on the site 

The City of Sydney Council (Council) has released the Central Sydney Planning Strategy (CSPC) which is to 

be the guiding strategic document for Central Sydney over the coming 20 years. Along with this Strategy is a 

Planning Proposal to amend the Sydney LEP 2012 and amendments to the Sydney DCP 2012. The CSPC 

identifies that the area around the Powerhouse Museum site could accommodate growth over the period 'from 

2024 to 2036 and beyond'. In this regard the site sits within the long term part of the strategy. 

The proposed amendments to the Sydney LEP 2012 include increased building height and Floor Space 

Ratio (FSR) controls for Central Sydney that facilitate taller towers, informally known as 'super towers', 

generally with heights in excess of 240m and FSR controls in excess of 12:1. 

While the future context of the site will be subject to change as a result of the proposed amendments to 

the Sydney LEP 2012 and the presence of taller towers in Central Sydney, it would be premature and 

inappropriate to consider that the same controls proposed for Central Sydney (i.e. 'super towers') would 

be appropriate for the subject site for the following reasons: 

 The amendments to the Sydney LEP 2012 are not yet endorsed by the Department of Planning and 

Environment or the Greater Sydney Commission and as such are not imminent or certain and may be 

subject to change; 

 The City of Sydney has not yet begun considering 'super towers' in the Sydney CBD in the locations 

envisaged under the CSPC. The CSPC identifies the land surrounding the site as being part of a longer term 

growth area and, as such consideration of a 'super tower' on the site would be premature; and 

 The CSPC identifies areas of potential tower clusters that will accommodate taller buildings. The 

context of the subject site is not a high density CBD setting and as such it would not be appropriate to 

adopt the same building form controls as proposed in Central Sydney. 

The 'super tower' building height and FSR controls in the CSPC are designed to facilitate taller towers in 

Central Sydney where land parcels are generally fragmented and are substantially smaller than the subject 

site. FSR is a measure of the ratio of the internal building floor space (Gross Floor Area) to the area of the 

site (i.e. an FSR of 2:1 means that the Gross Floor Area of a building can be 2 times the area of the site). If 

the site area is increased, the amount of Gross Floor Area is also increased. In this regard, if the same 

'super tower' FSR control proposed for smaller sites in Central Sydney was applied to the subject site, it 

would result in substantially more Gross Floor Area and a larger building, refer to example below: 

Table 1 - Example comparison of FSR controls 



ETHOS 
URBAN 

Site Site Area FSR Control GFA Indicative Building height* 

Example Sydney CBD Site 
1,000m2 15:1 15,000m2  30 levels 

Subject site 22,900m2  15:1 343,500m2  68 levels 
 
*Building height based on 500m2 floor plate 

Should the site be subdivided into smaller allotments, their redevelopment would result in a comparably higher FSR control. 

Notwithstanding this, the FSR controls for 'super towers' still would not be appropriate as they would facilitate a building 

height (likely in excess of 240m) that is intended for Central Sydney and not the subject site. The section below discusses a 

suitable rationale for determining the appropriate building height on the site. 

Rationale for determining appropriate building height 

In order to determine an appropriate building height for the site, a benchmarking exercise was undertaken considering the 

existing, approved and proposed developments surrounding the site. The local context of the site includes larger buildings in the 

following major developments: 

SICEEP and Darling Harbour;  

University of Technology; and  

Central Park. 

The taller buildings in proximity to the site include heights ranging from 133.55m (approved) to 166.35m (proposed). It is 

noted that both of these buildings are located to the east of the site and as such are closer to the cluster of taller buildings in 

the Sydney CBD. Accordingly, we consider that a building height in the range of 120m-130m on the site would be suitable. 

The building height and envelope would need to be tested and assessed with respect to overshadowing impacts, view impacts, 

transition to surrounding localities and Urban Design impacts. A concurrent architectural exercise is being undertaken by 

Crone Architects to analyse the potential 120m-130m building heights, with consideration to, and analysis of overshadowing 

and Urban Design Impacts. Ethos Urban will be provided this analysis for review on its completion. 
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